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I. INTRODUCTION
A.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation (CSVT) project is proposed as a 12- to

13-mile, 4-lane, limited-access highway from the existing Selinsgrove Bypass (U.S. Routes
11/15 Expressway) in Monroe Township, Snyder County, just north of Selinsgrove, to PA Route
147 in West Chillisquaque Township, Northumberland County, just south of the interchange
between PA Route 147 and PA Route 45 (refer to Figure 1).
The CSVT project will reduce congestion, provide better access to the region, improve
safety by reducing conflicts, and support population and economic growth that is expected in
the region. The proposed project has been the subject of years of support by local governments, organizations, and political officials. Detailed planning, engineering, and environmental
studies for the proposed project have been undertaken by the Pennsylvania Department of
Transportation (PENNDOT) in cooperation with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA).
The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the CSVT project was circulated in July
2003 for the Selected Alternative DA Modified Avoidance (DAMA) in Section 1 of the project and
River Crossing 5 (RC5) in Section 2 (refer to Figure 2). The FHWA issued the Record of
Decision (ROD) on October 31, 2003, for the selected alternative DAMA and RC5.
The project was split into Section 1 (currently referred to as the Southern Section) and
Section 2 (currently referred to as the Northern Section) for the Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS). Section 1 spans from the existing Selinsgrove U.S. Routes 11/15 Interchange to County
Line Road/U.S. Route 15 near Winfield. Section 2 encompasses the design north of County
Line Road/U.S. Route 15 near Winfield, incorporating the proposed interchange with U.S. Route
15, Susquehanna River crossing, and connection onto PA Route 147 (refer to Figure 2).
Project construction is planned to proceed first in Section 2 (the Northern Section) and subsequently in Section 1 (the Southern Section). Three or more construction contracts are planned
in each section to phase the necessary funding for the project over multiple years and facilitate
the programming of such funding on the Department’s 2007-2010 Transportation Improvement
Program (TIP). (All project funding will be included in the fiscally constrained TIP.)
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1. Project Update
Since the ROD, Pre-Final Design activities have progressed on both CSVT sections.
The initial Final Design efforts have included the minimization of impacts as initially anticipated
in the FEIS and ROD. The design efforts have focused on reducing impacts which includes
balancing the earthwork. Design activities have included right-of-way gap plan development,
surveying, property access modifications, stormwater facility placement, Phase I and II archaeology, etc. Project milestones since the ROD have included the March 31, 2005, Agricultural
Lands Condemnation Approval Board (ALCAB) hearing and subsequent adjudication (April 22,
2005) in favor of DAMA/RC5 Alternative as the preferred alternative and the August 30, 2005,
Design Field View for Section 2 (Northern Section). In addition, the Selinsgrove Center Mitigation Site (Center Site) has moved forward as the proposed natural resource mitigation replacement area for the CSVT project. The environmental clearance was obtained for this site on April
12, 2004. The project is currently in the Final Design phase, with completion of design anticipated for Winter 2005/2006. The construction of this site should ensue in Summer 2006 with
completion anticipated for Fall 2007.
Section 1 is currently in Pre-Final Design with official Final Design anticipated to begin in
late 2006 or 2007. Section 1 ongoing Pre-Final Design activities currently include surveying,
right-of-way Gap Plan development, Phase I and II archaeological investigations, earthwork
balance, alignment refinements, property acquisitions, stormwater facility placement, etc. Since
the ROD, preliminary design refinements have primarily involved modifications to the alignment
to minimize impacts. The median width was changed from 90 feet to 60 feet. Although the
change to the median width was discussed during the FEIS, the associated impacts were not
revised prior to getting the ROD.
Section 2 is currently in initial Final Design stages. This section is further along in the
design process than Section 1 and Design Field View plans have been completed. Section 2
ongoing design activities currently include surveying, right-of-way Gap Plan development,
Phase I and II archaeological investigations, earthwork balance, alignment refinements, property acquisitions, property access design modifications, stormwater facility placement, etc.
Since the ROD, preliminary design refinements have primarily involved modifications to minimize impacts. The median width was changed from 90 feet to 60 feet. Although the change to
the median width was discussed during the FEIS, the associated impacts were not revised prior
to getting the ROD. Additionally, the impact area was expanded west of S.R. 0147 near the
-4-

proposed Ridge Road relocation to accommodate a proposed park-and-ride facility (refer to
Figure 3).

B.

DEVELOPMENTS LEADING TO REEVALUATION
The FEIS for the CSVT project was circulated in July 2003 for the selected alternative

DAMA in Section 1 of the project and RC5 in Section 2 (refer to Figure 2). The FHWA issued
the ROD on October 31, 2003, for the selected alternative DAMA and RC5. As stipulated in 23
CFR 771.129, reevaluations of the EIS are required at regular intervals during a transportation
project’s lifespan. Generally, reevaluations are necessary if major steps to advance the action
have not occurred within three years from the ROD. In addition, they may also be required by
the FHWA before requesting major approvals or when changes to impacts occur.

1. Section 1 (Southern Section)
The DAMA Alternative presented in the FEIS was developed as an avoidance alternative
for the Simon P. App Farm property, which was determined to be eligible for the National
Register of Historic Places during the EIS development phase of the project.

The DAMA

Alternative was developed from the DA Modified (DAM) Alternative that bisects the App property. The DAM Alternative was fully evaluated in the FEIS and studied in the same level of
detail as the DAMA Alternative, though it was dismissed in the Alternatives Section due to the
App Farm’s National Register eligibility (FEIS, Pages III-103 through III-105). The footprint and
associated impacts of the DAM Alternative are identical to the FEIS DAMA Alternative except
for a section approximately one mile in length from the interchange with U.S. Routes 11/15 to
the intersection of Airport Road and Mill Road, as shown on Figure 4. The DAMA Alternative
would require the complete reconstruction of the existing U.S. Routes 11/15 interchange. 2005
cost estimates indicate that the DAMA Alternative would cost $16.7 million more than the DAM
Alternative. The avoidance of the Simon P. App Farm was a concern to a number of individuals
and organizations in the project area. Considerable public comment was received during the
EIS development on this issue; therefore, one of the ROD commitments included a statement
that the Department would reevaluate the selected alternative if conditions changed at some
point in the future.
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On March 31, 2005, the ALCAB hearing was conducted and an adjudication was rendered on April 22, 2005, in favor of the DAMA/RC5 Alternative as the preferred alternative for
the CSVT project. A stipulation of the approval included in the “Adjudication and Order” states:

“Should conditions with respect to the historical nature of the App farm change
from those currently present at any point prior to the construction of the CSVT
project, the board encourages PENNDOT to reevaluate the area of impact and to
revisit the DA Modified Alternative as the preferred Section 1 alternative.”

As part of a separate independent research initiative, the Pennsylvania State University
(PSU), PENNDOT, and the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission (PHMC), in
conjunction with the FHWA, began developing a historic context for farms in Pennsylvania.
PENNDOT Districts 2-0, 3-0, and 4-0 were included as part of the research initiative, and a
context was developed that included the project area. Based on this new information and the
methodology outlined in the property types and registration requirements of the draft historic
context, North and West Branch Susquehanna Diversified Farming Region, and in consultation
with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), the FHWA has determined that the Simon
P. App Farm is not eligible for the National Register of Historic Places under the new historic
context. The PHMC has concurred with this finding. The Keeper of the National Register has
also concurred with the non-eligible determination and has rescinded the Determination of
Eligibility originally issued for the App farm on July 17, 2001. Additionally, a review of the
previously documented agricultural resources as well as all properties directly impacted by the
selected alternatives was undertaken to address the applicability of the new agricultural context.
The Simon P. App farm property is the only farm that is no longer National Register eligible in
the project area.
Based on the change in the National Register of Historic Places eligibility determination
for the Simon P. App Farm, the DAM Alternative is now a viable alternative in Section 1 (Southern Section). The DAM Alternative was fully evaluated in the FEIS and studied to the same
level of detail as the DAMA Alternative, though it was dismissed in the Alternatives Section due
to the App eligibility (FEIS, Pages III-103 through III-105). This reevaluation summarizes the
potential change in the social, economic, and environmental effects of the DAM and DAMA
Alternatives. Additionally, since design has progressed since the ROD, this reevaluation also
presents the impact of the DAM and DAMA Alternatives based on the current (2005) design.
Figure 2 outlines the current impact lines and the FEIS/ROD footprint for comparison purposes.
-8-

2. Section 2 (Northern Section)
The RC5 Alternative was the selected alternative during the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) evaluation and the approved alternative by the ALCAB. This alternative has
undergone refined pre-final design engineering since the ROD, and the footprint is essentially
the same as the alternative presented in the FEIS (refer to Figure 2). The impact area was
modified near the intersection of the relocated Ridge Road and existing S.R. 0147 for a proposed park-and-ride that was added to the project scope since the ROD. This facility was
added as a result of increasing demand for park-and-ride lots in the immediate area, and the
design will be further refined during Final Design. This reevaluation documents the potential
social, economic, and environmental effects of the 2003 ROD RC5 Alternative compared to the
current (2005) design of the RC5 Alternative as of the Design Field View plans package submission. Figure 2 outlines the current impact lines and the FEIS/ROD footprint for comparison
purposes.

C.

IMPACT SUMMARY
1. Section 1 (DAM - vs. - DAMA Alternative)
A summary of environmental issues related to the DAM and DAMA Alternatives in

Section 1 of the project area is included in Table 1, ROD Reevaluation Environmental Summary: Section 1 DAM - vs. - DAMA. A comparison is made between the 2003 FEIS Selected
DAMA Alternative and the 2003 DAM Alternative. These 2003 impacts are based upon the
alternative design as of the ROD and represent the impacts as presented and discussed in the
FEIS. Subsequent to the ROD, design modifications have been ongoing, and a comparison of
the impacts based on the current (2005) design was also included. The DAM Alternative and
DAM footprint were modified slightly since the ROD as a result of the design changes (discussed in the previous section). The data found in this table are comprised of impacts for the
entire DAM and DAMA Alternatives in Section 1. Only the impacts that have changed since the
ROD have been included in Tables 1 and 2 and presented in Section II of this document,
Environmental Update.
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Generally, the DAM Alternative has less overall environmental impacts when compared
with the DAMA Alternative primarily because the DAM Alternative does not require the reconstruction of the existing U.S. Routes 11/15 interchange. The additional right-of-way required to
reconstruct the U.S. Routes 11/15 interchange for the DAMA Alternative increases impacts to
wetlands, waste sites, and wildlife habitat. Additionally, there are an additional two residential
and six commercial displacements required for the DAMA Alternative, which also translates into
a reduction in tax base. The construction and right-of-way costs were recalculated for the 2005
DAM and DAMA Alternatives. The DAMA Alternative is currently (2005) estimated to cost $16.7

TABLE 1
S.R. 0015, SECTION 088
ROD REEVALUATION ENVIRONMENTAL SUMMARY: SECTION 1 DAM - VS - DAMA
2003 ROD
DAMA
ALTERNATIVE

2003 ROD
DAM
ALTERNATIVE

2005
DAMA
ALTERNATIVE

2005
DAM
ALTERNATIVE

Agriculture Security Areas (Total)

98.72

98.93

96.43

96.13

Agriculture Security Areas (in production)

71.20

72.20

71.30

71.00

Productive Farmland

151.60

152.60

113.03

111.93

Statewide Importance/Prime Agricultural Soils

337.69

324.56

334.01

320.01

ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACTS
AGRICULTURE (ACRES)

SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT AND COMMUNITY IMPACTS
Residential Displacements

33

31

33

31

Commercial (# structures/businesses)

4/7

0

4/7

1/1

4.79

3.68

5.16

4.05

Forest Land

183.89

182.81

179.79

178.71

Old Field

157.02

148.46

134.74

126.18

Cut

8,477,000

8,339,527

4,854,225

4,716,752

Fill

6,120,000

5,803,558

4,830,282

4,513,840

Net

2,357,000

2,535,969

23,943

202,912*

5

0

5

0

$109,027,492.00

$127,000,000.00

$110,250,000

NATURAL RESOURCES
Wetlands

MISCELLANEOUS
Earthwork (CY)

Waste Sites (#)

Construction + ROW Costs ($) $114,027,492.00

NOTE: Final Design activities have not yet been initiated on Section 1 (Southern Section). The data presented in this
table represent the impacts based on the current status of the alignment development as of October 2005.
*

It is anticipated that the earthwork will be brought closer into balance during the Final Design refinement of the
alignment.
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TABLE 2
S.R. 0015, SECTION 088
ROD REEVALUATION ENVIRONMENTAL SUMMARY: SECTION 2 RC5
ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACTS

2003 ROD
RC5 ALTERNATIVE

2005
RC5 ALTERNATIVE

Agriculture Security Areas (Total)

49.01

48.96

Agriculture Security Areas (in production)

25.50

25.30

Productive Farmland

165.60

154.63

Statewide Importance/Prime Agricultural Soils

170.8

169.43

25

23

2.98

3.05

Forest Land

181.13

182.01

Old Field

38.92

34.25

Riverine Forest

5.66

6.23

Cut

4,671,000

4,664,414

Fill

2,562,000

4,635,812

Net

2,108,000

28,602

$149,742,157.00

$170,115,794.00

AGRICULTURE (ACRES)

SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT AND COMMUNITY IMPACTS
Residential Displacements
NATURAL RESOURCES
Wetlands

MISCELLANEOUS
Earthwork (CY)

Construction + ROW Costs ($)

NOTE: Initial Final Design activities have been initiated on Section 2 (Northern Section). The data presented in this
table represent the impacts based on the current status of the alignment development as of October 2005.

million more than the DAM Alternative due to right-of-way and construction costs associated
with the reconstruction of the U.S. Routes 11/15 interchange.

2. Section 2 (RC5 Alternative)
A summary of environmental issues related to changes in the RC5 design in Section 2 of
the project area is included in Table 2, ROD Reevaluation Environmental Summary: Section 2 RC5. A comparison is made between the 2003 FEIS Selected RC5 Alternative and the 2005
RC5 Alternative as of the Design Field View. The 2003 impacts are based on the alternative
- 11 -

design as of the ROD and represent the impacts as presented in the FEIS. Subsequent to the
ROD, design modifications have been ongoing, and a comparison of the impacts based on the
current (2005) design was also included. The RC5 footprint was modified slightly since the
ROD as a result of refined pre-final design engineering and the inclusion of a park-and-ride
(discussed in Section A.1, Project Update). The data found in this table are comprised of
impacts for the entire RC5 Alternative in Section 2. The changes outlined in this reevaluation
for the RC5 Alternative are minor, and the majority of the resource impacts had no change since
the ROD.
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II. ENVIRONMENTAL UPDATE
A summary of environmental issues related to the DAM, DAMA, and RC5 Alternatives
for the CSVT project area is included in Table 1 and Table 2. The data found in these tables
are comprised of impacts for the entire DAM and DAMA Alternatives in Section 1 and RC5
Alternative in Section 2. The DAM Alternative is identical to the DAMA Alternative except for a
section approximately one mile in length from the interchange with U.S. Routes 11/15 to the
intersection of Airport Road and Mill Road. The current RC5 Alternative generally remains on
the same footprint as presented in the FEIS, though slight changes to the impact area associated with earthwork balancing and local roadway connections altered the footprint slightly.
Environmental consequences have been presented only for those resources and subject
areas that have experienced a change since the ROD. All other subject areas outlined in the
NEPA document (Air Quality, Visual Quality, Geology and Soils, Public/Private Water Supplies,
Archaeological Resources, Floodplains, Energy, Secondary and Cumulative Impacts, Traffic
and Transportation Network, Required Permits and Scenic Rivers) remain the same, and
impacts can be referenced in the FEIS. The differences in impacts between the 2003 ROD
DAM and 2005 DAM are minor, as are the differences between the 2003 ROD DAMA and 2005
DAMA Alternative. The primary differences in Section 1 occur between the DAM and DAMA
Alternatives; therefore, the discussion focuses upon comparing DAM and DAMA in Section 1.
The environmental impact differences between the 2003 ROD RC5 and 2005 RC5 are negligible aside from the balance of earthwork.

A.

SOCIAL, ECONOMIC, AND LAND USE EFFECTS
1. Section 1
The greatest differences between the DAM and DAMA Alternatives occur in the social

and economic impacts arena. The DAMA Alternative requires the full reconstruction of the U.S.
Routes 11/15 interchange, whereas the DAM Alternative uses the existing interchange stub,
equating to approximately $16.7 million more in ROW and construction costs. The additional
right-of-way needed to accommodate the new interchange for the DAMA Alternative results in
an additional two residential and six commercial displacements whereas the DAM Alternative
would not.

The commercial displacements required for the DAMA Alternative include the

Comfort Inn/Tokyo Diner, Best Buy Auto Express (one building), Class A Auto/Class A Car- 13 -

pet/Styles Unlimited Fitness Center (one building), and Styles Unlimited Beauty Salon. The
DAM Alternative results in a total of 31 residential and 1 commercial (Best Buy Auto Express)
displacements in Section 1, whereas DAMA Alternative has a total of 33 residential and 6
commercial displacements. The commercial displacements associated with DAMA Alternative
also translate into a greater impact to the local tax base.

2. Section 2
Residential displacements have been reduced by two units since the ROD. Design
modifications made since the ROD have shifted impact lines slightly to avoid two additional
properties.

B.

NOISE
1. Section 1
There are minor differences in the future acoustical environment between the DAM and

DAMA Alternatives. Although two additional noise impacts are noted with the DAM Alternative,
both residences are considered displacements under the DAMA Alternative. A total of 109
noise-impacted residences were identified in Section 1 for the DAMA Alternative; 111 were
identified with the DAM Alternative. A full reevaluation of the noise impacts will be completed
during the Final Design phase of the project. This Final Design traffic noise study will completely reevaluate the traffic noise impacts and mitigation according to PENNDOT Publication
24, Project Level Highway Traffic Noise Handbook, which is in accordance with FHWA FederalAid Policy Guide Title 23 CFR 772.

2. Section 2
A Final Design traffic noise study will be underway shortly for this design section,
completely reevaluating the traffic noise impacts and mitigation according to PENNDOT Publication 24, Project Level Highway Traffic Noise Handbook, which is in accordance with FHWA
Federal-Aid Policy Guide Title 23 CFR 772.
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C.

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES
1. Section 1
After the ROD, the ALCAB hearing was held on March 31, 2005, and an adjudication

was issued on April 22, 2005, approving the DAMA Preferred Alternative Section 1.

The

“Adjudication and Order” includes the following statement:

“Should conditions with respect to the historical nature of the App farm change
from those currently present at any point prior to the construction of the CSVT
project, the board encourages PENNDOT to reevaluate the area of impact and to
revisit the DA Modified Alternative as the preferred Section 1 alternative.”

As part of a separate, independent research initiative, PENNDOT and the PHMC, in conjunction
with the FHWA, began developing a historic context for farms in Pennsylvania. Based on this
new information and the methodology outlined in the property types and registration requirements of the draft historic context, North and West Branch Susquehanna Diversified Farming
Region, and in consultation with the SHPO, the FHWA has determined that the Simon P. App
Farm is not eligible for the National Register of Historic Places under the new historic context.
Therefore, the DAM Alternative can now be considered a viable alternative. A Farmland Assessment Report is being prepared, and another ALCAB hearing is anticipated in March 2006.
There are slight quantitative differences in the impacts to agricultural resources between
the DAM and DAMA Alternatives. The 2005 DAM Alternative impacts about 14 fewer acres of
total Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) farmland (prime/important soils) than the 2005
DAMA Alternative. The 2005 DAM Alternative impacts one acre less productive agricultural
land than the 2005 DAMA Alternative. The productive farmland impacts dropped by approximately 40 acres since the ROD/FEIS for both the DAM and DAMA Alternatives as a result of the
conversion of farmland to the Monroe Manor residential development. In addition, based on
testimony presented at the ALCAB hearing and the ALCAB adjudication, the DAM Alternative is
preferred by local farmers, the Snyder County Farm Bureau, and the Pennsylvania Department
of Agriculture.

The DAM Alternative takes less prime and important farmland soils and it

interferes less with the remaining viable productive agricultural land and ASA properties zoned
for agricultural use.

A Farmland Reassessment Report and additional request for ALCAB

approval would be necessary for at least one additional property.
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2. Section 2
After the ROD, the ALCAB hearing was held on March 31, 2005, and an adjudication
was issued on April 22, 2005, approving the RC5 Preferred Alternative in Section 2. The
refinement of the RC5 Alternative design since the ROD results in minor changes in agricultural
resource impacts as the footprint is generally the same as presented in the FEIS.

D.

NATURAL RESOURCES
1. Section 1

a.

Vegetation and Wildlife Habitat
The change in design since the ROD has resulted in minor changes in impacts to either

the DAM or the DAMA Alternatives. The impacts to vegetation and wildlife habitats for the
DAMA Alternative are slightly greater than for the DAM Alternative. Specifically, when comparing the 2005 DAM Alternative with the 2005 DAMA Alternative, impacts to wetland habitat is
23% less, impacts to forest land habitat are 0.5% less, and impacts to old field habitat are 5%
less.

b.

Wetlands
The impacts to wetlands for the DAMA Alternative are greater than the DAM Alternative.

The DAMA Alternative has approximately one acre more total wetland impacts than the DAM
Alternative. This represents a 23% reduction in wetland impacts. The 23% decrease in wetland
impacts resulting from the DAM Alternative selection is an appreciable reduction in wetland
impacts and in the overall natural resource impacts for the CSVT project.

c.

Surface Water/Aquatic Resources
The difference in the impacts (both direct and indirect) to surface water/aquatic re-

sources when comparing the DAMA Alternative with the DAM Alternative is nominal. The only
watercourse impacted differently by the two alternatives is Channel 17. The difference in the
impact to Channel 17 is associated more with the location of the watercourse where the impacts
- 16 -

occur than with the length of the impact. The difference in the length of the impacts (and the
square feet of impact) to Channel 17, and subsequently to the overall alignments, is negligible
when comparing the DAMA Alternative with the DAM Alternative.

2. Section 2
a.

Vegetation and Wildlife Habitat, Wetlands, and Surface Water/Aquatic Resources
The impacts to vegetation and wildlife habitats, wetlands, and surface water/aquatic

resources for the RC5 Alternative have not changed since the ROD.

E.

CULTURAL RESOURCES
1. Section 1
There are currently no impacts to any historical resources for the DAM or DAMA Alterna-

tives in Section 1. Prior to the App farm change in eligibility determination, the DAM Alternative
was not a reasonable alignment since it impacted this eligible farmstead. Since the ROD, the
App farm is no longer eligible for the National Register; therefore, the DAM Alternative is a
viable alignment.

From an archaeological resource perspective, the majority of the DAMA

Alternative underwent Phase 1 testing, with additional Phase 1 testing scheduled for the 1,000foot portion of the DAM Alternative near the existing U.S. Routes 11/15 Interchange. Detailed
archaeological excavation is not anticipated for either the DAM or the DAMA Alternative.

2. Section 2
There are no impacts to historical resources for the RC5 Alternative in Section 2. Since
the ROD, Phase 1 archaeological testing has been conducted on the majority of the RC5
Alternative footprint, with one property scheduled for Phase 2 work to be completed by the end
of 2005. There have not been any changes in archaeological impacts since the ROD.
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F.

WASTE SITES
1. Section 1
A total of three waste sites are identified for the DAM Alternative (PPL Ash Basin 2, PPL

Ash Basin 3, and Tax Parcel No. 12-05-146) whereas the DAMA Alternative impacts five waste
sites (Class A Auto, PPL Ash Basin 2, Auto Credit, Inc., PPL Ash Basin 3, and Tax Parcel No.
12-05-146). The two additional waste sites for the DAMA Alternative occur along U.S. Routes
11/15 where the additional right-of-way is required for the interchange reconstruction.

2. Section 2
The RC5 Alternative does not impact known waste sites.

G.

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS
1. Section 1
Construction-related traffic impacts along existing roadways will be less with the DAM

Alternative near the U.S. Routes 11/15 intersection in Selinsgrove.

The DAMA Alternative

requires the complete reconstruction of the Selinsgrove interchange, affecting traffic patterns
during construction, whereas the DAM Alternative does not. The FEIS acknowledged that the
construction of the new interchange associated with the DAMA Alternative may also impact
emergency service vehicles by slightly increasing response times.

2. Section 2
There has been no change in the construction related impacts in Section 2 since the
ROD.
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H.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
1. Sections 1 and 2
Considerable public comment was received during the EIS on the App farm issue;

therefore, one of the ROD commitments included a statement that the Department would
reevaluate the selected alternative if conditions changed at some point in the future. This
Reevaluation meets this commitment. A press release was issued by the Department in October 2005 announcing the change in eligibility for the App farm. It is anticipated that the information leading to this reevaluation and the information contained herein will be presented to the
public via the project Web site and newsletter after the approval of this document and the
conclusion of the ALCAB hearing. Public meetings are not anticipated at this time.

I.

REQUIRED PERMITS
1. Sections 1 and 2
The number of permits and their complexity remains unchanged from the findings

identified in the FEIS. The DAM and DAMA Alternatives are identical from a permitting perspective, and the permitting requirements for the RC5 Alternative have not changed since the ROD.
In addition, the ROD commitment to balance the earthwork was met since the 2005 design for
the DAM, DAMA, and RC5 Alternatives have been brought into balance.
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III.
A.

CONCLUSION

SECTION 1
The nature of the CSVT project in Section 1 has not changed significantly since the

adoption of the ROD. The impacts presented in the FEIS generally still remain valid based on
the current design. The most significant change that occurred since the ROD was the change
in National Register eligibility for the Simon P. App property, enabling the DAM Alternative to
become a viable alignment. In addition, the design was also brought into a balance situation
relative to the earthwork. The impacts for the DAM Alternative are overall less than for the
DAMA Alternative based on the current 2005 highway design. Given this fact, along with the
other reasons discussed in this reevaluation, the Department recommends proceeding with the
DAM Alternative.

B.

SECTION 2
The nature of the CSVT project in Section 2 has not changed significantly since the

adoption of the ROD. The impacts presented in the FEIS for the RC5 Alternative generally still
remain valid based on the current design. The biggest change that occurred since the ROD
was that the earthwork was brought into balance.

C.

SUPPLEMENTAL EIS DETERMINATION
As presented in this Reevaluation, it has been determined that – based on the updated

information about the surrounding environment; the current design status of the DAM, DAMA,
and RC5 Alternatives; and associated environmental impacts – there are no significant changes
in impacts when compared to the information presented in the ROD. Accordingly, a supplemental EIS is not warranted.
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