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Final Environmental Impact Statement 

PREFACE 

This report is Volume 2 of a two-volume set of reports that make up the Final Environmental 

Impact Statement (Final EIS) and Section 404 Permit Application for the Central Susquehanna Valley 

Transportation Project. This project, as proposed, consists of a 19.3 to 20.9 kilometer (twelve to 

thirteen mile) highway extending from the Selinsgrove Bypass (US Routes 11 /15 Expressway) in 

Monroe Township, Snyder County to just south of the interchange between PA Route 45 and PA Route 

147 in West Chillisquaque Township, Northumberland County. The purpose of the project is to reduce 

congestion on study area roadways, improve safety for users of the roadway system, and ensure 

sufficient capacity for the growth in population and employment that is expected in the study area. 

The Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PENNDOT) and the Federal Highway Ad­

ministration (FHWA) have prepared this report to fulfill the requirements set forth by the National Envi­

ronmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969. This report also complies with the regulations established by the 

Council of Environmental Quality (40 CFR 1500-1508) and the FHWA's Environmental Impact and 

Related Procedures (23 CFR 771 ). 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (U.S. ACOE), the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

(U.S. EPA), and the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (PA DEP) have been coop­

erating agencies in the EIS process. A cooperating agency is any organization, other than the lead 

agency, with jurisdiction by law or with special expertise with respect to any environmental impact 

involved in a major Federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human environment. For this 

project the U.S. ACOE and the U.S. EPA are considered to have jurisdiction for Section 404 of the 

Clean Water Act. The PA DEP is considered to have jurisdiction for Chapter 105 of Pennsylvania's 

Dam Safety and Waterway Management Regulations, Chapter 106 of Pennsylvania's Floodplain Man­

agement Regulations, and Section 401 Water Quality Certification. To link similar environmental proce­

dures and to enhance the environmental review process, it is intended that the Draft EIS and Final EIS 

will serve as the documentation required by the U.S. ACOE for review and evaluation of the Section 

404 Permit. The integration of NEPA and the Section 404 process increases the effectiveness of the 

transportation project development process. 

As a result of the alternative selection process, which included full consideration of comments 

received from circulation of the Draft EIS, the Public Meetings and the Public Hearing, the DA Modified 

Avoidance Alternative (DAMA) is recommended as the Preferred Alternative in Section 1 and the River 

Crossing 5 Alternative (RC5) is recommended as the Preferred Alternative in Section 2. This Final EIS 

presents the impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative and presents the proposed mitigation 

commitments to be implemented with the Preferred Alternative. 

This Final EIS reflects considerable condensing of technical information. Data summarized in 

this report are provided in detail in the project's technical support data. Technical support data files 
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have been compiled on topics including Project Needs, Social and Economic Considerations, Natural 

Resources, Cultural Resources, Farmlands, Floodplains, Noise, Air Quality, Waste Management, Traf­

fic, Engineering, Public Involvement, and Agency Coordination. This technical support data is avail­

able for review at the PENN DOT, District 3-0 Office in Montoursville. Readers desiring more informa­

tion about the data and methodologies employed are encouraged to review these files. 

In accordance with the policies and procedures of the FHWA and PENNDOT, this Final EIS 

has been prepared using both metric and standard English units of measurement. The metric units are 

listed first followed by the English units in parenthesis: Metric measure (English measure). 

This volume contains the following sections as presented in the Table of Contents. 

• Table of Contents 
• Section V - Comments and Coordination 
• Section VI - Recommendation of the Pref erred Alternative 
• Section VI I - List of Preparers and Reviewers 
• Section VIII - Distribution List 
• Section IX - Appendices 
• Section X - Constraint Mapping 
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V. COMMENTS AND COORDINATION 

A. PUBLIC AND AGENCY PARTICIPATION PROGRAM 

1. Program Approach 

The Public and Agency Participation Pro-

gram has been shaped by the principles and goals 

established by the integrated National Environmental 

Policy Act (NEPA)/Clean Water Act Section 404 

process and the Pennsylvania Department of 

Transportation's (PENN DOT) Transportation Project 

Development Process (TPDP). The program fo­

cused on systematic and regular coordination with 

the public and agency representatives, maintaining 

More detailed information on the public and 

agency involvement program is located 

in the Public Involvement and Agency Co-

ordination Technical Support Data. An in­

dex of the technical support data is lo-

cated in Section IX, Appendix A. 

open and continuous communication, and providing documented response to comments and sugges-

tions. The goal is to present adequate information and appropriate forums for the public and agencies 

to participate in full consideration of the environmental, social, and economic factors which will consti­

tute the basis for a final decision on the solution to the project needs. 

PENNDOT's project development process identifies six specific stages which require meet­

ings and consultation with the agencies and the public: 1) initial scoping; 2) analysis of project need; 3) 

development and analysis of preliminary (Phase I) alternatives; 4) development and analysis of de­

tailed (Phase II) alternatives; 5) circulation of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS); 

and 6) distribution of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS). In addition, the process 

calls for formal concurrence among the sponsoring, cooperating, and participating Federal and State 

agencies at the conclusion of each stage (with the exception of initial scoping). A written concurrence 

statement which finds that adequate information has been collected to support advancing to the next 

stage of the process is meant to document the conclusion of a consensus-building process. This 

section of the Final EIS outlines the public and agency coordination during the first five stages. 

2. Coordination with the Public 

a. Public Officials 

Public Officials from the following affected counties and municipalities were invited to a kick-off 

meeting on December 5, 1996. The program consisted of an overview of the project and the transpor-
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tation development process, and sought input on the project's needs and public involvement effort. 

Attendees were asked to provide nominations of people they thought would be effective on a Citizens 

Advisory Committee. The following officials were invited to the meeting. 

• Pennsylvania Senators Edward W. Helfrick and Roger Madigan 
• Pennsylvania Representatives Robert E. Belfanti, Daniel Clark, Jr., Russ Fairchild, and 

Merle H. Phillips 
• Northumberland County - East and West Chillisquaque Townships, Milton Borough, 

Northumberland Borough, Point Township, City of Sunbury, and Turbot Township 
• Snyder County - Monroe Township, Penn Township, Selinsgrove Borough, and 

Shamokin Dam Borough 
• Union County - East Buffalo Township, Lewisburg Borough, Union Township 

Following the first public officials' meeting, a Public Officials Work Group (POWG) was formed 

with each municipality within the project area designating a single representative to serve on a work 

group. The group met at the following times for the indicated purposes. 

1. October 29, 1996 - Update on the Needs Analysis and presentation of the constraints 
mapping; preparation for Public Meeting No. 1. 

2. January 28, 1997 - Report on the outcome_ of Public Meeting No. 1 and surveys of 
business interests conducted by the Union County Planning Department and the Central 
Susquehanna Valley Chamber of Commerce; review of conceptual alignments with 
participants in small work groups offered the opportunity to draw suggestions on maps. 

3. March 25, 1997 - Group exercise to validate traffic projection assignments; presentation 
of preliminary alternatives; and review of public involvement activities. 

For information on subsequent POWG meetings, see the section on "Joint CAC/POWG Meet­

ings." Briefings were offered for public officials immediately preceding each Public Meeting. 

b. Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 

i. Creation of the CAC 

Interviews were conducted with over 80 persons from the project area to get an understanding 

of what interests (farming, business, environmental, etc.) are important to the area, what groups best 

represent those interests, and which people would serve as the most effective spokespersons for 

those interests/groups. Persons contacted were asked to nominate people (including themselves) 

whom they thought would well represent the community on the CAC. A group of 24 people was 
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selected, with the understanding that more might be added to represent other interests which take on 

importance as the project develops. 

ii. Meetings of the CAC 

In most instances, the presentations and discussions at the CAC meetings mirrored those of 

the POWG. 

1. July 22, 1996 - Organizational matters, including the development of committee operating 
guidelines; an initial presentation of the Needs Analysis. 

2. October 28, 1996 - Update on the Needs Analysis and presentation of the constraints 
mapping; preparation for Public Meeting No. 1. 

3. January 30, 1997 - Report on the outcome of Public Meeting No. 1 and surveys of 
business interests conducted by the Union County Planning Department and the Central 
Susquehanna Valley Chamber of Commerce; review of conceptual alignments with 
participants in small work groups offered the opportunity to draw suggestions on maps. 

4. March 24, 1997 - Group exercise to validate traffic projection assignments; presentation 
of preliminary alternatives; and review of public involvement activities. 

c. Joint CAC/POWG Meetings 

Because the POWG and CAC meetings were closely paralleled in format and function, it was 

decided that it would be most efficient to combine the two groups. 
1. May 19, 1997 - Review of preliminary alignments prior to showing at Public Meeting No. 

2 (June 1997}; planning for the Public Meeting. 

2. August 25, 1997 - Present Alternative DA, developed on the basis of public input; 
describe dropping the Alternative G/Route 61 Interchange; present the Phase I traffic 
analysis results and preliminary conclusions on alternatives to carry forward for detailed 
study. 

3. October 27, 1998 - Describe the detailed study process in Phase 11, explain the process 
of noise abatement analysis, describe the general right-of-way acquisition process, and 
discuss plans for the next public meeting (Meeting No. 3 - November 1997). 

4. March 2, 1998 - Present results of Public Meeting No. 3 (November 1997), discuss 
recent community meetings and describe plans for forming two special focus groups, 
and present River Crossing No. 4. 

5. March 30, 1998 - Presentation by Federal and State agency representatives on their 
roles in the process. 
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6. June 29, 1998 - Map-based workshop discussions on the benefits and concerns of each 
alternative. 

7. September 28, 1998 - Present alternatives to avoid historic properties on the A-A and Old 
Trail corridors, DA West Alternative to minimize impacts to residential developments, 
and River Crossing No. 6. Discuss floodplain issues and current impact calculations. 
Discuss plans for Public Meeting No. 4 (November 1998). 

8. January 25, 1999 - Present results of Public Meeting No. 4 (November 1998), evaluate 
options for the interchange of the 61 Connector with Routes 11 /15, present a travel time 
and distance analysis, discuss changes in the historic boundary around the PPL plant, 
and report on plans for investigating a closed municipal landfill in Monroe Township. 

9. March 22, 1999 - Introduce Sketch 8 as a pref erred option for the 61 Connector 
interchange with Routes 11/15, show a traffic simulation of the Phase II alternatives, and 
update on floodplain and landfill issues. 

10. May 24, 1999 - Describe testing in area of the closed landfill, development of the DA West 
Modified and DA Modified Alternatives, and archaeological testing on the floodplain and 
the islands. 

11. July 19, 1999 - Present draft environmental impacts of landfill avoidance alternatives 
(DA, DA Modified, DA West Modified). Discuss impacts of Section 2 Alternatives in 
areas of geology and archaeology as a result of boring program. Announce elimination 
of Old Trail Ash Basin Avoidance Alternatives. 

12. September 27, 1999 - Report on the DA Modified Avoidance as the alternative to carry 
forward in the A-A Corridor, update on the results of archaeological and geological 
testing, and presentation of the impacts for Sections 1 and 2. 

13. February 28, 2000 - Present the environmental impact and cost impact summaries for 
all alternatives. Discuss the advantages and disadvantages of each alternative in each 
project section. Recommend DAMA in Section 1 and RC5 in Section 2 as the Preferred 
Alternative. 

14. May 22, 2000 - Update on modifications to the DAMA Alternative in the Colonial Acres 
area. Show visualizations of the DAMA and Old Trail Alternatives. Receive input on the 
Recommended Preferred Alternative. Plan for future public meetings. 

d. Public Meetings 
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1. Public Meeting No. 1: November 7, 1997 (Selinsgrove Middle School)· The purpose 
of this meeting was to present the public with the results of the traffic studies, the Needs 
Analysis, and the environmental constraints mapping. Through a combination of open 
displays and a formal presentation, attendees had opportunities to learn about the project 
studies and anticipated schedule, and ask individual questions. One hundred twenty· 
two people signed in at the meeting. A questionnaire and comment form was distributed 
and 96 were returned. 
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Questionnaire Results: One half of the respondents live in Monroe Township, most for 
fewer than 5 years. The majority work in the Shamokin Dam area and use the exist­
ing roadway system for commuting and business purposes. The following were the 
primary transportation problems identified. 

• congestion on Routes 11 /15 and in Northumberland Borough 
• conflicts with heavy truck traffic 
• hazardous roadway conditions 

Ninety-five percent felt that some improvements are needed; 73% saw a new facility as 
the answer, while 20% felt that widening the existing facilities would solve the problem. 

2. Public Meeting No. 2: June 5, 1997 (Selinsgrove Middle School)- The purpose of the 
Public Meeting was to present the 19 preliminary alternatives (including No-Build and 
Upgrade) and seek public input on the adequacy of the range of alternatives and opinions 
as to which alternative ought to be carried forward for detail study in Phase II. 

The meeting was publicized through 8 notices in local papers, radio and TV public service 
announcements, a press release, the project newsletter, and posters placed in 
prominent locations by CAC and POWG members. 

The sign-in register recorded that 372 people attended the meeting which ran from 6 to 
9 pm. Through the open display boards and the formal presentation, attendees learned 
about the location of each of the alternatives, and their advantages and disadvantages. 
Public input was generated through a question/answer session following the 
presentation and through a questionnaire. 
Following the Public Meeting, the same questionnaire was distributed at several special 
meetings with local municipalities and community groups (see below). In addition, a 
notice was placed in local newspapers which extended the time to return questionnaires 
until July 1, 1997. One hundred ninety questionnaires were received from all the 
meetings. 

Respondents were asked to evaluate whether or not the full range of options had been 
covered by the preliminary alternatives. An additional option most frequently suggested 
for consideration was the building of an elevated roadway over the existing facilities. 

The preferences among alternatives fell into three distinct groups: Alternatives A and BA 
were highly preferred; Alternatives C, F, and G received the next highest level of support; 
and Alternatives B, BE, D, E, Upgrade and No-Build had low support. 

Eight of the alternatives shared an option between two different river crossings (No. 1 and 
No. 2). Respondents who indicated a bridge crossing preference most frequently 
selected River Crossing No. 2 because they perceive it as most direct and shortest, 
having the fewest impacts, and likely to cost less. 

Respondents were asked to indicate if they saw a need for a connector to Route 61 or 
Route 15 in the Shamokin Dam area. Ninety percent of those answering this question 
agreed that a connector was needed, with 72% preferring the Route 61 Connector. The 
primary reasons cited for this preference were the greater reduction in traffic, the 
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separation of through truck from local traffic, and the needs to promote access to 
Sunbury and Northumberland. 

3. Public Meeting No. 3: November 12, 1997 (Tedd's on the Hill and Selinsgrove 
Middle School) - The purpose of this meeting was to present the conclusions and 
recommendations on which Phase I Alternatives would be carried forward for detailed 
study in Phase II, to explain the next steps in Phase II, and to seek public input on the 
Phase II Alternatives. 

The meeting was publicized through notices in three local papers, public service 
announcements sent to six radio stations, three local television stations, and cable TV 
channels. A press release was distributed to area newspapers and a notice was placed 
in the CSVT project newsletter. 

The meeting was held in two segments, at Tedd's On the Hill from 12:00 - 3:00 pm and 
Selinsgrove Middle School from 5:00 - 9:00 pm, to allow for those with varying work 
schedules to attend. Seven hundred eighty-seven names were recorded in the sign-in 
register. Public input was gathered at the open display stations where project staff were 
available to explain the Phase II Alternatives, record public comments, and to answer 
questions. In both the afternoon and evening sessions, there was also a formal 
presentation including a question and answer session. In addition, a questionnaire was 
available for written comments. 

Questionnaires were returned by 191 of the people who attended both sessions. 
Respondents were asked to give feedback on benefits and concerns relating to the A­
A Hybrid and the Old Trail Corridors. Of the 63 respondents who expressed their 
preference for the A-A Hybrid Corridor, the two most common responses were that it 
would have fewer residential impacts since it passed through a less developed area and 
that it seemed the most logical route. For the 54 respondents who disliked the A-A Hybrid 
Corridor, their two most common reasons were because it had negative personal or 
community impacts and because of its impacts on farmland. 

Fifty-one respondents stated their preference for the Old Trail Corridor. The top two 
reasons for their support were that the area already experiences light and noise impacts, 
and that it is an area with a lower existing and potential tax base. Of the 65 respondents 
who disliked the Old Trail Corridor, their top two reasons included a loss of personal 
property and community impacts, and that it would negatively impact local businesses 
by removing traffic from the Strip. 

The questionnaire also provided an opportunity to comment on the three river crossings 
(RC). While many of the respondents chose not to comment about these options, RC3 
emerged with slightly more support than RC1, while few people liked RC2. 

4. Public Meeting No. 4: November 12, 1998 (Tedd's on the Hill and Selinsgrove 
Middle School) - The fourth Public Meeting was held to update the community on the 
current status of the Phase II Alternatives. Displays included information on traffic 
studies, options for the 61 Connector/Routes 11/15 intersection, noise monitoring and 
analysis, and right-of-way information. 



Final Environmental Impact Statement 

The meeting was publicized through advertisements in the three primary local 
newspapers, an announcement in the project newsletter, public service announcements 
on radio and TV, a posting on the project's Home Page, posters distributed by members 
of the CAC/POWG and Focus Groups, and by variable message signs placed in 
frequented locations in the project area. 

Attendance was fairly equally divided between the two sessions, with 204 signing in at 
the afternoon session and 268 attending the evening session. Each session consisted 
of open displays and a single presentation with a question and answer period following. 

One hundred questionnaires were completed. Respondents were asked to evaluate the 
benefits and concerns of the three alternatives under consideration: DA West, Old Trail 
1 A (with the 61 Connector), and Old Trail 1 B (with a Stetler Avenue interchange and the 
1 S Connector). The DA West Alternative was seen as impacting fewer residences and 
businesses, but with heavy impacts to farmland, developable land, and wildlife. The Old 
Trail Alternatives were favored for their lower impacts on farmland and wildlife, but 
disliked for their greater impact on residences, businesses, and the floodplain. 
Respondents had an opportunity to propose modifications that they felt would improve 
any of the alternatives. 

Of the three options for the 61 Connector intersection with Routes 11/1 S, most preferred 
an option that maintained the existing entrance to Baldwin Boulevard, rather than a more 
urban-type intersection, with Baldwin Boulevard relocated to Route 1 S near the K-Mart. 
There were no modifications proposed to improve the options shown. 

When questioned about the advantages and disadvantages of the four river crossing 
options (RC1 West, RC1 East, RCS, and RC6), those who responded expressed a 
preference for RCS, with some seeing advantages in the two RC1 options, while few 
found benefits in RC6. Several suggestions were presented on modifications to improve 
the river crossings. 

S. Public Meeting No. 5: December 6, 2000 (Tedd's on the Hill and Selinsgrove Middle 
School) - The purpose of this meeting was to present the recommended Preferred 
Alternative, announce the upcoming release of the Draft EIS, and discuss how 
community input and ongoing engineering and environmental studies have shaped the 
Draft EIS Alternatives. Displays included mapping of the Draft EIS (Phase 11) 
Alternatives, noise monitoring and analysis station, traffic information including a 
simulation model, visual renderings of the Draft EIS Alternatives, PENNDOT's 10-step 
process diagram, right-of-way information, and a Geographic Information Systems 
(GIS) viewing area. 

The meeting was publicized through advertisements in the three primary local 
newspapers, an announcement in the project newsletter, public service announcements 
on radio and TV, a posting on the project's Home Page, posters distributed by members 
of the CAC/POWG and Focus Groups, and by variable message signs placed in 
frequented locations in the project area. 

Attendance was fairly equally divided between the two sessions with 130 signing in at the 
afternoon session and 146 attending the evening session. Each session consisted of 
open displays and a single presentation with a question and answer period following. 
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Section V 

A questionnaire was distributed at this meeting. Of the 276 individuals who signed in at 
the meeting(s), 31 respondents completed the questionnaire. In general, the comments 
related to concern over the project schedule, support for DAMN/RCS, opposition to 
DAMNRC5, opposition to the 61 Connector, support for the Old Trail Alternatives, 
concerns over visual and noise impacts in various locations, and disagreement with the 
eligibility determination of the Simon P. App Farm Property and the avoidance alternative. 

e. Special Group Meetings 

PENN DOT representatives have attended a number of meetings with local municipalities and 

community groups. The general purpose of these meetings was to present information on the trans­

portation development process, the status of the project, and the preliminary alternatives. A list of 

these meetings is provided in Table V-1. 

Several issues have been considered through focused, multiple meetings with special groups. 

These activities are listed in Table V-1 and described in more detail below. 

i. Monroe Township/Shamokin Dam Borough Focus Group 

At Public Meeting No. 3 (November 1997) residents in the area of the proposed 61 Connector 

raised a number of concerns. PENNDOT attended two meetings organized by Shamokin Dam Bor­

ough residents (December 2, 1997) and Monroe Township supervisors (February 10, 1998). These 

meetings highlighted issues that affected the two municipalities impacted by both corridors under study 

in Phase II. Following these meetings, a Focus Group was formed, consisting of an equal number of 

representatives appointed by the respective municipalities. This group meets on the same schedule 

as the CAC/POWG and is presented with the same information, with a focus on Section 1 of the 

project area. The following list summarizes the meetings of the Focus Group. Each meeting combined 

brief presentations with most of the time devoted to questions and discussion. 

V-8 

1. May 6, 1998 - Formation activities and review of traffic studies, project needs, and the 
development of preliminary alternatives. 

2. July 1, 1998 - Community values important to consider in the alternatives development, 
update on engineering and field studies, map-based workshop. Discuss addition of 
alternative in Old Trail corridor for further study based on public input (Old Trail Alternative 
with Stetler Avenue Interchange and 15 Connector). This alternative provides an option 
to the 61 Connector. 

3. September 29, 1998 - Modifications of alignments and impact calculations. 



Date Location 

3/5/03 Shamokin Dam 

2/6/03 Rep. Phillips Office 

2/13/03 Country Cupboard 

2/13/03 Penn Valley Airport 

1 0/1 0/02 Tedd's on the Hill 

6/24/02 WKOK (Sunbury) 

6/24/02 Lewisburg 

3/19/02 Kratzerville Fire Company 

3/14/02 Petros All American Plaza 

2/15/02 Country Cupboard 

2/12/02 Temperance House, 
Lewisburg 

2/11 /02 Winfield 

11/19/01 Susquehanna Valley Mall 

11/9/01 Selinsgrove 

8/21/01 Penn Township 

7 /3/01 Snyder County 
Conservation District, 
Middleburg 

5/16/01 Snyder County 
Conservation District, 
Middleburg 

9/19/00 Union Township Municipal 
Building 

7127100 Union Township Fire 
Company 

7127 IOO Selinsgrove 

7/11/00 Field View 

6/19/00 Sunbury 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 

TABLE V-1 
CSVT MEETING SUMMARY 

(UPDATED 6/30/03) 

With Purpose 

Greater Susquehanna Update on CSVT Project. 
Valley Chamber of 
Commerce 
Rep. Phillips, DCNR Update of plans for S.R. 11 and possible 
representatives park/river access in area near Tedd's Landing. 
Greater Susquehanna Update on CSVT project. 
Valley Chamber of 
Commerce 
PennValley Airport staff, Discuss runway expansion and relocation of Mill 
Rep. Fairchild, Road. 
PENNDOT, airport 
consultants 
Greater Susquehanna Update on CSVT and Route 14 7 Projects. 
Valley Chamber of 
Commerce 
Chamber Roundtable Update on CSVl and Route 147 projects. 
Discussion 
Lewisburg Area Lions Update on project status. 
Club 
Travelers Protective Presentation and update on project status. 
Association Members 
Milton Chamber of Update on project status. 
Commerce 
Milton Area Chamber of Update on project status. 
Commerce 
American Society of Overview of the project. 
Highway Engineers 
Union Township Discuss areas for placement of excess 

excavation materials. 
Owners of Selinsgrove Review potential project impacts on mall 
Mall property. 
Snyder County Field view Selinsgrove mitigation site. 
Conservation District 
and Middle Creek 
Farmers Association 
Penn Township Officials Conditional Use hearing on Parcel #3 of 
and Residents Selinsgrove Center site (potential project 

mitigation site). 
Snyder County D.iscuss Selinsgrove mitigation site. 
Conservation District 
Board 
PA Department of Discuss potential mitigation site in Selinsgrove. 
General Service and 
Snyder County 
Conservation District 

Union Township Review potential impacts of the CSVT 
Residents and Alternatives on Union Township residents 
Supervisors 

Union Township Update on the CSVT Project 
Supervisors 

Selinsgrove Rotary Update on the CSVT Project 

Colonial Acres Review noise levels in development and along 
Residents study area roadways. Discuss proposed 

alignment modifications. 

United Lutheran Church Update on the CSVT Project 
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Section V 

Date Location 

6/5/00 Penn Valley Airport 

5/25/00 Susquehanna Valley Bible 
Church 

5/22/00 Selinsgrove Middle School 

4/6/00 Susquehanna Valley Bible 
Church 

2129100 Hummels Whari Fire Co. 

2/28/00 Selinsgrove Middle School 

9/30/99 PennDOT Central Office 

9/28/99 Hummels Whari Fire Co. 

9/27/99 Selinsgrove Middle School 

8/10/99 Christ Community United 
Methodist Church 

8/2/99 Skelly and Loy, Inc., 
Harrisbura 

7/22/99 WKOK Radio Station 

7/20/99 Hummels Whari Fire Co. 

7/19/99 Selinsgrove Middle School 

7/8/99 Northumberland County 
Administrative Office 
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TABLE V-1 
(CONTINUED) 

With 

Airport Officials 

Colonial Acres Residents 

Citizens Advisory 
Committee, Public Officials 
Work Group, Monroe 
Township/Shamokin Dam 
Focus Group 

Colonial Acres Residents 

Monroe Township I 
Shamokin Dam Focus 
Group 

Citizens Advisory 
Committee and Public 
Officials Work Group 

Study Team, FEMA, 
USCOE 

Monroe Township I 
Shamokin Dam Focus 
Group 

Citizens Advisory 
Committee and Public 
Officials Work Group 

Stonebridge, Colonial 
Acres, A-A Hybrid Corridor 
residents 

U.S. Army Corps of 
Enqineers 
WKOK, US Army Corps of 
Engineers, Northumberland 
County and Sunbury 
Municipal Officials 
Monroe Township I 
Shamokin Dam Focus 
Group 
Citizens Advisory 
Committee and Public 
Officials Work Group 
Northumberland County 
Commissioners, Sunbury 
Municipal Officials, US 
Army Corps of Enoineers 

Purpose 

Review potential impacts of CSVT Alternatives on 
existing Penn Valley Airport. Discuss airport 
plans for expansion. 

Special Purpose Community Meeting to discuss 
project impacts on community. 

To update members on modifications to DAMA in 
the area of the Colonial Acres development, show 
project visualizations of the DAMA and Old Trail 
Alternatives, hear community feedback on the 
recommended preferred alternative and plan for 
future public involvement. 

Held in response to Colonial Acres resident's 
requests at the August 1999 meeting to provide 
residents with more detailed information about the 
proposed roadway's impacts to the development 
after the preliminary roadway studies were 
completed. 

Project update, presentation of alternative 
impacts and costs, and presentation of the 
recommended Preferred alternative. 

Project update, presentation of alternative 
impacts and costs, and presentation of the 
recommended preferred alternative. 

Discuss flooding issues associated with the Old 
Trail Alternatives. 

Present environmental and engineering impact 
comparison of A-A Hybrid corridor alternatives to 
Old Trail Corridor Alternatives. 

Present environmental and engineering impact 
comparison of A-A Hybrid corridor alternatives to 
Old Trail Corridor Alternatives. 

Present impacts of A-A Hybrid Corridor 
Alternatives, discuss status of all Phase II 
alternatives. Receive input and answer 
questions. 

Discuss flooding issues associated with Old Trail 
Alternatives. 
Radio round table to discuss effects of CSVT and 
Army Corps projects on the Susquehanna River 
Floodplain. 

Discuss status and impacts of Phase II 
alternatives. 

Discuss status and impacts of Phase II 
alternatives. 

Discuss effects of CSVT and Army Corps projects 
on the Susquehanna River Floodplain. 



Date Location 

6/22/99 Monroe Twp. Building 

6/21 /99 Monroe Twp. Building 

6/11/99 Petro's Iron Skillet 

5/24/99 Selinsgrove Middle School 

5/18/99 Christ Community United 
Methodist Church 

5/18/99 Stonebridge Development 

5/17/99 Hummels Wharf Fire Co. 

5/10/99 Susquehanna Valley Bible 
Church 

5/3/99 Shamokin Dam Borough 
Building 

4/12/99 Shamokin Dam Borough 
Building 

3/29/99 Hummels Wharf Fire Co. 

3/23/99 Christ Community United 
Methodist Church 

3/22/99 Selinsgrove Middle School 

3/2/99 Point Township Building 

3/1/99 Shamokin Dam Borough 
Building 

TABLE V-1 
(CONTINUED) 

With 

Monroe Twp. Supervisors 
and residents 

Monroe Twp. Planning 
Commission and 
Supervisors 
Milton Area Chamber of 
Commerce Transportation 
Committee 
Citizens Advisory 
Committee and Public 
Officials Work Group 

Stonebridge Homeowners 
Association and residents 
of Colonial Acres 
Stonebridge residents 

Monroe Township I 
Shamokin Dam Focus 
Group 

Colonial Acres Residents 

Shamokin Dam Borough 
Council 

Orchard Hills Plaza 
Businesses 

Monroe Township I 
Shamokin Dam Focus 
Group 

Stonebridge Homeowners 
Association 

Citizens Advisory 
Committee and Public 
Officials Work Group 

Point Twp. Planning 
Commission and Point 
Twp. Residents 

Orchard Hills Plaza 
Businesses 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Purpose 

Present information regarding impacts of Old 
Trail Alternatives on 100 year floodplain in 
Monroe Twp. 
Present information regarding impacts of Old 
Trail Alternatives on 100-year floodplain in 
Monroe Twp. 
Provide status report on CSVT and 2-on-4 
project. Address questions. 

Update members on issues within A-A Hybrid 
and Old Trail Corridors, ongoing studies on 61 
Connector and archaeological and geological 
concerns in Section 2. Address Questions. 
Update residents on landfill testing results. 
Discuss alternatives remaining under 
consideration. Address questions and concerns. 
Review concerns of Stonebridge residents. 
Address questions. 
Update members on new developments in A-A 
Hybrid corridor including landfill, corridor 
expansion and alternative impacts. Discuss 
impact comparison for 61 Connector interchange 
ootions. Coordinate floodplain issues. 
Discuss results of landfill testing and present 
alternatives under consideration. Address 
questions. 
Present maps of 61 Connector and options for 
interchange with 11 /15. Receive feedback from 
Council on the options. 
Present maps of 61 Connector and options for 
interchange with 11 /15. Receive feedback on 
impacts of the options to area businesses. 
Present new developments on 61 connector and 
11/15 interchange. View traffic simulation of 
Phase II Alternatives. Report on status of 
landfill, corridor expansion, floodplain and 
historic resource studies. 
Review impacts of DA West Alternative on 
landfill, discuss expansion of A-A Hybrid 
Alternative. Address guestions of residents. 
Update group on 61 Connector and associated 
interchange options, view traffic simulation of 
Phase II Alternatives, report on continued 
studies at landfill, discuss corridor expansion. 
Address Questions. 
Update area residents on project status. 
Address questions and concerns regarding the 
river crossings and alignment configurations in 
Point Two. 
Present computer simulation of traffic flow. 
Review suggested modifications to the 61 
Connector and 11 /15 interchanae. 
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Date Location 

2/12/99 Central Susquehanna 
Valley Chamber of 
Commerce 

1/26/99 Hummels Wharf Fire Co. 

1 /25/99 Monroe Township Building 

1/25/99 Selinsgrove Middle School 

1 /25/99 Selinsgrove Middle School 

1/25/99 Shamokin Dam Borough 
Building 

1 /13/99 Sunbury Plant 

1/5/99 Union County 
Administrative Building 

12/10/98 Shamokin Dam Borough 
Building 

11/18/98 Hummels Wharf Fire Co. 

11/16/98 Sunbury Municipal 
Building 

11/12/98 Selinsgrove Middle School 
and on Tedd's on the Hill 

11/5/98 Hummels Wharf Fire Co. 

11/4/98 Milton Area High School 

10/22/98 Central Susquehanna 
Country Club 

10/14/98 Various locations 
10/15/98 
10/9/98 Edison Hotel - Sunbury 

10/7/98 West Chillisquaque Twp 

9/29/98 Hummels Wharf Fire Co. 

TABLE V-1 
(CONTINUED) 

With 

Central Susquehanna 
Valley Chamber of 
Commerce 
Monroe Township I 
Shamokin Dam Focus 
Group 

Monroe Township 
Planning Commission 
Citizens Advisory 
Committee and Public 
Officials Work Group 

Point Township/Union 
Township Focus Group 
Orchard Hills Plaza 
Businesses 

PPL 

Union County Municipal 
Officials 

Orchard Hills Plaza 
Businesses 

Residents - Hummels 
Wharf/Shady Nook 
Sunbury Municipal 
Authoritv 
Public Meeting #4 
472 attendees 
Monroe Township I 
Shamokin Dam Focus 
Group 
Public meeting and plans 
display 
Region 4 members -
Central Susquehanna 
Chamber of Commerce 
Affected municipalities 

Central Susquehanna 
Valley Chamber of 
Commerce 
Transportation Comm. 
West Chillisquaque Twp 

Monroe Township I 
Shamokin Dam Focus 
Group 

Purpose 

Project update. 

Update group members on 61 Connector and 
associated interchange options. Discuss travel 
time and distance studies. Report on continued 
floodplain evaluations and continued 
coordination with PPL. Address auestions. 
Discuss flooding issues caused by the Old Trail 
Alternatives. 
Present and discuss 61 Connector and 
associated interchange options, discuss travel 
time and distance studies, discuss updates on 
historic resource coordination and floodplain 
issues. Report on continued coordination with 
PPL. Address questions. 
Discuss feedback from residents on river 
crossinq options. 
Present new options for 61 Connector and 11/15 
interchange, demonstrated traffic flow projected, 
receive feedback from businesses. 
Review current project alternatives and discuss 
impacts of alternatives on PPL facilities. 
Discuss project and its effect on existing and 
future traffic patterns in Union Col!nty, 
particularly Route 45. 
Discuss options under consideration for the 61 
Connector and the interchange between the 61 
Connector and US 11/15. 
Discuss dismissal of Phase I Alternatives and 
address questions on Phase II Alternatives. 
Dicuss the flooding issues in Sunbury caused by 
the CSVT oroiect. 
Present Phase II alternatives and impacts, 
qather input, and address questions. 
Present additional impacts of Phase II 
alternatives, gather input, and address 
questions. 
Present plans showing build out to four lanes of 
PA Route 147. 
Introduce the business survey and solicit input 
into business impact analysis. 

Information gathered on neighborhoods and 
community cohesion. 
Discuss Phase 11 alternatives, gather input, and 
answer questions. 

Discuss Phase II alternatives, gather input, and 
answer auestions. 
Present revised Phase II alternatives, discuss 
impacts, gather input, and answer questions. 



te Location 

9/28/98 Selinsgrove Middle School 

9/28/98 Selinsgrove Middle School 

9/2/98 Central Susquehanna 
Valley Chamber of 
Commerce Office 

7/22/98 Hummels Wharf 

7/20/98 Lewisburg 

7/10/98 Shamokin Dam 

7/6/98 Monroe Twp. Building 

7/1/98 Hummels Wharf Fire Co. 

6/30/98 Point Township Building 

6/29/98 Selinsgrove High School 

6/29/98 Selinsgrove High School 

5/15/98 Various 
5/21/98 
5/22/98 
5/6/98 Hummels Wharf Fire Co. 

4/23/98 Montoursville 

4/22/98 West Chillisauaaue Twp 
4/16/98 WKOK Radio Station 

3130198 Selinsgrove High School 
Cafeteria 

3/30/98 Selinsgrove High School 

3/02/98 Selinsgrove High School 
Cafeteria 

TABLE V-1 
(CONTINUED) 

With 

Point Township/Union 
Township Focus Group 
Citizens Advisory 
Committee and Public 
Officials Work Group 
Governors Action 
Committee 

Hummels Wharf Citizens 
Group 
Lewisburg Lions Club 

Central Susquehanna Valley 
Chamber of Commerce 
Transportation Comm. 
Monroe Township Officials 

Monroe Township I 
Shamokin Focus Group 

Point Township Officials 

Point Township/Union 
Township Focus Group 
Citizens Advisory 
Committee & Public Officials 
Work Group 
Area Farmers 

Monroe Township I 
Shamokin Dam Focus 
Group 

Montoursville Lions Club 

West Chillisauaaue Twp 
WKOK 

Citizens Advisory 
Committee and Public 
Officials Work Group 

Point Township/Union 
Township Community 
Interest Focus Group 
Citizens Advisory 
Committee and Public 
Officials Work Group 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Purpose 

Update on alignment modifications, discuss 
impacts of river crossing options. 
Present revised Phase II alternatives, discuss 
impacts, gather input, and answer questions. 

Discuss Phase II alternatives, gather input, and 
answer questions. 

Discuss Phase II alternatives, gather input, and 
answer auestions. 
Discuss Phase II alternatives, gather input, and 
answer questions. 
Discuss Phase II alternatives, gather input, and 
answer questions. 

Present Phase II alternatives (alternatives 
studied in detail), gather input, and answer 
questions. 
Present Phase II alternatives (alternatives 
studied in detail), gather input, and answer 
questions. 
Provide update on Phase II alternatives and 
answer questions. 
Present Phase II alternatives, gather input and 
answer auestions. 
Present Phase II alternatives (alternatives 
studied in detail), gather input, and answer 
auestions. 
Interviews conducted to acquire information 
about farming practices in the area. 

Present project purpose and needs, results of 
traffic investigations, and conclusions and 
recommendations of the Phase I Alternatives 
Analysis. Discuss concerns relative to impacts in 
Shamokin Dam Borouah and Monroe Township. 
Discuss CSVT project in general and answer 
questions. 
Discuss drainaoe issues. 
Radio roundtable to discuss CSVT and answer 
auestions. 
Panel of environmental resource agency 
representatives present mission statements, 
regulatory authority and discuss permitting 
issues. 
Discuss concerns relative to impacts in Point and 
Union Townships. Discuss concerns about river 
crossing locations. 
Discuss results of Public Meeting No. 3, review 
traffic issues associated with the Route 61 
Connector, discuss results of recent community 
meetings and present ideas for formation of 
Community Interest Focus Groups. 
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Section V 

Date Location 

2/28/98 Lewisburg 

2/19/98 Northumberland 

2/18/98 Northumberland 

2/13/98 Sunbury Plant 

2/10/98 Selinsgrove Middle School 

1/20/98 Hummels Wharf Fire 
Comoany 

1/13/98 Sunbury 

12/09/97 Susquehanna Valley Bible 
Church 

12/08/97 Sunbury 

12/02/97 Shamokin Dam Borough 

11 /26/97 Sunbury Plant 
11/17/97 Winfield 

11 /12/97 Selinsgrove Middle School 
and Tedd's on the Hill 

11/10/97 Northumberland 

11 /03/97 District 3-0 Montoursville 
Office 

10/30/97 Lewisburg 

10/29/97 Shikellamy High School 

10/27/97 Selinsgrove Middle School 

10/23/97 Middleburg 

10/23/97 Selinsgrove 

10/21/97 Golden Corral - Hummels 
Wharf 

10/20/97 Christ Community United 
Methodist Church 

10/16/97 Lewisburg Middle School 

10/14/97 Lewisburg 
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TABLE V-1 
(CONTINUED) 

With 

PennDOT 25 Year Club 

Northumberland and 
Point Township Kiwanis 
Association of State 
Hiahway EnQineers 
PPL 

Monroe Township 
residents and Officials 
Old Trail Residents 

Revitalization Committee 

Colonial Drive Residents 

Sunbury Officials/Public 

Residents of Orchard Hill 
and Gunter 
Develooments 
PPL 
Union Twp. Officials 

Public Meeting #3 
787 attendees 

Northumberland Borough 
Officials/Public 
MAIDA 

ASCE Student Chapter at 
Bucknell University 
Northumberland County 
Outreach 
Citizens Advisory 
Committee and Public 
Officials Work Group 

Union County Township 
and County Officials 
Snyder County Outreach 

Shamokin Dam Lions 

Residents along Sunbury 
Road 
Union County Outreach 
Meetinq 
Union County Planning 
Commission 

Purpose 

Provide update on CSVT project and to answer 
anv auestions. 
Provide update on CSVT project and answer any 
questions. 

Provide update on CSVT project and answer any 
questions. 

Discuss PPL Operations and what areas could 
be impacted without having a major effect on 
ope rations. 
Provide update on CSVT project and answer any 
questions. 
Provide update on CSVT project and answer any 
auestions. 
Provide update on CSVT project and answer any 
questions. 
Provide update on CSVT project and answer any 
questions. 
Provide update on CSVT project and answer any 
questions. 
Provide update on CSVT project and answer any 
questions. 

Proiect/impacts as well as plant operations 
Provide update on CSVT project and answer any 
auestions. 
Present the conclusions and recommendations 
of the Phase I Alternatives analysis, gather input 
on Phase II alternatives. 
Provide update on CSVT project and answer any 
auestions. 
Provide update on CSVT project and answer any 
questions. 
Provide update on CSVT project and answer any 
questions. 
Provide update on CSVT project and answer any 
auestions. 
Review conclusions of Phase I studies, discuss 
availability of Phase I Report, present overview 
of Phase II studies, present information of noise 
impacts and analvsis, discuss the ROW process. 
Provide update on CSVT project and answer any 
questions. 
Provide update on CSVT project and answer any 
questions. 
Provide update on CSVT project and answer 
questions. 
Met with residents living along Sunbury, Fisher 
and Park Roads. 
Provide update on CSVT project and answer any 
questions. 
Provide update on CSVT project and answer any 
questions. 



Date Location 

9/11/97 Hotel Milton 

9/08/97 Shamokin Dam Borough 
Building 

8/25/97 Selinsgrove Middle School 

8/13/97 Country Cupboard 
Restaurant 

7/22/97 Hummels Wharf Fire Co. 

7/09/97 Country Cupboard 
Restaurant 

7/01/97 Point Twp. Building 

6/30/97 Edison Hotel 

6/26/97 Monroe Twp. Building 

6/23/97 ·Monroe Twp. Building 

6/20/97 Mifflinburg 

6/17/97 Union Twp. Fire Hall 

6/05/97 Selinsgrove Middle School 

6/02/97 Shamokin Dam Borough 
Building 

5/29/97 Temperance House 
Lewisburo 

5/22/97 Williamsport 

5/19/97 Selinsgrove High School 
cafeteria 

5/15/97 Edison Hotel 

4/24/97 Shamokin Dam Days Inn 

TABLE V·1 
(CONTINUED) 

With 
Milton Area Chamber of 
Commerce Board of 
Directors 
Council 

Citizens Advisory 
Committee and Public 
Officials Work Group 

Route 15 Coalition 
Board 
Residents along Old 
Trail 

Lewisburg Sunrise 
Rotarv 
Planning Commission, 
Supervisors, and 
affected residents 
Sunbury Kiwanis 

Stonebridge 
Homeowners 
Association 
Planning Com., 
Supervisors, Union Twp. 
Supv. And Citizens 
Union County Planning 
Commission and 
Chamber of Commerce 
Supervisors and 
Residents 

Public Meeting #2 
372 attendees 

Borough Council 

Lewisburg League of 
Women Voters 
Lycoming Co. Chamber 
of Commerce 
Transportation 
Committee 
Citizens Advisory 
Committee and Public 
Officials Work Group 

Sunbury Rotary 

Selinsgrove & Shamokin 
Dam Rotarv 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Purpose 

Provide update on CSVT project and answer any 
questions. 

Discuss alternatives proposed to study in detail 
and answer questions they have relative to 
alternatives in borouoh and the 61 connector. 
Discuss Public Meeting #2, describe 
modifications to preliminary alts., review 
environmental impacts of alts., present 
conclusions of Phase I Studies. 
Provide group with explanation of 
oroiect/orocess status. 
Provide local residents with explanation of 
project process/status and get their input on 
additional alts. or current alts. 
Provide group with explanation of project 
orocess/status. 
Provide local residents with explanation of 
project process/status and get their input on 
additional alts. or current alts. 
Provide group with explanation of project 
process/status. 
Provide local residents with explanation of 
project process/status and get their input on 
additional alts. or current alts. 
Provide group with explanation of project 
process and status and get their input on 
additional alts. or current alts. 
Provide group with explanation of project 
process/status. 

Provide local residents with explanation of 
project process/status and get their input on 
additional alts or current alts 
Present the 19 preliminary alts., including the no-
build and upgrade of existing facilities and gather 
input on the preliminary alts. 
Provide council with explanation of project 
process and status and get their input on 
additional alts. or current alts. 
Provide group with explanation of project 
process/status. 
Provide group with explanation of project 
process/status. 

Present revisions to preliminary alternatives, 
discuss future traffic projections, explain 
environmental impacts of alts., discuss public 
involvement plans, Qather input on alternatives. 
Provide group with explanation of project 
process/status. 
Provide group with explanation of project 
process/status. 
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Date Location 

4/16/97 

3/25/97 Susquehanna Valley Mall 
Community Room 

3/24/97 Susquehanna Valley Mall 
Community Room 

3/21/97 PP&L Northumberland 

1/30/97 Monroe Twp. Elementary 
School 

1/28/97 Monroe Twp. Elementary 
School 

11/07/96 Selinsgrove Middle 
School 

10/29/96 Susquehanna Valley Mall 
Community Room 

10/28/96 Susquehanna Valley Mall 
Community Room 

7/22/96 Susquehanna Valley Mall 
Community Room 

7/16/96 Susquehanna Valley Mall 
Community Room 

12/05/95 Monroe Twp. Elementary 
School 

TABLE V-1 
(CONTINUED) 

With 

Route 1 5 Coalition board 

Public Officials Work 
Group 

Citizens Advisory 
Committee 

PPL 

Citizens Advisory 
Committee 

Public Officials Work 
Group 

Public Meeting #1 
122 attendees 

Public Officials Work 
Group (POWG) 

Citizens Advisory 
Committee 

Citizens Advisory 
Committee (CAC) 

All Public Officials 

All Public Officials 

Purpose 

Present preliminary alternatives. 

Use citizen input to validate traffic model, 
discuss preliminary alternatives, gather input on 
alternatives, present environmental impacts of 
alts 
Use citizen input to validate traffic model, 
discuss preliminary alternatives, gather input on 
alternatives, present environmental impacts of 
alternatives. 
Discuss PPL operations and potential impacts of 
oreliminarv alternatives. 
Discuss results of Public Meeting #1, present 
conceptual alignments, discuss how constraints 
affected alignment placement, and gather input 
on preliminarv alternatives 
Discuss results of Public Meeting #1, present 
conceptual alignment locations and gather input 
on preliminary alts. 
Present results of the traffic studies, Needs 
Analysis and environmental constraint mapping 
and oather public input. 
Convene first meeting of POWG and present 
project needs, environmental constraint mapping 
and additional traffic studies. 
Discuss additional traffic investigations in 
Lewisburg, present environmental constraint 
mapping and review plans for first public 
meetino. 
Convene first meeting of CAC and present 
results of traffic investigations and Needs 
Analvsis for comment and inout. 
Present results of traffic investigations and 
Needs Analysis highlighting problems with 
existinq and future roadwav network. 
Provide explanation of project purpose, study 
approach and planned traffic studies. 

4. November 5, 1998 - Preview of information planned for Public Meeting No. 4, focus on 
floodplain issues, noise studies, costs, and the 61 Connector/Routes 11 /15 interchange. 
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5. January 26, 1999 - Update on 61 Connector, travel time/distance analysis, and 
coordination on floodplain and historic resource issues. Report on studies at landfill. 
Discuss expansion of corridor to study landfill avoidance alternatives. 

6. March 29, 1999- Update on 61 Connector, traffic simulation of Phase II Alternatives, and 
landfill, floodplain and historic resource issues. 
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7. May 17, 1999 - Discuss A-A Hybrid corridor expansion around landfill, discuss 
elimination of DA West from further study due to landfill issues, noise analysis, and Old 
Trail floodplain issues. 

8. July 20, 1999 ·Update on modifications considered and made in the A-A Hybrid, Old Trail 
and 61 Connector corridors; results of the Noise Analysis; and project schedule. 
PENNDOT announces elimination of Ash Basin Avoidance Alternatives from further 
study. 

9. September 28, 1999 • Refinements to alignments and impact calculations for all Section 
1 and 2 Alternatives. 

10. February 29, 2000 - Discuss alternatives impacts and costs. Present Recommended 
Preferred Alternative. 

11. May 22, 2000 - Joint meeting with the CAC/POWG. Meeting was to update members on 
the modifications to the DAMA Alternative in the Colonial Acres area. Show 
visualizations of the DAMA and Old Trail Alternatives. Receive input on the 
Recommended Preferred Alternative. Plan for future Public Meetings. 

ii. Point Township/Union Township Focus Group 

A second focus group was established to consider issues in the northern section of the project, 

Section 2. The two participating municipalities decided that their designated representatives on the 

POWG would serve as the members of the Focus Group. The following is the list of meetings for the 

group. 

1. March 30, 1998 - Focus Group members suggested a plan for a more northerly river 
crossing. 

2. June 29, 1998 - Presentation and discussion for the new River Crossing No. 4 and 
modifications to River Crossing No. 1 in Point Township. 

3. September 29, 1998 - Presentation of River Crossing No. 6 and discussion of its impacts. 

4. January 25, 1999 - Discussion of public reaction to river crossings shown at Public 
Meeting No. 4. 

iii. Business Community 

In response to public concerns about the impact of the 61 Connector on the viability of the 

Shamokin Dam business base centered in the Orchard Hills Plaza, PENNDOT initiated a series of 

meetings with representatives of the 14 potentially affected businesses in the area of the 61 Connec­

tor/Routes 11 /15 interchange. 
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1. December 10, 1998 - Presentation of three interchange/intersection options under 
consideration (Sketches 1-3). 

2. January 25, 1999 - Presentation of three additional options (Sketches 4-6). 

3. March 1, 1999 • Display computer simulation of traffic flow under various options and 
discussion of proposed new option. Additional options suggested. 

4. April 12, 1999 - Group concurrence on a preference for newly suggested option, Sketch 
8. 

iv. Monroe Township, Landfill Area Neighborhoods 

Following public questions about the potential effect of the DA West Alternative on a closed 

Monroe Township landfill in the area between the Colonial Acres and Stonebridge neighborhoods, 

testing was undertaken to determine the exact extent of the landfill and the environmental and cost 

implications of impacting the landfill. During this time, several meetings were held with area residents 

to explain the nature and results of the testing (March 23, May 10, and May 18, 1999). A final meeting 

was held on August 10, 1999, for which notices were sent to 165 property owners potentially affected 

by modifications to the DA West Alternative as presented at Public Meeting No. 4. At this meeting, 

PENNDOT announced its intention to carry forward the DA Modified Alternative in the area of the 

landfill. 

v. Old Trail Community 

Following the first two public meetings, when it became apparent that few residents from the 

area of the Old Trail were attending, a special outreach effort was undertaken. As a result, a meeting 

was held on July 22, 1997, to present project information, listen to residents' questions and concerns, 

and encourage them to stay involved through attending public meetings. A follow-up meeting on Janu­

ary 20, 1998, kept residents informed of development on the alignments under study. PENNDOT 

attended a third meeting organized by an Old Trail resident on November 18, 1998. Presentations 

addressed residents' questions as to how the two corridors were selected for detailed study in Phase 

II. 

vi. Colonial Acres Neighborhood 

At the request of the Colonial Acres residents, PENNDOT convened several special purpose 

community meetings to discuss the impacts of the DAMA Alternative and listen to community con­

cerns. Meetings were held on April 6, May 25, and July 11, 2000. In response to requests received at 
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these meetings, PENNDOT modified the DAMA alignment to move the alternative further south on 

Colonial Drive, closer to the intersection of Colonial Drive and Fisher Road. This requires removing the 

lower portion of existing Colonial Drive and constructing a new access road connecting Colonial Drive 

to Park Road. Residents in the Colonial Acres Neighborhood expressed a desire for this shift to 

minimize the impacts of bisecting the neighborhood and bridging over the only road into and out of the 

development (Colonial Road). PENNDOT also was able to lower the height of the bridge and roadway 

embankment as it passes through the development and surrounding areas. Additionally , the align­

ment was shifted from the western to the eastern side of the ridge just east of Colonial Acres develop­

ment and Fisher Road. These modifications reduced the amount of excess waste material in Section 

1, while still avoiding the breast of the PPL Ash Basin 2 dam. Although this shift increases the Colonial 

Acres residential impacts from four houses to seven, it does avoid impacting other homes in the area 

of 11th Avenue. 

vii. Communications with the Public 

a. Newsletters 

Eleven newsletters have been distributed to the project mailing list as a way of keeping the 

public informed about project developments, announcing upcoming public meetings, and responding 

to suggestions and concerns put forward by the public. The project mailing is continuously updated to 

include persons who sign in at public meetings and other special group meetings, as well as persons 

who contact project staff directly. There are currently approximately 2,300 names on the mailing list. 

Following is a list of newsletters and their content. 

1. Volume 1 (January 1997) - Project development process, project needs, public 
involvement process, announcement of Public Meeting No. 1. 

2. Volume 2 (May 1997) - Range of preliminary alternatives, announcement of Public 
Meeting No. 2. 

3. Volume 3 (September 1997) - Results of the public meeting, responses to frequently 
asked questions, new DA Alternative based on public input, right-of-way acquisition 
information. 

4. Volume 4 (October 1997) - Corridors recommended for further study, separation of 2-on-
4 project, announcement of Public Meeting No. 3. 

5. Volume 5 (March 1998) - Formation of two Focus Groups, results of the public meeting, 
response to frequently asked questions, community coordination efforts, project team 
profiles, preview of DEIS. 
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6. Volume 6 (November 1998) - Announcement of Public Meeting No. 4, new alternatives 
based on public input, Phase II alternatives, community coordination, assessment of 
farming impacts, Internet access to project information. 

7. Volume 7 (May 1999) - DEIS - Circulation and public review, historic resources, 
floodplain coordination, Monroe Township landfill, 61 Connector intersections, 
community coordination, proposed route designations. 

8. Volume 8(October1999) - Landfill alternatives, Old Trail alternatives, noise analysis, 61 
Connector modifications, river crossings studies, DEIS preparation. 

9. Volume 9 (March 2000) - Recommendation of a Preferred Alternative, upcoming 
schedule of events. 

10. Volume 1 O (October 2000) - Announcement of Public Meeting No. 5, Draft EIS (DEIS) 
Nears Distribution, DEIS Content, Offering Comments on DEIS and Project, Cost and 
Impact Summary Tables, Alternative Mapping, Alignment Modifications, Public Hearing 
Info, Mitigation, Community Feedback, and 2 on 4 Project Update. 

11. Volume 11 (December 2001 )- The Public Responds to the DEIS, Simon P. App Property 
- Historic Property Issues, Indiana Bat Not Found in Project Area, Mitigation Planning, 
Historic Resource Consultation, The Agricultural Review Process, Traffic Projections 
Updated, Status of "2 on 4" Project, Projected Schedule. 

b. Press Releases and informational Newspaper Advertisement 

In an effort to bring critical project information to a wider audience than those persons on the 

mailing list, PENNDOT has issued a number of press releases and one full-page informational ad 

which ran in November 1998 in three major newspapers covering the project area. 

c. Web Page 

In the fall of 1998 a home page for the project was posted on the Internet at http://www.csvt.com. 

This provides an archive of newsletters, definition of technical terms, maps of alternatives under study, 

a list of community meetings, responses to frequently asked questions, and a place to e-mail com­

ments or questions. It is updated periodically to keep the public informed about the latest project 

developments. 
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d. Toll Free Hotline 

PENNDOT maintains a toll free hotline (1-888-878-2788) that is answered between 7:30 am 

and 4:30 pm, Monday through Friday, This gives all interested parties convenient access to PENNDOT 

staff who can answer their questions or record their input. 

e. Video 

At Public Meeting No. 4 (November 1998), the public was introduced to a project video on 

"Project Need and Alternatives Evaluation." The video describes the project purpose, the transporta­

tion development process, and each alternative evaluated in Phase I. It also includes responses to 

residents' concerns and questions. The video is available through local libraries and municipal offices. 

A second video has been prepared. This video describes the alternatives studied in detail in 

the Draft EIS, the impacts associated with each alternative, and concludes by presenting PENNDOT's 

Recommended Preferred Alternative and the rationale for the preference. 

A third video is also being prepared. This video discusses the content of the Final EIS, focus­

ing on the responses to the comments received on the Draft EIS and presents a rationale for the 

recommendation of the Preferred Alternative. 

These videos are available for viewing by contacting PENNDOT or through the local commu­

nities and libraries. 

The project videos are available at the same locations where the Final EIS has been distrib­

uted. These locations are listed in the Executive summary, Page S-3. 

3. Coordination with Environmental Resource Agencies 

a. Agency Coordination Meetings (ACM), Special Meetings, and Field Views 

• December 7, 1993 - Scoping field view. 

• July 24, 1996 (ACM) - Project overview and presentation of Needs Analysis. 
Concurrence received on Project Needs. 

• December 4, 1996 (ACM) - Review of Phase I data collection and environmental 
constraints mapping. Overview of features critical to shaping project alternatives 
presented. 
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• April 15 and May 14, 1997 - Field views of preliminary (Phase I) alignments. 

• July 23, 1997 (ACM) - Update on revised impact information, Alternative G/Route 61 
Connector concerns, dismissal of the TSM/Upgrade Alternative, and discussion on 
splitting off the 2-on-4 section as a separate project. 

• August 27, 1997 (ACM) - Update information on the project area sections and analysis 
of alternatives, and reviewed the preliminary conclusions of the Phase I Report. The DA 
Alternative and River Crossing 3, developed in response to community input, were 
presented. 

• September 24, 1997 (ACM) - Update on the status of the Phase I Report and discussion 
on plans for the field view on October 2, 1997. 

• October 2, 1997 - Field view of preliminary (Phase I) alignment corridors recommended 
for further study in Phase 11. 

• October 22, 1997 (ACM) - Distribution of Phase I Report and concurrence forms; 
discussion of plans for incorporating new technologies into the project. Notice that 
FHWA has agreed to the separation of the 2 on 4 project as an individual project, separate 
from the CSVT. 

• December 3, 1997 (ACM) - Collect signed concurrence forms on alternatives to carry 
forward into Phase 11 and discuss outcome of November 12, 1997, Public Meeting. 

• December 18, 1997 (Special Purpose Meeting) - Meeting held to discuss the terrestrial 
impact assessment plan of study and terrestrial mitigation issues. 

• January 28, 1998 (ACM) - Present plan of study for Phase II (detailed investigations). 

• March 25, 1998 (ACM) - Discuss use of new technologies and establishment of Focus 
Groups. 

• July 22, 1998 (ACM) - Present an update on the Phase 11 (detailed) environmental 
studies, development of alternatives, and environmental justice issues. 

• August 26, 1998 (ACM) - Review innovative technologies developments, discuss the 
September field view, review the status of Phase II alignment and developments in the 
2-on-4 project. 

• September 23, 1998 (ACM) - Provide update on detailed studies, present modifications 
to the river crossings, finalize agenda and logistics for September 29-30 field view, and 
receive comments on the project video. 

• September 29-30, 1998 - Field view of Phase 11 alternatives, river crossings, and islands. 
Topics of discussion included historic sites, archaeological sites, terrestrial issues, and 
potential farmland impacts. 
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• October 28, 1998 (ACM) - Update on status of Phase II alignments, review of impact 
summary tables, review outcome of the field view, review the habitat assessment 
methodology and preliminary results, and discuss wetland and archaeological studies. 
Review floodplain impacts of Old Trail Alternatives. 

• March 31, 1999 (ACM) • Updates on new developments in the Phase II alignment 
corridors due to the potential impacts to landfill (A-A Hybrid Corridor) and PPL issues 
(Old Trail Corridor) and archaeological, farmland and socioeconomic investigations; and 
presentation of traffic flow simulation. 

• June 22, 1999 (ACM) - Updates on new developments in the A-A Hybrid and Old Trail 
Corridors and the 61 Connector in Section 1 and archaeological and geological studies 
in Section 2. Announced dismissal of DA West Alternative as a result of cost and liability 
issues associated with landfill. 

• July 19, 1999 - Field view of the study area of the Phase II alternatives, particularly the 
area around the landfill in Section 1 with the US EPA and PA DOA. 

• July 21, 1999 (ACM) - Alternatives to avoid landfill in A-A Hybrid Corridor, modification 
to Old Trail Alternative in area of PPL plant, floodplain issues, noise analysis, and 
adjustments to the 61 Connector were discussed. 

• August 25, 1999 (ACM) - Present DA Modified Avoidance Alternative as the alignment 
being carried forward in the A-A Hybrid Corridor, review of impact tables for Sections 1 
and 2, distribution of Phase 11 concurrence forms, and mitigation strategies. 

• October 7, 1999 (Special Purpose Meeting) - Meeting held to discuss outcome of 
terrestrial habitat evaluations and terrestrial mitigation strategies. 

• February 23, 2000 (ACM) - Present the Recommended Preferred Alternative (DAMA/ 
RCS). Discuss terrestrial mitigation issues. 

• April 7, 2000 (Special Purpose Meeting) - Meeting held to discuss FHWA's Terrestrial 
Mitigation Policy and the implementation of this policy for the CSVT Project. 

• May 3, 2000 (Special Purpose Field View) - Field view held to view sites along the 
potential river crossings and discuss project impacts and options for mitigation. 

• May 26, 2000 (Special Purpose Field View) - Field view held to assess habitat category 
classification in relation to FHWA mitigation policy. Appropriate types of mitigation were 
discussed. 

• June 2, 2000 (Special Purpose Field View)- Field view to review farm operations in CSVT 
area and potential impacts of the alternatives under consideration to those operations. 

• June 23, 2000 (Special Purpose Field View) - Field view held to assess the potential of 
the forested habitat areas impacted by the CSVT Alternatives for use by the Indiana Bat, 
a federally listed endangered species. 
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• July 28, 2000 (Special Purpose Meeting) - Follow-up meeting on technical issues raised 
during the May 26, 2000 field view. Review the draft terrestrial mitigation proposal plan 
with the PA Game Commission and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

• August 22, 2000 (Special Purpose Field View) - Field view held to discuss surface water 
impacts and mitigation options. Review areas for potential boat launch on West Branch 
Susquehanna River. Also review potential area for dam removal on Penns Creek and 
possible stream improvements. 

• August 23, 2000 (ACM) - Review modifications of the CSVT DEIS Alternatives, review 
Recommended Preferred Alternative, present environmental impact and cost summary 
information for each DEIS Alternative, review natural resource (wetlands, waters, and 
habitat) mitigation options, discuss future project schedule. 

• August 30, 2000 (Special Purpose Field View) - Field view held to discuss plans for 
survey of Indiana Bat at PA American Water Company mine sit in Northumberland 
County. 

• September?, 2000 (Special Purpose Field View)· Meeting held to view the Millmont Dam 
and impaired waterways identified by the PA Fish and Boat Commission and to consider 
options for mitigation. 

• September 13, 2000 (Special Purpose Field View) - Meeting held to examine potential 
areas for boat launch to be developed as mitigation for river impacts attributable to bridge 
piers within the West Branch of the Susquehanna River. 

• October 3, 2000 (Special Purpose Meeting) - Meeting held to discuss agency comments 
on the Pre-Draft EIS. 

• October 17 and 18, 2000 (Special Purpose Field View) - Survey for Indiana Bat 
completed at PA American Water Company mine site in Northumberland County. No 
Indiana Bats were identified. 

• April 17, 2001 (Special Purpose Field View) - Meeting was held to view the proposed 
mitigation site, the Selinsgrove Center Site, and to gain input from the regulatory and 
resource agencies with regard to the general mitigation plan for the site. 

• May 14, 2001 (Special Purpose Field View)· Meeting held with the Wildlife Conservation 
Officer for Snyder County to discuss the proposed mitigation plans for the Selinsgrove 
Center Site and measures to protect wetland, upland, and riparian vegetative plantings 
from white-tailed deer damage. 

• May 16, 2001 (Special Purpose Meeting) • Meeting held with representatives of the 
Snyder County Conservation District and the Natural Resource Conservation Service 
to discuss the proposed mitigation plan for the Selinsgrove Center Site, the enhancement 
of habitat on the property, and the use of the Conservation Reserve Enhancement 
Program (CREP) on the property. Property transfer and future maintenance of the 
property was also discussed. 
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July 25, 2001 (ACM) - Update on mitigation planning and activities at the Selinsgrove 
Center Site, review of responses to key comments on the Draft EIS, and project 
schedule. 

November 9, 2001 (Special Purpose Field View) - Meeting with the Snyder County 
Conservation District and the Middlecreek Farmers Association to discuss the long-term 
plans and maintenance of the Selinsgrove Center Site. 

November 13, 2001 (Special Purpose Meeting)- Meeting held with representatives of the 
PHMC to discuss the potential eligibility and effect determinations at the Selinsgrove 
Center Site Property. 

January 23, 2002 (ACM)- Update on mitigation planning and activities at the Selinsgrove 
Center Site, Indiana bat survey, updated traffic projections, schedule for attendance at 
the Agricultural Lands Condemnation Approval Board (ALCAB) hearing, and responses 
to comments on the Draft EIS. 

January 28, 2002 (Special Purpose Meeting) - Meeting held with agencies to discuss 
responses to their comments on the Draft EIS. Issues related to future mitigation plans, 
disposal of excess excavated material, impacts to the floodplain, and the application of 
Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act were discussed. 

February 4, 2002 (Special Purpose Field View)- Meeting held with representatives of PA 
DCNR to field view the project and assure that the project did not impact any lands 
purchased with Land and Water Conservation Funds [Section 6(f) Protected Lands]. 

February 5, 2002 (Special Purpose Meeting) - Meeting held with representatives of PA 
DEP to discuss the surface and groundwater implications of constructing project 
alternatives through the Ash Basins. Dam safety and placement of excess excavated 
materials on the Ash Basins were also discussed. 

February 11, 2002 (Special Purpose Field View) - Meeting was held with agency 
representatives to field view the proposed stream crossing locations and to discuss 
crossing options (bridge, culvert, pipe, stream relocations, etc.). 

January 28, 2003 (Special Purpose Meeting) - Meeting held with representatives of US 
Fish and Wildlife Service, US Army Corps of Engineers, PA Fish and Boat Commission, 
and PA Department of Environmental Protection to discuss the potential presence of the 
yellow lampmussel, a freshwater mussel, within the CSVT project area. The PA Fish and 
Boat Commission requested the completion of a mussel survey within the zones of direct 
and indirect effects associated with both the Susquehanna River Bridge and the 
Chillisquaque Creek Bridge. Coordination regarding the mussel survey request is 
ongoing. 

February 26, 2003 (ACM)- Overall project update, discuss status of mitigation planning 
at Selinsgrove Center Mitigation Site and schedule for release of the Final EIS. 

v - 25 



Section V 

• April 10, 2003 (Special Purpose Field View) - Meeting held with natural resource 
agencies to view the proposed mitigation site and discuss various options being 
considered for the site. 

B. KEY ISSUES AND CONCERNS 

Throughout the transportation project development process for the Central Susquehanna Val­

ley Transportation (CSVT) Project, PENNDOT and the study team have maintained active involve­

ment with the general public, public officials, and resource agencies. Most area residents feel the 

CSVT Project is needed to address existing and future congestion and safety concerns. However, as 

the CSVT Project has developed, issues and concerns have arisen. Each has been addressed ap­

propriately through discussion at meetings and through other methods of public input and communica­

tion. The primary areas of controversy are the need for and location of the connector roadway be­

tween the CSVT and the existing roadway system (the 61 Connector or 15 Connector), and the rec­

ommendation of the Preferred Alternative, based on the differing nature and types of impacts seen on 

each of the alternatives studied in detail. Listed below are the key issues and concerns and the steps 

that PENNDOT and the study team have taken to resolve the issues. 
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Process for a Decision - The public is interested in the decision making process for 
choosing the final alternative for construction. PENNDOT and the study team have 
explained the transportation development process in general and the decision making 
process for each step as the project has progressed. 

Protecting People and the Environment - The public has expressed concern that the 
NEPA process protects natural resources more than it does their homes and 
businesses. It has been explained that the NEPA process identifies all potential 
community impacts in the project area and then seeks to avoid, minimize, or mitigate 
these impacts. Since avoidance is not always possible, the EIS explains the impact to 
a resource when a decision must be made to avoid one resource and impact another. 

61 Connector - The proposed 61 Connector passes between the neighborhoods of 
Orchard Hills and Gunter Development. Its location raised concerns about maintaining 
community cohesion between the neighborhoods, ensuring access for emergency 
services, reducing the amount of developable land available in Shamokin Dam Borough 
and the resultant impact on the tax base of the borough, and noise impacts. Additionally, 
the community and local businesses were concerned about how the 61 Connector would 
interchange with existing US Routes 11/15. To help maintain community cohesion and 
provide additional emergency access, an access road crossing over the 61 Connector 
(Courtland Avenue Extension) has been proposed. Noise impact information has been 
presented to give residents a realistic view of the noise impacts associated with the 
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Connector and explain where noise mitigation is reasonable. Computer-generated 
visual renderings have been developed to provide residents with a way of visualizing 
what the new roadway will look like from various locations in Shamokin Dam Borough. 
Tax base impacts are presented in Section IV.A of this document. Both of the options 
in Section 1 using the 61 Connector (the DAMA and OT2A Alternatives) do have an 
impact on the tax base of Shamokin Dam Borough. However, it is important to note that 
the OT2B Alternative, which uses the 15 Connector as an option to the 61 Connector, 
has the potential for an even greater impact to the future tax base in Shamokin Dam 
Borough than the alternatives that use the 61 Connector. Also, representatives from the 
Orchard Hills Plaza area worked through a collaborative process to develop an option 
for the interchange with US Routes 11/15 that they believe will preserve the viability of 
the existing businesses. 

Landfill Avoidance - The public expressed significant concern when a closed municipal 
landfill was discovered in the path of the DA West Alternative, which had been developed 
to avoid impacts to the Stonebridge and Colonial Acres developments. They were 
concerned about how disturbing the landfill might impact surrounding residents. 
PENN DOT and the study team conducted a non-intrusive investigation of the landfill site 
and developed the DA Modified Alternative which avoids impacting the closed landfill 
altogether. 

Floodplain Impacts - The Old Trail Alternatives impact the Susquehanna River 
floodplain. PENNDOT and the study team have and continue to coordinate with 
residents and local municipalities regarding this impact. Two of the affected 
municipalities (Shamokin Dam Borough and Upper Augusta Township) have stated that 
the impact is consistent with their floodplain ordinances. The other affected 
municipalities (City of Sunbury and Monroe Township) are considering the impact in 
relation to other proposed flood control projects. 

Community Issues - The Old Trail residents were concerned about the alternatives' 
impact on their community's cohesion. PENNDOT and the study team have worked to 
minimize the residential impacts along the Old Trail and have adjusted the proposed 
roadway design so the Old Trail would remain open to local traffic if the Old Trail 
Alternative were selected. Additionally, noise barriers are proposed for the full extent of 
the roadway as it passes through the Old Trail community. 

Residents in neighborhoods impacted on the DAMA Alternative have also expressed 
considerable concern with regard to the "quality of life" issues in their neighborhoods. 
Issues like the visibility of the alternative, decreased air quality, increased noise impacts, 
and potential decreases to property values have been frequently discussed. PENN DOT 
and the study team continue to refine alternatives as necessary to minimize impacts to 
the greatest extent possible. Several visual quality renderings have been prepared to 
show local residents what the potential views of the alternatives may be. The analysis 
of potential noise impacts will continue through the remainder of preliminary design and 
will also be performed in final design. 

Geology/Public Water Supplies - Point Township residents expressed concern with 
regard to the placement of the various alternatives on geological formations that are 
prone to sinkholes. In addition, residents also expressed concern about the alignment 

v -27 



Section V 

• 

• 

V- 28 

locations and impacts to public/private water supply wells. Impacts to community and 
private water supplies are important concerns. The Draft and Final EIS discuss the 
primary goal of ensuring a continued supply of safe drinking water to affected residents. 
As discussed, a Geotechnical Survey will be conducted during Final Design. This 
investigation will address hydrogeolocial issues in detail. In sensitive areas, an 
assessment of potentially affected individual domestic and public supply wells will be 
undertaken. The results of the Geotechnical Survey will be used to minimize the risk of 
contamination and to refine the proposed mitigation measures. 

River Crossing Options - Concerns raised by people affected by the River Crossing 
Alternatives include impacts to recreational resources in the area of the proposed river 
crossings, the viability of businesses along existing US Route 15, and impacts to 
businesses and residences along PA Route 147. The range of alternatives developed 
for the river crossing and the area of PA Route 14 7 has offered opportunities to minimize 
impacts to these features. PENNDOT has committed to work with representatives of 
Union Township during final design to further minimize impacts to businesses along US 
Route 15 and Point Township to minimize impacts to residents. 

Preservation of Historic Resources - Groups and individuals within the community 
have raised concerns about the level of protection afforded properties eligible for the 
National Register of Historic Places, relative to other resources impacted by the 
alternatives. In some instances, by protecting a potentially historic structure they feel the 
burden of impact is placed disproportionately on the community. Questions about the 
Section 4(f) review process have been answered. Community comments with respect 
to these issues have been passed along to the relevant reviewing agencies. 

Taking Developable Land - Members of the community expressed their concern that 
alternatives will reduce opportunities for future commercial or residential land 
development. PENNDOT and the study team have worked with local authorities to 
incorporate their plans for future development into the alternatives development process. 
A fiscal impact analysis assessing each alternative's impact on the local tax base is 
included in this document in Section IV.A. 

Legal Complaint Filed by Monroe Township- On February 4, 2002, Monroe Township 
filed a law suit naming as defendants the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). 
PENNDOT, PA Historical and Museum Commission, and the Keeper of the National 
Register of Historic Places. The suit alleges that the selection of the DAMA Alternative 
and the resulting avoidance of the App historic farmstead causes harm to the Township 
because of its impacts on farmland, businesses, and the tax base. FHWA, PENNDOT, 
and PHMC filed a motion to dismiss, countering that the DAMA Alternative had not yet 
been designated the selected alternative. The selection of the alternative to advance for 
final design and construction occurs when FHWA issues a Record of Decision; this 
occurs at some point after the circulation and public review of the Final EIS. 

Legal Complaint Withdrawn - On November 29, 2002, a court order approved Monroe 
Township's Motion to Withdraw (without prejudice) the law suit filed in February. 
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C. PUBLIC HEARING AND DRAFT EIS COMMENT PERIOD 

A Public Hearing was held on March 12, 2001. The Hearing was held in two sessions: an 

afternoon session was held at Tedd's on the Hill and an evening session followed at the Selinsgrove 

High School. A total of 224 citizens signed in at the Public Hearing with attendance fairly evenly 

distributed between the afternoon session (106 attendees) and the evening session (118 attendees). 

The purpose of the Public Hearing was to allow members of the public to present testimony 

related to the CSVT Project. Individuals were afforded the opportunity to present public oral testimony, 

private oral testimony, and/or written testimony. Ten members of the public provided public oral testi­

mony and 19 members of the public provided private oral testimony. Written comments were also 

solicited from agencies and the public during the Draft EIS comment period which lasted from Febru­

ary 9, 2001, to March 26, 2001. Written comments were received from 5 federal agencies, 4 state 

agencies, 13 regional and local organizations, 30 individuals (or a law firm representing an individual), 

and one state representative. Three petitions (one in favor of the DAM Alternative and opposed to DAM 

Avoidance Alternative, one opposed to RC5 and the proposed public boat access facility, and one in 

favor of the public boat access facility) and three form letters [one opposed to the DAM Avoidance 

Alternative (7 copies), one supporting the proposed public boat access facility (7 copies), and one 

opposed to the relocation of County Line Road (13 copies)] were also received. 

All testimony and comments are contained in the following pages of this section of the Final 

EIS. The comments are broken down into the following sections. 

• 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Public and Private Oral Testimony from Public Hearing on 3/12/01 
Supporting Documentation for Public and Private Oral Testimony Submitted at 3/12/01 
Public Hearing 
Written Testimony Submitted at 3/12/01 Public Hearing 
Cooperating Agency Comment Letters 
Federal Agency Comment Letters 
State Agency Comment Letters 
Regional and Local Organization Comment Letters 
Additional Written Comments Submitted During the Draft EIS Comment Period 
Petitions, Form Letters, and Additional Correspondence 

Tables follow that provide a breakdown of Public Comments and Agency Comments by issue. 

The tables also list the last name of the commenter and provide a listing of the page numbers where the 

comments can be located. Responses to each comment are documented adjacent to copies of the 

testimony and comment letters. 
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Public Testimony Afternoon Session 3/12/01 

IN RE: 

PENNSYLVANIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

CENTML SUSQUEHANNA 
VALLEY TRANSPORTATION 
PROJECT 

TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS 

Hearing taken at 

Shamokin Dam, PA 

on 
March 12, 2001 
at 12:00 pm 

REPORTED BY: 

Brad Weirich 

Court Reporter 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 

34 North George St, York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 

2 MR BECK: 
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P R 0 C E E D I N G S 

Good afternoon Welcome to this public 

hearing on behalf of the Governor, Tom 

Ridge, and Secretary of Transportation for 

Pennsylvania, Bradley Mallory This is a 

joint hearing held by the Pennsylvania 

Department of Transportation, the Federal 

Highway Administration, U S Army Corps of 

Engineers, to collect public comment 

regarding the Draft Environmental Statement 

for the Central Susquehanna Valley 

Transportation Project, and the Section 404 

permit application The project covers 

proposed improvements to the highway system 

at Snyder, Union, and Northumberland 

Counties between the end of the Selinsgrove 

bypass in Snyder County and the Pennsylvania 

Route 147/45 interchange in Northumberland 

County My name is Larry Beck I'm the 

Assistant District Engineer for Design for 

the Pennsylvania Department of 

Transportation, District 3, which serves 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 
34 North George St, York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 
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Union, Snyder, and Northumberland counties 

I will be serving as the hearing officer for 

this hearing With me this afternoon is Mr 

Paul Wettlaufer of the Baltimore District of 

the u S Army Corps of Engineers Mr 

Wettlaufer will be speaking later about the 

Corps of Engineers jurisdiction and 

responsibilities in reviewing the Section 

404 permit application The legal notice of 

this hearing appeared in the Federal 

Register, Volume 66, Number 28, on February 

9, 2001, the Snyder County Times on February 

10 and March 3, 2001, and the Standard 

Journal and Daily Item newspapers on 

February 7 and March 5, 2001 This 

proceeding is held in compliance with the 

requirements of Title 23, U S Code, Section 

128, 23 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 

771, and Act 120, establishing the 

Pennsylvania Department of Transportation 

The Pennsylvania Department of 

Transportation and the Federal Highway 

Administration are jointly administering 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 

34 North George St, York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 
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this project The environmental document 

for the Central Susquehanna Valley 

Transportation Project also serves as an 

application for Department of Army permit 

pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water 

Act Therefore, this proceeding also 

provides the opportunity to present views, 

opinions, and information that will be 

considered by the U S Army Corps of 

Engineers in evaluating the Department of 

Army permit application Copies of the 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement were 

made available on February 9, 2001 This 

initiated a public comment period which 

extends until March 26, 2001 A copy of the 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement and its 

appendices is also available today in the 

area right outside this room This hearing 

is held to give interested persons an 

opportunity to participate in the process of 

determining the specific location and major 

design features of the proposed 

improvements Throughout the project 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 
34 North George St, York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 
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development process the Pennsylvania 

Department of Transportation has coordinated 

extensively in this regard with 

representatives of federal and state 

resource agencies, local elected officials, 

the various advisory committees, focus 

groups, area residents, and business owners 

At the conclusion of my remarks, I will 

explain the procedures for public comment at 

this hearing and the Draft Environmental 

Impact Statement comment period Because we 

have a knowledgeable audience here today and 

since there is a high level interest in 

presenting testimony, we are going to defer 

the reading of the lengthy official 

statement that would contain a review of the 

project history, the project purpose and 

needs, a description of the preliminary 

alternatives, a summary of the impacts of 

the alternatives that were studied in 

detail, and the information about the right-

of-way acquisition process Instead we will 

refer you to the public hearing handout, 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 

34 North George St, York, PA 17401 - {717) 854-0077 
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which you should have received as you 

entered, which will be included as part of 

the official record of this public hearing 

The handout and today's hearing transcript 

will be entered into the final Environmental 

Impact Statement as the Department of 

Transportation's testimony for the hearing 

A plans display is available at this hearing 

downstairs where Department engineers and 

right-of-way representatives will be 

available along with project consultants to 

answer any questions you may have The 

studies documented in the Environmental 

Impact Statement were conducted under the 

requirements of the National Environmental 

Policy Act of 1969, Section 404 of the 

federal Clean Water Act, Section 4F of the 

U S Department of Transportation Act of 

1966, and Pennsylvania Act 120 Three 

alternatives in Section 1 of the project, 

and four alternatives in Section 2 were 

advanced for detailed study in the Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement The 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 

34 North George St, York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 
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following alternatives in Section 1 were 

studied in detail in the DEIS, the DA 

Modified Avoidance, also referred to as the 

DAMA, Old Trail 2A, and Old Trail 2B The 

following alternatives in Section 2 were 

studied in detail in the DEIS, river 

crossing Number 1 East, river crossing 

Number 1 West, river crossing Number 5, and 

river crossing Number 6 A full description 

of these alternatives in Section 1 and 2 can 

be found in the public hearing handout In 

February of 2000 the Pennsylvania Department 

of Transportation recommended the DA 

Modified Avoidance in Section 1 and river 

crossing 5 in Section 2 as the preferred 

alternative The Department believes that 

this alternative offers the best opportunity 

to balance impacts of the natural and human 

environment while meeting the specified 

project needs The basis for this 

recommendation is described in detail in the 

public hearing handout but can be summarized 

as minimized impacts to communities, 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 

34 North George St , York, PA 1740 l - (717) 854-0077 
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residences, noise receptors, wetlands, 

archaeology areas, the flood plain and 

riverine forested areas The preferred 

alternative also has the lowest construction 

and total project cost Other specific 

benefits are that DAMA in Section 1 will 

cause the least impact to existing traffic 

patterns during construction while RC 5 in 

Section 2 does not necessitate a major river 

crossing pier be placed on a geological 

formation prone to sink holes and offers the 

best interchange geometry on the east side 

of the river I will now provide a brief 

overview on the right-of-way acquisition 

processes as it affects those properties 

that will eventually be required for 

construction of the selected alternative 

Acquisition of such properties will be 

handled in accordance with the ~ederal 

Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 

Property Acquisition Policies Act and the 

Pennsylvania Eminent Domain Code Details 

of these laws and programs are described in 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 

34 North George St, York, PA 17401 - (717} 854-0077 
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the public hearing handout as well as 

Pennsylvania Bulletin 47, relocation 

assistance information, and a booklet 

entitled when your land is needed for 

highway use, which are available in the 

display area at this hearing The right-of-

way acquisition process pending allocation 

of funding will commence following the 

Federal Highway Administration's record of 

decision of the selected alternative and the 

initiation of the final design process At 

this point I'd like to turn the microphone 

over to Paul Wettlaufer of the U S Army 

Corps of Engineers 

15 MR WETTLAUFER: 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Thank you, Larry This hearing serves as a 

public hearing for the Corps of Engineers 

and the draft EIS serves as a permit 

application for a Department of the Army 

Corps of Engineers permit under Section 404 

of the Clean Water Act The U S Army Corps 

of Engineers is soliciting comments from the 

public, federal, state, and local agencies 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 
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and officials, native American tribes, and 

other interested parties in order to 

determine whether to issue or deny a permit 

for this proposal. The decision whether to 

issue the Section 404 permit and which 

alternative to approve will be based on a 

balancing of the probable impacts including 

direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of 

the project against the benefits which are 

expected to be derived from the project. 

This decision will reflect the national 

concern for the protection and utilization 

of important resources. All factors which 

may be relevant to the proposed project will 

be considered, including but not limited to 

conservation, economics, esthetics, general 

environmental concerns, wetlands, cultural 

values, fish and wildlife values, flood 

hazards, flood plair. values, land use, 

navigation, shoreline erosion and accretio~, 

recreation, water supply and conservation, 

water quality, energy needs, safety, food 

and fiber production, air quality, noise, 

York Stenographic Services, Inc. 

34 North George St.. York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 
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and the needs and welfare of the people 

PennDOT, through consultation with the 

Corps, has identified wetlands and streams 

which are regulated by the Corps under 

Section 404 This public hearing provides 

the opportunity to present views, opinions, 

and information that will be considered by 

the Corps in evaluating a Department of the 

Army permit All comments received will 

become part of the formal project record 

Copies of any written statements expressing 

concern for aquatic resources may be 

submitted to the U S Army Corps of 

Engineers at the State College field off ice 

and the address is 3947 South Atherton 

Street, in State College, Pennsylvania, 

16801, to the attention of Mike Dombroskie 

before the close of the comment period on 

March 26 

BECK: 

Thank you, Paul Now I'd like to describe 

the process for public comment on the Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement When we 

York Stenographic Services. Inc 

34 North George St, York, PA 17401·(717)854-0077 
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have concluded these introductory remarks, I 

will invite interested parties to present 

testimony concerning the location and the 

effect3 of the proposed improvement project. 

I will start with any federal, state, or 

local officials followed by those persons 

who have signed up on the registration sheet 

in the lobby. People will be called in the 

order in which they signed up. Persons 

wishing to give testimony to a stenographer 

in private may do so in the small room 

downstairs along side the display area. 

Tnere's a separate sign-up sheet in the 

lobby for providing testimony in private. 

Oral testimony is limited to five minutes in 

order to be fair and give everyone present 

an opportunity to speak. We will give you a 

warning when you ~ave one minute remaining 

and interrupt you when your time is expired. 

And the lady sitting over "here will have a 

time that she'll give you the warning. 

There will be no cross examination, 

questioning, or response to anyone's 

York Stenographic Services, Inc. 

34 North George St., York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 
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testimony either from the floor or from the 

moderator The procedure allows for those 

testifying to set forth directly for the 

record their opinion regarding the effect of 

the proposed highway improvements If oral 

testimony is available in written form, 

please leave a copy in the box at the 

stenographer's table Please make sure that 

your name and mailing address are included 

on your written comments Written testimony 

may also be submitted to supplement your 

oral testimony If you have written 

testimony that would exceed the five-minute 

oral presentation, I would ask that you 

summarize your testimony within the five 

minutes allowed and submit the full written 

testimony with your name and address 

included in the box at the stenographer's 

table For anyone that would like to 

provide written testimony as part of this 

hearing but has not previously prepared it, 

there are comment forms and collection boxes 

provided in the lobby Please be courteous 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 
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and refrain from commenting during another 

person's testimony whether you agree or 

disagree with the person's comments If 

anyone has already testified and addressed 

an issue which you are prepared to speak 

about, please be brief in repeating the 

issue All testimony received at the public 

hearing and all comments received during the 

comment period, which extends from February 

9 to March 26, 2001, will be incorporated in 

the public record for this project Written 

comments can be submitted to the Federal 

Highway Administration, the Pennsylvania 

Department of Transportation and/or the U S 

Army Corps of Engineers at the addresses 

listed in your public hearing handout 

Immediately following this hearing and the 

close of the comment period the Department 

of Transportation will begin to analyze the 

testimony and comments received All 

substantive comments will be addressed as 

part of the final Environmental Impact 

Statement The final Environmental Impact 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 

34 North George St, York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 
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Statement is estimated to be ready for 

circulation towards the end of 2001 

depending on the volume and content of the 

comments received on the DEIS There's a 

30-day public review and comment period 

following the circulation of the final 

Environmental Impact Statement and the 

Federal Highway Administration will be 

expected to act on the final Environmental 

Impact Statement and issue a record of 

decision which designates the alternative 

selected to advance into final design and 

construction That record of decision is 

expected in the latter part of 2001 or early 

2002 Finally, let me extend my 

appreciation to the elected officials, the 

community and civic leaders, and private 

citizens who actively participated in the 

various advisory committees, the focus 

groups, as well as all the area residents 

and business owners who provided input into 

the various project meetings over the last 

six years Everyone's efforts have 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 

34 North George St, York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 

Public Testimony Afternoon Session 3/12/01 

16 

contributed a great deal to the success of 

2 this improvement project The Pennsylvania 

3 Department of Transportation is committed to 

4 ongoing efforts to address the concerns of 

5 both the public and the resource agencies 

6 and this coordination will continue until 

7 the completion of the project This 

8 concludes the formal testimony by the 

9 Department of Transportation I will first 

10 call on any elected -- on any federal, state 

11 or local public officials desiring to 

12 provide testimony and we'll then take 

13 testimony from members of the public who 

14 have signed up The first person I have to 

15 make testimony today is Mr Thomas McBryan, 

16 borough manager of Shamokin Dam Borough 

17 MR MC BRYAN: 

18 The issues that I have for consideration are 

19 how the Route 61 connector and the 

20 connecting road from Chestnut Street to 

21 Courtland Avenue affects the borough The 

22 Route 61 connector will traverse across 

23 woodlands and undeveloped property The 
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borough is very concerned about storm water 

runoff which is going to impact what we call 

the Fizz Run drainage area Our water 

filtration plant is located next to Fizz Run 

and also Fizz Run goes through a residential 

area in the Old Trail So we're very 

concerned about storm water management We 

would like to see the stream modeled as well 

as calculations for 100-year runoff The 

connecting road from Chestnut Street to 

Courtland, currently it calls for the road 

coming from the Chestnut Street direction to 

go over a proposed bypass It crosses over 

the Route 61 connector It's a very steep 

grade which comes down into a residential 

area We're concerned about the speed of 

traffic in that area In addition, the way 

it's designed the berm on the north side of 

the connecting road would limit access to 

approximately a five-acre tract of land We 

would like to see a T intersection at 

Courtland and Rome Court so that that road 

could traverse to the south and ten cross 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 

34 North George St, York, PA 17401-(717)854-0077 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Response to Public Testimony 
Afternoon Session 3/12/01 

McBryan, T. 

1. The FHWA and PENN DOT are concerned about po­
tential impacts to water supplies and streams. Dur­
ing the next phase of project development - Final 
Design -the stormwater management plan will be de­
veloped in accordance with Department guidelines. 
Any surface water resource that will be bridged or 
culverted, such as Fiss Run, will be modeled in ac­
cordance with Department guidelines during Final 
Design. (Stormwater management is addressed in 
Sections IV.F3, IV.F4 and IV.Gin the Draft and Final 
EIS). If appropriate, calculations for the 100-year 
storm run-off will be prepared. Temporary and per­
manent stormwater management facilities will be de­
signed and constructed to prevent or minimize run­
off that could result in erosion and sedimentation down­
stream. 

Additionally, erosion and sedimentation pollution con­
trol practices will be used to minimize impacts to re­
ceiving watercourses. Guidelines provided by the PA 
Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) and 
U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), Natural Re­
sources Conservation Services (NRCS) will be fol­
lowed for control of erosion and sedimentation. An 
Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan (E&S Plan) 
will be prepared. The E&S Plan will address run-off 
concerns and will be reviewed and approved by the 
appropriate agencies. The E&S Plan minimizes the 
potential for water run-off affecting adjacent proper­
ties. 
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borough is very concerned about storm water 

runoff which is going to impact what we call 

the Fizz Run drainage area Our water 

filtration plant is located next to Fizz Run 

and also Fizz Run goes through a residential 

area in the Old Trail So we're very 

concerned about storm water management We 

would like to see the stream modeled as well 

as calculations for 100-year runoff The 

connecting road from Chestnut Street to 

Courtland, currently it calls for the road 

coming from the Chestnut Street direction to 

go over a proposed bypass It crosses over 

the Route 61 connector It's a very steep 

grade which comes down into a residential 

area We're concerned about the speed of 

traffic in that area In addition, the way 

it's designed the berm on the north side of 

the connecting road would limit access to 

approximately a five-acre tract of land We 

would like to see a T intersection at 

Courtland and Rome Court so that that road 

could traverse to the south and ten cross 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

Response to Public Testimony 
Afternoon Session 3/12/01 

McBryan, T. 

2. 

3. 

Design speed will be in accordance with Department 
guidelines based on roadway classification and local 
ordinances. Posting and enforcement of speed limits 
will be a local responsibility. Attempts to modify the 
grade of the connecting roadway between Chestnut 
Street and Courtland Avenue will be investigated dur­
ing Final Design. 

Access to properties impacted by the project will be 
investigated during Final Design. Department policy 
is that access will be provided or the owner will be 
compensated for loss of access. 
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the Route 61 connector The five acre 

property, we would like to see PennDOT 

consider that as a mitigation property, 

possibly acquire it for the borough for a 

recreational site From the studies within 

the borough, the borough has provided 

recreational areas in all developments 

within the borough with the exception of the 

Orchard Hills area and we feel that this 

five acre site that could be saved would be 

a prime location for a recreational park 

Finally, with the change at the Route 11 and 

15, Route 15 will become a T intersection 

We would like to see a four-way intersection 

for access to the river property The 

borough owns the river frontage in that 

area It was purchased with Project 70 

federal funds Without having that T 

intersection, we will not be able to access 

that area for a development use It appears 

that after the road is relocated there will 

be approximately 2 5 acres which can be 

above the flood plain and then with an 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 

34 North George St, York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 

4. 

5. 

Response to Public Testimony 
Afternoon Session 3/12/01 

McBryan, T. 

4. 

5. 

Generally, efforts are made to implement mitigation 
that is relevant to the impact(s) of the proposed alter­
natives. Since the proposed Route 61 Connector 
associated with both the DAMA and OT2A Alterna­
tives does not directly impact an existing recreational 
park, there is no requirement to acquire the referenced 
parcel for a recreational park. 

Recreational facilities presently exist in the Gunter 
development of Shamokin Dam. However, access 
for Orchard Hills residents to the public recreation 
facilities in Shamokin Dam Borough is presently 
through private property. At the request of the com­
munity and the borough, public access is proposed 
from Orchard Hills to the Gunter development (via 
the Courtland Avenue Extension), thereby improving 
emergency services access and access to recre­
ation facilities. Thus, land will not be acquired for a 
new park but access to the existing facilities will be 
improved for Orchard Hills residents. 

Current public access to the river frontage property 
will be maintained. Options to provide additional ac­
cess to this property will be investigated during Final 
Design. 
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additional three or four acres of riverfront 

2 property that could be used for some future 

3 use We feel that if we're going to have 

4 these highway projects that PennDOT should 

5 consider the impact that they're going to 

6 have on residual properties in the design 

7 and try to make the residual properties 

8 useful for the community That's all I 

9 have Thank you 

10 MR BECK: 

11 Thank you That was the only local, public 

12 or any public official that have signed up 

13 Are there other public officials that would 

14 like to make testimony at this time? Then 

15 we'll proceed with the other persons who 

16 have signed up The first of those is Mr 

17 John C Bickhart 

18 MR BICKHART: 

19 Thank you I have prepared some longer 

20 comments that I'm going to submit in writing 

21 but I'm going to cover very quickly some of 

22 the key points Although I apologize for 

23 doing so to be concise I'm going to read 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 
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these for you so I can get down from here as 

quickly as possible I know there's 

testifying I'm testifying in opposition to 

the proposed avoidance of the former Simon 

P App farm, PennDOT site number 153, 

proposed by the DA Modified Avoidance 

alternative As currently proposed PennDOT 

proposes to spend in excess of $5 million, 

take two additional homes and four 

additional businesses, destroy approximately 

3,300 feet of existing highway, including a 

double overpass bridge, and to seriously 

disrupt the movement of traffic including 

emergency vehicles during construction to 

avoid but in no way protect from future 

development 15 acres of vacant farmland 

located behind the historic farm buildings 

on the former Simon P App farm This 

property is now owned by the Margaret E 

Fisher trust and it's located on the east 

side of Airport Road It is my 

understanding that the original proposed 

route now called the DA Modified Non-

Y <irk Stenographic Services, Inc 

34 North George St, York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 

1. 

2. 

Response to Public Testimony 
Afternoon Session 3/12/01 

Bickhart, J. 

1. 

2. 

Your opposition to the proposed avoidance of the 
Simon P. App farm with the DAMA Alternative is noted. 

It is acknowledged that the proposed DAMA Alterna­
tive is estimated to cost approximately $5 million more 
than the DAM {Non-avoidance) Alternative. It is ac­
knowledged that the DAMA Alternative creates some 
additional impacts. However, case law for the appli­
cation of Section 4(f) indicates that an avoidance al­
ternative must be selected unless it creates impacts 
of an "extraordinary magnitude." The DAMA is the 
Recommended Preferred Alternative because the in­
formation collected to date documents that it is a pru­
dent and feasible alternative to the use of the Fisher 
Farm (aka App Farm), a property protected under 
Section 4{f) of the U.S. Transportation Act of 1966 {as 
amended). 

It is acknowledged that the DA Modified Avoidance 
Alternative will have an impact on traffic patterns as 
the new overpass and interchange ramps are being 
constructed. A Maintenance and Protection of Traffic 
(MPT) Plan will be developed during Final Design to 
minimize the disruption of traffic as much as possible. 
Coordination will be undertaken with emergency ser­
vice providers and agencies in the implementation of 
the MPT Plan during construction. 

::!1 
::J 

°' m 
::J 
:5. 
...... 
0 
::J 
3 
(1) 
::J -°' 
3 

"'O 

°' (') -(JJ 

or -(1) 

3 
(1) 
::J -



< 
01 
0 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

IS 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Public Testimony Afternoon Session 3/12/01 

21 

Avoidance alternative came close to, meaning 

155 feet, but did not require the removal or 

alter in any way any of the buildings within 

or any part of the farm yard area It only 

affected adjacent farmland The current 

proposal appears to be based solely on the 

recommendation of a historic preservation 

consultant who apparently made no attempt to 

define the smallest parcel of land that 

would maintain the property's eligibility 

for inclusion in the National Register but 

chose to include the entire 31-acre lot that 

currently exists under the name of the 

present owner For the record, I would like 

to indicate that I appreciate that PennDOT 

and the Federal Highway Administration have 

fully evaluated the applicable regulations 

and supporting case law that pertain to this 

situation and I believe actually that 

PennDOT shares my frustration with the 

regulatory conditions that require this 

current position I have, however, 

investigated in more detail what I believe 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 

34 North George St, York, PA 17401 -(717) 854-0077 

3. 

Response to Public Testimony 
Afternoon Session 3/12/01 

Bickhart, J. 

3. National Register boundary determinations are based 
upon defined guidelines established in the National 
Register Bulletin. "Defining Boundaries for National 
Register Properties" ( 1997). The bulletin establishes 
appropriate factors such as setting and landscape 
features, integrity and use to consider when select­
ing and defining National Register boundaries. The 
five principle methods for determining National Reg­
ister boundaries include: 

• 

Distribution of Resources 
Current Legal Boundaries 
Historic Boundaries 
Natural Resources 
Cultural Features 

Each of these methods was considered with respect 
to the Simon P. App property. Using these guidelines 
as a basis, the National Register boundary was rec­
ommended by a consultant qualified as defined in 36 
CFR part 60. This recommendation was then reviewed 
and commented on by qualified cultural resource pro­
fessionals and the project team. The preliminary de­
termination on eligibility and boundaries is made by 
the lead federal agency, in this case the FHWA. 
FHWA forwards its preliminary determination to the 
SHPO (State Historic Preservation Officer) for con­
currence. For additional information, please see Re­
sponse 4 on page 51. 
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to be the initiating action that has led to 

2 the current proposal to spend in excess of 

3 $5 million to avoid 15 acres of farmland to 

4 protect nothing and to do so for a property 

5 that no one would consider worth anywhere 

6 near that much money to preserve forever 

7 The entire situation appears to rest with 

8 the initial determination that the entire 

9 31-acre tract of land is required to 

IO maintain the eligibility of the site for 

11 inclusion in the National Register Based 

12 upon my research of the criteria and 

13 guidance for selecting boundaries of rural 

14 historic landscapes that would be eligible 

15 for inclusion in the National Register, I 

16 believe that this is not correct and that 

17 the consultant should be requested to define 

18 and the director of the Pennsylvania 

19 Historic and Museum Commission should be 

20 asked to only concur with a recommendation 

21 of the absolute smallest parcel of land that 

22 would not alter the eligibility for the 

23 site With what I believe would be a 

< 
York Stenograplric Services, fnc 

(Jl 
-'- 34 North George St, York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-01)77 

4. 

Response to Public Testimony 
Afternoon Session 3/12/01 

Bickhart, J. 

4. The FHWAapplied the appropriate Department of In­
terior (DOI) criteria to evaluate the eligibility and bound­
aries of the Simon P. App property. The Simon P. App 
farm property is not a rural historic landscape, and 
was not determined eligible as such. Given this, the 
National Register boundary at the site cannot be drawn 
based on the guidelines intended for rural landscapes. 

The National Register boundaries at the App prop­
erty were made as discussed previously in Comment 
3. Additionally, an arbitrary boundary is considered 
only as a last resort, when all other methods of deter­
mining a boundary cannot be applied. The decision 
on boundaries at the App property were based on a 
review of the historic and current tax parcel bound­
aries (which are the same). 

The avoidance of the App farm has created consid­
erable controversy. Approximately 30% of the com­
ment letters and testimony received on the CSVT 
project raised the App farm issue. As a result, 
PENNDOT coordinated further with FHWA, the 
agency responsible for making preliminary determi­
nations on the eligibility and boundaries for historic 
properties. Due to the substantial controversy con­
cerning the eligibility determination and boundaries of 
the App farm, FHWA elected to raise the questions of 
eligibility and boundaries with the Keeper of the Na­
tional Register (Keeper), the individual delegated the 
authority by the U.S. Department of Interior, National 
Park Service to list properties and determine their eli­
gibility for the National Register of Historic Places. 
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recommendation for a much smaller parcel of 

land, the federal and state regulations 

could then be properly applied without 

excessive costs and adverse impacts 

Section 3 4 of the EIS that discusses the 

historic act property indicates that local 

community has expressed frustration 

concerning the elevated protection status of 

historic resources over the protection of 

homes, farmland, and businesses In this 

instance, the frustration as far as I'm 

concerned is with the fact that home, 

farmland, and businesses are not just 

getting a lower protection status but are 

being taken and more than 5 million 

additional dollars are being spent to avoid 

15 acres of vacant land and to protect 

absolutely nothing knowing full well that no 

one associated with this project or has 

participated in a decision would ever agree 

to spend anywhere near $5 million to protect 

the App farm forever or to agree to spend 

any money from their pockets This is also 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 

34 North George St, York, PA 17401-(717)854-0077 

4. 

Bickhart, J. 

4. (cont.) 

Response to Public Testimony 
Afternoon Session 3/12/01 

The Keeper evaluated the information concerning the 
App farm and responded that the App farm and the 
App farm boundaries met the eligibility requirements. 
This correspondence is included in Appendix C of 
the Final EIS. 

Should conditions change from those currently 
present at any point prior to the construction of the 
CSVT project, we have committed to reevaluating the 
area of impact. If conditions warrant, modifications of 
the alignment will be made to further reduce project 
impacts. This commitment is inclusive of the entire 
CSVT project area including the avoidance of the 
Simon P. App farm. 
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particularly frustrating when the 

circumstance appears to result from the 

arbitrary decision of a private historic 

preservation firm and from their decision 

being concurred with by the Pennsylvania 

Historic Museum Commission The federal 

rules and regulations notwithstanding the 

amount of land minimally needed to be 

included with the App farmstead to assure 

eligibility is a judgment and this judgment 

should have been made considering the cost 

and adverse impacts associated with the 

inclusion of additional area I believe 

that to do so under these circumstances is 

an abuse of authority and if it isn't it 

should be criminal Thank you 

BECK: 

The next person to sign up is Mr Mike 

McColl um 

MCCOLLUM: 

Thank you, Larry Mine will be somewhat 

briefer and affect a lot less people My 

comment and concern is small on the relative 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 

34 North George St, York, PA !7401 - (717) 854-0077 
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scope and scale of this project but it is 

very important to the small homeowners' 

association of which I am a member and who 

constructed the private boat ramp that has 

been rumored to be replaced with a public 

one at the West Shore river crossing site 

We had no choice in the loss of value of our 

riverfront properties due to the loss of 

their main assets, privacy and seclusion 

Now instead of keeping our private boat ramp 

you intend to further invade our privacy and 

further reduce our property values by 

opening our immediate area to the public 

wonder if an important issue such as boating 

congestion, safety on the water, and traffic 

on township roads not built for large influx 

of new traffic that will occur have been 

duly contemplated Perhaps a pertinent 

course of action would be to investigate the 

possibility of finding a site that would be 

better suited and not shoved down the 

throats of people already adversely affected 

by the project Thank you 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 
34 North George St , York, PA 17401 - {717) 854-0077 

1. 

Response to Public Testimony 
Afternoon Session 3/12/01 

Mccollum, M. 

1. PENNDOT has coordinated with public officials and 
the Pennsylvania Fish & Boat Commission (PFBC) 
on the location of a public boat ramp along the West 
Branch of the Susquehanna River. The PFBC sug­
gested the addition of a public boat access area on 
the west side of the West Branch of the Susquehanna 
River in response to frequent comments that the 
Shikellamy boat access area is overly congested at 
peak times of the season. Additionally, the boat launch 
was suggested by the PFBC as an access on the 
west side of the West Branch of the Susquehanna 
River since there is no public boat access to the river 
in all of Union County, not just the Winfield area. The 
PFBC is interested in providing fishing and boating 
opportunities to the public at large and believes that 
this project provides an opportunity to do so. The 
PFBC has noted that the value of a public boat ac­
cess at this site lies in its location between the more 
frequently used (i.e. congested) recreational boating 
areas (southward) and the boating areas more com­
monly used for fishing (northward). 
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MR BECK: 

2 Next Mr Robert A Broschart 

3 MR BROS CHART: 

4 Mine is perhaps a more emotional plea than 

5 the others My name is Robert Broschart 

6 Along with my wife and three children, I 

7 live at the end of Libeck Road in Point 

8 Township, about one-half mile north of Ridge 

9 Road and 1,000 feet east of Route lq? Our 

10 home is nestled over the crest of the ridge 
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as it meets Route 147 overlooking the stream 

known as Ridge Run With our eastern edge 

bordered by undeveloped woodland, our 

children have become accustomed to seeing a 

variety of wildlife including deer, turkey, 

and even a black bear This is an area 

referred to in Appendix I-2 as major forest 

patch network suitable for preservation and 

in Exhibit 4-F6 as bordering between locally 

important wildlife habitat and general 

wildlife habitat Despite the beauty, 

quiet, and solitude provided by our setting, 

we recognize the danger present on existing 

York Stenographic Seivices, Inc 

34 North George St, York, PA 17401 -(717) &54-0077 

1. 

Response to Public Testimony 
Afternoon Session 3/12/01 

Broschart, R. 

1. Efforts will be made to mitigate for project impacts to 
Locally Important Wildlife Habitats (as shown in Fig­
ure IV-F-6), some of which may be impacted to the 
east of your property. The Draft and Final EIS note 
that lands used for terrestrial mitigation will be obtained 
primarily through amicable agreements with landown­
ers. The maps shown in Appendix I (Figures 1-1 and 
1-2) are intended to denote areas that are "suitable" 
for participation in the mitigation proposal. The term 
used on Figure 1-2 indicating habitats within major for­
est patch networks are "suitable for preservation" is 
denoting candidate areas for potential long-term pres­
ervation, which is a form of mitigation. 
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Route 147 Like others who live along the 

existing Point Township Route 147 highway, 

we have direct access from township roads or 

private driveways Entering and exiting the 

highway with its high volume of autos and 

tractor trailers is not only dangerous but 

sometimes seems nearly impossible during the 

peak hours of the day We clearly see the 

need for the proposed highway and support 

the overall Central Susquehanna Valley 

Throughway Project Of the four proposed 

river crossings, two would have most likely 

taken our home while a third would have cut 

off access to our home requiring some kind 

of alternative routing for access and 

mitigation The river crossing selected, R-

C5, passes through the middle of the 

undeveloped forested area to the east of our 

home with its actual location situated 

between 300 and 450 feet from our home, 

about one-third of the present distance from 

Route 147 Although this alternative may 

not quality as having any direct impacts on 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 

34 North George St, York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 

2. 

Response to Public Testimony 
Afternoon Session 3/12/01 

Broschart, R. 

2. Your concerns about perceived project impacts to your 
property and the surrounding lands are noted. A road­
way design will be developed that will benefit the ma­
jority of people and will have the fewest adverse ef­
fects on nearby residents and the environment. How­
ever, there will always be some parties that are af­
fected. Preliminary design studies have been con­
ducted to assess environmental impacts of the vari­
ous alternatives. As seen in the Impact Summary 
Table (Section VI, Table Vl-2 in the Draft and Final 
EIS), the Recommended Preferred Alternative has 
fewer associated direct, secondary and cumulative 
impacts to natural resources and the community than 
the other alternatives. 
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our home, the indirect impacts could be 

substantial The Draft Environmental Impact 

study does an excellent job of laying out 

the generalities of indirect impacts 

Section 4 of the DEIS documents, the 

potential for visual impacts, noise impacts, 

wildlife habitat impacts, forest land 

impacts, air quality impacts, water quality 

impacts, and traffic impacts These 

sections all point out the potential impacts 

the project may have on any of these areas 

and discuss the possible mitigation measures 

which may be taken where feasible and cost 

effectively reasonable It is the potential 

for falling through the cracks that concerns 

me most I am but one voice In American 

democracy we honor that concept In a 

highway project such as the CSVT, we reduce 

to a single voice to an economically 

feasible variable in a calculation To the 

best of my knowledge and the documentation 

of the DEIS no one has visited my property 

I can understand that a draft study or even 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 
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a final detailed analysis will not be based 

on personal interviews and visits with every 

potentially impacted homeowner but I am 

concerned that I am generalized along with 

everyone else in the study under every 

category How can I ever gain assurances 

that I won't be suffering personally for the 

benefit of the greater good Our home is in 

the area documented in Section 4-Gl as 

supported by limestone aquifers This area 

is described as both an important water 

supply and one with a risk of widespread 

contamination if ground water pollution is 

introduced near the aquifer Pre-

construction and post-construction water 

quality tests for one year sound nice but 

what happens if my well becomes contaminated 

13 months later or 13 years later How do I 

know it wasn't caused by the location of the 

throughway project on top of the Keyser-

Tonoloway limestone formation How would I 

ever prove cause and effect Another 

critical concern is the possibility of 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 

34 North George St, York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 

3. 

Response to Public Testimony 
Afternoon Session 3/12/01 

Broschart, R. 

3. Impacts to community and private water supplies, and 
the assurance of safe residential potable water are 
important concerns. As discussed in the Draft EIS, a 
Geotechnical SuNey will be conducted during Final 
Design. This investigation will address hydrogeologi­
cal issues through collection of site-specific informa­
tion on geology, soils, and groundwater conditions. In 
sensitive areas, an assessment of potentially affected 
individual domestic and public supply wells will be un­
dertaken. The results of the Geotechnical Survey 
will be used to minimize the risk of contamination and 
to refine the proposed mitigation measures. When 
required, state (PA DEP) and local agencies will be 
part of the planning process to ensure that water sup­
plies remain safe. 

The Draft EIS and Final EIS discuss the primary goal 
of ensuring a continued supply of safe drinking water 
to affected residents. If impacts occur as a result of 
construction, the maintenance of water supplies to 
homes and properties not acquired as part of the right­
of-way may be by any one of the following: 

• 

• 

provide connections to public water systems 
provide water treatment 
red rill existing wells to another water-produc­
ing zone at a greater depth 
relocate a well to an adjacent water-produc­
ing formation not disturbed by construction 
acquire the property 
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a final detailed analysis will not be based 

on personal interviews and visits with every 

potentially impacted homeowner but I am 

concerned that I am generalized along with 

everyone else in the study under every 

category How can I ever gain assurances 

that I won't be suffering personally for the 

benefit of the greater good Our home is in 

the area documented in Section 4-Gl as 

supported by limestone aquifers This area 

is described as both an important water 

supply and one with a risk of widespread 

contamination if ground water pollution is 

introduced near the aquifer Pre-

construction and post-construction water 

quality tests for one year sound nice but 

what happens if my well becomes contaminated 

13 months later or 13 years later How do I 

know it wasn't caused by the location of the 

throughway project on top of the Keyser-

Tonoloway limestone formation How would I 

ever prove cause and effect Another 

critical concern is the possibility of 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 

34 North George St, York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 

3. 

Response to Public Testimony 
Afternoon Session 3/12/01 

Broschart, R. 

3. (cont.) 

Consideration may also be given to continuing po­
table water well sampling/analysis beyond a year af­
ter construction. 
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future development at what will become a 

highway interchange That's the proposed 

Ridge Road interchange in the field adjacent 

to our home When I questioned the 

possibility of these interchanges resulting 

development which specifically occurs at 

these kind of interchanges, truck stops, 

restaurants, et cetera, I thought I was told 

that this was very likely and would be part 

of the DEIS documentation I do not recall 

reading anything pointing out the secondary 

impacts on nearby residents from further 

development occurring near the interchange 

The DEIS seems to indicate that any 

development that might occur was normal and 

would have likely occurred even without the 

throughway project I do not consider 

placement of a four-lane highway interchange 

and any resulting development as normal for 

Point Township If I have an all night 

truck stop next to my back yard, does that 

not deserve consideration? If this 

potential for other development impacts my 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 

34 North George St, York, PA 17401 - {717) 854-0077 

4. 

Response to Public Testimony 
Afternoon Session 3/12/01 

Broschart, R. 

4. Section IV-L of the Draft and Final EIS discusses the 
Secondary and Cumulative impacts that may be a 
result of the transportation project. This section dis­
cusses land development activities that otherwise may 
not occur without the increased accessibility brought 
about by the proposed project. Figure IV-L-8 in the 
Draft and Final EIS shows four potential Secondary/ 
Cumulative Impact Areas {SCIAs) surrounding the 
proposed Ridge Road interchange. Table IV-L-2 in 
the Draft and Final EIS notes that 3 of these 4 areas 
may experience some increased development pres­
sure, mostly from residential development, with the 
construction of any of the river crossing options. How­
ever, it is important to note that the infrastructure 
(sewer/water service) does not currently exist in these 
areas and in some cases the zoning would also need 
to change from agricultural to commercial for this type 
of development to occur. Local zoning decisions are 
not within PENNDOT's jurisdiction. These decisions 
are made at the municipal level. 

It is also important to note that one of the four noted 
SCIAs, Area 30, is already a site of a planned subdi­
vision. This proposed subdivision was planned inde­
pendent of this project. The Draft and Final EIS ac­
knowledge that some of this further development 
would have occurred in the study area with or without 
the new highway. The Draft and Final EIS also note 
that the new highway may spur some additional de­
velopment, but conclude that the proposed improve­
ments should have little effect on future growth rates. 

(f) 
(1) 
() 
:::::?". 
0 
:::J 

< 



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

l3 

14 

15 

16 

17 MR 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

< 
CJ) 
--'-

Public Testimony Afternoon Session 3/12/01 

31 

well after the construction period, isn't 

that indirectly resulting from the 

throughway project? Please consider that 

the indirect impacts may be just as 

intrusive as direct impacts on individual 

citizens even though those individual 

citizens are single voices and not 

neighborhoods The value of our home and 

our rural setting is not based on an 

economic formula for feasibility Please 

take safeguards to insure that our current 

and future welfare is not impacted directly 

or indirectly by the construction or 

operation of the proposed Central 

Susquehanna Valley Throughway Project 

Thank you 

BECK: 

That concludes the list of people that have 

signed up to give testimony at this time 

Are there any others that would like to 

provide oral testimony at this afternoon's 

session? Hearing no other requests to 

testify, I will close by reminding you that 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 

34 North George St, York, PA 17401-(717) 854-0077 

4. 

Response to Public Testimony 
Afternoon Session 3/12/01 
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all testimony provided at the hearing and 

all comments received and postmarked before 

the close of the comment period on March 26 

will become part of the official project 

record These comments will be considered 

and responded to in the final Environmental 

Impact Statement Thank you for your 

participation in this public hearing And 

we will stay here for additional testimony 

in the private testimony stage until the 

3:00 time period that we had indicated at 

this point But at this point I'd like to 

declare the public hearing portion of this 

hearing closed until this evening Thank 

15 you 

16 *** 

17 [End of Proceedings] 

18 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 
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I turthar c:artity that I am n•ithar attorney, nor 

counsel tor, nor relatad to or employed by any ot thll 

parties in which this action is taken, and turther, that I 
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the action. 
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IN RE: 

PENNSYLVANIA DEPAR.TMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

CENTJU!.L SUSQUEHANNA 
VALLEY TRANSPORTATION 
PROJECT 

TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS 

Private Testimony taken at 

Shamokin Dam, PA 

on 
March 12, 2001 
at 11:25 a m 

REPORTED BY: 

John Ackroyd 

Court Reporter 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 

34 North George St, York, PA 17401- (717) 854-0077 

(/) 
(l) 
() -0 
:J 

< 



< 
O"> 
(JI 

Private Testimony Afternoon Session 3/12/01 

2 

P R 0 C E E D I N G S 

2 MR HESS: 

3 My name is Dale Hess My address is 234 

4 South 12t•, Lewisburg, Pennsylvania, 17837 

5 I want to make testimony, and one of the 

6 concerns of a lot of citizens of this area 

7 including Union County and the township that 

8 I live in and the borough that I border, 

9 Lewisburg, is the time and money that has 

10 been devoted to this project And it goes 

11 back 20, 30 years, and a lot of the people 

12 feel that currently there's still too much 

13 time and taxpayers' dollars being devoted to 

14 the pre-construction costs of this project 

15 We who represent that group of people feel 

16 that we want immediate action taken When I 

17 say immediate, I'm referring to what's 

18 reasonable, of course, but not five years to 

19 do the first leg of this project, which is 

20 the Northumberland side that includes the 

21 bridge We feel it must be started 

22 immediately or within reason, not to delay 

23 five years as now contemplated We also 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 

34 North George St, York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 

1. 

Response to Private Testimony 
Afternoon Session 3/12/01 

Hess, D. 

1. FHWA and PENNDOT are committed to conducting 
the required studies to ensure that all important envi­
ronmental and engineering issues, including public 
concerns, are properly considered. The Preferred 
Alternative must meet current and future transporta­
tion needs, and attempt to minimize environmental and 
social impacts. Final Design, Right-of-Way Acquisi­
tion, and Construction will proceed upon completion 
of the preliminary studies and issuance of the Record 
of Decision by the FHWA, and subject to the avail­
ability of funds. 
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feel that there's talk about delaying the 

Snyder County or the west side of the 

project which goes around the mall up to 

eight, ten years We have been neglected 

for 20 years and we are at the point where 

we are going to take a class action approach 

to this delay We have been neglected We 

have been taken advantage of as citizens for 

20 to 30 years and now the thing is still 

being stretched out and delayed We are not 

going to stand for this There might have 

been a time when a class action, a legal 

approach, was not appropriate and was not 

something you could do in a matter like 

this But as I'm sure PennDOT is aware of 

that has changed in many states The 

citizens of Central Pennsylvania Valley have 

been taken advantage of We're still paying 

huge exorbitant amounts of money and getting 

no completion of Route 15 This will no 

longer be permitted We do not expect five 

years for the first leg and ten years for 

the second leg nor anything near that We 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 

34 North George St, York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 

1. 

2. 

Response to Private Testimony 
Afternoon Session 3/12/01 

Hess, D. 

2. Due to the availability of funds, construction of large 
projects is typically staged over several years. 

Federal and state laws and regulations require the 
consideration and evaluation of potential impacts of 
proposed projects on environmental and cultural re­
sources. 
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don't want to pay tax dollars any longer for 

things that do not go directly into the I 2. 

construction of highways in this area That 

is what we have experienced That's what we 

are still being experiencing 

A lot of this including the use of outside 

groups such as the Winsor Associates only 

add cost, taxpayers' dollars, providing 

this, not PennDOT If it was a private 

agency, private corporation this spread out 

extended approach would never be allowed 

What it amounts to is bad management by 

Penn DDT It's also an example of bad 

legislature representation for the people of 

Central Pennsylvania We're tired of it, 

sick of it It's not communications It's 

propaganda which we are being hit with in 

the last couple of years It's propaganda, 

not communication Trying to justify the 

cost with no construction As I said, class 

action in a legalistic matter will be the 

next step unless things change People in 

this area are knowledgeable about PennDOT 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 
34 North George St, York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 

Hess, D. 

Response to Private Testimony 
Afternoon Session 3/12/01 
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and their political and bad management We 

are not going to take it anymore People 

are being killed on this area which has not 

been addressed for 20 to 30 years Monster 

truck now ramble and run these highways It 

is a crime People are being killed and 

have been killed because of the bad highway 

system that has been allowed to exist in the 

Central Pennsylvania Valley We're tired of 

it Thank you 

LOSS: 

This is Winifred Loss, L-0-S-S We live at 

R D 2, Box 221, Selinsgrove, Pennsylvania 

This is concerning Diana Loss, which is 

adjoining cur property, who has two homes 

She lives in one She uses the other one as 

storage The right-of-way is going to just 

barely take a portion of this back house 

which we are asking if you could just move 

the right-of-way to the property -- or to 

the building and leave the building stand 

Actually this is all I'm asking is for the 

right-of-way to just come up to the building 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 

34 North George St, York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 

3. 

1. 

Response to Private Testimony 
Afternoon Session 3/12101 

Hess, D. 

3. The need for this project has been studied and docu­
mented. Please see pages 1-8 through 1-18 of the 
Draft and Final EIS for this information. 

Loss, W. 

1. As correctly noted in your letter, the Recommended 
Preferred Alternative does directly impact your prop­
erty according to Preliminary Design studies. How­
ever, the project alternatives are dynamic, and all al­
ternatives are subject to potential modifications. Once 
a Record of Decision (ROD) is approved by the 
FHWA, the selected alternative will move into Final 
Design. Right-of-Way plans are developed during Fi­
nal Design. Your request to avoid acquisition of the 
house will be considered during Final Design. 
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so .that the home can remain there And it 

2 won't affect anybody's life It won't 

3 affect the right-of-way And I don't think 

4 it would be asking too much 

5 MR POTTER: 

6 My name is Leonard Potter, L-E-0-N-A-R-D, 

7 Potter, P-0-T-T-E-R, from R D 2, Box 490G, 

8 Northumberland, 17857 The new road coming 

9 out there, I understand progress has to 

10 happen and we need to work with that 

11 However, your road is going to be coming out 

12 from my understanding, it's going to come 

13 right down along the left side of the yard 

14 and the on ramp is going to come right down 

15 through my front yard And I'm only going 

16 to be 38 feet away from this on ramp and 

17 probably only about 40 feet at the most from 

18 the road itself A couple questions I have 

19 First of all, what do we do if this screws 

20 up the runoff and a year later down the road 

21 after a big rain I got a basement full of 

22 water The next thing is I don't -- I asked 

23 about they -- how they come in and assess 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 
34 North George St, York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 

1. 

Response to Private Testimony 
Afternoon Session 3/12/01 

Potter, L. 

1. Preliminary project plans show that your property is 
located approximately 200 feet from the relocated 
Ridge Road, and between 100-200 feet from the pro­
posed ramp. 

All highway projects must include stormwater man­
agement plans to control stormwater run-off changes 
that occur during and after the construction of the 
highway. This plan includes the design of stormwater 
collection facilities such as channels, culverts, and 
basins. In general, water from within the proposed 
right-of-way will be directed through stormwater man­
agement facilities to be retained before being dis­
charged back into the natural drainageways. The de­
sign of all stormwater control facilities will be com­
pleted during Final Design. Additionally, potential ero­
sion and sedimentation control measures will also be 
evaluated during Final Design and implemented dur­
ing construction. Appropriate approvals will be ob­
tained from the required permitting agencies. If you 
experience a problem after construction, PENNDOT 
should be contacted. 
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your property, I understand that and I don't 

have a problem with that, but my wife and I 

talked about this, we bought the house out 

there on that road because it was quiet and 

we were thinking about starting ready to 

have kids and everything else Now all of a 

sudden we got all this highway action going 

on I mean we got that kind of on hold We 

discussed this and we just kind of was 

wondering if you could just take the house 

I mean we'll be displaced but we'll find 

another place to live instead of having this 

thing going on right in front of our house 

They're taking the house right next to us 

and the house right straight across the road 

from us That's pretty much all I have to 

say You know, I don't understand what 

we're going to be doing with this house 

after you get this road built We're not 

going to want to live there, you know It's 

not going to be a quiet place to live 

anymore That's about it 

MERTZ: 

York Stenographic Seivices, Inc 
34 North George St , York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 

2. 

Response to Private Testimony 
Afternoon Session 3/12/01 

Potter, L. 

2. The impact lines shown in the document are prelimi­
nary. Final right-of-way lines will be determined dur­
ing Final Design. 

The Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policies Act (42 U.S.C. 4601) of 
1970, as amended, and the Pennsylvania Eminent 
Domain Code Act of June 22, 1964, as amended, 
apply to all project displacements. Generally, prop­
erty acquisition applies only to those properties 
needed for project construction or rendered function­
ally obsolete. 
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Hi My name is Wayne Mertz, W-A-Y-N-E 

2 M-E-R-T-Z My address is R R 5, Box 39M, 

3 Selinsgrove, Pennsylvania, 17870 I would 

4 like to address a problem that my wife and I 

5 are concerned with with the Susquehanna 

6 Valley Transportation Project We live up 

7 in behind the Monroe Township Municipal 

8 Building and my mother-in-law is also 

9 concerned about the problem is that the 

10 largest part of our farm is up on top of a 

II hill and behind our house, which is the most 

12 productive agricultural field that we have 

13 And at this point the way the highway is 

14 going to make its cuts and its fills it will 

15 almost totally eliminate the upper field 

16 which is our largest field and most 

17 productive field And we would just -- our 

18 concern is that if we could possibly just 

19 move the highway 50 to 100 feet to the south 

20 to possibly take more of a field which is 

21 below our house which is more unproductive 

22 It's a little more of a slope It's on the 

23 side hill and we get virtually no crops off 

< 
York Stenographic Services, Inc 

-....,J 
...Jo. 34 North George St, York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 

1. 

Mertz, W. 

Response to Private Testimony 
Afternoon Session 3/12/01 

1. This request will be considered during Final Design. 
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of it And the larger field up on top, 

2 which is probably one of our best fields, we 

3 would like to save as much of that as 

4 possible I thank you very much for your 

5 time 

6 MR LARSON: 

7 My name is Mark w Larson, L-A-R-S-0-N My 

8 address is 1402 Jefferson Avenue in 

9 Lewisburg, Pennsylvania, zip code 17037 I 

10 want to state for the record that I as a 

II resident of this region am in favor of this 

12 project I'm in favor of building it as 

13 soon as possible and I am pleased with the 

14 process that PennDOT and its consultants has 

15 followed in the pursuit of this project 

16 believe that the process that's been 

17 followed has been legal, fair, and equitable 

18 and has sought to minimize impacts on the 

19 environment and on the people that live 

20 here I think the preferred alternative, 

21 the DA Modified Avoidance alternative and 

22 river crossing 5 are the best alternatives 

23 They have been altered significantly many 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 

34 North George St, York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 

1. 

Response to Private Testimony 
Afternoon Session 3/12/01 

Larson, M. 

1. Your support for the Recommended Preferred Alter­
native, DAMA in Section 1 and River Crossing 5 in 
Section 2 is noted. 
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times to avoid possible impacts and to 

minimize problems so I think that PennDOT 

and its consultants have found the best 

possible alternative for these projects 

with this project I believe that the 

bridge at river crossing 5 should not be an 

ordinary span, concrete, pre-stressed 

concrete beam bridge I think it should be 

some kind of signature bridge that's worth 

looking at because the views on this river 

are extraordinary and to disrupt the view 

with some kind of structure we ought to 

build something that people like looking at, 

that people even come from far around to 

look at, something that compliments and adds 

to the environment rather than detracts from 

the visual environment Further, I'd like 

to state that I believe that the project 

schedule for this is understandably 

constrained by funding but if there's some 

way that that project schedule for 

construction can be expedited, I'd be very 

much in favor of that As a Lewisburg 

Yorlc Stenographic Services, Inc 

34 North George St, Yorlc, PA 17401-(717) 854-0077 

2. 

3. 

Response to Private Testimony 
Afternoon Session 3/12/01 

Larson, M. 

2. 

3. 

Your preference for a signature bridge for the river 
crossing is noted. 

FHWA and PENN DOT are committed to conducting 
the required studies to ensure that all important envi­
ronmental and engineering issues, including public 
concerns, are properly considered. The Preferred 
Alternative must meet current and future transporta­
tion needs, and attempt to minimize environmental and 
social impacts. Final Design, Right-of-Way Acquisi­
tion, and Construction will proceed upon completion 
of the preliminary studies and issuance of the Record 
of Decision by the FHWA and subject to the availabil­
ity of funds. 
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resident close to Route 15 we have well over 

2,000 trucks per day going close to my 

house I'd like to get as many of those 

trucks off of Route 15 as soon as possible 

That means constructing the project as soon 

as possible I also understand that the 

first sections to be built will be from 

Route 147 south and this is fine with me 

I'd just like to see the continuation from 

Route 15 around the back side of Selinsgrove 

completed also as soon as possible, sooner 

if possible than the current schedule shows 

In conclusion, I'd like to restate that I 

believe that the process followed throughout 

this project has been one of highest caliber 

engineering and environmental planning and 

I'd like to see that this process be 

concluded in the final Environmental Impact 

Statement with early approval and current 

and full construction as soon as possible 

Thank you very much 

LE: 

My name is Diane Le I live at R R 4, Box 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 
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4060, Milton, Pennsylvania My opinion of 

this project is that possibly it's very 

extended and we don't need quite as much as 

what they're asking to build I think that 

the traffic in Northumberland already has 

two bridges There's the bridge going to 

Northumberland and perhaps if they would 

just use that same bridge going across 

Northumberland from Northumberland to Route 

11 near the mountain that they would just 

extend that road out to Route 11 and bypass 

it that way on the flatland instead of 

trying to build over the mountain at 

Winfield Another objection that I have is 

that at Winfield there is a flat surface 

area but there's a resort community there, 

kind of -- you know, these people with these 

homes right on the river which is a very 

nice, beautiful area I don't think those 

people would want a bridge going through 

there and they probably have the money to 

pay enough politicians to move it up the 

mountain And when they have to blast 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 

34 North George St, York, PA 17401 -(717) 854-0077 

Le, D. 

1. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

2. 

Response to Private Testimony 
Afternoon Session 3/12/01 

The conclusions of the CSVT Needs Analysis indi­
cate there is a need to reduce congestion, improve 
safety, and ensure capacity for the expected future 
growth. As a result of these needs, it was decided 
that the following transportation objectives must be 
met by any alternative under consideration. 

a. The alternative must reduce congestion. 
b. The alternative must improve safety for users 

of the roadway system through better 
accommodation of all traffic, especially trucks 
and through traffic. As such, the alternative 
must separate local and through traffic, 
particularly through truck traffic. The roadway 
must also be designed as a limited access 
facility. 

c. The alternative must ensure sufficient 
capacity. As such, the alternative must 
achieve a Level of Service (LOS) C or better 
in the design year which is the minimum 
desireable LOS for a limited access, rural 
arterial roadway. 

Preliminary alternatives were developed to meet the 
engineering design criteria and achieve the 
transportation objectives identified, while avoiding as 
many sensitive issues as possible. 

Early in the transportation project development pro­
cess improvements to the existing transportation sys­
tem, such as improving existing intersections or up-
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through mountain rock it makes the cost 

higher and it also I believe, you know, 

makes it -- I don't know if another bridge 

is absolutely necessary I have questions 

about, you know, building it across flatland 

as opposed to building it across the 

mountain I think mountain construction 

probably will like make the cost of building 

the bridge if it's absolutely necessary to 

build it a lot higher than if they had just 

built it through the flat area One 

objection some people are saying is that in 

Winfield the business area would not be 

disturbed but Winfield when it connects to 

Route 15 does not have a business area right 

there next to the river because it does 

flood easily and those people -- there's no 

business area there There's actually like 

a few houses that are for sale There's a 

church There's a gift shop that's for 

sale There's an old Agway And there's a 

pool building place and a car lot, I 

believe I don't think there's anything 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 

34 North George St, York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 

3. 

Le, D. 

Response to Private Testimony 
Afternoon Session 3/12/01 

2. (cont.) 

grading the existing network, were investigated to see 
if they would meet the project needs. Strategies such 
as adding turning lanes and through lanes at inter­
sections were evaluated. It was determined that in 
order to handle the future traffic volumes additional 
lanes were needed well beyond the individual inter­
section locations, Essentially, it was determined that 
U.S. Routes 11/15 at the strip would need to be wid­
ened to four lanes in each direction and U.S. Route 
15 and U.S. Route 11 would each need to be widened 
to two lanes in each direction past the 11/15 split at 
Tedd's landing. In order to avoid significant social, 
natural, and cultural features that would be impacted 
by this widening, the decision was made to study 
alignments on new locations. The transportation ob­
jectives outlined were further defined to develop a 
"concept" for a new alignment alternative as follows. 

a. 

b. 

To substantially reduce congestion, the high 
congestion areas (including Northumberland 
Borough, Shamokin Dam Borough, and the 
strip in Monroe Township) should be bypassed. 
This would effectively separate through and 
local traffic, particularly through trucks. 
Retain and improve existing system to better 
serve local and regional traffic. 

As such, a new alignment alternative that bypassed 
the Northumberland area was determined to be nec­
essary to meet project needs. Therefore, it is not pos-
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that can't actually -- would be exorbitant 

2 to buy those people out So unless those 

3 people just don't want to sell, it would be 

4 a lot cheaper to connect it right there at 

the intersection of Winfield where they have 

6 the railroad track going through instead of 

7 trying to build it through a mountain And 

8 that's my opinion 

9 *** 

10 [End of l?roceedings] 
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3. 

Le, D. 

Response to Private Testimony 
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3. (cont.) 

3. 

sible to use the existing Route 11 Bridge to meet the 
project needs. 

Four different river crossing options were evaluated 
in the Draft EIS. All four river crossings have an in­
terchange with U.S. Route 1 Sin the Winfield area then 
proceed across the West Branch Susquehanna River 
on a new structure. All river crossings in the Winfield 
area must negotiate through some steep terrain. River 
Crossing 6 was designed to use the area noted by 
Ms. Le, the flatter area near Winfield on the western 
side of the Susquehanna River. However, this alter­
native does impact five commercial establishments 
as noted in the Impact Summary Table shown in Sec­
tion VI - Recommendation of the Preferred Alterna­
tive. As can be seen on this Impact Summary Table, 
the Recommended Preferred Alternative in Section 2 
(RCS) has fewer adverse impacts than any other river 
crossing option. The lower impact to commercial es­
tablishments is one of the reasons for the preference 
of RCS over RC6. RCS is also the lowest cost alter­
native in Section 2. This can be seen in the Cost 
Summary Table in Section VI. 
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CERTIFICATION 

I, JOHN ACKROYD, hereby certify that the 

examination of the witnesses in the within case was reduced 

to writ.ing hy me or under my supervision and t:hat the 

transcript is a true record of the testimony given by t:he 

witnesses 

I further certify that I am neither attorney, nor 

counsel for, nor related to or employed by any of the 

parties in which this action is taken, and further, that I 

am not a relative or employee of any attorney or counsel 

employed by the parties hereto or financially interested in 

the action 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto eet my hand 

this d'1~y of L./~ L2001 

~/; 
Joijit"ACKROYD 

YORK STENOGRAPHIC SER.VICES, INC. 
34 North George St 
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Public Testimony Evening Session 3/12/01 

The evening session of the Public Hearing began with 
a presentation by PENNDOT and the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers. The same presentation was given at the after­
noon and evening sessions of the Public Hearing. For a full 
transcription of this presentation please see pages V-37 
through V-44. 

16 MR. MURAWSKI: 

17 Good evening, Mr. Beck, Mr. Wettlaufer. My 

18 name is Mark Murawski. I'm president of the 

19 Route 15 coalition. Our organization was 

20 formed back in 1988. We have 

21 representatives from 70 public sector and 

22 private sector organizations all through the 

23 corridor of 15 from Maryland up to Corning, 

York Stenographic Services, Inc. 

34 North George St., York, PA 17401 · (717) 854-0077 
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New York. Our primary mission is simply to 

have a modern, four-lane highway system 

through Pennsylvania. For too long we've 

had a dismal safety record on 15 and it has 

stymied economic development efforts in this 

region. So that is our single goal. We 

believe that a new improved Route 15 would 

greatly improve public safety, reduce 

accidents, promote economic development and 

tourism in this area. To make matters 

short, it would keep people in Pennsylvania 

and they would not move to other states like 

North Carolina or other southern places. 

Hopefully we would see a reverse migration 

back into this state for economic 

development. During the last five years 

I've represented the Route 15 coalition on 

the citizens advisory committee for this 

project and my observations through that 

process have been simply this, that I 

believe that a very thorough assessment has 

been done by PennDOT using their consultant 

team. They've looked at the overall needs 

York Stenographic Services, Inc. 

34 North George St., York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 
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of this project and I think they've 

carefully evaluated all of the reasonable 

alternative locations for the new highway 

system. They made a good effort through a 

public involvement process to try to get 

input from the public on the project as well 

as the citizens advisory committee and 

public officials work group members. Other 

stakeholder organizations also have been 

consulted. I believe that the Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement adequately 

reflects the results of this careful 

analysis and public involvement process to 

date. On April 6, 2000, PennDOT made a 

presentation to the Route 15 coalition board 

of directors and at that time the board of 

directors agreed with PennDOT's recommended 

alternative being the DA Modified Avoidance 

alternative with the Route 61 connector and 

river crossing number 5. We were 

disappointed, however, to learn that the 

extensive public costs associated with the 

Selinsgrove interchange reconfiguration to 

York Stenographic Services, Inc. 
34 North George St., York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 

1. 

Response to Public Testimony 
Evening Session 3112/01 

Murawski, M. 

1. The support of the Route 15 Coalition for the Recom­
mended Preferred Alternative (DAMA/RCS) is noted . 
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deal with the historic App farm avoidance 

issue would add almost $5 million to the 

cost of this project. Now we understand 

this is clearly beyond PennDOT's control but 

our organization would urge reforms to 

existing laws in this regard to avoid this 

kind of thing happening on projects such as 

these. The Lycoming County Planning 

Commission and Williamsport Lycoming Chamber 

of Commerce have also asked me to convey 

their support of this project and the 

alternative that's being presented tonight. 

The Chamber specifically has almost 1,000 

members and they have a coordinated arm 

where they have their industrial development 

corporation and tourism agency all under the 

Chamber of Commerce so there's a lot of 

membership regionally that are supporting 

this project as well. Although the CSVT 

project is not going to be signed Route 15 

when it's completed, and we don't have a 

problem with that, but we would point out 

that we believe that the new highway system 

York Stenographic Services, Inc. 

34 North George St., York, PA 17401 -(717) 854-0077 

2. 

3. 

Response to Public Testimony 
Evening Session 3/12/01 

Murawskit M. 

2. 

3. 

Your comment urging reform of the existing Section 
4(f) regulations is noted. 

The support of the Lycoming County Planning Com­
mission and Williamsport-Lycoming Chamber of Com­
merce is noted. 
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is certainly going to function as Route 15 

in terms of the north-south regional traffic 

flow coming through the region and failure 

to complete the project would only double 

the amount of traffic in the area 

specifically around the Shamokin Dam golden 

strip and we believe that if we did not do 

this project with a doubling of the traffic 

in that strip area would have a very 

detrimental impact to the businesses. So 

that's one reason why we feel we need to 

have this project but certainly we know the 

business community also does not want to be 

adversely affected by the alignment that's 

being proposed so we would urge that PennDOT 

take a hard look with the business community 

about proper signage along the new highway 

system. And also we will stand ready with 

CETA COG [ph] and PennDOT to actively help 

to secure the $300 million that's going to 

be needed to build this project in a timely 

fashion. And in closing we realize that 

there is no perfect alternative to a highway 

York Stenographic Services, Inc. 
34 North George St., York, PA 17401-(717) 854-0077 

4. 

Response to Public Testimony 
Evening Session 3/12/01 

Murawski, M. 

4. FHWA and PENNDOT will work with the business 
community, the local municipalities, and local tourism 
agencies to determine appropriate signage for the busi­
ness district and individual businesses during Final 
Design. 
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project with this magnitude and complexity. 

However, we maintain that the process to 

date takes into consideration a balancing 

effect of all of these needs and the 

different impacts that are going to be 

associated with the project. In light of 

that, we would urge favorable approval of 

the Environmental Impact Statement by the 

reviewing agencies involved in an 

expeditious fashion once all public comments 

are received and evaluated. And finally you 

know there's an old saying that the best 

time to plant a tree is 20 years ago. The 

second best time is today. The same could 

be said about this long overdue highway 

project. This time around let's all work 

together to fully resolve the remaining 

issues and finish what we have started for 

the betterment of our prosperous region. 

Thank you very much. 

MR. BECK: 

The next presenter this evening will be Mr. 

Ben Reichley. 

York Stenographic Services, Inc. 

34 North George St., York, PA J 7401 • (717) 854-0077 

5. 

Response to Public Testimony 
Evening Session 3/12/01 

Murawski, M. 

5. FHWA and PENNDOT are committed to conducting 
the required studies to ensure that all important envi­
ronmental and engineering issues, including public 
concerns, are properly considered. The Preferred 
Alternative must meet current and future transporta­
tion needs, and attempt to minimize environmental and 
social impacts. Final Design, Right-of-Way Acquisi­
tion, and Construction will proceed upon completion 
of the preliminary studies and issuance of the Record 
of Decision by the FHWA, and subject to the availabil­
ity of funds 
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MR. REICHLEY: 

Thank you very much. I appreciate the 

opportunity to be here. My name is Ben 

Reichley and I'm representing the Central 

Susquehanna Valley Chamber of Commerce and 

its 600 plus members which consist of 

members in Union, Snyder, and Northumberland 

County. I would almost like to take Mark's 

testimony, ditto that, and put that in. We 

do have a little bit more detail on a local 

level. The Route 15 coalition has been a 

very positive supporter of economic 

development highway systems in our area. 

And, Mark, you and your organization have 

done a very formidable job. The Central 

Susquehanna Valley Chamber looks at this 

system as an improvement to not only the 

economic structure of our area but also to 

the unknown factor of quality of life and if 

you look at the golden strip at the present 

time there's approximately 42,000 to 44,000 

vehicles that go through a 3-1/2 to four 

mile section. That's a proverbial ten 

York Stenographic Services, Inc. 
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pounds in a seven-pound bag. It just 

becomes a tough area to travel. One of the 

things that we looked at is the chamber in 

that if you can have a fender bender appear 

at the Aldi grocery store and the highway is 

backed up to beyond Dunkin Donuts there 

seems to be something not working 

efficiently and this fender bender was on 

the berm of the road. It was not on the 

highway. Forget about 4th of July, Memorial, 

Labor Day weekend. Thank God Penn State 

isn't located in Williamsport or you'd have 

the fall problem. One of the things that we 

look at though also on a regional basis and 

Mark alluded to is this is a section of the 

highway that connects New York to Maryland. 

It connects Ontario province to Washington, 

D.C. It's an area heavily traveled by 

outside people. With that heavy travel it's 

become very hard for local people to travel 

on the highway safe. And that becomes an 

opportunity right now in promoting this 

bypass in that when Mark referred to 20 

York Stenographic Services, Inc. 
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years ago you plant a tree, well, 

approximately about lB years ago this 

project was on the boards. It was ready to 

be built almost significantly close to the 

area it's traveling today. Unfortunately, 

due to funding, due to some political 

involvement the highway was shelved. Think 

of Selinsgrove, downtown Selinsgrove, 

without the bypass today. Probably downtown 

Selinsgrove wouldn't exist. There wouldn't 

be business. There wouldn't be commerce. 

Selinsgrove downtown area has grown due to 

the bypass. In researching around the 

country almost to a T every area that has 

had a bypass, the local town, the local 

commerce has evolved and has prospered in a 

lot positive way, a lot better way as far as 

being positive for the community. Look at 

the project at Dauphin. Dauphin was built 

20 years ago. Dauphin might be a nice 

little northern suburb of Harrisburg. This 

project is very important. The facts have 

been laid out. You look at 40,000 to 45,000 

York Stenographic Services, lnc. 
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1. 

Response to Public Testimony 
Evening Session 3/12101 

Reichley, B. 

1. FHWA and PENNDOT are committed to conducting 
the required studies to ensure that all important envi­
ronmental and engineering issues, including public 
concerns, are properly considered. The Preferred 
Alternative must meet current and future transporta­
tion needs, and attempt to minimize environmental and 
social impacts. Final Design, Right-of-Way Acquisi­
tion, and Construction will proceed upon completion 
of the preliminary studies and issuance of the Record 
of Decision by the FHWA, and subject to the availabil­
ity of funds 
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vehicles. Break that down however you want 

to. In the year 2020 that number goes to 

approximately 80,000 vehicles. Again the 

system will not support itself. PennDOT, 

the local political groups, the local 

municipalities have all done an excellent 

job. I believe there's been more town 

meetings, more information, more outlet for 

information in the last six years that I 

can't imagine on some other projects in 

rural areas like we are that have those 

outlets. So the Chamber supports PennDOT, 

the Draft Environmental Impact study. You 

make the best of what you have. Right now 

we feel that it is very positive. We do 

have concerns with the App farm, with the $5 

million extra cost. We understand that is a 

federal scenario. But right now we look 

forward to being involved as a Chamber in 

moving this project forward. We look 

forward to making this regional local 

project a reality in the very near future 

and we support the recommendation of PennDOT 

York Stenographic Services, Inc. 

34 North George St., York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 

2. 

3. 

Response to Public Testimony 
Evening Session 3/12/01 

Reichley, B. 

2. 

3. 

The support of the Central Susquehanna Valley Cham­
ber of Commerce for the Recommended Preferred 
Alternative (DAMNRCS) is noted. 

We acknowledge the Chamber's concerns regarding 
the avoidance of the Simon P. App farm. 
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and go on the record to support the state 

2 and federal agency in approving the Draft 

3 Impact Study. Thank you. 

4 MR. BE:CK: 

5 The next presenter will be Jamie Varner. 

6 MR. VARNER: 

7 Good evening, gentlemen. I don't know how 

8 much of a presenter I am but I'm a person 

9 that's involved in this anyhow. Up until 

JO the last meeting before this one we were a 

11 complete take. They're going to set it 200 

12 feet behind my house now. Also, the 61 

l3 connector is proposed to be 6 to 1,000 feet 

14 in front of my home only because of changes 

15 that were made on the other side of the 

16 hill. We wrote this letter figuring it 

17 would get to you but I thought I'd wait 

18 until the meeting and bring it to you. Thi 

19 letter is in response to the Environmental 

20 Impact Study released March 12, 2001, and a 

21 particular area that will overpass 11th 

22 Avenue in Shamokin Dam. If the state wants 

23 to construct a roadway that is truly and 

Yark Stenographic Services, Inc. 
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does not affect the valley's homes and lands 

they should look and reconsider moving the 

path approximately 500 feet north of where 

they have it figured to go over. That would 

run it 700 feet behind my home instead of 

200 feet. By doing this it will only affect 

one home and not six or eight. The distance 

between the two hills and the overpass would 

be greatly reduced and it would also fall 

well behind the breast of the old ash basin 

dam which they do not want to breech. The 

path of the road would not disturb any 

farmland or developed property which is 

another problem. We're afraid to take 

farmland from the farmers, which I can --

that's their livelihood which I can totally 

agree. If this is not a reasonable request 

that you even consider or you may look at 

this or come out to our area, which I have 

never seen anyone out there, we would like a 

reply on why or, you know, what is going to 

take place besides the fact that, yes, I'm 

going to be living with a four lane behind 

York Stenographic Services, Inc. 

34 North George St., York, PA 17401 - (717) S54-0077 

1. 

Response to Public Testimony 
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Varner, J. 

1. Mrs. Varner's comments are acknowledged. At one 
time during the development of project alternatives 
the original alignment of the DA Modified Avoidance 
Alternative (DAMA) required acquisition of the Varner 
property. Currently, we are in a phase of project de­
velopment known as Preliminary Design. During this 
phase, project alternatives are dynamic and modifi­
cations are continually being evaluated. 

The original alignment of the DAMAAlternative divided 
a cul-de-sac community known as Colonial Acres, 
located on Colonial Drive just north of Fisher Road. 
In response to requests from the Colonial Acres resi­
dents received through multiple special purpose com­
munity meetings, the DAMA Alternative was modified 
to move the alignment further south. This modifica­
tion avoided bisecting the community. The shift also 
increased the residential acquisitions in Colonial Acres 
from four houses to seven. While it increased the 
takes in Colonial Acres, it reduced the number of prop­
erties to be acquired along 11th Avenue. Mrs. Varner's 
house was one of the homes that was saved from 
impact in the 11th Avenue area. 

In response to Mrs. Varner's request, a modification 
of the DAMA Alternative was evaluated. This modifi­
cation moved the centerline of the DAMA Alternative 
approximately 600 feet north of its present location. 
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does not affect the valley's homes and lands 

they should look and reconsider moving the 

path approximately 500 feet north of where 

they have it figured to go over. That would 

run it 700 feet behind my home instead of 

200 feet. By doing this it will only affect 

one home and not six or eight. The distance 

between the two hills and the overpass would 

be greatly reduced and it would also fall 

well behind the breast of the old ash basin 

dam which they do not want to breech. The 

path of the road would not disturb any 

farmland or developed property which is 

another problem. We're afraid to take 

farmland from the farmers, which I can --

that's their livelihood which I can totally 

agree. If this is not a reasonable request 

that you even consider or you may look at 

this or come out to our area, which I have 

never seen anyone out there, we would like a 

reply on why or, you know, what is going to 

take place besides the fact that, yes, I'm 

going to be living with a four lane behind 
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1. (cont.) 

Response to Public Testimony 
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An evaluation of the potential impacts of this modifi­
cation was completed. A summary of the assess­
ment follows: 

The 11th Avenue modification does reduce the im­
pacted homes along 11th Avenue from five proper­
ties (DAMA) to two properties (11th Avenue modifi­
cation). However, the 11th Avenue modification ne­
cessitates impacting additional areas which include 
approximately 7.6 acres of productive farmland, ap­
proximately 1.7 acres of agricultural security areas, 
approximately 4.4 acres of prime agricultural soils, 
and about 1 acre of wetland. The 11th Avenue modi­
fication also impacts an additional 22 acres north of 
the project study area. 

Based on a review of this information, the 11th Av­
enue modification was dismissed from further analy­
sis. We believe the additional impacts are not out­
weighed by the reduced residential acquisitions. 
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my house 200 feet. Also at an earlier 

meeting attended by my husband and myself a 

noise study was presented. We talked to a 

person concerning the noise study. They 

told us that there was a 60 decibel reading 

at our home. We told them then that we 

totally disagreed, that there was not 60 

decibels of noise where we live. You can 

hear crickets chirping in your back yard. 

You don't hear trucks. You don't hear cars 

from the highway. The only noise we have is 

maybe once in a while from 11th Avenue you 

can hear a truck going down through. It's 

very quiet and this is going to be a 

destruction. we believe that we -- we were 

also told that the readings could possibly 

be wrong and if they were possibly wrong 

then how can you give this statement with 

false information. we know, yes, this 

project is desperately needed. I drive the 

highway every day three or four times a day. 

My husband drives it every day three or four 

times a day. we totally agree. The traffic 

York Stenographic Services, lnc. 

34 North George St., York, PA 17401- (717) 854-0077 

2. 

Response to Public Testimony 
Evening Session 3/12/01 

Varner, J. 

2. In the area of concern along 11th Avenue, an initial 
noise reading was taken at 148 11th Avenue. This 
site (referred to as Receptor 23 in the noise study) 
was monitored during the AM peak (57.9 dBA) on 2/ 
25/97, noon off-peak (58.6dBA) on 3/25/97, and PM 
peak (58.8 dBA} on 4/10/97. As can be seen, the 
consistency of the data reassures that the monitored 
noise levels are reliable. The noise model, using traf­
fic volumes and speeds collected during noise moni­
toring, predicted an existing level of 57.1 dBA for the 
PM peak. As this is within the 3 dBA limit of error, the 
conclusion can be made that the model is reliable at 
this location. As with any project of this size, sound 
levels cannot be monitored at every residence. There­
fore, modeled sites are used to help delineate noise 
levels throughout a community. In the DA Modified 
Avoidance models, additional modeling sites 23A, 238, 
230, 23E, 23F, 23G, and 23H are within close enough 
distance and geographical consistency to Receptor 
23 to provide confidence in the modeled noise levels. 
The site nearest to the residence in concern would 
be 230. The model predicts a noise level of 54.1 dBA 
at 230, which is reasonable based on the data ob­
served at Receptor 23. (A noise level of 54 dBA is 
comparable to the noise level of a dishwasher in the 
next room. See Sound Level chart in Appendix 0 of 
the Final EIS.) Based on an existing noise level of 54 
dBA, the noise abatement criteria would be 65 dBA. 
This means that if predicted noise levels for the de­
sign year exceeded 65 dBA, it would be considered a 
noise impact warranting an investigation of noise miti­
gation. Based on design year 2020 predicted traffic 
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my house 200 feet. Also at an earlier 

meeting attended by my husband and myself a 

noise study was presented. We talked to a 

person concerning the noise study. They 

told us that there was a 60 decibel reading 

at our home. We told them then that we 

totally disagreed, that there was not 60 

decibels of noise where we live. You can 

hear crickets chirping in your back yard. 

You don't hear trucks. You don't hear cars 

from the highway. The only noise we have is 

maybe once in a while from 11th Avenue you 

can hear a truck going down through. It's 

very quiet and this is going to be a 

destruction. We believe that we -- we were 

also told that the readings could possibly 

be wrong and if they were possibly wrong 

then how can you give this statement with 

false information. We know, yes, this 

project is desperately needed. I drive the 

highway every day three or four times a day. 

My husband drives it every day three or four 

times a day. We totally agree. The traffic 

Yark Stenographic Services, Inc. 

34 North George St., York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 

2. 

Varner, J. 

2. (cont.) 

Response to Public Testimony 
Evening Session 3/12/01 

volumes along the DA Modified Avoidance alignment, 
a future predicted noise level of 61 dBA was gener­
ated at site 230. Using the new 2030 traffic volumes, 
a future noise level of 60 dBA is predicted. Based on 
the above, noise mitigation is not warranted. (See 
Section lV.M of the Final EIS for updated traffic vol­
ume projections.) Any statements made at the public 
meetings were intended to convey that, although not 
every residence can be monitored or modeled, rep­
resentative sites are used to provide the best esti­
mate of the acoustical environment at any given lo­
cation. It is entirely possible that at different times of 
the day it is quieter than 54 dBA at this site. How­
ever, due to the consistency of the monitored levels 
at nearby receptors, we believe the existing modeled 
level of 54 dBA at Receptor 230 is accurate for the 
daytime hours. 
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is outrageous. We do need it. But, like I 

said, since the project was moved to 

accommodate people on other streets and 

other avenues, I was told that we had to 

even out the progress. If we gave four 

houses here we had to take four houses here. 

If we have to take four more houses on this 

hill, we shall take -- leave four more 

houses on the other hill. There is exactly 

four houses left to accommodate for the four 

houses that are taken on the other side. We 

appreciate an answer to our questions and we 

feel that they are valid points and have not 

ever been previously addressed. And these 

15 points would lessen the impact on 

16 homeowners, lessen the impact on the 

17 farmlands, and it would also lessen the 

18 impact on nature. Thank you. 

19 MR. BECK: 

20 Next presenter is Albert Heinnbach. 

21 MR. HEINNBACH: 

22 Thank you, gentleman. My name is Albert 

23 Heinnbach. I live on App and Mill Road on a 

York Stenographic Services, Inc. 

34 North George St., York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 

3. 

Response to Public Testimony 
Evening Session 3/12/01 

Varner, J. 

3. When the alignment of the DAMA Alternative was 
modified to avoid bisecting Colonial Acres, the num­
ber of displacements in that community was increased 
from tour homes to seven homes. The modified align­
ment also avoided impacting homes on 11th Avenue. 
The number of homes saved on the 11th Avenue was 
dependent on the impact area for the modified alter­
native. Property displacements are not based on for­
mulas or ratios. Displacements are based on the op­
timal route for the alignment, based on engineering 
considerations and environmental constraints. 
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farm. It's written out here so I'd like to 

share it publicly. The southern section of 

the proposed route will cut through my farm 

and take a sizeable chunk of acreage. It 

would essentially cut my farm in half. My 

farm is a working family farm, one of the 

few left in the area. The Snyder County 

Historical Society published an article 

about the history of farming in this area 

and my farm was mentioned as one of the few 

that is historically important both because 

of the buildings that we have preserved and 

because of the way it's still used as a 

working farm. The way the route is planned 

it will be difficult for my wife and me and 

my sons and their families to continue to 

make a living on this farm. I realize that 

they will pay me some money for the land but 

that won't make up for what my family and 

this community will be losing. In addition, 

PennDOT has calculated that the proposed 

route will cost at least 5 million more than 

the alternative route. The alternative 

York Stenographic Services, Inc. 
34 North George St., York, PA 17401 • (717) 854-0077 

1. 

2. 

Response to Public Testimony 
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Heimbach, A. 

1. 

2. 

Mr. Heimbach's opposition to the Recommended Pre­
ferred Alternative in Section 1, the DA Modified Avoid­
ance Alternative (DAMA), is noted. 

Mr. Heimbach's opinion that continued farming of his 
property will be difficult with the construction of DAMA 
is noted. 

It is acknowledged that the Recommended Preferred 
Alternative (DA Modified Avoidance Alternative or 
DAMA) is estimated to cost approximately $5 million 
more than the alternative route (the DA Modified [Non­
Avoidance] Alternative or DAM). 

It is also acknowledged that the DAM (Non-avoidance) 
Alternative takes less of Mr. Heimbach's land and is 
not as close to his buildings. However, the DAMA 
was advanced over the DAM due to the fact that the 
DAM Alternative impacted the Simon P. App property, 
a property determined eligible for the National Regis­
ter of Historic Places and protected by Section 4(f) of 
the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966 
(amended in 1968). This Act states, "The Secretary 
(of Transportation) may approve a transportation pro­
gram or project requiring the use of publicly owned 
land of a public park, recreation area, or wildlife and 
waterfowl refuge, or land of an historic site of national, 
state, or local significance (as determined by the fed­
eral, state, or local official having jurisdiction over the 
park, recreation area, refuge or site) only if: 

• there is no prudent and feasible alternative to 
using that land; and 
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route, which PennDOT has rejected, goes 

across the Fisher property. This route 

still takes part of my farm but less of my 

land and is not close to -- and not as close 

to my buildings. I'd rather prefer that 

PennDOT use the Old Trail route. That way I 

wouldn't lose any of my land. Even if they 

build the Fisher route it's going to be 

difficult for me and my family to farm and 

expand but we will probably survive. The 

reason they give for not using the Fisher 

alternative is that there is an old barn on 

the property. It's fine that. PennDOT wants 

to preserve old farm buildings. I have a 

lot .of them myself. But PennDOT says that 

because of the barn it has to preserve all 

of the Fisher land. I have an old barn but 

it burned down in 1994 so beca~se my barn 

burned down PennDOT says the rest of my farm 

has no historical value. That's not what 

the Historical Society thinks. It's not 

what I think. What's even worse Mr. Fisher 

apparently has plans to subdivide his land 

York Stenographic Services, Inc. 

34 North George St., York, PA 1740 I - (717} 854-0077 
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I 6. 

Response to Public Testimony 
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Heimbach, A. 

2. (cont.) 

3. 

4. 

• the program or project includes all possible 
planning to minimize harm to the park, recre­
ation area, wildlife refuge, or historic site re­
sulting from the use." 

Case law for the application of Section 4(f) indicates 
that an avoidance alternative must be selected un­
less the avoidance alternative creates impacts of an 
"extraordinary magnitude." The DAMA is the Rec­
ommended Preferred Alternative because the infor­
mation collected to date documents that it is a pru­
dent and feasible alternative to the use of the Fisher 
Farm (aka App Farm), a property protected under 
Section 4(f) of the U.S. Transportation Act of 1966 (as 
amended). 

Mr. Heimbach's support for the Old Trail Alternatives 
is noted. 

The Fisher property, formerly known as the Simon P. 
App property, was determined potentially eligible for 
the National Register of Historic Places in Septem­
ber 1998. As discussed in the Historic Resources 
Survey and Determination of Eligibility Report com­
pleted for this project, the property was determined 
potentially eligible for the National Register because 
the "surviving buildings on the Simon P. App Farm 
Property and their relationship to one another con­
vey historic patterns of agricultural development and 
change in the central Susquehanna Valley during the 
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route, which PennDOT has rejected, goes 

across the Fisher property. This route 

still takes part of my farm but less of my 

land and is not close to -- and not as close 

to my buildings. I'd rather prefer that 

PennDOT use the Old Trail route. That way I 

wouldn't lose any of my land. Even if they 

build the Fisher route it's going to be 

difficult for me and my family to farm and 

expand but we will probably survive. The 

reason they give for not using the Fisher 

alternative is that there is an old barn on 

the property. It's fine that. PennDOT wants 

to preserve old farm buildings. I have a 

lot ·Of them myself. But PennDOT says that 

because of the barn it has to preserve all 

of the Fisher land. I have an old barn but 

it burned down in 1994 so because my barn 

burned down PennDOT says the rest of my farm 

has no historical value. That's not what 

the Historical Society thinks. It's not 

what I think. What's even worse Mr. Fisher 

apparently has plans to subdivide his land 

York Stenogrd.phic Services, Inc. 
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3. 

4. 

5. 

I 6. 

Response to Public Testimony 
Evening Session 3/12/01 

Heimbach, A. 

4. (cont.) 

late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. The farm 
meets the criteria of eligibility for listing on the Na­
tional Register as a "general farm" under Criterion A 
for its ability to convey this history. Because the build­
ings and the complex as a whole possess such a 
high level of integrity, it also meets the criteria of eligi­
bility under Criterion C for its architectural signifi­
cance." Criteria for listing on the National Register 
include: 

Criterion A: 

Criterion B: 

Criterion C: 

Association with events that have 
made a significant contribution to our 
history. 

Association with the lives of persons 
significant in our past. 

Embody the distinctive characteristics 
of a type, period, or method of con­
struction. 

Once the property was determined potentially eligible 
forthe National Register, a boundary was established. 
The boundary follows the legal boundaries currently 
associated with the property and includes all build­
ings and landscape features that are associated with 
the history of the farm property from its construction 
in the middle of the nineteenth century through 1948. 
The boundary includes the farm house, butcher 
house/summer kitchen, bank barn, drive-through corn 
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route, which PennDOT has rejected, goes 

across the Fisher property. This route 

still takes part of my farm but less of my 

land and is not close to -- and not as close 

to my buildings. I'd rather prefer that 

PennDOT use the Old Trail route. That way I 

wouldn't lose any of my land. Even if they 

build the Fisher route it's going to be 

difficult for me and my family to farm and 

expand but we will probably survive. The 

reason they give for not using the Fisher 

alternative is that there is an old barn on 

the property. It's fine that. PennDOT wants 

to preserve old farm buildings. I have a 

lot .of them myself. But PennDOT says that 

because of the barn it has to preserve all 

of the Fisher land. I have an old barn but 

it burned down in 1994 so because my barn 

burned down PennDOT says the rest of my farm 

has no historical value. That's not what 

the Historical Society thinks. It's not 

what I think. What's even worse Mr. Fisher 

apparently has plans to subdivide his land 
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Heimbach, A. 

4. (cont.) 

crib, and vehicle storage building. The boundary also 
includes the trees in the front, side, and rear yards 
and the cultivated fields that surround the property 
on its north, south, and east sides. This boundary 
was prepared in accordance with guidelines set forth 
in National Register Bulletin: "How to Establish 
Boundaries for National Register Properties." In Oc­
tober of 1998, the State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO) concurred that "this farm meets National 
Register Criteria A for agriculture and C for its archi­
tecture." The SHPO also agreed with the boundaries 
selected for this property. 

Due to the substantial controversy concerning the eli­
gibility determination and boundaries of the App farm, 
FHWA elected to raise the questions of eligibility and 
boundaries with the Keeper of the National Register 
(Keeper), the individual delegated the authority by the 
U.S. Department of Interior, National Park Service to 
list properties and determine their eligibility for the Na­
tional Register of Historic Places. The Keeper evalu­
ated the information and responded that the App farm 
and boundaries of the App farm met the eligibility re­
quirements. 

The response, contained in Appendix C of the Final 
EIS, indicates that the "Simon P. App farm meets Na­
tional Register Criteria A and C for its local historic 
and architectural significance. The approximately 31-
acre boundary established for the register-eligible 
property is appropriate and justified as being the his­
toric (1866) boundary of the property." 

:::!"! 
:::J 
ro 
m 
:::J 
:5. 
a 
:::J 
3 
({) 
:::J 
....+ 

Pl 

3 
'"O 
ro 
Q. 
en 
OJ -(I) 
3 
(I) 
:::J 
....+ 



< 

0 
0 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Public Testimony Evening Session 3/12/01 

31 

route, which PennDOT has rejected, goes 

across the Fisher property. This route 

still takes part of my farm but less of my 

land and is not close to -- and not as close 

to rny buildings. I'd rather prefer that 

PennDOT use the Old Trail route. That way I 

wouldn't lose any of my land. Even if they 

build the Fisher route it's going to be 

difficult for me and my family to farm and 

expand but we will probably survive. The 

reason they give for not using the Fisher 

alternative is that there is an old barn on 

the property. It's fine that. PennDOT wants 

to preserve old farm buildings. I have a 

lot.of them myself. But PennDOT says that 

because of the barn it has to preserve all 

of the Fisher land. I have an old barn but 

it burned down in 1994 so because rny barn 

burned down PennDOT says the rest of my farm 

has no historical value. That's not what 

the Historical Society thinks. It's not 

what I think. What's even worse Mr. Fisher 

apparently has plans to subdivide his land 

York Stenographic Services, Inc. 

34 North George St., York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

16. 

Response to Public Testimony 
Evening Session 3112/01 

Heimbach, A. 

5. In the early stages of project development a series of 
historical "contexts" were prepared to guide the fu­
ture historical studies performed for the project. The 
historic contexts help to identify some of the broad 
patterns of history which are important in the study 
region and provide the basis for the evaluation of prop­
erties under eligibility Criteria A and B. The prepara­
tion of historic contexts also helps to identify archi­
tectural styles which may be important in the region 
and provides the basis for the evaluation of proper­
ties under Criterion C. After consulting with the SHPO, 
two principal contexts were developed, one for Agri­
culture and one for Village Development. These con­
texts were presented in detail in the Historical Re­
sources Survey and Determination of Eligibility Re­
QQ.!1. dated September 1998. Pages 31 through 53 of 
Volume 1 of this report present the Agriculture con­
text in detail. Page 49 of Volume 1 of the Eligibility 
Report notes that "for a general farm to be determined 
eligible under Criteria A or C, it must meet all three of 
the following characteristics: 

a) 

b) 

c) 

The farmstead must contain the historic house 
and barn; 

Other outbuildings must survive on the farm 
which demonstrate how the farm evolved 
through time; 

Farm fields and pasture must survive around 
the farmstead in order to provide a context for 
understanding how the farm was used." 
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route, which PennDOT has rejected, goes 

2 across the Fisher property. This route 

3 still takes part of my farm but less of my 

4 land and is not close to -- and not as close 

5 to my buildings. I'd rather prefer that 

6 PennDOT use the Old Trail route. That way I 

7 wouldn't lose any of my land. Even if they 

g build the Fisher route it's going to be 

9 difficult for me and my family to farm and 

lO expand but we will probably survive. The 

11 reason they give for not using the Fisher 

12 alternative is that there is an old barn on 

13 the property. It's fine that. PennDOT wants 

14 to preserve old farm buildings. I have a 

15 lot.of them myself. But PennDOT says that 

16 because of the barn it has to preserve all 

17 of the Fisher land. I have an old barn but 

18 it burned down in 1994 so because my barn 

19 burned down PennDOT says the rest of my farm 

20 has no historical value. That's not what 

21 the Historical Society thinks. It's not 

22 what I think. What's even worse Mr. Fisher 

< ·- 23 apparently has plans to subdivide his land 
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York Stenographic Services, Inc. 
....... 34 Ne>rth Gee>rge St., York, PA 17401 -(717) 854-0077 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

I 6. 

Response to Public Testimony 
Evening Session 3/12/01 

Heimbach, A. 

5. (cont.) 

Mr. Heimbach's property was evaluated for its his­
torical significance as part of this project. Known as 
Property 154 or by its historic name, the "App Family 
Homestead Property", this property was assessed 
as an agricultural resource as defined in the Agricul­
tural Context described above. It was determined that 
the Heimbach property does not meet the physical 
criteria established for the "general farm" as described 
in the Agricultural Context because the historic barn, 
which must survive for a property evaluated under 
this context to be considered potentially eligible, no 
longer survives. Further, although the setting remains 
rural and agricultural, the farmstead as a whole has 
lost integrity. Numerous modern agricultural outbuild­
ings overwhelm the farmstead. A few historic outbuild­
ings survive, but they are widely scattered between 
large modern metal structures. These modern build­
ings have diminished the integrity of the farmstead. 

However, the house on the Heimbach property or "App 
Family Homestead Farm Property" was also as­
sessed as a residential resource. The house pos­
sesses a high level of integrity and is one of the old­
est standing structures in the area. As a residential 
resource, the house and historic outbuildings that 
immediately surround it meet Criterion C {architec­
tural significance) for listing in the National Register. 
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and build a high density housing 

development. PennDOT knows this is what's 

in the Environmental Impact Statement. So 

what PennDOT wants to do is this, preserve a 

housing development because it is near an 

old barn and cut through my farm because my 

barn burnt down. And PennDOT wants to spend 

at least an extra 5 million of taxpayers' 

money to do it. There's a national law 

called the Historic Preservation Act. It's 

supposed to make sure that the government 

doesn't destroy historic properties but 

that's exactly what PennDOT wants to do 

here. The Fisher tract would probably be 

lost to development either way. PennDOT 

isn't going to preserve it but PennDOT wants 

to leave the Fisher tract alone and take a 

big chunk out of my farm without land to 

farm and the ability to expand. I might 

have to do what Mr. Fisher is planning to 

do, sell my farm for development. In the 

end all of this property will be lost, 

another f arrn will be gone and those old farm 

York Stenographi«: Services, Inc. 

34 North George St., York, PA 17401-(717)854-0077 

Response to Public Testimony II [ Evening Session 3/12/01 
0 
:::l 

Heimbach, A. II< 

6. It is acknowledged that Mr. Fisher has noted his plans 
to subdivide this property and develop the land into 
high density, single-family housing. The proposed fu-
ture uses of a property are not taken into consider-

6. ation when a property is being evaluated for potential 
historic significance or when a boundary determina-
tion is made. Only existing conditions can be used 
when evaluating a property's eligibility or National 
Register Boundary. 

Should conditions change from those currently 
present at any point prior to the construction of the 
CSVT project, we have committed to reevaluating the 

7. 
area of impact. If conditions warrant, modifications of 
the alignment will be made to further reduce project 
impacts. This commitment is inclusive of the entire 
CSVT project area including the avoidance of the 
Simon P. App tam. 

7. FHWA and PENNDOT are in compliance with the 

8. National Historic Preservation Act. 

8. Refer to response to comment 2 for additional infor-
mation. 
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buildings too which is just what the law is 

supposed to prevent. The Fisher house and 

barn are supposed to be historic. The route 

around that land will not destroy the house 

or barn. I'm not asking that PennDOT choose 

to take someone else's house so I can keep 

farming. Both of the routes will avoid the 

farm buildings and houses. The only thing 

we are talking about is which farmland will 

be used, land that is likely to be developed 

or land that is used for farming. I'm not 

asking that you don't build the road. I'm 

willing to make some sacrifices. I just 

think what is proposed here is the worse 

possible case for everyone. There are 

national and state laws to protect farms and 

productive farmland. If PennDOT has 

evaluated my farm as these laws require they 

would find out I'm eligible for protection 

but they didn't. They lumped my farm in 

with all other land along the route 

including old landfill. Since some of that 

land isn't good farmland they said there was 

York Stenographic Services, Inc . 
34 North George St., York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 

9. 

Response to Public Testimony 
Evening Session 3/12101 

Heimbach, A. 

9. As part of the Draft and Final EIS, agricultural re­
sources were evaluated according to respective fed­
eral and state laws including the Federal Farmland 
Protection Policy Act (FPPA), PA Act 100, PAAct 43 
(the Agricultural Area Security Law) and Agricultural 
Land Preservation Policy in Section IV.D. 

In light of concerns raised regarding the application 
of the FPPA, we reviewed the procedures used to 
comply with the Farmland Protection Policy Act 
(FPPA) for the CSVT Project. This procedure is based 
upon FPPA Standard Methodology to compute Farm­
land Conversion Impact Ratings (FCIR) and was cor­
rectly addressed during project development. 
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a low percentage of good farmland being lost 

but if they looked at the farms which is 

what they are supposed to do they'd see 

that's simply not true. We have good 

productive prime agricultural soil that 

deserves to be protected. If my farm was 

evaluated like the law says it should be, 

they would see that my farm deserves 

protection under the law. There has been a 

lot of talk about sprawl, housing 

developments reaching into farmlands, losing 

prime agricultural soils and increasing 

traffic congestion. If PennDOT takes more 

of my working farm and lets all the Fisher 

property be developed it would be adding to 

this problem. Finally, let me remember that 

there is an existing interchange at the 

southern end that we taxpayers already paid. 

If PennDOT builds the Fisher alternative it 

can use the existing interchange. Instead 

PennDOT proposes to let this old interchange 

sit there while it builds another 

interchange right next to it. What a waste. 

York Stenographic Services, Inc. 

34 North George St., York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 

9. 

10. 

Response to Public Testimony 
Evening Session 3/12/01 

Heimbach, A. 

10. Assuming the DAMA is selected, it is anticipated that 
the existing interchange will be removed during con­
struction. 
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Why not look at the big picture. If you 

build the route across the Fisher tract and 

the parts of my farm instead of the route 

right across the middle of my farm, number 

one, you will reduce the amount of farmland 

being taken forever. You will use more land 

that was scheduled for development anyway. 

You will help to preserve one of the few 

remaining family farms in this area. 

Another point, you will reduce sprawl just a 

little bit. Another point, you will let me 

continue to preserve my farm and house which 

has historic value. You will not have an 

effect on the Fisher farm buildings. If 

they want to preserve the barn and other 

buildings, they can do that. You will use 

the existing interchange instead of letting 

it sit there as an eyesore and you will save 

at least $5 million. I have a petition to 

present to you signed by many neighbors and 

others who are concerned about this big 

mistake. I request that PennDOT not spend 

more than 5 million of our money to destroy 

York Stenographic Services, Inc. 
34 North George St., York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 

11. 

Response to Public Testimony 
Evening Session 3/12/01 

Heimbach, A. 

11. The receipt of the petition signed by community mem­
bers is acknowledged. Please refer to the Petition 
Section of Section Vin the Final EIS to view a copy of 
this petition. 
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a historic working farm family. That is not 

2 contribute to the increase in sprawl. That 

3 is not take more prime farm soils for a road 

4 that -- not abandon the old interchange and 

5 create another eyesore. I have seven pages 

6 of signers of this community that signed the 

7 petition. Thank you. 

8 MR. BECK: 

9 Next presenter is Ann Fisher. 

10 MS. FISHER: 

11 Good evening. My name is Ann Fisher and I 

12 appreciate the opportunity to summarize the 

13 written testimony that I have provided. 

14 Basically I'm representing Stonebridge 

15 Homeowners' Association but in my private 

16 capacity as an individual I have done an 

17 analysis of the cost of the two alternatives 

18 for the southern portion of the roadway. 

19 The analysis that I have looked at includes 

20 the fact that there is an extra 7/lOths of a 

21 mile on the DAMA alternative compared to the 

22 Old Trail alternatives. The comment I heard 

23 this evening before the testimony began is 

York Stenographic Services, Inc. 

34 North George St., York, PA 1740 I - (717) 854-0077 

11. 

1. 

Response to Public Testimony 
Evening Session 3/12/01 

Fisher, A. 

1. We are committed to developing a roadway design 
that benefits the majority of people and causes the 
least amount of adverse environmental effects. The 
transportation agencies acknowledge that no road­
way alignment alternative is without adverse effects 
to some party or to some resources. The proposed 
alternatives and the associated impacts on natural 
resources and communities have been carefully con­
sidered. We believe we have developed an alterna­
tive that will best minimize the overall impacts to re­
sources while meeting the area's transportation 
needs. 
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that it's only another half mile or so. 

While this is true if we look at the 

societal cost of 54,000 vehicles per day 

traversing that extra 7/lOths of a mile for 

at least the next 20 years, which is the 

minimum lifetime to be expected of the 

roadway then the societal costs of the 

longer roadway suddenly look much smaller 

than the societal cost -- I'm sorry, look 

much larger than the societal cost of the 

shorter roadway. So basically what the 

analysis does is look at the different costs 

that would be reasonable estimates for the 

per mile cost of driving the extra 7/lOths 

of a mile, recognizing that the miles driven 

in the future have a smaller cost from 

today's perspective than costs that we would 

look at today and presumably those would be 

the construction costs but still shows that 

the Old Trail alternative makes more sense 

than the DAMA alternative. In addition, the 

analysis alludes to the fact that property 

values along the longer alternative will be 

York Stenographic Services, Inc . 

34 North George St., York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0071 

1. 

2. 

Response to Public Testimony 
Evening Session 3/12/01 

Fisher, A. 

2. All alternatives will have an initial negative impact on 
the tax base. However, this is anticipated to be of 
short duration as the study area continues to develop. 
It is acknowledged that property values of some prop­
erties, particularly those near interchanges, may in­
crease while others may decrease. Overall, the im­
provement to the regional transportation system is 
anticipated to complement the long-term development 
of the Central Susquehanna Valley. 
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depressed more than along the shorter 

2 alternative. The Stonebridge Homeowners' 

3 Association also is concerned about the 

4 potential for impacts on wells which had 

5 been raised at earlier public hearings. 

6 However, given the recent activities in 

7 Centre County where there are unusual water 

8 contamination damaging fish hatcheries the 

9 concern about wells continues. These 

10 comments are described in more detail in the 

II written testimony. Thank you very much. 

12 MR. BECK: 

13 Next presenter is Scott Hummel. 

14 MR. HUMMEL: 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Gentlemen, my name is Scott Hummel. Many of 

you know my family as being the Hummels from 

the Hummel farm in Hummels Wharf. As of 

this year we are either there 200 years or 

199 years. We're trying to figure it out. 

So I think that makes it a pretty long time. 

Gentlemen, as a farmer and landowner in 

Monroe Township our farm will be directly 

affected by the amended transportation 

York Stenographic Services, Inc. 

34 North George St., York, PA 17401 - (717} 854-0077 

I 2. 

3. 

Response to Public Testimony 
Evening Session 3/12/01 

Fisher, A. 

3. Impacts to community and private water supplies, and 
the assurance of safe residential potable water are 
important concerns. As discussed in the Draft and 
Final EIS, a Geotechnical Survey will be conducted 
during Final Design. This investigation will address 
hydrogeological issues through collection of site-spe­
cific information on geology, soils, and groundwater 
conditions. In sensitive areas, an assessment of po­
tentially affected, individual domestic and public sup­
ply wells will be undertaken. 

The results of the Geotechnical Survey will be used 
to minimize the risk of contamination and to refine the 
proposed mitigation measures. When required, state 
(PA DEP) and local agencies will be part of the plan­
ning process to ensure that water supplies remain 
safe. 

The Draft EIS and Final EIS discuss the desire to 
maintain a continued supply of safe drinking water to 
affected residents. If impacts occur as a result of 
construction, the maintenance of water supplies to 
homes and properties not acquired as part of the right­
of-way will be by any one of the following: 

• 
• 

• 

provide connections to public water systems 
provide water treatment 
red rill existing wells to another water-produc­
ing zone at a greater depth 
relocate a well to an adjacent water-produc­
ing formation not disturbed by construction 
acquire the property 
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depressed more than along the shorter 

alternative. The Stonebridge Homeowners' 

Association also is concerned about the 

potential for impacts on wells which had 

been raised at earlier public hearings. 

However, given the recent activities in 

Centre County where there are unusual water 

contamination damaging fish hatcheries the 

concern about wells continues. These 

comments are described in more detail in the 

written testimony. Thank you very much. 

13 Next presenter is Scott Hummel. 

14 MR. HUMMEL: 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 
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23 

Gentlemen, my name is Scott Hummel. Many of 

you know my family as being the Hummels from 

the Hummel farm in Hummels Wharf. As of 

this year we are either there 200 years or 

199 years. We're trying to figure it out. 

So I think that makes it a pretty long time. 

Gentlemen, as a farmer and landowner in 

Monroe Township our farm will be directly 

affected by the amended transportation 

York Stenographic Services, Inc . 

34 North George St., York, PA 17401-(717)854-0077 

I 2. 

3. 

Fisher, A. 

3. (cont.) 

Response to Public Testimony 
Evening Session 3/12/01 

Consideration may also be given to continuing po­
table water well sampling/analysis beyond a year af­
ter construction. 
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project. Our concern is the proposed usage 

2 of 124 acres of productive farmland with the 

3 amended project as opposed to the use of 60 

4 acres that were to be used with an 

s alternative route. Speaking the alternative 

6 route would have been the Old Trail proposal 

7 which we are definitely for. There are also 

8 184 acres of forest land to be destroyed as 

9 compared to 82 acres to be used by the 

10 previous plans. I would like you to know 

11 that we are in agreement with and fully 

12 support our fellow farmers, Albert Heinnbach 

13 and sons issues regarding the acquisition of 

14 their farmland in order to preserve the so-

15 called historical App farm. We don't see 

16 the value of destroying prime farmland to 

17 preserve a so-called historical site. 

18 Adjacent to our farm in Monroe Township the 

19 proposed bypass according to the switch 

20 recently made to go through Colonial Acres 

21 would directly impact 26 acres of productive 

22 farmland that we are presently farming. 

23 When I say we, that being myself, my wife, 

York Stenographic Services, Inc. 

34 North George St., York, PA 17401 • (717) 854-0077 

1. 

I 2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Response to Public Testimony 
Evening Session 3/12/01 

Hummel,S. 

1. Your concern regarding the direct impacts of the 
DAMA Alternative on productive farmland (approxi-
mately 124 acres) as opposed to the impact of the 
OT2A Alternative (approximately 61 acres) is noted. 
The Draft EIS explains that the construction of any of 
the build alternatives would have impacts to produc-
tive farmland. There is a concern about these im-
pacts, and a commitment to work with each affected 
farmer through Final Design to minimize and mitigate 
the impacts. The recommendation of the DAMA as 
the Preferred Alternative in Section I is based on many 
factors which are discussed in Section VI of the Draft 
and Final EIS. Primarily the decision to recommend 
DAMA over OT2A and to justify the use of additional 
farmland is based on the following reasons: 

• DAMA has least impact to residences (33) 
versus the OT2A (43) 
DAMA has least impact to wetlands (4.8 acres) 
versus the OT2A (14.1 acres) 
DAMA has least impact to very high probabil-
ity archaeological areas (.8 acres) versus the 
OT2A (35.7 acres) 

• DAMA has no impact to Susquehanna River 
floodplain 

• DAMA minimizes impacts to communities 
• DAMA has a lower estimated cost ($122 mil-

lion) versus OT2A ($173 million) 

2. Your support for the Old Trail Alternatives is noted. 
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project. Our concern is the proposed usage 

of 124 acres of productive farmland with the 

amended project as opposed to the use of 60 

acres that were to be used with an 

alternative route. Speaking the alternative 

route would have been the Old Trail proposal 

which we are definitely for. There are also 

184 acres of forest land to be destroyed as 

compared to B2 acres to be used by the 

previous plans. I would like you to know 

that we are in agreement with and fully 

support our fellow farmers, Albert Heinnbach 

and sons issues regarding the acquisition of 

their farmland in order to preserve the so-

called historical App farm. We don't see 

the value of destroying prime farmland to 

preserve a so-called historical site. 

Adjacent to our farm in Monroe Township the 

proposed bypass according to the switch 

recently made to go through Colonial Acres 

would directly impact 26 acres of productive 

farmland that we are presently farming. 

When I say we, that being myself, my wife, 

York Stenographic Services, Inc . 
34 North GC<Jrge St., York, PA 1740 l • (717) 854-0077 

1. 

I 2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Response to Public Testimony 
Evening Session 3/12/01 

Hummel,S. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

The additional impacts to forest land with the DAMA 
Alternative are outweighed by its many positive char­
acteristics. Please see response to comment 1 above. 

Your opposition to DAMA and the avoidance of the 
Simon P. App property is noted. Please see responses 
to comments from Mr. Heimbach to understand the 
issues concerning the App Property. 

We acknowledge that the alignment modification 
through Colonial Acres affects additional productive 
farmland. The farmland in question, while presently 
farmed by Mr. Hummel, is owned by PPL. 

A Farmland Assessment Report (FAR) will be pre­
pared later in the study process. This report evalu­
ates the impact of the proposed alternatives on the 
affected farm operations in more detail. As discussed 
in the Draft and Final EIS, PENNDOT is required to 
obtain the concurrence and approval of the Agricul­
tural Lands Condemnation Approval Board (ALCAB) 
for the condemnation of any productive agricultural 
land. 
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and our three children. The previous 

project route did not include this piece of 

ground. Also beside this farmland there are 

numerous acres of wildlife habitat. This is 

prime ground for farming and cannot be 

replaced. As farmers we deal with the 

encroachment of society every day. We 

cannot afford to lose productive ground to 

this project. There is no other ground to 

replace this. Cutting through this ground 

impacts our farming operation and could pose 

potential hazardous water runoff that will 

come down onto our property. This will 

directly affect our farm and cattle 

operation. We are also farming the land 

owned by Richard Bingaman on County Line 

Road. We hope that the bypass could be 

moved as close to Route 15 as possible, 

possibly on Route 15 connecting to Route 15 

prior to that point that this productive 

farmland could also be preserved. Feel free 

to contact us. Thank you. Scott and Karen 

Hummel of Monroe Township. 

York Stenographic Services, Inc. 

34 North George St., York, PA 17401-(717)854-0077 

6. 

7. 

Response to Public Testimony 
Evening Session 3/12/01 

Hummel,S. 

6. 

7. 

An Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan (E&S 
Plan) will be prepared. The E&S Plan will address 
run-off concerns and will be reviewed and approved 
by the appropriate agencies. Implementation of the 
E&S Plan will minimize potential water run-off affect­
ing the Hummel farm and cattle. 

The suggestion regarding modifying the alignment of 
the Section 2 alternatives north of County Line Road 
through the Bingaman property and moving closer to 
U.S. Route 15 to preserve productive farmland will be 
considered in Final Design. 
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MR. BECK: 

That concludes the list of people who have 

signed up to give testimony tonight, the 

cards that I have so far of the people that 

have signed in. Are there any others that 

would like to provide oral testimony at this 

time? Hearing no other requests to testify, 

I will close by reminding you all that the 

testimony provided at this public hearing 

and all comments received or postmarked 

before the close of the comment period on 

March 26, 2001, will become part of the 

official project record. These comments 

will be considered and responded to in the 

final Environmental Impact Statement. Thank 

you all for your participation here tonight. 

We will continue to have the private 

testimony area open if someone should show 

up later and like to give testimony. With 

that, I'll now declare this public testimony 

portion of the hearing closed. 

*** 

[End of Proceedings] 

York Stenographic Services, Inc. 

34 North George St., York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 
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PENNSYLVANIA DEPAR'rMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

CENTRAL SUSQUEHANNA 
VALLEY T:RJINSPORTATION 
PROJECT 

TRANSClUPT OF PROCEEDINGS 

Private Testimony taken at 

Selinsgrove High School 
Selinsgrove, PA 

on 
March 12, 2001 
at 5:45 p m 

REPORTED BY: 

John Ackroyd 

Court Reporter 
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P R 0 C E E D I N G S 

2 MS DEROMEDI: 

3 My name is Elizabeth Deromedi I'm here to 

4 speak in reference to the property of 

5 Elizabeth and Bernard Deromedi, R D 5, Box 

6 120, Selinsgrove, PA, 17870, which is not 

7 currently included in the relocation group 

8 The proposed plan of the Susquehanna Valley 

9 bypass affects the monetary resale value of 

10 our property and esthetic nature of our 

11 surroundings The proposed plan will have a 

12 negative impact on the health of my husband, 

13 Bernard Deromedi, due to the fact that he 

14 has asthma, heart problems, part of his lung 

15 removed, and has limited breathing capacity 

16 The construction dust and the emission from 

17 the cars and trucks will affect his health 

18 The proposed location of the embankment on 

19 our property will directly affect the 

20 ability to have a future handicap access to 

21 our home In reference to the view there is 

22 currently part of our -- that is currently 

23 part of our homestead it will become a 90-

York Stenographic Services, Inc 
34 North George St, York, PA 17401-(717) 854-0077 

Response to Private Testimony 
II~ Evening Session 3/12/01 

0 
:::J 

Deromedi, E. II< 

1. It is acknowledged that the proximity of the proposed 
highway project may affect the monetary resale value 
of the property and viewshed. 

2. An air quality analysis for this project was conducted 
in compliance with FHWA, U.S. Environmental Pro-
tection Agency (U.S. EPA) and PENNDOT's guid-
ance. Modeling for carbon monoxide (CO) was con-
ducted. The CO concentrations predicted for the de-
sign year (2030) are not substantially different from 
the CO concentrations predicted for the existing con-

1. ditions. The predicted future design year CO con-
centrations are well below the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS) for CO and should not 
affect the health of the residents. 

The construction phase of the project will have the 
potential for temporarily impacting ambient air quality 
through such means as dust resulting from grading 

I 2. 
operations, or increased particulate matter and fumes 
from the operation of heavy equipment. Control mea-
sures will be used during construction. Typical con-

3. 
trol measures may include wetting of the exposed soils 
and covering of trucks. These measures have been 
proven effective in limiting particulate matter emis-
sions. 

4. 
3. It is expected that handicap access will be possible. 

However, should provision of handicap access be 
determined not to be feasible, relocation will be con-
side red. 
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foot embankment which PennDOT has informed 

2 us they will not maintain, only planting 

3 crown vitch This is unacceptable solution 

4 if PennDOT chooses this way In addition, 

5 changes and the accommodation that were made 

6 for Colonial Acres housing group, which 

7 adjoins our property, will directly affect 

8 the value of our property but PennDOT chose 

9 not to take our home but took seven homes in 

10 Colonial Acres to accorrnnodate their special 

11 request Is that fair? The current plan 

12 takes only 05 percent of our 2 7 acres 

13 instead of taking the entire property It 

14 will devastate our lives by putting the 

15 bypass in our back yard from Fisher Road to 

16 Park Road In review of my statement and 

17 extenuating circumstances of the Deromedi 

18 property, I plead with you to relocate us 

19 with the relocation group of the proposed 

20 Susquehanna Valley bypass Thank you 

21 MR HOOVER: 

22 Gaylord W Hoover, R D 1, Box 241, Milton, 

< 
23 Pennsylvania, 17947 What I'm concerned 

_.. York Stenographic Services, Inc 

-...! 34 North George St , York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Response to Private Testimony 
Evening Session 3/12/01 

Deromedi, E. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

The modifications to your viewshed are acknowl­
edged. All plantings on the embankment will be com­
pleted in accordance with PENN DOT procedures and 
appropriate state laws. 

Changes were made to the DAMA Alternative through 
the Colonial Acres Development because the origi­
nal alignment bisected the community leaving a por­
tion of the neighborhood north of the highway and a 
portion of the neighborhood south of the highway. The 
residents of Colonial Acres asked to keep a majority 
of the development intact and not divided. As a re­
sult, the DAMA was modified to pass though the 
southern end of the Colonial Acres neighborhood. We 
acknowledge that the modifications made in the Co­
lonial Acres development brought the highway closer 
to your property. At this time, the acquisition of your 
entire property is not required. 

Your request for relocation will be considered during 
Final Design. The Federal Uniform Relocation As­
sistance and Real Property Acquisition Act (42 U.S.C. 
4601) of 1970, as amended, and the PA Eminent Do­
main Code Act of 1964, as amended, apply to all 
project displacements. Generally, property acquisi­
tion applies only to those properties needed for project 
construction or rendered functionally obsolete. 
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about with my property is they're taking 

the, oh, boy, east-south corner It affects 

my entrance to my garage It affects a 

horseshoe turnaround between the property of 

my neighbor and myself And because they're 

taking the home and property of my neighbor 

it affects my access to behind my house 

Also, because of the way the road is 

designed now we can't have our mailbox out 

along the highway because it's too narrow 

and they knock it off so the Postal Service 

has allowed the mailbox to be in the 

horseshoe between the two homes and he 

drives in our driveway to deliver mail By 

taking the property and the neighbor's house 

once again it affects all that And it's 

too dangerous of a highway to be backing out 

into So I'm concerned what is going to be 

done about it And that's my statement I 

20 know nobody has looked at it as far as I'm 

21 concerned 

22 MR ULRICH: 

23 My name is Ron Ulrich I'm testifying on 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 

34 North George St, York, PA 17401-(717)854-0077 

1. 

Response to Private Testimony 
Evening Session 3/12/01 

Hoover, G. 

1. Your concerns about project impacts that affect ac­
cess to your garage, to the back of your house, and 
to your mailbox will be addressed in Final Design. 
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behalf of my mother, Edna May Ulrich, whose 

2 address is R D 1, Box 241, Milton, 

3 Pennsylvania, 17847 A few of the concerns 

4 that we may have regarding the road being 

5 put in is is my mother's home going to be 

6 taken for the right-of-way, and we are here 

7 to look at some maps tonight to determine 

s that What time frames are involved with 

9 potentially taking the home or not taking 

JO the home Currently there's a drainage 

11 situation where the current road 147 the 

12 drainage comes down on my mom's side of 

13 Route 405 instead of the opposite side of 

14 Route 405 the way it's supposed to be done 

15 That is a concern when Route 405 gets 

16 potentially straightened will that drainage 

17 problem be rectified Also, next door to my 

18 mother's house is my sister and brother-in-

19 law's property There's currently an 

20 existing horseshoe driveway which is shared 

21 by both properties If my mother's property 

22 is taken is that going to be affected in any 

23 < ·- way? As part of that horseshoe driveway is 

I 

-I. York Stenographic Services, Inc 
-I. 

<O 
34 North George St, York, PA 1740l - (717) 854-0077 

11. 

2. 

3. 

Response to Private Testimony 
Evening Session 3/12/01 

Ulrich, R. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

The CSVT Project is currently in a stage of project 
development called Preliminary Design. During Pre­
liminary Design the project alternatives are dynamic 
and all alternatives are subject to potential modifica­
tions. Once a Record of Decision (ROD) is approved 
by the FHWA, the selected alternative will move into 
Final Design. We anticipate that right-of-way acqui­
sition will begin in late 2003, subject to availability of 
funds. 

The Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policies Act (42 U.S.C. 4601) of 
1970, as amended, and the Pennsylvania Eminent 
Domain Code Act of June 22, 1964, as amended, 
apply to all project displacements. Generally, prop­
erty acquisition applies only to those properties 
needed for project construction or rendered function­
ally obsolete. 

Your concern about the existing drainage situation 
along PA Route 147 at PA Route 405 is noted. An 
Erosion & Sedimentation Control Plan (E&S Plan) 
will be prepared. The E&S Plan will address run-off 
concerns and will be reviewed and approved by the 
appropriate agencies. Implementation of the E&S Plan 
minimizes the potential for water run-off affecting your 
mother's property. 

Access to impacted properties will be addressed dur­
ing the development of the Final Design plans. 
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a mailbox which is common to both my mom and 

2 my sister How will that be affected? My 

3 brother-in-law has an access to the back of 

4 his property which may be affected again if 

5 my mom's house is taken Will he still have 

6 access to that? Those are the concerns that 

7 I have at this time and hopefully future 

8 written or oral correspondence could be 

9 directed that we could learn more 

10 information about this Also, I was 

11 wondering if there's any sort of Web-based 

12 information that's out there and if there 

13 is, I would certainly like the Web address 

14 Thank you 

15 MR WALTER: 

16 Okay My name is Clair Walter, Jr I live 

17 at 17 Fisher Road in Selinsgrove My 

18 neighbors at 19 Fisher Road were told, and I 

19 understand that nothing is official, but 

20 they were told that they were probably going 

21 to get bought out And it's only a distance 

22 of 59 feet from their front porch to my 

23 front porch And I was hoping that I could 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 

34 North George St, York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 

3. 

4. 

11. 

Response to Private Testimony 
Evening Session 3/12/01 

Ulrich, R. 

4. The web site for the Central Susquehanna Valley 
Transportation project is: www.csvt.com 

Walter, C. 

1. Your concerns about the proximity of project impacts 
to your residence are noted and your request for re­
location will be considered. The Federal Uniform Re­
location Assistance and Real Property Acquisition 
Policies Act (42 U.S.C. 4601) of 1970, as amended, 
and the Pennsylvania Eminent Domain Code Act of 
June 22, 1964, as amended, apply to all project dis­
placements. Generally, property acquisition applies 
only to those properties needed for project construc­
tion or rendered functionally obsolete. 
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also be bought out and if I was bought out 

2 it would solve a lot of problems We have 

3 concerns with the drainage system We were 

4 told that there would be a drainage system 

5 put in close to where the neighbor's house 

6 is now We're concerned about mosquitoes 

7 and disease, things like that And we're 

8 concerned about the dirt I was told that 

9 the neighbors were told that where their 

10 house sits, where their front door is will 

11 be the base of the dirt pile for the highway 

12 which once again is only 59 feet from my 

13 front porch And we're concerned with dust 

14 and dirt I already have a few allergies 

15 I'm kind of worried about maybe, you know, 

16 allergies flaring up, things like that 

17 Mosquitoes is a big concern But we were 

18 hoping that they would look into buying us 

19 out just as they are the neighbors We 

20 would prefer that That would also give 

21 them a little more room to work with 

22 MR WENTZEL: 

23 I'm James Wentzel from R D 3, Box 254, 
< 
...... 
I\) 
...... 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 

34 North George St, York, PA 17401 • (717) 854-0077 

I 1 

2. 

3. 

Response to Private Testimony 
Evening Session 3/12/01 

Walter, C. 

2. 

3. 

Your concerns about the highway drainage system 
are noted. An Erosion & Sedimentation Control Plan 
(E&S Plan) will be prepared. The E&S Plan will ad­
dress run-off concerns and will be reviewed and ap­
proved by the appropriate agencies. Implementation 
of the E&S Plan will minimize the potential for water 
run-off affecting adjacent properties. The E&S Plans 
are designed to engineering standards and should not 
result in stagnant pools of water promoting the growth 
of mosquitos. 

Erosion and sedimentation pollution control practices 
(E&S Plan) will be implemented on this project. The 
implementation of the E&S Plan will help to reduce 
erosion and subsequent sedimentation during con­
struction. Unfortunately, temporary occurrences of 
dust and dirt do accompany construction activities. 
Dust control measures consistent with PENNDOT's 
Publication 408. Specifications (2000), will be used. ::!"! 
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Selinsgrove I'm in favor of the bypass 

2 The sooner the better I do own a property 

3 on Crocksville Road which will not be 

4 affected by the bypass However, I think 

5 PennDOT should look into the possibility of 

6 acquiring that farm that has been designated 

7 a historical farm I think it would save 

8 probably $1 million, $1 5 million And 

9 that's my really only concern that in 

JO regards to the bypass Thank you 

11 MR RE:YNOLDS: 

12 My name is Herman Reynolds My address is 

13 R D 1, Box 246-C, in Milton And I'm 

14 concerned about -- I live close to the 

15 Chillisquaque Creek and the distance that 

16 they're going to put between those highways, 

17 I'm concerned about the sound barrier, the 

18 sound that I'm going to get off that highway 

19 especially after they put the new highway 

20 through there Right now it makes a lot of 

21 noise I get thumping off that bridge the 

22 whole time That just makes a lot of --

23 like it vibrates my home when big trucks go 

Yark Stenographic Services, Inc 

34 North George St, York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 

1. 

2. 

1. 

Response to Private Testimony 
Evening Session 3/12/01 

Wentzel, J. 

1. Your support of the project is acknowledged. 

2. Your opposition to the proposed avoidance of the 
Simon P. App farm with the DAMA Alternative is noted. 

Reynolds, H. 

1. In order for a location to be considered for placement 
of a noise barrier, it must be considered feasible and 
reasonable, in accordance with FHWA and 
PENN DOT regulations. Criteria for consideration of 
abatement measures include: 

• will provide a noise reduction of at least 5 dBA 
at a majority of impacted receptors. 

• will not cause a safety problem with sight 
distance. 

• will not restrict vehicular access. 
• must be constructible from an engineering 

standpoint. 
• must meet the desires of those affected. 
• must consider development trends and land use 

controls. 
• cost per residence must not exceed $50,000 

per residence benefitted. 

Section IV.B of the Draft and Final EIS explains the 
criteria for noise abatement consideration in detail. 
Additionally, preliminary noise wall locations are indi­
cated on the graphics Section JV. B of the Draft and 
Final EIS. 
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across that bridge It didn't used to do 

2 that until they remodeled the bridge Now I 

3 have problems and I get a lot of sound off 

4 that highway Now you're moving that 

5 highway closer to me I talked to one of 

6 the gentlemen out here and he says it's not 

7 feasible to put a sound barrier in there for 

8 us What are we supposed to do about the 

9 sound? We have to turn our TV way up loud 

10 to hear it from the -- so I don't know, what 

11 can we do about that? Do you have any 

12 answers for me? I'd like to know if you're 

13 going to get back to me on this or what and 

14 find out what's going to happen to us if we 

15 can't put a sound barrier in there What's 

16 going to happen? 

17 MS BOLLINGER: 

18 I'm Linda Bollinger, R D 2, Box 154, 

19 Selinsgrove, Pennsylvania I would like 

20 this project to be completed soon and I 

21 would like the alternatives that they have 

22 now, I'd like them to choose the one that 

23 they have We have been dealing with this 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 

34 North George St, York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 

1. 

1. 

I 2. 

Response to Private Testimony 
Evening Session 3/12/01 

Reynolds, H 

1. (cont.) 
Almost every residence along PA Route 14 7 near the 
Chillisquaque Creek has been identified as a noise 
impact warranting mitigation consideration. Unfortu­
nately, several noise barriers investigated for this area 
proved to either be not feasible (not providing the re­
quired 5 dBA reduction at a majority of impacted resi­
dences) or not reasonable (providing effective noise 
reduction but cost prohibitive, cost greater than 
$50,000 per benefitted residence). Noise impacts will 
be reevaluated during Final Design. 

Bollinger, L. 

1. 

2. 

Your support of the Recommended Preferred Alter­
native, DAMA/RC5. is acknowledged. 

FHWA and PENNDOT are committed to conducting 
the required studies to ensure that all important envi­
ronmental and engineering issues, including public 
concerns, are properly considered. The Preferred 
Alternative must meet current and future transporta­
tion needs, and attempt to minimize environmental and 
social impacts. Final Design, Right-of-Way Acquisi­
tion, and Construction will proceed upon completion 
of the preliminary studies and issuance of the Record 
of Decision by the FHWA, and subject to the availabil­
ity of funds. 
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now for over 20 some years We were in the 

2 first plans and I would like to see it 

3 completed and I'm happy with where it is 

4 right at this moment 

5 MR BOLLINGER: 

6 My name is Walter Bollinger, R D 2, Box 154, 

7 Selinsgrove, Linda's husband, and just as 

8 she stated I feel the same way The 

9 proposal they have now is to take my home, 

10 which naturally does not make me happy but I 

II still would prefer that they take my home as 

12 to move it just next to me as some of my 

13 neighbors have been considering And I 

14 guess that's basically all I have to say 

15 too Thank you 

16 MR SIMPSON: 

17 My name is Craig Simpson I reside at 

18 R D 5, Box 3, Selinsgrove, Pennsylvania 

19 The proposed southern route for the bypass 

20 will come within 600 feet of my property and 

21 my property is now in a non-impacted zone 

22 At the last public hearing I was told that 

23 the sound level would be increased 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 

34 North George St, York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 

I 2. 

1. 

11 

Response to Private Testimony 
Evening Session 3/12/01 

Bollinger, W. 

1. Your comments are noted. 

Simpson, C. 

1. In order for a location to be considered for placement 
of a noise barrier, it must be considered feasible and 
reasonable, in accordance with FHWA and 
PENNDOT regulations. Criteria for consideration of 
abatement measures include: 

• 

• 

• 

will provide a noise reduction of at least 5 dBA 
at a majority of impacted receptors 
will not cause a safety problem with sight 
distance 
will not restrict vehicular access 

• must be constructible from an engineering 
standpoint 

• must meet the desires of those affected 
• must consider development trends and land use 

controls 
• cost per residence must not exceed $50,000 

per residence benefitted 

Section IV.B of the Draft and Final EIS explains the 
criteria for noise abatement consideration in detail. 

Additionally, preliminary noise wall locations are indi­
cated on the graphics Section IV.B of the Draft and 
Final EIS. 

In this case a noise barrier at your locations has been 
determined not reasonable since it is cost prohibitive 
due to the sparse development. Noise impacts will 
be reevaluated during the Final Design phase. 
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approximately three to four times its 

present level and there were no plans for 

doing any sound attenuation because my 

property and my neighbor's property are the 

only two in that area Several years ago my 

wife has been diagnosed as a manic 

depressive and this has been causing her 

great distress and it appears that my 

property has been exempted from lands being 

taken only because there is a house on that 

property The land on both sides of the 

property are being taken up to Penn's Drive 

In addition, there's now present expansion 

of the airport which directly impacts my 

property also We are in direct line with 

the runway We would like some 

reconsideration on this matter Thank you 

MERTZ: 

Hi My name is Douglas Mertz I live at 

R D 2, Northumberland, PA, 17857 About 

this bypass, a lot of things about it I'm 

unhappy about Let's start from the 

beginning I believe this started in 1995 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 

34 North George St, York, PA 17401·(717)854-0077 

1. 

2. 

Response to Private Testimony 
Evening Session 3/12/01 

Simpson, C. 

2. The Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policies Act (42 U.S.C. 4601) of 
1970, as amended, and the Pennsylvania Eminent 
Domain Code Act of June 22, 1964, as amended, 
apply to all project displacements. Generally, prop­
erty acquisition applies only to those properties 
needed for construction or rendered functionally ob­
solete. 

The airport expansion project is not associated with 
this project. Separate environmental studies will be 
conducted for the airport project. 
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and I found out about it two years later in 

'97 I think some of these routes that were 

planned have no concern for the people 

living in Point Township, Northumberland 

County That's on the east side of the 

Susquehanna River is what I'm talking about 

The people who planned this down in Ardmore 

and Philadelphia that drew these plans up 

did not consider any of the people that are 

living in Point Township because there's an 

alternate on the west side of 147 that I 

think they should have paid more attention 

to because there's nobody down there, nobody 

lives there Very few homes I think 

PennDOT created a lot of problems right now 

on 147 like letting 54-foot trailers down 

the road when they only made the 

intersections for 44-foot trailers to make a 

safe turn because I drive truck all over the 

State of Pennsylvania And one thing I'm 

not happy about as a truck driver is these 

truck drivers being paid mileage They need 

to drive faster They don't have any 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 

34NorthGeorgeSt, York, PA 17401-(717)854-0077 

1. 

Response to Private Testimony 
Evening Session 3/12/01 

Mertz, D. 

1. All of the River Crossing alternatives studied in Sec­
tion 2 impact Point Township. The River Crossing al­
ternative preferred by Mr. Mertz on the west side of 
PA Route 147, River Crossing 1 West (RC1-W) is 
also located in Point Township. RC1-W impacts sev­
eral more residential properties (46) than the recom­
mended preferred alternative RCS (25). The additional 
residential acquisitions associated with RC1-W was 
one of many reasons why this alternative was not 
preferred in Point Township. 
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patience I get paid on an hourly basis and 

I am very patient The other thing about 

this bypass is it's going to take 20 acres 

of my 30 acres, which I'm not happy about 

because it's been in our family for 100 

years We've been living in Point Township 

since 1830 That's 170 years There's too 

many other historical lots around us and 

we're not historic, just our homes are 

because we don't have a barn on it which I'm 

not happy about it because we never replaced 

the barn once it fell down because our 

farming techniques didn't need for a barn, 

just a shed to store our implements And 

one thing I'm not happy about is the Mertz 

historical district which is just homes and 

houses What's going to happen to the water 

supply because one of the things that's in 

our ground in our township in that area is a 

fantastic water supply under the ground 

Right now I'm growing grapes I have two 

acres of grapes which thrive on water under 

the ground and that's one of the prominent 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 

34 North George St, York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Response to Private Testimony 
Evening Session 3/12/01 

Mertz, D. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Mr. Mertz's concern about the loss of his land associ­
ated with the Recommended Preferred Alternative 
(RC5) is noted. Tax parcel maps for the project area 
indicate that approximately 13 of his 26 acres will be 
taken for the project. 

Mr. Mertz's concerns regarding the determination of 
properties eligible for the National Register and their 
boundaries are noted. 

Properties historically and presently associated with 
the Mertz family were evaluated for their historical 
significance as part of the cultural studies undertaken 
forthe CSVT Project. The Mertz Family Historic Dis­
trict was determined to be eligible for the National Reg­
ister of Historic Places. This historic district occurs 
on land that was historically, but is not presently, 
owned by the Mertz family. However, other Mertz 
holdings were not determined eligible for the National 
Register. The justification of this assessment is de­
scribed in detail in a response to a letter written by 
Mrs. Doris Mertz dated April 17, 2001 regarding this 
issue. The responses to this letter appear in Section 
V of the Final EIS. 

Impacts to community and private water supplies, and 
the assurance of safe residential potable water are 
important concerns. As discussed in the Draft and 
Final EIS, a Geotechnical Survey will be conducted 
during Final Design. This investigation will address 
hydrogeological issues through collection of site-spe­
cific information on geology, soils, and groundwater 
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things that I have that grows rather well 

2 because of the water What's going to 

3 happen to that when the ground starts being 

4 disturbed? That's not about all but I just 

5 wish they'd put this where it would have 

6 less impact on the residents in Point 

7 Township, which I'm related to most of them 

8 in this area where this road is going to 

9 come through Right now it's creating a lot 

10 of little problems because everybody else 

11 wants to have it in somebody else's back 

12 yard I don't think a new highway needs to 

13 be 450-foot wide I think we need to 

14 conserve a little bit of the farmland that's 

15 out there I'm scared to death of the seven 

16 acres that's getting landlocked and they're 

17 going to put a rest area there for a truck 

18 stop And all in all I'm not happy the way 

19 this has been planned That's it Thank 

20 you 

21 MS MERTZ: 

22 Hi I'm Melissa Mertz, R D 2, Box 515-A, 

23 Northumberland, Pennsylvania, 17857 I'm 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 

34NorthGeorgeSt, York, PA 17401-(717) 854-0077 

4. 

I 5. 

6. 

Mertz, D. 

4. (cont.) 

Response to Private Testimony 
Evening Session 3/12/01 

conditions. In sensitive areas, an assessment of po­
tentially affected individual domestic and public sup­
ply wells will be undertaken. The results of the Geo­
technical Survey will be used to minimize the risk of 
contamination and to refine the proposed mitigation 
measures. When required, state (PA DEP) and local 
agencies will be part of the planning process to en­
sure that water supplies remain safe. 

The Draft EIS and Final EIS discuss the primary goal 
of ensuring a continued supply of safe drinking water 
to affected residents. If impacts occur as a result of 
construction, the maintenance of water supplies to 
homes and properties not acquired as part of the right­
of-way may be any one of the following: 

• 

provide connections to public water systems 
provide water treatment 
red rill existing wells to another water-produc­
ing zone at a greater depth 
relocate a well to an adjacent water-produc­
ing formation not disturbed by construction 
acquire the property 

Consideration may also be given to continuing po­
table water well sampling/analysis beyond a year af­
ter construction. 
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things that I have that grows rather well 

because of the water What's going to 

happen to that when the ground starts being 

disturbed? That's not about all but I just 

wish they'd put this where it would have 

less impact on the residents in Point 

Township, which I'm related to most of them 

in this area where this road is going to 

come through Right now it's creating a lot 

of little problems because everybody else 

wants to have it in somebody else's back 

yard I don't think a new highway needs to 

be 450-foot wide I think we need to 

conserve a little bit of the farmland that's 

out there I'm scared to death of the seven 

acres that's getting landlocked and they're 

going to put a rest area there for a truck 

stop And all in all I'm not happy the way 

this has been planned That's it Thank 

you 

MERTZ: 

Hi I'm Melissa Mertz, R D 2, Box 515-A, 

Northumberland, Pennsylvania, 17857 I'm 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 

34 North George St, York, PA 17401- (717) 854-0077 

4. 

I 5. 

6. 

Response to Private Testimony 
Evening Session 3/12/01 

Mertz, D. 

5. 

6. 

A typical section showing the width of the River Cross­
ing alternatives is shown in Figure 111-22 in the Draft 
and Final EIS. The width of the roadway footprint 
varies depending on the height of the fill and the depth 
of the cut. The minimum roadway width is approxi­
mately 200 feet. 

There are no plans for a rest area along the roadway 
in this location. 
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Douglas Mertz's wife This is creating a 

problem between us and I don't like the way 

things are being through things The bypass 

situation has made me upset more than 

anything to see that my husband is losing 

his land where I think that this land that 

he has been living on is a lot more personal 

and that he likes a lot And I believe that 

this bypass can go somewhere else And I'm 

just too very upset about everything 

There's no words to express because you guys 

just know where you're going with this 

bypass and that's that, and it's hard to say 

what's going to happen in the long run 

Thank you 

KERN: 

Okay My name is William Kern My address 

is R R 2, Box 496-C, Northumberland, 

Pennsylvania, 17857 This project has been 

going on for, I don't know, five, six years 

since we were first notified And I guess 

it's been a long process and I'd just like 

to see closure on the process I'm kind of 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 
34 North George St, York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 

1. 

1. 

Response to Private Testimony 
Evening Session 3/12/01 

Mertz, M. 

1. Your opposition to the loss of land and preference for 
another River Crossing alternative is acknowledged. 

Kern, W. 

1. FHWA and PENNDOT are committed to conducting 
the required studies to ensure that all important envi­
ronmental and engineering issues, including public 
concerns, are properly considered. The Preferred 
Alternative must meet current and future transporta­
tion needs, and attempt to minimize environmental and 
social impacts. Final Design, Right-of-Way Acquisi­
tion, and Construction will proceed upon completion 
of the preliminary studies and issuance of the Record 
of Decision by the FHWA, and subject to the avail­
ability of funds. 
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disappointed it's going where it's going but 

I do see the need for the project and I am 

willing to support my property being 

impacted by the project I'd just like to 

see things resolved and let us get on with 

our lives We've been six years with no 

improvements to the home and kind of on hold 

with everything so I'd like to have things 

done so we can get on with that My 

property adjoins John Cole's property and 

John has a small farm there that he grazes 

cattle on a piece of ground that is within 

the right-of-way of this project Since 

you're already impacting and going to take 

my house and my ground, I would just as soon 

it be pushed a little bit more east and 

avoid John Cole's farm and let him have his 

grazing ground and what's left of his farm 

right there I guess that's about really 

all I have to say Like I said, I do 

support where it's going and I want to see 

the project ended 

23 MR KLINGER: 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 

34 North George St, York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 

1. 

2. 

Response to Private Testimony 
Evening Session 3/12/01 

Kern, W. 

2. Your request to shift the right-of-way further east to 
avoid impacting Kohl's property will be considered in 
Final Design. 
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John Klinger, 11 Mark Drive, Winfield, 

2 Pennsylvania I am concerned on the noise 

3 level of the highway against us We are 

4 just shy in our area to have it in and we 

5 would like it to be put on record that we as 

6 a development there would like a sound 

7 barrier 

8 *** 

9 [End of Proceedings] 

York Stenographic Services, Inc 

34 North George St, York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 

1. 

Response to Private Testimony 
Evening Session 3/12/01 

Klinger, J. 

1. A noise barrier is presently not proposed in this area. 
In order for a location to be considered for placement 
of a noise barrier, it must be considered feasible and 
reasonable, in accordance with FHWA and 
PENNDOT regulations. Criteria for consideration of 
noise abatement measures include: 

• 

• 

• 
• 

• 
• 

• 

will provide a noise reduction of at least 5 dBA 
at a majority of impacted receptors 
will not cause a safety problem with sight 
distance 
will not restrict vehicular access 
must be constructable from an engineering 
standpoint 
must meet the desires of those affected 
must consider development trends and land use 
controls 
cost per residence must not exceed $50,000 
per residence benefitted 

Section IV.B of the Draft and Final EIS explains the 
criteria for noise abatement in detail. 

Additionally, preliminary noise wall locations are indi­
cated on the graphics Section IV.B of the Draft and 
Final EIS. 

Noise impacts will be reevaluated during Final De­
sign. 
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CERTIFICATION 

I, JOHN ACKROYD, hereby certify that the 

examination of the witnesses in the within case was reduced 

to writing by me or under my supe:i:vision and that the 

transcript is a true record of the testimony given by the 

witnesses 

I further certify that I am neither attorney, nor 

counsel for, nor related to or employed by any of the 

parties in which this action is taken, and further, that I 

am not a relative or employee of any attorney or counsel 

employed by the parties hereto or financially interested in 

the action 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand 

this )6Yd.ay of c-J11~ <? !...-; 2001 

(JQJrJ1/; 
J~ACK.."lOYD 

YORK STB!iOGRAPHIC SERVICES, INC. 
34 North George St 

York. PA 17401 
(717) 854-0077 
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Supporting Documentation for Public/Private 
Oral Testimony Submitted at 3/12/01 

Public Hearing, Bickhart 

)NE (170) 374-1648 
tlMESSAGE (570) 374-7086 
AIL gebsi@sunlinll: net 

819 NORTH MARKET STREET 
SELINSGROVE PA 17870-2009 

GERALD E. BICKHART & SONS, INC. 

CML ENGINEERS 
AND 

LAND SURVEYORS 

Subject Written Testimony Provided In Opposition to Avoidance of the former Simon P App Farm(153), 
Monroe Towtiship, Snyder County 

Ra DA Modified Avoidance Attemative for the Cent111l Susqueha.na Valley T111nspor1alion Project 

Date March 12, 2001 

I sm writing In opposition of the proposed avoidance of the former Simon P App Farm (PennDOr9 11 
site #153) proposed by the DA Modified Avoidance (DAMA) Attemative for the Central Susquehanna • 
Valley Transportation (CSVT) Project As cummtly proposed, PennDOT proposes to spend in excess of 
$5 million, !Ake two additional homes and four additional businesses, and disrupt the movement of I 
traffic including emellJeney vehicles, during c.onstrudlon, to avoid but not in any way DCOtect from 
futufl! developmeot. 15 acres of vacant fannland located behind the hlslortc farm buildings on the 2. 
fomutr Simnn P App farm, now GWOed by the Margaret E Fisher Trust and located along the east side 
of Airport Road 11 ls my understanding Iha! the original proposed route, now called the DA Modified Non. 
Avoidance Alternative came close lo !,'within 155 feet), but did nol require the removal of or a Iler In any 
way, any of the buildings within or any part of Ille farmyard area, only adjacent farmland The curient I 
ptOposal IQIJ&WI to ht based SQltfy OD the recommendation of I biltoric preyrvation CODJUltant 
who apperently made no llllempl to define the sm8ffest parcel of land that would maintain the properties 3. 
eligibility for Inclusion in the National Resister, but chose to Include the entire 31 acre lot that eurrenUy 
exlb in the name of the currant owner 

BACKGRQUND QF WRITER 

I am a life-long resident of Selinsgrove Borough end a Professional Civil Engineer in private 
practice In the Selinsgrove area for 25 years I have closely followed the devalopment of altemalive 
routes for the CSVT Project arul have represented the interas!s or Anll Thakrar, -.or of the Comfort 
Inn, as they pertain to these alternative routes I have had the opportunity to met w!lh representallves 
from the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (Pennoon and to diScuss, In some detail, 1he 
issues as they related to Ille Comfort Inn property I theref0f8 believe that I have a better than average 
knowledge of the proposed project and the regulatory labyrinth through which the project must pass 
before It can be constructed 

EEEECT ON PROJECT SCHEDULE 

My first Mn<:em is that the evaluation, d&siQn and construction phases of the CSVT Project procead 
as expedttlously as possible I believe that tong before tile time that even an expedlUous project 
schedule ls completed, we will all be wishing for reffef from lite Increased !raffle, the lncraased traffic I 4 
congesllon, and the resultant incraase in traffic hazards lhal the future is sura to bring I was lnltlally • 
roncemed lh•t raising •n objection to the currant preferred attemalive would result In a delay in the 
rompletion of Ille project I believe that PennOOT has prepe~ the documentation on this project to 
permft the overall project to proceed while a minor revishm is made concerning this Issue and to be able I 
to exped!Uously change the design bacl< lo What was in~lally defined as tlte DA-West Alternative, and Is 5 
now termed Hie DA Modi Had (Non-Avoidance) Allematlve This Portion Of the project has also been • 
fdentffiad as the pmbab!e last phase of tile co/ISlruelion and, as a result, wont be ready for final design 
for several years 

Response to Supporting Documentation for 
Public/Private Oral Testimony Submitted 

at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Bickhart 

Bickhart, J. 

1. Your opposition to the proposed avoidance of the Simon 
P. App farm with the DAMA Alternative is noted. How­
ever, in avoiding the Simon P. App farm, we are comply­
ing with Section 4 (f) of the U.S. Department of Trans­
portation Act of 1966 (amended in 1968). This Act states 
"The Secretary (of Transportation) may approve a trans­
portation program or project requiring the use of pub­
licly owned land of a public park, recreation area, or 
wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or land of an historic site 
of national, state or local significance (as determined by 
the federal, state, or local official having jurisdiction over 
the park, recreation area, refuge, or site) only if: 

there is no prudent and feasible alternative to 
using that land; and 
the program or project includes all possible plan­
ning to minimize harm to the park, recreation 
area, wildlife or waterfowl refuge, or historic site 
resulting from the use." 

The Simon P. App farm was determined to be eligible for 
the National Register of Historic Places. As such, it is 
afforded the protection of Section 4(f). 

Case law for the application of Section 4(f) indicates 
that an avoidance alternative must be selected unless 
the avoidance alternative creates impacts of an "extraor­
dinary magnitude." The DAMA is the Recommended 
Preferred Alternative because the information collected 
to date documents that it is a prudent and feasible alter­
native to the use of the Fisher Farm (aka App Farm), a 
property protected under Section 4(f) of the U.S. Trans­
portation Act of 1966 (as amended). 
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Supporting Documentation for Public/Private 
Oral Testimony Submitted at 3/12/01 

Public Hearing, Bickhart 

)NE (570) l74-1548 
I/MESSAGE (570) lT 4-7016 
llllL gebsi@Sunllnk net 

818 NORTH MARKET STREET 
SELINSGROVE PA 171711-2009 

GERALD E. BICKHART & SONS, INC. 

CML ENGINEERS 
AND 

LAND SURVEYORS 

Subject Written Testimony Provided In Opposttlon to Avoidance of the former Simon P App Ferm(153), 
Monroe Town ship, Snyder County 

Re DA Modified Avoidance MemaUve for the Central Susquehanna Valley Transporlallon Project 

Date Mercn 12, 2001 

1 am writing In opposition of the proposed avoidance of1he former Simon P App Fann (PennOOT's 11 
site #153) proposed by tho OA Modified Avoidance (DAMA) Attemalive for the Central Susquehanna • 
Vefley Transportation (CSVT) Project As currenlty l)ltlPosed. PennDOT proposes to spend in excess of 
ss million, take two additional homos end four eddttional businesses. and disrupt the movement of I 
traffic ~ncluding emergency veh:icJes, during cons'lrudlon, to avoid but not in any way protat;t from 
future development, 16 acrn of vacant faun land loca\9d behind the 11/storic farm buildings on the 2. 
former Simon P App farm, now owned by the Margeret E Fisher Trust and localed along the east side 
of Airport Road 11 ls my understanding that 1he original proposed route, now called the DA Modified Noo-
Avoldance Alternative came close to (Within 155 feet). but did not require the romoval of or alter in any 
way, any of the buildings within or any pert of the faimyartl area, only adjacent faimland The c.irrent 
proposal appeara to ht based solely on the recommendation O(a historic prtseryation con1uttant 13 
who appllrenUy made no Bttempl to deffne the smalleS1 par<:el of land that would maintain the properties • 
e!iglblltty for inclusion in the National Resister, but chose to Include the entlra 31 aCtS lot that currently 
extts In 1he name of lhe cu""nt owner 

BACKGROUNQ OF WRITER 

I am a life·IDfltl resident of Selinsgrove Borough and a Professional Civil Engineer in private 
practice In the Selinsgrove area for 25 years I have closely followed the development of altemative 
rowes for the CSVT Project and have roprasented the interests of Anll Thakrar, owner of the Comfort 
Inn, as they perlaln to these alternative routes I have had the opportunity to met wllh representatives 
from lfle Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PennDOT) and to diScuss, In some detail, the 
Issues as they related to the Comfort Inn property I therefore believe Iha! I have a better than average 
knowledge of tha proposed project and the regulatory labyrtnth through which the project must pass 
before tt can be constructed 

EFFECT ON PROJECT SCHEDULE 

My n>St concern is that the evaluation, design and oonstructlon phases of the csvr Project proceed 
as expodNlously as Possible I believe that long before the !Im& that even an expedlllous project 
sch9dule is completed, we will au be wishing for relief from the incroased traffic, the lncraased traffic 
congestion, and the resuttant increase in traffic hazards that the future is sure to bring I was lnl«ally 
concerned that ralslll{I an objection lo the CUJJl!lll preferred attemalive would result In a delay in the 
completion or the project I believe that PennDOT has prepared the documentation on this project to 
perma the overall project to proceed wtiile a minor revision ls made concerning this Issue and to be able 
to expeditiously change the design back to what was inillally defined as the DA·West AHemaUve, and ls 
now IBrmed Iha DA Modified (Nor>-Avoi<!ance) Alternative This portion or the project has also been 
Identified as the pn>bebl!t laS1 phase of !tie conslructfon and, as a resuN, won1 be ready ror final design 
for several years 

14 
1 s. 

Response to Supporting Documentation for 
Public/Private Oral Testimony Submitted 

at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Bickhart 

Bickhart, J. 

2. 

3. 

It is acknowledged that the proposed DAMA Alternative 
is estimated to cost approximately $5 million more than 
the DAM (Non-avoidance) Alternative. It is also acknowl­
edged that the DAMAAlternative creates some additional 
impacts. However, case law for the application of Sec­
tion 4(f) indicates that an avoidance alternative must be 
selected unless the avoidance alternative creates im­
pacts of an "extraordinary magnitude." The DAMA is the 
Recommended Preferred Alternative because the infor­
mation collected to date documents that it is a prudent 
and feasible alternative to the use of the Fisher Farm 
(aka App Farm), a property protected under Section 4(f) 
of the U.S. Transportation Act of 1966 (as amended). 

The property owner's right to develop the property or 
remove buildings on the property, if the owner so 
chooses, is not limited by Section 4(f) regulations. While 
Section 4(f) prohibits FHWA from impacting the prop­
erty, this law will not save the property from future de­
velopment should the property owner wish to develop it. 

National Register boundary determinations are based 
upon defined guidelines established in National Register 
Bulletin. "Defining Boundaries for National Register Prop­
erties" (1997). The bulletin establishes appropriate fac­
tors such as setting and landscape features, integrity 
and use to consider when selecting and defining National 
Register boundaries. The five principle methods for de­
termining National Register boundaries include: 

Distribution of Resources 
Current Legal Boundaries 
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Supporting Documentation for Public/Private 
Oral Testimony Submitted at 3/12/01 

Public Hearing, Bickhart 

)NE 1570) 374-1548 
tlMESSAGE (670) 37 4-7086 
All gebsi@SUnRnk net 

1119 NORTH MARKET STREET 
SELINSGROVE PA 17870-2009 

GERALD E. BICKHART & SONS, INC. 

CML ENGINEERS 
AND 

LAND SURVEYORS 

Subject Wmten Te5!imony Provided In Opposition to Avoidance of the former Simon P App Farm(153), 
Monroe TOW11Ship, Snyder County 

Re DA Modified Avoidance Alternative for the Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Projec! 

Dale March 12. 2001 

I am wtiting In opposition of Iha proposed avoidance of the former Simon P App Farm (PennOOrs 
site #153) proposed by the DA Modified Avoidance (DAMA) Alternative for the Cemral Susquehanna 
Valley Transportation (CSV!) Project As currently proposed, PennDOT proposes to spend in excess of 
SS million, take two additional homes end four addillonal bllSinesses, and disrupt the movement of 
1raffic including emergency vehicles, during construclion, to ayoid but not in any way protect from 
future devalopmenl, 1§ acr11 of yacant farmland located behind the historic farm buildings on the 
former Simo~ P App rann, now owned by the Margarat E FisheTTrusl and localed along the east side 
of Airport Road II is my understanding that the original proposed route, now called the DA Modified Noo­
Avoldance Allematlve came close to (within 155 fe<!t), but did not require the removal of or atte< ln any 
way, any of the buildings within or any part of the farmyard area, only adjacent farmland The current 
proposal appear• to ha based 10re1y on rJlt mcommandaUon I)( a historic preynration consyttant 
who apparently m&de no sttempl to define the smaMest parcel of land that would maintain the properties 
eligibilay ror inclusion In the NaUonal Resister, but chose to lnC!ude lhe entire 31 acre lot that currenUy 
extts In the name of the current owner 

BACKGROUND Of WRITER 

I am a life-long rasident or Selinsgrove Borough and a Professional Civil Engineer in private 
practice ln lhe Selinsgrove area for 25 yeais I have closely rollowed the developmenl of attamative 
routes for the CSVT Project and have represented the interests of Anll Thakrer. owner or the Comfort 
Inn, as lhey pertain to these allemative routes I have had the oppoJ!unily to met wHh representatives 
rrom tile Pennsylvania DepaJ!ment ofTransporlation (Pennoon and to discuss, In some delall, the 
issues as they related lo lhe Comfort Inn property I theretore believe that I have a betterlhan average 
knowled~e of the proposed project and the regulatory labyrinth through which lhe project must pass 
before tt can be constructed 

EEfECT ON PROJECT SCHEDULE 

11. 

12. 

13. 

4. 

My nlSI CMC&m Is that the evaluation, deslgn and construction phases oflhe CSVT Project proceed 
as expedlltously as possible I betteve that long before the time that even an e><pedlliollS project 
schedule is completed, we will all be wishing for relief from the increased traffic, the increased traffic 
congestion, and the rasuHant Increase in tralf"ic hazards that the future is StJre to bring I was Initially 
concemecl that raising an Objection lo 1l1e current preferred alternative would resutt In a delay in the 
completion of the project I believe that PennDOT has prepared the documentation on this project lo 
pennlt the overall project to pmcelld while a minor revision Is made concerning this issue and to be able 
to expedlllously change tne design bade to wile! was inltlally defined as the DA-West AKemative, and Is 
now l&rmed the DA Modifted (Non-Avoidance) Altemalive This J)ortiOll of the project has also been 
Identified as tile probal>le last piles& of the construction and, as a resutt, woni be ready for final design 
for several yeais 

1 s. 

Response to Supporting Documentation for 
Public/Private Oral Testimony Submitted 

at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Bickhart 

Bickhart, J. 

3. (cont.) 

4. 

Historic Boundaries 
Natural Resources 
Cultural Features 

Each of these methods was considered with respect to 
the Simon P. App property. Using these guidelines as a 
basis, the National Register boundary was recom­
mended by a consultant qualified as defined in 36 CFR 
part 60. This recommendation was then reviewed and 
commented on by qualified cultural resource profession­
als and the project team. For the purpose of compliance 
with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act for the App Farm, the FHWA preliminarily determined 
that criteria of the National Register were met and the 
SHPO agreed. The property is therefore considered eli­
gible for the National Register for 106 purposes. For 
additional information, please see Response 17 on page 
148. 

FHWA and PENNDOT are committed to conducting the 
required studies to ensure that all important environmental 
and engineering issues, including public concerns, are 
properly considered. The Preferred Alternative must 
meet current and future transportation needs, and at­
tempt to minimize environmental and social impacts. 
Final Design, Right-of-Way Acquisition, and Construc­
tion will proceed upon completion of the preliminary stud­
ies and issuance of the Record of Decision by the FHWA, 
and subject to the availability of funds. 
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GERALD E. BICKHART & SONS, INC. 

CMt. ENGINEERS 
AND 

LAND SURVEYORS 

Subject Written Tes1imony Provided In Opposition to Avoidance of the former Simon P App Ferm(153). 
Monroe Township, Snyder County 

Re DA Modified Avoidance Allematlve for the Central SusqueMnna V•lley Transportation Pmject 

Date Marcil 12, 2001 

I am writing In opposttlon of Ille proposed avoidance of the former Simon P App Ferm (PennDOT's 
site #153) proposed by the OA Modified Avoidance (DAMA) Aftemative for the Central Susquehanna 
Valley Transportation (CSV!} Pmject As currently proposed, PennDOT proposes lo spend in excess of 
$5 million, lake lwo additional homes and four sdditlonal businesses, and disrupt !he movement of 
traffio Including emergency vehicles, during construction, to avoid bu! n!>t In any waY Drottcl from 
Mura development, 15 acres of vacant tvmland localsd behind the historic farm buildings on !he 
former Simon P App farm, now owned by the Margaret E Fisher Trust end locsled along the easl side 
of Airport Road It is my undemanding !hat the original proposed mute, now called the DA Modified Non. 
Avoidance Attemathle came close to {Within 155 feat), but did not require the removal of or alter In any 
way, any of the buildings wHhln or any part of the farmyanl area, only adjacent farmland The current 
proposal aopeart to ht bped solely oo the racommandltiQO of 1 historic PCIHMtion consultant 
wllo apparently made no attempt to define the smallest parail of land that would maintain the properties 
etiglbllHy for incluslon in the National Resister, but <:hose to Include the entire 31 acre lot that currenUy 
exit• in the name of the current owner 

BACKGROUND OF Wft!IER 

I am a life-long resident of Selinsgrove Borough and a Professional Civil Engineer in private 
practice In lhe Salinsgmve area for 25 years I have closely followed the development of aHemative 
mutes for the CSVT Pmjecl and have represented !he Interests of Anfl Tba~rar, owner of the Comfort 
Inn, as they pertain lo 111ese attemetive routes I have had !he opportuntty lo met wllh representatives 
from the Pennsylvania Departmenl or TraflS!lortation (PennOOT) and lo discuss, In some detail, the 
Issues as lhey related lo Ille Comfort l•o properly I lherefom believe that I have a better than aV<1rage 
lmowledge of the proposed project and the regulatory labyrinth tt>rough which the project must pass 
before H can be constructed 

EFFECT ON PRQJECT SCHEQULE 

11. 

12. 

13. 

My first concern is that the evaluation, design and conswctlon phases of lhe CSVT Projed proceed 
as exped~louSfy as possible I believe that long before the Hme that oven an expedttious projecl 
schedule Is completed, we wtll aM be wlshlog tor relief from !he incraas«I traffic, the Increased ltafflc 14 
congesllon, and the resuttant increase in traffic ha2ards that the Mura is sure lo Mng I was lnlUally · 
concerned Iha! raising an objBClion to Ille current preferred alternative would resuH In a delay In the 
compJetlon of the project I believe Illa! PennDOT has prepared the documentation on this project to 
permit the overall projecl to prnceed while a minor revision is mode concerning this Issue and to be able I 
to expeditiously c:hange the design back to wllat was lnltially defined as the DA·WestAHemaUve, and is 5 
now termed the DA Modined (Non-Avoidance) AHemallve This portion Of the project has also been • 
Identified as the probable last phase of the construction and, as a resuH, won' be ready for final design 
tor several years 

Response to Supporting Documentation for 
Public/Private Oral Testimony Submitted 

at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Bickhart 

Bickhart, J. 

5. The DA West Alternative and the DA Modified Alter­
natives (both Avoidance and Non-avoidance) are dif­
ferent alternatives. The DA West Alternative was elimi­
nated from further study in May of 1999 due to its 
impacts on a closed municipal land fill. See the Draft 
EIS, Page 111-96 for details. The DA Modified 
Alternative(s) (both Avoidance and Non-avoidance) 
were the alignments carried forward for further de­
sign. 

Currently, the DA Modified Avoidance Alternative 
(DAMA) is the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIS. 
Should conditions change from those currently 
present at any point prior to the construction of the 
CSVT project, we have committed to reevaluating the 
area of impact. If conditions warrant, modifications of 
the alignment will be made to further reduce project 
impacts. This commitment is inclusive of the entire 
CSVT project area, including the avoidance of the 
Simon P. App farm. 
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GERALD E. BICKHART & SONS, INC. 

RELEVANT PROJECT HISTORY 

Prior to August l 999, the CSVT Project allemaHve roule of cllolce was known as I he DA-West 
Alternative of Section 1 This altema!lve had no unanticipated adVerse impacts as It proposed to extend 
the e-xistlng. unused extension of the existing Selinsgrove By-Pass in the same-way as H was de.signed fn 
the t970's ni. alternative did not resuH in the destruction of any of !he buildings an the former Simon 
App property and was no closer than 155 feet to any ol the bulklings Based upon Information provided 
by f'ennDOT and dated November 1998, the DA-West Avoidance Alternative of Section 1 was idemified 
as an alternative to llltlllll lhe Simon App farmland With a determination from a historical consultant 
that all ol the 31 acres that remain of the fonner Simon App farm must b& avoided and with a Federal 
Highway Admin'9tration determinallon that a •orudent and fegsjble• attemative exists to do so, the DA­
West Attematlve was removed from further consk:Seration end the DA-West Avoidance Alternative was 
Incorporated Into the renamed DA Modified Avoidance (DAMA) Alternative 

COST ANO Al>VERSE IMPACTS 

PreUmlnary Construction Casis, nol including right--0f-w•y acquisition costs, provided Bl the lime !he 
DA-West Avoidance Alternative was proposed, were estimated lo be $2 B million more than the DA-West 
AHema!lve Based upon the Information provided In Section Ill of the ·or aft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) and Section 404 PermH Evaluation· for the CSVT Project, these construction cost 
estimates now indicate !hat the DA Modified Avoidance AHematlve Is proposed to cost $2 5 million more 
In construcllon costs and S2 5 million more in right-of-way acquisition costs than the DA Modified Non­
Avoidanoe AHema!lve The DA Modified Avoidance All<!matlve will Impact two additional residential 
properties and four addttlonal business properties that are not Impacted by the DA Modified Non­
Avoldance Altematlva The DA Modified Avoidance Allematlve w\11 also Impact approxlmBlely 13 oores 
more agncunural sous and approximately 1 a era more Of wetlands 

These additional construction and right-of-way acquisition costs do not include the costs associated 
wllh !he h>tlowing 

the useful Hfe value remaining of the lnHlal construcllon costs for the 3,300 foot long section 
oflhe exis!Jng Selinsgrove By-Pass, Including access ramps and two overpass bridges, !hat 
are now proposed to be demolished and reconstructed approxlmalely 250 feet north of !hair 
ament location, {the design and construction cost wera pre11iously paid, so that In comparing 
alternatives, tllere is an addttional cost assooiated wtth value of what will not b& used) 

2 the r1ght-of-way acquisition costs associMed willl an approved development site for a Mure 
54-unlt motel, and the approved development site for a future 24-unlt molel and indoor 
swimming pool. both adjacent 10 the comfort Inn, and 

the costs associated wfth the taking of an undeveloped potion of the Susquehanna I/alley Mall 
property that was previously proposed and approved for a substantial slaml-alone store 

In addition to right-of·way acquisition costs, that are probably significantly higher than those 
cummlly identified, the proposal to demolish !he existing by-pass overpass and to construct a new 
overpass approximately 250 feet away, will create a substantial adverse Impact on treffic patterns during 
the demolition and construction that would not be creeled If the exislllljj overpass encl associated ramps 
were to continue to be utilized The portion of highway to be adversely effected by such demolttlon and 
construction Is a major highway lnterconnecllon betw""n Selln5\lfUVe Borough and the Hummeis 
Wharf/Shamokin Dam Borough populatlon cenleis, end is a vttal link in the provision of emergency 
services between lhese communHles Although the DA Modified Avoidance AHemattve Is now noted to 
have less impact lo existing travel patterns during ooMlructlon than the Old Trall Alternatives. the 
comparative impacts on existing traffic patterns was not noted in the documentation on the comparison 
of Ille DA Modified Avoidance Allemative and the DA t.!odifled Nol'l-Avoidance Alternative 

6. 

7_ 

8. 

Response to Supporting Documentation for 
Public/Private Oral Testimony Submitted 

at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Bickhart 

Bickhart, J. 

6. The Simon P. App Farm Property was recommended 
as eligible for the National Register of Historic Places 
by the study team's historic consultant and 
PENNDOT's cultural specialists in September of 1998. 
This determination is discussed in the Historic Re­
sources Survey Determination of Eligibility Report for 
the CSVT Project. At that time the proposed bound­
ary included the entire 31-acre parcel. This recom­
mendation was reviewed and concurred with by the 
FHWA and the SHPO (State Historic Preservation 
Officer) in October of 1998. At that time, recognizing 
the importance of the eligibility determination, and the 
applicability of Section 4(f) to this property, possible 
avoidance alternatives were designed. The only 
avoidance alternative carried forward (west of U.S. 
Routes 11/15) for detailed study is the currently stud­
ied avoidance option located just north and east of 
the Simon P. App Farm Property. Other avoidance 
alternatives were considered and dismissed, prima­
rily due to their potential impact to the airport prop­
erty. 

As a result, the alternatives studied in Section 1 at 
that time in the vicinity of the Simon P. App Farm Prop­
erty included the DA West Alternative and the DA West 
Avoidance Alternative. Both of these alternatives were 
presented, along with their potential impacts, at Pub­
lic Meeting No. 4 in November of 1998. 

At this Public Meeting, members of the public raised 
questions about the project's impact to a closed mu­
nicipal landfill. Following up on these concerns it was 
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GERALD E. BICKHART & SONS, INC. 

RELEVANT PROJECT HISTORY 

Prior to AUQusl 1999, the CSVT Project altematlve route Of choice was known as the DA-Wost 
Alternative of Section 1 This alternative had no unanticipated adverse lmpects as tt proposed to e><tend 
lhe existing~ unused extension of the existing Seli~roue By-Pass in the same way as it was designed In 
the 1970"5 This alternative did not resun in the destruction of any of the buildings on the fonner Simon 
App property and was no closer than 1 SS feet to any of the buildings Based upon Information provided 
by PennDOT and deled November 1998, the DA-Wes! Avoidance Alternative of Sectlon 1 was identified 
as an attematlve to lllllli!I tile Simon App farmland With • determination from a hislor1cst consultant 
that all of the 31 acres that remain of the fonner Simon A-pp fann must be avoided and with a Federal 
Highway Administration determination that a 'prudent and !ees!ble" aHemallve exists 10 do so, the DA­
West Attemative was removed from funh..- C011slderation and the DA-West Avoidance Alternative was 
incorporated Into the renamed DA Modified Avoklance {DAMA) Altemallva 

COST AND ADVERSE IMPACTS 

Prellmineiy Construclion Costs. fl<JI including right-of-way acqulsHlon oosls, provided at the lime the 
DA-Wes\ Avoidance Anematlve was proposed, were estimated to be $2 6 minton more than the DA-West 
Altematlve Based upon the information provided in Section Ill of the "Draft Environmental Impact 
statement (EIS) and Section 404 Permit Evaluation• for Iha CSVT Project, these construction cost 
estimates now indicate that the DA Modified Avoidance Allematlve is proposed to cosl $2 5 million more 
In construction COS1s and $2 5 million more in ri[lhl-of-way acqulsHlon coS!S than the DA Modified Non­
Avoidance All•maUve The DA Modified Avoidance Alternative will impact two addttional residential 
properties and four addllional business properties that are not Impacted by the DA ModtHed Non­
Avoidance Alternative The DA Modified Avoldance Alternative will also Impact approximately 13 acres 
more agricultural soils a11d approximately 1 acre more of we!lands 

These additional construction and right-of-way acquisition costs do not include the costs associated 
with the following 

the useful life value remaining of the initial construction costs for the 3,300 foot long section 
of the existing Selinsgrove By-Pass, including access ramps and two overpass bridges, that 
are now proposed to be demolished and reconslructed approximately 250 feet north of their 
currant location, (Iha design and construction cost were previously paid, so lhal In comparing 
alternatives, there is an additional cost associated with value of wllal wl!I not be used) 

2 the right-of-way acquisition COSIS associated with an approved development site for a fulure 
54-un~ motel, and the approved development site fore future 24-un~ motel and indoor 
swimming pool, both adjacent to the Comfort Inn. and 

3 the costs associated wllh the taking of an undeveloped pol Ion of the Susquehanna Valley Mall 
property lhal was previously proposed and approved for a substantial stand-alone store 

In addttion lo right-of-way acquisttion costs, that are probably significantly hioher than those 
currently identified, the proposal to demoNsl! the existing by-pass overpass and lo construct a new 
oveipass approximalely 250 feel away, wift create a substantial adverse lmpacl on traffic patterns during 
the demolition and conslrucllon that would not be crealed If the existing ove<pasS and 8"'ocialed ramps 
were to continue to Ile utilized The portion of highway lo Ile adve,,..,ly effected by such demolition and 
construcllon is a major highway Interconnection between Selinsgrove Borough and Iha Hummels 
Wharf/Shamokin Dam Borough popula1ion cent..-s, arid is a vltsl llnk in the provision of emervency 
services between these communltlas Although the DA ModHied Avoldanca Alternative Is now noted to 
have less impact to existing travel patterns durtng oonstruction than the Old Trail AHemalives, the 
comparative impacts on existing_ traffic patterns was not noted In the documentation on the comparison 
of tne DA Modified Avoidance Allemallve and the OA Modified Non-Avoidance Al!ematlve 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Response to Supporting Documentation for 
Public/Private Oral Testimony Submitted 

at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Bickhart 

Bickhart, J. 

6. (cont.) 

7. 

determined that the DA West Alternative did, indeed, 
encroach upon an area underlain by landfill waste. Due 
to increased costs to clean up the landfill area, and 
the potential liability associated with the landfill, the DA 
West Alternative was eliminated from further consid­
eration in August of 1999. At that time, three addi­
tional alternatives were evaluated; one to the north­
west of the landfill (DA West Modified) and two to the 
southeast of the landfill (the "original" DA Alternative 
and the DA Modified Alternative). Also, in August of 
1999, the DA Modified Alternative was advanced for 
further study. The DA Modified Alternative had two 
options at the extreme south end of the project, the 
DA Modified (Non-avoidance) Alternative or the DA 
Modified (Avoidance) Alternative. 

In March of 2000 a recommendation was made that 
the DA Modified Avoidance (DAMA) Alternative was a 
"prudent and feasible" alternative to the taking or "use" 
of the Simon P. App property. As a result, the DAMA 
was studied in detail, presented in the Draft EIS, and 
became the Recommended Preferred Alternative in 
Section 1. 

Right-of-way costs are based on the appraised value 
at the time of acquisition. 

As stated, the estimated $5 million additional costs do 
not include the items referenced in #1, 2, and 3, as 
appropriate. 
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GERALD E. BICKHART & SONS, INC. 

RELEVANT PRQJECT HISTORY 

PriDftO August 1999, the CSVT Projed altematlve route of choice was known as the DA-West 
Alternative of Sedlon 1 This alternative had no unanticipated adverse impacts as tt proposed to ex1end 
the existing. unused extension of the existino Selinsgmve By-Pass In the same way as ii was des4gned in 
the 1970's This attemalive did not resuH in the destruction of any of tho buildings on the fonner Simon 
App property and was no closer than 155 feet lo any otthe bulldings Based upon Information provided 
by PennDOT and dated November 1998, the DA-West Avo!darn:e Altematlve of Section 1 was identified 
as an altemallve to llllllJll lhe Simon App farmland With a determination from a hlslorlcel ccnsuHant 
Iha! all or lhe 31 acres that lllmaln of the former Simon App farm must be avoided and with a Federal 
Highway Administr81ion determination that a "prudent end feasible• alternative exists 10 do so, the DA­
West Altemat!ve was removed from further consideration and the DA-West Avoidance Alternative was 
incorporated into Iha renamed DA Modified Avoidance (DAMA) Altema!ive 

CQST AND ADVERSE IMPACTS 

Pmlimlnery Conslrucllon Costs, not including righl--01-way acquisitlon OOSIS, provided at !he lime the 
DA-West Avoidance Allemalive was proposed, were estimated to be $2 8 million more than the DA-West 
Alternative Based upon the lnfonnation provided in Section Ill of the "Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) and Section 404 PermH Evaluation• for the CSVT Project, lhese construction cosl 
eSllmates now indicate that the DA Modified Avoidance AltemaUve Is proposed lo cost $2 5 million more 
In construction costs and $2 5 million more In right-of-way acquisition cosls than the DA Modified Non­
Avoidan<:e AttemaUve The DA Modified Avoidance AHamatlve will impact two additional nesldential 
properties and four addRional business properties that are not Impacted !rt !he DA Modified Non· 
Avoidance Alternative The DA Modified Avoidance Alternative wlll also lmpad approximately 13 •ct&S 
more agrlcuHural soils and approxfmately 1 aCf8 more ofw..llands 

These additional construction and righl-of...,ey acquisition costs do not indude the costs associated 
with lhe following 

Ille useful life value remaining of !he Initial construction cosls forthe 3,300 fool long section 
of the existing Selinsgrove By-Pass, Including access ramps and""" overpass bridges, 1ha1 
are now proposed to be demoli!hed and reconslrucled approximately 250 feet north of their 
current locallon, {lhe design and construction cost were previously paid, so that In comparing 
altemalives, tilers is an additional cost associated with value of w!Ull will not be used) 

2 the right-of-way acquisition costs associated wilh an approved development site for a future 
54-unit motel, and the approved development stte for a future 24-unit motel and indoor 
swimming pool. both adjacent lO the Comfort Inn, and 

3 Ille c:osts associaled with Ille laking or an undeveloped potion of the Susquehanna Valley Mall 
property that was previously proposed and approved for a substantial .Umd-a\one store 

In addition lo riglll-of-way acquisllion costs, that are probably slgnlficanlly higher than lhose 
curmnt!y identified, the proposal lo demolish the existing by-pass overpass and to construct a new 
overpass approximately 250 feel away, will create a substantial adverse Impact on traffic patlems during 
the demolHion and construction thal would nol be created !f the existing overpass and essocialed ramps 
were to continue to be ulllized The portion of highway to be adve""'ly effected !rt such demolitlon and 
construction is a major highway lnterconnecllon between Selinsgrove Borough and the Hummels 
Wharf/Shamokin Dam Borough population centers, and is a vHal llnk in the provision of emergency 
services between these communl!les Although the DA Modified Avoidance AHamative Is now noted to 
have less Jmpad to existing travel patterns during oonstrudion than the Old Trell AHemallves, !he 
comparative impacts on exlsUng traffic patterns was not noted ll'l the documentation on the comparison 
of !he DA Modified Avoidance AJlematlve and !he DA Modified Non-Avoidance Alternative 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Response to Supporting Documentation for 
Public/Private Oral Testimony Submitted 

at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Bickhart 

Bickhart, J. 

8. It is acknowledged that the DA Modified Avoidance 
Alternative will have an impact on traffic patterns as 
the new overpass and interchange ramps are being 
constructed. A Maintenance and Protection of Traffic 
(MPT) Plan will be developed during Final Design to 
minimize the disruption of traffic as much as possible. 
Coordination will be undertaken with emergency ser­
vice providers and agencies in the implementation of 
the MPT Plans during construction. 
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G~RALD E. BICKHART & SONS, INC. 

After construction, the DA Modified Avoidance Alternative may also msuH in increased traffic 
ccngestlon, and lhe resuHant hezaras, associated with the 150' shortening of lhe current 600' mixing 
zone located between the end of the by-pass off-ramp, for northbound traffic on the current 11 & 15, end I 9. 
lh• Intersection wHh Ninth Street Anhough anticipated post-oonstruction changes in traffic volumes and 
permitted traffic movements may se1Ve to solve some of the current problems, a slgnlflcantly shMened 
mixing zone for the DA Modified Avoidance Alternative ls Hkely to be more hazenlous then the longer 
mlxlng zone available for the DA Modified Non-Avoidance Altematlve 

PROPQSED BENEFITS 

The proposed location of the DA Modifl8d Non-Avoids nee Altemstlve would hove nearly bisected 
the 31 acre parcel, loavlng a parcel of eppmximately 16 acres oonlainlng alt of the farm buildinos end 
taking only vacant farm lend The DA Modified Avoidance Attemative, therefore, will result only In the I 1 0 
avcldance of an addttionat 15 acres of vacant farmland end In the change In the closest dislance from -
the proposed highway construction IO the el<lsttng farm buildings fmm 1 ~ f&et to 766 feel The DA 
Modified Avoidance Alternative will not result In any protection of the App farm from development or limtt 
in any way the property owner's right to develop the property or to remove the h!stonc farm buildlnljS 

DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL OF TRACT TO BE AVolPED 

The 31 acre parcel of land, formeny owned by Simon APll and currantly owned by the Margaret E 
Fisher Trust is currently zoned by Monfoe Township for high density residential development end is one 
of only a few percels of land zoned lo scccmmodate high density residential development within the 
Township Sewage Facllffies Planni"!I Modules for Lend Development were approved by Monroe 
Township and the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental ProlectlOI\ for this parcel of lend In 1996, 
as the Initial step in the muNl-family residential development of the property for 457 dwelling units The 
"Plot Plan", prepared to ace<>mpanythe Modules, Illustrates the proposal to maintain the existing farm 
buildings on a parcel of land of approl<lmalely 1 sere, wfth a frontage of approximately 250 feel and e 
depth ol approKimately 200 feel Development plans for this propelty have been put on held pending a 
decision by PennDOT on the ~nal route for the CSVf Project Given the f&d that public water selVlce 
eld91a on the property and that en easement hes been acquired for lhe e><lensloo of public santtary sewer 
service to the property, there is a very high pmbablllly that, lmmodlately following a decision on the 
csvr Projects location, development plans will be relnttiate<I The current land owne• has acquired a 
complete boWldary and topcgrapllic survey of the property lo support the land development design I 11 
Private sector development Is not restricted by !he po!ential of an existing building lo be lnctuded In the • 
National Registllf ri Historic Places or the need to maintain a historic context and the prtvata 
development could resuN in the total removal of Ille farm buildlnas or at the very least with the full 
development oflhe surrounding familand 

HISTORIC SIGNIFICANCE OF SIMON APP PROPERTY 

The Simon App property, buildings and/or farm are not listed In the 'Historic SHe Inventory' 
prepared by the Snyder Coanly Planning Commission In July of 1977 No effort has been made to 
update the Historic Sile Inventory since 1977 The Snyder County Comprehons!ve Plan, cum1ntly being 
completed, does not illclude a listing of historic structures or properties In 1988, Monroe Township, with 
a stated GoaVOhjectlve of "The preservation of historic builtllngs • in their 1986 Comprehensive Plan, 
chose to zone the land of Iha Simon App fa!Tll from en existing "Active AgricuHural Use" to Mure "High 
Density Resldenllar uses No farms and no specific farm buildings were Identified as historic wilhln the 
Comprehensive Plan A major amendment to the Monroe Township Zoning Ordinance In 1994 did not 
result in any ctianges being made to the zoning on the App Property As zoning onllnances are to be I 
prepared to imploment the goels and olljeclives of a comprehensive plan, the Monroe Township Zoning 12 
Or<linence implements the future h!gll density residential development of the App prope11y and not ' 
preservation Outside of the CSVf Project's EIS, !hare are no other known Interests In the preservation 
of Ille former Simon App farm or buildings 

Response to Supporting Documentation for 
Public/Private Oral Testimony Submitted 

at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Bickhart 

Bickhart, J. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

The new interchange associated with the DAMA Alter­
native will be designed to current engineering standards 
for the volume of traffic proposed to use the new road­
way. 

The property owner's right to develop the property or 
remove buildings on the property, if the owner so 
chooses, is not limited by Section 4(f) regulations.The 
DAMA was developed as an avoidance alternative as 
a result of the impact the DAM (Non-avoidance) Alter­
native has on the Simon P. App Farm Property. The 
FHWA must avoid the historic property, in accordance 
with Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transporta­
tion Act of 1966 (amended 1968). While Section 4(f) 
prohibits the FHWA from impacting the property, this 
law will not save the property from future development 
should the property owner wish to develop the prop­
erty. 

It is our understanding that a public water supply well 
(Well #6) exists just west of Airport Road, west of the 
Simon P. App Farm Property, and that a 12-inch water 
main is proposed from Well #6 through the Heimbach 
property to Ninth Street. However, this water main has 
not yet been constructed. Additionally, it is our under­
standing that an easement for the extension of public 
sanitary sewer service to the property has not yet been 
acquired. Correspondence with the Hummels Wharf 
Municipal Authority in February 2002 and again in Feb­
ruary 2003 indicated that a "Developers Agreement" 
between the Eastern Snyder County Regional Author­
ity (ESCRA) (which handles wastewater treatment) and 
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After construction. the DA Modified Avoidance AHemetlve may also result in incmased traffic 
congestion, and the resultant hazards, associated wHh the 150' shortening of the current 600' mixing 
zone located between lhe and of the by-pass off-ramp, for northbound lrnffic on !he currenl 11&15, end 
the lnlersedion with Ninth Street Although anticipated postpconstruction changes in lraffic volumes and 
permitted traffic movements may sewe lo solve some of the oorrent problems, a slgnllicantly shortened 
mixing zone for the DA Modlfled Avoidance Alternative is lilc.ely to be more hazardous then the k>nger 
mllllng zone available for the DA Modified Non-Avoidance Altematlve 

PROPOSED BENEEITS 

The propooed location of Iha DA Modified Non-Avoidance Alternative would have nearly bisected 
the 31 acre parcel, le""lng a parcel or approximately 16 acres containing all of the farm buildings and 
taking only vacant rarm land The DA Modined Avoidance AR&mattve, therefore, will resutt oRly in the 
avoidance of an addltional 15 acres of vacant farmland and in the change In the closest distance from 
the proposed highway construction to the eldstlng fann ooildings from 155 feel to 786 feet The DA 
Modified Avoidance Alternative will not nosult In any protection of the App farm from development or limtt 
in any way tile property owner's righl to develop the property or lo remove Ille histortc farm buildings 

DEl/ELOPMENI POTENTIAL OF TRACI TO BE AVOIDED 

The 31 acre parcel of land, formerly owned by Simon App and cum>ntly owned by the Ma111aret E 
F'osller Trust Is currently zoned by Monroe Township for hloh den•tty residential development and Is one 
of only a raw percels of land zaned to accommodate high density residential development wnhin the 
Township Sewage Facllllies Planning Modules for Lend Development ws"' eppmved by Monroe 
Township and Iha Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection for this parcel of land in 1996, 
es the Jnmal step in the mulll-family rasldenllal development of the property for 457 dwelffng units The 
'Plot Plan", prepared lo accompany the Modules. Illustrates tho proposal to maintain the existing farm 
buildings on a parcel of land of apprnximalely 1 acre, with a frontage of approximately 250 reel and a 
depth of approximately 200 feel Development plans for lhls property nave been put on hold pending a 
decision by PennDOT on the final roule for the CSVT Projed Given lhe fad that public water seivice 
exists on the property and Iha! an easement hes been acquired for the exf.enalon or flllblic sanHaiy sewer 
seivice to the property, there is a very high probability that, lmmedlately following a decision on the 
CSVT Projects location, development plans will be reiniliated The current land owner has aoquired a 
complele boundary and lopographic suivey of the property to support the land devi>lopment design 
Pnvale seclor development is not restrided by the potential of an existing building lo ba Included Jn the 
National Register o( Historic Places or lhe need lo maintain a hlsloric context. and the private 
development could resutt in lhe total removal of the farm b,.ldlngs or at lhe very least wilh the full 
development of the sumiundlng farmland 

HISTOB!C SIGNIFICANCE OF SIMON APP PROPERTY 

The Simon App property, buildings andlorfarm are not lisled In the 'Histonc Site Inventory" 
prepared by the Snyder County Planning Commission In July of 197T No effort has been made to 
update the Hlstortc Sile Inventory since 1977 The Snyder County Comprehensive Plan, currently being 
complsted, does not include a listing of hlslortc slructures or properties In 1988, Monroe Tcwnshlp, wHh 
a stiled GoallObjeclive of 'The preseivation of hlslortc buildings "In their 1988 Comprehensive Plan, 
ch036 to zone the land of the Slmon App farm from an existing •Active Agricuttural Use' lo fulura "High 
Denstty Residenlial" uses No farms and no spec!ffc farm buildings were ldenlified es historic wilhln the 
Comprehensive Plan A major amendment lo the Monroe Township Zoning Ordinance In 1994 did not 
resun in any changes being made to the zonino on the App Property As zoning ordinances are to be 
prepared to Implement tile goels ond objectives of a comprel>ensive plan, the Monroe Township Zoning 
Ordinance implements Ille fulure high density rasidentlal development of the App property and nol 
preseivaUon Outside ol lhe CSVT Project's EIS, there are no other MDWll interest5 In the preseivetlon 
of the former Simon App farm or buildings 
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12. 

the Fishers was signed in 1996 for the proposed de­
velopment of the Fisher property. Presently, the 8-inch 
main ends at Penn Lyon Homes. An easement for the 
extension of the 8-inch main would need to be acquired 
from Penn Lyon Homes. As of February 2003, this 
easement had not been acquired. Additional coordina­
tion also indicates that while an extension of the Land 
Planning and Development module was received from 
ESCRA, an extension of the planning module must also 
be received from the Hummels Wharf Municipal Au­
thority (which handles wastewater collection). As of 
February 2003, this extension had not been received 
from the Hummels Wharf Municipal Authority. 

The proposed future uses of a property are not taken 
into consideration when a property is being evaluated 
for potential historic significance or when a boundary 
determination is made. Only existing conditions can 
be used when evaluating a property's eligibility or Na­
tional Register Boundary. 

The zoning of a particular property does not play any 
role in the determination of the property's eligibility for 
the National Register or it's boundaries. Additionally, 
the opinions of the local municipalities or historic pres­
ervation groups are not required in assessing the sig­
nificance of a property. This type of input is often help­
ful in assessing significance of a property but is not 
necessary. See response to No. 3 for an explanation 
of the Determination of Eligibility. 
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The portion of1he Simon App rerm thBI would seem 10 be reasonable to tnciude In the area that is 
eligible for the National Register would better be identified"" the "farmyard" orthel area su1TOundlng the 
farm buHdlngs that would typically be enclosed lo confine stod< Aerial photographs of this araa. dated 
1957, show a fannyan:I area of no more than three acres and extending no mare that 300 feel fmm i1s 
fron1age along Airport Road Tbe aerial photography also lndicales that 1he n>ar of the farmyard was 
lined with trees, probably frun trees, separating the farmyaro from the adjoining farm fields Although the 
trees have been removed, the boundary between the farmyard ano the adjoining farm fields appears to 
be generally the same today as shown on the 1 gs7 photography Tbe remaining portions of the Simon 
App farm are just farmland, no different than the land ocross Airport Road or any other parts of the 1521 
acres of current farmland that wes the origins! warrant suNey for Henry Chmt or the hundreds of 
contiguous acres of CUITllnl farmland that was Bl one time owned and rarmea by the extended App 
family Tbe cum1nt 31 aero tract boundaries are the resu~ of numerous purchases of adjacent lracts of 
land by the App family alld the subsequent subdMsion Into smaller parcels as portions of the farmland 
were sold, sometimes lo be farmed by othe1>< and sometimes to be used for otllerthan agrtcuttural 
purposes ~e Penn Lyon Home plant site, the Penn Valley Airport end vallous slngle-famlly dwellings) 
AHhoagh •historic legal .boundaries- are commonly used to define the edges of historic rural landscapes 
for nomination as National RBQlster sites, the boundaiy between tho farmya!d and the adjoining farm 
fields could also be considered In this case, the boundary should encompass the area of all of the farm 
buildings, Iha bamyanl area located east of the bank bam, and the vegetai>enrult oaroen area localed 
north of the fann buildings These are the areas that have specific hlstortc significance and contain 
contribullng resources, as these areas were used to sustain the hls1oric occupancy by the App family 
other than scenic. vafue, there Is nothing of historical 11ote or significance about the surrounding 28 or so 
acres ol farmland alld these areas should not be ollgll>e for Inclusion A paper, presented by Anna 
Verner Andrezejewski, en tilled • Arcllfteclure and AgricuHura in Snyder Counry, 180G-1945" clearly 
establishes what she calls the "farmslead"(typlcally Including a farmhouse, bank bam and an assortment 
of subsi<llary aglicuttural buildings clustered together and either at the end of a long lane or immediately 
alongside a road) as the most telling evidence or the history of farming in Snyder County Ms 
Aodrezejowskl was a Senior Project Admlnlstralor at Cuttural Heritage Research Services Inc , Ille 
historic preservallon sub-contractor employed as a part of Iha CSVT Project 

CONCLUSIONS 

The selection of the currant 31 acre trad boundaries seems totally arbitrary and, ullder the 
c!n:umstances, unjustifiable It does not appear that any effort was made to document the smallest 
portion of the adjacent land usad for farm land Iha! would b& "required" to be lncludad with Ille larmyaro 
and fann buikllngs to continue to heva this site eligible for inclusion In the National Regls!er under 
crlle!ia "A" for agrlcuHura, parttcularty since the sHe was also determined to be eligible for inclusion, 
ullder crltena ·c· for erchttecture The App Family Homestead Fann (154), now owned by Albert 
Heimbach, was detonnlned to be eligible for Inclusion, under criteria ·c· for erchttecture, with only a YBI)' 
small portion of the encompassing farmyaro end none of the surrounding farm land Within another 
portion of the CSVT Project, the enUre PP&L Plant property was initlally determined to be eligible for the 
National Register ol Historic Pieces as a hislorlcal industrial site Subsequently the area of the PP&L 
Plant property that was ellgible was reduced to exclude the area of the ash basin and coat storage yard, 
thus permitting the development of an "Old Trall Altematlve· that slgnllicently reduced the number o! 
homes end businesses Impacted by a prior Old Trall Alternative The avoidance of any more than the 
absolute minimum amount of land, constdering the associated costs and adven;e impacts, Is not believed 
lo be justifial>e 
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13. National Register boundary determinations are based 
upon defined guidelines established in the National Reg­
ister Bulletin, "Defining Boundaries for National Regis­
ter Properties" {1997). This bulletin establishes appro­
priate factors, such as integrity, use, setting, and land­
scape features, to consider when selecting and defin­
ing National Register boundaries. The five principle 
methods for determining National Register boundaries 
include: 

• Distribution of Resources: Define the bound­
aries based upon the extent of above-ground 
resources. 

• Current Legal Boundaries: Define the bound­
aries based upon current tax parcel map or plat 
map when these boundaries encompass the 
eligible resource and are consistent with its his­
torical significance and remaining integrity. 

• Historic Boundaries: Define the boundaries 
based upon historic plats or land-ownership 
maps when the limits of the eligible resource 
do not correspond with the current legal parcel 
boundaries. 

• Natural Features: Define the boundaries based 
upon natural landscape features {such as 
shorelines, terrace edges, or treelines) which 
correspond with the limit of eligible resource. 
These are features which currently exist. 
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The portion of the Simon App farm that would seem to be reasoneb!& to Include in lhe area that is 
ellQible for the National ReglS1er would better be identified as the 'farmyan!' or that area surrounding the 
farm buildings that would typically be enclosed to confine stock Aelial photographs of this area, dated 
1957, show a fannyerd area of no more then three acms and extending no more that 300 feet from its 
frontage along Airport Road Tha aerial photography also indicates that !he raar of the fermyaro was 
lined with trees, pmbebly fruit trees, separating the farmyard from the adjoining farm fields Although the 
treas have been removed, the boundary between the farmyard and the adjoining farm fields appears to 
be generally the same today as shown on the 1957 pho!ography The remaining portions of the Simon 
App farm are Josi farmland, no different than the land across Airport Road or any other parts of the 152 1 
acres of current farmland that was the origlnel warrant survey for .-fenry Christ or the hundreds of 
contiguous acres of current farmland that was et on& !Imo owned and farmed by the extended App 
family The current 31 acre tract boundaries are the resuH of numerous pt.1rchases of adjscenl trads of 
land by the App family and !he subsf!<luent subdivision Into smeller parcels as portions of the farmland 
were sold, sometimes to be farmed by olhers end somellm<tS to be used for other than egncullural 
purposes (ie Pem Lyon Home plan! slte, the Penn Valley Airport and various single-family dweWlngs) 
Although "historic legal boundanes· are commonly used to define lhe edges of historic rural landscapes 
for nomination as Notional Register sites. the boundary be\ween the farmyald and tile adjoining farm 
flelds oould also be considered In this case, the boundary should encompass the area of all of the farm 
buildings, Ille bamyenl area located east of the bank barn, and lh• vegetable/fruit gan!en area located 
north of the farm buildings These are the areas that have specific historic significance and contain 
contributing resources, es these areas were used lo sustain the hlslorlc occupancy by the Apµ family 
Other than scenjc value, there Is nothing of historic.al nota er significance about fhe surrounding 28 or so 
acres of farmland and these areas shook! not be eligible for Inclusion A paper, presented by Anna 
Verner Andrezejows!d, enlilled "Ard!Hocture and Agrlcutture In Snyder County, 1800-1945" dearly 
establishes what she calls the ·rarmstee<l'(typically including a farmhouse, bank barn end an assortment 
of subsidiary agricultural b<lildlnos clustered together and e~her al the end of e long lane or immedlalely 
alongside a road) as the most telling evidence of the history of farming in Snyder County Ms 
Andrezejewskl was a Senior Projecl Administrator at Cultural Heritage Reseerch Services Inc , the 
historic preservation sub-contrador employed as a part of the csvr Project 

CQNCLU510NS 

The seledion of the current 31 acre traa boundaries seems totally arbitrary end, under the 
circumstances. unjustlftable H doss not appear that any effort was made to document the smallest 
portion Of the adjacent lend used for farm lend that would be ""required• to be induded with the fannyard 
end farm buttdings to oonUnue to have ltli• site eligible for inclusion In t~e National Register under 
crtlerie "A" for agricu~ure, particularly since the site was also determined to be eligible for Inclusion, 
under crilefia "C" for archttecture The App Famil1 Homesleed Fann (154), now owned by Albert 
Heimbach, was determined to be eligible for Inclusion. under criteria 'C" for ercMedure. with only a very 
small portion oflh• encompassing farmyard and none of the surrounding farm land W~hin another 
pOlllon of the CSVT Project, the entire PP&L Plant property was inttlally determined to be eligible for the 
Nalional Register of Historic Places as a historical Industrial sile Subsequently the area of the PP&L 
Plant property that was eligible was n>duced lo exclude the area al the ash basin and coal storage yanl, 
thus permitting the development of an 'Old Trail Attematlve' that significantly reduced the numller of 
homes and businesses Impacted by a prior Old Traff Altemative The avoidance of any more then the 
absolule minimum amount of land, oof1Siderl11!1 lhe associated cost> and adverse impacts, Is not believed 
to be justifiable 
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• Cultural Features: Define the boundaries based 
upon man-made features associated with the sig­
nificance of the property (such as stone walls, 
hedgerows, or roadways) or use an area of mod­
ern development or disturbance that represents 
the limit of the eligible resource. 

Each of these methods was considered with respect to 
the Simon P. App property. The farm property was de­
termined eligible for listing in the National Register un­
der Criterion A (agricultural history) and Criterion C (ar­
chitecture). Further, in accordance with the agricultural 
context prepared for the CSVT project, contributing ele­
ments to the property include the residence, domestic 
and agricultural outbuildings, yards, and "the cultivated 
fields that surround the property on its north, south, and 
east sides ... ". As a result, the buildings and agricultural 
fields {those essential qualities that contribute to the 
property's significance) had to be included within the 
boundary. Because agricultural fields contribute sub­
stantially to the property's eligibility under Criterion A, 
defining the boundary based upon Distribution of Re­
sources is not appropriate. However, in the case of the 
Simon P. App farm, the current property boundaries are 
the same as those originally established for the farm­
stead in 1866. These boundaries also encompass the 
residence, outbuildings, yard, and cultivated fields. 
Therefore, the Current Legal Boundaries method was 
determined appropriate for selecting the National Reg­
ister boundary for the property. Further, to confirm the 
appropriateness of this selection, it was determined that 
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Tne ponlon of the Simon App farm that would seem to be reasonable to Include In the ares that is 
eligible for the NaUonal Register would better be idenUfied as lhe "farmyard" or that area surrounding the 
farm buildln115 that would typtcaRy be enclosed to confine stod< Aertal photographs of this area, doted 
1957, show a farmyard area of no more than: three acres and extending no more that 300 feet fmm its 
frontage along Airport Road The aerial photography also Indicates that the rear of tile farmyard was 
lined wllll trees, probably frul trees, separating the farmyard Imm Iha adjoining farm fields Although the 
trees have been removed, the boundaJY between the farmyard and the adjoining farm fields appeara to 
be generally the seme today es shown on the 1957 photography The remaining portions of the Simon 
App farm a111 just farmland, no <liffi>rent ltian the land across Airport Road or any other parts Of the 152 1 
acres of curren1 farmland that was the original warrant stnvey ror Henry Christ or the hundreds of 
contiguous 8Cl1!S of cumin! farmland that was et one time owned and farmed by the extended App 
family The current 31 acre tract boundaries are the result of numerous purcil&ses of adjacent tracts of 
land by the App family and tne subsequent subdivision fnlo smaller parcels as portions of the farmland 
were sold, sometimes to be ltlrmed by others and sometimes to be used for other than agrtcuHural 
purposes (ie Penn Lyon Home plant site, tho Penn Valley Airport and various slngle-famlly dwetnn115) 
Althouoh "historic legal boundaries" are commonly used to define the edges of historic rural landscapes 
for nomination as National Register sites, the boundary between the farmyanl and the adjoining farm 
fields could also be considered In this case, the bound•TY should encompass the ares of sll of the farm 
bulldin115, the barnyard area located east of lhe bank barn, and the vegetable/fruit garden area located 
Aor1h of the fann buildings These are the areas that have specific historic slgnfficance and contain 
conlributlng resoun:as, as thasa areas were used to sustain the historic occupancy by Iha App family 
Other than scenic value, \here Is nothing of historical note or significance about the surrounding 26 or so 
scnts of farmland and these areas should not be eligible for lncluslon A paper, presented by Anna 
Verner Andrezejewski, entitled "ArchHecture and AgricuHure in Snyder County, 180(;-11145" cloariy 
establishes whet she calls the "farmstead"(typlcally Including a farmhouse, bank bam and an assortment 
of subsidiary agricuKurel bulldlngs clustered together and either at the end of a long lane or Immediately 
alongside a road) as tile mosl telling evidence of the history of farming in Snyder County Ms 
Andrezejewsl<I was a Senior Projecl Administrator at Cutturel Heritage Research Services Inc • the 
histonc preservation su!H:ontmctor employed as a part of the CSVT Project 

CONCLUSIONS 

The selection of the current 31 acre tract boundaries seems totally altlllrary and, under the 
cin;umstances, unjustifiable It does not appem that any effort was made to document the smallest 
portion of the adjacent land used f0< fann land that would ba "required' to be included with the farmyard 
and farm buildings to continue to have this site ellglble for inclusion In Ifie National Reglsler under 
criteria "A" for agricutture, partlcularty since the site was also determined to be eligible for induslon, 
under criteria ·c· for arcllHecture The App Famlly Homestead Farm (154), now owned by Atbait 
Heimbach, was determined to be el!Qible for inclusion, under criteria •c• for archltectu111, With only a very 
smaU portion of the encompassing farmyard and none of the surrounding farm land Wrthin another 
J>Ortton of the CSVT Pmjed, lhe entire PP&L Plant property was initially determined lo be eligible for lhe 
National Register of Historic Places as a hlstor1cal industrial site Subsequently Ille area of the PP&L 
Plant property that was eligible was reduced to exclude the area of the ash ba!in and coat storage yard, 
thus permitting the deYelopment ol an "Old Trail AHemative· that significantly reduced the number of 
homes and businesses Impacted by a prior Old Trell Allemafive The avoidance of any more than the 
absolute minimum emoum of land, considering the assodetad costs and adverae impacts, Is not believed 
IO be justlf18ble 
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13. (cont.) 

14. 

no cultural or natural features were evident on the land­
scape that could be used to modify the National Regis­
ter boundary from the current (and original) property 
tax parcel boundaries. 

In addition, a "pre-existing natural boundary," like the 
tree row discussed by Mr. Bickhart and visible in past 
aerial photography, is not used when determining Na­
tional Register boundaries. Drawing the National Reg­
ister Boundary around the limits of the past "orchard" 
would also not be appropriate because this boundary 
would not include agricultural land. 

Based upon the above rationale, current legal bound­
aries were recommended as the National Register 
boundary for the Simon P. App Farm Property. This 
recommendation was then reviewed by qualified cul­
tural resource professionals. Finally, the recommen­
dation was forwarded to the SHPO, which reviewed 
and concurred with the historic boundary and prelimi­
nary determination of eligibility for the property. For 
additional information, please see Response 17 on page 
148. 

The selection of the entire 31 acre tract boundaries was 
not arbitrary and was consistent with the guidelines es­
tablished in National Register Bulletin, "Defining Bound­
aries for National Register Properties" on the agricul­
tural contexts prepared for the CSVT Project. 
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Gl\!RALD E. BICKHART & SONS, INC. 

The portion of the Simon App farm that would seem to Ile reasonabtl! to Include In the area that is 
eligible for the National Reglsler would better be identified as the "farmyard" or that area surmundlng the 
form buildlnos that would typically be enclosed to confine stocl< Aerial photograpils of this area, dated 
1957, show a farmyB!tl area of no more then three a"'1!s and extending oo more that 300 feet from tts 
frontage along Airport Road The aerial photography also indicates the! the ra..- of the farmyard was 
lined with trees, probably frutt trees, separating the farmyard !mm the adjoining farm fields Although the 
trees h:ave been removed, the boundary between the fannyard and the adjoinlng farm fields appears to 
be generally the same today as shown on the 1957 photography Th-e remaining portions of the Simon 
App farm are just farmland, no dlfferanl then the land across Airport Road or any other parts of the 152 1 
acres of current fannlend that was the original warrant survey for Hen~ Chris! or the hundreds of 
contiguous acres of current farmland the! was el one time owned and farmed by the extended App 
family The current 31 acre tract boundaries are the result of numerous purchases of adjacent tracts of 
lend by the App family am the subsequent subdlvlsiOfl Into smaller parcels es portions of the farmland 
were sold, sometimes to be farmed by others and sometimes to be ull&d for oOierthen agrtc:uttural 
pufl>GSBS (ie Penn Lyon Home plant site, the Penn Valley Airport and vanous slngle-famMy dwe~lngs) 
Although "historic legal boundaries' are commonly used to define !he edges of histonc rural landscapes 
for nomination as National Register s~es. the bounda~ between tile fannyam and the adjoining farm 
fields could also be considered In this case, the boundary should encompass the area of all of the farm 
buildings, Iha barnyard araa localed east of tile bank barn, and the vegB!al>elfruil g•men area localed 
north of the farm buildings These are the areas that nave specific historic slgnlfocam:e and contain 
contributing resources. es these areas were used lo sustain Iha historic occupancy by the App family 
Other than scenic value, there Is nothing Df historical note or significance about the surrounding: 28 or so 
acres of farmland arid these areas should not be ellglbla for Inclusion A paper, presented by Anna 
Ve mar Andrezejewski, entitled • ArcMeclure and Agric:uttura In Snyder County. 1801:1-1945" clee~y 
establishes what she calls the ·rarmstead"(lypically including a farmhouse, bank barn and an assortment 
or subsidiary agricultural buildings clus1ered together and etther et the end of a kmg lane or immediately 
alongside a niad) as the most telling evidence of the histo~ of farming in Snyder Coll!lly Ms 
Andrezejewskl was a Senior Project Administrator at Cutturel Helflage Research Services Inc • the 
hisloric preservation sulH:ontractor employed as a part of the CSVT Proje<;I 

CONCLUSIONS 

The seledion or lhe current 31 acre trod boundaries seems totally arbitrary and, under the 
circumstances. unjust:ifiabl& H does not appear that any effort was made 10 document the smallest 
portion of the adjacent land used for farm land Iha! would be ·raqulred" lo be Included with the farmyard 
and farm bulldlngs to continue to have this site eligible for Inclusion in the National Reg!eter under 
criteria "A" for agriculture, partlcularty since the site was also determined to be eligible for Inclusion, 
under crtleria "C" for archlteclure The App Family Homesleed Fann (154), now owned by Albert 
Heimbacll, was determined to be ellgible for lncluslon, under criteria ·c• tor archltectun>, with only a very 
small portion of the encom1l3SSing fannyard and none of the surrounding farm land Wlthln another 
portion of the CSVT Project, the 8Jlllre PP&L Plant property was inltlally determined lo be ellglble for the 
Natlonel Register of Hislorio Placas as e historical Industrial site Subsequently the ere• of the PP&l 
Plant property that was eligible was reduced to exclude the area of the ash basin and coal storage yen!, 
thus permlttino the development or an "Old Trail AKemative" that Significantly reduced the number of 
homes and businosses Impacted by a prior Old Trail Alternative The avoidance of any more than the 
absolute minimum amount of land, coJISiderlng the asoncieted costs end adverse impacts, Is not believed 
to be justifiable 

13. 

114. 
115. 

16. 

Response to Supporting Documentation for 
Public/Private Oral Testimony Submitted 

at 3112101 Public Hearing, Bickhart 

Bickhart, J. 

15. 

16. 

The App Family Homestead Farm Property (Property 
154) was initially assessed as an agricultural resource 
as defined in the Agricultural Context developed for 
the CSVT project and discussed in the Historical Re­
sources Survey and Determination of Eligibility Report 
(1998) prepared for the CSVT Project. It was deter­
mined that the property did not meet the physical crite­
ria established for a "general farm" as defined in this 
context since the historic barn no longer survived and, 
although the historic setting remains rural, the farm­
stead has lost integrity. Numerous modern agricultural 
outbuildings overwhelm the farmstead and these large 
modern structures have diminished the integrity of the 
farmstead. However, the house on the App Family 
Homestead Property was also assessed as a resi­
dential resource. The house itself possesses a high 
level of integrity. As a residential {not farmstead) re­
source the house appears to meet Criterion C (archi­
tectural significance) but not Criterion A (for agricul­
ture). This is the reason why the National Register 
Boundaries are drawn so tightly around the house and 
do not contain adjacent farmland. 

The SHPO asked for a boundary modification at the 
PPL plant in late 1998 to exclude the coal storage yard 
and ash basin. Thus, a recommended modification of 
the historic boundary was made by PENNDOT, for­
warded to the FHWA for approval, and eventually sub­
mitted to the SHPO for concurrence. As a result of the 
modified boundary the Old Trail Alternative was revised. 
These modifications are discussed in detail in Section 
Ill of the Draft and Final EIS. 
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Supporting Documentation for Public/Private 
Oral Testimony Submitted at 3112/01 

Public Hearing, Bickhart 

G~RALD E. BICKHART & SONS, INC. 

I appreciate that PennOOT has -ruUy evaluated the applicatHe regulatfons and strpportlng case laW­
pertaining to this situalion and I befleve that PennDOT shares my frustration with tho regulatory 
oond~ions that require this torrent position I have. however, Investigated In more detail what I believe to 
be the initiating action that has lead to the current proposal to spend In excess of $5 million to ·avoid· 15 
acres of farm flelds, to "protect nothing• and to do so for a property that no ans -.kl consider worth 
anywhere near that much money to •preserve' forever This emlre situation appears to rest wilh the 
lnitlal determination that the enUre 31 acre tract of land is required lo maintain the ellglbiltty of the site for 
lnclus!on in the National Register Based upon my research of the criteria and guidance for selecting I 
bounda~es for rurel historic landscapes that would be eligible for inclusion in the National Register, 1 
believe that this Is not correct and that the consult should be requested to define and the Director of the 17 Pennsytvania Historic and Museum Commisslan(PHMC} shoutd be asked to only •concur" whh a • 
recommendation of the absolute smallest parcel al land that would not aHer el!glbllHy for the site Wllh 
what I believe will be a recemm~ndation for a mudl smaller parcel of land, the Federal and State 
rsgulallons wuld be properly applied without the excessive costs and adllerse impacts 

SectJon Ill 4 oflhe EIS, discussing the Historic App Property, Indicates that "The local communHy 
has expressed frustration concerning the elevated protection status of historic resources over Iha 
protection of homes, farmland and businesses ' In tnis Instance, the frustration is will> the fad that 
homes, rarmland and businesses are not just getting a lowar protection status, but em being taken and 
more than $5 mHlion additional dollars are being spem to rmkl 1 S additional acres of va<:ant land and to 
llll!l§lil absolutely nothing, knowing full well t1>at no one associated with this prujecl or who has 
participated in this deeislon would ever agree to spend anywhere near SS minion \0 preserve the App I 18. 
fann for ever or to ag- to spend any money from their pockets lllis is also partlcuJarty frustrating 
when this circumstence appears ta result from the arbitrary decision of a private historic preservation firm 
from Phlladelphla and from their deolsion being •concurred" with by the Pennsylvania Historic and 
Museum Commission (PHMC) The Federal rules and regtllalions not withstanding, the amount or land 
minimally needed to be Included wit!! the App farmstead to assure eliglbil~y Is a judgemem and ltlis 
judgement should hove been made considering the costs and adveise impacts associated with the 
Inclusion of addltlonal area I believe that to do so, under these cirmmslances, Is an abuse of authority, 
and if H isn1, It should be criminal 

Respectfully submitted, 

{!,~~ 
President 

Response to Supporting Documentation for 
Public/Private Oral Testimony Submitted 

at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Bickhart 

Bickhart, J. 

17. 

18. 

Due to the substantial controversy concerning the eli­
gibility determination and boundaries of the App farm, 
FHWA elected to raise the questions of eligibility and 
boundaries with the Keeper of the National Register 
(Keeper), the individual delegated the authority by the 
U.S. Department of Interior, National Park Service to 
list properties and determine their eligibility for the Na­
tional Register of Historic Places. The Keeper evalu­
ated the information and responded that the App farm 
and boundaries of the App farm met the eligibility re­
quirements. 

The response, contained in Appendix C of the Final 
EIS, indicates that the "Simon P. App farm meets Na· 
tional Register Criteria A and C for its local historic 
and architectural significance. The approximately 31-
acre boundary established for the register-eligible prop­
erty is appropriate and justified as being the historic 
(1866) boundary of the property." 

The frustration regarding the eligibility and boundaries 
of the site and the subsequent development and rec­
ommendation of the Avoidance Alternative is acknowl­
edged. Based on the regulatory requirements and le­
gal precedent that exists regarding Section 4(f), 
PENNDOT and the FHWA developed the avoidance 
of the App farm. 

Further, should conditions change from those currently 
present at any point prior to construction of the CSVT 
project, we have committed to reevaluating the area of 
impact. If conditions warrant, modifications of the align­
ment will be made to further minimize project impacts. 
This commitment includes the entire CSVT project area, 
as well as avoidance of the Simon P. App Farmstead. 
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Supporting Documentation for Public/Private 
Oral Testimony Submitted at 3/12/01 

Public Hearing, McCollum 

31~ l/01 

To A!! 0.mcemed. 

My com_rnent and .;oncem is small on the relafrve S{'ope ·;:1nd sc-a!e of t1'is proje{'t 
but is vcrf important to the small homco;.vncrs association of V·lhich I am a 
member and who constructed 1he private boauamp that has been rumored m be 
replaced with a public one at the west shore river crossing site 

We h!!d no choice in the loss of value of our riverfront prDperties due to the loss 
of their m·ain assets, privacy ·and seclusion r~v;.v instead of keeping our private 
boauamp, possibiy improved as a siighr mitigation for rhe unsightiy monstrousiry 
that will replace our once peaceful. natural view, vou intend to further invade 
Ol..i! privacY and further redut:e our property value~,. by op-e!!i!~g our !mmedi-ate 
area to the public 

I wonder if important issues such -as boating c~ngesti0!l. s·~fety QD. the water~ -and 
trai'tic on to~vnship reads not built for the large influx of nc\.v traffic that will 
occur, nave been duiy contempiated 

Perhaps -a pert!nent '!O!!!'Se of a<?tion would be to investigate !he possibility of 
finding ·a site that v.·outd be better suited, ·au.d not sho;:ed dc·.vu the tlrroats, of 
people aiready adversely affecred by the project 

Thank you fQ! yo!!!' CQO~~m i!l t}.Js !!!att~! 

Vd ·3111"s1.1norno11 0-:: j '1''!' '!'1 

SZ •6 Hit 111 l.J~J.i IO 

NIJIJ \f 11.!'Jci ,r," ·: Ii"' 
l/Gi·/ J )";.' 1'i 'V, I 
o -; t11 :J :-1 ·n 1 

y&~{.f/~) 
E.L McCo!lum 

1. 

2. 

Response to Supporting Documentation for 
Public/Private Oral Testimony Submitted 

at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, McCollum 

Mccollum, M. 

1. 

2. 

PENNDOT has coordinated with public officials and 
the Pennsylvania Fish & Boat Commission (PFBC) 
on the location of a public boat ramp along the West 
Branch of the Susquehanna River. The PFBC sug­
gested the addition of a public boat access area on 
the west side of the West Branch of the Susquehanna 
River in response to frequent comments that the 
Shikellamy boat access area is overly congested at 
peak times of the season. Additionally, the boat launch 
was suggested by the PFBC as an access on the 
west side of the West Branch of the Susquehanna 
River since there is no public boat access to the river 
in all of Union County, not just the Winfield area. The 
PFBC is interested in providing fishing and boating 
opportunities to the public at large and believes that 
this project provides an opportunity to do so. The 
PFBC has noted that the value of a public boat ac­

cess at this site lies in its location between the more 
frequently used (i.e. congested) recreational boating 
areas (southward) and the boating areas more com­
monly used for fishing (northward). 

These issues will be considered during Final Design. 
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Supporting Documentation for Public/Private 
Oral Testimony Submitted at 3/12/01 

Public Hearing, Broschart 

March 12, 2001 

Testimony to Public Comment Hearing on CSVT DEIS 

My name is Robert Broschart Along with my wife and three children, I live at the 
end of Ubeck Road in Point Township, about~ mile north of Ridge Road and 
1,000 feet east of Route 147 Our home is nestled over the crest of the ridge as 
it meets Route 147 overlooking the stream knO\Ml as Ridge Run With our 
eastern edge bordered by undeveloped woodland, our d'lildren have become 
accustomed to seeing a variety of wildlife, inciuding deer, turkey and even a 
black bear This is an area referred to in Appendix 1-2 as "Major Forest Patch 
Netv.urk suitable for preservation" and in exhibit IV-F-6 as bordering bel'Neen 
"locally Important Wildlife Habitat (category 2) and General Wildlife Habitat 
(category 3)" 

Despite the beauty, quiet and solitude provided by our setting, we recognize the 
danger present on existing Route 147 like others v.ho live along the existing 
Point Township Route 147 highway, we have direct access from township roads 
or private driveways Entering and exiting the highway v.ith it's high volume of 
autos and tractor trailers is not only dangerous but sometimes seems nearly 
impossible during the peak hours of the day We clearly see the need for the 
proposed highway and support the overall Cert-al Susquehanna Valley Thruway 
project 

Of the four proposed river crossings, two would have most likely taken our home 
v.hile a third would have cut off access to our home, requiring some kind of 
alternative routing and mitigation The river crossing selected, RC-5, passes 
through the middle of the undeveloped forested area to the east of our home, 
v.ith ifs actual location situated between 300 and 450 feet from our home - about 
113 of lhe present distance from Route 147 Although this alternative may not 
"qualify" as having any direct impacts on our home, the indirect impacts could be 
substantial 

The Draft Environmental Impact Study does an excellent job of laying out the 
generalities of indirect impacts Section IV of the DEIS documents the potential 
for Visual Impacts, Noise Impacts, Wildlife Habitat Impacts, Forest land Impacts, 
Air Quality Impacts, Water Quality Impacts and Traffic Impacts These sections 
all point out the potential impacts the project may have on any of these areas and 
discuss the possible mitigation measures v.hich may be taken v.tiere "feasible 
and cost-effectively reasonable" It is the potential for "falling through the cracks" I 1. 
that concerns me most 

I am but one voice In American democracy, we honor that concept In a 
highway project such as the CSVT, we reduce that single voice to an 
"economically feasible" variable in a calculation To the best of my knowledge 
and the documentation of the DEIS, no one has visited my property I can 

Response to Supporting Documentation for 
Public/Private Oral Testimony Submitted 

at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Broschart 

Broschart, R. 

1. Your concerns about perceived project impacts to your 
property and the surrounding lands are noted. A road­
way design will be developed that will benefit the ma­
jority of people and will have the fewest adverse ef­
fects on nearby residents and the environment. How­
ever, there will always be some parties that are af­
fected. Preliminary design studies have been con­
ducted to assess environmental impacts of the vari­
ous alternatives. As seen in the Impact Summary 
Table (pages 111-88, 89 in the Draft EIS), the Recom­
mended Preferred Alternative has fewer associated 
direct, secondary and cumulative impacts to natural 
resources and the community than the other alterna­
tives. 
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Supporting Documentation for Public/Private 
Oral Testimony Submitted at 3/12/01 

Public Hearing, Broschart 

understand that a draft study or even a final detailed analysis will not be based I 
on personal interviews and visits with every potentially impacted homeowner 1. 
But I am concerned that I am "generalized" along with everyone else in the study 
under every category How can I ever gain assurances that I v.<>n't be "suffering 
personally for the benefit of the greater good"? 

Our home is in the area documented in section IV G 1 as supported by limestone 
aquifers · This area is described as both "an important water supply" and one 
with a "risk of widespread contamination" if groundwater pollution is introduced 
near the aquifer Pre-construction and post-construction water quality test for I 2. 
one year sound nice, but v.hat happens if my well becomes contaminated 
thirteen months later or thirteen years later? How do I know it wasn't caused by 
the location of the Thruway project on lop of the Keyser-Tonoloway Limestone 
Formation? How would I ever prove cause and effect? 

Another critical concern is the possiblity of future development at v.hat will 
become a highway interchange (the proposed Ridge Road interchange) in the 
fields adjacent to our home When I questioned the possibility of these 
interchanges resulting in development v.hich typically occurs al these kind of 
interchanges (truck stops, restaurants, etc) I thought I was told that this was very 
likely and would be part of the DEIS documentation I do not recall reading 
anything pointing out the secondary impacts on nearby residents from further I 3. 
development occurring near the interchange The DEIS seems to indicate !hat 
any development that might occur was normal and 1.Wuld have likely OCOJrred 
even without the Thruway project I do not consider placement of a four-lane 
highway interchange and any resulting development as "normar• for Point 
To'M"lship If t have an all-night truck stop next to my back yard, does that not 
deserve consideration? If this potential for other development impacts my well 
after the construction period, isn't that indirectly resulting from the Thruway 
project? 

Please consider that the indirect impacts may be just as intrusive as direct 
impacts on individual citizens, even though those individual citizens are "single 
voices" and not "neighborhoods" The value of our home and our rural settingt is 
not based on an economic formula for feasibility Please take safeguards to 
ensure that our current and future welfare is not impacted directly or indirectly by 
the construction or operation of the proposed Central Susquehanna Valley 
Thruway project 

Thank you 

Submitted by 

Robert A Broschart 
RR2 Box494C 
Northumberland, PA 17857 

Response to Supporting Documentation for 
Public/Private Oral Testimony Submitted 

at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Broschart 

Broschart, R. 

2. Impacts to community and private water supplies, and 
the assurance of safe residential potable water are 
important concerns. As discussed in the Draft EIS, a 
Geotechnical Survey will be conducted during Final 
Design. This investigation will address hydrogeologi­
cal issues through collection of site-specific informa­
tion on geology, soils, and groundwater conditions. In 
sensitive areas, an assessment of potentially affected 
individual domestic and public supply wells will be un­
dertaken. The results of the Geotechnical Survey 
will be used to minimize the risk of contamination and 
to refine the proposed mitigation measures. When 
required, state (PA DEP) and local agencies will be 
part of the planning process to ensure that water sup­
plies remain safe. 

The Draft EIS and Final EIS discuss the desire to 
maintain a continued supply of safe drinking water to 
affected residents. If impacts occur as a result of 
construction, the maintenance of water supplies to 
homes and properties not acquired as part of the right­
of-way may be by any one of the following: 

• 
• 
• 

• 

• 

provide connections to public water systems 
provide water treatment 
red rill existing wells to another water-produc­
ing zone at a greater depth 
relocate a well to an adjacent water-produc­
ing formation not disturbed by construction 
acquire the property 
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understand that a draft study or even a final detailed analysis will not be based 11 
on personal interviews and visits \Nith every potentially impacted homeowner · 
But I am concerned that I am "generalized" along with everyone else in the study 
under every category How can I ever gain assurances that I won't be "suffering 
personally for the benefit of the greater good"? 

Our home is in the area documented in section IV G 1 as supported by limestone 
aquifers This area is described as both "an important water supply" and one 
with a "risk of widespread contamination" if groundwater pollution is introduced 
near the aquifer Pre-construction and post-construction water quality lest for I 2. 
one year sound nice, but what happens if my well becomes contaminated 
thirteen months later or thirteen years later? How do I know it wasn't caused by 
the location of the Thruway project on top of the Keyser-T onoloway Limestone 
Formation? How would I ever prove cause and effect? 

Another critical concern is the possiblity of future development at what will 
become a highway interchange (the proposed Ridge Road interchange) in the 
fields adjacent to our home When I questioned the possibility of these 
interchanges resulting in development which typically occurs at these kind of 
interchanges (truck stops, restaurants, etc) I thought I was told that this was very 
likely and would be part of the DEIS documentation I do not recall reading 
anything pointing out the secondary impacts on nearby residents from further I 3 
development occurring near the interchange The DEIS seems to indicate that · 
any development that might occur was normal and would have likely ocrurred 
even without the Thruway project I do not consider placement of a four-lane 
highway interchange and any resuHing development as "normal" for Point 
Township If I have an all-night truck stop next to my back yard, does that not 
deserve consideration? If this potential for other development impacts my well 
after the construction period, isn't that indirectly resulting from the Thruway 
project? 

Please consider that the indirect impacts may be just as intrusive as direct 
impacts on individual citizens, even though those individual citizens are "single 
voices" and not "neighborhoods" The value of our home and our rural settingt is 
not based on an economic formula for feasibility Please take safeguards to 
ensure that our current and future welfare is not impacted directly or indirectly by 
the construction or operation of the proposed Central Susquehanna Valley 
Thruway project 

Thank you 

Submitted by 

Robert A Broschart 
RR2 Box494C 
Northumberland. PA 17857 

Response to Supporting Documentation for 
Public/Private Oral Testimony Submitted 

at 3/12/01 Public Hearing 

Broschart, R. 

2. (cont.) 

3. 

Consideration may also be given to continuing po­
table water well sampling/analysis beyond a year af­
ter construction. 

Section IV-L of the Draft and Final EIS discusses the 
Secondary and Cumulative impacts that may be a 
result of the transportation project. This section dis­
cusses land development activities that otherwise may 
not occur without the increased accessibility brought 
about by the proposed project. Figure IV-L-8 in the 
Draft and Final EIS shows four potential Secondary/ 
Cumulative Impact Areas (SCIAs) surrounding the 
proposed Ridge Road interchange. Table IV-L-2 in 
the Draft and Final EIS notes that 3 of these 4 areas 
may experience some increased development pres­
sure, mostly from residential development, with the 
construction of any of the river crossing options. How­
ever, it is important to note that the infrastructure 
(sewer/water service) does not currently exist in these 
areas and in some cases the zoning would also need 
to change from agricultural to commercial for this type 
of development to occur. Local zoning decisions are 
not within PENNDOT's jurisdiction. These decisions 
are made at the municipal level. 

It is also important to note that one of the four noted 
SCIAs, Area 30, is already a site of a planned subdi­
vision. This proposed subdivision was planned inde­
pendent of this project. The Draft and Final EIS ac-
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understand that a draft study or even a final detailed analysis will not be based I 
on personal interviews and visits with every potentially impacted homeo\M'ler 1 . 
But I am concerned that I am "generalized" along with everyone else in the study 
under every category How can I ever gain assurances that I won't be "suffering 
personally for the benefit of the greater good''? 

Our home is in the area documented in section IV G 1 as supported by limestone 
aquifers This area is described as both "an important water supply" and one 
with a "risk of widespread contamination" if groundwater pollution is introduced 
near the aquifer Pre-construction and post-construction water quality test for I 2. 
one year sound nice, but -Mlat happens if my well becomes contaminated 
thirteen months later or thirteen years later? How do I know it wasn't caused by 
the location of the Thruway project on top of the Keyser-Tonoloway limestone 
Formation? How would I ever prove cause and effect? 

Another critical concern is the possiblity of Mure development at v.tiat will 
become a highway interchange (the proposed Ridge Road interchange) in the 
fields adjacent to our home When I questioned the possibility of these 
interchanges resulting in development -Mlich typically occurs at these kind of 
interchanges (truck stops, restaurants, etc} I thought I was told that this was very 
likely and would be part of the DEIS documentation 1 do not rec.all reading 
anything pointing out the secondary impacts on nearby residents from further I 3 
development occurring near the interchange The DEIS seems to indicate that · 
any development that might occur was normal and would have likely occurred 
even without the Thruway project I do not consider placement of a four-lane 
highway interchange and any resulting development as "normal" for Point 
To'M"'lship If I have an all-night truck stop next to my back yard, does that not 
deserve consideration? If this potential for other development impacts my well 
after the construction period, isn't that indirectly resulting from the Thruway 
project? 

Please consider that the indirect impacts may be just as intrusive as direct 
impacts on individual citizens, even though those individual citizens are "single 
voices" and not "neighborhoods" The value of our home and our rural settingf is 
not based on an economic formula for feasibility Please take safeguards to 
ensure that our current and future welfare is not impacted directly or indirectly by 
the construction or operation of the proposed Central Susquehanna Valley 
Thruway project 

Thank you 

Submitted by 

Robert A Broscllart 
RR2 Box494C 
Northumberland, PA 17857 

Response to Supporting Documentation for 
Public/Private Oral Testimony Submitted 

at 3/12/01 Public Hearing 

Broschart, R. 

3. {cont.) 

knowledge that some of this further development 
would have occurred in the study area with or without 
the new highway. The Draft and Final EIS also note 
that the new highway may spur some additional de­
velopment, but concludes that the proposed improve­
ments should have little effect on future growth rates. 
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Supporting Documentation for Public/Private 
Oral Testimony Submitted at 3/12/01 

Public Hearing, Murawski 

~t/Mr, 

4775 Unglestown Road Harrisburg PA 17112 (717) 671 4500 

CENTRAL SUSQUEHANNA VALLEY TRANSPORTATION 
PROJECT 

PUBLIC HEARING TESTIMONY 

Presented By 

Mark R Murawski President 
Route 15 Coalition 

Presented To 

Pennsylvania Department of Transportation 
US Ai my Corps of Engineers 

March 12, 2001 
Selinsgrove High School 
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Supporting Documentation for Public/Private 
Oral Testimony Submitted at 3/12/01 

Public Hearing, Murawski 

RfittM 
.-;;s L1n.gh!.s.1a:w11 Road Hanlsbur~ ~A ~i1!2 (717) Gi1 4~0/J 

i'vlr Paul E Heise, District Engineer 
Engineering Dislrict 3-0 
PA Deparunent of Transportation 
PO Box '.ll8 
Montoursville, PA 17754-0~ 18 

Dear P.ilr Heise 

April 10, ~000 

Please accept my sincere appreciate to you and to Mr Eric High of your staff for the fine 
presentation that was made to the Route 15 Coalition on the Central Susquehanna Valley 
Thruway project 

As you know, on April 6, 2000, the Route 15 Coalition Board of Directors unanimously 
endorsed PennDOT's recommended alternative referred to as the "DA Modified Avoidance 
Alternative with the PA 61 Connector and River Crossing No 5" for the reasons cited in lvlr 
High's presentation 

I plan to testify on behalf of the Route 15 Coalition in support of this alternative at the upcoming 
public hearing regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for this important regioaal 
project 

Thank you for including our organization as a representative on the CSVT Citizens Advisory 
Committee Please let me know of any further assistance the Route 15 Coalition can provide to 
help implement this vital project fl. e most expeditious way possible 

Sincewo/7 /_.--,~Hj {/ ~ 

CC Bradley L Mallory, Secretary ofTransportation 
Karin Knauss, Morehouse Communications 
Eric High, PennDOT District 3-0 

1. 

Response to Supporting Documentation for 
Public/Private Oral Testimony Submitted 

at 3/12/01 Public Hearing 

Murawski, M. 

1. The support of the Route 15 Coalition for the Recom­
mended Preferred Alternative (DAMA/RCS) is noted . 
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Supporting Documentation for Public/Private 
Oral Testimony Submitted at 3112/01 

Public Hearing, Murawski 

Good evening, representatives of the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation and the 

US Aimy Corps of Engineers, my name is Mark Murawski I am President of the Route 

15 Coalition Thank you for affording our organization the opportunity to testify in 

support of this extremely important regional transportation project The Route 15 

Coalition is a broad-based grassroots non-profit group consisting of approximately 70 

public and private sector organizations situated along the US Route 15 Corridor primarily 

between the Pennsylvania I Maryland border and Corning, New York Our sole mission 

is to achieve an overall upgrade of US IS to a modem four Jane highway throughout 

Pennsylvania to improve public safety, overall economic development and tourism 

During the last fl ve years, I have represented the Route 15 Coalition on the Citizens 

Advisory Committee for this project My observations are that PennDOT and the 

consultant team conducted a very thorough assessment of the overall needs for this 

project and have carefully evaluated all reasonable alternative locations for the new 

highway system in terms of addressing the project needs as well as engineering, 

environmental and community impacts I believe PennDOT has made a good faith effort 

to secure input from members of the Citizens Advisory Committee I Public Officials 

Work Group, other stakeholders organizations as well as the general public The Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement adequately reflects the results of this careful analysis 

and extensive public involvement process conducted to date 
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Supporting Documentation for Public/Private 
Oral Testimony Submitted at 3/12/01 

Public Hearing, Murawski 

On April 6, 2000, former PennDOT District Engineer Paul Heise and Mr Eric High, 

District 3-0 Project Manager made a fine presentation at the Route 15 Coalition Board of 

Directors Meeting The Route 15 Coalition Board of Directors expressed unanimous I 2. 

support for PennDOT's recommended alternative referred to as the "DA Modified 

Avoidance Alternative with the PA 61 Connector and River Crossing No 5" 

The reasons for the Route I 5 Coalition's support for this alternative are as follows 

• Lowest number of residential displacements 

• Least impact to existing travel patterns during construction 

• Lowest total project cost 

• Least impact to wetlands 

• No floodplain impacts 

• Least impact to high probability archaeology areas 

We were disappointed to learn of the extensive public costs associated with the 

Selinsgrove interchange re-configuration necessary to avoid the historic App Fann, but 3. 

recognize this is beyond PennDOT's control We would urge reforms to existing laws in 

this regard 

Response to Supporting Documentation for 
Public/Private Oral Testimony Submitted 

at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Murawski 

Murawski, M. 

2. 

3. 

The support of the Route 15 Coalition for the Recom­
mended Preferred Alternative (DAMA/RCS) is noted. 

Your comment urging reform of the existing Section 
4(f) regulations is noted. 
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Supporting Documentation for Public/Private 
Oral Testimony Submitted at 3/12/01 

Public Hearing, Murawski 

Jn addition, the Lycoming CoW1ty Plaruiing Conunission and Williamsport-Lycoming 

Chamber of Commerce have also asked me to convey their support for this alternative It I 4. 

is important to note that the Williamsport-Lycoming Chamber of Commerce is somewhat 

different from many other Chambers of Commerce in that it has nearly 1000 members, 

mostly from the business community in Lycoming County and also serves as Lycoming 

County's Industrial Development Corporation and tourism promotion agency 

consolidated under one entity The Chamber fully recognizes the regional importance of 

this project to their economic development and tourism promotion strategy (Refer to 

attached letters ) 

Although the CSVT project will not be signed as Route 15, we believe the new highway 

will certainly function as Route 15 in terms of serving the north-south regional traffic 

flow throughout this portion of the Commonwealth Failure to complete this project will 

only double the amount of traffic along the existing corridor in 20 years, according to the 

CSVT Needs Study, which will be a significant detriment to local businesses, especially 

along the already congested Shamokin Darn commercial strip area We are sensitive to 

the effects the recommended alternative may have on businesses in this area and 
5. 

encourage PennDOT to carefully assess highway signage needs through consultation with 

the business commwiity We believe that our mission will be fully achieved with the 

completion of the CSVT project as the other Route IS sections are either in advanced 

stages of design or are already under construction The Route 15 Coalition stands ready 

lo assist PennDOT and SEDA-COG in securing the $30o+ million needed to advance this 

project to construction without delay 

Response to Supporting Documentation for 
Public/Private Oral Testimony Submitted 

at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Murawski 

Murawski, M. 

4. 

5. 

The support of the Lycoming County Planning Com­
mission and the Williamsport-Lycoming Chamber of 
Commerce is noted. 

The FHWA and PENNDOT will work with the busi­
ness community, the local municipalities, and local 
tourism agencies to determine appropriate signage 
for the business district and individual businesses 
during Final Design. 

(J) 
(!) 
(') 
:::::!: 
0 
::i 

< 



< 
U1 
<O 

Supporting Documentation for Public/Private 
Oral Testimony Submitted at 3/12/01 

Public Hearing, Murawski 

We realize that there is no "perfect" alternative with a highway project of this magnitude 

and complexity However, we maintain that the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

takes into consideration the need to balance all types of impacts and presents the best 

alignment approach to address the project needs We urge favorable approval of the DEIS 

by the reviewing agencies in an expeditious fashion once all public comments are 

received and evaluated 

In closing, there is an old saying that the best time to plant a tree is 20 years ago The 

second best time is today. The same can be said about this long overdue highway project I 6. 

This time around let us all work together to fully resolve the remaining issues and finish 

what we have started for the betterment of our prosperous region 

Thank you 

Response to Supporting Documentation for 
Public/Private Oral Testimony Submitted 

at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Murawski 

Murawski, M. 

6. FHWA and PENNDOT are committed to conducting 
the required studies to ensure that all important envi­
ronmental and engineering issues, including public 
concerns, are properly considered. The Preferred 
Alternative must meet current and future transporta­
tion needs, and attempt to minimize environmental and 
social impacts. Final Design, Right-of-Way Acquisi­
tion and Construction will proceed upon completion 
of the preliminary studies and issuance of the Record 
of Decision by the FHWA, and subject to the avail­
ability of funds. 
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Supporting Documentation for Public/Private 
Oral Testimony Submitted at 3/12/01 

Public Hearing, Murawski 

c"tt 
WILUAMSPORT/LYCOMIN~ CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 

HJO \lG'EST THfR.D STREET 0 WILLIAMSPORT PA 17701 0 570 .;16 19"'1 0 F . .S.X 570 !-~11108 
E Mo.ii ch:im~J'.@"'illivnsporc nrg Web Sire h~tp: ' w~w willi1mtpu{~ .x.s 

Mr Paul E Heise, PE 
Di:mict Engineer 
Engineering District 3-0 
PA Depanrnent af Transportation 
PO Box 218 
Montoursville, PA 17754-0218 

Dear Mr Heise 

April 20, 2000 

At their April !3, 2000 meeting, the Williamsport-Lycoming Chamber of Commerce 
Transportation Committee unanimously endorsed the PA Department of Transportation's 
recommended alternative for the Central Susquehanna Valley Thruway referred to as the DA 
Modified Avoidance Alternative with the PA 61 Connector and River Crossing No 5 We agree I 7. 
this alternative is better than the Old Trail Alternatives due to less residential displacements, less 
impacts to existing travel patterns during construction, lower total costs, less impacts to 
wetlands, no floodplain impacts and avoidance of high probability archaeology areas which 
could significantly delay the project We understand the currently proposed alignment has been 
designed to avoid the hisrnric App Farm property in compliance with environmental regulations. I 
Should the App Farm no longer be considered historic due to actions undertaken by the property 8 
owner that changes the historic character of this farmstead, we wouid recommend an alignment · 
modification be made to better utilize the existing Selinsgrove interchange configuration to 
reduce project ecru and to improve traffic flows during consrruction 

Our Chamber of Commerce is committed to the completion of a modem four lane US J 5 
throughout Pennsylvania The Central Susquehanna Valley Thruway will be the last major 
missing link in this. important highway conidor We have testified to the State Transportation 
Commission in suppon of including Ute $ 320 million needed for the construction phase on the 
12 Year Program as a high priority 

We appreciate Mr H.ippensteil of your staff taking the time to present the results of this 
important study to our Committee Please let me know if our Chamber can be of funher 
assistance to PennDOT to help expedite this vital project 

Sincerely, 

l-A-c~ 
K~nneth C Larson, Chairman 
Williamsport-Lycoming Chamber of Commerce Transportation Committee 

CC Bradley Mallory, Secretary of Transponation 
Mark Murawski, Lycoming County Planning Commission 

Response to Supporting Documentation for 
Public/Private Oral Testimony Submitted 

at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Murawski 

Murawski, M. 

7. 

8. 

The support of the Williamsport-Lycoming Chamber 
of Commerce for the Recommended Preferred Alter­
native (DAMA/RCS} is noted. 

Should the App farm no longer be considered eligible 
for the National Register of Historic Places, an align­
ment modification to use the existing interchange con­
figuration would be considered. 
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Supporting Documentation for Public/Private 
Oral Testimony Submitted at 3/12101 

Public Hearing, Murawski 

ME.\1BERS: 

Rogtr D J~m:t~ Ci1ainn<:n 

WE To.>n<:r Holfo:k Wi:t' Cliaintwn 

Robert E W.:i.l!t. SitmttJ.r\• 
Rkhri C Ha:l.li 7iw.sttH!'r 

Rotten E a.:wder P.E 

C,ovrJy . .[Z),.,. 

i""l 1· '":5:-.-;; 
<yJi. ,g ~ .. ~ \ 

'1'.' ·~· 
A~~ W,f . '•f.,,...,,. 

Jeffery D Bower 

Oe07¥e A Durrw.1:1chter, DMD 

Arm S Peppum;;in E:oq 

Ch.lrles D Sp-rincm.:111 

LYCOMING COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 
Execulive Plaza 
l30 Pine S!reet 

Williamsport Pcnns)'lVilJlfa 17101 

Paul E Heise, District Engineer 
Engineering District 3-0 
PA Department of Transportation 
PO Box218 
Montoursvi.Ue, PA 17754-0218 

Dear Mr Heise 

April 25, 2000 

Jen-y S W:illll AICP £,,:ec11ti1 t Dinttor 

Charles F GrcC\'Y UI Sr1Uciror 

Voict: {:570) 31(} 2130 
F.3..~ (570) J.21) 2tJl 

e mail: !yccp\:ui @I lyco ocg 

~b.mng;Addn:ss: 

48 Wiest Thin:! Sc 
Willillm!!pOn: Pt:nmyl"Yania 17101 

At their April 20, 2000 public meeting, the Lycoming County Planning Commission 
endorsed the PennDOT recommended alternative for the Central Susquehanna Valley 
Thruway project referred to as the DA Modified Avoidance Alternative with the PA 61 I g 
Connector and River Crossing No 5, with the understanding that PennDOT would modify ' 
this alternative to use a portion of the historic App Farm property should the owner of this 
farmstead change the historic integrity of the property This action would yield substantial 
co.st savings on the project and improve traffic flow by utilizing the existing Selinsgrove 
interchange configuration 

The Lycoming County Planning Commission has voiced the need for US 15 improvements 
throughout Pennsylvania for many years This project, when completed, will fulfill our 
overall vision for this highway corridor and have significant public safety and economic 
development benefits for the entire region 

We appreciate Mr Hippensteil attending our public meeting to present this important 
project We also thank you for appointing our Transportation Planner, Mark Murawski, to 
serve on the PennDOT CSVT Citizens Advisory Committee representing the Lycoming 
County Planning Commission and Route 15 Coalition Mr Murawski will attend the next 
Citizens Advisory Committee public meeting to convey our support for PennDOTs 
recommended alternative 

Thank you for taking the time to coordinate with our agency on this exciting project 

;z:~~ 
Executive Director 

Response to Supporting Documentation for 
Public/Private Oral Testimony Submitted 

at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Murawski 

Murawski, M. 

9. The support of the Lycoming County Planning Com­
mission for the Recommended Preferred Alternative 
(DAMA/RCS} is noted. Should the App farm no longer 
be considered eligible for the National Register of His­
toric Places, an alignment modification to use the ex­
isting interchange configuration would be considered. 
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Supporting Documentation for Public/Private 
Oral Testimony Submitted at 3/12/01 

Public Hearing, Reichley 
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Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project 

Public Hearing 

Presented by: 

Mr. Ben Reichley, Chairman 
CSVCC Transportation Committee 

March 12, 2001 

The CSVT Project is important to economic viability of the Tegion With the other 
proposed improvements to 11 & 15 and its designation as a National Highway, increased 
traffic on the "(JQJden Strip" may begin to erode the current investment by businesses and 
restaurants along the road 

Travel on the Strip without the Bypass will become increasingly frustrating and 
hazardous for local citizens Businesses will think twice about locating on a road that 
carries 80,000+ vehicles (80,000 is the projected traffic by 2020 ) 

Routes 11 & 15 makes it easy for people and cargo to reach our region, but the current 
combination of local and through traffic makes it difficult lo trave~ the area safely and 
quickly 

The completion of the Bypass and CSVT will serve as a catalyst to help attract new 
businesses to the area through greater ease of access to major transportation hubs such as 
Harrisburg and key North/South and East/West Interstates such as 1-80and1-81 

Concerns about decreased patronage for businesses and restaurants on the Golden 
Strip when the Bypass is completed can be mitigated by good signage, coordination with 
local tourism agencies, and creative marketing to attract through travelers to detour to the I 1 . 
Strip Also, the completion of the 11/15 widening project will reduce travel time to the 
region, and potentially attract new patrons and shoppers to the area, including the Golden 
ci,_: .... 

Response to Supporting Documentation for 
Public/Private Oral Testimony Submitted 

at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Reichley 

Reichley, B. 

i. The FHWA and PENNDOT are committed to work­
ing with the business community, the local munici­
palities, and local tourism agencies to determine ap­
propriate signage for the business district and indi­
vidual businesses during Final Design. 
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Supporting Documentation for Public/Private 
Oral Testimony Submitted at 3/12/01 

Public Hearing, Reichley 

Completion of the Bypass will reduce travel time for area residents and through 
travelers This can result in reduced air pollution, better fuel economy for vehicles using 
both the Bypass and the Golden Strip, and more efficient local transportation both for 
employers and workeis 

Merit of the project is evidenced by the long and persistent endeavor by local leaders 
and business people to bring us to this point Now that PennDOT and the Federal 
Highway Administration are prepared to move forward once the Preferred Alignment and 
Environmental Impact Assessment are approved, it is in all our best interests to see that 
there are no unnecessary and frivolous delays 

Any protracted discussions or court suits will only add lo the cost and possibly risk its 
status in the PennDOT 12-year plan and federal funding allocations 

There has been ample opportunity for local citizens, businesses and local officials lo 
expre.o1s !heir concerns and make recommendations Our Regional District 3- 0 Office 
has made an exceptional effort lo infonn and involve the local communities in the 
location and design of this road We are especially thankful for your efforts last April to 
address our general membeiship and answering questions about the proposed alignment 
Although it is not possible to achieve 100% consensus, you have attempted to fairly 
assess and balance the myriad of interests and issues that exist within the proposed 
alignments 

Ample opportunities have been provided for all concerned to review and make 
recommendations These hearings are our opportunity to confirm the process PennDOT 
has followed and to express any remaining concerns While people or businesses may 
have specific issues as the process continues, it is vital that we focus on the cumulative 
benefits for the region By maintaining a positive dialogue with PennDOT, parties who 
are directly affected by construction can expect to reach the most equitable and timely 
adjustments and settlements 

Completing the CSVT project is a vital link in enhancing the transportation infrastructure 
of the region We have reached a critical stage in the 35-year history of this endeavor 
It's time for everyone to weigh the positive results against the increased costs and 
disruptions that Will ensue if we drag out the process for another 5 - 10 years The 
professional staff al Pena DOT and other officials have recommended the be.st 
alternative We support their recommendation and go on record urging PennDOT and the 
Federal agencies to approve the DEIS 12 

Response to Supporting Documentation for 
Public/Private Oral Testimony Submitted 

at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Reichley 

Reichley, B. 

2. The support of the Central Susquehanna Valley Cham­
ber of Commerce for the Recommended Preferred 
Alternative (DAMA/RCS) is noted. 
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Oral Testimony Submitted at 3/12/01 

Public Hearing, Varner 

RANDALL AND JAMI VARNER 

RDH2Box 158 
Selinsgrove, PA 
17870 
510-743-3334 

March 12, 200 l 

To whom it may concern; 

This letter is in response to the envirorunental impact study that was released on March 12,2001 
In particular the area that will overpass 11th Avenue in Shamokin Dam 

If tbe States wants to construct a roadway that truly does not elfe<ot the valleys homes and lands, they should 
look into and reconsider moving the path north approximately 500 ft, north where it overpasses 11th 
Avenue 

By doing this it will only effect one home, not 6 or 8 The distance between 1he two hills for the overpass 
would be greatly reduced, and it would also be well behind the breast of the old ash basin #2 The path of 
the road would not disturb any farmland, or developed property if moved And would only take a minimal 
amount of till and cut If this is not reasonable, we would like a reply as to why 

1. 

Also, at an earlier meeting attended by my wife and myself, a noise study was presented We talked with a I 
person concerning the readings from around our home We at that time stressed that these rcading.g were 
impossible to believe, and we were elso told that they {the readings of noise levels) were probably not 2 · 
comet for our area If this is the case, then bow can this study be released at this time with false 
information? 

My wife and I know this project is desperately needed, but everything must be looked at extremely carefully 
as not to create e sever imbalance to nature We would appreciate an answer lo our questions as we feel 
they are valid points that have not been previously addressed and these points would lesson the impact on or 
to several long time homeowners in the area specified 

We look forward to you reply 

Si~(L ,~ 
ctdall and Jami Varnr 

Response to Supporting Documentation for 
Public/Private Oral Testimony Submitted 

at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Varner 

Varner,J. 

1. In response to this request, a modification of the DAMA 
Alternative was evaluated. This modification moved 
the centerline of the DAMA Alternative approximately 
600 feet north of its present location. 

An evaluation of the potential impacts of this modifi­
cation was completed. A summary of the assess­
ment fallows. 

The 11th Avenue modification does reduce the im­
pacted homes along 11th Avenue from five proper­
ties (DAMA) to two properties (11th Avenue modifi­
cation). However, the 11th Avenue modification ne­
cessitates impacting additional areas which include 
approximately 7.6 acres of productive farmland, ap­
proximately 1.7 acres of agricultural security areas, 
approximately 4.4 acres of prime agricultural soils, 
and about 1 acre of wetland. The 11th Avenue modi­
fication also impacts an additional 22 acres north of 
the project study area. 

Based on a review of this information, the 11th Av­
enue modification was dismissed from further analy­
sis. We believe the additional impacts are not out­
weighed by the reduced residential acquisitions. 
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RANDALL AND JAMI VARNER 

RD#2 Box 158 
Selinsgrove, PA 
17870 
570-743-3334 

March 12, 2001 

To whom it may concern; 

This letter is in response to the environmenlal impact study that was released on March 12,2001 
In particular the area that will overpass 11th A venue in Shamokin Dam 

If the States wanrs to construe! a roadway that truly does not effect the valleys homes and lands, !hey should 
look into and reconsider moving !he path north approximately 500 ft, north where it overpasses I Ith 
Avenue 

By doing this it will only effect one home, not 6 or 8 The distance between the two hills for the overpass 
would be greatly reduced, and it would also be well behrnd the breast of the old ash basin #2 The path of 
the road would not dislUrb any farmland, or developed property if moved And would only take a minimal 
amount of fill and cut If this is not reasonable, we would like a rep!y as to why 

Also, at an earlier meeting attended by my wife and myself, a noise study was presented We talked with a 
person concerning the readings rrom arowid our home We at that time s=sed that these readings were 
impossible to believe, and we were also told that they (the rcadinga of noise levels) were probably not 

correct for our area If this is the case, then how can this study be released at this time with false 
information? 

My wife and I know this project is desperately needed, but everything must be looked at extremely carefully 
as not to create a sever imbalance to nature We would appreciate an answor to our questions as we feel 
they are valid points that have not been previously addressed and these points would lesson the impact on or 
to several long time homeowners in the area specified 

We look forward to yoo reply 

Si~(L ,~ 
~dall and Jami Varn~ 

1. 

2. 

Response to Supporting Documentation for 
Public/Private Oral Testimony Submitted 

at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Varner 

Varner, J. 

2. In the area of concern along 11th Avenue, an initial 
noise reading was taken at 148 11th Avenue. This 
site (referred to as Receptor 23 in the noise study) 
was monitored during the AM peak (57.9 dBA) on 2/ 
25/97, noon off-peak (58.6dBA) on 3/25/97, and PM 
peak (58.8 dBA) on 4/10/97. As can be seen, the 
consistency of the data reassures that the monitored 
noise levels are reliable. The noise model, using traf­
fic volumes and speeds collected during noise moni­
toring, predicted an existing level of 57.1 dBA for the 
PM peak. As this is within the 3 dBA limit of error, the 
conclusion can be made that the model is reliable at 
this location. As with any project of this size, sound 
levels cannot be monitored at every residence. There­
fore, modeled sites are used to help delineate noise 
levels throughout a community. In the DA Modified 
Avoidance models, additional modeling sites 23A, 238, 
230, 23E, 23F, 23G, and 23H are within close enough 
distance and geographical consistency to Receptor 
23 to provide confidence in the modeled noise levels. 
The site nearest to the residence in concern would 
be 230. The model predicts a noise level of 54.1 dBA 
at 230, which is reasonable based on the data ob­
served at Receptor 23. (A noise level of 54 dBA is 
comparable to the noise level of a dishwasher in the 
next room. See Sound Level chart in Appendix 0 of 
the Final EIS.) Based on an existing noise level of 54 
dBA, the noise abatement criteria would be 65 dBA. 
This means that if predicted noise levels for the de­
sign year exceed 65 dBA, it would be considered a 
noise impact warranting an investigation of noise miti-
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RANDALL AND JAMI VARNER 

RDll2 Box 158 
Selinsgrove, PA 
17870 
570-743-3334 

Mareh 12, 2001 

To whom it may concern; 

This letter is in response to the environmeo1al impact study that was released on March 12,2001 
In particular the area that will overpass I Ith Avenue in Shamokin Dam 

If the Slates wants to construct a roadway that truly does not effect the valleys homes and lands, they should 
look into Md reconsider moving the path north approximately 500 ft, north where it overpasses 1 lth 
Avenue 

By doing this it will only effect one home, not 6 or 8 The distance between the two hills for the overpass 
would be greatly reduced, and it would also be well behind the breast of the old ash basin #2 The path of 
the road would not disturb any fannland, or developed property if moved And would only talce a minimal 
amoUllt offill and cut If this is not reasonable, we would like a reply as to why 

Also, at an earlier meeting attended by my wife and myself, a noise study was presented We talked with a 
person concerning the readings from oround OW" home We at that time stressed that these readings were 
impossible to believe, and we were also told that they (the readings of noise levels) were probably not 
correct for our area If this is the case, then how can this srudy be released at this time with false 
infmmation? 

My wife and I know this project is desperately needed, but everything must be looked at extremely carefully 
as not to create a sever imbalance to nature We would appreciate an answer to our questions as we feel 
they are valid poinls that have not been prcvioosly addressed and these poinls would lesson the impact on or 
to several long time homeowner.; in the area specified 

We look forward to you reply 

Si~(f_ ,~ 
ctdall and 1ami Varn~ 

1. 

12. 

Response to Supporting Documentation for 
Public/Private Oral Testimony Submitted 

at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Varner 

Varner, J. 

2. (cont.) 

gation. Based on design year 2020, predicted traffic 
volumes along the DA Modified Avoidance alignment, 
a future predicted noise level of 61 dBA was gener­
ated at site 230. Using the new 2030 traffic volumes 
a future noise level of 60 dBA is predicted. Based on 
the above, noise mitigation is not warranted. (See 
Section IV.M of the Final EIS for updated traffic vol­
ume projections). Any statements made at the pub­
lic meetings were intended to convey that, although 
not every residence can be monitored or modeled, 
representative sites are used to provide the best es­
timate of the acoustical environment at any given lo­
cation. It is entirely possible that at different times of 
the day it is quieter than 54 dBA at this site. How­
ever, due to the consistency of the monitored levels 
at a nearby receptor, we believe the existing modeled 
level of 54 dBA at Receptor 230 is accurate for the 
daytime hours. 
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Supporting Documentation for Public/Private 
Oral Testimony Submitted at 3/12/01 

Public Hearing, Heimbach 

Albert Heimbach 
521Mil!Rd 

Selinsgrove, PA 17870-9120 

OUTLINE FOR PRESENTATION AT DRAFT EIS PUBLIC MEETING 

• Please forgive me for reading my comments I've written down the things I want 
to say so I don't forget anything 

•State your name and where your farm is located 

•The southern section of the proposed route will cut through my farm and take a 
sizeable chunk of acreage It would essentially cut my farm in half 

•My farm is a working family farm, one of the few left in this area 

• The Snyder County Historical Society published an article about the history of 
fanning in this area, and my farm was mentioned as one of the few that is 
historically important, both because of the buildings that we have preserved and 
because of the way it is still used as a working farm 

• The way the route is planned, it will be difficult for my wife and me, my sons, and 11. 
their families to continue to make a living on this farm 

• I realize that they will pay me some money for the land, but that won't make lip for 
what my family and this community will be losing 

• In addition, PennDOT has calculated that the proposed route will cost at least S 5 
million more than the alternative route 

• The alternative route--which PennDOT has rejected----goes across the Fisher 
property This route still would take part of my farm, but less of my land and not as 
close to my buildings 

2. 

•I'd really prefer that PennDOT use the Old Trail route, that way I wouldn't lose I 
any of my land Even if they build the Fisher route it's going to be difficult for me 3. 
and my family to farm and to expand, but we will probably survive 

• The reason they give for not using the Fisher alternative is that there is an old barn I 
on the property It's fine that PennDOT wants to preserve old fann buildings, I have 4. 
a lot of them myself But PennDOT says that because of the barn, it has to preserve 
all of the Fisher LAND, too 

• I had an old barn, but it burned down So because my barn burned down, 
PennDOT says the rest of my farm has no historic value That's not what the 
Historical Society thinks, and it's not what I think 

• What's even worse, Mr Fisher apparently has plans to subdivide his land and 
build a high density housing development PennDOT knows this, it's in the 
Environmental Impact Statement 

1 s. 

I 6. 

Supporting Documentation for Public/Private 
Oral Testimony Submitted at 3/12/01 

Public Hearing, Heimbach 

Heimbach, A. 

1. 

2. 

Mr. Heimbach's opposition to the Recommended Pre­
ferred Alternative in Section 1, the DA Modified Avoid­
ance Alternative (DAMA), is noted. 

Mr. Heimbach's opinion that continued farming of his 
property will be difficult with the construction of DAMA 
is noted. 

It is acknowledged that the Recommended Preferred 
Alternative, DA Modified Avoidance Alternative or 
DAMA costs $5 million more than the alternative route, 
the DA modified (Non-avoidance) Alternative. 

It is also acknowledged that the DAM (Non-avoidance) 
Alternative takes less of Mr. Heimbach's land and is 
not as close to his buildings. However, the FHWA 
and PENNDOT developed the DAMA Alternative due 
to the fact the DAM Alternative impacted the Simon P. 
App Property, a property determined eligible for the 
National Register of Historic Places and protected 
by Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transporta­
tion Act of 1966 (amended in 1968). This Act states, 
"The Secretary (of Transportation) may approve a 
transportation program or project requiring the use of 
publicly owned land of a public park, recreation area, 
or wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or land of an historic 
site of national, State, or local significance (as deter­
mined by the Federal, State, or local official having 
jurisdiction over the park, recreation area, refuge or 
site) only if: 
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Supporting Documentation for Public/Private 
Oral Testimony Submitted at 3/12/01 

Public Hearing, Heimbach 

Albert Hoi1nbach 
521 MillRd 

Solinsgrove,l'A 11870-9120 

OUTLINE FOR PRESENTATION AT DRAFT EIS PUBLIC MEETING 

• Please forgive me for reading my comments I've written down the things I want 
to say so I don't forget anything 

• State your name and where your farm is located 

• The southern section of the proposed route will cut through my farm and take a 
sizeable chunk of acreage It would essentially cut my farm in half 

•My farm is a working family farm, one of the few left in this area 

• The Snyder County Historical Society published an article about the history of 
fanning in this area, and my farm was mentioned as one of the few that is 
historically important, both because of the buildings that we have preserved and 
because of the way it is still used as a working farm 

•The way the route is planned, it wi11 be difficult for my wife and me, my sons, and 11 . 
their families to continue to make a living on this farm 

•I realize that they will pay me some money for the land, but that won't make lip for 
what my family and this community will be losing 

• In addition, PennDOT has calculated that the proposed route will cost at least $ 5 
million more than the alternative route 

• The alternative route-which PennDOT has rejected-goes across the Fisher 
property This route still would take part of my farm, but less ofmy land and not as 
close to my buildings 

2. 

•I'd really prefer that PennDOT use the Old Trail route, that way I wouldn't lose I 
any of my land Even if they build the Fisher route it's going to be difficult for me 3. 
and my family to farm and to expand, but we will probably survive 

• The reason they give for not using the Fisher alternative is that there is an old barn I 
on the property It's tine that PennDOT wants to preserve old farm buildings, I have 4. 
a lot of them myself But PennDOT says that because of the barn, it bas to preserve 
all of the Fisher LAND, too 

• I had an old barn, but it burned down So because my barn burned down, 
PennDOT says the rest of my farm has no historic value That's not what the 
Historical Society thinks, and it's not what I think 

• What's even worse, Mr Fisher apparently has plans to subdivide his land and 
build a high density housing development PennDOT knows this, it's in the 
Environmental Impact Statement 

I 5. 

I 6. 

Supporting Documentation for Public/Private 
Oral Testimony Submitted at 3/12/01 

Public Hearing, Heimbach 

Heimbach, A. 

2. (cont.) 

3. 

4. 

• 

• 

there is no prudent and feasible alternative to 
using that land; and 
the program or project includes all possible plan­
ning to minimize harm to the park, recreation 
area, wildlife refuge, or historic site resulting 
from the use." 

Case law for the application of Section 4(f) indicates 
that an avoidance alternative must be selected unless 
the avoidance alternative creates impacts of an "ex­
traordinary magnitude." The DAMA is the Recom­
mended Preferred Alternative because the information 
collected to date documents that it is a prudent and 
feasible alternative to the use of the Fisher Farm (aka 
App Farm), a property protected under Section 4(f) of 
the U.S. Transportation Act of 1966 (as amended). 

Mr. Heimbach's support for the Old Trail Alternatives is 
noted. 

The Fisher property, formerly known as the Simon P. 
App property, was determined potentially eligible for 
the National Register of Historic Places in September 
1998. As discussed in the Historic Resources Survey 
and Determination of Eligibility Report completed for 
this project, the property was determined potentially 
eligible for the National Register because the "surviv­
ing buildings on the Simon P. App Farm Property and 
their relationship to one another convey historic pat-
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Supporting Documentation for Public/Private 
Oral Testimony Submitted at 3/12/01 

Public Hearing, Heimbach 

Albert Heimbach 
S21 Mill Rd 

Selinsgrove, PA 17870-9120 

OUTLINE FOR PRESENTATION AT DRAFT EIS PUBLIC MEETING 

• Please forgive me for reading my conunents I've written down the things I want 
to say so I don't forget anything 

• State your name and where your farm is located 

• The southern section of the proposed route will cut through my farm and take a 
sizeable chunk of acreage It would essentially cut my farm in half 

• My farm is a working family farm, one of the few left in this area 

• The Snyder County Historical Society published an article about the history of 
fanning in this area, and my farm was mentioned as one of the few that is 
historically important, both because of the buildings that we have preserved and 
because of the way it is still used as a working farm 

• The way the route is planned, it will be difficult for my wife and me, my sons, and 11. 
their families to continue to make a living on this farm 

• I realize that they will pay me some money for the land, but that won't make up for 
what my family and this community will be losing 

• In addition, PennDOT has calculated that the proposed route will cost at least $ S 
million more than the alternative route 

• The alternative route--which PennDOT has rejected-goes across the Fisher 
property This route still would take part of my fann, but less of my land and not as 
close to my buildings 

2. 

•I'd really prefer that PennDOT use the Old Trail route, that way I wouldn't lose I 
any of my land Even if they build the Fisher route it's going to be difficult for me 3. 
and my family to farm and to expand, but we will probably survive 

• The reason they give for not using the Fisher alternative is that there is an old barn I 
on the property It's fine that PennDOT wants to preserve old farm buildings, I have 4. 
a lot of them myself But PennDOT says that because of the barn, it has to preserve 
all of the Fisher LAND, too 

• I had an old barn, but it burned down So because my barn burned down, 
PennDOT says the rest of my farm has no historic value That's not what the 
Historical Society thinks, and it's not what I think 

I s. 

• What's even worse, Mr Fisher apparently has plans to subdivide his land and 16 
build a high density housing development PennDOT knows this, it's in the · 
Environmental Impact Statement 

Supporting Documentation for Public/Private 
Oral Testimony Submitted at 3/12/01 

Public Hearing, Heimbach 

Heimbach, A. 

4. (cont.) 

terns of agricultural development and change in the 
central Susquehanna Valley during the late nineteenth 
and early twentieth centuries. The farm appears to meet 
the criteria of eligibility for listing on the National Regis­
ter as a "general farm" under Criterion A for its ability to 
convey this history. Because the buildings and the com­
plex as a whole possess such a high level of integrity, 
it appears to meet the criteria of eligibility under Crite­
rion C for its architectural significance." 

Once the property was determined potentially eligible 
for the National Register, a boundary was established. 
The boundary follows the legal boundaries currently 
associated with the property and includes all buildings 
and landscape features that are associated with the 
history of the farm property from its construction in the 
middle of the nineteenth century through 1948. The 
boundary includes the farm house, butcher house/sum­
mer kitchen, bank barn, drive-through corn crib, and 
vehicle storage building. The boundary also includes 
the trees in the front, side, and rear yards and the cul­
tivated fields that surround the property on its north, 
south, and east sides. This boundary was prepared in 
accordance with guidelines set forth in National Reg­
ister Bulletin: "How to Establish Boundaries for Na­
tional Register Properties." In October of 1998, the 
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) concurred 
that "this farm meets National Register Criteria A for 
agriculture and C for its architecture." The SHPO also 
agreed with the boundaries selected for this property. 
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Supporting Documentation for Public/Private 
Oral Testimony Submitted at 3/12/01 

Public Hearing, Heimbach 

Albert Heimbach 
521 Milt Rd 

Selinsgrove, PA 17870-9120 

OUTLINE FOR PRESENTATION AT DRAFT EIS PUBLIC MEETING 

• Please forgive me for reading my comments I've written down the things I want 
to say so I don't forget anything 

• State your name and where your farm is located 

•The southern section of the proposed route will cut through my farm and take a 
sizeable chunk of acreage It would essentially cut my farm in half 

•My fann is a working family farm, one of the few left in this area 

• The Snyder County Historical Society published an article about the history of 
fanning in this area, and my farm was mentioned as one of the few that is 
historically important, both because of the buildings that we have preserved and 
because of the way it is still used as a working fann 

• The way the route is planned, it will be difficult for my wife and me, my sons, and 11 . 
their families to continue to make a living on this farm 

•I realize that they will pay me some money for the land, but that won't make up for 
what my family and this community will be losing 

• In addition, PennDOT has calculated that the proposed route will cost at least $ 5 
million more than the alternative route 

•The alternative route---which PennDOT has rejected--goes across the Fisher 
property This route still would take part of my farm, but less of my land and not as 
close to my buildings 

2. 

• I'd really prefer that PennDOT use the Old Trail route, that way I wouldn't lose I 
any of my land Even if they build the Fisher route it's going to be difficult for me 3. 
and my family to farm and to expand, but we will probably survive 

•The reason they give for not using the Fisher alternative is that there is an old barn I 
on the property It's fine that PennDOT wants to preserve old farm buildings, I have 4. 
a lot of them myself But PennDOT says that because of the barn, it has to preserve 
all of the Fisher LAND, too 

• I had an old barn, but it burned down So because my barn burned down, 
PennDOT says the rest of my farm has no historic value That's not what the 
Historical Society thinks, and it's not what I think 

• What's even worse, Mr Fisher apparently has plans to subdivide his land and 
build a high density housing development PennDOT knows this, it's in the 
Environmental Impact Statement 

I 5. 

I 6. 

Supporting Documentation for Public/Private 
Oral Testimony Submitted at 3/12/01 

Public Hearing, Heimbach 

Heimbach, A. 

4. (cont.) 

Due to the substantial controversy concerning the eli­
gibility determination and boundaries of the App farm, 
FHWA elected to raise the questions of eligibility and 
boundaries with the Keeper of the National Register 
(Keeper), the individual delegated the authority by the 
U.S. Department of Interior, National Park Service to 
list properties and determine their eligibility for the Na­
tional Register of Historic Places. The Keeper evalu­
ated the information and responded that the App farm 
and boundaries of the App farm met the eligibility re­
quirements. 

The response, contained in Appendix C of the Final 
EIS, indicates that the "Simon P. App farm meets Na­
tional Register Criteria A and C for its local historic 
and architectural significance. The approximately 31-
acre boundary established for the register-eligible 
property is appropriate and justified as being the his­
toric (1866) boundary of the property." 

5. In the early stages of project development a series of 
historical "contexts" were prepared to guide the fu­
ture historical work performed for the project. The 
historic contexts help to identify some of the broad 
patterns of history which are important in the study 
region and provide the basis for the evaluation of prop­
erties under eligibility Criteria A and B. (Criterion B-a 
building or structure that is associated with the lives 
of persons significant in our past.) The preparation of 
historic contexts also helps to identify architectural 
styles which may be important in the region and pro-
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Supporting Documentation for Public/Private 
Oral Testimony Submitted at 3/12/01 

Public Hearing, Heimbach 

Albert Heimbach 
521 MillRd 

Selinsgrove, PA 17870-9120 

OUTLINE FOR PRESENTATION AT DRAFT EIS PUBLIC MEETING 

• Please forgive me for reading my comments I've written down the things I want 
to say so I don't forget anything 

• State your name and where your farm is located 

•The southern section of the proposed route will cut through my farm and take a 
sizeable chunk of acreage It would essentially cut my farm in half 

•My farm is a working family farm, one of the few left in this area 

• The Snyder County Historical Society published an article about the history of 
fanning in this area, and my farm was mentioned as one of the few that is 
historically important, both because of the buildings that we have preserved and 
because of the way it is still used as a working farm 

• The way the route is planned, it will be difficult for my wife and me, my sons, and ( 1. 
their families to continue to make a living on this fann 

• I realize that they will pay me some money for the land, but that won't make up for 
what my family and this community will be losing 

• In addition, PennDOT has calculated that the proposed route will cost at least $ 5 
million more than the alternative route 

• The alternative route--which PennDOT has rejected-goes across the Fisher 
property This route still would take part of my farm, but less of my land and not as 
dose to my buildings 

2. 

•I'd really prefer that PennDOT use the Old Trail route, that way I wouldn't lose I 
any of my land Even if they build the Fisher route it's going to be difficult for me 3. 
and my family to farm and to expand, but we will probably survive 

• Tue reason they give for not using the Fisher alternative is that there is an old barn I 
on the property It's fine that PennDOT wants to preserve old farm buildings, I have 4. 
a lot of them myself But PennDOT says that because of the barn, it has to preserve 
all of the Fisher LAND, too 

• I had an old barn, but it burned down So because my barn burned down, 
PennDOT says the rest of my farm has no historic value That's not what the 
Historical Society thinks, and it's not what I think 

• What's even worse, Mr Fisher apparently has plans to subdivide his land and 
build a high density housing development PennDOT knows this, it's in the 
Environmental Impact Statement 

I 5. 

I 6. 

Supporting Documentation for Public/Private 
Oral Testimony Submitted at 3/12/01 

Public Hearing, Heimbach 

Heimbach, A. 

5. (cont.) 

vides the basis for the evaluation of properties under 
Criterion C. After consulting with the SHPO, two prin­
cipal contexts were developed, one for Agriculture 
and one for Village Development. These contexts were 
presented in detail in the Historical Resources Sur­
vey and Determination of Eligibility Report. dated Sep­
tember 1998. Pages 31 through 53 of Volume 1 of 
this report present the Agriculture context in detail. 
Page 49 of Volume 1 of the Eligibility Report notes 
that "for a general farm to be determined eligible un­
der Criteria A or C, it must meet all three of the follow­
ing characteristics: 

a. The farmstead must contain the historic house 
and barn; 

b. Other outbuildings must survive on the farm 
which demonstrate how the farm evolved 
through time; 

c. Farm fields and pasture must survive around 
the farmstead in order to provide a context for 
understanding how the farm was used. 

Mr. Heimbach's property was evaluated for its his­
torical significance as part of this project. Known as 
Property 154 or by its historic name, the "App Family 
Homestead Property", this property was assessed 
as an agricultural resource as defined in the Agricul­
tural Context described above. It was determined that 
the Heimbach property does not meet the physical 
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Supporting Documentation for Public/Private 
Oral Testimony Submitted at 3/12/01 

Public Hearing, Heimbach 

Albert Heimbach 
521 Mill Rd 

Scliruign>ve, PA 17870-9120 

OUTLINE FOR PRESENT A TI ON AT DRAFT EIS PUBLIC MEETING 

• Please forgive me for reading my comments I've written down the things I want 
to say so I don't forget anything 

• State your name and where your farm is located 

•The southern section of the proposed route will cut through my fann and take a 
sizeable chunk of acreage It would essentially cut my farm in half 

• My fann is a working family fann, one of the few left in this area 

• The Snyder County Historical Society pub[ished an article about the history of 
fanning in this area, and my fann was mentioned as one of the few that is 
historically important, both because of the buildings that we have preserved and 
because of the way it is still used as a working fann 

•The way the route is planned, it will be difficult for my wife and me, my sons, and 11. 
their families to continue to make a living on this fann 

•I realize that they will pay me some money for the land, but that won't make up for 
what my family and this community will be losing 

• In addition, PennDOT has calculated that the proposed route will cost at least S 5 
milllon more than the alternative route 

• The alternative route-which PennDOT has rejected-goes across the Fisher 
property This route still would take part of my farm, but less of my land and not as 
close to my buildings 

2. 

• I'd really prefer that PennDOT use the Old Trail route, that way I wouldn't lose I 
any of my land Even if they build the Fisher route it's going to be difficult for me 3 · 
and my family to fann and to expand, but we will probably survive 

• The reason they give for not using the Fisher alternative is that there is an old barn I 
on the property It's fine that PennDOT wants to preserve old fann buildings, I have 4. 
a lot of them myself But PennDOT says that because of the barn, it has to preserve 
all of the Fisher LAND, too 

• I had an old barn, but it burned down So because my barn burned down, 
PennDOT says the rest of my farm has no historic value That's not what the 
Historical Society thinks, and it's not what I think 

I s. 
• What's even worse, Mr Fisher apparently has plans to subdivide his land and 16 
build a high density housing development PennDOT knows this, it's in the · 
Environmental Impact Statement 

Supporting Documentation for Public/Private 
Oral Testimony Submitted at 3/12/01 

Public Hearing, Heimbach 

Heimbach, A. 

6. 

criteria established for the "general farm" as described 
in the Agricultural Context because the historic barn, 
which must survive for a property evaluated under 
this context to be considered potentially eligible, no 
longer survives. Further, although the setting remains 
rural and agricultural, the farmstead as a whole has 
lost integrity. Numerous modern agricultural outbuild­
ings overwhelm the farmstead. A few historic outbuild­
ings survive, but they are widely scattered between 
large modern metal structures. These modern build­
ings have diminished the integrity of the farmstead. 

However, the house on the Heimbach property or "App 
Family Homestead Farm Property" was also assessed 
as a residential resource. The house possesses a 
high level of integrity and is one of the oldest standing 
structures in the area. As a residential resource, the 
house and historic outbuildings that immediately sur­
round it appear to meet Criterion C (architectural sig­
nificance) for listing in the National Register. 

The proposed future uses of a property are not taken 
into consideration when a property is being evaluated 
for potential historic significance or when a boundary 
determination is made. Only existing conditions can 
be used when evaluating a property's eligibility or 
National Register Boundary. 
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Supporting Documentation for Public/Private 
Oral Testimony Submitted at 3/12/01 

Public Hearing, Heimbach 

• So what PennDOT wants to do is this 

_preserve a~ development because it's near an old barn, and 

_cut through my fann because my barn burned down 

•AND PennDOT wants to spend AT LEAST an extra$ 5 million of taxpayer 
money to do it! 

•There's a national law called the~ Preservation .A.a. It's supposed to make 
sure that the government doesn't destroy historic property But that's exactly what 
PennDOT wants to do here 

•The Fisher tract will probably be lost to development either way, PennDOT isn't 
going to preserve it 

2 

•But PennDOT wants to leave the Fisher tract alone and take a big chunk out of my 
farm Without land to fann and the ability to expand, I might have to do what Mr 
Fisher is planning to do-sell m}' farm for development 

•In the end, all of this property will be lost, another fann will be gone, and those 
old fann buildings too Which is just what the law is supposed to prevent 

• The Fisher house and barn are supposed to be historic The route across that land 
will NOT destroy the house or barn I'm NOT asking that PennDOT choose to take 
someone else's house so I can keep fanning 

•BOTH of the routes will avoid the farm buildings and the houses, the only thing 
we are talking about is which farmland will be used? Land that is likely to be 
developed, or land that is used for farming? 

•I'm NOT asking that you don't build the road I'm willing to make some 
sacrifices I just think that what is proposed here is the worst possible case for 
everyone 

• There are national and state laws to protect farms and productive farmland lf 
PennDOT had evaluated my farm as these laws require, they would find out I'm 
eligible for protection But they didn't 

•They lumped my fann in with all of the other land along the route, including the 
old landfill Since some of that land isn't good fann land, they said that there was a 
low percentage of good farm land being lost But if they looked at the FARMS, 
which is what they were supposed to do, they'd see that's simply not true We have 
good, productive prime agricultural soils that deserve to be protected 

•If my farm was evaluated like the law says it should be, they would see that my 
farm deserves protection under the law 

I 7. 

I a. 

9. 

Supporting Documentation for Public/Private 
Oral Testimony Submitted at 3/12/01 

Public Hearing, Heimbach 

Heimbach, A. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

The FHWA and PENNDOT are in compliance with 
the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Please refer to comment 2. 

As part of the Draft and Final EIS (Section IV.D), ag­
ricultural resources were evaluated according to re­
spective federal and state laws including the Federal 
Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA), PA Act 100, 
PA Act 43 (the Agricultural Area Security Law) and 
Agricultural Land Preservation Policy. 

In light of concerns raised regarding the application 
of the FPPA, we reviewed the procedures used to 
comply with the Farmland Protection Policy Act 
(FPPA) for the CSVT Project. This procedure is based 
upon FPPA Standard Methodology to compute Farm­
land Conversion Impact Ratings (FCIR) and was cor­
rectly addressed during project development. 
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Supporting Documentation for Public/Private 
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• There has been a lot of talk about SPRAWL, housing developments reaching into 
fannland, losing prime agricultural soils and increasing traffic congestion If 
PennDOT takes more of my working fann and lets all of the Fisher property be 
developed, it will be adding to this problem 

•Finally, let's remember that there is an existing interchange at the southern end, 
that we ta:P~yer.s already paid for If PennDOT builds the Fisher alternative, it can I 1 O 
use the existing interchange · 

• Instead, PennDOT proposes to let this old interchange sit there while it builds 
another interchange right next to it What a waste! 

• Why not look at the Big Picture? If you build the route across the Fisher tract and 
parts of my fann, instead of the route right across the middle of my fann 

I You will reduce the amount of farmland being taken forever 

2 You will use more land that was scheduled for development anyway 

3 You will help to preserve one of the few remaining family farms in this 
area 

4 You will reduce sprawl just a little bit 

5 You will let me continue to preserve my house and farm, which has historic 
value 

6 You will not have any effect on the Fisher farm buildings If they want to 

preserve the barn and other buildings, they can do that 

7 You will use the existing interchange instead ofletting it sit there as an 
eyesore and 

8 You will save at least 5 million tax dollars 

I have a petition to present to you, signed by many neighbors and others who are 
concerned about this big mistake I request that PennDOT not spend more than $5 
million of our money to destroy a historic working family farm, that it not contribute I 11. 
to the increase in sprawl, that it not take more prime farm soils for a road and that it 
not abandon the old interchange and create another eyesore 

Thank you 

Response to Supporting Documentation for 
Public/Private Oral Testimony Submitted 

at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Heimbach 

Heimbach, A. 

10. Assuming that the DAMA is selected, it is anticipated 
that the existing interchange will be removed during 
construction. 

11. The receipt of the petition signed by community mem­
bers is acknowledged. Please refer to the Petition 
Section of Section V in the Final EIS to view a copy of 
this petition. 
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Two Additional Reasons for Rejecting the DAMA Alternative 

prepared by Ann Fisher on behalf of the Stonebridge Homeowners Association 
March 6, 2001 '\'\ ~ .. 'td~e. "'l:ir'\\f'C-

SeJ. i v-.si;-.,«V"L 1 ~!\ nno 
r;70 -?'f 3- 7'f :i. 11 I 

1 Its e][tra length Imposes societal costs that more than offset the incremental construction 1 . 
costs for tile Old Trail alternatives 

Page VI-6 in the Draft EIS states that "lowest total project cost" is one of the seven reasons for 
recommending the DAMA over the Old Trail alternatives This lower cost theme appears again 
in Table VI-3 However, the Draft EIS cost estimates do not consider important cost components 
associated with the extra length of the DAMA alternative 

Table S-1 (page S-14) shows the DA Modified Avoidance (DAMA) alternative to be 6 82 miles, 
compared with 6 12 miles for the Old Trail alternatives (either 2A or 2B) Thus each vehicle on 
the Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation (CSVT) project would travel an extra 0 7 miles if 
the DAMA alternative is chosen rather than an Old Trail alternative 

Page N-314 indicates that ''The CSTV Roadway is expected to carry about 54,000 vehicles a 
day south of the 61 Connector " This is the portion that would have the DAMA alternative or 
one of the Old Trail alternatives 54,000 vehicles per day traveling an extra 0 7 miles on the 
DAMA alternative equals 37,800 vehicle miles per day, or 13,797,000 extra vehicle miles per 
year The societal cost of this extra distance driven by the many vehicles using the CSVT 
Roadway is a factor that can offset the higher costs ofbuilding one of the Old Trail alternatives 
This cost will continue each year into the future, for the life of the CSVT Roadway 

The next six paragraphs summarize the background for quantifying the societal costs of using the 
extra 0 7 miles if the DAMA alternative is selected Then the costs are calculated for comparison 
with the incremental costs of the Old Trail alternatives 

According to Table S-1 on page S-14, Old Trail 2A will cost $50, 733,940 more than DAMA, 
and Old Trail 2B will cost $63,957,899 more than DAMA The question. then, is how these cost 
estimates compare to the present value of future costs that drivers and society will bear because 
of the extra 0 7 miles if the DAMA alternative is chosen That comparison depends on the per­
mile societal cost estimate used, the expected lifetime of the roadway, and the discount rate used 
to calcula.te present value 

Cifu:ens are accustomed to seeing per-mile cost estimates such as those used to reimburse 
employees for using their own cars for business purposes Such estimates include a factor for 
gasoline usage, and often factors to prorate insurance and maintenance costs However, these 
reimbursement estimates seldom account for other components that are part of the social cost of 
driving One major component is driving time {for the driver and for any passengers) Another 
major component is the negative externalities imposed on society such as noise, air pollution. 
and congestion [Extemality costs may need some explsnation For instance, Delucchi estimated 

Response to Supporting Documentation for 
Public/Private Oral Testimony Submitted 

at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Fisher 

Fisher, A. 

1. The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and 
the implementing regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-
1508, Regulations for Implementing the Procedural 
Provisions of NEPA and 23 CFR Part 771, Depart­
ment of Transportation, Environmental Impact and 
Related Procedures) insure a systematic, interdis­
ciplinary approach to rigorously explore and objec­
tively evaluate all reasonable alternatives. The en­
vironmental consequences of alternatives, includ­
ing impacts to the natural, cultural, and social envi­
ronments, must be evaluated. The "societal cost" of 
the proposed alternatives is just one of many fac­
tors that must be considered and addressed when 
preparing an Environmental Impact Statement. 

NEPA requires that all alternatives deemed reason­
able by the project team be assessed. The DAMA 
was recommended as the preferred alternative for 
numerous reasons; the lower project cost was one 
of many factors leading PENNDOT and the FHWA 
to prefer it over the Old Trail Alternatives. The DAMA 
has less social impact in terms of displaced resi­
dences, less social impact in terms of community 
disruption, less impact to the cultural environment 
by avoiding the area of potentially deeply buried ar­
chaeological deposits along the Susquehanna River, 
and less impact to the natural environment since it 
impacts less wetlands, less riverine forestland, and 
does not infringe on the floodplain of the Susque­
hanna River. 
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middle values for air pollution health costs imposed by vehicles that vary from $0 07 per vehicle 
mile for "light gasoline vehicles" to $0 64 per vehicle mile for heavy diesel trucks Others (OTA 
1994, Litman 1995, Small and Kazimi 1995) estimate motor vehicle air pollution costs to range 
from $0 01 to $0 10 per vehicle mile, with large diesel trucks imposing costs an order of 
magnitude higher A five-axle semi-trailer weighing 65,000 pounds and traveling in an urban 
fringe area imposes a noise cost of 11 46 cents per vehicle mile (Road Engineering Journal, 
1997} Litman (1995)reports that 43 percent of the cost per mile is external (i e, societal) costs 
Maddison et al (t 996) point oul that external costs show up as higher prices for commercial 
goods, higher taxes, increased health costs, and lower residential property values (p 195) J 

Driving time has an opportunity rost, because the driver (and passenger) rould put the time to 
alternative uses ( e g , Freeman, 1993) Although there is consensus about the concept, there is 
less agreement about what estimate to use for the value of the driver's (and passengers') time, 
because of constraints on individual choice Analysts tend to use between one-third of the wage 
rate (e g, Morey et al 1993, Porter 1999) and the full wage rate Pennsylvania's average wage 
rate in 1997 was $15 19 (Brown, 1999) Using one third of this implies a driving time cost of 
about $0 08 per mile at 60 miles per hour, using the full wage rate implies about $0 25 per mile 
Accounting for passengers would increase these estimates 

Maddison et al (1996) surveyed the literature to synthesize estimates of both internal and 
external costs per vehicle mile for an average automobile The result is an estimated total cost 
per mile of $0 84 in rural areas, and higher in urban areas (page 194) Apogee Research (1994) 
estimated the costs to range from $0 79-1 05 per mile of expressway travel The Internal 
Revenue Service (IRS) allowed a standard rate of $0 325 for deducting non-reimbursed business 
mileage during 2000 The IRS allowance accounts only for our-of-pocket costs, not for driving 
time nor for externalities 

Al1bough most roadways of the type being proposed last a very long time, a 20-year lifetime is 
assumed here This assumption tends to lower the present value cost estimate for extra miles 
driven in the future, by limiting the future to 20 years 

Discount rates vary according to the purpose of the analysis The higher the discount rate, the 
lower the estimates of future values In the 1970s, the Office of Management and Budget 
mandated that federal agencies use a 10 percent discolmt rate for evaluating proposed 
investments This was revised ta 7% in 1992 (Tietenberg, 2000, p 51) Economists typically 
argue low interest rates ai:e appropriate for societal decisions Lind's (1982) survey of the 
literature found that real after-tax returns on a broad portfolio of common stocks was about 4 6% 
This is broadly consistent with what Barro and Martin (1990) found for major industrialized 
nations: real rates of interest did not exceed 6% 

The above considerations now can be used to calculate the costs to society of the additional 0 7 
miles entailed in the DAMA alternative compared with the Old Trail alternatives Three per­
mile cost estimates are used the $.0 84 estimated by Maddison et al , the $0 325 allowed by IRS, 
and $0 60, as a middle estimate between what clearly is an under-estimate (SO 325) and what 
some might argue is a high estimate ($0 S4) Alternative discount rates also are used: 5%, 7% 
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and 10% (although many analysts would argue that even 5% is too high) The results are 
summarized in Table 1 

At $0 84 per mHe, the extra 13,797,000 miles per year amounts to an extra $11,589,480 per year 
Assuming a lifetime of only 20 years for the roadway implies a total extra cost of$231,7S9,600 
However, this overstates the present value of the costs that would occur in future years Using a 
relatively high discount rate of 10 percent (which tends to reduce the estimated societal cost of 
the extra driving) yields a present value of$9S,672,832 (again, with the road assumed to last 
only 20 years) Thus-even with the short lifetime for the road and the high discount rate-the 
cost imposed on society in terms of extra driving exceeds the extra cost of building either of the 
Old Trail alternatives Using a lower discount rate makes it even more attractive to choose an 
Old Trail alternative At a 5 percent discount rate, the present value of the social cost over 20 
years for 54,000 vehicles per day on the CSVT roadway would be $144,428, l 00 

At$ 0 60 per mile, a middle-of-the range estimate of the social cost of driving, the extra 
13,797,000 miles per year amoWJts to an extra $8,278,200 per year (or $165,564,000 over 20 
years) Discounting the costs at 10 percent yields a present value of$70,480,595 At a 5 percent 
discowit rate, the social cost over the next 20 years of 54,000 vehicles per day on the CSVT 
roadway would be $99,338,400 At both 10% and 5%, the present value of driving the extra 
distance exceeds the extra initial cost of either Old Trail alternative ThU&-Cven with the short 
lifetime for the road llild the high discount rate-the cost imposed on society in terms of extra 
driving exceeds the extra cost of building either of the Old Trail 

At SO 405 per mile (adding 113 of the wage rate as the driving time cost, but not accounting for 
externalities), the extra 13, 797,000 miles per year amounts to an extra $5,587, 785 per year At a 
10% discount rate, the present value over 20 years is $47,574,401 At 5%, the present value 
becomes $69,634,977 Thus for a cost per mile of$0 405, both Old Trail alternatives are cost· 
effective at a 5% discount rate but not at a 10% discount rate On the other band, the cost­
effectiveness of the Old Trail alternatives increases 1) if the roadway lasts more than 20 years, 
and 2) if the additional maintenance and repair costs are included for the extra 0 7 rru1es required 
for the DAMA alternative 

At$ 0 325 per mile, an WJder-estimate of the social cost of driving, the extra 13,797,000 miles 
per year amounts to an extra $4,484,025 per year (or $89,680,500 over 20 years) Using a 10% 
discount rate yields a present value of $38,!76,980 At a 5% discount rate, the present value of 
the extra travel is $55,879,920 These estimates are Jess than the incremental cost of Old Trail 
2B, but under a 5% discount rate Old Trail 2A still is cost-effective On the other hand, $0 325 
per mile substantially 1U1derstates the social cost of driving As in the paragraph above, the 
apparent advantage of the Old Trail alternatives also decreases if the roadway lasts more than 20 
years and if the maintenance and repair costs are included for the extra 0 7 DAMA miles In 
summary, more credible estimates for the social per-mile cost or driving clearly show that 
the e:dra distance for the DAMA alternative Is not cost-effective 
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Table 1: Present Value Estimates of Extra Social Cost for DAMA's Additional 0 7 Mile .. 

Discount Rates 
5% 7% 10% 

Cost per mile 
084 $144,428,lOO Sl 22, 778,951 $98,672,832 

060 $99,338,400 587,974,416 $70,480,595 

0405 $69,634,977 $59,196,994 $47,574,401 

0325 $55,879,920 $47,503,761 $38, 176,980 

*Note that 10% and $0 325 BJ"e included for purposes of illustration, but are not appropriate for 
calculating societal costs 

2 Negative Impacts on property values will be smaller along the Old Trail alternatives 

The Draft EIS acknowledges tllat the DAMA and Old Trail alternatives all will have negative 
impacts to the local tax base, and that the Draft EIS analyzes only the loss in revenue resulting 
from complete and partial property acquisitions (page IV-40) It then argues that property 
revenue losses will be "mitigated" because of attempts to relocate those displaced within the 
same taxing jurisdictions However, there are likely to be substantial property value impacts, 
particularly for residences, adjacent to the roadway 

Property values may increase near interchanges, but there is strong evidence that they go down 
along the highway itself Much of this impact is attributable to noise, road dust and local air 
pollution, loss of privacy, and to visual disamenities (Hughes and Sinnans 1992, Williams 1993) I 2 
For instance, Lake et al (1998) found a I 07% decrease in property prices for each decibel · 
increase in road noise They also found that the visual impact of roads depressed average 
property prices by 2 5% 

Calculating the potential loss in tax revenues from properties adjacent to each of the DAMA end 
Old Trail 2A and Old Trail 2B alternatives would require extensive GIS work to identify each 
property and its current value, as well as to project the overall growth in nearby property values 
against which the expected losses might be compared However, rough expectations can be 
based on the information presented in Table IV-A-8 of the Draft EIS That table indicates that 
the DAMA alternative would create a directloss of $138,398 in local tax revenues Old Trail 2A 
would account for a direct loss of $80,806, and the direct revenue loss for Old Trail 28 would be 
$121 ,762 Given the gradual nature in the mosaic of land use patterns, it is likely that the decline 
in adjacent property values would preserve this ranking It also is likely that it would be 
proportionately larger for the DAMA alternative, where smaller numbers of parcels are 
generating the local tax revenues A larger share of those parcels appear to be residential. and 
thus more likely to experience the negative impacts found in the literature Thus the overall 
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Fisher, A. 

2. All alternatives will have an initial negative impact on 
the tax base. However, this is anticipated to be of 
short duration as the study area continues to develop. 
It is acknowledged that property values of some prop­
erties, particularly those near interchanges, may in­
crease, while others may decrease. Overall, the im­
provement to the regional transportation system is 
anticipated to complement the long-term development 
of the Central Susquehanna Valley. 

The DAMA will require the acquisition of approximately 
33 residences. These residences range in value. 

According to the information presented in the Draft 
EIS, the DAMA does have the greatest impact to the 
local tax base in Monroe Township although the im­
pact is not anticipated to be significant. Additionally 
page IV-42 of the Final EIS has been clarified to read 
that the "anticipated tax base impacts associated with 
DAMA in Monroe Township are higher than the Old 
Trail Alternatives due to the large assessed value of 
the Susquehanna Valley Mall property, which is mini­
mally impacted by this alternative. The DAMA Alter­
native does not impact any mall buildings or parking 
lots. The DAMA Alternative impacts two vacant par­
cels of land owned by the mall owners, located west 
and north of the existing mall. Subtracting out the 
impact to the mall property, the impact of the DAMA 
to the local tax base is equivalent to that of OT2B." 
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negative tax impact is likely to be less of a problem for the local taxing authorities if one of the I 2 
Old Trail alternatives is chosen · 
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Fisher, A. 

2. (cont.) 

By the way of further clarification of this issue, coor­
dination with the Snyder County Tax Assessment 
Office has indicated that two parcels owned by the 
Susquehanna Valley Mall are impacted by the DAMA 
Alternative, Parcels 12-09-283A and 12-09-283B. 
Both are vacant parcels. Parcel 12-09-283A has an 
assessed value of $4,805,850 which is for the value 
of the stores in the mall, even though the mall is not 
physically located on this parcel. Similarly the 
$137,200 assessment associated with Parcel 12-09-
283B is for the value of the movie theatre complex in 
the mall, even though the movie structures are not 
physically located on this parcel. As such, the DAMA 
Alternative tax base impact calculation for the par­
cels associated with the mall is more fiscally repre­
sentative of an impact to the actual mall structure it­
self, whereas the construction of the DAMA would truly 
impact only undeveloped land owned by the mall. The 
overall negative tax impact of the DAMA and OT Al­
ternatives is similar. 

It is important to note that all impacts are based on 
preliminary plans and could be reduced as the project 
proceeds into more detailed design. 
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RR #3 Box 72A-5 
Sunbury, Pa 17801 
March 12, 2001 

Central SU$quehanna Valley Transportation Project 
Environmental Impact Study 

Gentlemen 

M a farmer and landowner In Monroe Township, our farm will be directly affected by the I 
amended Transportation Project Our concern is the proposed usage of 124 acres of 1 . 
productive farmland with the amended Project as opposed to the use of 80 acres that 
were to be used with the alternative routes There are also 184 acres of forestland to be J 2 
destroyed as compared to 82 acres to be used by the previoua plans · 

I would Ilka you to know that we are in agreement with and fully support our fellow I 
farmers Albert Heimbach and Sons' issues regarding the acquisil!on of their farmland In 3. 
order to preserve the 'hlslorical' App Farm We don't see the value of destroying prime 
farmland to preaenre a so-called historical site 

Adjacent to our farm in Monroe Township, the proposed bypass, according to the switch 
recenUy made to go throUgh Colonial Acres, will directly impact 26 acres of productive 
farmland that we are farming The previous project route did not include this piece of I 4 
ground Also beside this farmland, there are numerous acres of wildlife habitat This is · 
prime ground for farming and cannot be replaced As farmers we deal with the 
encroachment of society f¥Y8ry day We cannot afford to lose productive ground to thi$ 
project There Is no other ground to replace this Cutting through this ground impacts 
our farming operation and could pose potential, hazardous water runoff that will come 
down onto our property This will directly affect our fann and cattle operation 

We alliO are farming the land owned by Richard Bingaman on County Line Road We 
hope that the bypass could be moved as close to Route 15 as possible to preserve that 
productive farmland too 

Feel free to contact us We would like to work with you Thank you for your 
consideration 

Scott and Karen Hummel 
Hummel Land and Cattle 
RR #3 Box 72A-5 
Sunbury, PA 17801 
(570)286-2384 

Response to Supporting Documentation for 
Public/Private Oral Testimony Submitted 

at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Hummel 

Hummel,S. 

1. Your concern regarding the direct impacts of the 
DAMA Alternative on productive farmland (approxi­
mately 124 acres) as opposed to the impact of the 
OT2A Alternative (approximately 61 acres) is noted. 
The Draft EIS explains that the construction of any of 
the build alternatives would have impacts to produc­
tive farmland. The FHWA and PENNDOT are con­
cerned about these impacts and are committed to 
working with each affected farmer through Final De­
sign to minimize and mitigate the impacts. The rec­
ommendation of the DAMA as the Preferred Alterna­
tive in Section I is based on many factors which are 
discussed in Section VI of the Draft EIS. Primarily 
the decision to recommend DAMA over OT2A and to 
justify the use of additional farmland is based on the 
following reasons: 

• DAMA has least impact to residences (33) 
versus the OT2A (43) 
DAMA has least impact to wetlands (4.8 acres) 
versus the OT2A (14.1 acres) 
DAMA has least impact to very high probabil-
ity archaeological areas (.8 acres) versus the 
OT2A (35.7 acres) 
DAMA has no impact to Susquehanna River 
floodplain 

• DAMA minimizes impacts to communities 
• DAMA has lower total cost ($122 million) ver-

sus OT2A ($173 million) 
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RR #3 Box 72A-5 
Sunbury, Pa 17801 
March 12, 2001 

Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project 
Environmental Impact Study 

Gentlemen 

Aa a tanner and landowner In Monroe Township, our farm will be directly affected by the I 
amended Transportation Project Our concern is the proposed usage of 124 acres of 1. 
productive farmland with the amended Project as opposed to the use of 60 acres that 
were to be used with the alternative routes There are also 184 acres of foreatland to be I 2 
dettroyed aa compared to 82 acres to be used by the previous plans · 

I would like you to know that we are in agreement with and fully support out fellow I 
farmers Albert Heimbach and Sons' Issues regarding the acquisition of their farmland in 3. 
order lo preserve the "hi&torlcar App Farm We don't see the value of destroying prime 
farmland to preserve a so-called hlstorical site 

Adjacent to our farm in Monroe Township, the proposed bypass, according to the switch 
recently made to go throogh Colonial Acres, will directly impact 28 acres of productive 
farmland that we are fanning The previous project route did not include this piece of I 4 
ground Also beside this farmland, there are numeroue acres of Wildlife habitat This Is · 
prime ground for fanning and cannot be replaced N. farmers we deal with the 
encroachment of society every day We cannot afford to lose productive ground to this 
project There is no other ground to replace this Cutting through this ground lmpaci!I I 
our farming operation and could pose potential, hazardous water runoff that will come 5. 
down onto our property This will directly affect our fann and cattle operation 

We alao are fanning the land owned by Richard Bingaman on County line Road We 16 
~ope that the bypass could be moved as close to Route 15 as possible to preserve that · 
productive farmland too 

Feel free to oontact us We would like to wort with you Thank you for your 
consideration 

Scott and Karen Hummel 
Hummel Land and Cattle 
RR #3 Box 72A-5 
Sunbury, PA 17801 
(570)286-2384 

Response to Supporting Documentation for 
Public/Private Oral Testimony Submitted 

at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Hummel 

Hummel, S. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

The additional impacts to forestland with the DAMA 
Alternative are outweighed by its many positive char­
acteristics. Please see response to comment 1 above. 

Your opposition to DAMA and the avoidance of the 
Simon P. App property is noted. Please see responses 
to Mr. Heimbach to understand the issues at the App 
Property. 

We acknowledge that the alignment modification 
through Colonial Acres affects additional productive 
farmland. The farmland in question, while presently 
farmed by Mr. Hummel, is on property owned by PPL. 

The impacts of the project alternatives to productive 
farmland are acknowledged. We are committed to 
minimizing impacts to farmlands and farm operations 
to the greatest extent possible in Final Design. 

A Farmland Assessment Report (FAR) will be pre­
pared. This report evaluates the impact on the af­
fected farm operations in more detail. Additionally, as 
discussed in the Draft and Final EIS, PENNDOT is 
required to obtain the concurrence and approval of 
the Agricultural Lands Condemnation Approval Board 
(ALCAB) for the condemnation of any productive farm­
land. 
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Supporting Documentation for Public/Private 
Oral Testimony Submitted at 3/12/01 

Public Hearing, Hummel 

RR #3 Box 72A-5 
Sunbury, Pa 17801 
March 12, 2001 

Central Suaquehanna Valley Transportation Project 
Environmental Impact Study 

GenUemen 

As a farmer and landowner In Monroe Township, our fann will be directly affected by the I 
amended Transpor1ation Project Our concern is the proposed usage of 124 acrea of 1. 
producHve farmland with the amended Project as opposed to the use of 60 acres that 
were to be used with the alternative routes There are also 184 acres of forestland to be I 2 
destroyed as compared to 82 acres to be used by the previous plans · 

I would like you to know that we are in agreement with and fully support our fellow I 
fanners Albert Heimbach and Sons' Issues regarding the acquisition of their farmland In 3. 
order to preserve the "historical" App Fann We don't see lhe value of destroying prime 
farmland to preserve a so-called historical site 

Adjacent to our farm in Monroe Township, the proposed bypaH, according to the switch 
recently made to go through Colonial Acres, will directly impact 2B acres of productive 
farmland that we are farming The previous project route did nol include this piece of 
ground Also beaide this farmland, there are numerous acres of wildlife habitat Tltls is 
prime ground for farming and cannot be replaced As farmera we deal with the 
encroachment of society every day We cannot afford to lose productive ground to this 
project There la no other ground to l'9Jllace thi& Cutting through this ground Impacts 
our farming operation and could pose p018ntial, hazardous water runoff that will come 
down onto our property This will directly affect our farm and cattle operation 

We also are farming the land owned by Richard Bingaman on County line Road We 
hope that the bypass could be moved as close to Route 15 aa poaaible to preserve that 
~reductive farmland too 

Feel free to contact us We would like to work with you Thank you for your 
consideration 

Scott and Karen Hummel 
Hummel Land and Cattle 
RR #3 Box 72A-5 
Sunbury, PA 17801 
(570)286-2384 

4. 

I 5. 

I 6. 

Response to Supporting Documentation for 
Public/Private Oral Testimony Submitted 

at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Hummel 

Hummel,S. 

5. 

6. 

An Erosion & Sedimentation Control Plan (E&S Plan) 
will be prepared. The E&S Plan will address run-off 
concerns and will be reviewed and approved by the 
appropriate agencies. Implementation of the E&S Plan 
will minimize the potential for water run-off affecting 
the Hummel farm and cattle. 

The suggestion regarding modifying the alignment of 
the Section 2 alternatives north of County Line Road 
through the Bingaman property and moving closer to 
U.S. Route 15 to preserve productive farmland will be 
considered in Final Design. 
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Supporting Documentation for Public/Private 
Oral Testimony Submitted at 3/12/01 

Public Hearing, Mertz 

Sus~~.~~ PUBLIC HEARING - March 12, 2001 
DEIS COMMENT FORM 

You may usa this form to submit written comments on the CSVT Draft Environmental lmpaCI 
Statement (DEIS) Place the fofl't1 in !he specially marked box If you prefer to return the form by 
maff, refer ta the Public Hearing handout for the appropriate address All comments are due 
by March 26 2DD1. 

Data .> - I )-.-0 I 
Name(required) ~ Luc /!k~-2-
Address (required) ~ S/S -A- Jhrll,vµJ,.,/'14H/l (}ffj 

Phone (optional) Oo-'.(73-]y,JJ Emall (optional) -

COMMENTS 

/ln.oLS-O .7Q fb,vd<_ Rs-7:~"'""'7, 
77- ,r:v,.,.6-j- &.;:;;,,""" ) 7 -
~~~ h"}</ ~eve /8ve:n__ ~P~ 5Ett'.-L #."'tf4, k u,,.aef / e4. 7o S"cf!;;-

L 4d -;?'"'~A,... A-~} """ryh~ /?Jou~ 
"Iv ~ 84.z?? ;t: C/~- er:-/?%< <-.,_-,4 

7J PJ--7. §?rT ,,.J A/;,-/o,..""'"-
/ 

:::t>' ,r:;?; /( . ~K<. ~ ~ .,£"<;!'~-:~.... D<- c.vtt-r-
-r 11 I R'Ah.;-C.. L~ /7., 

Use rttVerse for additional comments 

Response to Supporting Documentation for 
Public/Private Oral Testimony Submitted 

at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Mertz 

Mertz, D. 

1. Your request for an alignment modification will be con­
sidered during Final Design. 
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Additional Written Testimony Submitted 
at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Sidler 

Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project 
Clo Windsor Associates 
PO Box432 
Ardmore PA 19003 

To whom it may concern, 

l am writing to provide my comments regarding the Central Susquehanna Valley 
Transportation Project I am a resident of Orchard Hills in Shamokin Dam I have 
fought agaill51 the- route 61 OOflfle!ltof sioee the proj~ was first JlfOJlOSed. There a?e" 

several reasons why I feel that this connector is a detriment to the borough of Shamokin I 1. 
Dam First I f~I that the borough ha! .suffered enough at the handB on>enn OOT We 
have lost land to the Routes 11-15 expansion, to the Veterans Memorial Bridge project, 
and now to lhilil thruway I think that over the years Shamokin Dam has taken more than 
its fair share of destruction from highway projects When will it end? If this highway I 
doesn't prove to be big enough to handle all the proposed traffic, how much more will 2. 
Shamokin Dam be asked to give? 
Secondly, there is a proposal to build a connecting road between Orchard Hills and 
Gunter Developments This road will only lead to increased traffic in both 
neighborhoods When we spoke of community cohesion, we wanted to keep a foot/bike 
trail to connect the developments Penn DOT is going to be happy to supply a road for 
the borough, but then who is going to maintain this road and pay for things like lighting I 3 
With the increased traffic through our neighborhood we will have: to consider things like · 
sidewalks and proper curbing Who will have to pay for these? The homeowner When a 
new road is built it is usually to bring in a new tax base (i e new homes) This will not 
be the case here:, because there will not be much room to build new homes with a 
highway running through the middle of the area Now we have a new road that the 
taxpayers of Shamokin Darn are going to be required to pay for Doesn't it seem like we 
just can't win'1 
I urge you to consider the needs of the community as well as the needs of the driving 
publi~. We- hllvc- ta me- next to 1'1'hatcver yoit build. I would ask that you think oftbis 
community and weigh all that we have already given to Penn DOT projects before you 
1ake any more land This is not your typical urban highway project where people think it 
is great to live close to the highway because they have quick access to the road We ere a I 4 
q11iet farmiA!J - that apparently ha& ggtten tlle bad luck of the draw here We never · 
asked to be a major North-South thoroughfare We need some special treatment if we ere 
~ have a q~lity of l® after yQu put a higbw1ty in our back yards When you talk of all 
the benefits of having this wonderful new highway, you fail to mention the entire trickle 
down effects this road will have on the citizens around the proj;;ct r think it's time to be 
honest with everyone involved and let us know the real effects this road will have: on us 

=·111~ SUlll!Il M Sidler 
54 Courtland Rd 
Selinsgrove; PA 

Response to Additional Written Testimony 
Submitted at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Sidler 

Sidler, S. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Your opposition to the Route 61 Connector is noted. 

The proposed facility will be designed to accommo­
date the traffic projected through at least the year 
2030. 

The Courtland Avenue Extension connects Chest­
nut Street on the Gunter Development side (south 
side) of the Route 61 Connector with Courtland Av­
enue on the Orchard Hills side (north side) of the con­
nector. This connecting roadway was developed in 
response to residents' and Shamokin Dam Borough 
officials' concerns that presently there is only one way 
into and out of Orchard Hills. This one entrance/exit 
into Orchard Hills, via an intersection with U.S. Routes 
11/15 at Baldwin Boulevard, is a concern to emer­
gency service personnel. It was also developed as a 
means to maintain the connection between the two 
neighborhoods. This roadway will be constructed by 
PENN DOT, then turned over to Shamokin Dam Bor­
ough for maintenance. Should Shamokin Dam Bor­
ough officials decide that this connection is not 
needed, this connecting roadway may be dropped 
from the project. 
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Additional Written Testimony Submitted 
at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Sidler 

Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project 
Clo Windsor Associates 
PO Box432 
Ardmore PA 19-003 

To whom it may concern, 

I am writing to provide my c-0mments regarding the Central Susquehanna Vlllley 
Transportation Project I am a resident of Orchard Hills in Shamokin Dam I have 
fought against the route 61 coruiector siruie the project WBB fim proposed. There- are 
several reasons why I feel that this connector is a detriment to the borough of Shamokin 
Dam First I feel that the borough baa ,suffered enough at the hands ofl'enn DOT We 
have lost land to the Routes 11-15 expansion, to the Veterans Memorial Bridge project, 
and now to this thruway I think that over the years Shamo~in Dam has taken more than 
its fair share of destruction from highway projects When will it end? If this highway 
doesn't prove to be big enough to handle all the proposed traffic, how mllch more will 
Shamokin Dam be asked to give? 
Secondly, there is a proposal to build a connecting road between Orchard Hills and 
Gunter Developments This road will only lead to increased traffic in both 
neighborhoods When we spoke of community cohesion, we wanted to keep a foot/bike 
trail to oonnect the developments Penn DOT is going to be happy to supply a road for 
the borough, but then who is going to maintain this road and pay for things like lighting 
With the increased traffic through our neighborhood we will have to consider things like 
sidewalks and proper curbing Who will have to pay for these? The homeowner When a 
new road is built it is usually to bring in a new tax base (i e new homes) This will not 
be the case here, because there will not be much room to build new homes with a 
highway nmning through the middle of the area Now we have a new road that the 
taxpayers of Shamokin Dam are going to be required to pay for Doesn't it seem like we 
just can't win? 
I urge you to consider the needs of the community as well as the needs of the driviag 
public-. We have uY live next to- whatever you build. I would ask that you think of this 
community and weigh all that we have already given to PelUl DOT projects before you 
take any more land This is not your typical urban highway project where-people think it 
is great to live close to the highway because they have quick access to the road We ere a 
(j\liet fanning lll'U that apparently ha& gotten the bad luck of the draw here We never 
asked to be a major North-South thoroughfare We need some special treatment if we are 
fo have a qllD.lity of life after you put a highway in our back yards When you talk of aU 
the benefits of having this wonderful new highway, you fail to mention the entire trickle 
down effects this road will have on the citizens around the proj~t r think it's time to be 
honest with everyone involved and let us know the real effects this road will have on us 

=·m~ Susan M Sidler 
54 Courtland Rd 
Selinsgrove, PA 

1. 

I 2. 

3. 

4. 

Response to Additional Written Testimony 
Submitted at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Sidler 

Sidler, S. 

4. Mrs. Sidler's concerns about quality of life issues are 
noted. It is often difficult to balance the needs of the 
motoring public with the needs of the communities 
impacted by highway projects. At the request of the 
Monroe Township/Shamokin Dam Borough Focus 
Group, the alignment of the Route 61 Connector has 
been centered between the Gunter Development and 
Orchard Hills to better balance the impacts on the 
communities. In areas where the Route 61 Connec­
tor is in a cut condition, the roadway is not visible to 
the surrounding communities. Potential noise impacts 
will be reevaluated during Final Design. 
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Additional Written Testimony Submitted 
at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Walz, Elaine Bates 

Reactions to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Section 404 Permit 
Evaluation from a member of the Shamokin Dam/ Monroe Township Focus Group 

Upon learning that a Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) and Public Official Work 
Group (POWG) were involved in the planning of a highway for our region without the 
benefit of a single person who actually lived in the Shamokin Dam area it was evident to 
this Shamokin Dam resident that there needed to be more feedback from residents of the I 1. 
area For the past three years I have been a member of the Shamokin Dam/M'onroe 
Township Focus group It is important for those in the audience who have not been 
involved in these group meetings to understand that commonly used words have slightly 
different meanings when used by the perso!Ulel who have drafted the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement 

AFFECTED 
Does the proposed Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project affect you? 
PennDOT's answer is that if the right-of-way required for highway construction is close 

enough to a house or business that it functionally impairs the use, PennDOT may acquire I 2. 
the whole property It is up to PennDOT to make that determination, not the homeowner 
who may be sickened by the change to his property If PennDOT decides not to acquire 
the homeowner's property, then the homeowner is not affected by the CSVTP according 
to PennDOT 

NOISE 
Will there be a significant increase in noise upon completion of this project? 
PennDOT's answer is no if it does not meet our criteria of a significant increase " 

Ahhough this (DAMA) alternative produces the fewest number ofresidential noise 
impacts, the individual noise impacts may be considered substantially greater as no major 
traffic noise sources are present in much e>f the DAMA corridor 

Will a noise barrier protect my neighborhood? 
PennDOT's answer is that barriers will only be built if it is determined by PennDOT to 
be reasonable and feasible 

In the 1476 Blue Route transportation project near Philadelphia the roadway is lined with 
miles of noise abatement walls Why was it deemed feasible and reasonable to construct 
those noise abatement walls in a noisy suburban area and not in a quiet country setting 
where there are no major traffic noise sources present? 

3. 

I 4. 

I 5 

NOTE: PennDOT indicated that noise levels would be tested again after completion 16 
to the project Let's hope that this evaluation will be done · 

Response to Additional Written Testimony 
Submitted at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Walz 

Walz, E. 

1. Shamokin Dam Borough was invited to join the 
POWG. Mr. Tom McBryan, the Shamokin Dam Bor­
ough Manager, was designated by the borough to rep­
resent their interests on this committee. 

2. 

3. 

It is acknowledged that there could be positive or nega­
tive effects to properties adjacent to the highway. The 
Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policies Act (42 U.S.C. 4601) of 
1970, as amended, and the Pennsylvania Eminent 
Domain Code Act of June 22, 1964, as amended, 
apply to all project displacements. Generally, prop­
erty acquisition applies only to those properties 
needed for project construction, or rendered function­
ally obsolete. 

The level of noise considered for abatement is de­
fined in FHWA traffic noise standards as outlined in 
23 CFR 772 and PENN DOT guidelines. The intent of 
the noise analysis is to determine if predicted noise 
levels for the design year will approach or exceed 
State or Federal noise abatement criteria (NAG). 
Where design year levels are shown to approach or 
exceed NAG, mitigation consideration is warranted. 
FHWA's methodology and NAG are uniformly applied 
to any highway project undertaken throughout the 
United States. 
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Additional Written Testimony Submitted 
at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Walz, Elaine Bates 

Reactions to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Section 404 Permit 
Evaluation from a member of the Shamokin Dam/ Monroe Township Focus Group 

Upon learning that a Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) and Public Official Work 
Group (POWG) were involved in the planning of a highway for our region without the 
benefit of a single person who actually lived in the Shamokin Dam area it was evident to 
this Shamokin Dam resident that there needed to be more feedback from residents of the 
area For the past three years I have been a member of the Shamokin Dam/Monroe 
Township Focus group It is important for those in the audience who have not been 
involved in these group meetings to understand that commonly used words have slightly 
different meanings when used by the personnel who have drafted the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement 

AFFECTED 

1. 

Does the proposed Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project affect you? 
PennDOT's 11J1SWer is thal if the right-of-way required for highway construction is close 

enough to a house or business that it functionally impairs the use, PennDOT may acquire I 2. 
the whole property It is up to PennDOT to make that determination, not the homeowner 
who may be sickened by the change to his property If PennDOT decides not to acquire 
the homeowner's property, then the homeowner is not affected by the CSVTP according 
toPennDOT 

NOISE 
Will there be a significant increase in noise upon completion of this project? 
PennDOT's answer is no if it does not meet our criteria of a significant increase " 

Although this (DAMA) alternative produces the fewest number of residential noise 
impacts, the individual noise impacts may be considered substantially greater as no major 
traffic noise sources are present in much of the DAMA corridor 

WiU a noise barrier protect my neighborhood? 
PennDOT's answer is that barriers will only be built if it is determined by PennDOT to 
be reasonable and feasible 

3. 

I 4. 

In the 1476 Blue Route transportation project near Philadelphia the roadway is lined with I 
miles of noise abatement walls Why was it deemed feasible and reasonable to construct 5. 
those noise abatement walls in a noisy suburban area and not in a quiet country setting 
where there are no major traffic noise sources present? 

NOTE: Penn DOT indicated that noise levels would be tested again after completion 16 
to the project Let's hope that this evaluation will be done · 

Response to Additional Written Testimony 
Submitted at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Walz 

Walz, E. 

4. Where receptors are predicted to exceed the NAC, 
mitigation measures are considered. In order for a 
location to be considered for placement of a noise 
barrier, it must be considered feasible and reason­
able in accordance with FHWA regulations and 
PENN DOT guidelines. Criteria for determining those 
requirements include: 

• will provide a noise reduction of at least 5 dBA 
at a majority of impacted receptors 

• will not cause a safety problem with sight 
distance 

• 

• 

will not restrict vehicular access 

must be constructable from an engineering 
standpoint 

• must meet the desires of those affected 

• 

• 

must consider development trends and land use 
controls 

cost per residence must not exceed $50,000 
per residence benefitted 

Section IV.B of the Draft and Final EIS explain the 
criteria for noise abatement consideration in detail. 
Additionally, preliminary noise wall locations are indi­
cated on the graphics Section IV.B of the Draft and 
Final EIS. 
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Additional Written Testimony Submitted 
at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Walz, Elaine Bates 

Reactions to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Section 404 Permit 
Evaluation from a member of the Shamokin Dami Monroe Township Focus Group 

Upon learning that a Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) and Public Official Work 
Group (POWG) were involved in the planning of a highway for our region without the 
benefit of a single person who actually lived in the Shamokin Dam area it was evident to 
this Shamokin Dam resident that there needed to be more feedback from residents of the 
area For the past three years I have been a member of the Shamokin Dam/Monroe 
Township Focus group It is important fur those in the audience who have not been 
involved in these group meetings to widerstand that conunonly used words have slightly 
different meanings when used by the personnel who have drafted the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement 

AFFECTED 

1. 

Does the proposed Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project affect you? 
PennDOT's answer is that if the right-of-way required for highway construction is close 

enough to a house or business that it functionally impairs the use, PennDOT may acquire I 2. 
the whole property It is up to PennDOT to make that determination, not the homeowner 
who may be sickened by the change to his property If PennDOT decides not to acquire 
the homeowner's property, then the homeowner is not affected by the CSVTP according 
toPennDOT 

NOISE 
Will there be a significant increase in noise upon completion of this project? 
PennDOT's answer is no if it does not meet our criteria ofa significant increase " 

Although this (DAMA) alternative produces the fewest number of residential noise 
impacts, the individual noise impacts may be considered substantially greater as no major 
traffic noise sources are present in much of the DAMA corridor 

Will a noise barrier protect my neighborhood? 
PennDOT's answer is that barriers will only be built if it is determined by PennDOT to 
be reasonable and feasible 

In the 1476 Blue Route transportation project near Philadelphia the roadway is lined with 
miles ofnoise abatement walls Why was it deemed feasible and reasonable to construct 
those noise abatement walls in a noisy suburban area and not in a quiet country setting 
where there are no major traffic noise sources present? 

3. 

I 4. 

I 5 

NOTE: PennDOT indicated that noise levels would be tested again after completion 16 
to the project Let's hope that this evaluation will be done · 

Response to Additional Written Testimony 
Submitted at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Walz 

Walz, E. 

5. 

6. 

The noise barriers erected during construction along 
Route 1-476 near Philadelphia were subjected to the 
FHWA and PENNDOT criteria for feasibility and rea­
sonableness. These criteria are the same for subur­
ban/urban areas as for rural areas. 

PENNDOT indicated that noise impacts will be re­
evaluated during Final Design. 
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Additional Written Testimony Submitted 
at 3/12101 Public Hearing, Walz, Elaine Bates 

POLLUTION 
Will the project cause adverse impact air quality within the project study area? 
No, according to PennDOT Understandably that may be hard to explain to the 
homeowners who currently have deer grazing in their backyards 

PUBLIC INPUT 
It must be made clear that although residents were finally able to become involved in 
seeing the maps and figures, the chance to make significant changes to the plan was at 
most minimal The influence of big business clearly has more impact than the residents 
who live in the project study area 

According to the DEIS the origin of the 61 connector was to develop a connection to PA 
Route 61 It states in the DEIS that "PA Route 61 is a major east-west corridor in the 
study area that carries traffic to/from Sunbury and points east to US Routes 11115 in 
Shamokin Darn The concept suggested locally was to extend PA Route 61 to provide 
additional access to the new alignment alternatives where practicable " During a meeting 
in Shamokin Darn on 12/2/97 when a truck driver stated that he and other truckers would 
not use Route 61 because it was inadequate, a PeruiDOT Representative said that he not 
done a trucker survey so he couldn't comment 

When PennDOT was asked if there would be more truck traffic in Sunbury as a result of 
the proposed Roule 61 Connector, Bob HippenstieL assistant construction engineer for 
the project, said there was no current study of Sunbury in relation to the bypass In a 
written response to questions from the Association of Taxpayers Against the 
Connector (ATAC), PennDOT replied to the question about the increased congestion in 
Sunbury by stating that related projects may be developed based upon need and available 
funding It seems rather shortsighted to ignore the increased traffic on one side of the 
Veterans Memorial Bridge when one is promoting the building of a Route 61 Connector 
on the other side of the bridge 

A proposal for a grade separated structure fur pedestrians and bicyclists over US Route 
11/l 5 in conjunction with the 61 Connector was evaluated At a Shamokin DamfMonroe 
Township Focus group PennDOT representatives stated that a similar structure in 
Danville was rarely used In the DEIS it is stated "A grade separated structure was 
detennined to not be reasonable in the area of the 61 Connector and the existing 
Veteran's Memorial Bridge 

17. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

Response to Additional Written Testimony 
Submitted at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Walz 

Walz, E. 

7. 

8. 

A regional air quality analysis for this project was con­
ducted in compliance with FHWA, U.S. Environmen­
tal Protection Agency {U.S. EPA) and PENNDOT's 
guidance. Modeling for carbon monoxide {CO) was 
conducted. The CO concentrations predicted for the 
design year {2030) are not substantially different from 
the CO concentrations predicted for the existing con­
ditions. The future CO concentrations are well below 
the National Ambient Air Quality Standards {NAAQS) 
for CO, and regional air quality is expected to improve 
over the No-build, as a result of moving traffic more 
efficiently through the area. 

The Public Participation Program for the CSVT Project 
has been extensive to date. Five public meetings, 18 
Citizens Advisory Committee meetings, 17 Public 
Officials Work Group Meetings, 11 Monroe Township/ 
Shamokin Dam Borough Focus Group meetings, 4 
Point/Union Townships Focus Group meetings, 14 
special purpose meetings, numerous project update 
meetings, and one public hearing have been held to 
date. The goal of each of these meetings has been to 
present up-to-date information at appropriate forums 
so that the environmental and engineering factors 
which form the basis for the decisions made are un­
derstood and commented on. Study area residents 
have been encouraged to participate in this program 
from the outset. Project information {i.e. maps and 
figures), although sometimes preliminary in nature, 
have been available at every meeting, beginning with 
the first Public Meeting in November of 1997. Maps 
are also available through the CSVT web site. 
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Additional Written Testimony Submitted 
at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Walz, Elaine Bates 

POLLUTION 
Will tile project CJlll&e adverse impact air quality within the project study area? 
No, according to PennDOT Understandably that may be hard to explain to the 
homeowners who currently have deer grazing in their backyards 

PUBLIC INPUT 
It must be made clear that although residents were finally able to become involved in 
seeing the maps and figures, the chance to make significant changes to the plan was at 
most minimal The influence of big business clearly has more impact than the residents 
who live in the project study area 

According to the DEIS the origin of the 61 connector was to develop a connection to PA 
Route 61 It states in the DEIS that "PA Route 61 is a major east-west corridor in the 
study area that carries traffic to/from Sunbury and points east to US Routes 11/15 in 
Shamokin Dam The concept suggested locally was to extend PA Route 61 to provide 
additional access to the new alignment alternatives where practicable " During a meeting 
in Shamokin Dam on 1212/97 when a truck driver stated that he and other truckers would 
not use Route 61 because it was inadequate, a PennDOT Representative said that he not 
done a trucker survey so he couldn't comment 

When PennDOT was asked if there would be more truck traffic in Sunbury as a result of 
the proposed Route 61 Connector, Bob Hippenstiel, assistant construction engineer for 
the project, said there was no current study of Sunbury in relation to the bypass In a 
written response to questions from the Association of Taxpayers Against the 
Connector (ATAC), PennDOT replied to the question about the increased congestion in 
Sunbury by stating that related projects may be developed based upon need and available 
funding It seems rather shortsighted to ignore the increased traffic on one side of the 
Veterans Memorial Bridge when one is promoting the building of a Route 61 Connector 
on the other side of the bridge 

A proposal for a grade separated structure for pedestrians and bicyclists over US Route 
11/15 in conjunction with the 61 Connector was evaluated At a Shamokin DamlMonroe 
Tov.nship Focus group PennDOT representatives stated that a similar structure in 
Danville was rarely used In the DEIS it is stated "A grade separated structure was 
determined to not be reasonable in the area of the 61 Connector and the existing 
Veteran's Memorial Bridge 

I 7. 

I B. 

9. 

10. 

Response to Additional Written Testimony 
Submitted at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Walz 

Walz, E. 

8. (cont.) 

Numerous changes to the alternatives have been 
made as a direct result of input received from some 
type of public involvement meeting. The opinions of 
all persons throughout the study area are given equal 
consideration. The following are just a few of many 
project decisions and alignment modifications made 
as a result of pubtic input: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

The Old Trail Alternatives were developed in 
response to a suggestion to put an alternative 
between U.S. Routes 11/15 and the river. 

The Route 61 Connector was suggested 
through early public involvement. 

Old Trail 28 using the Route 15 Connector/ 
Stetler Avenue Interchange combination was 
developed as a result of public opposition to 
the Route 61 Connector. 

The alternatives were modified to max1m1ze 
the use of PPL Ash Basins 2 and 3 rather than 
avoiding them. 

New river crossing options (RCS and RC6) 
were added as a result of public involvement. 

The DAMA was modified in the Colonial Acres 
neighborhood as a result of public involve­
ment. 
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Additional Written Testimony Submitted 
at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Walz, Elaine Bates 

POLLUTION 
Will the project cause adverse impact air quality within the project study area? 
No, according to PennDOT Understandably that may be hard to explain to the 
homeowners who currently have deer grazing in their backyards 

PUBLIC INPUT 
It must be made clear that although residents were finally able to become involved in 
seeing the maps and figures, the chance to make significant changes to the plan was at 
most minimal The influence of big business clearly has more impact than the residents 
who live in the project study area 

According to the DEIS the origin of the 61 connector was to develop a connection to PA 
Route 61 It states in the DEIS that "PA Route 61 is a major east-west corridor in the 
study area that carries traffic to/from Sunbury and points east to US Routes 11/I5 in 
Shamokin Dam The concept suggested locally was to extend PA Route 61 to provide 
additional access to the new alignment alternatives where practicable " During a meeting 
in Shamokin Dam on 1212/97 when a truck driver stated that he and other truckers would 
not use Route 61 because it was inadequate, a PennDOT Representative said that he not 
done a trucker survey so he couldn't comment 

When PennDOT was asked if there would be more truck traffic in Sunbury as a result of 
the proposed Route 61 Connector, Bob Hippenstiel, assist=! construction engineer for 
the project, said there was no current study of Sunbury in relation to the bypass In a 

17. 

I 8 

9. 

written response to questions from the Association of Taxpayers Against the I 1 Q 
Connector (ATAC), PennDOT replied to the question about the increased congestion in · 
Sunbury by stating that related projects may be developed based upon need and available 
funding It seems rather shortsighted to ignore the increased traffic on one side of the 
Veterans Memorial Bridge when one is promoting the building of a Route 61 Connector 
on the other side of the bridge 

A proposal for a grade separated structure for pedestrians and bicyclists over US Route 
11115 in conjunction with the 61 Connector was evaluated At a Shamokin Dam/Monroe 
Township Focus group PennDOT representatives stated that a similar structure in 
Danville was rarely used In the DEIS it is stated "A grade separated structure was 
determined to not be reasonable in the area of the 61 Connector and the existing 
Veteran's Memorial Bridge 

Response to Additional Written Testimony 
Submitted at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Walz 

Walz, E. 

8. (cont.) 

g. 

h. 

i. 

The connection between the Route 61 Con­
nector and U.S. Routes 11 /15 was redesigned 
based on comments from local residents and 
businesses. 

The Courtland Avenue Extension was devel­
oped in direct response to Shamokin Dam 
residents' concerns regarding community co­
hesion and emergency vehicle access. 

The alignment of the Route 61 Connector was 
centered between Gunter Development and 
Orchard Hills to better balance the impacts 
on the communities. 

(fJ 
CD 
n. 
0 
::J 

< 



< 

<O 
(,) 

Additional Written Testimony Submitted 
at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Walz, Elaine Bates 

POLLUTION 
Will the project cause adverse impact air quality within the projeet study area? 
No, according to PennDOT Understandably that may be bard to explain to the 
homeowners who currently have deer grazing in theif backyards 

PUBLIC INPUT 
It must be made clear that although residents were finally able to become involved in 
seeing the maps and figures, the chance to make significant changes to the plan was at 
most minimal The influence of big business clearly has more impact than the residents 
who live in the project study area 

According to the DEIS the origin of the 61 connector was to develop a connection to PA 
Route 61 It slates in the DEIS that "PA Route 61 is a major east-west corridor in the 
study area that carries traffic to/from Sunbury and points east to US Routes 11115 in 
Shamokin Dam The concept suggested locally was to extend PA Route 61 to provide 
additional access to the new alignment alternatives where practicable " During a meeting 
in Shamokin Darn on 12/2197 when a truck driver stated that he and other truckers would 
not use Route 61 because it was inadequate, a PennDOT Representative said that he not 
done a trucker survey so he couldn't comment 

When PennDOT was asked if there would be more truck traffic in Sunbury as a result of 
the proposed Route 61 Connector, Bob Hippenstiel, assistant construction engineer for 
the project, said there was no current study of Sunbury in relation to the bypass In a 
written response to questions from the Association of Taxpayers Against the 
Connector (AT AC), PennDOT replied to the question about the increased congestion in 
Sunbury by stating that related projects may be developed based upon need and available 
funding It seems rather shortsighted to ignore the increased traffic on one side of the 
Veterans Memorial Bridge when one is pro100ting the building of a Route 61 Connector 
on the other side of the bridge 

A proposal for a grade separated structure for pedestrians and bicyclists over US Route 
11 /15 in conjunction with the 61 Connector was evaluated At a Shamokin Dam/Monroe 
Township Focus group PennDOT representatives stated that a similar structure in 
Danville was rarely used In the DEIS it is stated "A grade separated structure was 
detennined to not be reasonable in the area of the 6 l Connector and the existing 
Veteran's Memorial Bridge 

17. 

I 8 

9. 

10. 

Response to Additional Written Testimony 
Submitted at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Walz 

Walz, E. 

9. Traffic studies were completed for this project. These 
studies are discussed in detail in Section Ill and Sec­
tion IV.M of the Draft and Final EIS, respectively. Traf­
fic counts were taken in 1995 and origin/destination 
surveys were completed in 1995-96. Additional traf­
fic counts were taken in mid-1999. Traffic volumes 
were initially projected to the year 2020. These pro­
jections were made by identifying the elements of traffic 
growth (i.e. population projections, employment pro­
jections). These traffic "growth projections" were veri­
fied by planners within each affected county. The pro­
jected traffic is then assigned to the various combi­
nations of roadway improvements and alternative in­
terchange locations. Future traffic volumes were as­
signed to the roadway network reflecting the most 
direct routing and the decreased travel time benefit. 
The effectiveness of the different build alternatives at 
reducing congestion, one of the primary purposes of 
the project, is then evaluated. 

It was clear from the outset that the effectiveness of 
the different build alternatives at reducing congestion 
is related to how each build alternative interfaces with 
the existing system. All of the proposed build alterna­
tives were shown to reduce congestion. However, 
those alternatives containing the Route 61 Connec­
tor show the largest decreases in traffic on the exist­
ing roadway network, specifically U.S. Routes 11 /15 
along the strip. The reason for this additional traffic 
reduction is that the Route 61 Connector, which pro­
vides a direct connection to PA Route 61, allows for 
the CSVT roadway alternatives (that include the Route 
61 Connector) to serve additional traffic that would 
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Additional Written Testimony Submitted 
at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Walz, Elaine Bates 

POLLUTION 
Will the project caase adverse impact air quality within the project study area? 
No, a£Cording to PennDOT Understandably that may be hard to explain to the 
homeowners who currently have deer grazing in their backyards 

PUBLIC INPUT 
It must be made clear that although residents were finally able to become involved in 
seeing the maps and figures, the chance to make significant changes to the plan was at 
most minimal The influence of big business clearly has more impact than the residents 
who live in the project study area 

According to the DEIS the origin of the 61 connector was to develop a co1U1ection to PA 
Route 61 It states in the DEIS that "PA Route 61 is a major east-west corridor in the 
study area that carries traffic to/from Sunbury and points east to US Routes 11115 in 
Shamokin Dam The concept suggested locally was to extend PA Route 61 to provide 
additional access to the new alignment alternatives where practicable " During a meeting 
in Shamokin Dam on 1212/97 when a truck driver stated that he and other truckers would 
not use Route 61 because it was inadequate, a PennDOT Representative said that he not 
done a trucker survey so he couldn't comment 

When PennDOT was asked if there would be more truck traffic in Sunbury as a result of 
the proposed Route 61 Connector, Bob Hippenstiel, assistant construction engineer for 
the project, said there was no current study of Sunbury in relation to the bypass In a 
written response to questions from the Association of Taxpayers Against the 
Connector (AT AC), PennDOT replied to the question about the increased congestion in 
Sunbury by stating that related projects may be developed based upon need and available 
funding It seems rather shortsighted to ignore the increased traffic on one side of the 
Veterans Memorial Bridge when one is promoting the building ofa Route 61 Connector 
on the other side of the bridge 

A proposal for a grade separated structure for pedestrians and bicyclists over US Route 
11115 in conjwiction with the 61 Connector was evaluated At a Shamokin Dam/Monroe 
Township Focus group PennDOT representatives stated that a similar structure in 
Danville was rarely used In the DEIS it is stated "A grade separated structure was 
determined to not be reasonable in the area of the 61 Connector and the existing 
Veteran's Memorial Bridge 
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10. 

Response to Additional Written Testimony 
Submitted at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Walz 

Walz,E. 

9. (cont.) 

10. 

otherwise stay on the existing roadway system. Trips 
destined to/from U.S. Routes 11 /15 to/from the Sunbury 
area are better served by these alignments, whereas 
trips to/from the Sunbury area from alternatives not hav­
ing a direct connection to Route 61 would need to con­
tinue to use the existing roadway network to get there. 

The Route 61 Connector will accommodate this east/ 
west traffic. There is a substantial amount of traffic on 
U.S. Routes 11/15 desiring to get to the Sunbury area 
via Route 61. This traffic movement must be taken 
into account. 

Origin/destination surveys were completed for this 
project. The origin/destination surveys indicated that 
trucks do travel on Route 61. For projected volumes, 
see Section IV-M of the Final EIS. 

Essentially the traffic desiring to get to the Sunbury 
area from U.S. Routes 11 /15 is already using existing 
Route 61 to get there. The completion of the Route 61 
Connector will not create new traffic volumes in 
Sunbury. As noted however, additional projects may 
be developed based on the future transportation needs 
in Sunbury. The feedback that PENNDOT has re­
ceived from Northumberland County and Sunbury of­
ficials and residents is that they are in favor of the Route 
61 Connector. 
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Additional Written Testimony Submitted 
at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Walz, Elaine Bates 

The residents of Shamokin Dam are not against the construction of a highway The 
concern is that Shamokin Dam once again is divided for a transportation project and is 
dissected by the proposed highway The concerns of business should not have priority 
over the residents PermDOT will leave the area after the highway is built The residents 
who live in Shamokin Dam will have to live with the loss of cohesion, the noise and 
pollution furever 

The proposed solution for the residents of Shamokin Dam is to build a road to connect 
the Gunter and Orchard Hills developments This will bring more traffic directly into a 
development There are no sidewalks for pedestrians in much of this area It will 
become unsafe to go anywhere on foot Another solution proposed was a pedestrian 
crossing at the intersection of Eighth Avenue and Routes 11-15 The residents of 
Shamokin Dam deserve more solutions in response to the damage that will be done to 
their neighborhood as a result of the proposed preferred alternative 

~ 24;,u'd:-<t:-10~ 
Mrs Elaine Bates Walz 
36 Jonathan Road 
Selinsgrove, PA 17870 
Shamokin Dam Resident and Shamokin Dam/Monroe Township Focus Group Member 

11. 

12. 

Response to Additional Written Testimony 
Submitted at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Walz 

Walz, E. 

11. 

12. 

The concerns of business did not take priority over 
the residents of Shamokin Dam Borough. The con­
cerns for the safety of the motoring public must be 
addressed, and the project being developed is for the 
greater public good. Unfortunately, there may be im­
pacts on those communities surrounding the proposed 
improvements. 

The connecting roadway, known as the Courtland Av­
enue Extension, connects the Gunter Development 
with Orchard Hills. This connecting roadway was de­
veloped in response to residents' and Shamokin Dam 
Borough officials' concerns about emergency service 
providers access and community cohesion issues. 
This connecting roadway is intended to provide alter­
nate access into and out of Orchard Hills. Should 
Shamokin Dam Borough officials decide that this con­
nection is not needed, this connecting roadway may 
be dropped from further consideration. Likewise, if 
Shamokin Dam Borough officials decide that the pro­
posed pedestrian crossing at the intersection of Eighth 
Avenue and U.S. Route 11/15 is not needed, it will be 
dropped from further consideration. 
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Additional Written Testimony Submitted 
at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Walz, Robert 

s~~~-~~~~)6 PUBLIC HEARING- March 12, 2001 
DEIS COMMENT FORM 

You may utie thle form 10 submft written cornmerlts on the CSVT Draft Ef1,virorimentaf Imped 
Statement (DEIS). Place !he form In !he specially marked box. If you prefer to return the form by 
mail, refer fo the Public Hearing handout for the appropriate address. All comments are due 
by lll•rch 26. 2p-· · 

Date:~_ 
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Response to Additional Written Testimony 
Submitted at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Walz 

Walz, R. 

1. 

2. 

Originally (prior to 1995) the project was denoted as 
the Central Susquehanna Valley Thruway Project. 
Locally, it may have been referred to as a "bypass", 
but the FHWA and PENN DOT did not begin the stud­
ies determining that a "bypass" was the appropriate 
transportation solution. In fact, at the outset of the 
project studies, the project name was changed to the 
"Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project" 
so that it was not assumed from the outset that 
PENN DOT would be constructing a "thruway" or a by­
pass. Upgrading and improving the existing system 
(on-line alternatives) as well as options involving new 
alignments were investigated, as were options poten­
tially involving mass transit. 

The project priority has always been to address the 
transportation needs of the study area. Since July of 
1996 the purpose of the CSVT Project has been clearly 
stated as shown on pages 1-18 of the Draft EIS: 

a. Reduce current congestion on study area road­
ways. 

b. Improve safety for users of the roadway sys­
tem through better accommodation of all traf­
fic, with particular attention to trucks and 
through traffic. 

c. Ensure sufficient capacity for the growth in 
population and employment that is expected for 
the study area. 

Serving the needs of the motoring public is often diffi­
cult to accomplish without affecting communities near 
proposed highway projects. 
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Additional Written Testimony Submitted 
at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Walz, Robert 
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3. 

Response to Additional Written Testimony 
Submitted at 3112/01 Public Hearing, Walz 

Walz, R. 

3. The integrity of any community is never treated as 
expendable. Numerous federal and state laws require 
that multiple issues are considered on every proposed 
highway project. The Route 61 Connector was added 
to the CSVT Project because it helps the project alter­
natives to better achieve the goals of the project. We 
recognize that this improvement will not come without 
some impact to Shamokin Dam Borough. Mitigation 
measures have been proposed to help minimize the 
impact of the roadway, such as: 

a. Centering the Route 61 Connector between the 
Gunter Development and Orchard Hills to bet­
ter balance the impacts on the communities. 

b. Lowering the profile of the roadway where pos­
sible. 

c. Erecting noise barriers where warranted, fea­
sible and reasonable. 

d. Providing a connecting roadway to maintain co­
hesion between neighborhoods, and improv­
ing emergency access to Orchard Hills. 
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Additional Written Testimony Submitted 
at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Benner 

Good evening, 

Snyder County Fann Bureau 
Governmental Relations Division 
RR4Box223 
Middleburg, PA 17842 
(570) 539-8389 
March 12, 2001 

My name is Charles Benner, I am the Vice President and Governmental Relations 

Director of the Snyder County Farm Bureau which represents almost 400 farm families and others 

with an interest in agriculture 

Our preference would have been the Old Trail alignment, but we realize that is not to be 

However, we are highly concerned with a portion of the new alignment which is rerouted 

to avoid crossing through a so called "historical farm" just north of Selinsgrove which will cost 

approximately SS million or more 

Penn DOT claims the government considers this amount insignificant in comparison to the 

overall cost of the project We disagree! 

In addition to the extra cost, it will break up portions of the Heimbach farm making it 

difficult to farm with today's modem machinery It will also require the taking of the Comfort lnn 

and the Computer business 

Common sense should and can prevail here 

Legislators will usually vote for exceptions to laws if it is not controversial and will be 

beneficial to the general population 

We ask you to consider putting more effort into changing this portion of the alignment 

We thank you for this opportunity to express our opinion and concerns 

I 1. 

I 2 

3. 

I 4. 

Response to Additional Written Testimony 
Submitted at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Benner 

Benner, C. 

1. The preference of the Snyder County Farm Bureau for 
the Old Trail Alternatives is noted. 

2. Your opposition to the proposed avoidance of the Simon 
P. App farm with the DAMA Alternative is noted. The 
Simon P. App farm was determined to be eligible for the 
National Register of Historic Places. As such, it is af­
forded the protection of Section 4(f). In avoiding the 
Simon P. App farm, we are complying with Section 4(f) 
of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966 
(amended in 1968). This Act states, "The Secretary (of 
Transportation) may approve a transportation program 
or project requiring the use of publicly owned land of a 
public park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl 
refuge, or land of an historic site of national, state, or 
local significance (as determined by the federal, state, 
or local official having jurisdiction over the park, recre­
ation area, refuge or site) only if: 

• 

• 

There is no prudent and feasible alternative to 
using that land; and 

the program or project includes all possible plan­
ning to minimize harm to the park, recreation 
area, wildlife refuge, or historic site resulting from 
the use." 

Case law for the application of Section 4(f) indicates 
that an avoidance alternative must be selected unless 
the avoidance alternative creates impacts of an "extraor­
dinary magnitude." The DAMA is the Recommended 
Preferred Alternative because the information collected 
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Additional Written Testimony Submitted 
at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Benner 

Good evening, 

Snyder County Farm Bureau 
Governmental Relations Division 
RR4Box223 
Middleburg, PA 17842 
(570) 539-8389 
March 12, 2001 

My name is Charles Benner, I am the Vice President and Governmental Relations 

Director Gfthe Snyder County Fann Bureau which represents almost 400 farm families and others 

with an interest in agriculture 

Our preference would have been the Old Trail alignment, but we realize that ls not to be 

However, we are highly concerned with a portion of the new alignment which is rerouted 

to avoid crossing through a so called "historical farm" just north of Selinsgrove which will co st 

approximately $5 million or more 

Penn DOT claims the government considers this amGunt insignificant in comparison to the 

overall cost of the project We disagree! 

In addition to the extra cost; it will break up portions of the Heimbach farm making it 

difficult to farm with today's modem machinery It will also require the taking of the Comfort Inn 

and the Computer business 

Common sense should and can prevail here 

Legislators will usually vote for exceptions to laws if it is not controversial and will be 

beneficial to the general population 

We ask you to consider putting more effort into changing this portion of the alignment 

We thank you for this opportunity to express our opinion and concerns 

I 1. 

12 

3. 

14. 

Response to Additional Written Testimony 
Submitted at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Benner 

Benner, C. 

2. (cont.) 

3. 

4. 

to date documents that it is a prudent and feasible alter­
native to the use of the Fisher Farm (aka App Farm), a 
property protected under Section 4(f) of the U.S. Trans­
portation Act of 1966 (as amended). 

It is acknowledged that the proposed DAMA Alternative 
is estimated to cost approximately $5 million more than 
the DAM (Non-avoidance) Alternative and the DAMAAl­
ternative creates some additional impacts. However, 
case law for the application of Section 4(f) indicates that 
the proposed avoidance alternative must be selected 
unless the avoidance alternative creates impacts of an 
"extraordinary magnitude." The DAMA is the Recom­
mended Preferred Alternative because the information 
collected to date documents that it is a prudent and fea­
sible alternative to the use of the Fisher Farm (aka App 
Farm), a property protected under Section 4(f) of the 
U.S. Transportation Act of 1966 (as amended). 

For the purpose of compliance with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act for the App Farm, the 
FHWA preliminary determined that criteria of the National 
Register were met and the SHPO agreed. The property 
is therefore considered eligible for the National Register 
for 106 purposes. 

Due to the substantial controversy concerning the eligi­
bility determination and boundaries of the App farm, 
FHWA elected to raise the questions of eligibility and 
boundaries with the Keeper of the National Register 
(Keeper), the individual delegated the authority by the 
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Additional Written Testimony Submitted 
at 3/12101 Public Hearing, Benner 

Good evening, 

Snyder County Farm Bureau 
Governmental Relations Division 
RR4Box223 
Middleburg, PA 17842 
(570) 539-8389 
March 12, 2001 

My name is Charles Benner, I am the Vice President and Governmental Relations 

Director of the Snyder County Farm Bureau which represents almost 400 farm familieJ! and others 

with an interest in agriculture 

Our preference would have been the Old Trail alignment, but we realize that is not to be 

However, we are highly concerned with a portion of the new alignment which is rerouted 

to avoid crossing through a so called "historical farm" just north of Selinsgrove which will cost 

approximately SS million or more 

Penn DOT claims the government considers this amount insignificant in comparison to the 

overall cost of the project We disagree! 

In addition to the extra cost, it will break up portions of the Heimbach farm making it 

difficult to farm with today's modem machinery It will also require the taking of the Comfort Inn 

and the Computer business 

Common sense should and can prevail here 

Legislators will usually vote for eKceptions to laws if it is not controversial and will be 

benefkial to the general population 

I 1. 

12 

3. 

We ask you to consider putting more effort into changing this portion of the alignment I 4. 

We thank you for this opportunity to eKpress our opinion and concerns 

Response to Additional Written Testimony 
Submitted at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Benner 

Benner, C. 

4. (cont.) 

U.S. Department of Interior, National Park Service to 
list properties and determine their eligibility for the Na­
tional Register of Historic Places. The Keeper evalu­
ated the information and responded that the App farm 
and boundaries of the App farm met the eligibility re­
quirements. 

The response, contained in Appendix C of the Final 
EIS, indicates that the "Simon P. App farm meets Na­
tional Register Criteria A and C for its local historic and 
architectural significance. The approximately 31-acre 
boundary established for the register-eligible property 
is appropriate and justified as being the historic (1866) 
boundary of the property." 

Should conditions in the study area change at any point 
prior to the construction of the CSVT project, we have 
committed to reevaluating the area of impact. If condi­
tions warrant, alignment modifications may be made to 
further reduce project impacts. This commitment is in­
clusive of the entire CSVT project area, including the 
avoidance of the Simon P. App farm property. 
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Additional Written Testimony Submitted 
at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Fairchild 
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Statement 
of 

Representative Russ Fairchild 
85th House District 

Snyder and U11ion Counties 
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My legislative dist1ict em om passes all ol l lnion County and a pot Lion ot ~nyde1 C ounly 

The focus of this public heating is on a needt!d pwjed that will affe1 I eve1y rnmmunity 
in om region, as well as eve1 y pe1son who drives through ou1 a1ea nn Route 15 

This p10ject is the prnposed Cenllal Susquehanna Valley fh1uway(C'iV I) tonne< ting 
the nm th end of the existing Selinsgiove by-pass with l<nule l47 1101\h ot the Bo1ou11,h 
of Nmthurnberland 

I would like to <Ommend the Disttict 'l-0 pioject staff and their wnsultants fo1 theit 
tommitrnent to meeting with individuals, rnmmunities, neighborhoods, and g10ups 
that had conce1 ns 01 questions about the p1 ojert <JYe1 the past 4 years 1 he publit has 
been a valuable resou1Le !or PennOot, as many of thcil suggestions have been 
incm pm ated into tlw csvr p10je<:t 

As' <m kmlv-.J" Route 1::; lS the n1ain a1te!y LtH11ing into un(l cHJt ui 111y t\WJ tounties 1t is 
this major highway that !oral indusbies, 1eside11ts and l1 avele1s depend on ft>I timely and 
sale movement tluough out valley [his highway is a majm north-south wm1ec tion in 
Pennsylvania biinging vital goods, se1 vices and tou1isl dolla1s to uu1 a1ea and ou1 slate 
Conve1sely, Route 15 allows go<xls, se1vicesand benefits to flow to othe1 a1eas ot 
Pennsylvania, the United States, and (_anada Also, the th1uway wilt allow gieate1 actess 
to existing ind ustlial parks in Milton, 'ielinsgwve, and C...1 eat '>ll eam Commons in (,1 egg 
l nwnship, Union Lounty 

The goal ot this prnjerl is to reduce wngestion, provide tq1 !utme g1owlh, and imp1ove 
safety fo1 Lhe use1s of Ruules 11/ 15 and 147 Without the ( 'iVl p1njeLl llalfi< on 
Routes 11/ l 5 is pwjected to gmw f10m 42, 100 \'"hides pet day lo 79,lltlO vehicles p•~1 
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Additional Written Testimony Submitted 
at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Fairchild 

day in the year 2020 Safety is a primary concern Accotding to PADOT studies, over a 
five year period, approximately 1,000 atcidents occurred in the study area and involved 
22 fatalities Although trud<s comprise 13 % of the traffic, they are involved in 46% of 
the accidents 

According to a recent Congestion Management report, prepared by SEDA-Council ot 
Governments, US 15, which is part of the National Highway System, between Shamokin 
Dam and SelinBgrove is a highly congested roadway A well-designed thruway in this 
area would improve traffic wnditions and safety in the immediate at ea and also in the 
sunounding communities of Northumbe1land, Point Township, Sunbury, I ewisburg, 
and many other smaller communities 

The congestion and safety problems are a direct result of long distance and 1 egional 
traffic traveling through the region as well as the wmmercial development that has and 
will continue to increase local traffic 

This area is a commercial and retail intensive a1ea and all studies indicate substantial 
growth will continue to take place in this region of Pennsylvania 

Take a moment to visualize two funnels placed together at theil smaller openings The 
larger openings on both ends represent traffic that will be coming to our area in ever 
increasing numbers, especially given the completion of the itnpiovements to Route 15 
to the north and south of om area The smaller ends of the joined funnels represent our 
a1ea As mote and more car and trm.k traffic is "funneled" through our area, 
tJansportation efficiency and safety will decline 

This proposed thruway will create and enhance the regional highway system, linking 11 
existing rail, airports, public transportation, and provide for efficient, safe movement of · 
persons and goods in Central Pennsylvania 

H.owever, this project.cannot languish in the planning stages The Federal Highway 
Administration and the other coordinating agencies need to place this project on theil 
priority list to avoid any unnecessai y bureaucratic delays With the current congestion, I 2. 
and the continued growth in the region, the safety problems will only gel worse 
People's lives are at stake and increased economic development is in jeopardy 

fhank you for allowing me the opportunity to p1esent testimony on behalf of the 
citizens of Central Pennsylvania 

Response to Additional Written Testimony 
Submitted at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Fairchild 

Fairchild, R. 

1. Your support for the CSVT Project is noted. 

2. FHWA and PENN DOT are committed to conducting the 
required studies to ensure that all important environmen­
tal and engineering issues, including public concerns, 
are properly considered. The Preferred Alternative must 
meet current and future transportation needs, and at­
tempt to minimize environmental and social impacts. 
Final Design, Right-of-Way Acquisition, and Construc­
tion will proceed upon completion of the preliminary stud­
ies and issuance of the Record of Decision by the 
FHWA, and subject to the availability of funds. 
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Additional Written Testimony Submitted 
at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Shirk 

Su~u:!',:u!!')~ PUBLIC HEARING- March 12, 2001 
DEIS COMMENT FORM 

You may use this form to submit written comments on the CSVT Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) Place the form in the specially marked box If you prefer to return the fo1m by 
mail, refer to the Public Hearing handout for the appropriate address All comments are due 
by March 26. 2001. 

Date r,-,,_A'2.- • J 2.-<-"' I , 

1' ~ Name (required) ( _ Nkl- !hp 

Address (required) R 1 D. ::Z. ~ It I ~,?et-, I Z '17'1 

Phone(oplional) ;[lt?- 7'13- 7ti'l.J-Email(optional} -------­

COMMENTS 
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Use reverse for additional comments 

1. 

Response to Additional Written Testimony 
Submitted at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Shirk 

Shirk, C. 

1 The Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policies Act (42 U.S.C. 4601) of 
1970, as amended, and the Pennsylvania Eminent Do­
main Code Act of June 22, 1964, as amended, apply to 
all project displacements. Generally, property acquisi­
tion applies only to those properties needed for project 
construction or rendered functionally obsolete. 

If your property is directly impacted by the final selected 
alternative, you will be contacted by a representative of 
PENNDOT's Right-of-Way Unit. The timing for this will 
be based on the future project schedule and the avail­
ability of funds. 
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Additional Written Testimony Submitted 
at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Markunas 

Sus~.u~.~)~ PUBLIC HEARING- March 12, 2001 
DEIS COMMENT FORM 

You may use this fonn lo submit written comments on the CSVT Draft Environmental lmpad 
Statement (DEIS) Place the form In the specially marked box If you prefer to return the form by 
mail, refer to the Public Hearing handout for Ille appropriate address All comments are due 
by March 26, 2001. 

Date +abz. /-z,'bl> f 
I 

Name (required) {JtlffiJqyf />, /(l/U?j(tJ11/kS 

Addrass (required) f(!lz. ((l,Jalr£ @Ao) f, b ./ihX qz_ ;./ofl/11 !P ;ffe-1? fs4 

Phone (opfional) $7o-Lj13 -31f''f'1 Email (optional). 5"4NJ#'d~M (If) //llT/M!IL-,CQJti 

COMMENTS 
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Use reverse for additional comments 

1. 

Response to Additional Written Testimony Submitted 
at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Markunas 

Markunas, A. 

1. Ridge Road, in its present location and condition, 
would need to be improved to bring it in accordance 
with current engineering standards for the volume of 
traffic that is proposed to use it to access PA Route 
147. These improvements would consist of widening 
Ridge Road from the area where RCS crosses it west­
ward to its intersection with PA Route 147. This wid­
ening would necessitate property acquisition from a 
property that has been determined eligible for the 
National Register (Property #220, the Mertz Family 
Historic District, see pages IV-238 and 239 in the Draft 
EIS; Section IV.H in the Final EIS). 

Since the Mertz Family Historic District has been 
determined eligible for the National Register of His­
toric Places, this property is protected by Section 4(f) 
of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966 
{as amended 1968). This Act states, "The Secretary 
(of Transportation) may approve a transportation pro­
gram or project requiring the use of publicly owned 
land of a public park, recreation area, or wildlife or 
waterfowl refuge, or land of an historic site of national, 
state, or local significance (as determined by the fed­
eral, state, or local official having jurisdiction over the 
park, recreation area, refuge, or site) only if: 

a. there is no prudent and feasible alternative to 
using that land; and 

b. the program or project includes all possible 
planning to minimize harm to the park, recre­
ation area, wildlife refuge, or historic site re­
sulting from the use." 
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Additional Written Testimony Submitted 
at 3112/01 Public Hearing, Markunas 

Susiu~~~ PUBLIC HEARING - March 12, 2001 
DEIS COMMENT FORM 

You may use this form to submit written comments 011 the CSVT Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) Plai:e the form in the specially mari<ed box If you prefer to retum the form by 
mall, refer to the Public Hearing handout for the appropriate address All comments are due 
by March 26, 2001, 

Date ..E/n. /--z,pp I 
I 

Name (required) {fot1}1@f ,8, /nAOKo;.14s 
Address (required) f(Rz {(l;o[,-£ &Aflj f, b ./illX qz_ ;./ofl:l/I :0 /~ I 7 fS) 

Phone (optionaO 51a-Jj13 -34'tf'/ Email (optional)S.4NJ4='ll'AM g l./l!TJM/L,Cm,. 

COMMENTS 
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Use reverse for additional comments 

1. 

Response to Additional Written Testimony Submitted 
at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Markunas 

Markunas, A. 

1. (cont.) 

Since it is possible to avoid the Mertz Family Historic 
District without causing additional impacts of an ex­
traordinary magnitude, the avoidance option was ad­
vanced for further study. This is the reason that the 
proposed RCS Alternative relocates Ridge Road. 

Should conditions change from those currently 
present at any point prior to the construction of the 
CSVT project, we have committed to reevaluating the 
area of impact. If conditions warrant, modifications of 
the alignment will be made to further reduce project 
impacts. This commitment is inclusive of the entire 
CSVT project area, including the avoidance of the 
Mertz Family Historic District. 

In Final Design, we will evaluate the intersection be­
tween relocated Ridge Road and PA Route 147 to be 
sure that the sight distance is appropriate. 
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Additional Written Testimony Submitted 
at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Zaleski 

s~~~ PUBLIC HEARING - March 12, 2001 
DEIS COMMENT FORM 

You may use this form to submit written comments on the CSVT Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) Place the form in the specially marked box If you prefer to return the form by 
mail, refer to the Public Hearing handout for the appropriate address All comments are due 
by March 26. 2001. 

Oate ~ ~ I/~ CJ I 
Name(required) Ch1i1fc7 Ztt/e.~~I :J/-. 
Add!llss (required) /_of .1 /I <f I/- (s ft'.jtJVI (),, U tui>vi f tlAVlhf /J 
Phone (optionaO Email (optional) ------------

COMMENTS 
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Use reverse for additional comments 

a. 

Response to Additional Written Testimony 
Submitted at 3/12/01 Public Hearing, Zaleski 

Zaleski, C. 

1. FHWA and PENN DOT are committed to conducting 
the required studies to ensure that all important envi­
ronmental and engineering issues, including public 
concerns, are properly considered. The Preferred 
Alternative must meet current and future transporta­
tion needs, and attempt to minimize environmental and 
social impacts. Final Design, Right-of-Way Acquisi­
tion, and Construction will proceed upon completion 
of the preliminary studies and issuance of the Record 
of Decision by the FHWA, and subject to the avail­
ability of funds. 
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Cooperating Agency Comment Letters, ACOE 

•~-
D!.PARTllENT OF THI! ARMY 

IALTillOAE Cll9MCI', u & -OOllH <6'~ 
P.0.90Xl711 

llAL'llMORS.1111112111-1111 

26Match2001 
Operadolls Division 

Subject: S 1l 0015, Sec:ilon 088, Cemnl SusqliCbanlla Valley Tnnsportalion Projeot 

Mr Dave Cough 
Dinlctor of Opintkwla 
Fedenl Hishway Admini&tndoa 
221 Walnut Sll'llllt, Romn 536 
Harrilburl, PA 17101-1720 

DmrMr Coup. 

Tltil 11 ill respome to FHW A' I ldtlr dlUld llllllfY 2!1, 2001 requuting 
commllllb on the IUbjec:t !)qt\ Environmental Impact StatmMllll (DEIS) We have three 
major coneems with respect to the Dl!.IS. 

1 l'loodpW.1 

T1ie Old Train Alt«nat!wa wtRlld ruult in a longitudinal impact on 1ha 8oodpla!n of 
tho SUlqllellamll JliYer The DEIS does not quantify tho acreaae of till in tho l 00-ye1r 
floodplain. However, it appem tb&t the 10tU encroachmellt would bo In the rlllP of 40 
._ of dinc:t ftt~ when you include the impaot due to tM relocation of tho raikolld. The I 1 
impaa:t c:auld be even pll« if the emb..m-it i1CXlllllNded11 a levoe. The document · 
condudel 1hat A1letnldiws OT2A and cn'2B "would 11ot COllltitule • li&niftcwit 
enaoacbmeat OD the 100-year ftoodplalll duo to tho fhllowiag," uid proceeda IO OUlliDe 
the jullillcldion fbr tbla CCl'.ldUlion We have eoneemt 1hlt tba malym pn!llinred in 11111 
DB.IS, u cumntly written, ii inlufticleat 1D 9Uppod thil conclUJioJ!,, for Ille rellCllll 
diseuued below: 

L Tho third bollet OD Page IV-264 ltltel that "the Old Traill AJtematlvet woo1d 
require the filllna of wetlands inthailoodplain llld the~ ofriYllri!lo 
lbreatlmda to highway rights-of-way" It adda 1ha& "both oftheM impiu:U have btmn 
lftlnlllllnd llld will be mitlpted. " We diaqne with the ~that lhe impact to 
[12 - of] wetlands bu been mlaimlzed Tbe use of the Unn "minimiud" impliea thaa 
the illJllll4 bu been reduced to the polm that It ii llOW minimal Thil ii not the cue. The I 2. 
analysla of potential minbniatiC1111111111Ure11 (on Pqa IV-191 and IV-201) concluclea 
(1) thl1 bridgiq ii llllt reuollable, and (l) tb&t aamiwina of the roadway will be 
comidenid Nllitlw oflbe16 swement1 prowidcl aitlldcmt buit filt a llOlldiuion that tbD 
implOll to wetlands haw b-"""'1nl#d (i e , Jahiced to minimal), ~ fact, lhe fimmr 
ltltemmrt 111sgest1 thlt mlnlmlm!oll will not be pom'ble based on Pemi>OT'1 atllldardl 
ofreuombleneu. 

1. 

Response to Cooperating Agency 
Comment Letters, ACOE 

The development of the Old Trail Alternatives was a 
direct result of public input in the study area. Initially, 
all of the alternatives developed in Section I were lo­
cated west of U.S. Routes 11/15 between U.S. Routes 
11/15 and Penns Creek. Numerous suggestions by 
public officials and members of the general public to 
develop an alternative east of U.S. Routes 11/15, be­
tween U.S. Routes 11/15 and the Susquehanna River, 
led to the advent of project alternatives that would 
ultimately be designed as the Old Trail 2A and 28 Al­
ternatives. As noted on Page IV-260 in the Draft EIS, 
and in Section IV.I of the Final EIS, the intent of the 
Old Trail Alternatives is to develop a highway option 
that runs east of existing U.S. Routes 11/15. In an 
effort to minimize the acquisition of homes and busi­
nesses in this urbanized area, the Old Trail Alterna­
tives were located just west of the Susquehanna River 
necessitating a longitudinal encroachment on the 100-
year floodplain of the Susquehanna River. It is policy 
to avoid longitudinal encroachments on floodplains, 
where practicable. However, as noted in the Draft 
EIS on page IV-264, and in Section IV.I of the Final 
EIS, it is virtually impossible to locate a highway align­
ment between U.S. Routes 11/15 and the river with­
out this type of encroachment. The Final EIS has 
been clarified to identify that the Old Trail Alternatives 
require approximately 58 acres of fill in the floodplain. 
The Old Trail Alternatives do not encroach on the regu­
latory floodway of the Susquehanna River. The Old 
Trail Alternatives were not designed as a levee; there­
fore, there are no plans to construct any Old Trail Al­
ternative as a levee so the impact of fill in the flood­
plain associated with the Old Trail Alternatives is not 
anticipated to increase. 
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Cooperating Agency Comment Letters, ACOE 

·=· 
D!PARTllENT OF THI! Mitri 

llAL'IWOll! DlllTllC:f, U IL,,_ aoRPGOFll-.M 
P.0.-Ull 

IA&.TllOllE, 1111 21:111Mtll 

26 March 2001 
Operatloa1 Division 

Subj8ct: S ll 0015, Section 088, Calnl Sulqucbanaa Valley Tnllsportllion hoject 

Mr Iiave Cough 
Dinictor af Open.tlol\& 
Federal BighW&y Admini&tratlocl 
121 Walnut Sinet, Room 536 
Hmlabura. PA 17101-1720 

n..r Mr c.oup. 

Thlsi1 blretp011Seto FHWA'1 leaerdllod1111JUY2~, l001 nquelting 
commonta on the lllhjoct Drift Environmental Impact StaUmeat (DEIS) We have three 
~Of conccms with napeut ID the DBIS. 

I 11oodplalua 

The Old Tnin Altanltlws would nsult in a I~ imp&« 0111:ha ftoodplalll of 
the SUsquellamla River The DEIS does DOt quantify tho aaeap af till ill the l~yar 
floodplain. Howeva', it appean that the t.at.i encroadunetlt 'll10tlld be In the RllP of 40 
llRll of direct llll, when you Include the impact chic to the relocatian of'tbo ralltoad.. 11iii 
impact could be even sreatei' lfthe emb.,.!anent i1 llOllllJUcted u a lmle. 'l'be ~ I 1 . 
concluda that~ OT2A and O'rlB "would llOt COllltitul4 a ligniftoult 
cncroadlmem on the 100-year floodp1Ut dlM totheftllltlWio& • lllld .,__i. to outliu 
tho jullillcarion ftlr tbia CCllClwlon We havo ooncerna 1bat die lll&lyli• prem;med in die 
DmS, .. currently writteo, ii imumclenl in lllppod vu condulion, for the tCUOlll 
difaiued below: 

11. The 1hlrd bllltit on Pap IV-264 11t1te1 tbat "llie Old Train AltemaiiVot would 
requlm the filling of'Wetlandl in11utftoodplain and thotranlformltlon of'rlv=ine 
~to highway Jlshts-of·way • It adds thlt "both ofthue impm:aa have been. 
mtntmindand win be midgated. • We di11gJWwiththe natmnmitthat the impaato 
[12 - of] wetlands has boell minlmll'.ed The u1e olthe term "minimized" impliu that I 
the impact bu been reduced to the point that h it now minimal. 'Ibil ii not the cue. The 2 . 
ana.lym of'potential mlnlmizatian IDAllD'el (on Paps IV-191 mid IV-201) CCllCludet 
(1) tbal: llridgilllJ ill not reuoaable, and (2) Iba& aamwin1 of the 1t1idw&y will be 
collJidered Neltba-of'~ llla\emellU provides IUlllciem buia 1br • coaclUan dW tba 
impacll to wetlands have been 111inllnlad (i e , reduced to minlnW). ~&ct, the~ 
statement llliPlfl that n:dnlmlzmion will not be possible based on Pem1DOT'1 ltllldatda 
otnwomblenea. 

2. 

Response to Cooperating Agency 
Comment Letters, ACOE 

As noted, the third bullet on Page IV-264 of the Draft 
EIS and in Section IV.I of the Final EIS states that im­
pacts to wetlands in the floodplain and riverine forest­
lands have been "minimized." The use of the term mini­
mized means that the impact has been reduced while 
still maintaining adequate engineering geometry for the 
Old Trail Alternatives. The median width has been re­
duced to 16 meters (54 feet) as opposed to the wider 
median of 27 meters (90 feet) associated with the DAMA 
Alternative. This minimal median width has been used 
to minimize impacts (to the floodplain, to wetlands, to 
riverine forestland, and to homes and businesses) in 
this urbanized area as much as possible. The use of 
the term "minimized" was never intended to signify "mini­
mal" impacts. In fact, part of the reason for the recom­
mendation of DAMA as the Recommended Preferred 
Alternative was due to the lower impact to wetlands 
and riverine forested habitat associated with the DAMA 
Alternative. 

Section VI of the Draft and Final EIS note on Page Vl-6 
that the DAMA is recommended as the Preferred Alter­
native over the Old Trail Alternatives for several rea­
sons, one of which is that the DAMA has no impact to 
the Susquehanna River floodplain in this area. 

The analysis of potential minimization measures (Draft 
EIS, Pages IV-198 and IV-201 and Final EIS, Section 
IV. I) accurately concludes that bridging these wetlands 
(approximately 12 acres located in the canal area of 
the floodplain) would not be reasonable since the bridge 
would need to be so long it would be cost-prohibitive. 
Additionally, the Draft and Final EIS note that "minimi­
zation of the width of the roadway footprint, where prac­
ticable" will be considered to reduce wetland encroach­
ments. However, it will not be practicable to further 
minimize the footprint in the floodplain area since it has 
already been reduced in width. 
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Cooperating Agency Comment Letters, ACOE 

b Tha fourth bullet on Page IV-264 statet that the f1oodpWn "eocroadunent 
does not lllJPPOrl incompatible floodpla.la development" Tho remainder of tbe bQUa 
OOl!dUde1 thai ucomlary dawlopmeat of tho floadplaia woold be unlilcely We dlasree 
with theae .-enb f.or the lbllowiq reuons: (l) The proximity of a &oeway 
bDerdwlge will lllQ'eue the devalopmant pt'UIUT"e on the portion of the tJoodplain that 
remaina. landwald of the hiaJiway Asaumina that PennDOT could, obtain the neceeary 
approval(•) to fill 40 acns1 of floodplala to COlllUUCt the high~, it iJ unlibly that 
developcn would have any trouble obtalnina approval to fill the rcmaiaina acreqe. 
(2) The Corps' reQUlatiom [at 33 CF1320 4 (1)(2)) incorpomo the Rucutiw Order 
11911 on floodplains, and inttruct "district engineen, u put oftheir public interest 
review, to .avoid, to the llXielll practicable, long and lhoa term lllanificasit advene iinpacta 
auodated with the occapaney uid modification of,ftoodplalnr, u well u Che direct and 
indinc:t support of floodplain ~ment ~er tJicn i1 & pn.cticlble aJternaliw" 
We note that the Carpi' regulatimui require ua to awld all doveloplJ!Cllt lp the tloodplaln, 
including bighwaya, u well u the secondary dovdopment that they facilitate. Therefore, 
'ft would comider-the highway itself to be an incompatible floodplain deYelopment 

o Page IV-265 lndicat.es that "no I~ on natural am beneficial floodplain 
values are anticipated due 10 tloodi!qi It this location." However, the docmnllill does not 
pm'lde llU1flclent anelyliJ to conclude 1hat there ve no impu:ts ID uturB1 and beneftcial 
floodplain functiou resulting &om the highway COllJtnlclion Pap l'V·197 lndicates that 
almolt ll '"et ofriverin• ponded and riverine flooded wetludl would be filled In the 
Susquehanna River floodplain. Bued on the dacrlptloa of the wetJand t)'pel, time 
wetlanda would appear to be imporwit lbr amphibian bneding; to povide oover and 
food for ten'elllrial wildlife; tbr Oood ltartp; tbr Wiler quality ftulctions Rach u 
polluunt removal. nitroaea rmnoval, l!ld lediment trappins; and u a buff's between the 
IWllmC c:ottapa and the landward deve1opmem, provld!ns IOll1ude for SUllJllel' residents 
uid &cilltating the enjoymei¢ of recreational boa1!Jlg and fishing We would ccmlder 
these to be tha "aa1ural and benaticial floodplain~ n The Jou oftheu ftmctiom 
bu not beM dimuud in the DBIS to pmvlde a bui1 fix' your c:onclusion. 

In llWM'llr)', there ia inluft'icient inibnnation in the DBIS IO 1Uppart your flnding 
that the floodpi.in impact 11 lnllgnlflcant. Furthermore, OUJ resuJadons [bl 33 CFll 
320 4(1)('3)1 dinlGt that "the district llllgin8er ~•void Mhorizinl ftaadplaln 
deweloprnmm when- pnaic:able .iternadvu exist outside the iloodph.ln." Because 
the DAMA Alternate ill cleldy a pl'ICliW1e lltdmative, it is USllikely that eidlet of the 
014 Trail aJternaiivel ccu1d be autbmized. buad on our undemanding of the Ngnitwle 
of the tloodplain impact. Purthermore, ~ question wlmther there wovlcl be support It 
tbe local level tor IUCb a larp floodpllin la11 

2. brdnrOC'lc 

Acc:ordins to P1geIV·J3I of'theDm, the ~DAMAaltemdvewlthR.lvrr 
Ciou1111 RC-' 'WOUid mult ill the Med to dilJIOSll 4 46 million cubk yanb of exoea 
~Ilion The doeliment J10lel that more dlln ou million wbic yatda oftnlS«ilJ cauJ4 
be used in the area of the uh buinf.. PennDOT and PHWA would requiretlw """"'_,,,. 

3. 

4. 

5. 
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3. 

Response to Cooperating Agency 
Comment Letters, ACOE 

FHWA continues to maintain the position discussed in 
the Draft EIS on Page IV-264 and in the Final EIS Sec­
tion IV. I that the placement of the Old Trail Alternatives 
between U.S. Routes 11 /15 and the Susquehanna River 
will not support incompatible floodplain development. 
The Old Trail Corridor is presently urbanized, especially 
the portion abutting U.S. Routes 11/15. Between U.S. 
Routes 11/15 and the river, the land use could be char­
acterized as medium to high density residential, com­
mercial, and industrial development. The growth in this 
area appears closely tied to the availability of public 
sewer and water service and the development of the 
roadway network. 

Much of the development (residential, commercial, and 
industrial) that has occurred and continues to occur in 
Monroe Township is the result of economic growth and 
employment opportunities in the area which generated 
an influx of new residents to the region. The FHWA 
and PENNDOT in conjunction with the local planning 
entities have determined that the new highway, the Old 
Trail Alternatives in particular, will not substantially af­
fect the development patterns in the region. 

The Old Trail Alternatives are limited access; therefore, 
no new access will be provided to areas adjacent to 
the Old Trail with the exception of areas surrounding 
the interchanges. Additionally, the interchange closest 
to the area where the Old Trail Alternatives would en­
croach on the Susquehanna River floodplain presently 
exists. Although this interchange area would be slightly 
modified by the Old Trail Alternatives, the access to the 
study area would remain exactly as it exists today. The 
Secondary and Cumulative Impacts section of the Draft 
and Final EIS (Section IV.L) discusses the secondary 
impacts of the project and denotes areas on project 
mapping that may experience development pressure 
as a result of project alternatives. These secondary 
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Cooperating Agency Comment Letters, ACOE 

b Tha fburth bul~ on Pase IV·264 statct that the tloodpWn "ericroachment 
does not mippmt incompetible ftoodplain deYelopmeat '" The remainder of the build 
ooncbide1 thai lllCOlldary dimlopmeat of1be tloodplain would be unlibly We diagree 
with thae ~enta 1brthe lbllowiq rw.ona: (1) The proximity of'a &oeway 
lnterdwlge will Iner..- the developmam: prwure 011 the portion of the tloodplaln tllll 
remaim landwud of the hipway AslWlling that PennDOT could obtain the neceuiuy 
approva"l(1) to fill 40 acn1 of floodplain to COlllUW:tthe highway, it ii unlibly that 
developen would have any trooblo obtalnlna approval to fill tlla remainina acn:cp. 
(2) Tho Corps' reauJationa [at 33 CF1I.. 320 4 (1)(2)1 incorpanitei the Executive Order 
J 1988 OD Floodplalftl. ll)d illltJuct "district engineen, U put of their public interest 
review, to .avoid, to the extent pnctlcablo, long lllld lhort term ligidficant ldYerle iinpacta 
woelated with the occupanay and modlilcUlon o£ftoodplain1, u well u the direct ud 
indn:t llipport offloodplll11 development ~er tJi.ore i1 1. pn.c:ticable aJtarn.nw " 
We note that the Gxps' njpllatiD1111 roqiUro ia to mild all dovelopmcnt Ip tho tlooclplala, 
including highwaya, u well u tho secondaiy Uvelopment tlllt they f'eDilitato. Therefore, 
we 'lll'CIJkt ~der the highway it!olfto be an Incompatible floodplaln development 

o Page IV-2tjS lndicatel that "no im~ on natural llld beneficial tloodplain 
valuet are 1111tkipated due to iloodina at tbil loca.tion.." However, the docullieat doe1 llllt 
provide llll1Ilcieni analyaia to conclude tbB1 there ue 110 impacts ta natural and beneficial 
iloodplain functions resulting A-om the hl&fnny construction Pap 1V • 197 lndicauis thai 
almoa 12 tcr• oCriverint ponded and rivmine flooded weclanda would be filled In tlw 
Susquehamla Rivllf ftoodplain, Bued Clll the dfllCriptlllll of the~ types. these 
wetlands would appear to be import11111br 1111pbibiu. bneding; to provide CDVm' and 
food for tenalrial wildlife; fOr flood ltDtlge; lbr Wiler' cplliy ftutctionl llich u 
polluwit removal, nitroaen tmnDYll, and udiment 'lrlppins; and U I 'buffer between the 
llW2llllC' cotqgea and the landward development, pnMdlq solitude for aunmer residents 
uid fiux'1itatins: 1ho enjoymm o£ recteadonal boatlns and fishing Wo would eaaalder 
these to be tba "natural and benafic:ial floodplain fiHicti0111" The IDu ofthele tlmctinaa 
bu not been discussed in tho DBIS lo pn:Mde a basis tbr your conclusion. 

In llWMlll'Y• 1bcR is inauJlieient inf'onnation. in tbs DEIS to aupport your 6ndiq 
t!Wthe tloodpWn impact 11 IJll!snlfk:ant. Furthennon, ourregulldom [in 33 CFit. 
320 4(/)(3)1 direct that "tha dlstri« qineer ~ •wid authoriling ftaodpllin 
dewelopmentl whenever pndlc:ablo altemadve1 exist outside the t!oodplaln. n Because 
the DAMA A1temate It cleul:y a pncticeblo altefaative, it i1 unlikely that either oCtho 
Old Trail aJtemativu coqld be IUthDrized, baaed on ourUlldentanding of the mapitude 
of the floodplain impac:t. Fwthennore, ~question whether thm'9 would be 1UppC11t U 
the local level for mc:b a krp floodplain Jou 

2. Earthwork 

Accordins to Page IV-331 of tho DEIS, the preferred DAMA&ltemadvewltb.Rlwr 
Cloulq llC-5 "WOUid rCIUlt ill the ued to dilJ>OSI 4 46 million cubio yudl uf exoea 
excavman The dociqmem no1e1 that more than au million cubic y8l'dl of material coul4 
be uaed In the area of the uh buins. PamDOT and FHW A waulcl require ti. conir.ctor 
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3.( cont.) 

Response to Cooperating Agency 
Comment Letters, ACOE 

impact areas are primarily focused on the interchange 
areas. The area surrounding the proposed interchange 
at the southern terminus, however is deemed as "con­
strained" due to its being completely within the 100-year 
floodplain. Therefore, this area was eliminated from fur­
ther consideration as an area affected by secondary 
development. 

The findings of the secondary impact analysis were 
verified by discussing the outcome of the analysis with 
local planners. Local planners did not define the flood­
plain area surrounding the Old Trail Alternatives as an 
area marked for any new development. 

Both Monroe Township and Shamokin Dam Borough 
have existing floodplain ordinances. Both ordinances 
prohibit development of any kind in the floodway. How­
ever, both ordinances allow for development in the flood­
way fringe (or 100-year floodplain) provided that appro­
priate flood-proofing mechanisms are part of the design, 
such as the requirement that structures must be de­
signed to remain dry up to at least 1.5 feet above the 
100-year flood. Therefore, even if development of some 
type is advanced in the 100-year floodplain of the Sus­
quehanna River, it has restrictions placed on it that de­
velopment in other locations would not have, making 
floodplain development more difficult and expensive. 

FHWA's regulations concerning floodplains are found in 
23 CFR Subchapter G-Engineering and Traffic Opera­
tions, Part 650 ~ Bridges, Structures and Hydraulics. 
PENN DOT and FHWA's policies concerning floodplains 
are specified on Page IV-253 of the Draft EIS and in 
Section 1V.I of the Final EIS. 

A review of the ACOE's regulations in 33 CFR 320 indi­
cates that the ACOE's regulations require the avoid-
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Cooperating Agency Comment Letters, ACOE 

b Th& fourth bullet on Page IV.:Z64 ltatcl that the floodpWn •encroacbment 
does not 1QPPOit incompedble ftoodplaJll deYelopmait • Tho remainder of tba bu1Jd 
concmdes that' ll!COndary d.wlopmellt oftbe floodplain would be unlibly Wo df-sreo 
with thae ~enla tbrthe lbllawing l'Ullllll: (1) The proximity ofa fteeway 
lnterdwigo will incr.,a the dmvelopment presaure on tho porilon otthe tloodpl&ln thal 
l"lllJIUna landward ottbe highway Alaumina 1hal PemDOT cou1d obtlin 1ho nec:alJI')' 
approWJ(1) to fill 40 111l1111 otftoodplaln. to comuuct the high~. it It unlibly '!hat 
d~pcn would have any trouble obtalnina approval to fill the rcmainina acnqe. 
(2) The Ctups' regulatlOllS [at 33 en. 320 4 (1)(2)] incorpome the Bucudw Ordet 
11988 on Floodplalnt. and illltnU:t "dimict enai-... u pan oftheir public iDtemt 
review, to AVOid, to the extent practkable, long and lhotl term llpif'ieult advenre impacta 
woclated with tho OCCllplllCy and mDdlfu:dlon of_Soodpllina, u well u the direct and 
indirect aupport offloodpllin development whenever tJicre ii a pnclicable aJtenwiw" 
We note that lhe Colp&' resufatlanJ require 1a to awld all developDICllt Iii the tloodplaia, 
incllJding hipwaY., u well u tho IOCOlldary doveloprnent that they feoilitate. Therefore, 
we would conaider tho hisJiway itself to bo an incompatible floodplalll development 

o Page IV-21)5 Indicates that "no !mp~ on natural and benelieill floodplain 
values are anticipated dvo fl) flooding IS thiJ location." However, tho docuina doa llDt 
provide lll1!'lclent analyll110 conclude that then are 110 impacts to natunl and beneficial 
floodplain fbnctiom resulting ft-om the highway COIUtnlcdon Prp IV·1971ndica&c1 ihlt 
almolt 12 ~ ofriveridt ponded lllld riverine flooded wetlandl would be tilled In the 
Susquehanna Riv• Ooodplain. Bued on the doscrlption of'the wet,land typet, tbme 
wetlandl would appear to be important ibr ampbibi111 bnedilllO to provide oover and 
fi>od Cor ten'Ollrial wildlif't; Cor flood lltorqe; 1br Wit« quality tbnetionl auch u 
poUutant remaYll, nhropa.J'mllOVIJ, and aedimont tnppina; and u a buft'er blltweea the 
IUDllUI' cottages and tbe laadward development, proWllna tolftude for 1UJ1U11er reddonu 
and ftiet1katingthe enjoymellt ofreaeatlooal boating and fishing Wewouldcaaslder 
thClll to be the "natural and beufic:itl floodplain fimctiOG1" The lou of these fbncti0111 
bu not betn disauaed in the DBIS ID provide 1 baslt tbr your a:melusion. 

In summary, Wire ii ~em information in the DEIS to lllpport your 11.ndina 
that the floodplein impact 11 lnllsalftcant. Furthermore, our regulatjo111 (In 33 CPll 
320 4(1)(3)1 dnct. that "the dlsairi qineer ~avoid llU1boriziq floodplain 
d8Y'elopmentl whlnllVW practicable altematlvea llXlllt outside the floodplain." Because 
the DAMA Alternate Is clearly a practicable altei'llltive, it i1 lllllibly that either of the 
Old Trail altemativea could be authorized, based on our~ of the mapi&ude 
ofth11.8oodplein impact. Purthennore, ~ quescion whether there would be support at 
tbe locll lmil for llllCb a Jqls floodplain Jou 

2. Earthwork 

According to PageIV·338 of the DEIS, the prdrredDAMA.altematlvewJthlUvcr 
Croulng RC-5 would relUlt In the Med to dilJIOSll 4 46 million cubiG yardl of exoea 
.cavan The doa!ment natu that more than one million alhic yards of mderial couJ4 
be utecl in the IRA ofihe uh buina. PCllllDOT INl FHW A would require thli contncror 
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3.( cont.) 

Response to Cooperating Agency 
Comment Letters, ACOE 

ance of long and short term significant adverse impacts 
to floodplains as well as the direct and indirect support 
of floodplain development whenever there is a practi· 
cable alternative. The FHWA and PENNDOT note that 
the ACOE would consider the highway itself to be an 
incompatible floodplain development. This means that it 
would be difficult to secure the necessary Section 404 
permit for this project. The possibility that a 404 permit 
may not be achievable was one of the many factors 
weighing in on the decision to select the DAMAAlterna­
tive in Section 1 as the Recommended Preferred Alter­
native. 

The comment on Page IV-265 of the Draft EIS that "no 
impacts on natural and beneficial floodplain values are 
anticipated due to increases in backwater flooding at 
this location" is referring to the location where the OT2A 
alternative interchanges with the 61 Connector. This 
discussion begins on the bottom of Page IV-264 in the 
Draft EIS. The interchange area for the 61 Connector is 
located outside of the 100-year floodplain. However, 
there is a small encroachment on the 100-year flood­
plain where proposed Route 11 would rejoin the exist­
ing Route 11. This minor encroachment is unavoidable 
and would not cause any wetland impact, thereby pre­
serving the natural and beneficial floodplain functions. 
However, given the rest of the general comments, we 
have interpreted these comments as focusing on the 
Old Trail Alternatives and impacts to the wetlands asso­
ciated with the longitudinal encroachment on the flood­
plain. 

The Draft and Final EIS document that the Old Trail Al­
ternatives would require filling of wetlands in the flood­
plain and the transformation of riverine forestlands to 
highway right-of-way. Approximately 12 acres of wet­
lands would be impacted by the Old Trail Alternatives. 
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Cooperating Agency Comment Letters, ACOE 

b ThD fourth bulliie on Pase IV-264 1t1tct tbat the floodplain "llllClOIChment 
does not mpport incompatible floodplaln dewlopment" The remainder of the build 
CCllehides thai ucondaty dcM:topmem oftbo 8oodplaia would be unlibly We di.!lagrM 
with thae .-ent. for tho ibllowing RUODS: (1) The praxhnlty oh &ecrway 
lllterchallp win I~ the chwelopraent ~re 011 the partlon otthe floodplain tbat 
remiiim Jandwud of the ldpway A&lllnling that PennDOT could obtain the aeces..,y 
appro...a'.1(1) to fill 40 acra oftloodplal.D to C01lllrUCt the Jtlgh-.y, it ii unliblytbat 
dovelopan would have any troub1o abtalnlna approval to fill the remainina aaeqe. 
(2) The Corps' re&ulatiom [at 33 en 320 4 (1)(2)1 incorpoqto the Executive Order 
11988 on ftoodplal111, ll!d instruct "district engineen, 111 part of their piblic ilitaeti 
review, to AVOid, to 1he extent prac:dGable, Jong and lhod tcnu llgoliioult advene bnp&Ctl 
woclated with tho occupulliy and DIDdlficatloo ot.floodplaim, u well u the dired; llMi 
indirect auppart of floodplain development~ tfiare ill a practicable lltanWive" 
We note that the Corp&' resuJaliam require ua to avoid alt development lJl the tloodplaln. 
including bisJiway1, u well u tbo leeOlldary dewlopment tbat they faoilitato. Tberef'ore, 
we would c:anaider the high-y itlelfto be an Incompatible floodpllin deYelopmmt 

ll Page IV-2~ Indicates that "no imp~ on natural &lid bcncfic:ial floodplain 
valuel are anticipated due ta flooding It tlWi location. n Hawevw, the docullleill doea not 
provide IUfBclent lllllydt to conclude that there 1re DO impacts to natunl and beneficial 
tloodpWn flmctiona resulting ft'om the highway COllJtnlc:don Pase lV· 197indicaiai1hat 
almost 12 M:tOI of riverilla ponded md riverine flooded wetlanda would be filled In tha 
SUJqueJwma Riv• floodplain. Bued cm the description otthe ~ t:yp111, these 
wetlaDrU wwld appear to be import&lll fbr ampbibiln breeding; to provide c:over Uld 
ti>od fer ten'eltrial wildlife; for flood ltOrap; fbr water cpalhy llnctiOlll such u 
po!Jutant removal, nitroJfll rmnavaJ, and llldiment trapping; and U I buffer ba-the 
llllDlUI' eottagn Ind the landward developmenc, provldhlg soUtudo fbr amimer mldentl 
and &m'lkatiq the enjoyment of rectClllonal boclng and fishing We would coasldcir 
thae to be the "natural fllld beuficill floodplain ftuil:tilllll " The lou oftlmle fbnctiam 
bu not '*n disaJ.laed ill the DBIS ID pmvide a basl1 fbr your conclusion. 

Jn IUIMllt)', there i1 Wadlicient infbmuition in the DEIS to auppore your finding 
that the floodplain Impact 11 lnalgnlficant. Furtl!ennore, our regulations (In 33 CPR. 
320 4(1)(3)1 direct tblt "tm dls!rict migineer ~avoid authorizing 1!oodpllin 
developllllllltl whanever pndlc:abill alternativel exist aubicle the ftoodplal.D." Beclu• 
the DAMA Altcmate la dearly a practicable a1tcmative, it ii Wllibly that ekhet ottll& 
Old Trail aJtem&tivea cauld be authorized, baled on DlD'undentandinioftha ll1l8lllUJde 
of the floodplain impect. Furthermore, w.e qqestioa. whether time would be support It 
tbe local level tor llUdl a !up floodplain lau 

2. Earthwon 

According to Page IV0 331 of the DEIS, the prefmed DAMA altemadve with River 
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Crou1111 RC-' would relUlt ill the need to dilpOSI 4 46 million c:ubla yards of PDlll I 6. 
t!XlllYllklD The doll!IDl8Dt nota that more than ona million wbic yards of mauria1 coul4 
be uaecl In tho area of1ho uh buinl. PCllllDOT and PHW A wauld require thll c:oldrldm' 

4. (cont.) 

Response to Cooperating Agency 
Comment Letters, ACOE 

In terms of their hydrogeomorphic characteristics, the 
impacted wetlands are grouped as Riverrremporarily 
Ponded (RVP) or Riverrremporarily Flooded (RVF) wet­
lands. The functions and values of these particular 
types of wetlands are presented in Wetland Technical 
Memorandum and summarized in Sections IV. F.2 and 
IV.I in the Final EIS. The wetlands impacted in this area 
of the floodplain of the Susquehanna River are jointly 
referred to as the "Canal Wetlands" due to their asso­
ciation with the old canal that historically ran along the 
river in this location. 

The canal wetlands provide both biotic and abiotic func­
tions. The position of these wetlands on the floodplain 
provides the opportunity for these wetlands to perform 
certain functions, such as flood flow alteration, sedi­
ment retention, nutrient removal, and provision of wild­
life and aquatic habitat; however, the canal wetlands 
are not highly effective at performing these functions. 
This is due to the fact that the hydrologic regime of these 
wetlands does not involve a flow-through flooding re­
gime. The hydrology of the canal wetlands is associ­
ated with the water table of the river. Field observa­
tions have correlated hydrology in the canal wetlands 
with the river stage. During the majority of the year 
when river elevations are at normal flow levels, the ca­
nal wetlands dry out. During the winter and spring when 
the river elevation rises, the canal wetlands fill with water. 
This hydrology is not the result of river water overtop­
ping the banks and flooding the canal; the hydrologic 
input appears to result from the seasonal rise in ground­
water elevation. 

This lack of flow-through water characteristic limits the 
wetland's effectiveness at floodflow alteration and as­
sociated functions like sediment retention and nutrient 
removal. 
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b Tha fourth bullet on Page IV-264 states that the t!oodplain "microachment 
does not mpport incompatible &odplaln development " Tho remainder oftbe W1Jd 
coacldde1 thai aeconduy dawlopmeot oftbe floodplain would b11 unlik81y We dlugree 
with t'- llllltaUmiil tbr thll lbllowing nmona: (I) The proxhnlty of a &ec!way 
lnterdlaDge will lllCI'~ tbe daveloplllllPt ~re OD die porilon of the tloodplain thal 
n!IDlina l.aMward of the hiahway Asawiling that PennDOT could obtain the necee*Y 
appro'Vai(a) to fill 40 IQ'CI oftloodpl&in to «miUUCt tile hlghwty, it ii unlibly that 
developen would have my tmuh1o obtainhla epproval to fill the renllinina aauge. 
(2) The Corps' feill}ltion1[at33 CFR. 320 4 (1)(2)1 incorpcntetho Eucutlve Order 
11988 Oii Flooclplain1, and imtNct "c!iltrict engineen, u pan of their public iDterut 
te'l'iew, to •void. to the atent praah:able, long and lhod term lllaalficaslt adwne linpacta 
woclated with the occupaney and nmcilflcatlon of_Soodplainl, u well u 1be direct Uld 
indirllllt llllppOlt of floodplain development ~er tl!m'll ii a practicable ahenWive" 
We note t!llt the Corp&' Rgulati11111 nqulre ua to avoid oil development ip tho tloodplalu, 
including highways, u well u the sec:ondary dovdopment that they faoilitate. Therefoze, 
we wau1d COlllidar tlm highway itJl!lfto be an l11compatiblo floodplain dewlopment 

a Page lV-265 Indicates that "no ~ on natural alld beneficial floodplain 
'lla!ues are tntlcipated due to tlooding II: thiJ location. n Hawewr, tM doculneilt doea not 
pmvfde IUfficlent analy1i1 to conclude that there are no impacll to natural llllf benaficial 
floodplain tllnctiom resulting &om tho highway c:onstlUCtion Prge IV·l!I? lndicaict that 

3. 

almoa 12 ~e1ofriverineponded11111 riverine flooded wetlmuU would be filled In the 
Susquehanna River Ooodplain. Bued on the ducdptlon o!thll ~types, tbolo I 4 wetlanda would appear to bo important lbr amphibian breeding; to provide eover Uld · 
tbod for temltrW wildlife; fur Oood ll10rlge; for water qua1l1y fbnctlona auch u 
polJutant rfmOVll, nitroa• rmnaval. and lllldiment trapping; and u a buffer between the 
IWDD1m" cou.a- and the landwatd cfevelopmeni. provldlas 10llludo fbr summer residents 
11111 filmlitatiq the enjoynwlt of rocnational boating and fishing We would coaalder 
thae to be the "natural and beu6cial floodplain ~Cllll" no Jou of these tbactiOll& 
bu not been discmsed in the DBI! to pmvlde & bull fur your canclmion. 

In 11111111W')', WR i1 inad'Baient infonaatian in the DEIS to IUpport your flndiq 
that tho floodplain impact I• hitlgolflcant. Furtbcrmore, our regubtlolll [In 33 CP'R. 
320 4(1)(3)J diraat dllt "the dis!rWt engineer lho\Jld avoid IUlhorizins ftoodpilln 
deve1opmeatl when- pndlc:able llitematlves exist oubldo the floodplain." Becau111 I 5. 
the DAMA Altemate is clwty a practicable Utcimtive, it i1 llJ11ilce1y that eilMr of the 
Old Trail altemativea could be IUl:borbed, based on aurundenta.ndina of the mapitwle 
ot'tho fiooclplain impact. F\lrthonnore, ~question wbdmr1iim'e would be~ It 
tbe IOCll level for IUCb a Jup floodpllin Joss 

2. Earthwork 

According to P180 IV0 3311 of tho DEIS, the pn{erred DAMA lltemltive with RJvs-
Craulns llC-5 WDUld l1llRlh In the Miid to dilp058 4 46 million eubio yanb or- I 6. 
llXC&ftlian The d.oaiment llOtal that 1111n than ou million aibic yards of material could 
be uaed in the area of1he uh bllina. PennDOT uid PHW A would iequln t9 c:ontractnr 

4. (cont.) 

Response to Cooperating Agency 
Comment Letters, ACOE 

In addition to the seasonal hydrology, the canal wet­
lands also contain low vegetative species diversity, 
mostly Silver Maple and Poison Ivy. The lack of year­
round water and species diversity limits the effective­
ness of these wetlands at providing wildlife and aquatic 
habitat. 

The size of the canal wetlands also limits their effec­
tiveness; the relatively small size coupled with the lim­
ited interaction with the river results in limited effective­
ness for numerous functions, including flood flow alter­
ation, nutrient removal, sediment retention, and wildlife 
habitat. 

In summary, the canal wetlands do provide biotic and 
abiotic functions; however, their effectiveness at per­
forming these functions is not high or significant. The 
CSVT project was developed with respect to develop­
ing viable alternatives in accordance with avoidance 
and minimization measures outlined in the 404(1 )(b) 
guidelines. 

The cottages would remain in Shady Nook; therefore, 
the placement of the Old Trail Alternatives does not elimi­
nate the ability of summer residents to enjoy the recre­
ational boating and fishing offered by the Susquehanna 
River in this location. Additionally, a noise wall is being 
considered on the east side (Shady Nook side) of the 
Old Trail Alternatives in an effort to minimize the visual 
and noise intrusion of the highway into this area. 

As noted previously, the FHWA and PENNDOT have 
attempted to minimize the impacts of the Old Trail Alter­
natives on the floodplain and the wetlands in the flood­
plain by reducing the footprint as much as possible in 
this location. The intent would be to mitigate these wet­
land impacts in the same general location, if possible. 
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'b The fourth bullet on Page 1V·264 1111tc1 that the floodplain "'eouoacbmeat 
does not lllPPOrt incompatible ftoodplain dewlopment • The remainder of the bulls 
ccncllide11bai aecond.uy dl!V8lopment oftbe floodplain would be unlwly We dlsasree 
with tlU!le ~ fbr the 1bllowiq F11U011s: (1) The pmxlmlty of a fheway 
lnlerebange will lncreue tbe d.velnpmAPt pr..it9 on 1he porilon of the floodplain th.al 
l"lllMim. 1andwlrd of tho hiaJnvay Aslllllling tblt Pm:inDOT oould, obtain the neces"'Y 
approwl(1) to fill 40 aa11 otfloodpt&ln to comuuct the high-.y, it ii unlibly that 
deYelopera would have any trouble obtainlns approval to fill the remaillina a.cnap. 
(2) The Corps' re81J)ationa [at 33 CFll 320 4 (1)(2)] in~the Eucutlve Order 
] 1988 OD FtoodplaJ111, and instruct "district IQ8ineen, U put of their public iilterest 
review, to .avoid, to the atent pra.cdcable, long and lhod term ligulficult edvene iinpaet.a 
auoclated with tho occupancy and modltlcation of.Boodpla1111, u well u the direct llld 
indirect support offloodpJahl developmellt ~er tl)n ii I pnolicablll altlmltiw" 
We llOte lhat the Coqi&' 1118JllatiDDJ nqQ!re qa to m>id all development Ip tho floodplain, 
including hishwaY., u well u the secondary development that they faoilitate. Therefore, 
we would c:omider the hisJiway itJelf'to be an incompdiblo floodplain deve!opmcm 

o Pago IV-265 lndleaW that "no ~ on natural and beneficial floodplain 
values are anticipated due to flooding It thiJ loc.tion. n However, the docmnem does nat 
provide 9U1DdeSlt analysia to conclude that there we llO impacts to ~ and benefkial 
tloodpWn fllllctiom resultlns tom tho highway c:onstl'Uction Pqo 1V·19'7 lndicateuhac 
almost 12 ICrOI oCriveriue ponded and riverinll flooded wetlmda would be fllled In tho 
Susquehanna Rivw floodplain. Bued on tha desc:rlption oftbe ~types, tbmo 
wetland5 would appear to be important fbr ampbibl111 bnedinlO to provide cover Uld 
fbod Cor terro.trW wildlife; fbr flood ltOtlge; fbr wattr cpallty llnctiona auch u 
pollutlllt temO'Yll, nitroa-1 removal, and llediment trapping and u • buBier w- the 
IW1UDa' cottagel IJld tho lu4watd dovelopmenr, provldlna IOl!tude for mmmet realdontl 
and flacilitati"I tho enjoymtnt ofrecreatloaal boating and ftshlns Wowould CCllllldor 
these to be tho "umral and beneficial tloodplain fbJicli0111" The Jou oftbaia fbmiC1111 
bu not been discmud in the DBIS to pmvlde a bul1 fbr your canc1usion. 

In IUlllRWY. there is inluiHllimt infbrmation in tba DBIS ID IUpport your flndina 
tJlll the iloodpliain impact 11 lnllsnJScant. Furthormon, our regulatiom [In 33 CPR. 
320 4(1)(3)J di?9ct that "tbD dislrict mginelr aho\IJd avoid autborizing floodplain 
doYelopmelltl whenever prldlcable alternltlves exist Ollbido the ftoodplain." BecalJto 
tho DAMA. A1temate is cloady a pncticablo alternative, it i1 unlikely that either ot'tho 
Old Trail altemativea COllld be authoriud, based on ourundmtallding oftha magnitude 
of the floodplain impai:t. F\uthemJoro, ~ quost:ion wMthm' ihero WOIJ!cl bo .upport It 
the loCll levol for mob a llrp floodplain Jou 

2. Eartlnrork 

~nstoPtge1lV·3Jlot'thoJ)EIS,thopre!errodDAMAaltemadvewlthRJwr 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Cmulq llC-5 vmuld fOIUh: ill die ued to dillpOM 4 46 million eubiG yarda of oxceu I 6. 
ox.cavllion The doaiment JlOtml that more than 11111 million wbio yardl ofmuorial could 
be uaed ln the aru of tho uJi buina. PenaDOT and PHW A would roquU. ths contrac1m 

Response to Cooperating Agency 
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4. (cont.) 

5. 

In conclusion, the FHWA maintains that the Old Trail 
Alternatives would not constitute a significant flood­
plain encroachment because they do not result in sig­
nificant adverse effects on natural and beneficial flood­
plain values. The wetlands in the floodplain certainly 
provide certain functions, but their effectiveness at 
performing the specific functions is limited. However, 
it is recognized that the floodplain and floodplain wet­
lands are impacted. These impacts were a large part 
of the reason forthe recommendation of the DAMA as 
the Recommended Preferred Alternative in Section 1. 

The FHWAacknowledges the ACOE's position on the 
floodplain impacts. The FHWA has reevaluated its 
position on the Old Trail Alternatives with respect to 
floodplain impacts and continues to maintain the posi­
tion that the floodplain encroachment of the Old Trail 
Alternatives is not significant. The analysis performed 
indicated that the floodplain encroachments of the Old 
Trail Alternatives are not "significant" in that they do 
not pose a significant risk (interpreted as property loss 
and risk to life), a significant potential for interruption 
or termination of a transportation facility that is needed 
for emergency vehicles or is a community's only 
evacuation route, or a significant adverse effect on 
natural and beneficial floodplain values. The FHWA 
and PENNDOT acknowledge that the Old Trail Alter­
natives impact the 100-year floodplain and do not view 
these impacts as "insignificant." The impact to the flood­
plain is part of the reason for the selection of the DAMA 
Alternative in Section 1 as the Recommended Pre­
ferred Alternative. 

The FHWA has noted the ACOE's statement that it is 
unlikely the ACOE could authorize either Old Trail Al­
ternative. As such, the FHWA and PENNDOT con­
tinue to support the DAMA as the Recommended Pre-
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tti locate wuu dlapoJal sites tbr the remriinins J .s million cubic yudL By PennDOT'• 
calallatimu, the dhpoul otthi1 amount ofmmrial would requlrel30 acret ofWid iltlul 
macrill were plltd 20 1Mt bfgh. It it DOt likely that this amount of'land CiOllld be Siied 
wllh.out h&vina 110CiU, econQmic, llld environmen~ impacta. The NEPA dowmcnl nmst 
dlscloA the potaitlal implDl ar all cannec:ted ICdoll!I [ 40 cn 1so1 :2S(a)] The c!Upoul 
of exceu im:avatlo11 Ii a connected~ 

PcnnDOT's pndico Is to make the conlrlGICr raponslble 1br tinding a dllposal tire. 
Tile Corpa hu a hish level or discomfort with this practice, becauae fill mat«lll b 
typic:ally dilposeiit in low.lying arus, and the potential ror umutborized tining of 
wedand1 uid floodpJaim h higla. The Colpa doel nai havo tho l&lff to follow tbo 
contnctor's tsucb to dcta'miDe whather the material ia bciPg cbnpecl illegally in 
Wd1andl 

To addrou tbe problem with NEPA compliance and avoid potemlel 404 vlolatlona, I 6 
we recomman4 that tbe exc:en materU1 be uted to CQll9tnlct euthan n.olM benm. The · 
location of proposed earthen berms should be shown In the FBlS to disclose the impact ot 
this c:outructlon on areams, fmna, raidenoa, etc If the berm• cannot use Ill 1he cxcesa 
mlterial, addhional diJponl sitea should be identified in the FEIS Tbll comnc:tor Clll be 
given tho option to propose l1ternativa diaposal lita. but should not be allowed to use 
lllcll lites until an envil'omnental reeval~ bu been conducted and any required 
supplemental NEPA docwnantltion bu been completed, llld SecdoalOS/404 permitl 
iuued. By c:onditlon of tho 404 permit, tho Colpi will requin that any diaposal lite( s) 
ptJpOl8d by the contractor must~ tho faUcwina palylil (1) Ill UIOU!Dent by 
Peanl>OT to l.dclltify 1ny w.i.mt 1111 tho lite, (2) an mMronmental reeYlluUioll oftha 
NEPA docummll to determJne w1iether any prevloully u!ldbcloKd alaniflc&m illlplOll 
would occur, (3) Qn:ulitlOll otany niquired supplemental NEPA doannent1tiM, md 
(4) iPIJIUICCI of miy n~ Corp1 and P ADEP pcmlita l1iD contractor should be lllldc 
&Wife, thrciuah tho bid documenb. that thin is no panntM dlat I 404 psmit will be 
Wued for hil propelled dllPOW site, fllld that it could tab sewral lllOlllha to accomplish 
the proceaains olNEPA doaunentailpn and perm1ta. 

This ~approach by the Baltimore Diatrict !Ir dealing with the 4ispoaal iNUe wu 
lmtltudonalized on the Woodrow Wiison Bridge project, and ia CQllsicent with the 
guld&iKe wo aie recoJvlna iom our~ omce. Tbil appoadl puts the burdan 
OD the pennittee to wute tJm the pennluee' I coalracton ll'O not dompillJ material 
illeaaJly in intlanda. . 

3. 4(f)Avoldance 

mw A. bu propoiied a <t(f) avoidance altemat111D avoid the App F11111 hiltorio lira· 
The original DA Modified alternate would biacct the App Parm property, but DOt datroy 
my of the biltoric muctunil. The avoidance altemate would impact l bomu, 4 I 
buJineael, 0 75 acres of additional wetlandl, and mst SS million iucn In micrdancc 7 · 
with th.404 (b)(l) Guidellaet (40 CFll.230,10). the Corpt m&y 1U1horim only tho Jc .. 
envltomnelltllly clamagina praesicable llt«nltive While 1ho original I>A Modified 
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5. (cont.) 

6. 

ferred Alternative. Support at the local level is divided; 
there is some support at the local level for the Old Trail 
Alternatives, particularly amongst those who are af­
fected by or in the vicinity of the proposed DAMA Al­
ternative. 

The FHWA and PENNDOT have noted that the Rec­
ommended Preferred Alternative (DAMA/RC 5) re­
quires excess excavation. However, the amounts of 
excess waste discussed in the Draft and Final EIS 
are based on preliminary engineering level of detail. 
During Final Design, a detailed and comprehensive 
Geotechnical Survey will be conducted to ascertain 
site-specific information on geology and soils, as well 
as groundwater conditions. This information will be 
used to adjust the design of the selected alternative 
as appropriate such as providing for steeper rock cuts 
{thereby reducing excess material) or widening fill 
slopes, where possible. Additionally, the design team 
will investigate places where it may be possible to raise 
the profile of the selected alternative, also reducing 
excess excavation. This is discussed in the Final EIS 
in Section IV.O, Construction Impacts. FHWA is com­
mitted to working toward achieving a better balance 
between excavated and fill material. However, it is 
unlikely that any alternative could be brought into total 
balance. As such, there will be a need to dispose of 
the excess material somewhere in the project vicinity. 

As noted in the Draft and Final EIS, the ash basin ar­
eas may be used for the disposal of approximately 
one million cubic yards of material. Additionally, 
PENN DOT has contacted each municipality within the 
CSVT study area to determine if other potential dis­
posal sites exist. This coordination is currently in 
progress. 
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10 locate WUU. dlspolll aitct .lbr the remdning J.S million cubic yards. By PennDOT1 
c:abdationJ, the dlspo..t ofthi1 amount ofmatsill would requlrel30 aC'el of'land itthe 
mat.erlal were pllced 20 feet blgh. I ls not lllcely thar this llllOWll otland eould be filled 
without havins aooiaJ, econqnd~ Uld c:nvironmmrtJI impact&. Tho 'NBP A dOQllllCrll mult 
dbcloae tbepcltelltial impact of all connected acdons (40CFll lSOS 2S(a)] Tha dilpoal. 
of aoea excavadon Ii a connected ac:tion 

PimnDO'T'1practice11 to make tho conlrllCICrrespmm'ble fur ftndlng a dilposa1 liie. 
The Corps bu a high lllvel of discomtbrt wilh dlia practice, bl!Clllle fill materlll is 
typically disposed in low.tying aras, and tbc potential fer unaulhorized filling of 
vicdand• uid Soodp!aim is high. The Corps does run havo the ltafrto follow tho 
contndor'1 tauclca to dda'mine whether the matlrill ia b«llg dlul1ped illeplly In 
"\\lellaacll 

To addrCll the problem with NEPA compliance !Ind avoid potc1111at 404 violatlon1, I 6 
we recommend that the CKCeSI material be UMd to comrtnlet euthea noiJe berms. The · 
location of proposed eanhen benm should be shown 111 the FE.IS to dlsdose the imp.a of 
this ~ on 11tream1, fUau, reaidellOOI, etr1 Jtthe berms cannot use all the CICClll 
mlteriaI, additional dbpoaal situ ahou.ld be ideml!ed In the FElS TM colltnctot can be 
given the option to propotc alternltive diapoul sites. but should not be allowed to use 
such lites until an environmelltal reeva\llllion baa been c:onducted and any required 
llUPPlemental NEPA documentninn bu been completed, mi Section105f404 permita 
iaued. By condition oftbe 404 permit, tho Corps will require that any diapaul lite(•) 
ptlpOled by the cantnctor muJt ~the Ji:lllowlna $.Dllylil (l) an weument by 
PeanDOT to Identify any wllllanda on tho rite, (2) an environmental reeva!uadon of the 
NEPA doeument to detemdno wbealer any pmiioullyvlldbcloled alpi8c&Dl impactl 
would occur, (3) c:in:ulidon of &ny required auppJementa1 NEPA cloa1DW1btiM, IDd 
(4) ia8\WICO of !lily neceuary C«ps aad P ADEP pemUtl Tbe COlltrador thollld bo made 
aware, tbrciuah the bid documenb, that there ia no parantM that a 404 permit will be 
lssuecl m hll proposed dltpOal] mo, and that it could tab ae¥etaI months to accomplish 
the proceaaiDg Qf'NEPA documellladpn and pormlts. 

This ~ approldl by the BlltilllOnl District b dealing with the dispo..t iuue wu 
lmthullonalized cm the Woo4row Wilson Bridge project, and ia ooasicent whb tho 
guidance we am recetvtna &om OQl' Headquuten omco. Thi• apprOldt putl the buntan 
on tho permittee to .we tbat !fie permlttee' 1 conlfM:IOl't are not dumpinJ maerial 
illoallly in 'Mtlandl. 

3. 4(1) Avotduce 

FHW A hu proposed a 4(f) avoidance lhemata tu avoid the App Fmn historic lire.­
The odglnal DA Modified altcmlte would bisect the App Farm proporty, bl# not dClll'Dy 
any oftba historic mucturel. The avoidance alternate would Impact 2 bomel, 4 I 
bllllneau, 0 15 mes tJf ldditional wetlands, and COit s.s million more Ia ICllCll'IWwe 7. 
with the 404 ('b)(l) Guidellna (40 CFR.230.10), tho Corps may muthortm onlr tho lout 
envlronmontllly damaging pniclicah1e tltenldvo While tbo orlgin&l I>AMadlGed 

6. (cont.} 

Response to Cooperating Agency 
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The FHWAand PENN DOT have also committed to the 
use of an Environmental Monitor (EM) throughout Fi­
nal Design and construction. One of the responsibili­
ties of the EM will be to track the placement of surplus 
material. However, beyond the ash basins and any lo­
cations identified by the local municipalities, the FHWA 
will not dictate the locations of the waste disposal sites 
prior to construction. The FHWA's policy is to make the 
locations of waste disposal site(s) the responsibility of 
the contractor. During construction, if excess material 
is disposed of outside the right-of-way, the contractor 
is required to obtain the necessary approvals, includ­
ing all environmental clearances. PENNDOT's Speci­
fications, Publication 408, provides contract require­
ments to assure that these approvals are secured prior 
to disposing of the waste. Additionally, PENN DOT will 
add a special provision to their specification to assure 
that the contractor will have qualified professionals to 
investigate and determine that no environmental con­
cerns exist in the proposed disposal area. If environ­
mental concerns exist, then the contractor's qualified 
professionals will secure the necessary permits and 
approvals. PENNDOT plans to use their EM to track 
the placement of excess material and to assure that all 
necessary approvals and permits are secured. 
PENNDOT, the contractor(s) and the EM will coordi­
nate closely throughout construction to ensure that con­
trol measures are maintained and all necessary envi­
ronmental clearances and permits are secured. 

Additionally, during Final Design the possibility of using 
excess excavated material for the construction of 
earthern berms to mitigate noise impacts will be inves­
tigated. However, it must be noted that the Borough of 
Shamokin Dam, one of the municipalities impacted by 
construction, has gone on the record by saying they 
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~ lODIWI waste. dlspollal sites tbr the remaining J,5 million cubic yards. By PennDOT' • 
calculationl. the disposal ot'thi• amount ofmmrial would requlrel30 acres ofllDd if the 
llllU:rial Win placed 20 filct bigh. It is not likely that thi• amount of land eould be filled 
without having 10Cid, econQmJc; and cnvironmeni.1 imp&eta. Tha NBP A doaJment nmlt 
dlaclcae the potential impact or all connectod acdolll [40 en 1508 2s(a)] Tha disposal 
of excea excavation Ii a connected ll:lion 

PCllllDOT'1pn.ctl~11 to mate the contrlCf.01' rnponsible ibr ftndlng a dilpOU! liie. 
The ColJll has a high level of discomfort with tbis praclice, because fill material is 
typically disposed in low-tying IRIS, and the potmu:ia1 for Ulllllthorized ftllina of 
Wedand1 uid floodplaim iJ high. Tho Corpa dou not bavo the Rafi' to tollow 1hc' 
contnctof1 tJUcb fO determine wlmths tlui ~ i& being dwnpecl illegally in 
wetlalldl 

To~ tbo problem with NEPA compliance !Ind avoid potential 404 violation1, 
we recommend that the eKCeSS matelUl be uaed to constnltlt llUthea noise berms, The 
location ot'proposed earthen berm• should be shown In the FE.IS to dlsc1oso tbe impact or 
this collltrUctioft on 11tream1, &rm.. reaidence1, etc Jfthe bermt cannot use all the SCC11• 
material, MlditiOIW di•polal. sitea 1hould be identi!ed In the FEIS The connaor can be 
given tho option to propotO llltem4tivo disposal sites. but should not be allowed 1ID use 
such lites wJlil an environmemal reeval.uadon bas been conducted and any required 
supplemental NEPA doc•ment.lti.on bu been completed, and Sectlonl051404 pcnnitl 
i91118d. By condition ofthe 404 permit, the Corpa will require that lllJ dillpOlll me(•) 
propoaed by the contractor must lll)derao the ibllowinJ palywis (1) Ill woument by 
PeanDOT to Identify any wetlands on the .a. (2) an IDYironmenta1 -1uadoll of the 
NEPA document to determine whether atty pte'Yiwsly Ullditdoaed llpif!CADl implCtl 
would occur, (3) cimaliilcm of any required IUppJemental NEPA documentarion, md 
(4) iu1.iuice of ay neeeaary Corps llld PADEP permits 'Ibe contractor 9hou1d be made 
awue, d!IOuah 1he bid doaimentl,. that lhere bi no panldM 1hlt a -404 psmit will be 
1aued for hil propoaed dlspoal aile, aad that it could tab sewn! month• to 1CC01Dpli.sh 
the procealing of NEPA documentldlpll and pennlta. 

This ~ appraach by the Bidtimore District for delling witb the dispolll Wwl wu 
lmthudonalized Oil thl Woodrow Wilton Bridge project. and ii ronsicent with the 
guidance we aie ret.elvlna; &om our !Wdquarten OIBce. 'Ibit llpflrOACh putl the burdan 
on the pennittea to easute tlm~ permlttee'a COllltadOl'I are not diJmpina material 
illeplly in wetlandl. 

3. 4(f)Avoldaaee 

FHW A ha pnipesed a 4(f) avoidani:o altemHa IQ avoid the App Fum hiltorio lile.· 
The original DA Modified alternate would biaect tbe App Farm property, but not datroy 
ay of the hiataric mucllll'89. The avoidance alternate would impact 2 homes, 4 
bUlinesau, 015 acres of additiollll wet:luldl, and cost SS million iaore In aocardu!l:c 
witb the 404 (b)(l) Guidellaea (40 CPR.230.10), the Carps may authorlmoalytho 1e .. 
environmentally damaging pncdcablo lltematlvo While dlo original DA Modified 

6. 

7. 

Response to Cooperating Agency 
Comment Letters, ACOE 

6. (cont.) 

7. 

prefer noise walls as opposed to earthern noise berms. 
Earthern noise berms also require substantially more 
right-of-way to build than other noise abatement struc­
tures. Since noise walls are typically required in popu­
lated areas, it is usually the intention to keep the re­
quired right-of-way area to a minimum. The surround­
ing environment and width of the proposed right-of-way 
area must be considered in determining whether 
earthern noise berms are suitable for noise abatement. 

The FHWA notes the ACOE's position on the avoid­
ance of the Simon P. App Farm. However, the Simon P. 
App Farm was determined eligible for the National Reg­
ister of Historic Places. As such, it is afforded the pro­
tection of Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Trans­
portation Act of 1966 (amended in 1968). This Act states, 
"The Secretary (of Transportation) may approve a trans­
portation program or project requiring the use of pub­
licly owned land of a public park, recreation area, or 
wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or land of an historic site 
of national, State, or local significance (as determined 
by the Federal, State, or local official having jurisdiction 

·over the park, recreation area, refuge or site) only if: 

there is no prudent and feasible alternative to 
using that land; and 
the program or project includes all possible plan­
ning to minimize harm to the park, recreation 
area, wildlife or waterfowl refuge, or historic site 
resulting from the use." 

The ACOE correctly notes that the DAM Avoidance 
Alternative, or DAMA (the Recommended Preferred 
Alternative), does create some additional impact to the 
social and natural environments and it is more costly. 
However, case law for the application of Section 4(f) 
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alternate would mult i1I the !au 0£1101Go of the historic propqty, it woUld be lw 
damaging to tbe IWllfll eln'ironment, lea dl.lfta8lna to realdencel 1114 buline111.i, laa 
damaaln& to tho l:llll: bue of the township, h&'le lowm' cost, WDUld not require 
ahandoomcnt ofpmioualy aDMtrueted pot1fonl o£hi&hwsy. am would be a straighter I 7 
rout& A1tbough tho rogufatiom allow us to weigh and balance ~ng lntcresta wbon · 
dt.eidins which ~tiw ea altl!orlzc, it VIOWd. in this cue,. be. ~Y difficult 10 
develop a justification fi>ribll ~ ottbo araier wctlaild impacr. ~-the 
origillal DA. Modified a1temate ii la1 ~In almoet Wflt'f impaci caiepy 

In Ill e!Jbrt to avoid implCla to °"8 ~ llUlllOlllUI additional lmpaca haw been I 
created. We reconunond that odl« 4(f) avoidance altenl.Uel be llJlllyud wbiah would 8. 
aacompllsb PHWA'sobjei:tivo ofawidingtha App 11U'ID, withot¢lllCRIUbtg the lmpacta 
to rel01IJ'CCI which 'M ~ 

We would be happy to dllQlll thcto commenta at 1!1111' convenienoa. Ir you haw any 
quesamu; pla.e contact mo u 410.962-5676 Mr Mib Dombrolkie ia our project 
manqer, llld he may be readied 1& 114-235-0571 

Sincerely, 

(kL;f.lt/~ 
Pllll ll Wottlluter 
Transportation Jlrosram Manager 

7. (cont.) 

Response to Cooperating Agency 
Comment Letters, ACOE 

indicates that an avoidance alternative must be selected 
unless the avoidance alternative creates impacts of an 
"extraordinary magnitude." The DAMA is the Recom­
mended Preferred Alternative because the information 
collected to date documents that it is a prudent and fea­
sible alternative to the use of the Fisher Farm (aka App 
Farm), a property protected under Section 4(f) of the 
U.S. Transportation Act of 1966 (as amended). 

During Final Design for DAMA, efforts wi!I be made to 
mitigate adverse impacts, such as minimizing the wet­
land impacts associated with the DAMAAlternative. 

The avoidance of the App farm has created consider­
able controversy. Approximately 30% of the comment 
letters and testimony received on the CSVT project 
raised the App farm issue. As a result of this consider­
able controversy, PENNDOT coordinated further with 
the FHWA, the agency responsible for making prelimi­
nary determinations on the eligibility and boundaries for 
historic properties. Due to the substantial controversy 
concerning the eligibility determination and boundaries 
of the App farm, the FHWA elected to raise the ques­
tions of eligibility and boundaries with the Keeper of the 
National Register (Keeper), the individual delegated the 
authority by the U.S. Department of Interior, National Park 
Service to list properties and determine their eligibility 
for the National Register of Historic Places. The Keeper 
evaluated the information concerning the App farm and 
responded that the App farm and boundaries of the App 
farm met the eligibility requirements. This correspon­
dence is included in Section IX, Appendix C of the Final 
EIS. As a result, DAMA is recommended as the Pre­
ferred Alternative. DAMA satisfies the project need while 
avoiding use of the protected App farm. 
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alternate would retult m the lau of'IOllle clthe historic propepy, it woUld be 1-. 
damagins to the natural eavironment, la1 dunasJng to resldencet ~ bulinu11111, leu 
dama&ini to tho tax bue of the tmt'Dship, h&ve lower cost, would not requn 
abandQlllllcat of ptovioualy ~eted portfonl of hl&IJway, and would be a atraighter I 7. 
route. Although tho reau)ltlOll! allow us to weigh IJld balance ~~ng intcrelU whea 
decidins which ~ttve to 111tborize. it waiukl. Di th1t c:ue. be_ ~:Y dlffM::ult to 
dovclop a julll:i&ation fi>rlhe mdiodzatlOfi of tho lfCltCl' wcl1aild impact ~~ tbo 
orlgilllli DA. Modified altemat6 it la• ~In almost fN«Y impacc catepy 

Ill an eflbrt to avoid impacu to 11!19 resoirce, numeroua additional impl(U ha've been I 
mated. We recommend the ether 4(f) awlclance a1tCl'llltel be uuiJyzed wbiah would 8. 
IOCO!llplbh FBWA'• objeCtive of avoiding tlla App Parm, wftfiout lnereulns tho impaGiS 
to fCIO'W'CCI which - regulate 

We would be happy to dlta111 theae commell1S It y(lut oonvenieueo. If)'OU have any 
question,; pleue contact me at 410-962-5676 Mr Mike Dombralkie ii OW' project 
mamaer, IJld he may be l"llChed at 114-235-0571 

Si11'11nly, 

~I.it/~ 
PIUI IL Wott:lau&ir 
Tnnsportalion Prosnm Manaaer 

Response to Cooperating Agency 
Comment Letters, ACOE 

7. (cont.) 

8. 

Should conditions in the study area change from those 
currently present at any point prior to the construction of 
the CSVT project, we have committed to reevaluating 
the area of impact. If conditions warrant, modifications 
of the alignment will be made to further reduce project 
impacts. This commitment is inclusive of the entire CSVT 
project area, including the avoidance of the Simon P. App 
Farm property. 

Additional alternatives that completely avoided the App 
farm were considered earlier in the study process. How­
ever, all of the other avoidance alternatives had more 
impacts on the social and natural environment(s) than 
the DAMA, or they did not avoid other protected eligible 
historic properties. 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGIONlll 
16li0 Arch SlrHt 

Phllad•lphl•, Pennaylv.nla 18103-2~28 

Mr James A Cheatham 
Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
228 Walnut Street, Room 536 
Harrisburg, PA l7101-1720 

MAR 2 r-iom 

Re: Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project, Draft Environmental fmpact Statement, 
Snyder, Union,. and Northumberland Counties, PA 

Dear Mr Cheatham: 

In occordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations ( 40 CFR I 500-1508). Section 309 of the Clean Air 
Act and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) bas 
reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the above refcn:nccd proposal 
Ba..cd on our review of the DEIS, EPA bas rated the environmental impacts of the action as 
"EC" En\lironmental Concerns and the adequacy of the impact :statement u "2" l!lSUfficicnt 
Informalion A copy ofEPA's ranking system is enclosed for your reference The delAilcd basis 
for these ratings are contained in the following comments 

Project Deseription: 

The proposed project involves a new four-lane limited access facility that extends approximately 
12-13 miles from the existing Selingsgrove Bypass in Snyder County to the interchange between 
PA Route 147 and PA Route 25 in Northumberland County The pwpose of the project is to 
improve safety and traffic congestion 

In general the DEIS provides a good overview of the project area and the resouroes wilhin the 
study area. All of the build altcmati.ves evaluated in the DEIS have the potential to cause 
significant impacts to the cultural and natural resources in the study iuea. The project team 
appeon to have done a good job working with the community, state and federal resowce 
agencies and other interested parties to develop the alternatives and minimize impacts Our 
major concerns involve the modification to the DA Modified Avoidance (DAMA) Pteferred 
Alternative that avoids the App Fmm and the lack of information provided on 1he midgalion 
plan for natural resowces More detailed commentS are provided below 

While we understand the importance of protecting cultural l'CSOUJUS, the preferred alternative I 
which includes the shift to pro~ the historic App fa.an property produces a conflict that 1 . 
significantly impacts other resources This modific8tion has more residential, commercial, and 

C~ro-r Sa.kc Hotline: l-ll(J(}-4J&-1171 

1. 

Response to Cooperating Agency 
Comment Letters, EPA 

The FHWA and PENN DOT note the EPA's position on 
the avoidance of the Simon P. App farm. However, the 
Simon P. App Farm was determined eligible for the Na­
tional Register of Historic Places. As such, it is af­
forded the protection of Section 4(f) of the U.S. De­
partment of Transportation Act of 1966 (amended in 
1968). This Act states, 'The Secretary (of Transporta­
tion) may approve a transportation program or project 
requiring the use of publicly owned land of a public 
park, recreation area, or wildlife and watertowl refuge, 
or land of an historic site of national, State, or local 
significance (as determined by the Federal, State, or 
local official having jurisdiction over the park, recre­
ation area, refuge or site) only if: 

• there is no prudent and feasible alternative to 
using that land; and 
the program or project includes all possible 
planning to minimize harm to the park, recre­
ation area, wildlife or waterfowl refuge, or his­
toric site resulting from the use." 

The DAM Avoidance Alternative, (DAMA the Recom­
mended Preferred Alternative), does create some ad­
ditional impacts to the social and natural environments 
and it is more costly. However, case law for the appli­
cation of Section 4(f) indicates that an avoidance al­
ternative must be selected unless the avoidance al­
ternative creates impacts of an "extraordinary magni­
tude." The DAMA is the Recommended Preferred Al­
ternative because the information collected to date 
documents that it is a prudent and feasible alternative 
to the use of the Fisher Farm (aka App Farm), a prop­
erty protected under Section 4(f) of the U.S. Transpor­
tation Act of 1966 (as amended). 

(f) 
CD n. 
5· 
::I 

< 



< 
I\) 
I\) 

Cooperating Agency Comment Letters, EPA 

wetland impacts and costs approximately $5 million more than the DA Modified Alternative, 
which was dropped from consideration due to the 4(f) impact Based on the information 
provided, the decision to protect the 4(!) resource does not seem to be balanced against the other 
impacts In addition, is unclear why the PADOT and FHW A are willing to spend such a large 
sum of money 10 protect property that is labeled as a "Plarmed Future Development Area" for a I 1 
multi-family residential development in Chapter IV This anticipated development would most · 
likely significantly impact any remaining wetlands We strongly recommend that PADOT and 
FHW A work closely with the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission and other 
interested parties to develop an alternative that can protect the historical structUie, while 
minimizing impacts to the community and naniral resollICcs 

More information is needed on the mitigation plan for aquatic, terrestrial, and wetland impacts 
This plan should be finalized prior to the FEIS It would be helpful if the Table from Appendix 
L is incorporated into Chapter IV The length of stream impacts that will be mitigated should be 
clearly presented In addition, more information should be included on the locations of potential 
mitigation sites and the types of restoration that may be done It is unclear if the proposed 
public access along the Susquehanna is intended to mitigate for aquatic impacts While the I 2. 
access may provide a benefit to the public, it does not compensate for impacts that the project 
will have on the aquatic environment, and will not be acceptable mitigation for those impacts 
The same information should be included for the wetland impacts and mitigation as well 
Locations of terrestrial mitigation should be included as wdl as more details on restoration and 
enhancement EPA should be included in the development of the mitigation plan for the 
resources listed above The mitigation agreements should be incorporated into the Record of 
Decision 

It is stated throughout the DEIS that the alternatives are similar in regard to meeting the project 
need The DEIS should present more detailed information on the quality of the resources that 
may be impacted by the various alternatives and document more clearly why the prefetred I 3. 
alternative was chosen In addition, more information should be provided to describe how 
impacts to wetlands and other resources have been minimized for the various alternatives 

More information is needed regarding the construction staging areas, locations of stonn water 
management controls, and borrow and fill disposal locations All of these activities have the 
potential to cause significant impacts and should be evaluated in the EIS If this infomiarion is I 4 
not evaluated in the EIS, the 404 pennit should require: an assessment of any disposal sites to • 
identify wetlands and a reevaluation of the NEPA document to determine if the disposal would 
result in significant impacts P ADOT and FHW A should coordinate with the state and federal 
resource agencies regarding these issues 

Page III-I 12 discusses the TSM alternatives that may be used in conjunction with the I 
preferred alternative The title of the section indicates that these alternatives are 5. 
considered, but the text indicates that they will be used This should be clarified 

More information should be provided on the Sunbury Road modification that i~ 16 
mentioned ()Q page 111-103 · 

1. (cont.) 

Response to Cooperating Agency 
Comment Letters, EPA 

The avoidance of the App farm has created consider­
able controversy. Approximately 30% of the comment 
letters and testimony received on the CSVT project 
raised the App farm issue. As a result of this consid­
erable controversy, PENNDOT coordinated further 
with the FHWA, the agency responsible for making 
preliminary determinations on the eligibility and bound­
aries for historic properties. Due to the substantial 
controversy concerning the eligibility determination and 
boundaries of the App farm, the FHWA elected to raise 
the questions of eligibility and boundaries with the 
Keeper of the National Register (Keeper), the individual 
delegated the authority by the U.S. Department of In­
terior, National Park Service to list properties and de­
termine their eligibility for the National Register of His­
toric Places. The Keeper evaluated the information 
concerning the App farm and responded that the App 
farm and boundaries of the App farm met the eligibility 
requirements. This correspondence is included in Sec­
tion IX Appendix C of the Final EIS. As a result, DAMA 
is recommended as the Preferred Alternative. DAMA 
satisfies the project need while avoiding use of the pro­
tected App farm. 

During Final Design for DAMA, efforts will be made to 
mitigate adverse impacts such as minimizing the wet­
land impacts associated with the DAMA Alternative. 

National Register boundary determinations are based 
upon guidelines established in National Register Bul­
letin, "Defining Boundaries for National Register Prop­
erties" (1997). The proposed future uses of a property 
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wetland impacts and costs approximately $5 million more than the DA Modified Alternative, 
which. was dropped from consideration due to the 4(f} impact Based on the information 
provided, the decision to protect the 4(!) resource does not seem lo be balanced against the other 
impacts In addition, is unclear why the P AOOT and FHW A arc willing to spend such a large 
swn of money to protect property that is labeled as a .. Planned Future Development Area" for a 
multi-family residential development in Chapter IV This anticipated development would most 
likely significantly impact any remaining wetlands We strongly recommend that PADOT and 
FHWA work closely with the Pennsylvania Historical and Musewn Commission and other 
interested parties to develop an alternative that can protect 1he historical structure, while 
minimizing impacts to the community and natural resources 

More information is needed on the mitigation plan for aquatic, terrestrial, and wetland impacts 
This plan should be fmalized prior to the FEIS It would be helpful if the Table from Appendix 
L is incOiporated into Chapter IV The lcogth of stream impacts that will be mitigated should be 
clearly presented In addition, more information should be included on the locations of potential 
mitigation sites and the types of restoration that may be done It is unclear if the proposed 
public access along the Susquehanna is intended to mitigate for aquatic impacts While the 
access may provide a benefit to the public, it does not compensate for impacts that the project 
will have on the aquatic environment, and will not be acceptable mitigation for those impacts 
The same information should be included for the wetland impacts and mitigation as well 
Locations of tem:sttial mitigation should be included as well as more details on restoration and 
enhancement EPA should be included in the development of the mitigation plan for the 
resources listed above The mitigation agreements should be incorporated into the Record of 
Decision 

It is stated throughout the DElS that the alternatives are similar in regard to meeting the project 
need The DEIS should present more detailed information on the quality of the resources that 
may be impacted by the various alternatives and document more clearly why the preferred 
alternative was chosen In addition, more information should be provided to describe how 
impacts to wetlands and other =es have been minimized for the various alternatives 

More information is needed regarding the construction staging areas, locations of storm water 
management controls, and borrow and fill disposal locations All of these activities have the 
potential to cause significant impacts and shoul<I be evaluated in the EIS Iftlris information is 
not evaluated in the EIS, the 404 permit should requlie an assessment of any disposal sites to 
identify wetlands and a reevaluation of the NEPA document to detennine if the disposal would 
result in significant impacts P ADOT and FHW A should coordinare with the state and federal 
resoun:e agencies regardmg these issues 

Page III-112 discusses lbe TSM alternatives that may be used in conjunction with the 
preferred alternative The title of the section indicaies that these alternatives are 
considered, but the text indicates that they will be used This should be clarified 

More information should be provided on the Sunbury Rnad modification that is 
mentioned on page III-103 · 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

1 s. 

1 s. 

1. (cont.) 

Response to Cooperating Agency 
Comment Letters, EPA 

are not taken into consideration when a property is be­
ing evaluated for potential historic significance or when 
a boundary determination is made. Only existing condi­
tions can be used when evaluating a property's eligibil­
ity or National Register boundary. Proposed develop­
ment cannot be considered. Section 4(f), Section 106, 
and NEPA are tools that dictate appropriate planning for 
projects. The essence of these regulations is to identify 
and evaluate resources as they currently exist. Once 
the App farm was determined eligible for the National 
Register, the provisions of Section 4(f) were applicable. 

If the App Farm is eventually developed, the most sig­
nificant impact will be to productive farmland. There are 
no wetlands identified on the App farm. 

FHWA has worked with the SHPO and the Keeper of 
the National Register to resolve this issue. Additional 
avoidance alternatives were considered earlier in the 
study process. However, all of the previously consid­
ered avoidance alternatives had more impacts to the so­
cial and natural environment(s) than the DAMA, or they 
did not avoid other protected eligible historic properties. 

Should conditions in the study area change from those 
currently present at any point prior to the construction of 
the CSVT project, we have committed to reevaluating 
the area of impact. If conditions warrant, modifications 
of the alignment will be made to further reduce project 
impacts. This commitment is inclusive of the entire CSVT 
project area, including the avoidance of the Simon P. App 
Farm property. 
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wetland impacts and costs approximately SS million more than the DA Modified Alternative, 
which was dropped from considerotion due to the 4(f) impact Based on the information 
provided, the decision to protect the 4(f) resource does not seem to be balanced against the other 
impacts In addition, is unclear why the P ADOT and FHW A are willing to spend such a large 
sum of money to protect property that is labeled as a "Planned Future Development Area" for a I 1 . 
multi-family residential development in Chapter IV lhis anticipated development would most 
likely significantly impact any remaining wetlands We strongly reconunend that PADOT and 
FHWA work closely wilh the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission and other 
interested parties to develop an alternative that can protect the historical structure, while 
minimizing impacts to the community and natural resources 

More information is needed on the mitigation plan for aquatic, terrestrial, and wetland impacts 
This plan should be finalized prior to the FEIS It would be helpful ifthe Table from Appendix 
L is incoiporated into Chapter IV The length of stream impacts that will be mitigated should be 
dearly presented In addition, more information should be included on the locations of potential 
mitigation sites and the types of restoration that maybe done It is unclear if the proposed I 
public access along the Susquehanna is intended to mitigate for aquatic impacts While the 2. 
access may provide a benefit to the public, it does not compensate for impacts that the project 
will have on the aquatic environment, and will not be acceptable mitigation for those impacts 
The same information should be included for the wetland impacts and mitigation as well 
Locations oftem:strial mitigation should be included as well as more details on restoration and 
enhancement EPA should be included in the development of the mitigation plan for the 
resources listed above The mitigation agreements should be incorporated into the Record of 
Decision 

It is stated throughout the DEIS that !he alternatives are similar in regard to meeting the project 
need The DEIS should present more detailed information on the quality of the resources that 
may be impacted by the various alternatives and document more clearly why the preferred I 3. 
alternative was chosen In addilion. more Information should be provided to describe how 
impacts to wetlands and other resources have been minimized for the various alternatives 

More informalion is needed regarding the construction staging areas, locations of storm water 
management controls, and borrow and fill disposal locations All of these activities have the 
potential to cause significant impacts and should be evaluated in the EIS If this information is I 4 
not evaluated in the EIS, the 404 permit should require an assessment of any disposal sites to • 
identify wetlands and a reevaluation of the NEPA document to detennine if the disposal would 
result in significant impacts P ADOT and FHW A should coordinate with the state and federal 
resource agencies regarding these issues 

Page 111-112 discusses the TSM alternatives that may be used in conjunction with the I S 
preferred alternative The title of the section indicates that these alternatives are • 
considered, but the text indicates that they will be used This should be clarified 

More Information should be provided on the Sunbury Road modification that i~ 16. 
mentioned on page Ill-103 

2. 

Response to Cooperating Agency 
Comment Letters, EPA 

A mitigation proposal has been developed to provide 
guidance and ensure the commitment of compensa­
tion for the unavoidable impacts of the project. Miti­
gation for natural resources, including wetlands, sur­
face water resources, and terrestrial habitat is con­
sidered in this proposal. Mitigation commitments have 
been determined based on meetings with agency rep­
resentatives occurring in April and July of 2001 and 
January of 2002. Summaries of these meetings and 
field views held for the purpose of coordinating to de­
termine mitigation commitments are listed in Section 
V.A.3 - Coordination with Environmental Resource 
Agencies. More detailed records of the coordination 
activities can be found in the Wetlands, Surface Wa­
ter/Aquatic Resources and Vegetation and Wildlife 
Technical Support Data. 

The FHWAand PENNDOT are attempting to provide 
a total ecosystem approach to natural resource miti­
gation in that attempts are being made to provide re­
placement of wetland and terrestrial habitat, recon­
struction/restoration of streams, enhancement of wet­
lands and terrestrial habitat, and preservation of ex­
isting wetlands, streams and wildlife habitat in one 
location. The FHWA and PENN DOT are in the pro­
cess of investigating alternative sites for the comple­
tion of the components of the proposal. The compo­
nents of the proposal are discussed in detail in Sec­
tions IV.F.1, 2, and 3. 

The mitigation proposal has been developed in coor­
dination with the natural resource agencies including 
the EPA. The ultimate selection and development of 
the mitigation site or sites will also be coordinated with 
the natural resource agencies. 

The mitigation proposal described in this Final EIS 
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wetland impacts and costs approximately $5 million more than the DA Modified Alternative, 
which was dropped from consideration due to the 4(f) impact Based on the information 
provided, the decision to protect the 4(f) resource does not seem to be balanced against the other 
impacts In addition, is unclear why the PADOT and FHWA are willing to spend such a large 
swn of money lo protect property that is labeled as a "Planned Future Development Area" for a I 1. 
multi-family residential development in Chapter IV This anticipated development would most 
likely significantly impact any remaining wetlands We strongly recommend that PADOT and 
FHWA work closely with the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission and other 
interested parties to develop an alternative that can protect the historical structure, while 
minimizing impacts to the community and natural ICSOurces 

More information is needed on the mitigation plan for aquatic, terrestrial, and wetland impacts 
This plan should be finalized prior to the FEIS It would be helpful if the Table from Appendix 
L is incorporated into Chapter IV Tue length of stream impacts that will be mitigated should be 
clearly presented In addition, more information should be included on the locations of potential 
mitigation sites and the types of restoration that may be done It is W1Clear if the proposed I 
public access along the Susquehanna is intended to mitigate for aquatic impacts While the 2. 
access may provide a benefit to the public, it docs not compensate for impacts that the project 
will have on the aquatic environment. and will not be accep«able mitigation for those impacts 
Tue same information should be included fQr the wetland impacts and mitigation as well 
Locations of terrestrial mitigation should be included as well as more details on restoration and 
enhancement EPA should be included in the development of the mitigation plan for the 
resources listed above The mitigation agreements should be incorporated into the Record of 
Decision 

It is stated throughout the DEIS that the alternatives an: similar in regard IO meeting the project 
need The DEIS should present more detailed information on the quality of the resources that 
may be impacted by the various alternatives and document more clearly why the preferred I 3. 
alternative was chosen In addition, more information should be provided to describe how 
impacts to wetlands and other resources have been minimized for the variOU5 alternatives 

More infonnation is needed regarding the construction staging areas, locations of storm water 
management controls, and borrow and fill disposal locations All of these activities have the 
potential to cause significant impacts and should be evaluated in the EIS lflhis information is 14 
not evaluated in the EIS, the 404 permit should require an assessment of any disposal sites to · 
identify wetlands and a reevaluation of the NEPA document to determine ifthe disposal would 
result in significant impacts P ADOT and FHW A should coordinate with the state and federal 
resource agencies regarding these issues 

Page IIl-112 discusses the TSM alternatives that may be used in conjunction with the f s 
preferred alternative The title of the section indicates that these alternatives are • 
considered, but the text indicates that they will be uS<:d This should be clarified 

More information should be provided on the Sunbury Road modification that i,s 16. 
mentioned on page III-103 

Response to Cooperating Agency 
Comment Letters, EPA 

2. (cont.) 

3. 

will be expanded and outlined in more detail. Once a 
site or sites has been selected, a draft mitigation plan 
will be prepared. This draft plan will show the con­
ceptual designs for wetland, stream, and terrestrial 
mitigation sites. This mitigation plan will not be final­
ized until after the Record of Decision (ROD). 

Mitigation efforts for natural resources will be main­
tained through Final Design as efforts at impact avoid­
ance and minimization continue. 

The Table in Volume 2, Appendix L showing stream 
impacts has been clarified and is included in the Final 
EIS in Section IV.F.3. The length of stream impact is 
clearly presented. Appropriate mitigation strategies 
are discussed. 

The proposed public boat access along the West 
Branch of the Susquehanna River is intended to miti­
gate for possible impacts to the boating and fishing 
potential of the river in this location. 

EPA will be included in the further development of the 
mitigation plan. All mitigation commitments will be dis­
cussed in detail in the CSVT Mitigation Report. 

The quality of the impacted resources is discussed in 
detail in the Technical Support Data for the project. 
However, as requested by the EPA, the Final EIS pro­
vides more information on the quality of the resources 
that may be impacted by the alternatives studied in 
detail. This information is included in Section IV. The 
Final EIS documents the identification of the preferred 
alternative in more detail. This information is provided 
in Section VI. 
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Cooperating Agency Comment Letters, EPA 

wetland impacts and costs approximately $5 million more than the DA Modified Alternative, 
which was dropped from cOl!Sideration due to the 4(f) impact Based on the information 
provided, the decision to protect the 4(f) resource does not seem to be balanced against the other 
impacts In addition, is 1D1clear why the PADOT and FHW A an: willing to spend such a large 
sum of money ID protect property that is labeled as a "Planned Fulllre Development A.ea" for a I 1 , 
multi-family residential development in Chapter IV This anticipated development would most 
likely significantly impact any remaining wetlands We strongly recommend that PADOT and 
FHW A work closely with the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission and other 
interested parties to develop an alternative that can protect the historical structure, while 
minimizing impacts to the community and natural resources 

More information is needed on the mitigation plan for aquatic, terrestrial, and wetland impacts 
This plan should be finalized prior to the FEIS It would be helpful if the Table from Appendix 
L is incorporated into Chapter IV The length of stream impacts that will be mitigated should be 
clearly presented In addition, more information should be included on the locations of potential 
mitigation sites and the types of restoration that may be done It is unclear if the proposed I 
public access along the Susquehanna is intended to mitigate for aquatic impacts While the 2. 
access may provide a benefit to 1he public, it does not compensate for impacts that the project 
will have on the aquatic environment, and will not be acceptable mitigation for those impacts 
The same information should be included for !he wetland impacts and mitigation as well 
Locations of terrestriJll mitigation should be included as well as more details on restoration and 
enhancement EPA should be included in the development of the mitigation plan for the 
resources listed above The mitigation agreements should be incorporated into the Record of 
Decision 

It is stated throughout the DEIS tllat the alternatives an: simila:r in regard to meeting the project 
need The DEIS should present more detailed information on the quality of the resources that 
may be impacted by the various alternatives and document more clearly why the preferred I 3. 
alternative was chosen In addition, more infonnation should be provided to describe how 
impacts lo wetlands and other resources have been minimiz.cd for the various alternatives 

More information is needed regarding the construction staging areas, locations of storm water 
management controls, and borrow and fill disposal locations All of these activities have the 
potential lo cause significant impacts and should be evaluated in the EIS If this information is I 4 
not evaluated in the EIS, the 404 permit should require an assessment of any disposal sites to • 
identify wetlands and a reevaluation of the NEPA document to determine if the disposal would 
result in significant impacts P ADOT and FHW A should coordinate with the state and federal 
resource agencies regarding these issues 

Page III-112 discusses the TSM alternatives that may be used in conjunction with the IS 
preferred altemative The title of the section indicates that these alternatives are • 
considered, but the text indicates that they will be used This should be clarified 

More information should be provided on !he Sunbury Road modification that i~ 16. 
mentioned on page Ill-I 03 

4. 

Response to Cooperating Agency 
Comment Letters, EPA 

The engineering for the CSVT project is in the pre­
liminary design stage of the process. As such, the 
alternatives studied in detail have been engineered to 
such a point that it is possible to develop a footprint 
so that potential impacts can be determined. Along 
those lines, some of the staging areas, locations of 
stormwater management controls, and borrow/fill dis­
posal locations have been identified. However, dur­
ing Final Design the above noted issues will be deter­
mined in greater detail. During Final Design, a de­
tailed and comprehensive Geotechnical Survey will 
be conducted to ascertain site-specific information 
on geology and soils, as well as groundwater condi­
tions. This information will be used to adjust the de­
sign of the selected alternative as appropriate such 
as providing for steeper rock cuts (thereby reducing 
excess material) or widening fill slopes, where pos­
sible. Additionally, the design team will investigate 
places where it may be possible to raise the profile of 
the selected alternative, also reducing excess mate­
rial. This is discussed in the Final EIS in Section IV.O., 
Construction Impacts. FHWA is committed to work­
ing toward achieving a better balance between exca­
vated and fill material. However, it is unlikely that any 
alternative could be brought into total balance. As 
such, there will be a need to dispose of the surplus 
material somewhere in the project vicinity. 

As noted in the Draft and Final EIS, the ash basin 
areas may be used for the disposal of approximately 
one million cubic yards of material. Additionally, 
PENNDOT has contacted each municipality within 
the CSVT study area to determine if other potential 
disposal sites exist. This coordination is currently in 
progress. 

FHWA and PENNDOT have also committed to the 
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Cooperating Agency Comment Letters, EPA 

wetland impacts and costs approxirnBrely $5 million more lhan the DA Modified Alternlllive, 
which was dropped from consideration due to the 4(f) impact Based on the information 
provided, lhe decision to protect the 4(f) resource does not seem to be balanced against the other 
impacts Jn addition, is wu;Jear why the PADOT and FHWA are willing to spend such a large 
sum of money to protect property that is labeled as a .. Planned Future Development Aiea" for a I 1 . 
multi-family residential development in Chapter IV This anticipated development would most 
likely significantly impact any remaining wetlands We strongly recommend that PADOT and 
FHWA work closely with the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission and other 
interested parries to develop an alternative that can protect the historical structUre, while 
minimizing impacts to the community and natural resources 

More infonnation is needed on the mitigation plan for aquatic, terrestrial. and wetland impacts 
This plan should be finalized prior to the FEIS It would be helpful if the Table from Appendix 
L is incorporated into Chapter IV The length of stream impacts that will be mitigated should be 
clearly presented In addition, more infonnation should be included on the locations of potential 
mitigation sites and the types of restoration that may be done It is unclear if the proposed I 
public access along the Susquehanna is intended to mitigate for aquatic impacts While the 2. 
access may provide a benefit to the public, it does not compensate for impacts that the project 
will have on the aquatic environment, and will not be acceptable mitigation for those impacts 
The same information should be included for the wetland impacts and mitigation as well 
Locations of terrestrial mitigation should be included as well as more details on restoration and 
enhancement EPA should be included in the development of the mitigation plan for the 
resources listed above The mitigation agreements should be incorporated into the Record of 
Decision 

It is stated throughout the DEIS that the alternatives are similar in regard to meeting the project 
need The DEIS should present more detailed information on the quality of the resoun;es that 
may be impacted by the various alternatives and document more clearly why the preferred I 3. 
alternative was chosen In addition, more information should be provided to describe how 
impacts to wetlands and other resources have been minimized for the various alternatives 

More information is needed regarding the construction s!Jlging areas, locations of storm water 
management controls, and borrow and fill disposal locations All of these activities have the 
potential to cause significant impacts and should be evaluated in the ElS If this infonnation is I 4 
not evaluated in the EIS, the 404 pennit should require an assessment of any disposal sites to • 
identify wetlands and a reevaluation of the NEPA document to determine if the disposal would 
result in significant impacts PADOT and FHW A should coordinate with the state and federal 
resource agencies regarding these issues 

Page Ill-112 discusses the TSM alternatives that may be used in conjunction with the 
preferred alternative The title of the section indicates that these alternatives are 
considered, but the text indicates that they will be used This should be clarified 

More information should be provided on the Sunbury Road modification that is 
mentioned on page lil-103 · 

1 s. 

1 e. 

Response to Cooperating Agency 
Comment Letters, EPA 

4. {cont.) 

5. 

use of an Environmental Monitor {EM) throughout Fi­
nal Design and construction. One of the responsibili­
ties of the EM will be to track the placement of sur­
plus material. However, beyond the ash basins and 
any locations identified by the local municipalities, 
FHWA will not dictate the locations of the waste dis­
posal sites prior to construction. The FHWA's policy 
is to make the locations of waste disposal site{s) the 
responsibility of the contractor. During construction, 
if excess material is disposed of outside the right-of­
way, the contractor is required to obtain the neces­
sary approvals, including all environmental clear­
ances. PENNDOT's Specifications, Publication 408, 
provides contract requirements to assure that these 
approvals are secured prior to disposing of the waste. 
Additionally, PENNDOT will add a special provision 
to their specification to assure that the contractor will 
have qualified professionals on staff to investigate and 
determine that no environmental concerns exist in the 
proposed disposal area. If environmental concerns 
exist, then the contractor's qualified professionals will 
secure the necessary permits and approvals. 
PENNDOT plans to use their EM to track the place­
ment of excess material and to assure that all neces­
sary approvals and permits are secured. PENNDOT, 
the contractor{s) and the EM will coordinate closely 
throughout construction to ensure that control mea­
sures are maintained and all necessary environmen­
tal clearances and permits are secured. 

The TSM measures discussed in the Draft EIS on 
Pages 111-109 and 112 will be implemented with the 
selected alternative. The title of this section has been 
changed to indicate that these measures will be imple-
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Cooperating Agency Comment Letters, EPA 

wetland impacts and costs approximately SS million more than the DA Modified Alternative, 
which was dropped ftom consideration due to the 4(f) impact Based on the information 
provided, the decision to protect the 4(f) resource does not seem to be balanced against the other 
impacts In addition, is unclear why the PADOT and FHWA arc willing to spend such a large 
swn of money to protect property that is labeled as a "Planned Future Development Arca" for a I 1. 
multi-family residential development in Chapter IV This anticipated development would most 
likely significantly impact any remaining wetlands We strongly reconunend that PADOT and 
FHW A work closely with the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission and other 
interested parties to develop an alternative that can protect the historical structure, while 
minimizing impacts to the community and natural resources 

More information is needed on the mitigation plan for aquatic, terrestrial. and wetland impacts 
This plan should be finali2ed prior to the FEIS It would be helpful if the Table ftom Appendix 
L is incorporated iato Chapter IV The length of stream impacts that will be mitigated should be 
clearly presented In addition, more information should be included on the locations of potential 
mitigation sites and the types of restoration that may be done It is unclear if the proposed 
public access along the Susquehanna is intended to mitigate for aquatic impacts While the I 2. 
access may provide a benefit to the public, it docs not compensate for impacts that the project 
will have on the aquatie environment, and will not be acceptable mitigation for those impacts 
The same information should be included for the wetland impacts and mitigation as well 
Locations of terrestrial mitigation should be included as well as more details on restoration and 
enhancement EPA should be included in the development of the mitigalion plan for the 
resources listed above The mitigation agreements should be incorporated into the Record of 
Decision 

It is stated throughout the DEIS that the alternatives are similar in regard to meeting the project 
need The DEIS should present more detailed information on the quality of the resources that 
may be impacted by the various alternatives and document more clearly why the preferred I 3. 
alternative was chosen In addition, more information should be provided to describe how 
impacts to wetlands and other resowces have been minimized for the various alternatives 

More infonnation is needed regarding the construction staging areas, locations of stonn water 
management controls, and borrow and fill disposal locations AU of these activities have the 
po1ential to cause significant impacts and should be evaluated in the EIS If this information is 14 
not evaluated in the EIS, !he 404 permit should requite an assessment of any disposal sites to • 
identify wetlands and a reevaluation of the NEPA document to determine if the disposal would 
result in significant impacts P ADOT and FHW A should coordinate with the state and federal 
resource agencies regarding these issues 

Page III-112 diseusses the TSM alternatives that may be used in conjunction with the 15 
preferred alternative The title of the section indicates that these alternatives arc · 
considered, but the text indicates that they will be used This should be clarified 

More: information should be provided on the Sunbury Road modilieation that i.s 16. 
mentioned on page 111-103 

6. 

Response to Cooperating Agency 
Comment Letters, EPA 

mented, not just considered. 

The realignment of the DAMA Alternative near 
Sunbury Road is discussed in more detail in Section 
Ill of the Final EIS. At the request of an affected local 
property owner and farmer, an alignment shift was 
evaluated. The modified alignment impacted 10.5 
fewer acres of pastureland but 2.5 acres more of crop­
land. Overall, the modification affected 8.0 acres less 
of productive farmland and 1.7 acres less farmland 
in an agricultural security area (ASA). However, this 
modification does require the acquisition of two resi­
dences along Sunbury Road. As a result of the ap­
preciable difference this modification had on the fu­
ture of local farming operations, this modification was 
incorporated into all studied alternatives. 
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Cooperating Agency Comment Letters, EPA 

Page IV -20, more information should be provided on how access would be maintained 
between Shady Nook and East Hwnmels Wharf 

IV -99 • more infom!lllion should be provided on the minimization and mitigation for 
agricultural impacts 

IV-2~5, Section 3, should include other activities, not just those by other agencies This 
includes the activities discussed in the land use sectfon The secondary and cumulative 
impact section should be expallded to discuss the trends and impacts to agricultural land 
and the natural resources of the project area This would include past, present and future 
activities There is a great deal of information provided in various sections of the DEIS 
that can be used in this section From the information provided, it appears that there has 
been a great deal of agricultural and environmental loss do to residential and commercial 
development, and that the resources may have been degraded by the activities in the 
project area Some of the mitigation that PADOT is proposing may remedy some oflltc 
problems The discussion of potential development in interchange locations should also 
be expanded 

The possibility of using some excess material for visual and noise barriers should be 
pursued The project team should continue to work with the community on visual and 
noise impacts 

Thank you for the opportunity to offer these comments We look forward to working with you 
throughout project to complete the EIS. avoid and minimi7.e impacts to the public and resomces 
and to develop and acceptable mitigation package If you have any questions, please contact 
Barbara Okom of my staff at (215)814-3330 

. Y. Sincerely, ~ ePcpino irector 
Office of Environmental Programs 

11. 
1 a. 

9. 

110. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Response to Cooperating Agency 
Comment Letters, EPA 

The access between Shady Nook and East Hummel's 
Wharf will be maintained via 10th Street, the same 
way access is currently maintained between the two 
communities. Section IV of the Final EIS has been 
clarified to discuss how access is maintained be­
tween Shady Nook and East Hummels Wharf. 

Additional information regarding the minimization and 
mitigation for agricultural impacts is provided in the 
Final EIS. This information is discussed in detail in 
the Farmland Technical Support Data. 

Additionally, following the Record of Decision, a Farm­
land Assessment Report (FAR) will be prepared. The 
FAR will discuss the impacts of the project alterna­
tives and proposed mitigation measures in detail. This 
report will be forwarded to all affected farmers and 
the PA Department of Agriculture prior to the Agricul­
tural Lands Condemnation Approval Board (ALCAB) 
hearing. The ALCAB hearing will be required before 
PENNDOT receives the approval to condemn farm­
land, if condemnation is required, for the construc­
tion of the highway. 

The Secondary and Cumulative Impacts section of 
the Final EIS has been expanded to include additional 
"actions by others'', including the local municipalities 
and proposed future development activities as dis­
cussed in the land use section. This section has also 
been modified to include information regarding the 
trends and impacts to agricultural lands and the natural 
resources of the study area, including potential im­
pacts of past, present, and future activities. Informa­
tion that is contained in other sections of the Draft 
EIS has been used to rewrite this section in the Final 
EIS. Additionally the discussion of potential develop­
ment in the interchange areas has been expanded. 

(j) 
(!) 

Q. 
0 
:::J 

< 



< 
I\) 
I\) 
<D 

Cooperating Agency Comment Letters, EPA 

Page IV-20, more infonnation should be provided on how access would be maintained 
between Shady Nook and East Hwnmels Wharf 

IV -99 , more infonnation should be provided on the minimization and mitigation for 
agricultural impacts 

IV-2~5, Section 3, should include other activities, not just those by other agencies This 
includes the activities discussed in the land use section 1be secondary and cumulative 
impact section should be expanded to discuss the trends and impacts to agricultural land 
and the natural resources of the project area This would include past. present and future 
activities There is a great deal ofinfonnation provided in various sections of the DEIS 
that can be used in this section From the infonnation provided, it appeBIS that there has 
been a great deal of agricultural and environmental loss do to residential and commercial 
development, and that the resources may have been degraded by the iu:tivities in the 
project area Some of the mitigation that PADOT is proposing may remedy some of the 
problems The discussion of potential development in interchange locations should also 
be expanded 

The possibility of using some excess material for visual and noise barriers should be 
pursued The project team should continue to work with the community on visual and 
noise impacts 

Thank you for the opportunity to offer these comments We look forwanl to working with you 
throughout project to complete the EIS, avoid and minimize impacts to the public and resources 
and to develop and acceptable mitigation package If you have any questions, please contact 
Barbara Okom of my staff at (215)814-3330 

. Y. Sincerely, ~ 

ePcpioo in:ctor 
Office of Environmental Programs 

11. 
1 a. 

9. 

110. 

10. 

Response to Cooperating Agency 
Comment Letters, EPA 

During Final Design, the possibility of using excess 
excavated material for the construction of earthern 
berms to mitigate noise impacts will be investigated. 
However, it must be noted that the Borough of 
Shamokin Dam, one of the municipalities impacted 
by construction, has gone on the record by saying 
they prefer noise walls as opposed to earthern noise 
berms. Earthern noise berms also require substan­
tially more right-of-way to build than other noise abate­
ment structures. Since noise walls are typically re­
quired in populated areas, it is usually the intention to 
keep the required right-of-way area to a minimum. The 
surrounding environment and width of the proposed 
right-of-way area must be considered in determining 
whether earthern noise berms are suitable for noise 
abatement. We will continue to work with the com­
munity on noise and visual issues. 
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Cooperating Agency Comment Letters, DEP 

, 

~ p,,,,yW~i• o.,.,,_, of E,.;ro~em.I Protedioo 
t•T1~ ~1 .1~ 208 w .. 1 Third Street, Suite 101 
........ """""!m Willlam<port, PA 17701-6448 

Northcentral Regional Office 

James A Kendter, P E 
District Engineer 
Engineer District 3-0 
Pennsylvania Department ofTransportation 
l'O Box218 · 
Montoursville, PA 17754-0218 

Dear Mr Kendter 

Man:h 22. 200 I - I/ 
CRC 70-327-3565 

~ 

ADfiXlffSl' 
AOE-MAJNT 

[, 

lolAJNT. llERVICE! 
CONITT. smvices 
l'!NlaENG~ 

llRDGEENGA 

~·"A. --LIL _,. 

Re Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project 
SR 0015, Section 088 
Snyder, Union and Northumberland Counties 

The Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) has reviewed the project notice invalving the 
Draft Environmental hnpact Statement (DEIS) for the SR 0015, Section 088 Central Susquehanna 
ValleyTranspartation (CSVT) Project in Snyder, Union and Narthumberland Counties We have the 
following comments 

The Deportment cancurs with the DAMNRCS alternative as the preferred alternative 
The Department agrees with this DEIS alternative recommendation fur the following 
reasons 

a In referenoo to practicable alignment alternatives, the cambined DAMA/RCS 
route maximizes wetland and stream impact avoidance and minimization 

b The alternative appears to be the least environmontally impacting alternative 
alignment that achieves the project intent 

1. 

2 Page lV-4 Does the described canstruction area "buffer" include areas need~ for <:> 

sedimentation basins, stormwater basins, service roads, temporary haul roaruQ><>rro~ 
areas, waste fill areas and staging areas? Please clarify 2 ~· 20 

'"' -.12 '!..... • 

~: ~ 
3 Pages IV-154 and 155 It appears these pages aremis-numb..-ed andoutof filder m 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

Response to Cooperating Agency 
Comment Letters, DEP 

Your support for the Recommended Preferred Alter­
native is noted. 

The construction area "buffer" described on Page IV-
4 of the Draft and Final EIS generally includes the 
areas needed for construction (borrow/waste areas, 
staging areas), construction access (service roads, 
temporary haul roads} and stormwater management 
(stormwater basins, sedimentation basins). However, 
additional borrow/waste areas outside of this buffer 
area will be needed to accommodate those alterna­
tives with a net waste situation (DAMA in Section 1, 
RC 1-E, RCS, and RC6 in Section 2) or a net fill situa­
tion (OT 2A, OT28, in Section 1 and RC 1-W in Sec­
tion 2). 

The problem has been corrected in the Final EIS. 
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Cooperating Agency Comment Letters, DEP 

James A Kendter, P E -2- March 22, 200 I 

4 Pages JV-197 through 200 Efforts should continue to avoid or further minimize 
impacts on the exceptional value (EV) wetlands associated with Wooded Run, which 
are proposed with three of the four Section 2 alternatives 

5 Page lV-209 Provide further explanation as to how bridge and culvert structures will 
be designed to maintain the existing fluvial geomorphological characteristics of 
channels and floodplains 

6 Page lV-214 Bentbic macronivertebrate sampling for monitoring the PPL ash basins 
should be further defined in terms of methodology and a specific sampling schedule 

1 Appendix L- Surface Water Resource Impacts Further agency coordination, or 
documentation of past coordination, is needed in regard to proposed impacts from 
culverts, bridges, relocations and hydrologic alteralions In particular, decisions to use 
culverts rather than bridges on Type I and Il streams need further explanation 

8 Avoidance and minimization scrutiny of direct or indirect permanent and temporary 
water resource impacts should continue 

9 Effurts should continue to minimize adverse wetland and stream impacts from 
culverts, sedimentation basins, stonnwater basins, ditches, swales, fills and cuts 
Alternatives analysis should include, but not be limited to relocating, reshaping, 
redesigning and deepening 

10 Efforts should continue to minimize the length of any culverts that are proposed for 
waterways within the project 

11 Alternatives analysis and impacts analysis for service roads, temporary haul roads, 
borrow areas and waste fill areas should be addressed 

12 Details (including plans and narratives) must be provided as to how springs and 
groundwater seeps, encountered on the project, will be handled 

I 3 Provide a specific detailed restoration or replacement/compensation plan for wetland 
and stream resources impacted by the project 

I 4 Resolution and documentation of iBSUCS relating to habitat for species of special 
concern should be finalized 

14. 

1 s. 

I 6. 

17 
1 a. 

19 
110. 
111. 

112. 

f 13. 

I 14. 

4. 

S. 

6. 

7. 

Response to Cooperating Agency 
Comment Letters, OEP 

An agency field view was held on February 11, 2002 
to field view the potential stream crossing locations 
for the DAMA/RCS alternative. The crossing of 
Wooded Run was one of the areas field viewed. Ef­
forts to minimize the impact to Wooded Run, such as 
spanning both braids of the stream with a bridge, or 
bridging one stream braid and possibly relocating the 
other stream braid were discussed. The details re­
garding this crossing will be more fully developed in 
Final Design. 

Further explanation of how bridge and culvert struc­
tures will be designed to maintain the existing fluvial 
geomorphological characteristics of channels and 
floodplains has been added to Section lV.F.3, Impacts 
to Surface Water/Aquatic Resources. 

A conceptual methodology for the benthic 
macroinvertebrate sampling that will be undertaken 
for monitoring the PPL ash basins is further defined 
in Section IV.F.3, Impacts of Surface Water Quality/ 
Aquatic Resources. This sampling methodology will 
be reviewed with the PA DEP and PA F&BC. A spe­
cific sampling schedule will be developed during Fi­
nal Design. 

Further agency coordination will be undertaken re­
garding proposed impacts from culverts, bridges, re­
locations, and hydrologic alterations. The decision to 
use culverts rather than bridges on certain perennial 
watercourses is explained in the Surface Water Tech­
nical Support Data and summarized in Section IV. F.3, 
Impacts to Surface Water/Aquatic Resources. 

A meeting to view the proposed stream crossing lo­
cations on the DAMA/RC5 Alternative was held on 
February 11, 2002. The agency recommendations 
regarding stream crossings made at that meeting will 
be taken into consideration during Final Design. 
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Cooperating Agency Comment Letters, DEP 

James A Kendter, P E -2- March 22, 200 I 

4 Pages N-197 through 200 Efforts should continue to avoid 01' further minimize 
impacts on the exceptional value (EV) wetlands associated with Wooded Run, which 
are pxoposed with three of the four Section 2 alternatives 

5 Page IV -209 Provide further explanation as to how bridge and culvert structures will 
be designed to maintsin the existing fluvial geomorphological characteristics of 
channels and floodplains 

6 Page N-214 Benthic macronivertebrate sampling for monitoring the PPL ash basins 
should be further defined in terms of methodology and a specific sampling schedule 

7 Appendix L - Surface Water Resource Impacts Further agency coordination, or 
docwnentation of past coordination, is needed in regard to proposed impacts from 
culverts, bridges, relocations and hydrologic alterations In particular, decisions to use 
culverts rather than bridges on Type I and D streams need further explanation 

8 Avoidance and minimization scrutiny of direct or indirect permanent and temporary 
water resource impacts should continue 

9 Efforts should continue to minimize adverse wetlend and stream impacts from 
culverts, sedimentation basins, stormwater basins, ditches, swales, fills and cuts 
Alternatives analysis should include, but not be limited to relocating, reshaping, 
redesigning and deepening 

l 0 Efforts should continue to minimize the length of any culverts that are proposed for 
waterways within the project 

11 Alternatives analysis and impacts analysis for service roads, temporary haul roads, 
borrow areas and waste fill areas should be addressed 

12 Details (including plans and narratives) must be provided as to how springs and 
groundwater seeps, encountered on the project, will be handled 

13 Provide a specific detsiled restoration or replacemenl/compensation plan for wetland 
and stream resources impacted by the project 

14 Resolution and documentation of issues relating to habitat for species of special 
concern should be finalized 

14. 
1 s. 

16. 

17 
1 s. 

19 
110. 
111. 

J 12. 

I 13. 

I 14. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

Response to Cooperating Agency 
Comment Letters, DEP 

Avoidance and minimization of direct and/or indirect 
permanent and temporary water resource impacts will 
continue in Final Design. 

Further avoidance and minimization efforts for wet­
land and stream impacts from culverts, basins, 
ditches, swales, and cuts/fills will be evaluated dur­
ing Final Design. Efforts will include relocating, re­
shaping, redesigning, and deepening these features. 

Efforts will continue in Final Design to minimize pro­
posed culvert lengths. 

The alternatives analysis for the service roads, tem­
porary haul roads, and borrow/waste areas included 
within each alternative's footprint {as described on 
Page IV-4 of the Draft and Final EIS) has already been 
completed and is presented in Appendix G of the Draft 
and Final EIS, Section 404(b )( 1) Alternative Analy­
sis. The alternatives analysis for any previously men­
tioned feature that is located outside of the proposed 
footprint will be evaluated as part of the PA DEP Chap­
ter 105 Permit and covered in a revised Section 404 
Permit. 

Groundwater is often encountered during earthwork 
operations occurring during construction, especially 
for cut slopes. PENNDOT has standard construc­
tion mechanisms in place to address springs and/or 
seeps encountered on the project. PENNDOT's Con­
struction Specifications, Publication 408 outlines 
mechanisms to deal with springs and seeps in Sec­
tion 200 (Earthwork) Section 600 (Incidental Construc­
tion) and Section 800 (Roadside Development). One 
mechanism, Standard-Roadway Construction detail 
RC-36M (Spring Boxes) addresses springs encoun­
tered during construction. If groundwater seeps are 
encountered, they should be addressed as specified, 
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Cooperating Agency Comment Letters, DEP 

James A Kendter, P E ·2- March 22, 2001 

4 Pages N-197 through 200 Efforts should continue to avoid or funher minimize I 
impacts on the exceptional value {EV) wetlands associated with Wooded Run, which 4. 
are proposed with three of 1he four Section 2 alternatives 

S Page IV-209 Provide further explanation as to how bridge and culvert structures will I S 
be designed to maintain the existing fluvial geomorphological characteristics of • 
channels and floodplains 

6 Page IV-214 Benthic macronivertebmte sampling for monitoring the PPL ash basins I 6 
should be further defined in terms of methodology and a specific sampling schedule · 

7 Appendix L - Surface Water Resource Impacts Further agency coordination, or I 
documentation of past coordination, is needed in regard to proposed impacts from 7. 
culverts, bridges, relocations and hydrologic alterations In particular, decisions to use 
culverts rather 1han bridges on Type I and II streams need further explanation 

8 Avoidance and minimization scrutiny of direct or indirect permanent and temporary I 8 
water resource impacts should continue • 

9 Efforts should continue to minimiie adverse wetland and stream impacts from I 
culverts, sedimentation basins, stormwater basins, ditches, swales, fills and cuts 9 
Alternatives analysis should include, but not be limited to relocating, reshaping, 
redesigning and deepening 

l O Efforts should continue to minimize the length of any culverts that are proposed for I 1 0. 
waterways within the project 

1 l Alternatives analysis and impacts analysis for service roads, temporary haul roads, I 11 . 
borrow areas and waste fill areas should be addressed 

12 Details (including plans and narratives) must be provided as to bow springs and I 12. 
groundwater seeps, encountered on the project, will be handled 

13 Provide a specific detailed restoration or replacement/compensation plan for wetland I 13. 
and stream resources impacted by the project 

14 Resolution and documentation of issues relating to habitat for species of special I 14. 
concern should be finalized 

Response to Cooperating Agency 
Comment Letters, DEP 

12. (cont.) 

13. 

14. 

depending on their location along the cut slope. If the 
seepage zone is located at the toe of slope, use a 
"Toe of Slope Interceptor" detail. If the seepage zone 
is located near the middle to the top of slope, use an 
"Interception Trench" detail. These details will be in­
cluded as part of the Final Design plans. 

A mitigation proposal has been developed to provide 
guidance and ensure the commitment of compensa­
tion for unavoidable project impacts. Mitigation for 
natural resources, including wetlands, surface water 
resources, and terrestrial habitat is considered in this 
proposal . This proposal was developed in coordina­
tion with the natural resource agencies. The compo­
nents of the proposal are discussed in this Final EIS, 
Sections IV. F.1, 2, and 3. This proposal will be ex­
panded to a set of plans and presented in detail. Once 
a site or sites has been selected, a draft mitigation 
plan will be prepared. This draft plan will show the 
conceptual designs for wetland, stream, and terres­
trial mitigation sites. The draft mitigation plan will not 
be finalized until after the Record of Decision (ROD). 

Coordination has been undertaken with the appropri­
ate Federal and State agencies regarding species of 
special concern including the U.S. FWS, PGC, PFBC, 
and PA DEP. Annual agency coordination updates 
(and any necessary fieldwork as a result of a new 
species) have been completed as appropriate. The 
results of this continuous coordination are included in 
the Draft and Final EIS, Appendix B. 

No threatened or endangered plant species habitat 
or individuals have been confirmed in the CSVT study 
area at the end of the 2001 field survey season. An 
Indiana Bat survey was conducted in July 2001. 
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Cooperating Agency Comment Letters, DEP 

James A Kendter, P E -3- March 22, 2001 

IS Coordination should continue with the Scenic Riveis Program staff of the 
Pennsylvania Department of Conservation & Natural Resources, in regord to any 
further recommendations they may have leading up to the final project design 

16 Air Quality Issues 

Fugitive dust problems could result from land clearing, demolition of structures and 
construction operations DEP regulations require that all reasonable actions be taken 
to prevent particulate matter from becoming airl>ome, including the use of water or 
chemicals for control of dust and the prompt removal of earth or other material 
deposited onto paved roadways In addition, visible fugitive dust must not be allowed 
to pass onto adjacent property 

Any waste materials generated by construction or demolition operations must be 
handled and disposed of properly No open burning of construction or demolition 
waste is pennitted 

As part of this project, if any buildings are to be demolished, they must be thoroughly 
inspected by a certified inspector for the presence of asbestos-containing materials 
(ACM} Any ACM that is friable or may be rendered friable during the demolition 
must be properly removed prior to the start of demolition lf ACM will be removed or 
disturbed during the project, emission control procedures and waste hsndling and 
disposal requirements may apply Notification must be made prior to the start of the 
project 

If any paving materials, plant (or any other air contamination source) will be 
constructed as part of this project, plan approval and an operating permit from DEP 
may be required Please contact the New Source Review Section of the Air Quality 
Program to detennine what approvals are required and to obtain the necessaiy 
application forms Any required plan approvals must be obtained prior to the 
construction of the sources 

Prior to Section 40 I Water Quality Certification request and Chapter I 05 permit application 
submission, resolution of the above C01Jcems must be achieved or delays in processing or :review may 
result 

I 1 s. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

Response to Cooperating Agency 
Comment Letters, DEP 

14. (cont.) 

15. 

16. 

None of the captured species were Federally or State 
listed threatened, endangered, or candidate species. 
A letter received from the U.S. FWS dated April 2, 
2002 concurs that the proposed CSVT Project is not 
likely to adversely affect Indiana bats or their habitat. 
This letter appears in Appendix B of the Final EIS. 
No extant populations of Federal or State threatened 
or endangered species would be impacted by any 
proposed alternative. Appropriate coordination efforts 
will be continued to update plant and animal threat­
ened and endangered species information prior to con­
struction to confirm the absence of threatened or en­
dangered species within the CSVT study area. 

It is our understanding that PA DCNR no longer rec­
ognizes the priority designations of the Scenic Riv­
ers Program, and that coordination is only necessary 
with PA DCNR if the project potentially impacts one 
of the 13 actually-listed Scenic Rivers in PA. The 
West Branch of the Susquehanna River has a Prior­
ity 1A designation, but is not a listed "Scenic River" in 
PA. However, we will continue to coordinate the bridge 
design with the PA DCNR if deemed necessary. 

A discussion of potential impacts to air quality asso­
ciated with dust from construction was included in 
the Draft EIS and is included in the Final EIS in the 
Construction Impacts section (Section IV.O). Proce­
dures to control fugitive dust will be implemented as 
outlined in PENNDOT's Construction Specifications 
(Publication 408). 

Any waste materials generated by construction or 
demolition operations will be handled and disposed of 
properly. Additionally, as indicated in the discussion 
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Cooperating Agency Comment Letters, DEP 

James A Kendter, P E -3- March 22, 2001 

IS Coordination should continue with the Scenic Rivers Program staff of the 
Pennsylvania Department of Conservation & Natural Resources, in regard to any 
further recommendations they may have leading up to the final project design 

16 Air Quality Issues 

Fugitive dust problems could result from land clearing, demolition of structures and 
construction operations DEP regulations require that all reasonable actions be taken 
to prevent particulote matter from becoming airborne, including the use of water or 
chemicals for control of dust and the prompt removal of earth or other material 
deposited onto paved roadways Jn addition, visible fugitive dust must not be allowed 
to pass onto adjacent property 

Any waste materiels generated by construction or demolition operations must be 
bandied and disposed of properly No open burning of conslruction or demolition 
waste is pennitted 

I 1 s. 

16. 

As part of this project, if any buildings are to be demolished, they must be thoroughly 
inspected by a certified inspector for the presence of asbestos-containing materials 
(ACM) Any ACM that is ftiable or may be rendered friable during the demolition I 17. 
must be properly removed prior to the start of demolition If ACM will be removed or 
disturbed during the project, emission control procedures and waste handling and 
disposal requirements may apply Notification must be made prior to the start of the 
project 

If any paving materials, plant (or any other air contamination source) wm be 
conslrucled as part of this project, plan approval and an operating permit from DEP 
may be required Please contact the New Source Review Section of the Air Quelity 118 
Program to detennine what approvals are required and to obtain the necessary • 
application fonns Any required plan approvals must be obtained prior to the 
construction of the sources 

Prior to Section 401 Water Quality Certification request and Chapter 1 OS permit application I 
submission, resolution of the above concerns must he achieved or delays in processing or review may 19 · 
result 

Response to Cooperating Agency 
Comment Letters, DEP 

16. (cont.) 

17. 

18. 

19. 

of Construction Impacts (Section IV.O) in both the 
Draft and Final EIS, open burning of construction or 
demolition waste will not occur. 

An Asbestos Containing Material (ACM) survey will 
be completed during Final Design and, if present, as­
bestos will be removed, handled, and disposed of 
properly. The project will comply with all Federal and 
State laws dealing with the removal, handling, and 
disposal of wastes. 

If any paving materials plant (or any other air con­
tamination source) will be constructed as part of this 
project, the New Source Review Section of the PA 
DEP's Air Quality Program will be contacted. This 
coordination will take place prior to construction, if 
necessary. Any required plan approvals will be ob­
tained prior to construction. 

Efforts will be made to resolve any outstanding is­
sues with PA DEP prior to the request for 401 Water 
Quality Certification and the submission of the Chap­
ter 105 Permit application. 
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Cooperating Agency Comment Letters, DEP 

James A Kendter, P E -4- March 22, 2001 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation 
Project If you have any questions concerning these findings, please contact Gerald Miller of this office 
at 570-321-6516 

cc D Suciu-Smith - FHA 

~~Jr2/7 
WilliamP Parsons ~ 
Assistant Regional Director 
Northcenlral Regional Office 

P Wettlaufer - USACOE, Baltimore District 
M Dombroskie - USACOE, Baltimore Dis!rict 
R McCoy- USFWS 
B Okom-EPA 
D Spotts - PFBC 
K Mixon-PGC 
J Sieber - DEP Policy Office 
G Miller-DEPNCRO 
File 

WPP/GGM/bls 
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Federal Agency Comment Letters, 
Department of Commerce - NOAA 

V77 r:J..' 
\~I 

UNIT•D eTAT•• O•PARTMllNT OF CO-AC• 
Office at t:h• und.,.. m..:i.r•tmiry far 

Mr James A Cheatham 
U S Department of Transportation, FHA 
228 Walnut Street 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17IO1-1720 

Dear Mr Cheatham 

ac..ne and A&nlll.,..._,.. 
Wse~on OC 20230 

March 14, 2001 

Enclosed are comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Central Susquehanna 
Transportation Project SR 0015, Section 088 Snyder, Union, and Northumberland Counties, 
Pennsylvania We hope our comments will assist you Thank you for giving us an opportunity to 
review this document 

Sincerely, 

. _,;)f] . {; ' 
. //ttA'~t/ /ftl, ll~ r :; 
Scott B Gudes 

. Deputy Under Secretary 

Enclosure 

* Prtmad oe Recycled Paper 
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Federal Agency Comment Letters, 
Department of Commerce - NOAA 

MEMORANDUM FOR Margaret R McCalla 

PROM 

SUBJECT. 

Acting Director of Policy and Strategic Planning 

Charles W Challstrom 
Director, National Geodetic Survey 

DEIS-0201-02 Central Susquehanna Transportation Project 
SR OOlS, Section 088 Snyder, Union, and Northumberland 
Counties, Pennsylvania 

The subject statement has been reviewed within the areas of the National Geodetic Survey's 
{NGS) responsibility and expertise lind in tenns of the impact of the proposed actions on NGS 
activities and projects 

All available geodetic control infonnation about horizontal and vertical geodetic control 
monuments in the subject area is contained on the NGS home page at the following Internet 
Worl<I Wide Web address http./lwww.ngs.noaa.gov After entering the NGS home page, 
please access the topic "Products and Services" and then acCClis the menu item "Data Sheet " I 1 
This menu item will allow you to directly access geodetic control monument information from · 
the NGS data base for the subject area project This infonnation should be reviewed for 
identifying the location and designation of any geodetic control monuments lhat may be 
affected by the proposed project 

If there are any planned activities which will disturb or destroy these monuments, NGS 
requires not less !ban 90 days' notification in advance of such activities in order to plan for 
their relocation NGS recommends that funding for this project includes the cost of any 
relocation(s) required 

For further information about these monuments, please contact Rick Yorczyk, SSMC3 8636, 
NOAA, N/NGS, 131S East West Highway; Silver Spring, Maryland 20910; 
telephone: 301-713-3230 x142; fax: 301-713-4175, Email: Rick.Yorczvk@noaa.gov 

Response to Federal Agency Comment Letters, 
Department of Commerce - NOAA 

1. Coordination with NGS will be undertaken to identify 
the locations of any geodetic control monuments 
during Final Design activities. NGS will be notified 90 
days or more prior to the required relocation of any 
monuments. 
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Federal Agency Comment Letters, 
Department of Health and Human Services - CDC 

'VS) ,,-... t,J DEPARTMENT Of HEALTH ii< HUMAN 5£RVIC£S P1.1bllc Heallh Service 

lamos A Cheatham. Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
228 Walnut Street, Room 540 
Hamsburg,PA 17101-1720 

Dear Mr Cheatham: 

Ce11!ets for DiHaM Control 
and Prewmian ~CDC) 

Atlaftta GA 30341 3724 

March 25, 2001 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for 
the SR 0015, Se<:tion 088, Snyder, Union, and Northumberland Counties, Pe1U1Sylvania We 
are responding on behalf of the U S Depal1lnent of Health and Human Services (DHHS), U S 
Public Health Service Please note a correction in our mailing address on your Distribution List 
for receiving environmental impact statements/environmental assessments (EISKIEAs) developed 
under the Natiooal Environmental Policy Aet (NEPA) The Cenlerll for Disease Control .k 
Prevention (CDC) reviews EJSs/EAs on behalf of the DHHS, therefore, please correct the 
address on your mailing list for "US Department ofHealdl and Human Service•, Centen for 
Disease Control & Prevention, Special Programs Group MSF 29" with the following current 
address 

US Department of Health and Human Scrviceo 
Centers for Disease Control & Prevention 
National Center for Environmental Health 
EEHS/CDB (F-1~ 
4770 Buford Hwy, NE 
Atlanta, GA 30341-3724 

A total of 16 public water supply wells, l institutional supply wells, 6 oommercial supply wells. 
and l industrial supply well are located in the study area, and it is stated that the 
domeotic/private water supply information may not be complete Further, ii is stated that none of 
the public water oystems affected by tho proposed alignments arc currently involved in the local 
well bead protection program based on information obtained from the l'A DEP We share the 
concern that safe n:sidential potable water supply is of paramo1mt importance Water oupply 
information must be complete and accurate before completing project plans to ensure that 
mitigation plans will apply to everyone potentially affected by the project The DEIS appeatS to 
adequately describe lhe potential pathways of contamination and provides a list of mitigation 
mcasun:s to protect public heallh, including alternate provisions of safe drinking water should 
this need arise We concur with lhese planned mitigation measures, and while this issue appears 
to be well thought out during preparation of this draft documen~ we stress the impor1ance of 

1. 

2. 

1. 

2. 

Response to Federal Agency Comment Letters, 
Department of Health and Human Services - CDC 

New mailing address has been noted. 

Your concurrence with the proposed mitigation 
measures is noted. 

Impacts to community and private water supplies, and 
the assurance of safe residential potable water are 
important concerns. As discussed in the Draft and 
Fina! EIS, a Geotechnlcal Survey will be conducted 
during Final Design. This investigation will address 
hydrogeological issues through collection of site­
specific information on geology, soils, and groundwa­
ter conditions. In sensitive areas, an assessment of 
potentially affected individual domestic and public 
supply wells will be undertaken. 

Additionally, as a result of a recommendation in the 
Draft EIS, a Groundwater Quality and Impact 
Monitoring Plan has been prepared for the 
Recommended Preferred Alternative, DAMA/RCS. 
This plan is intended to provide the means to ensure 
the health and safety with respect to groundwater 
quality particularly in the areas of the Ash Basins. This 
plan establishes the locations of groundwater 
monitoring, the types of groundwater sampling and 
analysis to be performed at these locations, and an 
abatement plan to be implemented if it is determined 
during the sampling that groundwater degradation will 
occur. An alternate water supply contingency plan is 
also outlined. This plan can be found in the Public/ 
Private Water Supplies Technical Support Data. A 
summary of the plan is provided in Section IV.G. 

The results of the Geotechnical Survey and 
Groundwater Quality and Impact Monitoring Plan will 
be used to minimize the risk of contamination and to 
refine the proposed mitigation measures. 
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Federal Agency Comment Letters, Department of 
Health and Human Services - CDC 

Page 2 - Mr Cheatham 

assuring that these mitigation measure• are adequately implemented Also, collaboration with 
loca1'state health and environmental agencies with jurisdiclion should be an important part of 
this planning process to ensure that water supplies remain safe and public health is protected 

The monitoring plans for monthly sampling and analysis from representative surface water 
locations, leachate seeps, monitoring wells, and residential wells as applicable at each ash basin 
for a minimum ofone year prior to l!lld after con•truction appear to be reasonable To ensure a 
continued safe drinking water supply for the future, however, consideration should be given to 
continuing potable water well sampling/analysis beyond a year after construction, possibly on a 
less frequent basis The issue of the need for continued monitoring should be adequately 
discussed with the local or state health/eovirorunental agency having jurisdiction over the 
project area and the water supplies potentially affected by this project In addition, the 
potentially affected public should be adequately informed about potential impacts upon their 
water supplies, planned mitigation should a problem develop, planru:d monitoring and if and 
when any of these measures will be terminated 

We appreciate the opportunity to review this draft document Please send us a copy of the Final 
EIS when it becomes available, and any other E!Ss/EAs developed under NEPA for review 

Sincerely, 

f'-d>,/1/Af 
Kenneth W Holt, MSEH 
National Center for Environmental Health (Fl6) 

3. 

I 2. 

3. 

Response to Federal Agency Comment Letters, 
Department of Health and Human Services - CDC 

When required, local and state (PA DEP) agencies 
will be part of the planning process to ensure that 
water supplies remain safe. Consideration will be 
given to continuing potable water well sampling/ 
analysis beyond a year after construction. Addition­
ally, the public potentially affected during construction 
will be informed about potential impacts during 
construction, available mitigation should a problem 
develop, and proposed monitoring efforts. 

The Draft and Final EIS discuss that if impacts occur 
as a result of construction, the maintenance of water 
supplies to homes and properties not acquired as part 
of the right-of-way may by any one of the following: 

• 

• 

• 

provide connections to public water systems 
provide water treatment 
redrill existing wells to another water­
producing zone at a greater depth 
relocate a well to an adjacent water-producing 
formation not disturbed by construction 
acquire the property 
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Federal Agency Comment Letters, 
Department of Interior - USFWS 

07<16/2081 16:31 7172214553 FHWA PAGE 01 

e United States Department of the Interior ~ 
ER-0119Z 

Mr. Jam.cs A. Cheatham 
Dh·isioo Adminisn1.tor 
Pedera.1 Highway Adminiatration 
218 Walnllt Sa..~ Room 5~~ 
Harri•hurg, Peonsylnnl• 17 IOl-!720 

Dear Mr. Cheal1wn: 

OFl'ICE OF THE SEC!<ErARY 
Wllhln ... n, D.C. 20240 

nu. 1 3 2001 

C!l'"'JOt.liLFOAl.!!!!111-liO) 

ilffi"3@•fi~ 

""'Pl-a--• 

SOH-11t1 Ol&<VW. SEA~ ~!JtillojlSTJU:itON 

This i& in response to y!)ur .reque$t for 4;0mmencs from the Depanruent of the Interior On the Dnft 
Environmental lmpact SWcrncn< (DEIS)/Scction 404 Permil Application for SR 0015, Section 088 in 
Snyder, Union. and Northnmbcrland Counties, Pennsylvania. 

SEcTION 4(0 COMMENTS 

tu th.is lime we can not ~ur that all pa~dble planning baa been dOne to avoid harm te> Section 4(f) 
resources. We no.te that pages IV-28 to 29 indicate ch.11.t the proposed proj'ect. area inc0lp01'8tes several: pub1k 
recreational facilities induding Shil:C.Uamy State Park. Moreo.ver, the project will impact the west bran.ch of 
rbe Susquehanna River and particularly, tbe Shamokin Dam. The Commonwealth of Pcnn~ylvania bas 
reteived Land and Water Con(ervatklD Fund grant monies for the Sfwruilin Dam, as well &ti other projects 
along, 8.lld in the vicinity of lbe west branch of the Susquehanna River. As a coudition of their Land ·lll.d 
Water Con!.ervation Fund grant agreeme~c, these proje<:ts are prcff;c.b:d nn.der Section 6(f) of tbe La.nd and 
Water Consorva.ti.oo PWld Act and can not be: converted without the a.pp:rOval of the Secretary of the Inierior 
to aoything other than park and n:crea.ti.on;iJ us:e. 

Currently. the DEIS contairu no information is to whether this project will impac:t Section 6(0 protected 
rescur-ce$ 8:Ild whetb~ these impacts -will create a Section 6(f) conversion. 

Please contact Mr. Richard Spt"cnkle, Depmy Secretary, Conservation and Engineering. O-•rtment of 
C.Onservation and Natural Re&ources, Post Office Box. 8767, Harrisburg, Pa., l710.S; phone: 717-783-8834, 
ro determine the location of alll.and_ md Water Conservation Fund-assined properties in the vicinity of your 
project a:rca as wcH u: an aises5JJ1e0t of whether or. not your project will cause -a converfilon of Section 6(f) 
protoitcd land. · · 

General c...;,_nts OD Pl!IS .. 

The DEts and !:upporting documents adequately describe fish and wildlife resoun;es occurriJ:lg within the 
..... ""1!' area and potential adverse- effects oii those resources r.hat might be cauiled by the project a1tcmativfi 
uii.der eon!;ideration, The Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) coucun with the selection of me DMAJRCS as 
lhe preferred alternative. 

1. 

1. 

I 2. 

I 3. 

I 4. 

Response to Federal Agency 
Comment Letters, Department of Interior - USFWS 

Several public and private recreational facilities are 
located in the CSVT study area. As noted, these fa­
cilities are discussed on Pages IV-28 and IV-29 in the 
Draft EIS. Public and private recreational facilities 
are also depicted on Figure IV-A-4, which is on pages 
IV-26 and IV-27 in the Draft EIS. The Draft EIS text 
and this figure verify that none of the alternatives stud­
ied in detail will have an impact on any public or pri­
vate recreational facility. 

The text of the Draft EIS denotes that the only public 
recreational resource that will be impacted by the pro­
posed alignments is the West Branch of the Susque­
hanna River. All Section 2 alternatives (RC1-E, RC1-
W, RCS, and RC6) require a new bridge crossing the 
Susquehanna River. Mitigation measures, such as a 
new boat launching facility in the vicinity of the new 
bridge have been proposed to minimize the impact to 
the recreational components of the river. (See Sec­
tion IV.F.3.) The Shamokin Dam, an inflatable dam 
that creates a pool in the Susquehanna River when 
inflated (during the summer months), is located just 
south of the existing PA Route 61 bridge into Sunbury. 
The U.S. Department of Interior notes that this dam 
was funded, in part, by Federal Land and Water Con­
servation Fund grant monies. Additionally, Project 70 
monies (a type of Federal Land and Water Fund 
money) were used to create a park in Shamokin Dam 
Borough in the vicinity of the dam. Neither the park, 
known as Fabridam Park, nor the Shamokin Dam is 
impacted by any project alternative. 

No other Section 6(f) protected resources were iden­
tified in the study area. 

None of the project alternatives will impact any Sec­
tion 4(f) or 6(f) protected resources. 
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Federal Agency Comment Letters, 
Department of Interior - USFWS 

07~16/2001 16:31 7172214553 FHWA 

e United States Department of the Interior 

ER-01192 

MT. Jame< A. cn .. tham 
Division AdministnU.c:.-
Federal Highway Admirustration 
228 Walnut Stree~ Room 53• 
Harrisburg, P<llllsyl>ania l 7 JOJ.1720 

Dear Mr. Cheath<nr 

OFFICE OFTKE SECRETAA"i 
\VurunP>o, D.C. 20240 

ru 1 3 2001 

CPTIONll.L FOAM El'3 (7-90\ 

PtiGE 01 

~ 
00l©•D000 

ftJfllliVK• 

this le in response to yoor Teq_Ucst for comments from the Department: of the Interim: oo the Draft 
Environmental h)Jpac1 Statement (DElS)/Section 404 Pamit Application for SR 0015, SeCtion OH in 
Snyder, Uniori, and. Northwnbcrland Cauntics, PenosyJvania. 

SECTION 4{1) COMMENTS 

At this time we can not concur rh;it all possible planning bas been dOne to avoid harm to St-.ction 4(1) 
resomces. We note that page5 IV-28 to 29 indkate that the proposed prOje<::t area inCorpotates: se.veral publk 
xttreational facilities including Shik.ellamy State Park. Moreover, the project will imP.act the west brllch of 
the Susquehanna River and particul:u1y, 1b.e Shamokin Dam. The Commonwealth of Perut4}'lvilllia h&s 
n?ceived Land and Water Co0Sl'¥Vatioo Fund grant monies for the Shamokio Dam, u well as other projf:cts 
along, and in the \'icinity of the west branch of the Sbsquehauoa Rive..-. As a condition of their Land ·and 
Water COD&en'ation Fund grant agroerno~~ these projecm .,. ptolectcd und..c Section 6(0 of tl)o Lond and 
Water Conservation Fund Act and cm not be converted without the- rapproval: of the Secretary of the Interior 
to anythi.nc other thao park and recreational_ use. 

Currently, the DEIS contaim no information as to whether this project will imp;ict Section 6{f) protected 
resow~ and whether these impacts wi.U create a Secrion 6(0 conversion. 

Please cootact .Mr. Richard Sprenk]e, Deputy Sec:n:w-y, Conservation and Engineering. n-.111,,innt of 
Conservation and Natursl Resoun:es, Post Office Bo< 8767, Harruburg, Pa., 17105; pbon.: 717-783-8834, 
t~ determine the lcx:ati(Jn of _all Land. and W8.~I Conservation Fund-assisted prnpenies in tbc vicinity of your 
pteject area u well a..r. an :uises~_nt_ of whether er_ nol yom Meet wiJJ ca.1,1.se :a con Vernen of Section 6(f) 
proi.crod land. 

G.neral C«mments on DEIS 

1. 

I 2. 

I 3. 

The DEIS anQ :mpportlng documents adequate1y describe fish and wjldlife rerourus occurring within the 14 
"~"·':! nrea IU1d potential advetse effects o·n those resources that might be caused by th& project aJtemati.ves • 
wider considen.tion. Thi!: Fish md Wildlife Senice (FWS) coocurs wilh the selection of the DMA/RCS as 
the prefened alternative. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Response to Federal Agency 
Comment Letters, Department of Interior - USFWS 

The Final EIS has been clarified to clearly indicate 
that no Section 4(f) or Section 6(f) protected resources 
will be impacted by any project alternative. 

Mr. Larry Williamson, Director, PA Department of Con­
servation and Natural Resources, was contacted to 
determine the location(s) of all Land and Water Con­
servation Fund-assisted properties in the CSVT study 
area. His reply, dated February 6, 2002, indicated 
that the CSVT project will have no impact to Land 
and Water Conservation Fund-assisted properties 
and Section 6(f) protected land. His reply is shown in 
Appendix P. 

Your concurrence with the Recommended Preferred 
Alternative is noted. 
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Federal Agency Comment Letters, 
Department of Interior - USFWS 

~7/tS/2001 1£~31 7172214553 FH'..JA 

Specff'ic: Comments on DEIS 

PASE 02 

Pages IV-190; Wetland Impacts. This soc:tion indicates that only wetlands 1ocar.ed within the fooiprlnl.ofthe 
highway Y.'ere counted as direct impacts, a.nd only remnant parcels of :affected wetJ&nds !ess than O.OOluir: 
~re considered 11s indirect impacts frQm highway construction. Studies have ~'hown that ·!.vtn farge 
wetlands adjacent to highways support lower diversity of plants and animals than similar wetlands farther 
away. Furtl:lermoie, small remnants left aft~ conmuction are usually too small to provide. all of the life 
requisite requinmcnts fOJ most wetland species. Thero.fore, the F\VS rec~nd$ that aU rellllliU)t wetland 
~arcels. lesS than 0.1 acre be CcOluidcrcd as direct impacts and larger wetlands as ind~ impiu::ts1 as 'Yr'ell ;u 

appropriate wetland compensation provided for their loss. 

Page lV-65; Surface Water and Aquatic Resources. The Summary of Surface Water hsource Impacts: 
indicates that QVCr 27,(00 feet of streams will be either bridged, culverred, or ~located by the preferred 
11l~ativ1:1. lmpaccs to fish and wil~e could be further minimized by adjusting the design of bridges ;md 
culv¢s. Circular culvertS b.ave been shown to impede fish pusage while box culverts e::an be designed with 
benches to .allow for both fish passage and to provide a dry crossing for wildlife during nonnal fiow period£. 
N an a.hernative to over-designing bridges and culverts [0 handle flood flows, we also recommend using 
fluvial geommphology analyses lO design !-tructures chat pe.nnit normal bc:d1oa.d movement md pro'lo·ide a. 
low-flow channel to .allow fish passage, with a.dditional culverts installed above the banl:full elevnion to 
maintain the bydrologie regime of floodplain areas. Th=se measures may also reduce potential blowoilt 
events and future rrn:intenanc:e requirements. 

Endane;ered Species Act Commcot!I 

~age N-180; Threa~ned-~ Endang-ered Spedes.. The. study area is within the known r.m.ge of th~ 
f~enlly listed, t:ndangetcd Indiena bal (Mptis .sodo.li.s). Ls.nd-<Jearing, especially of foreste~- areas. may 
adveise.Iy affect Indiana bats by killing, injuring or ban.ssing roosting bats, and by removinr or reducing the 
qualit)· of foragfog and roosting habitat. Since appro:timarely 360 a~s of fores:ted Ja.nd will be removed 
during construction, a bat sun'.ey of the prcfCITCd alternative should be conducled. This surve'j should be 
conducte..d between May 15 and August tS by .a. qualified biologist (sec: enclosed list) using the enclosed 
smvey guidelines. We reco~nd that the mist-netting guid~line& be modified to include u:sing one net site 
r; __ Jn.ear kilometer of project :area. This recommendation is. based on the linear configuration of the project 
area and is intended to rcpreseitt a~ much of the forested habitat 215 poss:jblc inside the ]JrOjeclbomidaries. 
Survoy results should be Sllhmi!1ed for revjcw and concurrence.. 

If any.na.tQnal ~c!'!i m:.a.bi!J.don'ed mines occur within the project area, it is possible thar J.ndlana bills or ocher 
bat species may be urlng them during hlbemation or potentially ~s smruner raos·t site~. ··If poieritial Indiana 
bat hibemaeula. {I.e., cnes: or ab;mdcncd.urines) occur within the project study area1 they should ,be 6ll!Veyed 

b)r a qllalified biologist. Prior to c:ondiJcrfug any smvcy however. the Pennsylvania Game CommissiOn 
should-be contacted to determine whether or not they have surveyed the cave/mine in the past If adequate 
:surveys ha.ve been conducted~ the recent past. this may preclude the need to conduct additional ·.surveys. 

In :addition, tlie fcderally-llited, tbrea[ened bald eagle (Haliautus leucaaphalus.) is known to occur within 
the project ~- Since baJrt ~~1es may forage alon.e the Sm:quohanna River and the west _branch, the 
Penmylvania Department ofT@nsponation should determine whether or not any nests~ pn:sent within the 
project AJ;ea. H nesting activity is docume:nted for bald eagles. or Indiana. bats arc fou•~; ..:.~:.....0 ilie bat 
siµveys, furthtt ComultatiOD Will be necessary, including the SUbmi.Ssion Df detailed proje.ct plans, aQd Jin 
analysis of alti:mativ~s lo avoid and mln1mi.z.e. adverse effects. ' 

5. 

6. 

7. 

I 8 

I 9 

5. 

Response to Federal Agency 
Comment Letters, Department of Interior - USFWS 

The impact determination for wetlands does include 
remnant portions of wetlands to be indirectly impacted. 
For example, in areas where the alternative(s) cross 
through the lower portion or side portion of a wetland 
and the source of hydrology and/or the drainage area 
would not be disrupted, nor would the functions and 
values provided by the wetland be compromised, 
these areas were not considered total impacts. In 
areas such as PJD 135 and PJD 136, the alternative 
crosses through the majority of the wetland and it was 
determined that the remaining portion of the wetland(s) 
would be impacted due to the disruption to the hydrol­
ogy (indirect impact to PJD 135 = 0.01 acre and PJD 
136 = 0.018 acre). 

The statement in the Draft EIS regarding indirect im­
pacts for remaining portions of 0.001 acre was in­
tended to explain that all directly impacted wetlands 
that have small portions (0.001 acre) remaining out­
side of the area of disturbance, were considered total 
impacts regardless of hydrology. The Final EIS has 
been revised to ensure this statement is clear. 

The Draft EIS and Final EIS contain a summary of 
the wetland impacts. For more detailed information 
on the wetlands and the impacts see the Wetland 
Technical Support Data. 

Most of the wetlands in the CSVT study area contain 
limited species diversity and are not large in size. A 
location adjacent to a proposed roadway is not antici­
pated to affect diversity. 
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Federal Agency Comment Letters, 
Department of Interior - USFWS 

B!l/Gil001 16: 31 7172214553 FHWA 

Speclli< Comments on DEIS 

PA$£ 02 

Pages IV-190: Wct~nd lrupactA. This: ~ct.ion indicates that only wetlands located within the footprint. of the 
highway we~ counted H -dlltct impacts, and only renmut puce1s of affected wetlands less tha.D O.OOlacrc 
were considered as indiTect impacts from highway consuuction. Studies have -e;bowo that -even large 
wetlands adjacent ro highways mpport lower div"n;ity of plants and lllrimals than similar wetlands farther 
away. Furthermore~ sma.U rexnnants left after construction are usually too small to provide all of the life 
requisite requln:mcnts for most wet!and species. Therefore, the F\VS recommends that all .1eumaJ1t wetland 
~arce1s.1cs! than 0.1 urc be camidered as direct impacts and larger wetlaDds e.s iad~ impacts, as \\'ell as 
appropriate wetland compensation provided for their loss. 

Page IV-65; Smface Water and Aqllatic Resources. Tho Sumnwj' of Surface Water ltcsource. Imptru 
indie.tet that over 27,000 feet of stream& will be either bridged, culvened, oc ~located by tbe preferred 
altermtive. Impacts to fish and wi.l~life- coold be fwther minimized by adjusting the design of bridges iiWd 
culvijts. Cin:ula.r cuJveru: have been shown to illlptde fish pllSsage while bcx cuJv-crts cau be designed with 
beucbes to allow for both fish passage and to provide a dry crossing for wildlife durina normal tlow period1. 
Al an altemativa to 0cver-designing_ bridges nd culverts to handle flood flows, we al.so recommend ~mi 
fluvial geomotphology analyses co de!.ign structures that permit nonnal bedload movement and provide a. 
low~flow cbamictl U> allow fish pusage,_ with additional culverts llistallcd s.bo11e. tho bankfull elevaion to 
.IDamtain lbe bydroJogic regime of floodplain ueas. Tht::n:: mcasurc:i JJ)B.y also ieduce pocontial blowoUt 
events and future maintenance. requirements. 

EndanierM S_pff.le11 Act Commeota-

~.ege IV-ISO; Threatened. ·an4 Endangered Species. The nudy area is with.in the known range of the 
federally listed, cruhngered Indiana bat (MyPtfr .rodalis). Land··dearing, e£pedally of fo~ted area-s, ma.y 
adva-sely affec.1 IndillI18. bats by ldlling, injwing or han.ssing Tootling bats~ md by removina or teducing the 
quality of fo[aging and roosting habi"ttt. Since approx..imately 360 acret of forested Jand will be removed 
during cowtrui:tion. a b4c sunie.y ;>f the p[efcrred altem.ative should be conducted. TbiB sl)rwi shouJd be 
conducted between May 15 and August 15 by 11 qualifi~ biologist (s.ec: enclosed tin) usina; the enclosed 
survey guidelines. We recommend that the mist-ndting guidelines be modified to include using one li6t site 
r ·-· !lnear kilO?Mtcr of project 3:fCA· This recommendatfon js. ba5ed on the linear confi2Uf8I]on o~ the project 
ate-a and is: intendM to repw;ent as much of the forested habitat u possible inside the project boundaries. 
Sucvcy reaults should be submitted fm review and cont:wreDi;e, 

ff any.narur_a.l 'l;ll.C'5 m:.aba!!dolled mines occur within the project area, it is possible thal Indiana ba.t1 or other 
bat specie$ may be using them during hihem:dioo er potentially as summer roosc site&. -if poieutW 'fndimi. 
bet hibemacuJa (i.e., ca .... C-$ o.- itbandooed mines) occur within [he project study area, they should b~ surveyed. 
by a qulified bJologist. Prior to conducting any survey "however, the Pennsylva_Jlia Game Commitision 
should be contacb:;d to determine whether or not they have s:wvtyed lhe ca:ve/mine in the part. If adequate 
S\lfvtllys have been conducted i~ the recent past. this may preclude the need to conduct additional surveys. 

In addition, t.hc federally-llited, threatened bald eagle (Haliaeaii:s leucoe:.~p"'1lus} js knowu to occur within 
the ptojW area. Sinc:e ba!.-t ~~les may forage alon,g the Susquehanna River and the west branch, the 
Pennsylvania Department ofTranspc>rtatioD should determine whether otn<M any nc::sts m: presem Vritbin the 
project area. If nesting activity is documented for bald eagles, or Indiana. bau: arc follli.: .:._--·~ !ht: bat 
5!p"Veys, fuither comulwion -U.:ill be necessary, including the submissloti of dct.ailcd project _plans, and 11J1 
analysis ofaltematlvcs m avoid and minimize ad11erae effects. 1 

5. 

6. 

7. 

I 8. 

I 9 

Response to Federal Agency 
Comment Letters, Department of Interior - USFWS 

6. A meeting to view the proposed stream crossing lo­
cations on the DAMA/RCS Alternative was held on 
February 11, 2002. The agency recommendations 
regarding stream crossings made at that meeting will 
be taken into consideration during Final Design. 

7. 

The Surface Water Resource section (Section IV.F.3} 
of the Final EIS has been revised to include more 
detail regarding the perennial steams permanently im­
pacted. The culvert designs will be specifically de­
termined during Final Design. Consideration will be 
given to the use of box culverts where appropriate, 
versus circular culvert. Additionally, the principles of 
fluvial geomorphology will be considered during Final 
Design as efforts continue to retain the existing flu­
vial geomorphic characteristics of the channel. Con­
sideration will be given to design structures that per­
mit normal bedload movement and provide low flow 
channels to allow fish passage, along with additional 
culverts installed above the bank full elevation to help 
maintain the hydrologic regime of floodplain areas. 

A survey of the CSVT study area for Indiana Bats 
(Myotis soda/is} was conducted from July 16 to July 
26, 2001 by Mr. John Chenger and the staff of Bat 
Conservation and Management. This mist net sur­
vey for the Federally endangered Indiana bat was con­
ducted as approved by the US FWS. The results of 
the survey are summarized in the Final EIS, Section 
IV.F.1 Vegetation and Wildlife Habitat, and presented 
in detail in the report titled Central Susquehanna Val­
ley Transportation Project. Indiana Bat Summer Sur­
vey. July 16-26. 2001. This report was submitted to 
the US FWS for review and comment. This report 
can also be found in the Technical Support Data for 
the CSVT project. 
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Federal Agency Comment Letters, 
Department of Interior - USFWS 

a7 'r"'2001 1 s: 31 n 1221 •553 FHWA 

Speclf"ic Commonts on DEIS 

PAGE 02 

Pages IV-190: W.eliand Impacts. 'This section indi;;;ates that only wetlaDds located within the fooiprlot oflhe 
highway wete counted as direct impacts, and only remnant parceli; of affected wetlands 1-cM than O.OOlu::n:: 
were consli~ as indirect impact5 from highway construction. Studies ha"e 3hown that cveu large 
wetlands aiJja-cent ta highway:!- support ]ewer di'versity of p1ants. and animals than similm wetlands farther 
away. Furthermore, 11mall remnants: left after conuruction are usually 100 small to FO-vide all of the life. 
requisite. req~~nts for most wetland species. Therefore. the FWS recommends. that all ~ wetland 
f!an:els lcsi than 0.1 acre be considered as direct impacts and larger wetlands e.s indircci impact&., as well &! 

appropriate wetland compensaiion provided for their loss. 

Page IV-65; Surlace Willer and Aqutll.ic Resources. The Summary of Surfac= Water Resource Impacts 
ind&ate!: that over 2'7,000 feet of streams will be either bridged, culvcrtcd, ot relocated by the prefem.d 
AJ.teroati.ve. lmp.i.cts co fish and wildlife could be further minimized by adj1LSbng tM: de5ign of bridges and 
culvcrt5. Circular culverts have. been .shown to impede fish passage: while bo:m:: culverts c;w be designed with 
benches to allow for both fish passage and to pro'Yide a d:y crossing for wildlife during normal :flow ~· 
Ai an alremalive to over-de"Sig:ning bridges and culverts 10 h.a.ndle flood flows, we also recommend using 
fluviai geomorphology analyses to deiign t1tructures that pe:ttnit JJmmal bedload mo-veme:nt and pro\i.de a 
law-flow channel to allow fish pa.s&age, with addition.al culverts installed .s.bove 1he bankfull elevation to 
maintain the hydrologic regime of floodplain Mei'lS.. These measures may also reduc:e potential b-lowout 
events and futUN maintenance r:eqWreJUD.ts, 

Endlillll£8re.d Species Ad Commitots 

~age JV-180; Threatened ·an4 Endangered Species. The ~tudy aJCa .is within thei known r.mge of the 
f~den.lly listed. end.angered Indiana bat (Myo1i.1 .sadaliJ)_ Land-clearing, egpccially of fores1.e4 aJ:eas, DliJ 
ad..,.eiae1y affect lndfana bats by killing, injuring or haras$ing roosting ba~. and by removin& or red~ing the 
quality of foraging and roo~ habitn.t. Since approx.imately 360 aaes of fores;tcd land will \?e remvved 
durine- eomtruction~ a bat sunley of the prefcned alternative 1-hould be conduaed. Thia surve;y should be 
conducced betw"CCD May 15 and AugllSt 1:5" by ll qualified biologist c~ eDClO&-ed tin) Wine ttw. eudosed 
sun·ey guideline&. We rec~ that the mist-netting guidelines be modified lo include using one net aile 
..-'--:- !!near kilometer of project area. This recormnendation js basl!:d on the linear coofipa.tion of the project 
.area atid i1 intended to rcprcseiit .as much of the forc:stc:d habitat as possible inside the project boundariea. 
Surv~y re.sults should be subrrrlttcd fer ~view and concunence. 

If any.ns.rur,aJ Cll!:S or: ilh~doned mines occur within the project t'.liea, it is possible that Indiarie. bus or othtr 
bat species may be u!lng them during hihmlation or potcntiaUy as SIUlllllef roost sites. If potential 'bidia.Wi 
bat ln'bemacub. (Le .. caves er abandoned mines} occur within the proj2Ct study area, they should _be-aurveyed 
by a. qua1ified. biologist. Prior to conduc:ting any survey however, the Pennsylvania Game Comn.».ssion 
should be contacted IO detetmine whether ot not 1hey bave surveyed the caveJmine in the pB5[. If adequate 
surveys have been conducted in the i:ecem put. !hit may preclude the need to conduct additional surveys. 

lo addition, 'tbe fede.rally-lbted, threatened bald eagle (Halinutu.r leucouphnlUJ) is known to occw: within 
the projr.ct area. s~ b<iJA ~ ... ~1eg may forage along the Susquehanna River and the west branch, the 
Pennsylvania Departtrent ofT-@llspon.atian should detennine whether or not any nests arc present within the 
project aru. If nesting activity is documented f01' bald eagles, or- Indiana bats are fouh.; .:_:_·c ~he be.t 
1~cys, furthu c:onsultatico will ~necessary, including the submisslon of de-tailed project Jl~ans. and an 
aDalysis (lf altmiatives to a"<nd'. aod minimize adve11e effects. · 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

I 9. 

Response to Federal Agency 
Comment Letters, Department of Interior - USFWS 

7. (cont.) 

8. 

No Indiana bats were captured as a result of mist 
netting efforts conducted in accordance with US FWS 
protocol at ten sites in the project area. 187 bats, 
consisting of six different species of bats were cap­
tured during the mist net survey of the CSVT study 
area. None of the captured species are Federally or 
State listed endangered, threatened, or candidate 
species. 

A letter received from the U.S. FWS dated April 2, 
2002 concurs that the proposed CSVT project is not 
likely to adversely affect Indiana bats or their habitat. 
This letter appears in Appendix B of the Final EIS. 

Coordination with the PGC regarding the potential 
presence of Indiana bats in the study area has been 
ongoing. The PGC surveyed the CSVT study area 
along with PENN DOT and noted locations where bats 
may be present. The PGC conducted a bat survey of 
the one location in the CSVT study area where it was 
believed bats may be hibernating or roosting, the Epler 
Mine. The Epler Mine is located approximately 5 miles 
east of the CSVT study area. The PGC survey in­
cluded a hibernacula survey completed in January 
2000 and three bat trapping (mist netting surveys) 
that were completed in August and October 2000). 
No Indiana bats were captured. The data forms for 
this survey provided by the PGC are included as ap­
pendices in the CSVT Bat Survey Report. 

Since no Indiana bats were found during the Bat Con­
servation and Management Survey of the CSVT study 
area and the PGC survey of the Epler Mine in the 
vicinity of the CSVT study area, no impact to this spe­
cies should occur as a result of the CSVT project. 
Therefore, no additional coordination regarding this 
species is necessary. 
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Sp<dfi< Commonts on DEIS 

PAGE 02 

Pagn IV-190; Wetland lmpae-ts. This section indicates that only \\letlands located within the fooiprlnt.Qfthe 
highway wen: counted u direct impac:ts, .and only rernnanl parcels of affected wetlands leas than 0.00la6-c 
were <::onsidercd es indirect impacts from h;gb.way consU'UCtion. Studies have. showu that cvezi. large 
wetland~ adjacent to highways support lawer diversity of pJanu. and animals 'Chsn simibr wcUandg farther 
away. Furthcnnore, ~malt remnants Jett after conso:uctioo are usually too slllllll to provide Wl of the life 
requj,itc ~mcnts for mo~ wetland l!l.pccies. Therefore~ lhe FWS rec~s tbal all remuan1: wedllld. 
~a.TCels Je.-;;Ji thliJl 0.1 acre be considered as direct impa£ts and Inger wetlands es indirect impacts, as wen u 
appropriate \\retland compensation pro-vided for their loss. 

Page N-65: Swfa.ce Water iind Aquatic Resources. The Summary of Su:rfacc Water 'Resource Impact£ 
indicates that over 27lXXJ feet of sb"eams will be either bridged. cuJvc::rtcd, « Rlocatod. by the. p~fened 
alternative. Impacts to fish and wili;llife could be further minimized by adjusting the design of bridges: and 

5. 

culverts. Circular culv~ have been shown to impede fish paisnge while box culvertJ can be designed with I 6 
benches to allow for both fish passaee aud to provide a dry crouing for wildlife durin& nonml flow pcrio&. • 
As an alternative to o'1er-deslgning bridges a.nd culverts to handle flood flow•, w~ also recommend us.ing 
fluvla) geDmmpbology analyses to design structures dW permit normal bedload movement md provide a 
low-flow channel to allow fish passage., with additional culvect& installed above the b-ankfull elevaion to 
IDaintain the bydrologic rcgilM of floodplain arellS. These meas~s may •ho reduce potential blowout 
&vents and future maintena1KeRquirements. 

End&Jll"nd Sped.es Act Commeob 

Page IV-UO; Thre&tened ·an4 Endallgcrcd Species. The study area is within the kno'ND ran1e of the 
!ederslly listed. endangered lodiana bat (Myotis sodali.J)_ l.And-cJearing, ei;:pec:ially of foreneq: mas. ma.y 
adversely affcct Indiana bets by killing, injuring ur harassing roosting bau, and by removine: or reducing the 
quality of foraging and roosting habitat. Slnc:e approxima[ely 360 acres flf forc;tcd. land will ~ ramuved I ] 
durin& conmuction, a bat sur~ey of the preferred altemaii'-'i!. should be conductM.. This 6\Jf\jey should be • 
condw:red betwoon May IS and Augost 15 by a qualified biologist (= enclosed list) UJin& the ondosod 
survey ~delim:s. We rec~d that the mist-netting guid£.Ji:DES be modified to include using one net Site 
r'-· ~ ldlomater of proje.ct area. Thi5 recommendation is bti~d on the: lineat coofiglll'Mion of the project 
area atid j11 intended to reprcseD.t a.s much of the for~sted habitat u: ponible inside die project 'boundaries. 
Survey results .should be ~ubmiped for review and concurrence. 

If any.ns.<qr,&l c~ or_ab~doncd minei occur witbin the: project area, it iB possibJe that Indiana bats or othar 
bat species may be u11ing them during hibe:roation or potbnti.a11y as stUruner roost s.ites, 1f potelltial 'Indian.a 
bat hibernacula (i.e . ., can& or abmdonr.d mines) occur within tht: project study area, they should~ .e.urveycd I 8 
by a qualified biologist Prioc to. conducting any sw-vey however, the Penru.ylvania Game Commiuion • 
should be contacted to detenninc wlu::thcr er not they have surveyed lhe cne/mine in the put. If adequate 
surveys have: been conducted i~ the rcce.nt pa.st. this may preclude the need to conduct additional SlllVeys. 

In addition, tbc: fcde-ra-lly·listed. threatened bald eagle {Haliau:tu.r teucocephalu.s) is know:n to occur within 
the pr'Cject are.a. Sin~ b~tl •'l~_les may forage along the Susquehanna River and the we.st br.ancb, the 1 g 
Pennsylvania Department of Transportation should detennine whether or not any nests arc present within the • 
project 2.l'Q. If nesting activity is docUID8nted for bald eagles, or lbdiana bats arc fou....: ..: _ _:_!:> ilie bat 
:1urvcys, fiutha comult.atiou "'"'.ill be nece&Sary, including: the submission of d:tailcd project plm6-, and an 
analysis of altemaJ.ives to avoid and minimize a.dvene effet:ts.. ' 

Response to Federal Agency 
Comment Letters, Department of Interior - USFWS 

9. No bald eagle (Haliaetus leucocephalus) nests were 
noted in field surveys conducted to date in the study 
area. The Susquehanna River crossing area will be 
resurveyed in the 2002 field season by a wildlife bi­
ologist. The results will be documented in the Techni­
cal Support Data for the CSVT project. If nesting 
activity is documented for the bald eagle, further con­
sultation with the US FWS will occur, including the 
submission of detailed project plans and an analysis 
of alternatives to avoid and minimize potential adverse 
effects. 

en 
(() 
('") -6' 
J 

< 



< 
I\) 
.p.. 
-.._J 

0711 &12001 10: 31 ·, 

Federal Agency Comment Letters, 
Department of Interior - USFWS 

71 72214553 FHWA 

FlS8 M'D WILDLIFE COORDINATION ACT COMMENTS 

PAGE 03 

The DEIS inclu4es an application for• Clean Water Act Section 404 permit from the Corps of Engin"'°". 
At a later dare. the FWS =: ·. ;: :o prnvidc a separate evaluation of this pe.rmlt opplication pnr.mant to the 
Fish and Wildlife Coon!inatlon Act Based upon infonnation provided in the DEIS; review Of otJio;r 
doc:ummt.S pertaining to this proj~ and our knowledge of the project area.~ the FWS is not uiq;1y t~-objci:t 
to iS!ouance or a permit ror this prnject bur is 1ike1y ta recommend that me eorps pennit tcq~ fea1urcs ·:m I 1 o 
'fu11y mitigate project-related impact.& to fish and wildlife resources. · 

the FW"S is available to pi:ovid~ limited technical assistance 10 the Penn.sylvanla I>ep.s.rtulient 'of 
transportaiiOD regarding further project evalu111ion ond assessmeul 

For matters. pertzjning to fish ond wildlife in Pennsylvonia, contact Ille Supervisor (Attn: Ric!ind M<Coy), 
"':" and Wildlife Servico"31S Sooth Allen S1ree1, Suire 322, State College, Pennsylvania 168014850 
{pboni:: 81~-2j:4-4090). For matte!> pert>inlng •o open space and resource canservati.on is.uc.,:. ple~ · 
<"lltaOI Cynthia ·Haywood Wll1<:eTlion, 3rd Floor. US Customs House, 200 Chestnut Sttce~ Pbila<lclph,\a, 
·PcDJ1Sylvania 19106 (phon.e: 215-597-1570). 

INDiANA.ilAT MIST NETTING GUIDELINES 

RATIONALE ; . 0 
A typical mist net survey is an attempt to detennine pct#nc:e or probable absence of die. species., it ~s: Ii~ 
prO\'~ sufficient data to determine population si:u: or structure. Following these guidelines will rtan4~ 
procedures fur znls• net~- If will help maximize !he potential for capture of Indiana b3ts •t. a miillmuln 
acceptable level Of effort. Although the capture of bats confirms their prc5eDCC, failure to catch bats dOes not 
absolutely confirm their absence. Notting effort as extensive a. oullim:d below usually is su.fficj..,t.Jo 
capture Indiana bets. There nave been instances in which additional effort was neces•ary to ~· ti)e 
presence of <be specieo. · 

NBTtlNG .SEASON 
Mayl s-August Is 

. These dares define acceptable limils for dO<WDCnting !he pre>ence of summer population of lndiaria ))aJs. 
eopeclally maternity colonies. ·Several capnues, including adult females and young, ledicaie tlrat a 1lll1'i:IY 
ci>lony is B£tive In the orea. OU1&ide lbese da~, even when Indi•n• bats are caught, data should Ile CJ!!"fully 
interpreted: If only • •inglo bat is captured, It may be a transient or migratory indlvidllil. 

..:..;vll'MBNT ., - '· '·· 
Mi« neu - Use tlie finest, !owe.st visibility =sh commercially available: I) In the past. !hla wli!! l j.ly, 40 
d~llier monofilamoni: • denoted 40/1; 2) Currently, monofilament is not available and the finest •:on ~e 
lllllflo!t is 2 ply, 50 denier nylon-<lenotltd 40/1; 3) Mesh of approximately ll/2 (I 114-t 3/4)in(-3lhruii): 
liudwano -·No specific hanlworc is rcquiml. Thero are many suitable •Y•tems of ropea and/or p<>les·iO Mill 
the nets (sec NET PLACEMENT) below for minimum net heights, habimts. and other netting requimncnb 
thal affect the choice of hudwue. The system of O:udnor, ot al. (1989) has met the "''t of time.• • · · 

NET PLACEMENT 
Potentlill travel corrido" such as slrcams or logging !rails typically are the mDSt effective places to net 
Place lhc ni:U approximately perpendicular across the corridor. Neu should fill the corridor from· side IO 
side and from rtream (or trou~) level np to :the overhanging canopy. A typie:d set is seven :iuetefs hith 
cOn•iulng ofthJ<c or more _ _. ·"-~:.:Iced" on top one another and up to 20 motors wide. (Differeril width Deis 

Response to Federal Agency 
Comment Letters, Department of Interior - USFWS 

10. The fact that the US FWS may recommend that the 
Section 404 permit requires features to fully mitigate 
project impacts to fish and wildlife is noted. 
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may be pun::hased and used as the situation dictaks.) Occasionally it may be desira.ble to net w~re-~eJs 
ne good cohidat.. T ~ caution to get the nets up into the canopy. The typical equipinent describe4 in ~ 

· Se<:tio:n above may be inll®quatc for these osilllations, r~quiring innovation on the pan of the -observer~. 

RECOMMENDED NET SITE SPACING: Stream corridors - one net site per km of stream. Non-<ihrridor 
land t:rac:t5 - Nro ilct sites. per square bn Qf forested habit.a.r. · 

MINIMUM LEVELOF EFFORT: Netting at each site should con•ist of: At least four not-nights (unlei.s 
bats are c:atight sooner) (one. .... _._ .. .;.t up for one night= one net-night) a minimum of two net loeations:&.t. ea£b 
site (at least 30 m apart, especially in linear habitat such as a stream conidor) a minimum of two nl£hts ~f 
neninR; s"111ple period: begin at suruet; net for at least Z hrs; each net should be checkeo appro:wnate\y 
cvezy 20 minutes; no disturbante near the nets, other than to check netS and remove bats. · 

WJ:;ATHER CONDmONS: Se.vere weather adversely affects capture of bats. If Indiana bau arc caught 
during weather O!Xtrelnos, ii is probably because they are at the site and active despite indoment wca~r, .Qn · 
tile oilier hand, if hats are not caught, it may be that theto are bats at the site but they JD11Y be inactivO.duc lo 
the weather. Negative result5 c<>mblned with any of tbe following weather conditions lhroughoill all .IJ< mci.t 
of a samp!big p<!riod ate likely to require additional netting: Precipitation; tempenitlll'OS below IP c,•stroilg 
:. '._:js (Use good judgement: tooNing nets are more likely to be det<cted by bats.) 

MOONL!GIIT: There is some evidence that small myotine bats avoid brightly lit area•, pc:rhap& u Jl!!edator 
avoidance. It ls typically best to set nets under the canopy where they ore out cf the moon J.igb.~ pmi~ulmJy 
when the moon i!. 112-full or greater. · · 

U.S. FISH Ar!Ii WILDLIFE SERVICE Qualified lndi.na Bat SUIVeyors• 
List tllVi<ed -11/20/0IJ 

Dr. Yirl:il Brack, Jr. 
Environmental SolutiollJi 
& TmiovatiOns 
781 Neeb Road 
Cinn¢inati. OH 45233 

. SB-451-1777 
FAX:Sl34Sl-3321 

:Mr. !Qhn.¥ac~gq_r . 
llerea.Ranger Distr!lt 
Daniel B"""" Natl Forelit 
1835 Uig Iii!! R~a~ 
.Berea.KY 40403 
. 606-745-3100 

Dr. Km:en Campbell 
Biology Dcp~nt 
Albright Colic!!" 
Rcadiug, l'A 19614 
610-921-2381 

Dr. Lynn Robbin• 
Southwest Missouri Staie. Univ~ 
Biology Departm=t 
901 South N•tional 
Springfield, MO 6558044 
417-836-5366 

R~bort F. Madcj 
; :R..D. Lande. & Associates 
1237 Dublin Road 
Colombus, OH 43215 
800·340-2743 
Fax: 614486-4387 

Mr. John Chenger 
Bat Conserva1lon & Management 
905 Tllornton Drive 
Mechanicoburg, PA l 70SS 
717-795-7527 
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Mr. Hal Bryant 
Eeo-Tech. Inc. 
P .. O. Bo> g 

7172214553 

Frankfcrt. KY 40602-0008 
Fax: 502-<'i95-806 l 
814-949-5210 

FHWA 

Dn. Michael Gannon/Tim B1"clbum 
Department. of Biology 
3000 Ivyside Park 
Altoona College 
Altoona, PA 16601-3760 

PAGE. 05 

• This list includes lNDNIDU ALS who are qualified to conduct surveys for Indiana bats .,,d identify this 
species in the field. This list may not include all individual• qualified to conduct such •1'fV•ys. Inclusion of 
names on this list docs not comaitute endorsement by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service: or any other U.S. 
Government agency. A scientific collecting pennir will be required from tht Pennsylvania Game 
Commis-sion to sample for Indiana bats in Pennsylvania. Note that various survey and sampling techniques 
are used to dcU:ct1 sample for~ and monir.or bate, including; mist-netting. An&bat detection, radio-telemeuy~ 
hup--ttapping and hil;>em.acub surveys. Some individu&.16 on this: list may not be qualified to conduct all 
types of sampling. 

W c appr~ciate the OIJl>Munity to provide these conm::ie.nts. 

Sim:crcly~ 
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State Agency Comment Letters, SHPO 

• 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 

Pennsylvania Historlc~l and Museum Commission 
8m"t";ia for HietGrit Ptt:.servo1tion 

PostOffkeBoxlOu; CD~Y: ~{..TL) 
Harrisburg,. PennsylvaTiia 17108-1026 

James A Cheatham 
Federal Highway Administration 
228 Walnut Street, Room 540 
Jfarrisburg, PA 17101-1720 

Re: ER 97-0475-042-BB 
Northumberland and Union Counties 

Feb 13,2001 

TO EXPEDITE 11EVIEW us~ 
~H_p Rfl'ERENCE-NUMBER 

~. ~ 
~::-

S.R. 0015, Section 088, FHWA-PA-01-01-D 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr Cheatham 

The Bureau for Historic Preservation (the Stale Historic Preservation Office) has 
reviewed the above named project in accordance with Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended in 1980 and 1992, and the regulations (36 
CFR Part 800) of the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. These requirements 
include consideration of the project's potential effect upon both historic and 
archaeological resources 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement adequately reports consultation for 
historic and archaeological resources undertaken for this project. It addxesses the 
identification and evaluation and project effect findings for historic structures It also 
outlines the Predictive Model developed to help identify archaeological resources. 
Additional consultation concerning the effect of the project on archaeological resources 
and the necessity for additional archaeological investigations are still ongoing 

If you need further infurmatioo io this matter please consult Susan Zacher at (717) 
783-9920. 

cc· S. McDonald, POOT, BEQ 
J. Smith, PDOT, BOD 

..._R. Kennedy, PDOT, Dist. 3-0 
KWC/smz 

Sincerely, 

t<.w Co-M 1 
Kurt W Carr, Chief 
Division of Archaeology and 

Protection 

1. 

1. 

Response to State Agency 
Comment Letters, SHPO 

The program for the future archaeological investiga­
tions to be performed on the CSVT project is outlined 
in the Programmatic Agreement presented in Appen­
dix N. 
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State Agency Comment Letters, PGC 

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 

PENNSYLVANIA GAME COMMISSION 
200 1 ELMERTON AVENUE, HARR1SBURG, PA I 711 0·9797 

Mr Paul Heise 
PonnDOT District 3-0 
P0Box211! 
Montoursville, PA 17754 

February 23, 2001 

In re S R 0015, Section 088 
Draft EnWoomental Impact Sta1emeat 
Snyda, Union, and Northumberland Counties, PA 

Dear Mr He:ise 

=--

11..jfC-

The Pennsylvania Game Commission (PGC} would like lo thank PenoDOT 
District 3-0 for the opportunity to comment on the above refareoced project 

Pago IV-185 irulicates the final mitigation proposal will be documented in the 
Final Environmental Impact Stalement (FEIS) The lino! mitigati-On proposal should be 
ap~ved by the resource agencies prior to FEIS dislnoution 

Page IV-190, third bullet indicates a maintenance plan to control noxious weeds 
will be developed, if required The PGC recommends Japanese Kootweed (Ploygonum 
cwpidatwn) control be considered for the island(s) impacted by the river crossing The 
elimination of Japanese Knotweed would increase the plant diveraity and improve the 
wildlife habitat on tile island Information should be provided to usess the likelihood of 
sllCCeS!ful control of the noxious plant Other noxious plants that become established in 
the rigbt--0f,.way (post construction) should be controlled until more beneficiol species 
become established 

1.n111H1STiu.11 ... •u11uu•• 

P'Ol-ll.l•Lt 7 17 767 7038 AIUi117'11•TIUoTION< 717 787 ~1170 AUTOKDTNI. Ai'fD PJlOCU!tlMICNT Dl'<l•ICl'i1 7 17 787 65>1• 
UCl.NIS DNlalON, 717 787 ZOB4 Wll . .DUJI'• ........... 111 ... UtT: 717 71'J7 !!"!2g IN-Alll4TION a CllJCATJON1 717 7!17 '1121!oll LAW bnlltCf:IUfNT: 717 787 "!.7.&0 

LUiD N.-.•111•"17~ 717 7&7 118 1 B JtLU. Ean.n: tl1Vt•IOH: 7l7 767 l!l"!e!8 AllTOllATIO TIOIJt01.0Cl"r SV.TIMI: 717 787 A07~ f'AJ(z 717 772 2.41 ! 

1. 

11. 

2. 

Response to State Agency 
Comment Letters, PGC 

A mitigation proposal has been developed to provide 
guidance and ensure the commitment of compensa­
tion for unavoidable project impacts. Mitigation for 
natural resources, including wetlands, surface water 
resources, and terrestrial habitat is included in this 
proposal. Mitigation commitments have been deter­
mined based on meetings with agency representa­
tives occurring in April and July of 2001 and January 
of 2002. Summaries of these meetings and field 
views held for the purpose of coordinating to deter­
mine mitigation commitments are listed in Section 
V.A.3 - Coordination with Environmental Resource 
Agencies. More detailed records of the coordination 
activities can be found in the Wetlands, Surface Wa­
ter/ Aquatic Resources and Vegetation and Wildlife 
Technical Support Data. 

The FHWA and PENN DOT are attempting to provide 
a total ecosystem approach to natural resource miti­
gation in that attempts are being made to provide re­
placement of wetland and terrestrial habitat, recon­
struction/restoration of streams, enhancement of wet­
lands and terrestrial habitat, and preservation of ex­
isting wetlands, streams and wildlife habitat in one 
location. The FHWA and PENN DOT are in the pro­
cess of investigating alternative sites for the comple­
tion of the components of the proposal. The compo­
nents of the proposal are discussed in detail in Sec­
tions IV. F.1, 2, and 3. 

The mitigation proposal has been developed in coor­
dination with the natural resource agencies. The ulti­
mate selection and development of the mitigation site 
or sites will also be coordinated with the natural re­
source agencies. 
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State Agency Comment Letters, PGC 

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 

PENNSYLVANIA GAME COMMISSION 
200 I ELMERTON AVENUE, HARRISBURG, PA 17110-9797 

Mr PllU!Heise 
PennDOT District 3-0 
P0Box218 
MontOW'5Ville, PA 17754 

February 23, 2001 

In re S R 0015, Section 088 
Draft Environmental Impact S!Jlfement 
Snyder, Union, and Nortlmmberland Counties, PA 

DearMr Heise 

'"~ 

Ax~ 

The Pennsylvania Game Commission (PGC) would lib to thank PennDOT 
District 3-0 for the opportunity to comment on the .OOve referenced project 

Page IV-185 indicates the final mitigation proposal will be documented in the 
Final Environmental Impact Starement (FEIS) The final mitigation proposal should be 
app~ved by the resource agenciea prior to FEIS distn1rution 

Page IV-190, third bullet indicatea a maintenance plan to control noxious weeds 
will be developed, if required The PGC recommends Japanese Knotweed (Playgonvm 
cuspidatwn) control be comidered fur the island(s) impacted by the rivec crossing The 
elimination of Japanese Knotweed would increase the plant diversity and improve the 
wildlife habitat on the island Information should be provided to assess the likelihood of 
suCCCSJfW control of the noxious plant Other noxious plants that become established in 
the right-of-way (post construction) should be controlled until more beneficial species 
become established 

ADMINl•TJIATIV• •UllU.u.9: 

PRaa-NU.: 717 7'17 793111 AZ>MIN1Hll,iTIClllll 717 "197 1!1170 AU~CITIVS .llND Plll:ICUUNUOT DWl•f<ON' 717 787 6SSl4 
UC&N•• DIV1a1aN: 717 787 201!U WJL.DUl"'ll MAN-•M•HTt 7T7 787 !l!IZ~ INP!IJUfJITICIN • .EDUCATIG!h 717 7"7 iszec LAW ENl'GltC .... INT! 717 787 &740 
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f 1. 

2. 

Response to State Agency 
Comment Letters, PGC 

1. (cont) 

2. 

The mitigation proposal described in this Final EIS 
will be expanded and outlined in more detail. Once a 
site or sites has been selected, a draft mitigation plan 
will be prepared. This draft plan will show the con­
ceptual designs for wetland, stream, and terrestrial 
mitigation sites. This mitigation plan will not be final­
ized until after the Record of Decision (ROD). 

Mitigation efforts for natural resources will be main­
tained through Final Design as efforts at impact avoid­
ance and minimization continue. 

A Noxious Plant Control Plan, if required, will be de­
veloped in accordance with Pennsylvania's Seed Act 
and PENNDOT's Specifications, Publication 408. The 
development of this plan will be coordinated with the 
PA Game Commission. 
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State Agency Comment Letters, PGC 

MT Paul Heise -2- February 2l, 200J 

The project team has been doing a great job and the Game Commission lookJ 
fmwvd to finalizing tlie turestrial mitigation plan. If you .have any questions, please 
conW:t me at (717) 7113-5957 

Very truly yours. 

~~ 
Kevin L Mixon 
Division ofEnvironmentAI 
Planning ml Habitat Protedian 
Bureau ofLand Management 

"" NC hg Dir , Hambley Atten. Dusza. LMS 
Aiwoy,PFBC 
Sever, DEP, NC Reg Oflk.e 
Densmore, U S FWS 
Morri!OD, COE, Baltimore Dist 
Okom,EPA 
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State Agency Comment Letters, PFBC #1 

COMMONWEALIB OF PENNSYLVANIA 
PENNSYLVA1'1A FISR & BOAT COMMISSION 

Division ctf Environmental Services 
450 Robinson Lane 

James A Kendter, District Engineer 
Engineering District 3-0 
Department of Transportation 
PO Box218 
715 Jordan Avenue 
Montoursville, PA 17754-0218 

Belloronte, PA 16.1123 
814-359.,illS 

March21, 2001 

Re Snyder County 
SR 0015, Section 088 

--.or 
C"" --· ADE-eoNsT 

A.Oe'-MAJIH 

llAJHT. SERVICES 
"°"Sf. SERVICES 
PlAHS E"NGR 
BRIDGE ENGi! 

"C"t-_tt 
L. 

Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Study 

Dear Mr Kendter 

The Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission (PFBC) has actively participated with the 
environmental review concerning the development of the proposed Central Susquehanna Valley 
Transportation Project We do not have any objections to the Preferred Alternative DAMAIRCJ 
as outlined within the subject document We do, however, ave a few comments p_ertaining to the 
contents within the Draft Environmental Impact Statement Our comments/recommendations are 
as follows 

• As discussed on pages 5-19 and 5-20, wetland and surface water mitigation 
efforts have been discussed but not concluded The PBC strongly recommends 
that these sites be identified and approved prior to the completion of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement 

• Within the Impacts to Surface Water/Aquatic Resources portion of Section JV, we 
could not detennine which waterway• were being bridged, culver1ed, or relocated 
We also could not determine the total length of perennial streams being 
permanently impacted by the proposed alignment This data may be included 
within Appendix L which we never received We recommend that this 
information be included within Section N of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement 

-

' ~ 

t--
'-

1. 

11. 

2. 

Response to State Agency 
Comment Letters, PFBC #1 

A mitigation proposal has been developed to provide 
guidance and ensure the commitment of compensa­
tion for unavoidable project impacts. Mitigation for 
natural resources, including wetlands, surface water 
resources, and terrestrial habitat is included in this 
proposal. Mitigation commitments have been deter­
mined based on meetings with agency representa­
tives occurring in April and July of 2001 and January 
2002. Summaries of these meetings and field views 
held for the purpose of coordinating to determine miti­
gation commitments are listed in Section V.A.3 - Co­
ordination with Environmental Resource Agencies. 
More detailed records of the coordination activities 
can be found in the Wetlands, Surface Water/Aquatic 
Resources and Vegetation and Wildlife Technical Sup­
port Data. 

The FHWAand PENN DOT are attempting to provide 
a total ecosystem approach to natural resource miti­
gation in that attempts are being made to provide re­
placement of wetland and terrestrial habitat, recon­
struction/restoration of streams, enhancement of wet­
lands and terrestrial habitat, and preservation of ex­
isting wetlands, streams and wildlife habitat in one 
location. The FHWA and PENN DOT are in the pro­
cess of investigating alternative sites for the comple­
tion of the components of the proposal. The compo­
nents of the proposal are discussed in detail in Sec­
tions IV. F.1, 2, and 3. 

The mitigation proposal has been developed in coor­
dination with the natural resource agencies. The ulti­
mate selection and development of the mitigation site 
or sites will also be coordinated with the natural re­
source agencies. 
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State Agency Comment Letters, PFBC #1 

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
PENNSYLVANIA FISH & BOAT COMMISSION 

Dlvisina of Environmental Services 
450 Robin1ou Lane 
Beller•ote, PA 16823 

814-359-5115 

James A Kendter, District Engineer 
Engineering District 3-0 
Department of Transportation 
P0Box218 
715 Jordan Avenue 
Montoursville, PA 17754-0218 

March 2l, 2001 

Re Snyder County 
SR 0015, Section 088 

---· CRC 

ADE-OONsr 
ADE-MA INT 

MAIITT. SEAVIC.-s 
CONST. 8ERYICES 
PlANS ENGR 
BIVDGcEHQR· 

'l:Ct:.ft 

'·''-

Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Study 

Dear Mr Kendter 

The Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission (PFBC) has actively participated with the 
envirorunental review concerning the development of the proposed Central Susquehanna Valley 
Transportation Project We do not have any objections 10 the Preferred Alternative DAMAIRCJ 
as outlined within the subject document We do, however, ave a few comments pertaining to the 
contents within the Draft Envirorunental Impact Statement Our comments/recommendations are 
as follows 

• As discussed on pages 5-19 and 5-20, wetland and surface water mitigation 
efforts have been discussed but not concluded The PBC strongly recommends 
that these sites be identified and approved prior to the completion of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement 

• Within the Impacts to Surface Water/ Aquatic Resources portion of Section IV, we 
could not determine which waterways were being bridged, culverted, or relocated 
We also could not determine the total length of perennial streams being 
permanent! y impacted by the proposed alignment This data may be included 
within Appendix L which we never received We recommend that this 
information be included within Section IV of the Final Environmental Impact 
S1atcment 

-
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I 1. 

2. 

Response to State Agency 
Comment Letters, PFBC #1 

1. (cont.) 

2. 

The mitigation proposal described in this Final EIS 
will be expanded and outlined in more detail. Once a 
site or sites has been selected, a draft mitigation plan 
will be prepared. This draft plan will show the con­
ceptual designs for wetland, stream, and terrestrial 
mitigation sites. The mitigation plan will not be final­
ized until after the Record of Decision {ROD). 

Mitigation efforts for natural resources will be main­
tained through Final Design as efforts at impact avoid­
ance and minimization continue. 

Detailed information regarding those waterways be­
ing bridged, culverted, or relocated and the total length 
of permanent impact to perennial streams associated 
with each alternative studied in detail was presented 
in Appendix L. Appendix L was included in Volume 2 
of the 2-volume CSVT Draft EIS. Volume 2 of the 
Draft EIS was forwarded to the PFBC upon receipt of 
this letter. 

Detailed information regarding impacts to perennial 
waterways is included within Section IV. F.3 of this Fi­
nal EIS. 

A meeting to view the proposed stream crossing lo­
cations on the DAMA/RCS Alternative was held on 
February 11, 2002. The agency recommendations 
regarding stream crossings made at that meeting will 
be taken into consideration during Final Design. 
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State Agency Comment Letters, PFBC #1 

SR 0015, Section 088 
March 21, 2001 
Page2 

The PFBC looks forward to working with the Department of Transportation as the project 
progresses through the environmental review process In the near future, we need to identify 
and approve wet!Wld Wld stream mitigation sites Thank you for pmviding us the opportunity 
lo participate towards the development of the Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation 
Project 

DES :srh 

COE- Wetlauffer 
DEP-Sever 
EPA-Okom 
FWS-McCoy 
PGC-Mixon 

si[;cV 
David E Spotts, Chief 
Watershed Analysis Section 
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State Agency Comment Letters, PFBC #2 

l ""5..-.._ 

~ 

."""-"-

AnE-eam 
ADE-COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 

PENNSYLVANIA FISH & BOAT COMMISSION oes.111«•-

DivWoD of Eovironmental Scnilce1 
450 Robinton L11.ne 

Bellefonte, PA 16823 
814-359-5115 

W.IHl'. •IMCU 
COOIST . ._ 
Pl.AH9~ 
llAlum;BIQA 

ua.1.:.__ ' March 30, 2001 V''I,~ ·~ 

James A Kendter, District Engineer 
Engineering District 3-0 
Department of Transportation 
PO Box218 
715 Jordan Avenue 
Montoursville, PA I 7754-0218 

Re Snyder County 
S R 0015, Section OSS 
Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project 
Additional Comments to the Draft Environmental Impact Study 

Dear Mr Kendter 

Thank you for forwarding us the Surface Water Resowce Impacts (Appendix L) 
document for review and comment The Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission (PFBC) 
requests that pennanent impacts to perennial stream systems be compensated Permanent 
impacts would include culverting and channel length loss from channel alterations, relocations, 
etc Given this, there would be a minimum of 11,510 feet of stream compensation for the 
permanent impacts associated with the proposed DAMAIRC5 alternative We expect this 
number to increase once we have more detailed information with the "hydrological allerations 
and relocations" that are elso planned for the proposed project Finally, lhere will also be 
floodplain, riverine habitat, and recreational impacts associated with the proposed new bridge 
across the West Branch Susquehanna River 

The PFBC supports all of the stream compensation proposals as outlined on IV-214 of 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement We stmngly support the construction of a public 
access area along the West Branch Susquehanna River As stated at earlier meetin!!f> a bo~ 
launching facility on the western river bank at the new bridge crossing location we@~ pro:tide ;,; 
needed public access to Lake Augusta g(· ~; 1 : 
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1. 

2. 

Response to State Agency 
Comment Letters, PFBC #2 

Appendix Lin the Draft EIS included a table that out­
lined the impacts to surface water resources associ­
ated with each alternative studied in detail. Appendix 
L has been revised to clarify the nature of streams 
{perennial, intermittent or ephemeral) and the extent 
of permanent and temporary impact to those streams. 
A summary table of these impacts has been included 
in Section IV. F.3. This summary table includes revi­
sions based on the revisions made to Appendix L. 

Additionally, a meeting to view the proposed stream 
crossing locations on the DAMA/RCS Alternative was 
held February 11, 2002. At each crossing location, 
the proposed structure (bridge, culvert or pipe) was 
described. The agency recommendations regarding 
the stream crossings will be taken into consideration 
during Final Design. 

Compensatory mitigation for permanent impacts to 
perennial streams has been determined through co­
ordination with the natural resource agencies. Com­
pensatory mitigation for surface water resources is 
outlined in the mitigation proposal, presented in Sec­
tion IV. F.3. This proposal will be developed in more 
detail once a site or sites is selected and presented 
in a draft mitigation plan. This mitigation plan will be 
presented to all ACM agencies for review and com­
ment. 

The proposed public access area along the West 
Branch of the Susquehanna River in the area of the 
RCS crossing is intended to mitigate for the impact of 
the new bridge piers (preliminary design indicates 6 
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State Agency Comment Letters, PFBC #2 

SR 0015, Section 088 
March 30. 200 l 
P~2 

We look forward towards working with the Department of Transportation at the 17 April 
2001 field view and future meetings to locate and approve stream mitigation sites to compensate 
for project impacts Thank you again for allowing us to participate with the development of the 
Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project 

DES srh 

c DEP -Miller 
COE - Dombroskie 
EPA-Okorn 

Sincerely, 

~<Y 
David E Spotts, Chief 
Watershed Analysis Section 

2. (cont.) 

Response to State Agency 
Comment Letters, PFBC #2 

new piers in the river) to the boating and fishing po­
tential of the river in this location. 

The PFBC support of the stream compensation pro­
posals outlined in the Draft EIS and the proposed 
public access area on the western river bank at the 
new river crossing location is noted. 

PENNDOT has coordinated with public officials and 
the Pennsylvania Fish & Boat Commission (PFBC) 
on the location of a public boat ramp along the West 
Branch of the Susquehanna River. The ramp will pro­
vide river access for boating and/or fishing uses. The 
River Crossing No. 5 (RC5) location and other sites 
were investigated for potential ramp use. Based on 
preliminary evaluations, PFBC believes that RC5 is 
the optimal location for the public boat ramp because 
it provides greater boater safety due to fewer boating 
restrictions, such as low water and submerged rocks. 

Correspondence both in favor of and opposed to the 
proposed public boat ramp has been received. Please 
see petitions and other correspondence in the Peti­
tions, Form Letters and Additional Correspondence 
chapter of Section V, Pages 445-467. 
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Regional and Local Organizations Comment Letters, 
Hummel's Wharf Fire Company 

HUMMEL'S WHARF FIRE COMPANY 
Office of the Fire Chief 

PO Bo112S3 
Hummel'a Wharf PA 17831 
7l42 

James Cheatham, Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
228 Walnut Street 
Harrisburg PA 17101-1720 

Subject Opposition to Avoidance of the Simon P App Fann, 
Monroe Township, Snyder County, Pennsylvania 

Dear Federal highway Administration Officials 

Phone (570)743-6411 
FAX (570)743-

Marth 9, 2001 

We would like to express our opposition to the avoidance of the Simon P App 
farm (PennDot's Site# 153} proposed by the DA Modified Avoidance {DAMA) 
Alternative for the Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation (CSVT) Project Based 
upon information provided by Gerald E Bickhart & Sons, Inc , it is our understanding 
that PennDot proposes to spend in excess of $5 million, take two additional homes and I 1 
four businesses and unnecessarily disrupt the movement of traffic, including emergency · 
vehicles, during the construction to avoid, but not in any way protect from future 
development, 15 acres offarmland This land is located behind the historic fann 
buildings now owned by the Margaret E Fisher Trust on the eastern side of Airport 
Road The construction of a new overpass and demolition of the existing overpass will, 
at the very least, delay and hamper the passage of emergency vehicles between I 2 
Hummel's Wharf and Selinsgrove, unnecessarily, for quite a period of time · 

Since the original proposed route came within 155 ft of, but did not reqllire any 
alteration of the existing fann yard or buildings that may, at some time, be identified as 
historical in nature, we see no reason for the additional costs and the anticipated adverse 
impacts the avoidance creates We would ask that the consult be requested to define, and I 
the Director of The Pennsylvania Historic and M~um Commission be asked to concur 3 
with a recommendation, considering the costs and adverse impacts associated with the · 
inclusion of additional BICA, the absolute smallest pucel ofland that would not alter 
eligibility for the site 

Sincerely, 

CbiefOfticers of the Hwnmel's Wharf Fire Company 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Response to Regional and Local Organizations 
Comment Letters, Hummel's Wharf Fire Company 

The position of the Hummel's Wharf Fire Company 
on the avoidance of the Simon P. App farm is noted. 
For specifics on this issue, please review the response 
to Mr. Bickhart's letter. 

It is acknowledged that the DA Modified Avoidance 
Alternative will have an impact on traffic patterns as 
the new overpass and interchange ramps are being 
constructed. A Maintenance and Protection of Traffic 
(MPT) Plan will be developed during Final Design to 
minimize the disruption of traffic as much as possible. 
Coordination will be undertaken with emergency ser­
vice providers and agencies in the implementation of 
the MPT Plans during construction. 

Due to the substantial controversy concerning the 
eligibility determination and boundaries for the App 
farm, FHWA elected to raise the questions of eligibil­
ity and boundaries with the Keeper of the National 
Register {Keeper), the individual delegated the author­
ity by the U.S. Department of Interior, National Park 
Service, to list properties and determine their eligibil­
ity for the National Register of Historic Places. The 
Keeper evaluated the information concerning the App 
farm and stated, "the Simon P. App Farm meets Na­
tional Register Criteria A and C for its local historic 
and architectural significance. The approximately 31-
acre boundary established tor the register-eligible 
property is appropriate and justified as being the his­
toric (1866) boundary of the property." This corre­
spondence is included in Appendix C of the Final EIS. 
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Regional and Local Organizations Comment Letters, 
Hummel's Wharf Fire Company 

HUMMEL'S WHARF FIRE COMPANY 
Office of the Fire Chief 

PO Bo11253 
Hummel's Wharf PA 17831 
7342 

James Cheatham, Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
228 Walnut Street 
Harrisburg PA 17101-1720 

Subject Opposition to Avoidance of the Simon P App Fann, 
Monroe Township, Snyder County, Pennsylvania 

Dear Federal highway Administration Officials 

Phone (570)743-6421 
FAX (570)743-

March 9, 2001 

We would like to express our opposition to the avoidance of the Simon P App 
farm (PennDot's Site #153) proposed by the DA Modified Avoidance (DAMA) 
Alternative for the Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation (CSVT) Project Based 
upon infonnation provided by Gerald E Bickhart & Sons, Inc , it is our understanding 
that PennDot proposes to spend in excess of SS million, lake two additional homes and 
four businesses and unnecessarily disrupt the movement of traffic, including emergency 
vehicles, during the construction to avoid, but not in any way protect from future 
development, 15 acres of farmland.· This land is located behind the historic farm 
buildings now owned by the Margaret E Fisher Trust on the eastern side of Airport 
Road The construction of a new overpass and demolition of the existing overpass will, 
at the veiy least, delay and hamper the passage of emergency vehicles between 
Hummel's Wharf and Selinsgrove, unnecessarily, for quite a period of time 

Sin~ the original proposed route came within 155 ft of, but did not require any 
alteration of the existing farm yard or buildings that may, at some time, be identified as 
historical in nature, we see no reason for the additional costs and the anticipated adverse 
impacts the avoidance cn:ates We would ask that the consult be requested to define, and 
the Director of The Pennsylvania Historic and Museum Commission be asked to concur 
with a recommendation, considering the costs and adverse impacts associated with the 
inclusion of additional area, the absolute smallest parcel of land that would not alter 
eligibility for the site 

Sincerely, 

Chief Officers of the Hummel's Wharf Fire Company 

1. 

I 2. 

3. 

Response to Regional and Local Organizations 
Comment Letters, Hummel's Wharf Fire Company 

3. (cont.) 

The frustration regarding the eligibility and boundaries 
of the site and the subsequent development and rec­
ommendation of the Avoidance Alternative is acknowl­
edged. 

Should conditions change from those currently 
present at any point prior to construction of the CSVT 
project, we have committed to reevaluating the area 
of impact. If conditions warrant, modifications of the 
alignment will be made to further minimize project im­
pacts. This commitment includes the entire CSVT 
project area, as well as avoidance of the Simon P. 
App Farmstead. 
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Regional and Local Organizations Comment Letters, 
Monroe Township Emergency Management 

Agency 

MONROE TOWNSHIP 
EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY 

PO Box 23S, Shamokin Dam PA 17676 John G Grove, Coordinator 

James Cheatham, Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administtation 
228 Walnut Street 
Harrisburg PA 17101-1720 

Subject Opposition to Avoidance of the Simon P App Fann, 
Monroe Township, Snyder County, Pennsylvania 

Dear Federal highway Administration Officials 

March 9, 2001 

I would like to express my opposition to the avoidance of the Simon P App farm 
(PemiDot's Site #lSl) proposed by the DA Modified Avoidancc(DAMA)Altemative for 
the Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation (CSVT) Project Based upon information 
provided by Gerald E Bickhart & Sons, Inc , it is my understanding that PennDot 
proposes to spend in excess of $5 million, take additional homes and businesses and 
IUUlCUSsarily disrupt the movement of traffic, including emergency vehicles, during the 
construction to avoid, but not in any way protect from future development, IS acres of 
fannland This land is located behind the historic farm buildings now owned by the 
Margaret E Fisher Trust on the eastern side of Airport Road 

Since the original proposed route came within lSS ft of, but did not require any 
alteration of the existing fmn yard or buildings that may, at some time, be identified as 
historical in nature, I see no reason for the adclitional costs and the anticipated adverse 
impac;ts the avoidance creates I would ask that the consult be requested to define, and 
the Director of1be Pennsylvania Historic and Museum Commission be asked to concur 
with a recommendation, considering the costs and adverse impacts associated with the 
inclusion of additional area, the absolute smallest parcel ofland that would not alter 
eligibility for the site 

:µ~ 
j}'ohn G Grove, Coordinator 
Monroe Township Emergency Management Agency 

1. 

2. 

1. 

2. 

Response to Regional and Local Organizations 
Comment Letters, Monroe Township 

Emergency Management Agency 

The position of the Monroe Township Emergency 
Management Agency is noted. For specifics on this 
issue, please review the response to Mr. Bickhart's 
letter. 

Due to the substantial controversy concerning the 
eligibility determination and boundaries for the App 
farm, FHWA elected to raise the questions of eligibil­
ity and boundaries with the Keeper of the National 
Register (Keeper), the individual delegated the author­
ity by the U.S. Department of Interior, National Park 
Service, to list properties and determine their eligibil­
ity for the National Register of Historic Places. The 
Keeper evaluated the information concerning the App 
farm and stated, "the Simon P. App Farm meets Na­
tional Register Criteria A and C for its local historic 
and architectural significance. The approximately 31-
acre boundary established tor the register-eligible 
property is appropriate and justified as being the his­
toric (1866) boundary of the property." This corre­
spondence is included in Appendix C of the Final EIS. 

The frustration regarding the eligibility and boundaries 
of the site and the subsequent development and rec­
ommendation of the Avoidance Alternative is acknowl­
edged. 

Should conditions change from those currently 
present at any point prior to construction of the CSVT 
project, we have committed to reevaluating the area 
of impact. If conditions warrant, modifications of the 
alignment will be made to further minimize project 
impacts. This commitment includes the entire CSVT 
project area, as well as avoidance of the Simon P. 
App Farmstead. 
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Regional and local Organizations Comment letters, 
Commissioners of Union County 

COMMISSIONERS OF UNION COUNTY l 
I.OJ SOUTH SEiCOND 1111.ElT lE\llfSBUll.G, PENNSYlVANll\ 17137 199' 570/SZ1·9.6Eld FAX: 570/514-t6J5 

Coun!yC<lmmisslaner$ ·:;. .-;.; W Max Boss,rt, Chalrm-... 

Robert 0 Oroose, Jr, v~ Chalr111an 
Harry A Va:nSh:kle, 5ectelary 

Soficilor 

Andrew 0 lyons 
Cou"'ty >.dmi11fscruor/Chie( Gerk 
Diana l Robinson 

!• \ 

Marcil 21, 2001 

James A Kendter, District EngiMer 
Engineering District 3-0 
Pa Department of Transportation 
PO Box218 
Montoursville, PA 17754-0218 

Re Support for Central Susquehanna Valley Thruway 

Dear Mr l<endter 

Th& Union County Convnissloners endorse the Penn Dot recommended 
alternative for the Central Susquehanna Valley Thruway project referred to as the 
DA Modified Avoidance Allernative with the PA 81 Connector and River Crossing 
No 5, with the understanding that Penn DOT would modify this attema~ve to use 
a porUon of the historic App Farm property should the owner of this farmstead 
cllange the historic Integrity of the property This action would ylekl substantial 
cost savings on the project and improve traffic flow by utilizing the existing 
Selinsgrove interchange configuration 

The Union County Planning Department has expressed the need for US 15 
improvements throughout Pennsylvania for many years This project, upon 
completion, will have a significant impact on public safety and economic 
development benefits for 1he entire central region of Pennsylvania 

If we may be of further assistancs to your Department with regard to the Ce"tral 
Susquehanna Valley Thruway Project please do not hesitate to contact us 

Sincerely, 

f~ 
::: 
0 

1. 

1. 

Response to Regional and Local Organizations 
Comment letters, Commissioners of Union County 

Your support for the DAMA/RCS Alternative is noted. 
Should conditions in the study area change from those 
currently present at any point prior to the construc­
tion of the CSVT Project, we have committed to re­
evaluating the area of impact. 

If conditions warrant, modifications of the alignment 
may be made to further reduce project impacts. This 
commitment is inclusive of the entire CSVT project 
area, including the avoidance of the Simon P. App farm 
property 
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Regional and Local Organizations Comment Letters, 
Northumberland County Industrial Development 

Chairman 
Franc;is Allla 

Executive Director 

NORTHUMBERLAND COUNTY 
INDUSTllIAL DBVllLOPMBNT 

James B King 
------

SO SOUTH SECOND STR.El!T 
SUNBURY, PA 17801 

March 22, 2001 

District Engineer, District 3-0 
Pennsylvania Department of Transportation 
Poat Office Box 218 
Montoursville, PA 17754-0218 

RE: Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project, 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Sir, 

Having reviewed the referenced statement and having 
attended the public hearings on this project, this Authority 
fully supports the project and advocates its most immediate 
implementation The Authority's mission is to integrate 
industrial development policy and planning across the ~ 
county and sees this project as vital to the County's future 
progress 

Two points concerning the study, one positive and one 
not, deserve particular note These are: 

a) The Route 61 Connector is crucial in relieving 
traffic congestion throughout the Sunbury­
Northumberland area as well as in addressing the 
unique needs of Northurrberland County's eastern and 
southern regions Traffic using the Veterans 
Memorial Bridge (SR 61) absolutely needs this direct 
connection with US Route 15 

bl The avoidance propoaal with regard to the App 
property does not appaar prudent The additional 
cost of $5 million, the impact on 4 additional 
businesses and 2 residences for a probably short term 
and questionable "preservation" seems excessive 

"" ,..... <Consideration should be given to possibly preserving 
. o..the historic buildings w/o added land and thereby Ch~ c 

... !J f'5::.:r 
...... ?-~::.... - -., 

:~~~:\ 

~ <Ti.Jreducing not only the cited costs and impacts but 
~ "'>;jalso the impact on working farms of families -

;G;including the Hummel's for whom Hummels Wharf is 
:;e ;g§named - and other century farms in that vicinity 
0:.:: lO 

~ ~§ 

= :E 

Sincerely, 

i'L~C-. j~ 
vaames E King 

TEL S70-9&&-427!t 
FAX 570-988-4314 

1. 

2. 

1. 3. 

2. 

3. 

Response to Regional and Local Organizations 
Comment Letters, Northumberland County 

Industrial Development 

FHWA and PENNDOT are committed to conducting 
the required studies to ensure that all important envi­
ronmental and engineering issues, including public 
concerns, are properly considered. The Preferred 
Alternative must meet current and future transporta­
tion needs, and attempt to minimize environmental and 
social impacts. Final Design, Right-of-Way Acquisi­
tion and Construction will proceed upon completion 
of the preliminary studies and issuance of the Record 
of Decision by the FHWA and subject to the availabil­
ity of funds. 

Your support for the Route 61 Connector is noted. 

Your position on the avoidance of the Simon P. App 
farm is noted. However, in avoiding the Simon P. App 
farm, we are complying with Section 4(f) of the U.S. 
Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (amended 
in 1968). This Act states, "The Secretary (of Trans­
portation) may approve a transportation program or 
project requiring the use of publicly owned land of a 
public park, recreation area, or wild!if e and waterfowl 
refuge, or land of an historic site of national, state, or 
local significance (as determined by the Federal, state, 
or local official having jurisdiction over the park, rec­
reation area, refuge or site) only if: 

• 

• 

There is no prudent and feasible alternative to 
using that land; and 
the program or project includes all possible 
planning to minimize harm to the park, recre­
ation area, wildlife or waterfowl refuge, or his­
toric site resulting from the use." 
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Regional and Local Organizations Comment Letters, 
Northumberland County Industrial Development 

Chairman 
Francis Alli& 

Executive Director 

NORTHUMBERLAND COUNTY 
INDUSTltlAL DBVBLOl'Ml!NT 

JamesB King ------
SO SOUTH SECOND STllEIIT 

SUNBURY, PA 17801 

March 22, 2001 

District Engineer, District 3-0 
Pennsylvania Department of Transportation 
Post Off ice Box 218 
Montoursville, PA 17754-0218 

RE: Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project, 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Sir, 

Having reviewed the referenced statement and having 
attended the public hearings on this project, this Authority 
fully supports the project and advocates its most immediate 
implementation The Authority's mission is to integrate 
industrial development policy and planning across the entire 
county and sees this project as vital to the County's future 
progress 

Two points concerning the study, one positive and one 
not, deserve particular note These are: 

a) The Route 61 Connector is crucial in relieving 
traffic congestion throughout the Sunbury­
Northurnberland area as well as in addressing the 
unique needs of Northumberland County's eastern and 
southern regions Traffic using the Veterans 
Memorial Bridge (SR 61) absolutely needs this direct 
connection with US Route 15 

b) The avoidance proposal with regard to the ~pp 
property doas not appear prudent The additional 
cost of $5 million, the impact on 4 additional 
businesses and 2 residences for a probably short term 
and questionable "preservation" seems excessive 

8· Q 
...!Jf5~ 

r- ~Consideration should be given to possibly preserving 
':"' o... the historic buildings w/o added land and thereby 
- 9..Jreducing not only the cited costs and impacts but 
~ ~;;:also the impact on working farms of families -, ,. -:;:1.._:....._ 

··, 

_J .. :: ; 

;G;including the Hummel's for whom Hummels Wharf is 
~ c;;snamed - and other century farms in that vicinity 
o-..:: ~a ;e j~ 

~ Cl 

Sincerely, 

/'r~c-. j cy 
ucrames E King 

TEL 570-988-4279 
FAX 570-988-4314 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Response to Regional and Local Organizations 
Comment Letters, Northumberland County 

Industrial Development 

3. (cont.) 

The Simon P. App farm was determined to be eligible 
for the National Register of Historic Places. As such, 
it is afforded the protection of Section 4(f). 

The DAM Avoidance Alternative, (DAMA the Recom­
mended Preferred Alternative), does create some 
additional impacts and it is more costly. However, 
case law for the application of Section 4(f) indicates 
that the proposed avoidance alternative must be se­
lected unless the avoidance alternative creates im­
pacts of an "extraordinary magnitude." The DAMA is 
the Recommended Preferred Alternative because the 
information collected to date documents that it is a 
prudent and feasible alternative to the use of the Fisher 
Farm (aka App Farm), a property protected under 
Section 4{f) of the U.S. Transportation Act of 1966 (as 
amended). The DAMA Alternative does impact Mr. 
Hummel's property, but so would the DAM (Non-avoid­
ance) Alternative. 

Should conditions in the study area change at any 
point prior to the construction of the CSVT Project, 
we have committed to reevaluating the area of im­
pact. If conditions warrant, alignment modifications 
may be made to further minimize project impacts. This 
commitment is inclusive of the entire CSVT Project 
area, including the avoidance of the Simon P. App farm 
property. 
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Regional and Local Organizations Comment Letters, 
Shamokin Dam Borough 

Shamokin Dam Borough 
144 w Elgf\th Ave. 

P.O.Bax273 
Shamokin Dam, PA 17876 

Phones: i570) 743-7565 
(570) 743-7910 

Fax: (570) 743-4102 

....:. i4' 
March 22. 2001 

~ -~ 

Pennsylvania Department of Transportation 
District 3-0 
Attn! Jim Kendter, P.E. District Engineer 

P.O. Bo> 218 
Montoursvl I le, PA 17754-0218 

1&111;-0Q!<ST 

ADE-MA INT 
;s 

WINT, SERVICES 
CONST. Sl!FIVICES 
-,~EKGR' 

IBIDGEEJKlA 

,--

Re• Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement·.~ ij 
Route 15 Bypass Project. L\1 _. 1.-

Dear Mr. Kendter; 

In reference to the above cited environmental impact 
statement, it has stways been the Borough's preference that 
the proposed Bypass route should be the Old Tral I alternative 
with the Stetler Avenue Interchange and the Route 15 
connector. 

However, if the proposed Route 61 connector is to be 
constructed as out I lned fn the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement~ the Borough counci I Is requesting that the 
fol lowing issues be addressed. 

1. Conduct a detai I study of the Fiss Run drainage area as it 
relates to Increases in storm water run otf from the 
proposed Route 61 Connector. The Borough's potable water 
filtration plant is located adjacent to Fiss Run and north 
of Helen Street. In the past, the Borough has experienced 
some near flooding conditions at the plant facl lltles. 

2. ~edesign the connecting road from Chestnut Street to 
Cortland Road to provide for a tour way stop Intersection 
with the connecting road ending opposite Rome Court~ This 
redesign would permit proper access to a five (5) acre 
residual tract of land between the Route 61 Connector and 
the rear property ltnes of the residentlal properties on 
the west side of Rome Court. In addition, this proposed 
redesign would reduce traff Jc speed for vehicles using the 
connecting road with!n the existing residential area. 

3. Acqulre the above cited five (5) acre tract of land for 
Shamokin Dam Borpugh as a mitigation measure with the 
condition that Shamokin Dam Borough wil I deVe,op the tract 
Into a recreational area. The subject parcel of land Is 
the only area thet would provide a suitable recreational 
site within the Orchard HJ I Is development. 

11 . 
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1. 

2_ 

Response to Regional and Local Organizations 
Comment Letters, Shamokin Dam Borough 

Shamokin Dam Borough's preference for the OT2B 
Alternative using the Route 15 Connector and Stetler 
Avenue interchange is noted. 

The FHWA and PENN DOT are concerned about po­
tential impacts to water supplies and streams_ Dur­
ing the next phase of project development - Final 
Design - the stormwater management plan will be 
developed in accordance with Department guidelines. 
Any suriace water resource that will be bridged or 
culverted, such as Fiss Run, will be modeled in ac­
cordance with Department guidelines during Final 
Design_ If appropriate, calculations for the 100-year 
storm run-off will be prepared_ Temporary and per­
manent stormwater management facilities will be de­
signed and constructed to prevent or minimize runoff 
that could result in erosion and sedimentation down­
stream_ 

Additionally, erosion and sedimentation pollution con­
trol practices will be used to minimize impacts to re­
ceiving watercourses. Guidelines provided by the 
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protec­
tion (PA DEP) and U.S. Department of Agriculture 
(USDA), Natural Resources Conservation Service 
(N RCS) will be followed for control of erosion and sedi­
mentation_ An Erosion & Sedimentation Control Plan 
(E&S Plan) will be prepared. The E&S Plan will ad­
dress run-off concerns and will be reviewed and ap­
proved by the appropriate agencies. Implementation 
of the E&S Plan will minimize potential water run-off 
affectiong adjacent properties_ 
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Regional and Local Organizations Comment Letters, 
Shamokin Dam Borough 

Shamokin Dam Borough 
144 W. Eighth Ave. 

P.0. Box273 
Slu>mokin Dam, PA 17876 

PhOJlel: (570) 743-7565 
(570) 743-7910 

Fax: (570) 743-4102 

-..... ~ 

March 22, 2001 

Pennsylvsn~a Department of Transportation 
District 3-0 
Attn: Jim Kendter, P.E. District Engineer 
P. o. Box 218 
Montoursvi I le, PA 17754-0218 

~ 

~ 

AflE-CO>IST 

AoE~lN'f 
s 

UAIN'T. SERVICES 
CONST, Sl!FlVICES 
. PO.NS E><GR . 
1maDQEEHoR 

u. 

1;..; 

Re: Comments on the Draft Environmental 
Route 15 Bypass Project. 

Impact Statement-.W,-W-- ff::l_ 
- \~ . """' 

Dear Mr. Kendter; 

In reference to the above cited environmental impact 
statement, it has always been the Borough's preference that 
the proposed Bypass route should be the Old Trail alternative 
with the Stetler Avenue interchange and the Route 15 
connector. 

However, if the proposed Route 61 connector Is to be 
constructed as outlined ln the Draft Environmental tmpact 
Statement, the Borough Councl 1 Is requesttng that the 
to! lowing Issues be addressed. 

1. Conduct a detal I study of the Fiss Run drainage area as It 
relates to increases In storm water run off from the 
proposed Route 61 Connector. The Borough's potable water 
filtration plant is located adjacent to Fiss Run and north 
of Heleo Street. In the past, the Borough hes experienced 
some near 11oodlng conditlohs at the P1ant taci1111es. 

2. Redesign the connecting road from Chestnut Street to 
CortJand Road to provide for a four way stop intersection 
with the connect In~ road ending opposite Rome Court. This 
redesign would permit proper access to a five (5) acre 
residual tract of land between the Route 61 Connector and 
the rear property lines of the residential properties on 
the west side of Rome Court. In addition, this proposed 
redesign would reduce trafftc speed for veh·icles using the 
connecttng road within the existing residential area. 

3_ Acquire the above cited f Ive (5) acre tract of land for 
Shamokin Dam Borough as a mitigation measure with the 
condition that Shamol<in Dam Borough will develop the tract 
into a recreational area. The subject parcel of land is 
the only area that would provide a suitable recreational 
site withi~ the Orchard HI I 1s deve1opment. 

11. 

12-

3. 

I 4 

Response to Regional and Local Organizations 
Comment Letters, Shamokin Dam Borough 

3_ The design for the connecting roadway between 
Chestnut Street and Courtland Avenue will be further 
investigated during Final Design. Possible modifica­
tions to the intersection location and the connecting 
roadway will be coordinated with Shamokin Dam Bor­
ough officials. Design speed will be in accordance 
with Department guidelines based on roadway clas­
sification and local ordinances. Posting and enforce­
ment of speed limits will be a local responsibility. 

4 . Access for Orchard Hills residents to recreation fa­
cilities is presently through private property. At the 
request of the community and the borough, public 
access is proposed from Orchard Hills to the Gunter 
development, thereby improving emergency services 
access and access to recreation facilities. As such, 
there is no requirement to acquire the 5-acre parceL 
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Regional and Local Organizations Comment Letters, 
Shamokin Dam Borough 

4. Provide for a four way iotersectlon at Route 15 and Route 
11 Jn order to have adequate access to the river front 
property west of Tedd's Landing and East of the Veteran's 
Memorial Bridge. The Borough purchased the river frontage 
In this area with federal Project 70 monies. This area 
has all publ•c taof I ities on-site and could be a source of 
revenue for the Borough. 

I appreciate your review and consideration In these matters. 
If you have any questions regarding these Issues, please 
contact me. . 

~
erely, 

.....__..... " ._ ~ as ;ZcB~n 
Borough Manager. 

l. 

5. 

5. 

Response to Regional and Local Organizations 
Comment Letters, Shamokin Dam Borough 

Current public access to the river frontage property 
will be maintained. Options to provide additional ac­
cess to this property will be investigated during Final 
Design. 
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Regional and Local Organizations Comment Letters, 
Rhoads and Sinon LLP 

(on behalf of Monroe Township) 

RHOADS A SINON LLP 
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Re Monroe Township - Comments on DEIS 

lames Kcndter, PE 
District Engineer, Engineering District 3-D 
Pennsylvania Department of Transportation 
715 lordan Avenue, P 0 Box 218 
Montoursville, PA 17754-0218 

Dear Mr Kendter 

iSSl/02 

On behiilf of Monroe Township ("Monroe" or the ''Township"), Rhoads & Sinon LLP 
submits these comments regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Section 404 
Permit Evaluation ("DEIS") foe the Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Proje<:t, SR 
0015, Section 088, Snyder, Union and Northumberland Counties, Pennsylvania ("CYST") As it 
relates to Monroe Township, 1hrough the DEIS, PennDOT has selected the DA Modified 
Alternative including the Route 61 Connecior ("DAMA" or "Preferred Alternative") as its 
Preferred Alternative 

Initially, it is !he position of Monroe that improvements are needed to the present 11/15 
corridor that passes through the Township In that regard, traffic delays, congestion and 
accidents mandate some type ofimprovemcn.t to the road system in this area Monroe, however, I 1. 
believes that there are significant problems and deficiencies with PennDOrs Preferred 
Alternative and, consequently, this correspondence is submitted to docwnont and record these 
conclusions 

Monroe Towmhip 

Monroe is a nual Township in Snyder Co1mty, Pennsylvania In fact, an ove~helmi~ I 
majority of the land within the TO\WShip is roned for agri<Ultural purposes Famiing iiid ' __ 
agriculture are key components of life in Monroe Township While a significant~. "olf'"""iif · .' '. 2. 
Monroe Towru1hip is agricultural in nature, there is concentrated commercial develo~nt ,Jo : 
that end, along 1he cu=nt 11/15 is the "Golden Strip" The Golden Strip h~!~ ufilhy ' . j" 
businesses such as restaurants, the Susquehanna Valley Mall, II"" stations and hotel~lnd~ a'' ·_; .- I 3 
major portion of 1he Township's budget is derived from this conunercial dcvelopmenC'..-4.ithl!!'i ": ;s:; ,- ri · .,. ~ ~- .. ::-

Ul'lllJ.TEO O,,lC!: 
Ctur.UH l. ur:u·. HQIJIH 

S.Tl, 20), 171>0 s: DUCI! M•Y. SC>CA HTOll. fl n;n 
TCUJllCllllE {JUJ •n Ull I'll 1717) Jll HSf TtL!rMOJl!{HJl 'n ,;sn P".t;• (SiflJ~U ·~,, Tll..!,l'IONI c111> 311 •Ol FU:(Ht) Ul H5t 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Response to Regional and Local Organizations 
Comment Letters, Rhoads and Sinon LLP 

(on behalf of Monroe Township) 

The support of Monroe Township for the project is noted. 
Additionally, the township's concerns regarding the Rec­
ommended Preferred Alternative in Section I, DAMA, 
are noted. 

Monroe Township is comprised of both rural and devel­
oped areas. Approximately 70% of the township is 
zoned agricultural. As noted, there is an area of con­
centrated commercial development along existing U.S. 
Routes 11/15. 

It is our understanding that the total property tax rev­
enue received by the township is approximately $90,000. 
This information is contained in the Technical Files. 
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Regional and Local Organizations Comment Letters, 
Rhoads and Sinon LLP 

(on behalf of Monroe Township) 

March 23, 2001 
Page2 

RHOADS & SINON LLP 

by property taxes or by the business trade associated with this concentrated retail industry I 3. 
PennDOT's failure to continue 11/l S as a limited access highway years ago has resulted in the I 
development patters seen in the Township at this lime -- specifically, commercial development 4. 
along I I/IS and residential development to the west of the Golden Strip 

Because of its location, Monroe will bear the brunt of the CVST regardless of where the 
new road is built -- as a major component of the CVST will pass through Monroe Township In 
fact, virtually all of Section I of the project -- from the existing stub of the Selinsgrove by-pass I 5. 
to the Snyder/Union County line - is in Monroe Township Further, the Preferred Alternative 
bisects the Township in general and several communities in particular Accordingly, Monroe 
Township has a unique interest not only in this project but also in ensuring that all possible I 6 
measures can be taken to mitigate against the irreparable and certain harm that will befall the • 
Township as a result of this freeway 

Preferred Alternative - DAMA 

As noted, in terms of Monroe Township, PennDOT has selected -- as its preferred 
alternative - the DAMA According to PennDOT, the DAMA was selected because it has fewer 
environmental, community and socioeconomic problems than either the Old Trail 2A or Old I ? 
Trial 2B alignments While Monroe Township is not taking a position on any alignment, it · 
wishes to stress that the selection of the DAMA results in significant and irreparable impacts to 
Monroe Township Further, Monroe Township believes that the DAMA, if selected, could and 
should be further modified to lessen the impact on the Township and its citizens 

Project NeedslP11rposea 

First and foremost, it is critical to note that, in PennDOT's opinion, all alternatives 
advanced to the DEIS stage - the DAMA, the Old Trail 2A and the Old Trail 2B -- meet 1111 
project needs In fact, these alternatives would not have been advanced to tills stage ifthe project 
needs were not met ~DEIS, 111-61 Furthennore, both the DAMA and the Old Trail 2A have 
the same impacts on the transportation network and on the Level of Service ("LOS'? in the 
future ~ DEIS, IV-314; DEIS, Table IV-M-1, DEIS, Table IV-M-2 (highlighting lhat the 
DAMA and the Old Trail 2A have identical effects on LOS), DEIS, Table IV-M-5, DEIS, IV-
329; DEIS, Table IV-M-7, DEIS, Table IV-M-8 1 Also, the DAMA and the Old Trail 2A further 
the purposes of the project -- specifically, reducing the current congestion, improving safety 
through better accommodation of traffic and ensuring sufficient capacity for future growth 

lntercalingly, neither the DAMA nor the Old Trail 2A is a solution for all lnlffic problems facing the 
Central Susquehanna Valley area as both will reautt in LOS D and LOS F for several intersections Sec DEIS, Table 
IV-M-l 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Response to Regional and Local Organizations 
Comment Letters, Rhoads and Sinon LLP 

(on behalf of Monroe Township) 

The development patterns seen in Monroe Township at 
this time are related to the developmental controls es­
tablished by the township. Local zoning decisions are 
not within PENNDOT's jurisdiction. These decisions are 
made at the municipal level. 

All alternatives studied in detail in Section I impact both 
Monroe Township and Shamokin Dam Borough. The 
DAMA does pass through Monroe Township; however, 
it will not bisect the township or any community in the 
township. No roadways will be cut off. All roadways 
crossed by the mainline will be bridged over the DAMA 
or the DAMA will be bridged over the local roadway. 

We are committed to developing a roadway design that 
benefits the majority of people and causes the least 
amount of social/environmental effects. This project 
provides many advantages to Monroe Township, includ­
ing but not limited to: increased traffic safety, reduced 
congestion, and allowance for future growth in the town­
ship. 

The DAMA Alternative has not been selected. It was 
identified in the Draft EIS as the Recommended Pre­
ferred Alternative and remains the Preferred Alternative 
in the Final EIS. An alternative is not selected until FHWA 
issues a Record of Decision. The DAMA was recom­
mended as the Preferred Alternative over the Old Trail 
Alternatives in Section I for the reasons identified in Sec­
tion VI of the Draft EIS. 

As noted in Response 6, above, we are committed to 
developing a roadway design that benefits the majority 
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Regional and Local Organizations Comment Letters, 
Rhoads and Sinon LLP 

(on behalf of Monroe Township) 

March 23, 2001 
Page2 

RHOADS A SINON LLP 

by property taxes or by the business trade associated with this concentrated retail industry I 3. 
PennDOT's failure to continue 11/15 as a limited access highway years ago has resulted in the I 
development patters seen in the Township at this time -· specifically, commercial development 4. 
along 11115 and residential development to the west of the Golden Strip 

Because of its location, Monroe will bear the brunt of the CYST regardless of where the I 
new road is built -- as a major component of the CYST will pass through Monroe Township In 
fact, virtually all of Section I of the project ·- from the existing stub of the Selinsgrove by-pass 5. 
to the Snyder/Union County line - is in Monroe Township Further, the Preferred Alternative 
bisects the Township in general and several communities in particular Accordingly, Monroe 
Township has a unique interest not only in this project but also in ensuring that all possible 16 
measures can be tAken to mitigate against the irreparable and certain harm that will befall the · 
Township as a result of this freeway 

Preferred Alternative - DAMA 

As noted, in terms of Monroe Township, PennDOT has selected -- as its preferred 
alternative - the DAMA According to PennDOT, the DAMA was selected because it has fewer 
environmental, community and socioeconomic problems than either the Old Trail 2A or Old I 7 
Trial 2B alignments While Monroe Township is not taking a position on any aligrunent, it · 
wishes to stress that the selection of1he DAMA results in significant and ineparable impacts to 
Monroe Township Further, Monroe Township believes that the DAMA, if selected, could and 
should be further modified to lessen the impact on the Township and its citizens 

Project Needllll'urpoaes 

First and foremost, it is critical to note that, in PennDOT's opinion, all alternatives 
advanced to the DEIS stage - the DAMA, the Old Trail 2A and the Old Trail 2B -- meet all 
project needs In fact, these alternatives would not have been advanced to this stage if the project 
needs were not met ~DEIS, IIl-61 Furthermore, both the DAMA and the Old Trail 2A have 
the same impacts on the transportation network and on the Level of Service ("LOS") in the 
future ~DEIS, IV-314; DEIS, Table IY-M-1, DEIS, Table IV·M-2 (highlighting that the 
DAMA and the Old Trail 2A have identical effects on LOS), DEIS, Table IV-M-5, DEIS, IV-
329; DEIS, Table IV-M-7, DEIS, Table IY-M-8 1 Also, the DAMA and the Old Trail 2A further 
the purposes of the project -- specifically, reducing the current congestion, improving safety 
through better accommodation of traffic and emuring sufficient capacity for future growth 

Interestingly, neither the DAMA nor tho Old Trail 2A is a solution fOr all traffic problems facing tho 
Central Swquehanna Valley aroa as both wiU :result in LOS D and LOS F for several intersections Seo DEIS, Table 
IV-M-1 

Response to Regional and Local Organizations 
Comment Letters, Rhoads and Sinon LLP 

(on behalf of Monroe Township) 

7. (cont.) 

of people and causes the least amount of adverse envi­
ronmental effects. All alternatives evaluated pass 
through Monroe Township. There are some disadvan­
tages to Monroe Township as a result of all alternatives. 
However, Monroe Township also will notice benefits from 
all alternatives. We are committed to looking at mea­
sures that will further reduce the impacts of the alterna­
tive that is advanced to Final Design. 

The DAM Alternative is essentially identical to the DAMA 
Alternative except at the southern terminus where DAM 
leaves Routes 11 /15 and crosses the App farm. DAMA 
avoids the App farm. 
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Regional and Local Organizations Comment Letters, 
Rhoads and Sinon LLP 

(on behalf of Monroe Township) 

RHOADS A SINON LLP 

March 23, 2001 
Pagel 

Significantly, these purposes are met equally by either alternative, since both alternatives contain 
the all-important separation of through and local traffic 

NEPA's Command/Environmental Impacts 

Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act ("NEPA"), PennDOT must develop 
and evaluate "all reasonable alternatives as part of the environmental impact statement process 
for a major transportation project" DEIS, Ill-I This command is particularly critical for the 
CVST project since the DAMA, the Old Trail 2A and the Old Trail 28 

have the potential for environmental impacts to a variety of social, 
natural, and cultural resources Impacts to individual resources 
vary by alternative and represent an environmental trade-off 
scenario (i e , one alternative bas high fannland impacts, but low 
residential impacts versus another alternative with low fannland 
impacts but high residential impacts) There ii no minimum 
environmental impact alternative 

DEIS, III-60 (emphasis added) 

With this in mmd, then, Monroe wishes to underscore many of the environmental and 
socioeconomic impacts of the DAMA Monroe Township will not use this forum to repeat all 
impacts of the DAMA; instead, only the more detrimmtal impacts will be noted 

B111ine11 Dillplacements/Tu: Losses 

The DAMA, as presently planned, will result in the loss of businesses and taxes to the 
Township As noted above, a significant portion of Monroe Township's revenues come from 
taxes The DAMA, however, will displace 7 businesses including a hotel These businesses 
contribute significant tax dollars to the Township and the business they generate also fuels the I 8. 
local economy Also, the DAMA will take a significant number of high-priced homes Indeed, 
in tenns of tax revenues, the DAMA "will have the greatest impact to the local tax base in 
Monroe Township" and the tax losses in Monroe Township from the DAMA are "abnormally 
high" DEIS,N-40, Table IV-A-8 These losses are irreparable 

Noise 

In terms of noise impacts, it is critical to note that a11y new limited access highway will 
create adverse noise impacts Significantly, however, since the DAMA alternative proceeds 
through farmland and residential areas, the impact of noise on the remaining persons may be I 9. 
considered "substantially greater as no major traffic noise sources are present in much of the 
DAMA corridor" DEIS, IV-57 Further, in terms of the ability to mitigate noise impacts, it 

8. 

Response to Regional and Local Organizations 
Comment Letters, Rhoads and Sinon LLP 

(on behalf of Monroe Township) 

The local property tax revenue received by Monroe 
Township is approximately $90,000. The property tax 
revenue loss from the businesses directly impacted by 
the DAMA Alternative (buildings affected) would be ap­
proximately $769. We do not view this loss of revenue 
as significant. Additionally, the impacted businesses 
could be viable at other locations in the township. There 
are undeveloped parcels of land in the vicinity of these 
businesses' present locations. Also, although the Com­
fort Inn is impacted, based on preliminary mapping, there 
appears to be sufficient land remaining to allow it to con­
tinue to operate as a motel at a reduced scale or the 
land could be developed for another commercial use. 

The DAMA will require the acquisition of approximately 
33 residences. These residences range in value. 

According to the information presented in the Draft EIS, 
the DAMA does have the greatest impact to the local 
tax base in Monroe Township, although the impact is not 
anticipated to be significant. Additionally, page IV-42 of 
the Final EIS has been clarified to read that the "antici­
pated tax base impacts associated with DAMA in Mon­
roe Township are higher than the Old Trail Alternatives 
due to the large assessed value of the Susquehanna 
Valley Mall property, which is minimally impacted by this 
alternative. The DAMAAlternative does not impact any 
mall buildings or parking lots. The DAMA Alternative 
impacts two vacant parcels of land owned by the mall 
owners, located west and north of the existing mall. 
Subtracting out the impact to the mall property, the im­
pact of the DAMA to the local tax base is equivalent to 
that of OT2B." 

By way of further clarification of this issue, coordination 
with the Snyder County Tax Assessment Office has indi-
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Significantly, these purposes are met equally by either alternative, since both alternatives contain 
the all-important separation of through and local traffic 

NEPA 's Command/Environmental Impacts 

Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act ("NEPA"), PennDOT must develop 
and evaluate "all reasonable alternatives as part of the environmental impact statement process 
for a major transportation project " DEIS, Ill-1 This command is particularly critical for the 
CVST project since the DAMA, the Old Trail 2A and the Old Trail 2B 

have the potential for environmental impacts to a variety of social, 
natural, and cultural resources Impacts to individual resources 
vary by alternative and represent an environmental trade-off 
scenario (i e , one allernative has high farmland impacts, but low 
residential impacts versus another allernative with low farmland 
impacts but high residential impacts) There it no minimum 
environmental Impact alternative 

DEIS, III-60 (emphasis added) 

With this in mind, then, Monroe wishes to underscore many of the environmental and 
socioeeonomic impacts of the DAMA Momoe Township will not use this forum to repeat all 
impacts of the DAMA; instead, only the more detrimental impacts will be noted 

Bu1ine11 DlsplacemenWTax Losses 

The DAMA, as presently planned, will result in the loss of businesses and taxes to the 
Township As noted above, a significant portion of Monroe Township's revenues come from 
taxes The DAMA, however, will displace 7 businesses including a hotel These businesses 
contribute significant tax dollars to the Township and the business they generate also fuels the I 8 
local economy Also, the DAMA will take a significant number of high-priced homes Indeed, • 
in terms of tax revenues, the DAMA "will have the greatest impact to the local tax base in 
Monroe Township" and the tax losses in Monroe Township from the DAMA are "abnormally 
high" DEIS, IV-40, Table IV-A-8 These losses are irreparable 

Noise 

In terms of noise impacts, it is critical to note that any new limited access highway will 
create adverse noise impacts Significantly, however, since the DAMA alternative proceeds 
through farmland and residential areas, the impact of noise on the remaining persons may be I g. 
considered "substantially gi:cater as no major traffic noise sources are present in much of the 
DAMA corridor" DEIS, IV-S7 Further, in terms of the ability to mitigate noise impacts, it 

9. 
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cated that two parcels owned by the Susquehanna 
Valley Mall are impacted by the DAMA Alternative, Par­
cels 12-09-283A and 12-09-2838. Both are vacant par­
cels. Parcel 12-09-283A has an assessed value of 
$4,805,850 which is for the value of the stores in the 
mall, even though the mall is not physically located on 
this parcel. Similarly the $137,200 assessment asso­
ciated with Parcel 12-09-2838 is for the value of the 
movie theatre complex in the mall, even though the 
movie structures are not physically located on this 
parcel. As such, the DAMA Alternative tax base im­
pact calculation for the parcels associated with the mall 
is more fiscally representative of an impact to the ac­
tual mall structure itself, whereas the construction of 
the DAMA would truly impact only undeveloped land 
owned by the mall. 

We do not believe that the tax base losses of the DAMA 
Alternative are irreparable. It is important to note that 
all impacts are based on preliminary plans and could 
be reduced as the project proceeds into more detailed 
design. 

Any new limited access highway will create adverse 
noise impacts in Monroe Township. The DAMA Alter­
native causes noise impacts at 82 residences; the 
OT2A and OT2B Alternatives cause noise impacts at 
260 and 24 7 residences, respectively. Although the 
Old Trail Alternatives are located in a more developed 
area of Monroe Township the same noise abatement 
criteria are applied. However, it is acknowledged that, 
according to noise abatement criteria outlined in Fed­
eral regulations (23 CFR 772), there are fewer oppor­
tunities for mitigation because the rural nature of the 
area does not meet the reasonableness criterion. 
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must be stressed that 1he DAMA will only permit the mitigation of 14 residences (out of 82 19 
impacted or 17%) DEIS, Table N-B-4 • 

Vlllual Qu•lity 

As wi1h any highway project, all alternatives will have impacts to the visual quality I 
within Monroe Township DEIS, IV-99 Here, however, the DAMA corridor presently consists 10 
of residences and fanns Thus, the DAMA will be intrusive into its surrounding area because of · 
the large cuts, fills and significant portions of elevated highways olong that route 

LandUae 

Additionally, the DAMA has a tremendous impact on land use To thllt end, the DAMA I 
uses 560 8 acres of land Further, in terms of specific land uses, the DAMA uses 11 S 0 acres of 11 . 
agricultural land, 183 9 acres of forested land and 157 0 acres ofold field land 

Farm Land 

Another significant impact from the DAMA is 1he destruction of farmland In that 
regard, the DAMA takes 337 7 acres of farmland DEIS, Table IV-D-1 Further, the DAMA 
uses 154 7 acres of productive agricultural land DEIS, Table IV-D-3 In addition, the DAMA 112. 
takes 120 5 acres of primary agricultural land DEIS, Table IY-D·S Finally, in tem18 of 
agricultural security areas, the DAMA takes 58 4 acres of agricultural security land N Given 
Monroe's agricultural and rural history, these taldng impacts are especially damaging 

Community Cohesion 

In terms of community cohesion, it is significant that the DAMA will bisect Township 
In 1hat regard, the DAMA will proceed through rural, residential and fannland and will cut the 
western portion of the Township from the eastern portion While Monroe Township understands I 13 
that PennDOT intends to bridge the existing roads, the DAMA will intrude into the existing · 
development pattern and, thus, has the potential to disrupt community cohesion 

Terrestrial Community 

Furthermore, in terms of terrestrial communities, the DAMA takes a significant amount 
of such resources DEIS, Table IV-F-1 These types ofland provide shelter, food and breeding 
habitats for several small animals and birds DEIS, IV -156, IV -157 

Response to Regional and Local Organizations 
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9. (cont.) 

10. 

11. 

12. 

It is important to note that these impacts are probable 
impacts based on the preliminary designs of the Sec­
tion I alternatives. The noise impacts will be further 
verified during Final Design for the selected alternative. 

As noted, all alternatives will impact the aesthetics in 
Monroe Township. The DAMA and the DAM will be in­
trusive due to the rural nature of their locations. How­
ever, the Old Trail Alternatives will also be visually in­
trusive as they are both located on a substantial fill run­
ning the entire length of the East Hummels Wharf com­
munity. In addition, the noise walls on top of the fill could 
restrict the views of the surrounding area. 

Of the 561 acres impacted by the DAMA Alternative, 
approximately 407 acres are impacted in Monroe Town­
ship. This amounts to approximately 4% of the total 
land area in Monroe Township (approximately 9,984 
acres). This impact is not tremendous. The Old Trail 
Alternatives also impact land in Monroe Township; 2.8% 
of the land in Monroe Township is impacted by OT2A 
and 3% is impacted by OT2B. 

The DAMA Alternative directly impacts 121 acres of 
productive farmland. Of this total, approximately 117 
acres are in Monroe Township; the remainder of the 
impacted acreage is in Shamokin Dam Borough. Addi­
tionally, the DAMA Alternative renders 4.5 acres in Mon­
roe Township impractical to farm and 26.3 acres in Mon­
roe Township inaccessible for further farming. As a re­
sult, a total of 152 acres of productive farmland are im­
pacted directly and indirectly by the DAMA Alternative. 
The 337.7 acres of farmland noted as being destroyed 
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must be stressed that the DAMA will only permit the mitigation of 14 residences (out of 82 19 
impacted or 17%) DEIS, Table IV-B-4 · 

Visual Quality 

As with any highway project, all alternatives will have impacts to the visual quality I 
within Monroe Township DEIS, lV-99 Here, however, the DAMA corridor presently consists 1 O. 
of residences and farrns Thus, the DAMA will be intrusive into its surrounding area because of 
the large cuts, fills and significant portions of elevated highways along that route 

Land Use 

Additionally, the DAMA has a tremendous impact on land use To that end, the DAMA I 
uses 560 8 acres of land Further, in terms of specific land uses, the DAMA uses 115 0 acres of 11 
agricultural land, 183 9 acres of forested land and I 57 0 acres of old field land · 

Farm Land 

Another significant impact from the DAMA is the destruction of farmland In that 
regard, the DAMA takes 337 7 acres of farmland DEIS, Table IV-D-1 Further, the DAMA 
uses 154 7 acres of productive agricultural land DEIS, Table IV-D-3 rn addition, the DAMA 112. 
takes 120 5 acres of primary agricultural land DEIS, Table IV-D-5 Finally, in terms of 
agricultural security areas, the DAMA takes 58 4 acres of agricultural security land N Given 
Monroe's agricultural and rural history, these taking impacts are especially damaging 

Community Cohesion 

In terms of community cohesion, it is significant that the DAMA will bisect Township 
In that regard, the DAMA will proceed through rural, residential and farmland and will cut the 
western portion of the Township from the eastern portion While Monroe Township understands 113 
that PennDOT intends to bridge the existing roads, the DAMA will intrude into the existing · 
development pattern and, thus, has the potential to disrupt community cohesion 

Terreatrlal Community 

Furthermore, in terms of terrestrial communities, the DAMA takes a significant amount 
ofsueh resources DEIS, Table IV-F-1 These types ofland provide shelter, food and breeding 
habitats for several small animals and birds DEIS, IV-156, IV-157 
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12. (cont.) 

13. 

by the DAMA Alternative are not all productive farm­
land. The DAMA Alternative impacts 337.7 acres of 
farmland soils, including 143.4 acres of prime farmland 
soils and 194.3 acres of additional farmland of state­
wide importance soils. These are impacts to soil types, 
not land uses. Not all prime farmland soil or additional 
farmland of statewide importance soils are actively 
farmed. Those that are, however, are already included 
in the 152 acre total noted above. Again, the 120.5 
acres of "primary agricultural land" being affected by 
the DAMA are already included in the 152 acre total 
noted above. The "primary agricultural land" label is 
created by the Governor's Executive Order - the Agri­
cultural Land Preservation Policy (4 PA Code Chapter 
7 § 7.301 et seq). This label applies to productive agri­
cultural land, not including timber, provided that the land 
has been in active agricultural use the preceding three 
years. 

There are approximately 3,230 acres of productive farm­
land in Monroe Township. The impact to 152 acres of 
productive farmland is approximately 4.7% of the pro­
ductive farmland in the township. 

The DAMA will pass through the center part of Monroe 
Township. However, the roadway will not "bisect" the 
township since access will remain from one part of the 
township to the other on all roadways that are crossed. 
Additionally, the existing development is scattered 
throughout the township. The roadway should not in­
trude on the future development patterns. 
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Major Forest Patch Network5/linpactl To Forest Interior 

In tenns of this environmental feature, again the DAMA takes 146 39 acres of land 
DEIS, Table IV-F-2 Furthermore, the DAMA directly impacts 20 52 acres, and indirectly 
impacts 30 84 acres, of Major Forest Patch Network DEIS, Table IV-F-3 The DAMA impacts 114. 
6 wildlife corridors DEIS, Table JV-F-4 Finally, the DAMA impacts a significant number of 
wildlife habitats -· including a greater amount of locally important wildlife habitats DEIS, 
Table IV-F-5 

Watercoune Impacts 

Another environmental item reviewed was the impact to watercourses by the new 
highways Significantly, the DAMA impacts many such resources DEIS, Table JV-F-12 With 
respect to surface water resources, the DAMA impacts many such water resources DEIS, Table 
IV-F-13 

Soil Impacts 

With respect to the erosion of soils, the DAMA impacts a high amount of erodable soil -­
including soil that is more prone to erosion DEIS, Table IV-F-15 

lf'utoric Archaeology 

In absolute terms, the DAMA will impact 11 14 acres of high potential resources 

Other Considerations 

In addition to the above issues, Monroe Township notes other concerns with the DAMA 
alternative 

APP Farm 

First, the DAMA was specifically designed to avoid the App Fann because, according to 
PennDOT, the App Fann is a protected §4(f) property As PennDOT knows, however, this land 
is far from historic at this time Significantly, 1he land is in an R-3 zoning district, which would 
permit heavily developed residential uses In that regard, the owners of the App Fann sought the 
change in the Monroe Township Zoning Ordinance specifically to facilitate this development 
Along with the zoning change, the owners of the App Farm have filed sewage modules with the 
Township to allow for the development of this land as high-density residential homes 
Moreover, the home at the site has been modified over the years and the barn is ramshackled and 
ready to fall down Even if the buildings had some remnants of historic significance, however. 
the entire property need not be so designated In that regard, it is important to note that the Ash 

115. 

116. 

117. 

18. 

14. 
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The DAMA Alternative impacts 146.39 acres of land 
known as major forest patch networks ("MFPN"). 
MFPNs represent a diversity of contiguous forest types 
with a combined area greater than 100 acres. Some of 
the MFPNs contain forest interior habitat. The DAMA 
Alternative directly impacts 20.52 acres of forest inte­
rior habitat. This 20.52 acres of impact is contained 
within the 146.39 acres of MFPN being impacted; it is 
not cumulative. 

The OT2A and OT2B Alternatives also impact M FPNs 
and forest interior habitat. The OT2B Alternative im­
pacts 38.64 acres of forest interior habitat, the most of 
all the Alternatives evaluated in Section 1. Addition­
ally, the Old Trail Alternatives have a longitudinal en­
croachment on the floodplain of the Susquehanna River 
and impact riverine forested areas which are in short 
supply in the study area. The natural resource regula­
tory and review agencies have expressed concern over 
the impact of the project on riverine forestland habi­
tats. 

All alternatives studied in the Draft EIS impact wildlife 
corridors. The DAMA Alternative has the potential to 
affect 6 wildlife corridors, impacting approximately 12.39 
acres. The Old Trail Alternatives also affect three wild­
life corridors each. However, due to their longitudinal 
encroachment on the floodplain and their impact to riv­
erine forested areas, the Old Trail Alternatives actually 
affect more land traversed by wildlife corridors than 
the DAMAAlternative. The OT2AAlternative impacts 
23.83 acres while the OT2B Alternative impacts 23.36 
acres. In comparison to the size of the project, the 
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Major Forat Patch Network&/Impacts To Forest Interior 

In tenns of this environmental feature, again the DAMA takes 146 39 acres of land 
DEIS, Table IV-F-2 Furthermore, the DAMA directly impacts 20 52 acres, and indirectly 
impacts 30 84 acres, of Major Forest Patch Network DEIS, Table IV-F-3 The DAMA impacts 114. 
6 wildlife corridors DEIS, Table IV-F-4 Finally, the DAMA impacts a significant nwnber of 
wildlife habitats - including a greater amount of locally important wildlife habitats DEIS, 
Table IV-F-5 

Watercourse Impacts 

Another environmental item reviewed was the impact to watercourses by the new I 
highways Significantly, the DAMA impacts many such resources DEIS, Table IV-F-12 With 15 
respect to surface water resources, the DAMA impacts lllllllY such water resources DEIS, Table • 
JV-F-13 

Soil lmpact1 I 
With respect to the erosion of soils, the DAMA impacts a high amount of erodable soil -- 1 6 · 

including soil that is more prone to erosion DEIS, Table IV-F-15 

Historic Archaeology 

In absolute terms, the DAMA will impact 11 14 acres of high potential resources 

Other Conslder111iona 

In addition to the above issues, Monroe Township notes other concerns with the DAMA 
alternative 

APP Farm 

First, the DAMA was specifically designed to avoid the App Farm because, according to 
PennDOT, the App Fann is a protected §4(f) property As PcnnDOT knows, however, this land 
is far from historic at this time Significantly, the land is in an R-3 zoning district, which would 
pemrit heavily developed residential uses Jn that regard, the owners oflhe App Fann sought the 
change in the Monroe Township Zoning Ordinance specifically to facilitate this development 
Along with the zoning change, the owners of the App Farm have filed sewage modules with the 
Township to allow for the development of this land as high-density residential homes 
Moreover, the home at the site has been modified over the years and the barn is ramshackled and 
ready to fall down Even if the buildings had some remnants of historic significance, however, 
the entire property need not be so designated In that regard, it is important to note that the Ash 

117. 
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14. (cont.) 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

impacts of the DAMA Alternative are not significant. 
Mitigation for impacts will be coordinated with the ap­
propriate agencies. 

All proposed alternatives in Section I impact water­
courses. The DAMA Alternative has stream reloca­
tions, new bridges and new culverts associated with it. 
The Old Trail Alternatives also have impacts on water­
courses. Significantly, the Old Trail Alternatives impact 
the floodplain of the Susquehanna River, the largest 
watercourse in the study area. One of the reasons for 
the recommendation of the DAMA Alternative over the 
Old Trail Alternatives is due to the significant impact of 
the Old Trail Alternatives on the 100-year floodplain of 
the Susquehanna River. 

All alternatives impact erodible soils. As such, mitiga­
tion measures are planned to minimize the potential for 
soil erosion to impact water quality. A detailed Erosion 
and Sedimentation Pollution Control Plan {E&S Plan) 
will be prepared during Final Design. Measures to mini­
mize erosion and sedimentation will also be coordinated 
with the appropriate agencies. 

The Old Trail Alternatives will also impact historic ar­
chaeological resources. OT2A impacts 10.1 O acres 
and OT2B impacts 14.78 acres. 

In avoiding the Simon P. App farm, we are complying 
with Section 4 (f) of the U.S. Department of Transpor­
tation Act of 1966 (amended in 1968). This Act states 
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Major Forest Patch Networlullmpact& To Forest Interior 

In terms of this environmental feature, again the DAMA takes 146 39 acres of land 
DEIS, Table IV·F-2 Furthenuore, the DAMA directly impacts 20 52 acres, and indirectly 
impacts 30 84 acres, of Major Forest Patch Network DEIS, Table IV-F-3 The DAMA impacts 
6 wildlife corridors DEIS, Table IV-F-4 Finally, the DAMA impacts a significant number of 
wildlife habitats •• including a greater amount of locally important wildlife habitats DEIS, 
Table IV-F-5 

Watercoune Impacts 

Another environmental item reviewed was the impact to watercourses by the new 
highways Significantly, the DAMA impacts many such resources DEIS, Table IV-F-12 With 
respect to surface water resources, the DAMA impacts many such water resources DEIS, Table 
IV-F-13 

Soil Impacts 

With respect to the erosion of soils, the DAMA impacts a high amount of erodable soil •• 
including soil that is more prone to erosion DEIS, Table IV-F-15 

Historic Archaeology 

In absolute terms, the DAMA will impact I I 14 acres of high potential resources 

Other Comiderations 

In addition to the above issues, Monroe Township notes other concerns with the DAMA 
alternative 

APP Farm 

First, the DAMA was specifically desigmd to avoid the App Farm because, according to 
PennDOT, the App Farm is a protected §4(!) property As PcnnDOT knows, however, this land 
is far from historic at this time Significantly, the land is in an R-3 z.orung district, which would 
pennit heavily developed residential uses In that regard, the owners of the App Farm sought the 
change in the Monroe Township Zoning Ordinance specifically to facilitate this development 
Along with the zoning change, the owners of the App Farm have filed sewage modules with the 
Township to allow for the development of this land as high-density residential homes 
Moreover, the home at the site has been modified over the years and the barn is ranuhackled and 
ready to fall down Even if the buildings had some remnants of historic significance, however, 
the entire property need not be so designated In that regard, it is important to note that the Ash 
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116. 
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18. (cont.) 

"The Secretary (of Transportation) may approve a trans­
portation program or project requiring the use of pub­
licly owned land of a public park, recreation area, or 
wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or land of an historic site 
of national, state or local significance (as determined 
by the federal, state, or local official having jurisdiction 
over the park, recreation area, refuge, or site) only if: 

there is no prudent and feasible alternative to 
using that land; and 
the program or project includes all possible plan­
ning to minimize harm to the park, recreation 
area, wildlife or wateriowl refuge, or historic site 
resulting from the use." 

The Simon P. App farm was determined to be eligible 
for the National Register of Historic Places. As such, 
it is afforded the protection of Section 4(f). 

Case law for the application of Section 4(f) indicates 
that an avoidance alternative must be selected unless 
the avoidance alternative creates impacts of an "ex­
traordinary magnitude." The DAMA is the Recom­
mended Preferred Alternative because the information 
collected to date documents that it is a prudent and 
feasible alternative to the use of the Fisher Farm (aka 
App Farm), a property protected under Section 4(f) of 
the U.S. Transportation Act of 1966 (as amended). 

It is acknowledged that the DAMA Alternative was spe­
cifically designed to avoid the App farm. The proposed 
future uses of a property are not taken into consider-
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Major Forest Patch Networlw'lmpacu To Forest Interior 

In terms of this environmental feature, again the DAMA takes 146 39 acres of land 
DEIS, Table IV -F-2 Furthermore, the DAMA directly impacts 20 52 acres, and indirectly 
impacts 30 84 acres, of Major Forest Patch Network DEIS, Table IV-F-3 The DAMA impacts 
6 wildlife corridors DEIS, Table IV-F-4 Finally, the DAMA impacts a significant number of 
wildlife habitats -· including a greater amount of locally important wildlife habitats DEIS, 
Table IV-F-S 

Watercoune lmpaclll 

Another environmental item reviewed was the impact to watercourses by the new 
highways Significantly, the DAMA impacts many such resources DEIS, Table IV-F-12 With 
respect to surface water resources, the DAMA impacts many such water resources DEIS, Table 
!V-F-13 

Soil lmpacb 

With respect to the erosion of soils, the DAMA impacts a high amount of erodable soil -· 
including soil that is more prone to erosion DEIS, Table IV-F-15 

Hilloric Archaeology 

In absolute terms, the DAMA will impact I 1 14 acres of high potential resources 

Other Considerations 

In addition to the above issues, Monroe Township notes other concerns with the DAMA 
alternative 

APP Farm 

First, the DAMA was specifically designed to avoid the App Farm because, according to 
PennDOT, the App Farm is a protected §4(f) property As PennDOT knows, however, this land 
is far from historic at this time Significantly, the land is in an R-3 zoning district, which would 
permit heavily developed residential uses In that regard, the owners of the App Farm sought the 

14. 

115. 

116 

117. 

change in the Monroe Township Zoning Ordinance specifically to facilitate this development I 18. 
Along with the zoning change, the owners of the App Farm have filed sewage modules with the 
Township to allow for the development of this land as high-density residential homes 
Moreover, the home at the site has been modified over the years and the barn is ramshadded and 
ready to fall down Even if the buildings had some remnants of historic significance, however, 
the entire property need not be so designated In that regard, it is important to note that the Ash 
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18. (cont.) 

ation when a property is being evaluated for potential 
historic significance or when a boundary determina­
tion is made. Only existing conditions can be used 
when evaluating a property's eligibility or National Reg­
ister boundary. 

National Register boundary determinations are based 
upon defined guidelines established in the National 
Register Bulletin, "Defining Boundaries for National 
Register Properties" (1997). The bulletin establishes 
appropriate factors such as setting and landscape fea­
tures, integrity and use to consider when selecting and 
defining National Register boundaries. The five prin­
ciple methods for determining National Register bound­
aries include: 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Distribution of Resources 
Current Legal Boundaries 
Historic Boundaries 
Natural Resources 
Cultural Features 

Each of these methods was considered with respect 
to the Simon P. App property. Using these guidelines 
as a basis, the National Register boundary was rec­
ommended by a consultant qualified as defined in 36 
CFR part 60. This recommendation was then reviewed 
and commented on by qualified cultural resource pro­
fessionals and the project team. The preliminary de­
termination on eligibility and boundaries is made by the 
lead federal agency, in this case the FHWA. FHWA 
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Regional and Local Organizations Comment Letters, 
Rhoads and Sinon LLP 

March 23, 2001 
Page S 

(on behalf of Monroe Township) 

RHOADS & SI.NON LLP 

Major Fore1t Patch Networks/Impacts To Forest Interior 

ln terms of this environmental feature, again the DAMA takes 146 39 acres of land 
DEIS, Table TV -F-2 Furthermore, the DAMA directly impacts 20 52 acres, and indirectly 
impacts 30 84 acres, of Major Forest Patch Network DEIS, Table IV-F-3 The DAMA impacts 
6 wildlife corridors DEIS, Table IV-F-4 Finally, the DAMA impacts a significant number of 
wildlife habitats -· including a greater amount of locally important wildlife habitats DEIS, 
Table IV-F-S 

Watercoune Impacts 

Another environmental item reviewed was the impact to watercourse! by the new 
highways Significantly, the DAMA impacts many such resources DEIS, Table IV-F-12 With 
respect to surface water resources, the DAMA impacts many such water reso= DEIS, Table 
IV-F-13 

Soil lmpacta 

With respect to the erosion of soils, the DAMA impacts a high amount of erodable soil •• 
including soil that is more prone to erosion DEIS, Table IV-F-IS 

Histmie Archaeology 

In absolute terms, the DAMA will impact 11 14 acres ofhigh potential resources 

Other Comideratioo1 

In addition to the above issues, Monroe Township nores other concerns with the DAMA 
alternative 

APP Farm 

First, the DAMA was specifically designed to avoid the App Farm because, according to 

PennDOT, the App Farm is a protected §4(!) property As PennDOT knows, however, this land 
is far from historic at this time Significantly, the land is in an R-3 zoning district, which would 
permit heavily developed residential uses In that regard, the owners of the App Farm sought the 
change in the Monroe Township Zoning Ordinance specifically to facilitate this development 
Along with the zoning change, the owners of the App Farm have filed sewage modules with the 
Township to allow for the development of this land as high-density residential homes 
Moreover, the home at the site has been modified over the years and the barn is ramshackled and 
ready to fall dawn Even if the buildings had some remnants of historic significance, however, 
the entire property need not be so designated In that regard, it is important to note that the Ash 

14. 

f 1 s. 

116. 

117. 

18. 

Response to Regional and Local Organizations 
Comment Letters, Rhoads and Sinon LLP 

(on behalf of Monroe Township) 

18. (cont.) 

forwards its preliminary determination to the SHPO 
(State Historic Preservation Officer) for concurrence. 

The avoidance of the App farm has created consider­
able controversy. Approximately 30% of the comment 
letters and testimony received on the CSVT project 
raised the App farm issue. As a result, PENNDOT 
coordinated further with FHWA, the agency respon­
sible for making preliminary determinations on eligibil­
ity and boundaries for historic properties. Due to the 
substantial controversy concerning the eligibility de­
termination and boundaries of the App farm, FHWA 
elected to raise the questions of eligibility and bound­
aries with the Keeper of the National Register (Keeper), 
the individual delegated the authority by the U.S. De­
partment of Interior, National Park Service to list prop­
erties and determine their eligibility for the National 
Register of Historic Places. The Keeper evaluated the 
information concerning the App farm and responded 
that the App farm and the boundaries of the App farm 
met the eligibility requirements. This correspondence 
is included in Appendix C of the Final EIS. 

Currently, the DA Modified Avoidance Alternative 
(DAMA) is the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIS. 
Should conditions change from those currently present 
at any point prior to the construction of the CSVT 
project, we have committed to reevaluating the area of 
impact. If conditions warrant, modifications of the align­
ment will be made to further reduce project impacts. 
This commitment is inclusive of the entire CSVT project 
area, including the avoidance of the Simon P. App farm. 
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Regional and Local Organizations Comment Letters, 
Rhoads and Sinon LLP 

(on behalf of Monroe Township) 

March 23, 2001 
Page6 

RHOADS A SINON LLP 

Basin #I (next to the PP&L site) was initially included within the boundaries of a §4(f) 
protection but later was excluded Monroe Township believes that the App Fann should be 
reevaluated and that the property should be eliminated from historic consideration or, at a 
minimum, the boundaries should be reduced 

By changing the designation of the App Farm, PennDOT could use the existing by-pass 
stub -· assuming that the DAMA is still selected This would provide many benefits including: 
(1) a significant monetary savings; (2) fewer impacts with existing traffic during construction, 
(3) fewer wetland Uikings; ( 4) less takings of agricultural security property, and (5) the saving of 
key businesses in Monroe Township Monroe Township again stresses the need to reevaluate the 
App Farm 

Sunbury Road Shift 

18. 

As a result of the destruction of a §4{f) property near Sunbury Road, the DAMA was I 
shilled and takes two additional homes Monroe Township requests that the DAMA be returned 1 9. 
to its original alignment in this area so that these homes -- and the tax revenues generated by 
them - can be saved 

PublieWeU. 

Another consideration is that there is a public well that serves Monroe Manor that will be I 
covered over by the highway This source of water is critical to this neighborhood and the 20. 
freeway 's impact on this water source has not been evaluated 

Comprehensive Plan 

As noted, Monroe Township will be bisected by the DAMA As a result, the I 
Comprehensive Plan and Township zoning will be nullified As mentioned, development 21 
patterns have occurred because of the present road systems The DAMA will necessitate · 
significant expenditures to replan and rezone Monroe Township 

Excessive Median 

Also, Monroe Township questions the need for a 90-foot median for the DAMA 
Significantly, PennDOT can construct this highway with only a 50-foot median In fact, such a 
design has been used for other highways and, indeed, was used for the Old Trail alternatives 
DEIS, JII-111 Even with a SO-foot median, moreover, PennDOT can expand the highway later I 22. 
to accommodate 3 lanes of traffic in each direction By reducing the median, Monroe Township 
will save homes and, thus, tax revenue Also, less agricultural land will be taken and fewer 
impacts will occur to the persons remaining Finally, by taking less land, the project will cost 

19. 

20. 

Response to Regional and Local Organizations 
Comment Letters, Rhoads and Sinon LLP 

(on behalf of Monroe Township) 

The realignment of DAMA near Sunbury Road was in­
vestigated at the request of an affected local property 
owner and farmer. The modified alignment impacted 
10.5 fewer acres of pasture but 2.5 acres more of crop­
land. Overall, the modification affected 8.0 acres less 
productive farmland and 1.7 acres less agricultural 
security area. As noted, however, the realignment does 
require the acquisition of two residences along Sunbury 
Road. As a result of the appreciable difference this 
modification had on the future of the local farming op­
eration, this modification was incorporated into all stud­
ied alternatives. 

According to the Draft and Final EIS Section IV.G, no 
public supply wells are situated in the impact areas. 
There is a public well serving Monroe Manor that is in 
proximity to the impact area but it is not covered over 
by the highway. 

Impacts to community and private water supplies, and 
the assurance of safe residential potable water are 
important concerns. As discussed in the Draft and Fi­
nal EIS, Section IV.G, a Geotechnical Survey will be 
conducted during Final Design. This investigation will 
address hydrogeological issues through collection of 
site-specific information on geology, soils, and ground­
water conditions. In sensitive areas, an assessment 
of potentially affected individual domestic and public 
supply wells will be undertaken. The results of the Geo­
technical Survey will be used to minimize the risk of 
contamination and to refine the proposed mitigation 
measures. When required, state (PA DEP) and local 
agencies will be part of the planning process to ensure 
that water supplies remain safe. 
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Regional and Local Organizations Comment Letters, 
Rhoads and Sinon LLP 

(on behalf of Monroe Township) 

March 23, 2001 
Page6 

RHOADS A SINON LLP 

Basin #I (next to the PP&L site} was initially included within the boundaries of a §4(f) 
protection but later was excluded Monroe Township believes that the App Farm should be 
reevaluated and lhat the property should be eliminated from historic consideration or, at a 
minimum, the boundaries should be reduced 

By changing the designation of the App Farm. PennDOT could use the existing by-p11Ss 
stub -- assuming that the DAMA is still selected This would provide many benefits including: 
(I} a significant monetary savings; (2) fewer impacts with existing traffic during consttuction, 
(3} fewer wetland takings; (4} less takings ofagricultural security property, and (5) the saving of 
key businesses in Monroe Township Monroe Township again stresses the need to reevaluate the 
App Fann 

Sunbury Road Shift 

18. 

As a result of the destruction of a §4{f) property near Sunbury Road, the DAMA was I 
shifted and takes two additional homes Monroe Township requests that the DAMA be returned 19. 
to its original alignment in this area so that these homes -- and the tax revenues generated by 
them ·- can be saved 

Public Wellt 

Another consideration is that there is a public well that serves Monroe Manor that will be I 
covered over by the highway This source of water is critical to this neighborhood and the 20. 
freeway's impact on this water source has not been evaluated 

Cemprehensive Plan 

As noted, Monroe Township will be bisected by the DAMA As a result, the I 
Comprehensive Plan and Township zoning will be nullified As mentioned, development 21 
patterns have occurred ~ of the piesent road systems The DAMA will necessitate -
aiiiitlficant expecditures to replan and rezone Monroe Township 

Excessive Median 

Also, Monroe Township questions the need for a 90-foot median for the DAMA 
Significantly, PennDOT can construct this highway with only a 50-foot median In fact, such a 
design has been used for other highways and, indeed, was used for the Old Trail alternatives 
DEIS, lll-111 Even with a 50-foot median, moreover, PennDOT can expand the highway later I 22. 
to accommodate 3 lanes of traffic in each direction By reducing the median, Monroe Township 
will save homes and, thus, tax revenue Also, less agricultural land will be taken and fewer 
impacts will occur to the persons remaining Finally, by taking less land, the project will cost 

Response to Regional and Local Organizations 
Comment Letters, Rhoads and Sinon LLP 

(on behalf of Monroe Township) 

20. (cont.) 

21. 

The Draft EIS and Final EIS discuss the desire to main­
tain a continued supply of safe drinking water to af­
fected residents. If impacts occur as a result of con­
struction, the maintenance of water supplies to homes 
and properties not acquired as part of the right-of-way 
may be by any one of the following: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

provide connections to public water systems 
provide water treatment 
redrill existing wells to another water-produc­
ing zone at a greater depth 
relocate a well to an adjacent water-producing 
formation not disturbed by construction 
acquire the property 

Consideration may also be given to continuing potable 
water well sampling/analysis beyond a year after con­
struction. 

It is unclear how the identification of the DAMA as the 
Preferred Alternative will nullify the township's Com­
prehensive Plan and Zoning Ordinance. The DAMA 
does not introduce any new access points into Mon­
roe Township that could significantly affect local devel­
opment patterns. A review of individual county and 
municipal comprehensive plans was completed for the 
preparation of the Draft EIS. This review is discussed 
in Section IV.A.3.C, Planning Consistency, of the Draft 
and Final EIS. 
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Regional and Local Organizations Comment Letters, 
Rhoads and Sinon LLP 

(on behalf of Monroe Township) 

March 23, 2001 
Page 6 

RHOADS 4: SINON LLP 

Basin #1 (next to the PP&L site) was initially included within the boundaries of a §4(f) 
protection but later was excluded Monroe Township believes that the App Fann should be 
reevaluated and that the property should be eliminated from historic consideration or, at a 
minimum, the boundaries should be reduced 

By changing the designation of the App Farm, PennDOT could use the existing by-pass 
stub -- assuming that the DAMA is still selected This would provide many benefits including: 
(1) a significant monetary savings; (2) fewer impacts with existing traffic during consttuction, 
(3) fewer wetland takings; (4) less takings of agricultural security property, and (S) the saving of 
key businesses in Monroe Township Monroe Township again stresses the need to reevaluate the 
App Fann 

Sunbury Road Shift 

18. 

As a result of the destruction of a §4(f) property near Sunbury Road, the DAMA was I 
shifted and takes two additional homes Monroe Township requests that the DAMA be returned 1 9. 
to its original alignment in this area so that these homes -- and the tax revenues generated by 
them •• can be saved 

PublieWellll 

Another consideration is that there is a public well that serves Monroe Menor that will be I 
covered over by the highway This source of water is critical to this neighborhood and the 20. 
freeway 's impact on this water source has not been evaluated 

Comprehensive Plan 

As noted, Monroe Township will be bisected by the DAMA As a result, the I 
Comprehensive Plan and Township zoning will be nullified As mentioned, development 21 
patterns have occurred because of the present road systems The DAMA will necessitate · 
significant expenditures to replan and rezone Monroe Township 

Euesaive Median 

Also, Monroe Township questions the need for a 90-foot median for the DAMA 
Significantly, PennDOT can construct this highway with only a 50-foot median In fact, such 11 

design has been used for other highways and, indeed, was used for the Old Trail altel'Illltives 
DEIS, JII-111 Even with a SO-foot median, moreover, PennDOT can expand the highway later I 22. 
to accommodate 3 lanes of traffic in each direction By reducing the median, Monroe Township 
will save homes and, thus, tax revenue Also, less agricultural land will be taken and fewer 
impacts will occur to the persons remaining Finally, by taking less land, the project will cost 

Response to Regional and Local Organizations 
Comment Letters, Rhoads and Sinon LLP 

(on behalf of Monroe Township) 

21. (cont.) 

22. 

This review indicated that the 1986 Monroe Township 
Plan lists possible ways of resurrecting the CSVT 
project to some degree to spur economic development. 

It is our understanding that Monroe Township is cur­
rently involved in the development of a new Compre­
hensive Plan. 

A desirable median width for a rural expressway is 
between 60 and 90 feet. Originally, a 90 foot median 
was used to provide room for an additional lane in each 
direction and still maintain a median area in the future. 
Additionally, portions of the Old Trail Alternatives were 
developed using criteria that is appropriate for an ur­
ban expressway, which allows for a more compressed 
design. 

The median width for the DAMA and the portions of the 
Old Trail Alternatives having a 90 foot median has been 
reduced to 60 feet. Alternate fill slopes will be used to 
help balance the earthwork. 
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Regional and Local Organizations Comment Letters, 
Rhoads and Sinon LLP 

(on behalf of Monroe Township) 

RHOADS A SINON LLP 

March 23, 2001 
Page7 

less, which, in tum, will mean more mitigation measures can be provided to those who remain in I 22. 
the Township 

Utility Relocation 

Even though the DEIS states that no utility relocation will occur, Monroe questions this I 
conclusion In that regard, it appears that several high-tension wires and towers will need to be 23 
altered Similarly, Monroe plans to extend sewer service and the DAMA. by bisecting the · 
Township, will significantly reduce the ability to do this 

On behalf of Monroe Township, I thank you for the opportunity to present these issues to 
you As more issues occur, Monroe reserves its right to further comment on this project If you 
have any questions or coneems, please contact me 

cc Monroe Township Supervisors 
Charles Ax, Esq 

Very truly yours, 

RHOADS &. SINON LLP 

By:~'!\ 
Kenneth L Joel l 

23. 

Response to Regional and Local Organizations 
Comment Letters, Rhoads and Sinon LLP 

(on behalf of Monroe Township) 

We are unable to locate where this statement occurs 
in the Draft EIS. In fact, there will be impacts to utilities 
for all alternatives studied. A utility relocation cost is 
factored into the total costs for each alternative. See 
Table Vl-1, Cost Summary Table. 

Coordination with PPL, the local water companies, and 
the telephone companies has been ongoing regarding 
utility relocation issues since the beginning of the 
project. 

PENNDOT is certainly willing to coordinate with Mon­
roe Township on the extension of sanitary sewer ser­
vice. This coordination should be done during Final 
Design and prior to construction. Monroe Township 
should approach PENNDOT regarding this coordina­
tion during the early stages of sewer plan development. 
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Regional and Local Organizations Comment Letters, 
Northumberland County Engineer's Office 

ENGINEER'S OFFICE 

ta 
NORTHUMBERLAND COUNTY PENNSYLVANIA 

1fl"I!="' 
NORTHUMBERLAND COUNTY COURTHOUSE ANNEX 

SO SOUTH SECOND STREET 
SUNBURY, PA 17801 

Phone (570) 988-42 IS fax (570) 988-4314 

March 26, 2001 

Federal Highway Administration 
Attn: James Cheatham, Division Administrator 
228 Walnut Strcct, Room 536 
Hmisburg, PA 17HH-Ino 

Reference: Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project 

Dear Mr Cheath11JD: 

After having attended public hearings and reviewing the EIS for the above 

'Q ';'7 

referenced project, I would .l.ikc to take this opportunity to express my support for the I 
project While I feel the project to be very significant regionally, I feel that the inclusion 1 · 
of a Route 61 connector is of vital importance for Northumberland County, its 
municipalities and the large volume of through traffic utilizing its roads 

However, I 1UD not as positive about the modified avoidance alternative It does 
not appear to be prudent to spend in excess of $5 million, while eliminating 4 additional 
businesses and 2 additional residences and impacting working farmland to protect some I 2. 
"historic" farmland I have no qualm with protecting the historic structures located on 
adjacent property, but feel that these added expenditures and disruptions are not 
warranted 

Again, I support this project and feel with the adjustment mentioned above it 
would be an even better project 

Vei;i Truly YoUl'S, 

Uia~,~-tv~ 
Charles Hopta, Jr, PE 1/ 
Northumberland County Engineer 

Response to Regional and Local Organizations 
Comment Letters, Northumberland County 

Engineer's Office 

1. Your support of the Route 61 Connector is noted. 

2. Your position on the avoidance of the Simon P. App farm 
is noted. Please see the response to the 
Northumberland County Industrial Development Au­
thority for the details regarding this issue. 
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Regional and Local Organizations Comment Letters, 
Snyder County Board of Commissioners 

\)-;~ 

-County CommWl011er­
STE1IE.Jtl D BILGER 

Cturfnna:n 

RICK l BAllEY 
\flea au.a.on 

GREGORY L SHAMBACH 
Stc:retary 

-ChWCb!rk­
LEEE KNEPP 

-SoUcltar-­
EDWAR.D G MlHAUX. Jll 

Jin?lb'er <!l.ount\?" ~.onro .of <!l.ommissi.oners 
Court House. P. O Boz 217 • Middleburg. Pe.nn.s~l\.lania 17142 

(570} l.J.7-4208 • FAX l570) 817-4212 

Federal Highway Adminislnlion 
Attn; James Cbeadiiun. Divisim Adminim.tor 
lll Walnut Sl=t, Room 5l6 
Hurisb!Jrg. PA 17101-1120 

RE: Cenlral S1l511""11nna Valloy Thruway Ptojca 

Deir Mr Clu:sfhmn; 

Marcl>26,2001 

We are writing m behalf ofthen:sidmu of Snyder Cowity uut tho Sll'l'ounding communities to cxprcsa 
oor appreciation far-your continued suppott of the Central Susquehmma Vallay Thruway Project 

Without lhe completion ill this b)Jiua. resldatts, husinCS!Cll Nld vditcn to the imputed area would 
£ace 111 t11UDitisatcd inaeue in traffic cmgcsrion whk!I wou1d pose a ligni&c:antrisk to public: health md. safety 

Completion. ofihe Cmtnd Su:qu..dwma Vaney Thruway Project will !Ml"WI u a cm.l)D in promotiBg 
the rdcnti.on md allrKlim oftourin to our area because- of lhe grmtcr cuci of IDCC:i this mu will have to the 
m1j1r trUllpOl1ltioa hubs and ln!entatc hishWB)'S wtside lhe region 

We beliovo ii i11 aitic:al ~ move towll'd imphmmtina a ire&ned alUmiDw u quickly u possible in 
order to a11m11e uncertainty within lhe raldmtiaJ and busincu cmuuunitica. and to :iCCUl'e the necessaiy multi· 
year Nnding to finally make tbl1 Jl'Gjed a reality 

Howe\'cr0 we are bigbly conc:cmcd wi.tb • pmtim of the ;propoxd. alignment v.bich ii designed toavotd. 
aouin11 lhrougb. the AW Fum sU!iply bemuse ii bu bocn designated u a '1tiswic siic-n Nat cri.ly will this 
rwte -cost" 1111 additi<mal $5 million in ccnsUucti.on com. but it will 1bo a.use- the loas of fow busineucs which 
we would like to rm.in. 

1he loss of The Comfort Inn. we beliaie. will be cspac:ially detrimental io • newly proposed revenue 
strem iJr Snyder County We~ to implcmn •hotel rom\ tax lam thi9 yell' and OW' P"ajccticm indicate an 
IMual revmuc of appmUtlltdy 117,000 could bo gaitrlled iflhil flci1ityc::m be retUlat 

We epplowl l'JI&' eft'orto to dlle lllWI wauld ult!""' to <U1Uidcr if odu" opliooJ could bo pur- IO '""° 
these ftJur bmine:w11 which cc:mJributc to lhe re-vawcs of GIS' eow1ty Pleuo Q.'!Otld UI if we can be of any 
usi!tancc10}'0U in tb.is matW Thant )W 

}l;f-e,,,-.9 0,lgt.-
Slevm D. Bilger 

Sim:ady youn, 
SNYDER CoumY COMMISSIONERS 

~JPr '~d. ~..;>«.~ 
~L Shambo<h 

1. 

I 2. 

I 3. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Response to Regional and Local Organizations 
Comment Letters, Snyder County 

Board of Commissioners 

Your support of the CSVT project is noted. 

FHWA and PENNDOT are committed to conducting 
the required studies to ensure that all important envi­
ronmental and engineering issues, including public con­
cerns, are properly considered. The Preferred Alter­
native must meet current and future transportation 
needs, and attempt to minimize environmental and so­
cial impacts. Final Design, Right-of-Way Acquisition 
and Construction will proceed upon completion of the 
preliminary studies and issuance of the Record of De­
cision by the FHWA, and subject to the availability of 
funds. 

Your position on the avoidance of the Simon P. App farm 
is noted. Please see the response to the 
Northumberland County Industrial Development Au­
thority for the details regarding this issue. 
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Regional and Local Organizations Comment Letters, 
Central Susquehanna Valley Chamber of Commerce 

'a --.~~ ~~~' Central Susquehanna Valley Chamber of Commerce 
Routes 11 & 15, Post Office Box 10 - - ~ 

~ rj• 
~~npc:JI 

Man:h 27, 2001 

Mr J a.mes Kendtner 
Diatrict Engineer 
PennDOT 
Engineering District 3-0 
715 Jordan Avenue 
P 0 Box218 
Montouroville, PA 17754-0218 

Dear Jim; 

Shamokin Dam, Pennsylvania 17876 
Phone: (570) 743-4100 Fwi:: (570) 743-1221 

Website: www csvcc org 

Enclosed for your information is a copy of a resolution adopted by the Board o:f Directors of the Central 
Susquehanna Valley Chamber of Commerce on March 20, 2001 supportjng PennDOT'e recommended DA 
Modified Avoidance (and Route 61 Connector) with River Crossing #5 as tbi& prefeITed alignment for the I 1 . 
Central Susquehanna Valley Tbruwa.y project l am also endo:sing fcir your information key points of the 
Chamber's testimony on the Draft Environmental lmpaet Statement (DREIS) presented by Mr Ben 
Reichley, CSVCC Transportation Committee Chairman, on March 12, 2001 in Selinegrove 

We look forward to welcoming you to our Chamber' a March Monthly meeting this Friday at the 
Susquehanna Valley Cowitry Club, and working closely with your office as we continue to build public 
support for this important economic development project 

Sincerely, 

~~ Kurt Kissmg»r 
President & COO 

Encloaures 

cc: Mr Ben Reichley 
:;: - ;._.J 
£ 
~; 2 c,: ~' ~--
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Response to Regional and Local Organizations 
Comment Letters, Central Susquehanna Valley 

Chamber of Commerce 

1. Your support for the Recommended Preferred Alterna­
tive (DAMA/RCS) is noted. 
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Regional and Local Organizations Comment Letters, 
Central Susquehanna Valley Chamber of Commerce 

Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project 

Public Hearing 

Presented by: 

Mr. Ben Reichley, Chairman 
CSVCC Transportation Committee 

March 12, 2001 

The CSVT Project is Important to economic viability of the region With the other 
proposed improvements to 11 & 15 and its designation as a National Highway, increased 
traffic on the "Golden Strip" may begin to erode the current investment by businesses and 
restaurants along the road 

Travel on the Strip without the Bypass will become increasingly frustrating and 
hazardous for local citizens Businesses will think twice about locating on a road that 
carries 80,ooo+ vehicles (80,000 is the projected traffic by 2020 ) 

Routes 11 & 15 makes it easy for people and cargo to reach our region, but the current 
combination of local and through traffic makes it difficult to traverse the area safely and 
quickly 

The completion of the Bypass and CSVf will serve as a catalyst to help attract new 
businesses to the area through greater ease of access to major transportation hubs such as 
Harrisburg and key North/South and East/West Interstates such as I-80 and 1·81 

Concerns about decreased patronage for businesses and restaurants on the Golden 
Strip when the Bypass is completed can be mitigated by good signage, coordination with 
local tourism agencies, and creative marketing to attract through travelers lo detour to the 
Strip Also, the completion of the 11/15 widening project will reduce travel time lo the 
region, and potentially attract new patrons and shoppers to the area, including the Golden 
Strip 

1. 

1. 

Response to Regional and Local Organizations 
Comment Letters, Central Susquehanna Valley 

Chamber of Commerce 

FHWA and PENN DOT are committed to working with 
the business community, the local municipalities, and 
local tourism agencies to determine appropriate signage 
for the business district and individual businesses dur­
ing Final Design. 
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Regional and Local Organizations Comment Letters, 
Central Susquehanna Valley Chamber of Commerce 

Completion of the Bypass will reduce travel time for area residents and through 
travelers This can result in reduced air pollution, better fuel economy for vehicles using 
both the Bypass and the Golden Strip, and more efficient local transportation both for 
employers and workers 

Merit of the project is evidenced by the long and persistent endeavor by local leaders 
and business people to bring us to this point Now that PennDOT and the Federal 
Highway Administration are prepared to move forward once the Preferred Alignment and 
Environmental Impact Assessment are approved, it is in all our best interests to see that 
there are no unnecessary and frivolous delays 

Any protracted discu$ions or court suits will only add to the cost and p05S1bly risk its 
status in the PennDOT 12-year plan and federal funding allocations 

There has been ample opportunity for local citizens, businesses and local officials lo 
express their concerns and make recommendations Our Regional District 3- 0 Office 
has made an exceptional effort lo inform and involve the local communities in the 
location and design of this road We are especially thankful for your efforts last April to 
address our general membership and answering questions about the proposed alignment 
Although it is not possible to achieve 100% consensus, you have attempted to fairly 
assess and balance the myriad of interests and issues that exist within the proposed 
alignments 

Ample opportunities have been provided for all concerned to review and make 
recommendations These hearing<; are ouc opportunity to confirm the process PennDOT 
has followed and to express any remaining concerns While people or businesses may 
have specific issues as the process continues, it is vital that we focus on the cumulative 
benefits for the region By maintaining a positive dialogue with PennDOT, parties who 
are directly affected by construction can expect to reach the most equitable and timely 
adjustments and settlements 

Completing the csvr project is a vital link in enhancing the transportation infrastructure 
of the region We have reached a critical stage in the 35-year history of this endeavor 
It's time for everyone to weigh the positive results against the increased costs and 
disruptions that Will ensue if we drag out the process for another 5 - 10 years The 
professional staff at Penn DOT and other officfals have recommended the best 12 
alternative We support their recommendation and go on record urging PenoDOT and the · 
Federal agencies to approve the DEIS 

2 

2. 

Response to Regional and Local Organizations 
Comment Letters, Central Susquehanna Valley 

Chamber of Commerce 

The support of the Central Susquehanna Valley Cham­
ber of Commerce for the Recommended Preferred Al­
ternative (DAMA/RCS) is noted. 
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Regional and Local Organizations Comment Letters, 
Central Susquehanna Valley Chamber of Commerce 
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Central Susquehanna Valley GhamQt;r of Comme;ce 
Routes 11 & 15, Post Office Box 10 

Shamokin Dam, Pennsylvania 17876 
Phone: (570) 743-4100 F=: (570) 743-1221 

Website: www csvcc org 

Resolution 
supporting the 

Central Susquehanna Valley Thruway 

A resolution supponing the Pe1msylvania Department of Transportation's recommended DA Modified 
Avoidance plan with River Crossing #5 as the Preferred Alternative for the Central Susquehanna Valley I 1. 
Thruway (CSVI) project to reduce congestion, improve safety and accessibility, and suppon the expected 
population and economic growth in the Central Susquehanna Valley 

VIHEREAS1 tbe unmitigated increase in traffic congestion within the impact area poses a significant risk to the 
public health and safety of visitors, residents nnd businesses alike, especially in Hummcls Whnd, Shamokin 
Dam and Northumherlal\d, 

WHEREAS, the CSVT project serves as a c.atalyst in promoting tbe retention and attraction of bu.siness and 
tourism through greater ease of access to major transponation hubs and Interstate highways outside the: region, 

VIHEREAS, the CSVT project will reduce travel time for area residents and travelers, thereby resultiag in 
reduced air pollution, better fuel economy~ and more efficient local transportation for both. employeis o.nd 
workers,. 

WHEREAS, the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation through its District 3·0 office has since 1994 
continuously partnered \vith locill organizations such as the Chamber in seeking input frc;.im both the- residential 
and business commu.nitie:; on the research, development and refinement of alternatives for the csvr prcject, 

WHEREAS, the Draft Environment>! Impoct Statement (DEIS) released by PennDOT and the Federal Highway 
Administration in January I 2001 evaluates the proposed csvr alternatives within the greater context uf the 
project's impact on socioeconomic resnurces such. '1S homes, businesses, neighborhoods and commtm.ities, 
natural resources such as wetlands, streams, forest areas and '>lildlife, cultural reso11rccs such as. historic 
properties and historic and prehistoric archaeological sites, and agricultural security and p1odu,:;tive farmland 
areas, 

WHEREAS, the DA Modified Avoidance (with Route 61 Connector) and River Crossing #5 achieves the 
greatest balance of all impact criteria as outlined in the DEIS, with the following sp<:cific advantages 

• The least number of residential displacements~ 
+ The least impact OIJ such environmental issues as wetlands, noise, Susquehanna. River floodplain, 

and riverine forested areas, 
+ The leilSt impact to existing traffic patterns during construction 
+ The lowest total project cost 

1. 

Response to Regional and Local Organizations 
Comment Letters, Central Susquehanna Valley 

Chamber of Commerce 

Your support for the Recommended Preferred Alter­
native (DAMA/RCS) is noted. 
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Regional and Local Organizations Comment Letters, 
Central Susquehanna Valley Chamber of Commerce 

WHEREAS, ii is critical to move forward in implementing a Prefernd Alternative as quickly as possible in 
order to alleviate uncertainty within the residentiru and business communities regarding future planning, and 
secure the necessary multi-year funding to finally make this project a rea!i<y, 

NOW, Th'EREFORE, BE IT RESCLVED that the Board of Directors of the Centro! Susquehanna Valley 
Chamber of Commerce endorses the DA-Modified Avoidance and River Crossiog#.5 as the Preferred 
Alternative for the CSVT Project, and that the Chamber - through its advocacy and committee work- strive to 
build public support for the Preferred Alignment to guaranty the project's successful implementation 

ADOPTED by the Central Susquehanna Valley Chamber of Collllllorce 

Board of Di rec:tors . Pennsy1vani~ thia--2Qt.h__ day of March ,2001 

ATTFST: By: Jan Tippett 

Seconde<k Bob Ohessen 

£~~l , Seastary Ayes: 16 

Nays: 

Ahstailled: 2 
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Regional and Local Organizations Comment Letters, 
Point Township Fire Department 
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Mr Eric E High, PE 
c;v;J Engineer Manager 
Engineering District 3-0 
715 Jordan Avenue 
PO Box2!8 

• Point Tawasliip rn Department 
I I 2. llmt 485, lfonalllrlu4 PA 17157 

N~C..W,P~ 

Montoursville, PA 17754-0218 

Sir, 

Csvl 

Eel/ 

I am sorry that chis is taking so long to get to you We have been diligently 
seeking to compile a list of equipment that we feel would be necessary to establish an 
Emergency First Response to an incident 011 this project and in the future We have a 
committee that has been meeting and have bad to wait for vendors to submit quotes for 
the equipment that the committee has selected Finally, I think we have it m:istly 
together end so I am sending this to you as requested As you can see. it comes up ID a 
significant am:>unt and is certainly above what we as a small departmellt could even hope 
to purchase We have never focused 011 rescue -other than light rescue - before and have 
relied on mutual aid, which is 1101 always reliable Since the whole bridge and a lot of the 
bypass project is in Point Township, we need to be prepared for emerge0<:ies that may 
happen 

Thanks for your help in securing financial aid or equipment purchase in 
connection with this project 

Sincere!~ 

roeise, ~ef - Point Township Fire Depanrnent 

Phone- Work (570) 473-3516 Ext 325 Home -(570) 473- 9509 
Point Township Municipal Building (570) 473-3198 

1. 

1. 

Response to Regional and Local Organizations 
Comment Letters, Point Township Fire Department 

The concerns of the Point Township Fire Department 
regarding adequate emergency response capabilities 
are noted. Your request for acquiring additional per­
manent equipment for your fire company has been 
reviewed. However, because safety on the study 
area roadways is expected to improve as a result of 
this project, we are unable to justify providing the per­
manent emergency service equipment requested. 

A Maintenance and Protection of Traffic (MPT) Plan 
will be developed during Final Design to minimize the 
disruption of traffic as much as possible. Coordina­
tion will be undertaken with emergency service pro­
viders and agencies in the implementation of the MPT 
Plans and during construction. 
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Regional and Local Organizations Comment Letters, 
Point Township Fire Department 

Rescue Tool 

Equipment Price List 

Spreader and Accessories 
Cutter 
Sm , Med, Lg , Rams and Ace 
Hydraulic Hose 
Personal Power Unit 

$5850 00 
$3950 00 
$9150 00 
$1000 00 
$4650 00 

Total $24600 00 

Air Bags (2) 6" x 6", (2) 12" x 12", 
(2) 20" x 20", (2) 28" x 28" 
Control Package and Air Hose 

$6800 00 
$1300 00 

Total $8100 00 

Truck Crew Cab 4x4 with Utility Box 
Sirens, Lighting, Radios, ect 
CAFS 

2500w + Generator 
Power Saw with Demo & Abrasive Blades 
Reciprocating saw 24v cordless 
Torch Set 
Cordless Rebar Cutter 
High Angle Rope Rescue Kit 
Extension Cords and Reels 
(2) Portable Tripod Lights 
5 Gallon Safety Fuel Can 
2Y2 Gallon Safety Fuel Can 

Total 

Cribbing 6" x 6", 2" x 6", 4" x 4", 2" x 4" 

Total 

Grand Total 

$65000 00 
$12050 00 

$9000 00 

$86050 00 

$1500 00 
$1500 00 
$ 30000 
$ 90000 
$1700 00 
$200000 
$150 00 
$200 00 
$ 5000 
$ 3000 
$200 00 

$8530 00 

$127280 00 
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Regional and Local Organizations Comment Letters, 
Point Township Fire Department 

Mr High, 
Here is the hard copy of our request to you This is a relatively new 

venture for me and for our Department You will mainly be working with 
one of the fire companies in the township Point Township has two Fire 
Companies -Tuckahoe Volunteer Fire Company and Point Township Fire 
Company The Tuckahoe Volunteer Fire Company is in the west end of the 
Township and will be the primary company in response to the project in the 
west end of Point Township We are just a small company with very limited 
income and work hard to purchase any equipment that we have Our income 
is from a small tax that gives us around $6,000 per year and the rest comes 
from fund raisers such as dinners, bar-b-ques, and donations We try to 
operate with the money that comes in which is normally $20,000 - $25,000 
per year It is hard to purchase, maintain, and operate the companies with 
this income 

The equipment that we are looking to purchase to provide rescue 
capabilities for the upcoming project would be out of the question without 
some type of help to purchase it We basically have none of the requested 
equipment In the past, we have relied on mutual aid for the very few 
incidents that have required any kind of rescue With the new bridge - most 
of which is in Point Township- and the bypass traffic, and during the 
construction phase, we anticipate a dramatic increase in rescue opportunities 
We want to be prepared in advance for this Hopefully, you can help us with 
this project I know that the equipment that we are looking to purchase seem 
like a large amount of money, but what we have requested is very small 
compared to what a heavy well equipped rescue unit would cost As you can 
see the largest outlay would be for the vehicle we are looking at to respond to 
an incident 

We are also working with other Fire Departments in the area to 
develop a task force that will complement each other in various types of 
rescue 

Thanks for your help in advance and for the interest and 
encouragement you have already shown If you have other questions or need 
any other information, please let me know and I will provide what you need 

Thanks, Leon 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Harpster 

US Army Corp& ofE.qineerl 
State College Field Office 
3947 South Athmton Stiwt 
State College, PA 16901 
Attn Mike Dombnllkie 

Dcu' Mr Doabroslcie 

.IAMES D. RARPSTE'll 
32.l B()IARDI LANE 
MILTON.PA 1'784'1 

February 26 2001 

I am writina in R1J101!K to a lebr I teeoi'lled from the PA Oeputment of Tl'IDllportaliDll 
In reprd to the Cemn1 Susqucbaana Vlllcy Ttu1ponlli1111.ProjDOt S'R.0015 s=iion 08I 
Snyder, Union and Nonhumberlaad Coimtiu, PA 

My IMlme is lituad u tudi that my 1*:k yard JUDI into the toudibolD!d off-t'&!llp of 147 
at the Broadway exit~ 174 and Route 254) My concern i1 with the noise level dlat 
CODICii &um tbe lqhqy and espeoillly the olf·l'llllP when the trucb maaae tlwir "Jib 
Bnka" 

I spoke with 9llginterl It the MlltoD Hiah ScbOol lllld they 18id we puled a noi1e level 
tost Any time from 12:00AM til 7AM, trucb oomo offttds l'llllp uling their engine brlkes !bit 
shakM our home and the Dlli11e 11 enoup to Wike you in tbs llllllDllf with window apm My 
concom ii that vdlen thi• projec:t ia dm:m I would uaumc ti-would be more 1ruelc traffic.\ and 
CX1111paund Ulla altuat!on 

I would apprecn knowing if thare it anything that can be done 10 !euen the traffic 
noise At ddr point. our neighborhood la wt)' qui« °"8pl fot tho tnftic nolle 

Plaut take lllOtber look tt thit concern and I would mppreclatx! a l8lpOllle 

Vmy lnlly youn 

r-/J~~ 
<-· JmMI D Halplm 

323 Boilltdi LIM 
Mihon, PA 17847 
Telepbone: 570-7421145 

1. 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, Harpster 

Harpster, J. 

1. These noise concerns are located outside the current 
impact area of the CSVT project (south of the interchange 
between PA Route 147 and PA Route 45). The area of 
concern is actually in the study area for the Build Out of 
PA Route 147 from 2 to 4 lanes. Information on noise 
levels in the Milton area is not available in the Draft EIS. 

For this information, please contact Leon Liggitt at 
PENNDOT's District 3-0 office. 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Mette, Evans, Woodside #1 
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~llDawWic -D­,.wu.J Llll'MT 
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GVY P •• u.vmft'A.'110 -·-

Honorable Tbomaa J Ridge 
Governor 
226 Capitol Building 
Harrisburg, PA 17120 0001 
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~PA l.n.ia..-aO 

.......... ........... 
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lml!Ehoww~eom 

March 1, 2001 

,,_.,._y..._.. 
VICVVAM~ ,,..,,,.. ........ 
KA~DoYUV.um.& 
l.v.m .M.baallc 
...,..,. l.111ac.ia" 
........ c. ....... -D-

RE: Farmland Protection Polley Act 
Central Susquehanna V..iley.TranapOrta.tion Project 
Albert W and Mary E }leimbach . 

Dear Govemor Ridge: 

I am writing to you on behalf of a client, Mr and Mrs Albert W Heimbach 
They and two of their sons own and operate a family daiey farm llllBI" Selinsgrove 
The erea ia being studied by PemtDOT for a relief rolite for Routes 11-16 around 
Selinagrove and vicinity PennDOT ref'enJ to it u. the Central Suaql18hanna Valley 
Tnneportatio11. Project . 

.,,..,.,_ 
JAlmSW lY.-

&. part oft.he eveluatiQn proc:et111 PmmDOT and the USDA conducted a 
"Farmland Conv8l'Bion Impact Rating' to determine if the pruviaiona of the Farmland 
Protection Policy Act a.rPPA-i U S C § 4201 at ileq )Ji.pply to the Heimbach farm 
The Rating indicated tfiat the Heimbach farm do ... not deeerve proteetl.on 

The Heimbach.a do not~~ µ,at the Ratini.~1\8 conducted according to 
legal requirement.& and woul4 ~to appeal at questibl:l'the Rating and tbs 
underlying procedUN uaed by PBnnDOT and the USDA. But withant your help they 
camu>t do t.hat Based on the ll.llSumption that protection under FPPA does not apply, 
PennDOT has made a prellminmy decision that the beet route for the new bigh'WIQ' is 
to wind across the Heimbach family form It built, this ,route will aerioual,y dimupt tJm 
Heimbachs' ability to main~ a, viabl!' and ~ ~~IY fann operation 

1. 

The preferred roiite f'o! tb:e hlghway frQm ths :i:i'iiihl;scha' .tandpoint ia the 
"River' or the "Old Trail routes becauee0these' rou'teil'~ not directly impect the 
f8mily'11 farm Of the two poeslbla routes that would tab tha Halmbacha land and I 2. 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Mette, Evans, Woodside #1 

Mette, Evans, Woodside #1 

1. As outlined in the Federal Farmland Protection Policy 
Act (FPPA), the Farmland Conversion Impact Rating 
(FCI R) is completed by the study team in conjunc­
tion with the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural 
Resource Conservation Service (USDA NRCS). 
Where the FCIR total rating is below 160 points, the 
area is considered effectively committed to urban de­
velopment, and no further studies are necessary to 
comply with the FPPA. 

The procedure followed to comply with the FPPA was 
reviewed. The procedure used is based upon FPPA 
standard methodology to compute Farmland Conver­
sion Impact Ratings (FCIR) and was correctly ad­
dressed during project development. The FCIR forms 
forthe project can be found in Appendix E of the Draft 
and Final EIS. The methodology used to complete 
these forms is found in the Agricultural Resources 
Technical Memorandum. The methodology used to 
complete the forms is in accordance with PENNDOT's 
Publication 324, Agricultural Resource Handbook 
(February 1998). 

Also, FPPA ratings are not the sole determining fac­
tor in the decision to recommend the DAMA as the 
Preferred Alternative in Section 1 in the Draft and Fi­
nal EIS. The Draft EIS discusses the range of issues 
that factored into the recommendation for DAMA as 
the Recommended Preferred Alternative. 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Mette, Evans, Woodside #1 
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Honorable Thomas .J Ridge 
Governor 
226 Capitol Building 
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March l, 2001 

RE: Farmland Protection Polley Act 

JOMJll7.V.,.._. """"-­,...,,,,. ....... 
llAIHUDllDLwt.&Y~ 

J.toMDM.D-C 
D1'AllS.~ 
IW!aau..G.B~ -·-

Central Swiquebanna Valley. Tranapi>rtation Prqject 
Albert W and Mary E Heimbach . 

Dur Gowrnor Ridge: 

I em writing to you on behalf of a client, Mr and Mre Albert W Heimbacll 
They and two of their eons own and operate a family dairy farm naar Selinsgrove 
The erea is being studied by PennDOT for a reliefrmite for Routes 11·16 around 
SelinBgrow end vicinity PennDOT refers to it~ tbs Central Susquehanna Valley 
Tranaportation Prqject · 

ore ....... 
.1.--.'W bal& 

All part of the evaluation procese PennDOT aild the USDA conducted a 
"Farmland Conversion Impact Rating' to determine iftbe provisions of the Farmland 
Prot.ection Policy Act (f PP A-7 U SC t 4201 at seq tapply to the Heimbach farm 
The Rating indicated tl\at the Heimbach farm doea not dBlllll"Ve protection 

Tbe Heimbacha do no~~ lbat the Rating_!f.&!JCOnducted according to 
leaal requirements and woul4 Wai to apj:ieal i>~ questlo)ithe Rating and the 
underl.ying procedure lllled by PennDOT and tbe USDA. But without your help they 
cannot do that Baaed;,,. tbe aesumption that protection under P'PPA doee not apply, 
PennDOT has made a prellmlnary decision that the beet route for the new highway is 
t.o wind across the Heim~ family farm If built, thiB .mute will eerioue!y disrupt Uie 
Heimbacha' abillt;y t.o maintain a viable and · ·_ · TBiniijo farm o ation 

' '. • grD~ 'c~H per 

1. 

The preferred railte for the highway frcjm the fi'ei!i>i;acha' .tendpoint 1- the 
"River' or the ''Old Trail routes becauae' thel!t!' rou'tes\v'oUJd not directly impact the 
family'11 farm Of the two poBBible routes that wowd tab the Helmbacha land and I 2. 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Mette, Evans, Woodside #1 

Mette, Evans, Woodside #1 

1. (cont.) 

2. 

The FHWA and PENNDOT acknowledge the con­
cerns the Heimbach family have regarding the dis­
ruption of farming operations associated with the Rec­
ommended Preferred Alternative. 

The support of the Heimbach family for the Old Trail 
Alternatives is acknowledged. 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Mette, Evans, Woodside #1 

March 1, 2001 
Pap2 

limit the growth and operation of their daity/farm busineM In the future, the one that 
PennDOT bu rejected for consideration has less adverse Impact on the Heimbacha 
fum operation It is a reasonable alternative to PennDO'l"s prefen-ed route, an 
alternative that would be less likely to destroy a family farm and which would cost 
$11 mllllon leas (PllllDDOT a projection) t~ PennDOT's preferred route The 
alternat.e rout.a would atill advvrsely aft"ect the Heimbacll farm. but not as aevaraly 
PennDOT has ~ected thill alternative route in order to protect landa that reportedly 
ara planned to be developed aa rugh denait;y ho~lf Since PennDOT• deci8Um iB not 
yet final there is still time to reconsider the eltemative route We ere uking 
PennDOT to do so but it needs an incentive to reconsider its declalona FPPA 
protection would provi4e l!'lch an illcentive 

We have obtaiDed document. showing how tbs FPPA review of'the Heimbach 
rum W8ll carried out We believe that in tbie case the proceaa was eeriousl,y flawed 
The law, however doea not allow affected citizens to briDg 1111 action to force tbs 
USDA to conduct thae evaluations correctly Thie po~~r ia reeerwd to the Govenior 
of the state (7 USC f 4209)'~ . 

< • i : ~ 1~:~ 

We know that ydu m's co'nhmtted to savmg~';filimhmd and farm families 
and to controlling urban spraw~ We an esking yo~ tifjif,;e your power t.o lnvestigat.e 
SDd evaluate a process th&t iB failing to protect faDillytl\miil Ha rational evaluation 
of the Haimbacha farm under the FPPA is done, we believe that it wwld show that 
the farm is entitled to !;he ~te<;tlonli Of the FPPA Wlth that determination, - can 
ulr: PennDOT t.o reconsid8r its decision to take a ~amt portion ottbis valuable 
SDd hiatorie fam)]y ftinii ; ' '1"'° . 

:e: 

There are good ....,iie to'ta1"1 a aeeond lc>Ji.: iii: t'tie evaluation pmceea uaed in 
this cue Please give~ an obportumfy t.o 11bow you what they are 

v.. .j t'''' erytmly·~! 

METtE. J:VAiir' 

~·• .. ,,-.o·.8: a WOO.DBmE 

~.-

Honorab~ , . 
- lib .... =·_,,_, ZJ '"'-w Heimbach ,'}' 
ec: 

;;·~~ 
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Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Mette, Evans, Woodside #1 

Mette, Evans, Woodside #1 

3. The DA Modified (DAM) Alternative takes more over­
all productive farmland (49.37 Acres) than the Rec­
ommended Preferred Alternative, the DA Modified 
Avoidance (DAMA) Alternative (46.99 Acres). How­
ever, the DAMA Alternative impacts more land owned 
by the Heimbach family than the DAM Alternative. The 
DAM Alternative was not the Recommended Preferred 
Alternative due to its impact on the Simon P. App Farm 
Property, a historic property eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places, and protected by Sec­
tion 4 (f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act 
of 1966 (as amended 1968). This situation is dis­
cussed in detail in the response to Mr. Heimbach's 
oral testimony received at the Public Hearing on March 
12, 2001. 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Mette, Evans, Woodside #2 
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The Honorable Bradley L Mallory, 
Secretary of fransportation 
PO Box3543 
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3543 
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March I, 2001 '1 'I; 

".> \v 

RE Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project 
I listorical Preservation of Family Fann 

Dear Secretary Mallory 

Bfl.l ANS ;\.lf{;.<AY" 

u ...... 11111 t.. H1•nsr 
Sl'&.o.!'>'.U -'l\lll'.'R:SO~ 

flEGEIVED 
PEtm1\ DEPl OF TRANS 

MAR 5 ZOOl 

SECRETARY'S Ol+ltE 

l am writing to you on behalf of a client, in the hope that someone with appropriate 
authorily will look into a situation of great concern to the client end to the community in the 
Selin>grove area The referenced project is the extension of Routes 11 and 15 as a limited access 
highway north of Selinsgrove The Department of Transportation has pul enormous resources 
into identifying wid evaluating mnny siting options and their impacts on the community In spite 
of this effort, we believe that it is preparing to make a serious mistake 

One of the proposed alignments at the southern end of the project, denoted the DAMA 
route, is listed as preferred in the just-released Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEJS) 
This alignment crosses our clients' property-the Albert W and Mary E Heimbach farm The 
proposed route will not only take many acres of theiT prime farmland, it will disrupt the family's 
farming operation wid will restrict th.eir fann business growth, leading to the eventual loss of this 
family fann In effect, this route threatens to destroy a historic functioning family fann 

The preferred routes from the Heimbachs' standpoint are the "River'' or the "Old Trail" 
routes because those routes would not directly impact the Heimbach family's fann However, it 
appears that these routes are unacceptable to PennDOT Of the two possible routes that would 
take Heimbachs' land and limit the growth and operation of their dairy/farm business in the 
future, the one that PennDOT has rejected for collllideration (DA-Modified} has less adverse 
impact on the Heimbacbs' farm operation While DA-Modified takes quite a few acres from the 
Heimbach fann and will restrict future facility growth, it takes fewer acres and lies nearer the 

11. 

12. 

I 3. 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Mette, Evans, Woodside #2 

Mette, Evans, Woodside #2 

1. 

2. 

The Recommended Preferred Alternative in Section 
1 (DAMA) crosses property owned by Mr. Heimbach. 
DAMA will affect approximately 72.7 acres owned by 
Mr. Heimbach, 61.2 directly and 11.5 indirectly based 
on parcels of farmland which will either be unfarmab!e 
or inaccessible. During a personal interview, Mr. 
Heimbach indicated that he farmed approximately 
1100 acres within the region. The DAMA impacts 
approximately 6.6% of Mr. Heimbach's total produc­
tion. It is our opinion that this should be a substainab!e 
loss to Mr. Heimbach's production. 

In compliance with Section 106 of the National His­
toric Preservation Act, historic properties were iden­
tified as part of the CSVT Study. These properties 
were identified and their potential eligibility for the Na­
tional Register of Historic Places was determined. 
Consistent with the National Historic Preservation Act, 
a historic property is any property older than 50 years. 
Not every property identified as historic is determined 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic 
Places. 

It is noted that the Heimbachs prefer the Old Trail Al­
ternatives. Neither of these routes (OT2A and OT2B) 
was the Recommended Preferred Alternative for the 
reasons discussed in Section VI of the Draft EIS. 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Mette, Evans, Woodside #2 

March I, 200 l 
Page2 

boundary of the property, sn il would not distnpt the fmming operation quite as immc<liately m 
severely as the alternate ("DAMA") toute, which is the oue that PennD01 is crnrently proposing 
I he DA-Modified route would also c1oss a neighboring property, the Fisher a act This DA­
Modified route is preferred by many local residents for several reasons, but was rejected by the 
Department as barred by the Section 4(t) requirement to preserve historic properties We believe 
that the decision to apply Section 4(f) protection to the entire Fisher tract, but not to do the same 
for the entire Heimbach Fann (thereby forcing the use of the fur more objectionable "DAMA" 
alignment} is erroneous We are asking you to look into this matter 

It appears that PennDO r and its contractor followed a formulaic standardized procedure 
in making its 4(f) evaluation We believe that such procedures are generally useful and proper 
However, when the result of a process is an absurdity and a violation of public policy as stated in 
the ]aw, then process should give way to law, policy, and common sense In this case, the result 
of an uncritical adherence to process is the disruption of a historic family farm, an additional $5 
million in costs to the Commonwealth, the abandonment of an existing (already built) 
interchange, and more bad will for PennDOT, while accomplishing nothing to preserve any 
historic property With such a result, we believe that the process used in this case should be 
reviewed and corrected 

fhe Fisher lands are accorded 4(!) protection because the property bas a historic house, 
barn, and miscellaneous fann buildings Because the bank barn of the farmstead is present and 
predates 1950, the evaluation process assigned historic significance to the entire fann (not only 
the buildings, but also the land) 

The neighboring Albert W and Mary E Heimbach farm is also a historic farm, with a 
historic house and farm buildings, as confirmed by the Histo1ic Resources Survey.conducted by 
the PennDOT contractor The evaluators also noted the fact thal the Heimbach farm is the 
original homestead of the App family, which originally owned all of the lands in this area The 
Fisher tract is a small subdivision of the original farm, the Heimbach farm encompasses more of 
the historic land as well as the App family homestead Ironically, the Heimbach family farms part 
of the Fisher tract under contract If any agricultural land in this area is worthy of historic 
preservation, it is the Heimbach fann, a representative historic family farm containing the 
original homestead and still working the land 

The PennDOT contractor identified only two differences between the Heimbach and 
Fisher properties First, in contrast to the Fisher tract, the Heimbach fann is a working family 
farm that has preserved its historical roots; it was cited as an excellent example of the historical 
development of farming in this region in the Snyder County Historical Society Bulletin for 1999 
In spite of its greater historical significance, the Heimbach farm was not found worthy of 
preservation This decision was based entirely on the second difference between the two 
properties Mr Heimbach's historic barn burned down a few years ago and was replaced with a 

13. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Mette, Evans, Woodside #2 

Mette, Evans, Woodside #2 

3. It is acknowledged that the DAM Alternative has less 
adverse impact than the DAMA Alternative on the 
Heimbach property and farm operation. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation 
Act of 1966 (amended 1968) and its applicability to 
the Fisher (App) and Heimbach properties is described 
in detail in our response to Mr. Heimbach's oral testi­
mony at the Public Hearing on March 12, 2001. 

The FHWA has determined that Section 4(f) was prop­
erly applied and that there has been no violation of 
the law in identifying the DAMA as the Recommended 
Preferred Alternative. It is acknowledged that the 
DAMAAlternative is estimated to cost approximately 
$5 million more than the DAM Alternative, and that 
portions of the existing interchange will be removed if 
the DAMA Alternative is the alternative selected for 
construction. The application of Section 4(f) prohibits 
the agencies of the U.S. Department of Transporta­
tion from affecting a protected property if a feasible 
and prudent option to the impact exists. Section 4(f) 
does not prohibit a private property owner from de­
veloping their property should they so desire. 

The land associated with the Simon P. App Farm Prop­
erty (presently owned by the Fisher trust) is protected 
by Section 4(f) because the land was determined to 
be within the boundary determined as eligible for the 
National Register of Historic Places. The applications 
of National Register criteria and historic agricultural 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Mette, Evans, Woodside #2 

March 1, 2001 
Page 3 

mode1 n ham Without 1he historic barn, the evaluatms deLided that the associated fa11n land is 
not his1orically importanl (although !he Heimbachs' house and other miscellaneous outbuildings 
a1e) I hus, although the evaluation acknowledged and discussed histmic context, historic 
property lines, and continuing use in the historic tradition on the Heimbach farm, it considered all 
of these factors to be irrelevant l he presence or absence of one historic building was ac<:orded 
100% of the decisional weight It is this fundamental flaw in the review process th.at led to the 
improbable result of a historic farm receiving no protection while an adjacent tract of crop land is 
accorded ful! p10tection 

Ihe National Registe1 ofllistmic Places establishes criteria for determining whether a 
site is eligible for listing The criteria are not rigid and strict, but are broad and flexible to allow 
for the wide variety of historic places that may exist This is in keeping with the purposes of the 
Nalional Historic Preservation Act 

It shall be the policy of the Federal Government, in cooperation with the States, 
to-{ 1) foster conditions under which our modern society and our historic 

resources can exist in productive harmony and fulfill the social, economic, and other 
requirements of present and future generations, [and) encourage the public and 
private preservation and utilization of all useable elements of the Nation's historic 
built environment 16USCA § 470-1 

We have reviewed the guidelines published by the National Regisler While lhey mention 
the importance of old barns in evaluating historic agricultural properties, lhey also discuss the 
need to evaluate historic context, set boundaries along historic property lines, and preserve 
cultural features of these lands IL appears that in this case the contractor's review ignored these 
many aspects of historic property review, as well as the purposes of the Act under which the 
program was developed It is clear that, while technical aspects of the process were perfunctorily 
honored, the guidelines and goals of the Act were not 

The current owner of the Fisher tract allegedly intends to subdivide and develop his land 
for high density single family housing The Department is aware ofthis, it is described in the 
DEIS PennDOT knows that it cannot "preserve" the Fisher lands, and that the property's 
"historical" aspects----such as they are-will be irrevocably lost whether the DA-Modified 
alignment is chosen or not 

It is also important to note that the DA-Modified alignment which we advocate would 
NOT result in the taking of the historic house and fann buildings on the Fisher property Only 
some crop land would be affected (PennDOT has determined that a similar situation on the 
DAMA route would not affect the historic buildings on the Heimbach fann ) 

6. 

7. 

I 8 

I 9 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Mette, Evans, Woodside #2 

Mette, Evans, Woodside #2 

7. 

context to the Simon P. App Farm Property (Fisher 
property) and the Heimbach property are described 
in detail in the responses to Mr. Bickhart and Mr. 
Heimbach. 

An agricultural context was developed for the entire 
study area. This context is described in the Historic 
Resources Survey and Eligibility Report prepared for 
the project. This context was applied to every agri­
cultural property within the study area that was de­
termined to be 50 years old or older. Historic prop­
erty lines were also considered. The FHWA and 
PENNDOT believe that the guidelines and goals of 
the National Historic Preservation Act were met. 

Due to the substantial controversy concerning the eli­
gibility determination and boundaries of the App farm, 
the FHWA elected to raise the questions of eligibility 
and boundaries with the Keeper of the National Reg­
ister (Keeper), the individual delegated the authority 
by the U.S. Department of Interior, National Park Ser­
vice to list properties and determine their eligibility for 
the National Register of Historic Places. The Keeper 
evaluated the information concerning the App farm, 
including the historic context information, forms and 
photos showing the actual condition of the structures 
and land in question, and information regarding the 
planned use of the property, and responded that the 
App farm and the boundaries of the App farm met the 
eligibility requirements. This correspondence is in­
cluded in Appendix C of the Final EIS. 
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Page 3 

modem ham Withmtt the historic barn, the evaluat01s decided that the associated farm land is 
no! historically important (although the Heimbachs' house and other miscellaneous outbuildings 
a1e) l lms, although the cvahrntion acknowledged and discussed hist01ic context, historic 
property Jines, and continuing use in the historic tradition on the Heimbach farm, it considered al! 
of these factnrs to be irrelevant 1 he presence or absence of one historic building was accorded 
I 00% of the decisional weight It is this fundamental flaw in the review process that led lo the 
improbable result of a historic farm receiving no protection while an adjacent tract of crop land is 
accorded full p1otection 

I he National Registe1 of I listot ic Places establishes criteria for determining whether a 
site is eligible for listing The cri1eria are not rigid and strict, but are broad and flexible to allow 
for the wide variety of historic places that may exist This is in keeping with the purposes of the 
National Historic Preservation Act 

It shall be the policy of the Federal Government, in cooperation with the States, 
to--(1) foster conditions under which our modem society and our historic 

resources can exist in productive harmony and fulfill the social, economic, and other 
requirements of present and furure generations, [and) encourage the public and 
private preservation and utilization of all useable elements of the Nation's historic 
built environment 16 USC A § 470-1 

We have reviewed the guidelines published by the National Register While they mention 
the importance of old barns in evaluating historic agricultural properties, they also discuss the 
need to evaluate historic context, set boundaries along historic property lines, and preserve 
cultural features of these lands ll appears that in this case the contractor's review ignored these 
many aspects of historic property review, as well as the purposes of the Act under which the 
program was developed It is clear that, while teclmical aspects of the process were perfunctorily 
honored, the guidelines and goals of the Act were not 

The current owner of the Fisher tract allegedly intends to subdivide and develop bis land 
for high density single family bousing The Department is aware ohhis, it is described in the 
DEIS PennDOT knows tbat it cannot "preserve" the Fisher lands, and that the property's 
uhistorical" aspec~uch as they are-----will be irrevocably lost whether the DA-Modified 
alignment is chosen or not 

It is also important to note that the DA-Modified alignment whicb we advocate would 
NOT result in the IBking of the historic house and farm buildings on the Fisher property Only 
some crop land would be affected (PennDOT has detem1ined that e similar situation on tbe 
DAMA route would not affect the historic buildings on the Heimbacb farm ) 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Mette, Evans, Woodside #2 

Mette, Evans, Woodside #2 

8. 

9. 

The fact that the current owner of the Simon P. App 
Farm Property (Fisher tract) allegedly intends to de­
velop the property is not disputed. As previously 
noted, the application of Section 4(f) prohibits the agen­
cies of the U.S. Department of Transportation from 
affecting a protected property if a feasible and pru­
dent option to the impact exists. Section 4(f), how­
ever, does not prohibit a private property owner from 
developing their property. 

The DAM Alternative would not result in the taking of 
any structure on the Simon P. App Farm Property. 
However, the DAM Alternative impacts agricultural 
lands, which have been determined to be within the 
boundary of the Simon P. App Farm Property and de­
termined eligible for the National Register of Historic 
Places. 

The only building on the Heimbach farm that has been 
determined eligible for the National Register is the farm 
house. This house, known as the "App Family Home­
stead Farm Property," was determined eligible as a 
residential resource meeting Criterion C (architectural 
significance). None of the cultivated fields surround­
ing the house were determined to be within the bound­
ary of the App Family Homestead Farm Property. 

For additional information on the distinctions between 
the App farm property and the farm property owned 
by Heimbach, please see the Response to Petition -
Heimbach Property. 
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While the historic 1esomces evaluation "p1ocess" generally results in identification and 
proteclinn of histo1 ic prope1 ties, in this case it led to the incredible conclusion !bat fam1 land that 
is still used by a family tanner, and which is al the heart ofa hist01ic ttact, with histmic 
buildings, is not eligible for protection, but that ancillary land, not associated with a working I 1 Q. 
family farm and scheduled for development, should be avoided solely because it is on the same 
deed as property containing an historic barn It is especially troubling because the owner of the 
"protected" lands has announced that he is willing lo sell his land to the Commonwealth to build 
the DA-Modified route 

While the Heimbachs would prefer the Old Trail or Rive< routes so they definitely would I 
not Lose their farm to this highway project, they need to respond to the current situation, which 11 
routes the highway across their farm PennDOTs proposal to use the invasive DA-Modified · 
route is not reasonable, nor is it supported by the !aw 

We are asking that you review the process and, much more importantly, its results, in 
light of the law and public policy We can provide you or yow- staff with additional information 
regarding this matter Please contact me, or Mr Randall Hurst of our office with your questions 

or suggestions 

Very~rs, 

~~IDE 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Mette, Evans, Woodside #2 

Mette, Evans, Woodside #2 

1 O. The "process" applied in accordance with the appli­
cation of the National Historic Preservation Act led to 
the conclusions that, while the Heimbach house was 
determined eligible for the National Register, the 
Heimbach farm was not eligible as a farm property 
because it did not meet the agricultural context de­
veloped for a "general farm" as part of this project, 
and the integrity of the farm property was compro­
mised by the numerous modern agricultural outbuild­
ings that overwhelm the historic components of the 
farmstead. The Simon P. App Farm Property (Fisher 
Tract), both the buildings on the tract and the surround­
ing cultivated land, have been determined eligible for 
the National Register because it meets the require­
ments for a "general farm" as determined by the agri­
cultural context developed for the project. 

11. 

The potential future uses of the property, or the de­
sire of the owner to sell the property, are not consid­
ered when determining eligibility of the property for 
the National Register of Historic Places. 

The preference of the Heimbach family for the Old 
Trail Alternatives is noted. 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Bickhart 

PHONJ: (570137ol-15CS 
Fj\)(/MES8AG£ 15701 ;tl'ol-7085 
tll!AIL gebsl@sunHnk net 

8'9 NORTH MARKET STREET 
SELINSGROVE PA 17870-2009 

GERALD E.. BICKHART & SONS, INC. 

PennDOT Dlslrict 3-0 
Attn Paul Heise, PE, Ois1r1ct Engineer 
POB<>x218 
Montoursvllle PA 17754-0218 

CML ENGINEERS 
AND 

LAND SURVEYORS 

March 5, 2001 

Ci 

Subject Avoidance of !he Simon P App Farm(Sffe fl53}, Monroe Township, Snyder County 
Re DA Modified Avoidance AHematlve for the Central SUsquehanna VaRey Transportation Project 

Daer Mr Heise, 

Please accept this letter as a follow-up to my most rec:enl latter dated December 6, 2000 and your 
letter of response dsled December 12, 2000 For the benefll of tile indlvlduals to wllOm a copy of !his 
letter Is being sent, I hSYe attached ooples of Iha prier correspol'Klence for their reference 

I apprnaate that you h8Ye "fully 011alwited the appllcable regulations and 8"ppolllng case law" 
pertaining to this sluallon and I believe !hat you share my fruSlnrllon vri1h !he regulatOI)' conditions that 
require your current poslllon I h&\18, howewr, lnveslil!"led In more detail what I bellow to be Iha 
initiating ectlon lhal has 188<1 lo th• cum>nt proposal to spend In excess of $5 mlDlon to "avoid" 15 acres 
or faJll! R.e.!ds, to "POJl'l« nolhlng"_and.1~.a pmperty Iha! no one would .consider ~rt.lut~~ 
near that much money 10 ·pms;w·a· roraver This entire situation appee.S to rest wllll Iha 1nrua1 
determination that the entire 31 acre tract of land Is raquin>d to maintain the efigll>Ul!y or !he sUe for 
inCluslon In the Nallonel Register Based upon my res&ardl of the a1lm!a end gnldance for setedlng 
bou'ndarles for rural histortc landscapes that would be ellglt>le for Inclusion in tha Nattonal Register, I 
bellew that this Is not correct end thal the COOSIJlt sholJ!d be requesled to define and the Director of the I 1 
Pennsylvania Hlst"'1c and Museum Commlsslon(PHMC) should be aslmd to only •concur" with a • 
recommendation of Ille absolute smallest parcel of land lhal would not alter ~lblllty for Ille site Wllh 
wllat I beKeve wW be a recommendation for e 11\tJ<h smaHer parcel of land, Ille Fedenil and state 
regulations could be properiy ellfllled wtthoul Iha excessive costs and advei'V lmpacls 

The followlng paragraphs are exceljl!s frnm moie extensive written convnents that I am praparlng 
""a part of testimony lhsfl plan to present at the Public H<!aring scheduled for March 12, 2001 

:z: 
O!.;:§ 
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0 

r- . 
':.The ~ction of the cumtnt 31 acr& tract boundaries seems totally Brl>ill'lllY end, under the 
~~nces, unjusllflable It does not appear that any effort was m- to documsnt the smallest 
~mj::!jf the adjacent land used lot farm land !hat would be "required" to be Included with the 
fa~ end farm bulldlngs lo conllnue to have this site el'91ble for lnciuslan In lhe Natkmal 
';R"lll!ilOfiunder crtter1a "A' for agrlcutture, partla!larly !Ince the site was also de!em'lined to be 
cJ!liglljffiiol' Inclusion, under crttene 'C' for architecture The nearby App Family Homestead Farm 
~ Sotj?!iiw owned by Albert Heimbach, was determined lo be eligible for lnclus!on, under crllerta 
;c• t'ori?chlteelw'S, willl only a ~ery small portion of the encompassing farmya111 and none of lhe 

CO\Jrroullit.ng fsrm lard Wllhln anDlhar portion orthe CSVT Project, !he entim PP&L Plant property 
was lnitiaHy determined to be ellglble for 111!1 Net!Mal RBQlster of Historic Places as a histoncal 
Industrial sUe Bubsequently the enia of the PP&L Plant property that was eligible was reduced to 
exclude the SRI& of the ash basin and coel storage yartl, lhus permitting the deYelopment of an 
"Old Traff Altematlve" that slgnlflcantly reduced lhe number of homes and businesses Impacted by 
a prior Old Tran Alternative The aYOidance of sny more than the absolute minimum amount of 
land, considering !he aseoaated costs end adverse lmpsds, Is not belleved to be justifiable 

2. 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Bickhart 

Bickhart, J. 

1. 

2. 

See response 17 to Bickhart letter in Supporting 
Documentation. 

See responses 14, 15, and 16 to Bickhart letter in 
Supporting Documentation. 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Bickhart 

GERALD l. BICKHART & SONS, INC. 

The Simon App property, buildings 811dlor farm are not Hsted ln the "Historic Site Inventory" 
pmpared by the Snyder County Planning Cornrnlsslon In July of 1977 No effort has been made !Cl 
update the Historic Site lnvenlOl}' since 1977 The Snyder County comprehensive Plan, currently 
oolno completed, does no! Include a flslino of hlstonc structuras or propeities In 1988, Mooroe 
T OWl1Shlp, wiln a stated Goal/Objectlve of "The preservation of hlsttntc buildings • In their 19811 
Comprehensive Plan, chOS<! to zone the land of the Simon App farm from an existing "Active 
Agricultural Use"to future i-ngh Density Rasldenllol" lJSBS No farms and no specific farm 
buildings were Identified as hlslorlc within !he Comprehensive Pion A major amendment to Iha 
Monroe Township Zoning Onllnance in 1994 did not resllll In eny changes being rnade to the 
zoning on the App Property As zoning orolnances are to be prepared lo Implement lhe goalS and 
obfecllves of a comprehenslVe plan, the Monroe T"""1Shlp Zoning Ordinance Implements the future 
high density residential development of1he ApP property and not preseivatlon Outside of the 
CSVT Project's EIS, lher8 are no other l<nowrl Interests In the pnoServatk>n of the former Simon App 
farm or buildings 

The portion of the Simon App farm Iha! would """"' to be reasonable lo Include in the area that is 
eliglble for the National Register would better be ldenlllled as Iha "farmyatt1• or Iha! area 
surrounding the farm bulldlngs lhet would typically be enclo58d to confine stock Aeriel 
phologrephs of this ama, dated 1957, show a farmyard area or no more then three acres and 
extending no more 1hal 300 feet from Hs frontage along Airport Ro..i The aerlal photography also 
Indicates lhsl the rear of the tannyatd was lined with Imes, probably truH trees, separating the 
farmyard from the adjoining farm llelds Althouglt the flees have been fBm<Wed, the boundlHy 
between the farrnyaro and Iha adjoining farm fields eppears to ba generally the same today as 
snnwn on the 1957 photogf&phy The remaining portions of the Simon App farrn are Just farmland, 
no different than the land across Airport Roed or any other pans of Iha 152 1 acres of cunant 
farmland that was the ortvlnal WB!Tllnl survey for Henry Chrtst or the huoo...ds of c:ontlguous aaes 
of current farmland Iha! was et ona time owned and fanned by the extended App famlly The 
current 31 acra !reel boundaries are the result of numerous pun:llasas of adjacent tracts of land.!>Y 

--- - -tho!-App rarrdly and tile subsequent sul!lllvtskln 1n11nma1rer~rs Ill ponloli! iii llH>tanhlifnawem· 
sold, sometimes lo Ile fanned by otllers and someumes to Ile IJS8d for other lhan llQllCUHural 
purposes (la Penn Lyon Horne plant site, lhe Penn Valley Alrpoll and various slngls-famlly 
-IUngs) 

AJthoogh "hlsl!Mfc 1-1 bOundanes• are commonly used to deflna the edges of historic rural 
landscapes for nomination as Na!lonel Register sites, the boundary t>etween the farmyard and tlte 
adjoining farm fields could also be considered In this case, lhe boundafY should encompass the 
area of all of tho farm buildings, the bemyard area localed east of the bank barn, and the 
vegetable/frul garden area localed north of the farm buildings Tnese are the areas that have'· 
specific historic .significance and contain eontributing resources, a:s these areas 'W8re used to 
SIJRaln the hlslmlc occupancy br Iha App family Other than oamlc value, there 18 nothing or 
historical note or significance about the surrounding 28 or so acres of farml&nd and these areas 
"'ould not be ellglble for Inclusion A paper, pnosented by Anna Vemar And11>zejewskf, entHJed 
"Archffecture and Agrlcutture in Snyder county. 1800-1945" clealiy establishes what she calls the 
"fermsteed"ttypfcally lnclud!ng a farmhouse, bank bllm and an BSSOl1ment of subsidleiy egriaJlltJrel 
bulldlngs clustered together and either at the end of a long lane or Immediately alongside a reed) as 
the most tell Ing evidence of the llistory of tanning in Snyder county Ms Andm:zeJewsld was a 
Sanlor Projed Administrator at Cultural Heritage Research SeMces, Inc , the historic preservation 
sut>-contractor employed as a pan of the CSVT Project 

The Federal rules and regulatlons no! wtths!andlng, the amotJnt of land mlnlrnally needed to be 
included wHll the App fannstead to ASSWe ellglbllity Is a Judgement and this judgement should have been 
made considering the costs and adverse impacts associated with the Inclusion of addltlonal area I 
believe lhlll to do so, under tnese circumstances, Is an abuse of authority, alld If~ Isn't. ft should be 
alminel 

I 3. 

4. 

I 5. 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Bickhart 

Bickhart, J. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

See response 12 to Bickhart letter in Supporting 
Documentation. 

See response 13 to Bickhart letter in Supporting 
Documentation. 

See response 18 to Bickhart letter in Supporting 
Documentation. 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Bickhart 

GERALD E. BICJOfART & SONS, INC. 

I am providing copies of this letter to all !hose that I believe may be cf assistance In llaving this 
Issue reevaluated by the hisloncal rireservstlon consultant and/or Ille PHMC 

I would slncernly appreciate your assistance In this matter I Hnnly believe that the amenl pruposa! 
represents an improper use of the applicable state and Federal regulsllons and WIN resutt is a tolally 
unnecessary mq:>endllure of public funds 

cc u S Sanator Arlen Speder 
U s Senator Rick Santorum 
Pemuytvan!a Senator Edward Halfr1clt 
Pennsylvania Reix-rtattve Russ Fabchlld 
Deborah Suclu-Smltll, Federal Highway Admlnlslrallon 
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ATTACHMENTS TO MR. BICKHART'S LETTER 

PHONE {570) 374-1548 
FAX/MESSAGE (570) 374-7085 

,EMlilL gebsl@sunlink net 

819 NORTH MARKET STREET 
SELINSGROVE PA 17170-2009 

GERALD E. BICKHART & SONS, INC. 

CIVIL ENGTNEERS 
AND 

LAND SURVEYORS 

To Adversely Affeded Propenv Owners and other }ntere~ed Parties 

Subjed Opposition to Avoidance of the Simon P App Ferm(153), Monroe Township, Snyder Coonty 
Re DA Modified A•oidance Altemall•e for the Central Susquehenna Valley Transportation Project 

Date March 2001 

I am writing to you 10 request your support in opposUJon of 1he avoidance of the Simon P App Farm 
(PennDOrs site #153) proposed by the DA Modified Avoidance (DAMA) Allemattve for tho Central 
Susquehanna Valley Transportation (CSVT} Projad As currently proposed, PennDOT proposes to 
spend ln excess of $5 mifllon, take two additional homes end fo1Jr additional businesses, and disrupt the 
mo11ement of traffic, lnchsdlng emei11ency vehides, during- 00I1struetion, to avoid. but not In any way 
J2mtW from future development, 16 acres of yar:ant farmland located behind the historic farm 
buildings on the fonner Simon App farm, now DW1led by the Margaret E Fisher Trust and located atong 
ttie east side of Airport Road So that it ls dear. the original proposed route came ciOSftto '{within 155 
feet), but did not require the removaf of or altar in any way, any of the buildfngs within or any part of the 
farmyard area, only adjacent farmtand This proposal apoears to ht balled solely on the 

_ recommendaUon of a historic preservation con1ultant who apparently made no attempt to defino the 
smallest parcel of land that would maintain the properties eHgibili1y for inclusion In the National Resister, 
tJut chose lD include the entire 31 acre fot that currently exits In the- name of the current owner 

SACKGROUNP OF WRITER 

I am a life-long ~sident of Selinsgrove Borough and .a Profess1onal Civil Engineer in private 
practice in the Sel!nsgrove area for 25 yeaB I have closely fono-wed the devefopme"t of attemative 
routes for the csvr Pro.Jed and have represented the Interests of Anil Thakrar, owner of the Comfort 
Inn, as they pertain to these alternative rootes I have had U1e opportunity lo met with representatives 
from lhe Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PennDOT) and to discuss, in .some detail, the 
ISS1Jes as they related to the Comfort Inn property 1 therefore believe that r have a beHer tha11 average 
knowledge of the proposed project and the regulatory labyrinth 11'1rough which the project must pass 
before it can be constn.icted 

EFFECT ON PROJECT SCHEDULE 

My nrst concern ls that the eveluation, design and construction phases of the CSVT Project proceed 
as expedHious?y as pcissible I believe that fong: before the time that even art expedllious projed 
schedufe is completed, we will all be wishing for relief from the increased tmffic, the l11creasad traffic 
congestion, and the resultant increase in traffic hazards lha11he fuh1re !s sure to brlng I was initially 
concerned that raising an -Objection to the current preferred ahemati'/e woufd result in a delay fn 1he 
completion of the project I believe lhal PennDOT has prepared lhe documentation on this project to 
permit the overall project to pmceed while a minor revision ls made concerning this issue and to be able 
tc expeditiously change the design back to what was lnltJatly defined as the DA-West AHematlve, and is 
now termed th:e DA Modified (Non-Avoidance) Altemative This portion of the pmjed has also been 
idenUfied as the probabte last phase of the construction and, as a resull, won't be ready for final design 
for several years 

Note: This exact letter was previously submitted to 
PENNDOTforcomment Please see pages 135-148 
for responses to this letter. 
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ATTACHMENTS TO MR. BICKHART'S LETTER 

GERALD E. BICKHART & SONS, INC. 

RELEVANT PROJECT HISTORY 

Prtor to AtJg:ust 1999, the CSVT Project altematrve route of dlolce was known as the DA-We.st 
Ntemetlve or Section 1 This alternative had no unanticipated adverse impacts as It proposed to extend 
the existing 1.inused extension of the existing Selinsgrove 8y-PBss in the same way es jt was desfgned in 
the 1970's This alternative did not result in the destruction of snv of the buildings on 1he former srmon 
App property and was no c!oser ttian 155 feet to any of tha buildi~s Based upon information provided 
by PennDOT and dated November 1 egs, the DA-West Avoidance Atternallve of Section I was Identified 
as an aUemaUve to~ the Simon App fanntand With a determination from a hlstorlcal consuHent 
thot all of the 31 acres that remain of the former Simon App fam1 must be avoided and with a Federal 
HlghWay Administration determinatictn that 11 ·prudent and reasible' altemat1ve exists to do so, the DA· 
West AHematfve was removed from further consideration and the DA-West Avoidance AUemative was 
incorporated into the renamed DA Modified Avoidance (DAMA) AUemative 

COST AND AOYERSE IMPACTS 

Preliminary Construction Cosls, nol inciuding right-of-way ac.quisitlon costs, provided at the tJme the 
DA-West Avoklance AHemative was proposed, were estimated to De $2 6 rrumon more than the DA-West 
Alternative Based upon the Information provided if't the enciosed excerpts from Sect.ion Ill or the "Draft. 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and Section 404 Permtt Evalualion• for the CSVT Project, these 
construction cost eslimsles now indicate that 1he DA Modified Avoidance Alternative is proposed to cost 
$2 5 million more in construction costs emf S2 5 mUUon more In right-of.way acqoisttlon costs than the 
DA Modffled Nan-Avoidance Alternative The DA Modified Avoidance Alternative will Impact two 
addiUonal residential properties and four additional business properties that are not impacted by the DA 
Modified Non-Avoidance Alternative The DA Modified Avoidanoe A1temab"ve wlll also lmpact 
approximatety 13 acres more agricultural soils and approxlmately 1 acre more of wetlands 

These .additional construction and right-of-Wai acquisition costs do not include the costs ess.odated 
wilh the fol!owlng 

the useful life value remainrng of the lnltlal construction costs for the 3,300 foot long section 
of the existing Selinsgrove By-Pass including access ramps and two overpass brtdges. that 
are now proposllll to be demollshed and reconstructed approximately 250 feet north oflhelr 
current location, (the design and construction cost were previously pak:I, so thal in comparing 
alternatives, there is an additional cost associated with value of what will not be used) 

the right-of~way acquisition costs assaciated with BR approveq development site for a fYl.ure 
54-unit motet, and the approved development site for a future 24-unil motel arid indoor­
swimmfng pool, both adjacent to the Comfort lnn, and 

3 the costs associated with Ille taking of an undeveloped potion of the Susquehanno Valley Mall 
property that was previously proposed and approved ror e .substantial stand-alone store 

In addition to rtght-of-way acquisnion costs. that are probably significantly higher lhan those 
currently iderrtified, the proposal to demol~sh the existing by-pass overpass and to construct a new 
overpass approximately 250 feet away, wlfl create a substan1ial adverse impact on traffic patterns during 
the demontton B'1d construction that would not be created If tne existing overpass and associated ramps 
were to conUnue to be utilized The portion of highway lo be adverSely effected by such demolition and 
constructton is a major highway Interconnection between SeHnsgrove Borough and the Hummets 
Wharf/Shamokin Dem Borough population centers, end b a vital link In the provision of emergency 
services between these communities Aflhough the DA Modil'led Avoidance AltemaUve is now noted to 
have less impact to .. isfulg !ravel pallems durtng construction than the Old Trall Alternatives, the 
comparative impacts on existing traffic patterns was not noted in tfle documentation on the comparison 
of the DA Modffied Avoidance Alternative and the DA Modffie<I Non-AvcMdanca AUemative 

GERALD E. BICKHART & SONS, INC. 

After cons1rudion, the DA Modified Avoidance Altemative may also result In Increased traffic 
congestion, and the re~ultsnt hazards, assodalad with the 1 so· shortenlng of lhe curreni 600' mrxing 
zone located between the end of the by-pass off-ramp, for northbound traffic on the currem 11&15, and 
the intersedion wifh Ninth street Although anticipated post-conSlrud.lon changes ~n traffic volumes and 
permitted traffic movements m&y serve to so!ve some of the wrrenl problems. a significantly shortened 
mixing zone for the DA MOOifled Avoidance Alternative Is likely to be more hazardous 111an the longer 
mi~ing zone available for the DA Modified Non-Avoidance Alternative 

PROPOSED BENEFITS 

The proposed location of lhe DA Modtned No!l--Avoidence Alternative would have nearly biseded 
the 31 acre parcel, feBving e parcel of approxlmately 16 acres containing ell of the fann buildings and 
tBldnQ only vacant fenn land ~e DA ModUled Avoidance Alt&metl\/e, therefore, will result only In the 
avoidance of an addtuonaf 15 seres or vacant farmland and In the change Jn the c.losest distance from 
the proposed highway consfruction to the ••!sting farm bulldlngs rrom 155 feet to 766 feet Tlie DA 
Modffi-ed Avoidance Al1emattve wm not reSlllt In any protection of 1ne App farm from development or llmlt 
in any way the property owner's rtght to develop the property or lo remove the historic fenn bulrdlngs 

DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL OF TRACT TO BE AllOIDEO 

The 31 acre parcel of land, formerly owned by Simon App Md currently owned by the Margeret E 
Fistler Trust, is currentl-y z.oned by Monroe TOW'nshfp for high density resldential devek>pment and is one 
of only a few parcels of lend zoned to dccommodate high densily AlsidenUal development wHhln the 
ToWnshlp Sewage FacinUes Planning Modules for land Development were apProved by Monroe 
Township and lhe Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protedion for this parcel of land in 199&, 
as the !nilfal step In the muffi-famlly residential development of the property for "57 dwelling units The 
~Plot Plan·, prepared to accompany the Modules, illustrates 1tle proposal to maintain the existing farm 
buUdlngs on a pan:.el of land of appro~imately 1 .acre, with a frontage of approxlma~E!_ly 250 fe~.t~~~ ~ 
depth of approximately 200 fee1 Development plans for this property have been: put on hold pending a 
decision by PennDOT on the final route for the CSVT Projeci Given the fact that pub~c water service 
exists on the property and that an e-asement ti.as been acquired ror the extension or public sanitary sewer 
service to the property, there is a very high probabili1y that, immediately fotlowing a decision on tbe 
CSVT F'rojects location, development plans will be relnttlated The curront land 0Wf1er has acquired a 
complete boundary end topographic survey of the property to support the land development design 
Private sector development Is not reslrioted by t~• potential of an ••Isling ~uildlni1 to be included In the 
National Register of Historic Places or the need to maintain a historic context and the private 
development could result in the total removal of the farm b\Jildings or at the very least with the full 
development or the sun-our.ding farmland 

HISTORIC SIGNIFICANCE OF SIMON APP PROPERTY 

The Simon App property, buildings and/or farm are no1 listeQ In 1he "Historic Site Inventory' 
prepared by the Snyder County Plannlng Commission In July of 1977 No effort has been made to 
update the Hlstorlc Sl~e Inventory SSnce 1977 Tiie Snyder County Comprehensive Plan, currently being 
completed, does not include a lisllng or historic structures or properties tn 1988, Monroe Township, with 
a stated GoaVObjedive of •Tue preservation of historic buildings '"In their 1988 Comprehensive Plan, 
chose to zone the land of Ille Slmon App fam1 from an existing "Active Agricult..-al Use" to fulure 'High 
Density Resldentier uses No fsm1s and no specific farm buildings were identified as historic within the 
Comprehensive Plan A major amendmenl to the Monroe Township Zoning Ordinance In 1994 did not 
result in any changes being made to the zoning on the App Property As zoning ordinances are 10 be 
prepared to Implement the goals end oojeotlves of a C(Jmprehenslve plan, the Monroe Township Zoning 
Ordinance Implements the future high density residenU&I development of the App property and nol 
preservation Outskle of 1he csvr Projed's EIS there are no other known lntereS1s tn the preser1atioo 
or the fonner Simon App fann or buildings 
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ATTACHMENTS TO MR. BICKHART'S LETTER 

GERALD E. BICKHART & SONS, INC. 

The portion of the Simon App farm that would seem to be reasonable to inciude in the area that is 
eligible for the National Register would better tie Identified as the "farmyard• or that area surrouAding the 
rarrn buUdings that would lypicaUy be enclosed to confine stock Aerial photographs of this area. dated 
195-7, show a tarrnyan1 area of no more than three acres and extending no more that 30j) feet from Its 
frontage along Airport Road The aeriat photography also indicates that the rear of Hie farmyard was 
lined with trees probably fruit trees, separating the farmyard from the adjoining rann fieJds Afthough the 
trees have been removed, the boundary between the farmyard and the adjoining farm fields appears to 
be generally 1he same today as shown on !he 1957 photography The remaining portions of lhe Simon 
App fann are jus! fannland no different than 1he land across Airport Road or any other parts of the 152 1 
acres of cvrrent farmland 1ha1 was the origfnel warrant survey for Heruy Christ or the hundrads of 
contiguous acres of c1.ment fallTlland tha1 was at ane time owned and fanned by the extended App 
family The current 31 acre tract.boundaries are the result of numerous purchases of adjacent tracts of 
land by the App family and the subsequent subdMsion into smaller parcels as portions of the farmfand 
were sofd, sometimes to be farmed by others end sometimes to be- used for other than agricuttural 
purposes (le Penn Lyon Home plant Site, the Penn Valley Alrpor1 amt varioos single-family -dwellings) 
Although "'historic legal boundaries· are commonly used to define the edges of historic rural landscapes 
for nomination as National Register sftes, the boundary beti.wen the farmyard and the adjoining fann 
fields could also be considered In this case, the boundary should encompass Iha area of all of the farm 
buildings, the barnyard area located east of the bank bam, and the vegetabtetfrult garden area located 
north or tne farm bulldings These are the areas that have specific historic sfgofficance and contain 
contributing resources. as these antes were used to 5Ustaln the historic occupancy by the App family 
Other than scenic valtie, there is nothfng of h!storical note or significance about the surrounding 28 or so 
acres of farmland and lhese areas should not be eligible for inclusion A paper, presented by Anna 
Verner AndrezeJewskl, entitled •An:::hit.edura and Agriculture in Snyder Count-,., 1so0-1945• cfearly 
estabnshes what she calls the "farmsteac:r(lypically Including a farmhouse~ bank barn an-d an assortment 
of subskltsry agricuJllJ_ral b_ulld.ings cius1ered t,ogether and either at ttle end of a long lane odmmediately 
alongside a road) as the most telling evidence of the history of farming fn Snyder County Ms 
Andrezejewski was a Senior Project Administrator at Cultural Herltage Research Se1Vices, Inc. the 
hlstorlc pr-eservaUon sub-contrsdor em(Jloyed as a part of me CSVf Projed 

CONCLUSIONS 

The select.km of lhe current 31 acre trad boundaries seems totally artJitr:ary and, un-der the 
circumstances. tJnjust/ffable U does nal appear that any effort was made to document the smallest 
portion of the adjacent land used for farm fand that would be •requ~red· to be indudad with the rarmyard 
and farm buildings to continue \o have this ~te ellg1bl.e for inclusion in th~ National Register under 
criteria •A• for aglicufture, particular1y since the site was also determined to be eligtbfe for lnciusion 
under criteria •c" for architedure The App Femlly Homestead Fann (154). n~ owned by Albert 
Helmbat:h, was determined to be ellgible for lndusk>11, under criteria "c· for architedure, with only a very 
small portion of the encompassing farmyard and none of the surroundingi rerm land Within another 
portion of the CSVT Project. the •nllre PP&L Plant property was initially determined lo be eligible for tile 
National Register of Historic Places as a historical industrial site Subsequent1y the area of the PP&L 
Plant property Ulflt was eligible was reduced to exclude the area of the ash basin end coal s1orage yard, 
thus permming !he development or an 'Old Trail Attemative" that significantly reduced the number of 
homes and businesses impacted by a prior Old Trail Altemalive The avoidance of a11y more than the 
absolute mi11imum amounl of land, considering the associated costs and adverse Impacts is not belleVed 
lo be justlflable 

GERALD E. BICKHART & SONS, INC. 

Section Ill 4 of the EIS, discussing the Historic App Property, Indicates that "The local community 
has ex~ressed frustration concerning the elevated protection status of hfslofic resources over the 
protection of tiomes. farmland a.nd businesses .. In this Instance, the frustration is with the fact that 
homes, farmland and businesses are not jtJst getung a lower protection status, but are beihg taken and 
more then $5 million additional doUa~ are being spent to ir£Qkt 15 addrtional acres of v11cant land and to 
~ absolutely nothing, knowing full well 111at no one associated wilh this project or wtio has 
participated!ln this decision woutd ever agree to spend anywhere near $5 mi!lloll: to preserve the App 
fallTI for ever or to agree to spend any money from their pockets Thts ;s also particufarly frustrating 
when this circumstance appears to result from the arbitrary decision of a prfvate historic preseNaUon firm 
from Philadelphia and from their lk!cision being 'concurred' with by the Pennsylvania Historic and 
Museum Commission (PHMC) The Federal rules and ragulotions not withstanding, lhe amount of land 
minimaRy needed to be included with the App farmstead lo assure eligibility is a judgement and this 
judgement should have been made considering the cosls and adverse impacts essocia1ed with the 
fncluslon of addttlonal area I believe lhat to do so, "nder lhese cln;umstances, is an abuse of authority, 
and if it lsn'l. it should be crimirtal 

I would sinceraly appreciate your support of a oollecUve opposttion to the decision. to avoid th& 
former Slmon App farm as an unreasonabte end unnecessary expenditure of public funds i would prefer 
that you prepare a letter containing your thoughls ori this matter and send the letter to the addresses 
shown below BUI If you wish, l'OO may use the farm latter attached, if tt adequately expresses your 
feelings All wriUen comments must be submmed before March 26, 2001 You may also wish lo allend 
and provide oral and/or written comments at the March 12, 2001 public hearings to be held starting at 
11 30 AM at Tedd'S On The HHI or al 5 JO PM at Ille Selinsgrove High School (not the Middle School as 
inlllally advertised) 

If you:have any quesHons or require additional information, please contact the undersigned 
:! 

enclosures 

Send Wrtfteo Comments to 

District Engineer 
PennDOT District 3-0 
P 0 Box218 
Montoursville PA 17754-0218 

(and) 

~
ctfully submitted, 

r£)§>,~ 
John C Blcl<hart, PLS, PE 
President 

James Chealham, Division Administrator 
Federal Highway A<lmlnistratlon 
228 Walnu1 Street, Room 536 
Harrisburg PA 17101-1720 
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ATTACHMENTS TO MR. BICKHART'S LETTER 

PHONE (570) 374-1548 
FAXll'JESSAGE (5701374-7085 

.EMAIL gabsi@sunlink net 

819 NORTH MARKET STREET 
SELINSGROVE PA 17870-2009 

GERALD E. BICKHART & SONS, INC. 

(Qj(O)ffD_'Yf 

PennDOT District 3-0 
Attn Leon Liggitt 
PO Box218 
Montoursvllle PA 1TI54-ll218 

CIVIL ENGfNEERS 
AND 

LAND SURVEYORS 

December 8, ZOOO 

Subject Written Comments ror Public Hearing of December 6, 2000 
Re CSVT Proje<:t 

Dear PennDOT Of!lcials, 

I am a life-long rasident of Selinsgrove Borough and a Professional Civil Engineer Jn private 
practice In the Selinsgrove area for 25 years I have dosely followed !he development of alternative 
routes for 1he Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation (CSVT) Project and have represented the 
Interests of the owner of the Comfort Inn, the National Umeslone Quarry and the Ma111aret E Fisher 
Trust Administrators as they pertain to these alternative routes On October28, 1999~ t have had the 
opponuntty to met witti representatives from Pennoor and to discuss, in some detail, the issues ss they 
related to the Comfort Inn property I therefore believe that I have a better than average knowledge of 
the proposed project and the regulatory labyrinth through which the project must pass before ~can be 
constructed I would like to make the following requests 

PROCEED WlTH THIS PROJECT AS ExPEDITIOUSLY AS PQSSIBLE 

Speaking, I hope, for Ille vast majority of local residenls who are not personally Impacted by any of 
tile proposed alternatives, but are adversely effected by the Increased traffic and lhe resultant traffic 
hazards imposed as a result or any unnecessary delays in the design and construcUon of th:e projed, I 
request that you proceed with the evaluation, design and construction pltases of !he CSVT Project as 
expeditiously as possible t believe that long before the time that even an expeditious project schedule Is 
completed, 1he local residents will aP be wishing for relfeffrom the traffic congestion 

RECONSIDER THE "AVOIDAACE" OF 15 ACRES OF FARMLAND TO PRESERVE ONLY THE 
"HISTORIC CONTEXT" OF THE FORMER APP FARMSTEAD 

I respectfully request your assistance in insu~og that PennDOT has properly applied the current 
State and/or Federal Regulatlons end has reasonably considered all of the costs and impaels within their 
design process It Is my understanding that the change in the highway design was required to avoid 1he 
exisllng 3t acre parcel of land, on which farm buildings, that ara·ooteotiallV e!jgjble for Inclusion In the 
National Register of Historic Pisces, are located. but was not required ~o avoid the bulldlngs thems&lves 
I believe that !Ills change, and the resuHing cosls and impacts, has been initiated by a la<gely arbitraiy 
decision that the entire a•lstlng 31 acre parcel or land is l'<K!Ulred to maintain the "historic context" of the 
farm buildings As defined below, It appears that In excess or 5 million dollars or s.ddmonal construction 
costs, a yet unspecified amount for right-of-way acquistt.ions and the destrudion of three homes and 
three businesses will be requfred to avoid appl'Oximately 15 acres of vacant farmland for "historic 
context • The costs and impacts associated with this change In the design. as compared to the benef~ to 
be derived, seem to be totally unreasonable, particularly give the high probability that following 
PermOOT's avoidance of the land, the land mvner will stgnificanlly .atter the "historic: context• with a 
residential development The reesonebleness of the effects of this decision appear to have been totally 
lost In lhe maze of State and Federal regulations and tile extremely complicated design and approval 
process for a veiy complicated highway project 

GERALD E. BICKHART & SONS, INC. 

RELEVANT PROJECT HISTORY 

Prior to August 1999, the CSVT Project altemalive route ol choice was known as the DA-West 
Alternative of Section 1 This altemalive had no unanticipated adverse impae1s as it proposed to extend 
the existing, unused extension or the existing Selinsgrove By-Pass In the same way as ii was designed in 
the 1970's Based upon information provided by PennDOT end dated November 1998, the DA-West 
Avoidance AHemattve of Section 1 was Identified as an altomative to avoid lhe Simon App farmland 
Wrth the determination that an or the 31 acres that remain of the former Simon App farm must be 
avoided and Iha! a "prudent and feasible" alternative exists, the DA-West Alternative was removed from 
further consideration and the DA-West Avoidance Alternative was incorporated into the renamed DA 
Modified Avoidance Ahemallve 

PreUminary Construelion Costs, provided al the lime the DA-West Avoidance Alternative was 
proposed, were es11msted to be $2 6 million tnore than the DA-West Alternative later In lhe project 
study, the construction cost estimates were revised lo indicate that the DA-West Avoidance Alternative 
was proposed to cost $5 million more than Iha DA-West Alternative These differences In construction 
costs do not include the costs associated with the following 

the useful life value remainin11 of the initial construction costs for the portions of the 
Selinsgrove By-Pass project that are now proposed to be demolished to perm~ their 
replacement approximately 250 feet north, 

2 the r!ght-0f-way acquisition costs including the acquisHion of three more home sHes and three 
more commercial establishments than required for the DA-West AHemallve, lnciuding the 
existing 62 untt Comfort Inn and the 120 seat restaurant and bar, the approved development 
site for a 54-unll motel, and the opproved development sHe for a 24-unH motel and Indoor 
swimming pool 

3 the socio-eci;inoniic ~s e~clated with the t~.rmination of an existing motel, restaur.mt and 
bar business, with the loss of two addllionel motels and one addHional com.merclal use . 
proposed for the Mure, orwith 1he related loss of jobs and service end supply contracts 

the costs associated wi1h the taking of an undeveloped potion of !he Susquehanna Valley Mall 
that was previously proposed and approved for a subs!antlat stand-alone store 

In addition to right-of-way acquis~ion costs, ttlat are probably significantly higher than those cum>ntly 
identified, the proposal to demolish the exis!inq by-pass overpass and to construct a new overpass 
approximately 250 feet away, will create a substantial adverse Impact on traffic patterns during 
conslruction that would not be created if1he exlsting overpass and associated ramps were to continue to 
be utilized The portion of highWily lo be adversely effected by such demolition and construction Is a 
major hlghWay Interconnection between Seflnsgrove Borough and the Hummets Wharf/Shamokin Dam 
Borough population centers, and Is a vital link In the provision of emergency services between lhese 
communltles Although the DA Modified Avoidance Alternative is now noted to have less lmpaci to 
exlsllng travel patterns during construction then the Old Trail Alternatives, 1he comparative impacts on 
existing !raffle pallems was not noted !n the documentation on the comparison of the DA Modified 
Avoidance Alternative and the DA-West Anemalive 

The DA-West Avoidance Alternative was also ideotifled to have required the acquisition of 
appmximately 18 acres of addlllone! land, includlng approximately 9 areas more In Agricultural Security 
Areas, approximately 1 acres more in Productive Fannland, and approximately 1 acre more of wetland 

DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL OF TRACT TO BE AVOIDED 

The 31 acre parcel of land, lormer!y owned by Simon App, Is currently zoned by Monroe Township 
for high density residential development Sewage Facilities Planning Modules for Land Development 
were approved by Monroe Township and tile Pennsytvanla Department of Environmental Protection for 
this parcel of land In 1996, as the Initial step In the multi-family residential development of lhe properly 
for 457 dwelling units The "Plot Plan", prepare• to accompany the Modules, illustrates the proposal to 
malntaln the existing farm buildings on a parce ·~nd of approximately 1 acre, with a frontage of 
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ATTACHMENTS TO MR. BICKHART'S LETTER 

GERALD E. BICKHART & SONS, INC. 

approximately 250 feet and a depth of approxlmately 200 feet Development plans for this property 
have been pu1 on hold pending a decision by PennDOT on the final route for the CSVT Project Given 
the fact !hat public water service exists on the property and that an easement has been acquired for the 
exlanslon of public sanitary sewer service to the property, there is a very high probability that, 
Immediately following a decision on the CSVT Projects !ocalion, development plans will be relniliated 
The current land owner has acquired a comple1e boundary and topographic survey of the property to 
support the land development design Private sector development is not restricied by ttul potenlial Of an 
existing building to be included In the National Register of Historic Places or the need to maintain an 
historic contexl and the private development could result in the total removal of the farm buildings or at 
the very least with the full development of tile surrounding farmland 

PROPERTY REQUIRED TO MAINTAIN THE HISTORIC CONTEXT 

The proposed location of the DA-West Altema!ive of Seciion 1 would have nearly biseded the 31 
acre parcel, resu!Ung In a parcel of approximately 16 acres surrounding the farm buildings with a 
frontage of approximately 1300 feet and a depth or approximately 550 feet The DA-West Avoidance 
Altemative, therefore, will result only in the avoidance of an additional 15 aaes of fannland and In 
moving the proposed highway construction frOm a point approximately 350 feet east of the farm buildings 
to a point approximately 1,350 feet east of the farm buildings 

Wrthln another portion of the CSVT Project, the entire PP&L Plant property was determined to be 
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places as an historlcal Industrial stte SubsequenUy the area 
of the PP&L Plant property that was eligible was reduced to exclude the area of the ash basin and coal 
storage yanl, thus permitting the development or an "Old Trail AHemalive" lhat signifJcanlly reduced the 
number of homes and businesses impacted by a prior Old Trail Alternative Wily wouldn't a similar 
reduction in aree be warranted considering the substantial benefits that would be reallzed? It should also 
be noted that netther the Simon App property nor buildings are listed in the "Historic S~~ Inventory• 

-j:ireparea by the Snyder County Planning Commission in Juiy of19ft -No effort has been made to 
update the Historic Site Inventory since 1977 There are no other known interests in the preseNatlon of 
the former App fannstead 

I would sincerely app<eclate your assistance in this matter t firmly believe that the current proposal 
represents an overuse of the applicable Slate and Federal regulations and will result is a totally 
unnecessary expenditure or public funds 

cc Deborah Suciu-Smilh, FHA 

nllysubmjtted 

~~~ 
John C Bickhart. PLS, PE 
President 
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CENTRAL SUSQUEHANNA VALLEY TRANSPORTATION PROJECT 
S.R. 0015, SECTION osa 

SNYDER, UNION, AND NORTHUMBERLAND COUNTIES, PENNSYLVANIA 

DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

SECTION 404 PERMIT AF>PLICATION 

Submill~d f'utsuanl to 42-U.S.C. -4:'.l3i(2)(c) 

By The: 
U.S. Departmertt or Transpo11auon, F,deral Highway Admr.n1!5lraGon, 

PeM$)'i~1a Oei:iartme~ or'rransµof'\:aliol'I, 
and 

Coop-ere\ing Agencies; 
U.S. Army Cotp.s of Eng111eer-', U.S. Environment.al PrOlll'leliOll Agency, 

<md lhe Perin:oyl~•rua Oepoirtmenl of Enwortmenl.a! Prolec:tiim 

Clalf! ~proved 

\/z.;/ Ol 
D:iild Approved 

Ar:uit:i" "' .111temn1n.~.llklud~ llit No.J!.u~.:1P,11ul'll!llin, -~ dCYelQpDCI l0t llMI Celw.iSu1quch.11nn1 
V~lcy Trarupol'lalion Project, S,R. 0015, Sedt0n O!leJJi Sfrtder, u.,'°"· and Nor.hl#'l\b-cr1.,d Ca.mtiiti, 
P11n113ylilaMia. Are11,Qllll\:llt llM!l• °' :1111emalwH U'!.1IWC1J!d carretl 1111 p1obluns dtfiri•d H Vii p1C1Jecl 
n1t!dJ wore O.velopd. T/'IUtl tlll:o'u1Wn 1ne1lld1 tlm•• Qv~CI (N- AllQ."1111"NI Alkrnl:llW1:11 In Irie 
south em -~lien o1 1.1\11 p<t!JCtl 1re1 (SectJon 1) rar.cl lour Bu'H:I [New Alql~n1) Alle<nal!vu WJ t111 
ni>nr-i1111n SKlill'l i:irt~c P'J.11<11~! NH (Scccli0112)hd.idjl"I! nuw nv1r Cfl'J:lo:Sll'l!ll' wosa ~ We.s1 Brtnd'I 
c! ll1r Soi1iq1,1du1ru111 Rlvu. A.I Build PJ,tm.,L11'1' 11:11" fPi.1r•len1, llrnlltd ritceu h¥'!1'1'a~. Tl'u• Dran 
fnWO!Vfli<Mtl1 lmJ)ll:1 SllUtnenl ~UC"ibvs ll'l8 ICICQL etMOITIC, eriw11M1ti!!al, Md cultural i"nfil!Cb. 
111 lhe pr0jtCJ allert\111v.s. tAltlg.llliOn musul1!1 ..,_ aiu re-carnrnlM'd1d, 

For Fur1~r lnformalion Con\act 

Mr. Paul E. He1s.e. P.E. 
01s1nct Engin~r. Oistnct 3-0 

Pennsyhn1nt.a Oepsl'lmenl ol Tn.vi:iopoclatlon 
Posl Office Soll 218 

Mooloursville, Penl'l:sytv.vua 17?54-0218 
Phcne; (5701 368.-4258 

Mr. Ja~ A. Chealh!llm 
Dlvi.s1on Adminrslla!cr 

Fecten1I Hifihway Adm1nl:slraUon 
228 WalnLll Slree!, Room 536 

Hoirnsburg, Pennsilfvania 11101-1no 
Phcine; (711') 221-3461 

:..Trmenls on lh1<J Oral! EIS/Seclicx1404 PennilApp/blion are dui: by H~rch 26, ZOOI and should be ditecle~ 
IM Penni;)'tv;1n1a Department ol Trani:sPQr\<ilion, ·as notl!i::I at>ov~ 

Legend 

OA MD<lifio:d Avoidance AJlerru:rtl~t1 
OA Modlftad Alllill'NllNl!I 

~ Hfslonc App Properties 
- -- Sharnotun Dam 9Qrough Boundary 

Ore.fl EllY&lonmenJa! lm11ac1 ~1111rnent 

Central Susquehanna Valley 
Transportation ProJeCt 

Figure 111-18 

App Prope.rfy Avoldat1te 
Aller!'lalive (September 1999) 

IU· 101 

Se<:lionlll 

As discuMed earlier, tne DAModiliudAllemative directly impacts a prop&rty, lhil Simon P. App 

Farm Prcp1111y, lhat has booin ae111rmm9de~gible forlh1 National Regr!le1. The 1mpac1,10 this p1opel'I.'/ 

oa:ulSJUS'I nonh and we!lll ol the r.ew tecillty's ccnnsQion to the Sel1nsgrov1.Byp.ass stub (see Fl9ure 

111·18). The OA Madifled Al1ema1ill9 ;:iflar:ts prDJ:lel'ly 19 acrM) fromw11liin the b0und:211y ol lh1 t11stonc 

r.i1e. but it does not requmi 1tie di:sl)lacem.an~ ol an~ s1rvc1ur11s on tho!! prop1tty. However, the OA 

ModHi&O Ahtm11,v11 would l:i1S11c:l ltwi /arm i:ircip'l)f'fy 11nd be IDeat11d approiHnalcly lSS !set from lhll 

f.11rmsu1ad. SitH d11erm1ned eli9ibl11 for lhe NaliCNll RegtS11r mus1 he.vc- 011lema.11vcis 1riVC1"stigaled LG 

aY01d the impact. Avo>d11nce l!l ll~Hh.ry unleu lhttrl 1s no loasibl• and pn.iijsnl el~oma1i11a lo the 

•use· (or acqu1~li~} ol a 4(1) prollitcied reSOUJCfl. 

N1em1:11i~1n OOi'l te loond 1101.1™m onlyiflheyginno! bi i:ons!ruciad us1119 st>\.lnd o-nQn'lcer· 

1ng pnnciple$. Al\err.a1ive-' can t>e lciulld no! wmil !hey dj> r)OI meel IN: CSUltr!ish@dwn1ectntedz 

oril 1h111ywouli:f rMUll 11'1 unique gmbl!::m:J orel"IVlr(ll'\mf'il'llal (n!IMarand SOC!OiCOl'IOmc) wnpacl!J ol an 

e:tl@mdj!'ll!IN rfliC!!ljtude. 

The DA Modir1ed "'YOtdanca Allamauve (see Figure !11-18) coml'l8'1ely noids the h1Stonc prop. 

erty and p.IHe!l al)proxunalaty 7titi IC1C11 awaytrort'l lhe ta1ms1ead; ht!wevlilr, lhe !Vo<daoce al!ernati11e 

!DAMA) dc1t5i have ll1crea.uid ll!'lpaeui 10 tn& C07M'lllhity :;1rWe II 1mp.ac:1s 1e'r~rn:es (:<!) ana l:MJSl­

nenH {Al. (lncJIXlit1g lh• Comktrt IM) lhl! h OAModilled (Non-av01cla.ni::e] dC:.ul!I not Mo:st cf lhese 

1mpacl1 3rtt n11eassitatod by lh• l•cl lh;;il \he OA Moeli1ied AVQ1donc11 Allam.itilrc rciquim.1 thn rel:Q/'I" 

slruction cJ the 1n!f!mhlln9e bel"'Hn nvi DA ModHl~Alt!J'm;;iliv111 lfnd Clltsting US AGUL6t 11115. Tl'le 

ex1s.ling 1nlerchang1 sl\Jb 1s nol usiKI will1 th111 DA Modified "'vo.dancl! AherNlive. 

f•~ll 111•14 eomparu lhe 1mpaie:ts ol lhe DA MoOilied Alhim11ivc and the DA MQdj(jed AVO'ld· 

ance Attematj\le. h 1s 1mpanant to nolci lhal 1mpac:I numtl!ts sl'\oWn 011 1h1s lable only represent a. 
ponlon crl 1he cveraU A·A Hr-bnd Ccimdor Al1oma1ivas, IOOJSied on !he ;yea around th11 App Ptoper1y. 

Arrviewci!Tabla 111·1" 1t1dlt:ales 11\al the DA Modified Avoidance affects more anar;i rn total than 

lh• CA M.Cldified, Fru111 a l!lr(lll11111d p1rsp111ciive, the DA Modified AVOldance alh1ct~ le.s! producliva 

l.:i.rmh1.nd arid le$$ agr1eullu,al seelJlil~ 11r«at1 due to a Mm:1Wt1r 1mpa~ ara:tl. Hcrw~1. tn11 DA Modiried 

AvO'ldenc:e M)t)fd lll'l'<!cl more l)Olnll :;oil! (fi o.cru), more slell:wrde impot\arlt son1; (7 acrH), and 

morr:i welliinds (0.71i acre). Tl'l111 DAMMfled.0.11oirJ&rJCe also 1mpacls Olle palentl;iJ was.le !:ill.'!, 

Tllll OA lv!Qdili.,..;j Avc1dane111 A.11emothici wim o0$I apprtmmaletv $2.5 l'lllf'Mon clollers mo111 uu.11 

the OA Modilil!'d In e:cioslructk:tn 1ela111ea c°''' and Will etso c:ou lllpproll1m.e111ty $2,5 miAion dollars morli 

than lhe OA Modified 1n 1errM cl nght·of·way a~ulSitian t0$IB. Thus, the OA Modllled AV01dance 

Alt1matNe costs approinmalely SS million more overaD than Iha CA Modified (llOfl·A\rOtdance) A.11:ern1-

llo,re, 

111 100 

TABLE 111·14 
CEKTRAL SUSQUEHANNA VALLEY TRANSPOATftTION PROJECT 

IMFIACT SUMMARY TABLE 
A·A HYBfllO CORR100R-.A.PF' PFHJPERfV .A.LTERN.A.llV~S 

B\j'l1:tin 

DA MOOIFJEO 
NON-AVOIDANCE 

100. 

Sl.58 
49:31 

A.5,66 
At,32' 

1.23 
1.90 

OA MOCIF1ED 
AVOIOANCE 

118.59 

.. 
51.10 
46.99 

52.02 
ilS.10 

1.99 
1.90 

1 0 
7.56 S.77 

a Cornlon nn, Perlo1m.!IN:cr L1111<. Class A~1t'JClan,;.. CarpetlSlyl~ 
Unlimited fitnHs Contor, Stylilt Unlimited Stauiv $a!on 

The local comm"nity has upre!Oi:oa.d l11Jl!Clro111lon c:ooccrrnng lhte 41.l1va.1ed i:trOlection :sia1vs o1 

hlslone ro111so1m:es OO'er the prolliileliofl Oi homet, fQ"1'1lnd, arid l1>1S1nliSStili!I. Howuver, ?•MOOT, 111 
l;lll\!1Jt'K:1ion with the fHW,t, (vohieh hn liM! eulhl'llt\y 0'1 tMe mailer), he.a dfoll'!1rnmlld 1'1al ltle DA 

Modifieo A\/'01danco AltemaH11e is leasible al'ld pn.ic:J~m since the adOilional 11'nf'lltcl' ol Iha Alftl•danc.i 
Allerna!ive d"o not appear lo be of l!ln ~exir~crdinarymagnili.ide" 

As a ivsult 4ll lh.ue cfiswss1ons, PeriiiDOT •n<I the :s11.1ay taam hllVfl adv.ric:e(I' lhi DA MOdi· 
lied AWl!Oilnet-AJtern.atl\la tor /urt~r sludy. 
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@ COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

www dot state pa us 
Post Office Box 218 

Montoursville, Pennsylvania 17754-0218 
Telephone: 1-888-878-2788 

December 12, 2000 

Subject: Northumberland, Snyder, and union Counties 
s R 0015, Section 088 
Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation (CSVT) 
Project 

Gerald E Bickhart & Sons, Inc 
819 North Market Street 
Selinsgrove, PA 17870-2009 

Attn: John c Bickhart, President 

Dear Mr Bickhart: 

This is in reference your letter, dated December 6, 2000, 
concerning the Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation (CSVT) 
project Based upon the subject heading of the letter, it 
appears that you intended this letter to be subnli-tted as formal 
testimony on the CSVT project However, the official comment 
period does not begin until after the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) is publicly circulated, which is scheduled for 
January/February 2001 Irrespective of this fact, I want to 
address the comments you provided 

Firstly, I appreciate your stated support of the project and 
concur with your desire to proceed with the project as 
expeditiously as possible The CSVT project ~ill certainly 
address the continuing concerns of congestion and safety along 
the existing traffic routes in the Central Susquehanna valley 

Secondly, I understand your concerns related to avoiding the 
former App Farmstead, which has been determined to be eligible 
for the National Register of Historic Places However, we have 
fully evaluated the applicable regulations and supporting case 
law in our evaluation of our Recommended Preferred Alternative, 
which includes the avoidance of the historic App Farmstead 
Nevertheless, should conditions change at any point prior to 
construct.ion from those currently pr-esent, we have corrunitted to 
reevaluating the area of impact If conditions warrant, 
modifications of the alignment will be made to further minimize 
project impacts This commitment is inclusive of the entire CSVT 
project area, including the avoidance of the App Farmstead 

Mr John C Bickhart -2- December 12, 2000 

I encourage you to continue to follow and partici~ate in the 
development of this inportant transportation project If you 
desire your comments to be included in the official project 
record, please submit them during the official comment period or 
of fer verbal testimony at the public hearing You have been 
added to the project mailing list and will be notified when the 
document is available for review and the public hearing is 
scheduled 

~e~~PL. 
RIC Paul E Heise, p E 

District Engineer 
Engineering District 3-0 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Maust 

SCOTT & GLORIA MAUST 
R.D.5 PARK ROAD 

SELINSGROVE PA. 17870 

:);:. f...:'. .-., ..... ) ~ r~ .: ' 

March 7, 200 I 

570-743-7557 HOME 
570-74-3-7196 WORKS 

570-74-3-7195 !'AX 

ATTN. LEON LlGGlTT P. E. Project Engineer 

My wife and I would like to give private testimony concerning our thoughts and 
concerns on the Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project. first of all let 
us go back to the start of this Project in the early 70' s. The original route was in a 
totally different location. One that involved my parents who live on Park and App 
Road. The State came in and told them that they had 6 mouths to move and 
relocate their home and a commercta1 business or they would have to pay rent on 
their own property. They tried to comply. They bought new land and contracted a 
builder to draw plans up for a house and garage. Penn Dot kept stalhng them off 
on settlement. They then obtained legal help. When the pressure was put on, 
Penn Dot put their hands up and said there weren't any funds to go ahead with the 
project. The bypass was then set-aside for many years. As you can well imagine, 
this put my parents in quite a financial bind. it took them many years to recover. 

My wife and I now live on R.D. 5 Park Road. We bought land and built a new 
home in 198 5 at a spot that was not supposed to be touched by the bypass. But 
low and behold here comes the State again with their may pencil pushers and now 
tell us that the bypass might run over us or almost on top of us. One time it's 
behind us the next time it1s on top of us, and the next time it's in front of us. Any 
one of which will totally devastate our property. We have spent a lot of time, 
effort, and money to get our property the way we have it_ We can't believe that 
you would run a bypass through the middle of Monroe Township. This would cut 
the Town•hip in half and limit future growth into the outer areas not to mention 
the tax loss that would occur. We cannot believe you don't use the Old Trail 
route, shorter, flatter, not near as many overpasses and least amount ofland used. 

Our home has Deer and wild Turkey in our back yard. All the privacy you would 
want and certainly no highway noise. All this would be lost. You say that you will 
relocate us to an equivalent spot and compensate us for our home and trouble~.: 
How can you put a money figure on all the hard work and the b!ood, sweet an<k:-. 
team that was shield on this land I Try and find a spot like this one in Monroe ;:::: ·: 
Town.ship that my wife and I ]ove as much and is. as close to my busine:is as 'thisS-:; · 
one is. 
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4. 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Maust 

Maust, S. 

1. The CSVT project is in a stage of project planning 
called Preliminary Design. During Preliminary De­
sign, reasonable alternatives to meet the purpose and 
need of the project are evaluated. The alternatives 
are dynamic and may change in location many times 
until Final Design is complete. 

2. 

3. 

Your opposition to the DAMA Alternative is noted. The 
DAMA would cross many township roads but access 
is maintained on every roadway DAMA crosses. 
Access to the west side of Monroe Township would 
not be affected. Thus, except for land within the foot­
print of the project, future growth will not be limited by 
the DAMA Alternative. The potential tax losses asso­
ciated with the DAMA are discussed in Section IV.A 
of the Draft EIS. 

Your preference for the Old Trail Alternatives is noted. 
Preliminary Design studies have been conducted to 
assess environmental impacts of the various alter­
natives. As seen in the Impact Summary Table pre­
sented in Section VI of the Draft and Final EIS, the 
Recommended Preferred Alternative has fewer as­
sociated direct, secondary and cumulative impacts 
to natural resources and the community than the other 
alternatives. 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Maust 

SCOTT & GLOR.IA MAUST 
R..0.5 PAR.K ROAD 

SELINSGR.OVE PA. 17870 

1:i:.:·. 1..(,y,) t f 

--~--
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570-743-7557 HOME 
570-743-7196 WORKS 

570-743-7195 FAX 

· -·rr--.+ 

March 7, 2001 

ATTN. LEON LIGGITT P. E. Project Engineer 

My wile and I would like to give private testimony concerning our thoughts and 
concerns on the Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project. First of all let 

us go back to the start of this Project in the early 70's. The original route was in a 
totally dtlferent location. One that involved my parents who live on Park and App 
Road. The State came in and told them that they had 6 months to move and 
relocate their home and a commercial business or they would have to pa.y rent on 

their own property. They tried to comply. They bought new land and contracted a 
builder to draw plans up for a house and garage_ Penn Dot kept stalling them off 

on settlement. They then obtamed legal help. When the pressure was put on, 
Penn Dot put their hands up and said there weren't any funds to go ahead with the 
project. The bypass was then set-aside for many years. As you can well imagine, 

this put my parents in quite a financial bind. It took them many years to recover. 

My wife and I now live on R.D. 5 Park Road_ We bought land and built a new 
home in 1985 at a spot that was not supposed to be touched by the bypass. But 
low and behold here comes the State again with their may pencil pushers and now 
tell us that the bypass might run over us or almost on top of us. One time it's 

behind us the next time it1s on top of us, and the next time it's in front of us. Any 

one of which will totally devastate our prnperty. We have spent a lot of time, 
effort, and money to get our property the way we have it. We can't believe that 
you would run a bypass through the middle of Monroe Township. This would cut 
the Township in half and limit future growth into the outer areas not to mention 

the tax loss that would occur. We cannot believe you don't use the Old Trail 
route, shorter, flatter, not near as many overpasses and least amount of land used. 

Our home has Deer and wild Turkey in our back yard. All the privacy you would 
want and certainly no highway noise. AU this would be lost. You say that you will 
relocate us to an equivalent spot and compensate us for our home and troublet'.: 

How can you put a money figure on all the hard work and the blood, sweet an~.:. 
tears that was shield on this land? Try and find a spot like this one in Monroe C::: 
Township that my wife and I love as much and is as do•e to my business as thi~ 

one is. 
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Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Maust 

Maust, S. 

4. The impact lines for the DAMA Alternative are pre­
liminary. Final right-of-way lines will be established 
during the next phase of project development called 
Final Design. The Federal Uniform Relocation Assis­
tance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (42 
U.S.C. 4601) of 1970, as amended, and the Pennsyl­
vania Eminent Domain Code Act of June 22, 1964, 
as amended, apply to all project displacements. Gen­
erally, property acquisition applies only to those prop­
erties needed for project construction or rendered 
functionally obsolete. If either of these criteria apply 
to your property, you will be contacted by a represen­
tative of PENNDOT's Right-of-Way unit. 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Maust 

We would like some straight answers to some simple questions. We were told 
that in certain cases the highway could be adjusted to miss a property or lessen the 
impact there on. Our land is shown to be hit on the lower corner. If you do that 
you will not give use any access to our house? There is no other way to put a 
driveway in. The lay of the land will not allow it to be done. A slight shift in your 
highway would not hit us and allow us to keep our log home and land. Can you 
do this, and will you try? If not then why? If you do hit us then will we be a total 
take? When will we know? How long will we have to find new land, organize and 
plan a new home, build a new home and relocate? We have been looking for land 

for the past 2 years and have not found any that would equal what we have now. 
This is a real problem! We have worked so hard to have our home and land the 
way it is. This is where we intended to retire. Certainly not go out and rebuild at 
our age. As before the State is creating quite a problem for the Maust family. We 
will not be badgered into any hasty moves, nor will we commit to any property or 
home until we have all the information at hand. There are still many unpleasant 
memories from the past involvement with the State back in the 70's. We hope you 
understand our position and frustration. Please help us with understanding what is 

going to happen and when. 

Concerned & Frustrated 
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Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Maust 

Maust, S. 

5. If the DAMA Alternative is selected and advanced into 
Final Design, your requests will be taken into consid­
eration. Access to your property will be investigated. 
If access to your property cannot be maintained, your 
property will be acquired in accordance with the 
Department's guidelines. 

Final right-of-way lines will be determined during Fi­
nal Design, which will commence after FHWA formally 
selects an alternative by issuance of a Record of De­
cision (ROD). We anticipate that the ROD will be 
issued in 2003. Completion of Final Design and ad­
vancement of right-of-way and construction phases 
will be dependent on the availability of funds. 

If your property is needed for the final selected alter­
native, you will be contacted by a representative of 
PENNDOT's Right-of-Way unit. The Federal Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisi­
tion Policies Act (42 U.S.C. 4601) of 1970, as 
amended, and the Pennsylvania Eminent Domain 
Code Act of June 22, 1964, as amended, apply to all 
project displacements. Generally, property acquisi­
tion applies only to those properties needed for project 
construction or rendered functionally obsolete. The 
Department will work with individual property owners 
regarding the schedule for relocation. 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Reisinger 

Federal Highway Administration 

2 N Stonebridge Drive 
Selinsgrove, PA 178 70 
March 9, 2001 

Attn James Cheatham, Division Administrator 
228 Walnut Street, Room 536 
Hanisburg, PA 17101-1720 
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PennDOT District 3-0 
Attn Paul Heise, P E District Engineer 
715 Jordan Avenue 

~~; ~ ;~~i.~ 
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:.:0-1•: 

PO Box218 'f" 0 z 
Mountoursville, PA 17754-0218 

Dear Mr Cheatham and Mr Heise 

The enclosed sample of materials demonstrates that the Stonebridge Homeowners Association has 
been active in voicing its members' concerns about neighborhood impacts of the CSVT 
alignments Some of these concerns have been addressed by PennDOT, but others have not The 
primary issues include 

- the quality-of-life impacts, because the increase in noise, air pollution, and dirt from the roadway 
will be more noticeable in areas where these factors currently ere low than in areas where the 
same increments are applied to larger base levels 

- safety for bikers, joggers, and walkers, whose current pathways would take them underneath 
bridges on the csvr roadway 

- the potential for construction activities to have adverse impacts on individual wells, particularly 
given the recent concerns related to I-99 in Centre County and apparent impacts on stream water 
quality quite some distance away from the blasting 

- impacts on property values near the roadway and the resulting decline in local property tax 
revenues 

• additional societal costs associated with each of the 54,000 vehicles per day traveling the extra 
length on the DAMA alternative compared with the Old Trail alternatives 

11. 

12. 
I 3. 
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I 5_ 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Reisinger 

Reisinger, S. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Presently, the DAMA Alternative does not directly 
impact the Stonebridge community. In fact, the 
centerline of the DAMA Alternative is more than 1, 100 
feet away from the closest house in the Stonebridge 
community. The DAMA should have little effect on 
the quality of life in the Stonebridge community. Air 
and noise impacts for the CSVT project are discussed 
in Sections IV.C and IV.B, respectively, of the Draft 
and Final EIS. 

The crossings of the DAMA Alternative over all state 
and local roadways will be designed in accordance 
with PENNDOT's criteria. 

Impacts to community and private water supplies and 
the assurance of safe residential potable water are 
important concerns. As discussed in the Draft EIS, a 
Geotechnical Survey will be conducted during Final 
Design. This investigation will address hydrogeologi­
cal issues through collection of site-specific informa­
tion on geology, soils and groundwater conditions. In 
sensitive areas, an assessment of potentially affected 
individual domestic and public supply wells will be un­
dertaken. The results of the Geotechnical Survey 
will be used to minimize the risk of contamination and 
to refine the proposed mitigation measures. 

When required, state (PA DEP) and local agencies 
will be part of the planning process to ensure that 
water supplies remain safe. 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Reisinger 

Federal Highway Administration 

2 N Stonebridge Drive 
Selinsgrove, PA 178 70 
March 9, 2001 

Attn James Cheatham, Division Administrator 
228 Walnut Street, Room 536 
Harrisburg, PA 17101-1720 
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PennDOT District 3-0 <- _,, - ,-1.s ... 

~~.~~ Attn Paul Heise, P E District Engineer 
715 Jordan Avenue 
PO Box218 
Mountoursville, PA 17754-0218 

Dear Mr Cheatham and Mr Heise 

~1. ~ 
-0 

P" 0 z 

The enclosed sample of materials demonstrates that the Stonebridge Homeowners Association has 
been active in voicing its members' concerns about neighborhood impacts of the CSVT 
alignments Some of these concerns have been addressed by PennDOT, but others have not The 

primary issues include 

- the quality-of-life impacts, because the increase in noise, air pollution, and dirt from the roadway 
will be more noticeable in areas where these factors currently are low than in areas where the 
same increments are applied to larger base levels 

- safety for bikers, joggers, and walkers, whose current pathways would take them underneath 

bridges on the csvr roadway 

- the potential for construction activities to have adverse impacts on individual wells, particularly 
given the recent concerns related to I-99 in Centre County and apparent impacts on stream water 
quality quite some distance away from the blasting 

- impacts on property values near the roadway and the resulting decline in local property tmc 
revenues 

- additional societal costs associated with each of the 54,000 vehlcles per day traveling the extra 
length on the DAMA alternative compared with the Old Trail alternatives 
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Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Reisinger 

Reisinger, S. 

3. (cont) 

4. 

The Draft EIS and Final EIS discuss the desire to 
maintain a continued supply of safe drinking water to 
affected residents. If impacts occur as a result of 
construction, the maintenance of water supplies to 
homes and properties not acquired as part of the right­
of-way may be by any one of the following: 

• 
• 
• 

• 

• 

provide connections to public water systems 
provide water treatment 
redrill existing wells to another water-produc­
ing zone at a greater depth 
relocate a well to an adjacent water-produc­
ing formation not disturbed by construction 
acquire the property 

Consideration may also be given to continuing po­
table water well sampling/analysis beyond a year af­
ter construction. 

All alternatives will have an initial negative impact on 
the tax base. However, this negative impact is not 
anticipated to be long-term as the project area contin­
ues to develop. It is acknowledged that property val­
ues of some properties, particularly those near inter­
changes, may increase while others may decrease. 
Additionally, displacement decisions are not based on 
property values. Overall, the improvement to the re­
gional transportation system is anticipated to com pie-

{/) 
ro 
D. 
(5' 
::J 

< 



< 
tu 
(\) 

Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Reisinger 

Federal Highway Administration 

2 N Stonebridge Drive 
Selinsgrove, PA 17870 
March 9, 2001 

Attn James Cheatham, Division Administrator 
228 Walnut Street, Room 536 
Harrisburg, PA 17101-1720 

PennDOT District 3-0 
Attn Paul Heise, P E District Engineer 
71 S Jordan Avenue 
POBox218 
Mauntoursville, PA 17754-0218 

Dear Mr Cheatham and Mr Heise 
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The enclosed sample of materials demonstrates that the Stonebridge Homeowners Association has 
been active in voicing its members' concerns about neighborhood impacts of the CSVT 
alignments Some of these concerns have been addressed by PennDOT, but others have not The 
primlll}' issues include 

- the quality-of-life impacts, because the increase in noise, air pollution, and dirt from the roadway 
will be more noticeable in areas where these factors currently are low than in areas where the 
same increments are applied to larger base levels 

- aafety for bikers, joggers, and walkers, whose current pathways would take them underneath 
bridge3 on the CSVT roadway 

- the potential for construction activities to have a.dverse impacts on individual wells, particularly 
given the recent concerns related to I-99 in Centre County and apparent impacts on stream water 
quality quite some distance away from the blasting 

- impacts on property value3 near the roadway and the resulting decline in local property tax 
revenues 

- additional societal costs associated with each of the 54,000 vehicles per day traveling the extra 
length on the DAMA alternative compared with the Old Trail alternatives 
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I 5. 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Reisinger 

Reisinger, S. 

4. (cont) 

5. 

ment the long-term development of the Central Sus­
quehanna Valley. 

It is acknowledged that the DAMA Alternative is longer 
than either of the Old Trail Alternatives. The DAMA 
was recommended as the preferred alternative for 
numerous reasons; the lower project cost was one of 
many factors leading PENNDOT and the FHWA to 
prefer it over the Old Trail Alternatives. The DAMA 
has less impact in terms of displaced residences, less 
impact in terms of community disruption, less impact 
to the cultural environment by avoiding the area of 
potentially deeply buried archaeological deposits along 
the Susquehanna River, and less impact to the natu­
ral environment since it impacts fewer wetlands, less 
riverine forest land, and does not infringe on the flood­
plain of the Susquehanna River. 

For more information on the rationale behind the rec­
ommendation of DAMA as the Recommended Pre­
ferred Alternative, see Section VI of the Draft and Fi­
nal EIS. 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Reisinger 

Thus the Stonebridge Homeowners Association feels that the DAMA alternative for Section 1 of 
the proposed roadway is inappropriate Although any alternative will cause some costs to the I 6. 
community, the long-term impacts of the Old Trail alternatives involve less of a change in the 
character of the community and would have lower overall societal costs 

Sincerely, 

·~'frl-~ 
Susan M Reisinger, President 
Stonebridge Homeowners Association 
5701743-1809 

enc Agenda for meeting with PennDOT, March 23, 1999 
March 23, 1999 comments by Ann Fisher 
March 23, 1999 comments by Warren Fisher 
May 8, 1999 letter to Eric High, PennDOT 
June 2, 1999 letter to Eric High, PennDOT 
June 20, 1999 letter to Congressman Bud Shuster 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Reisinger 

Reisinger, S. 

6. Your opposition to the DAMA is noted. PENNDOT 
and the FHWA are committed to developing a road­
way design that benefits the majority of people and 
causes the least amount of adverse environmental 
effects. The proposed alternatives and the associ­
ated impacts on communities and natural resources 
have been carefully considered. We believe the 
choice of the DAMA over the Old Trail Alternatives 
best minimizes impacts to resources while meeting 
the regional needs for improved traffic safety and ca­
pacity. 
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ATTACHMENTS TO MRS. REISINGER'S LETTER 

Agenda for PennDOT Meeting March 23, 1999 

Introduction - Sue Reisinger 

Other Corridor Possibilities - Charles Krebs 

Impact on Life - noise, traffic and visual - Ann Fisher 

Wildlife, Habitat Presenration - Warren Fisher 

Dump & Gromldwater Concerns - Lynn Fiedler 

Businesses - Sue Reisinger 

PP&L - Jim App 

Flood Impact - Jim App 

Comments by Ann Fisher, March 23,1999 
PENN DOT Informational Meeting 

Quality of Life Issues Related to the "Western" Corridor 

1 Noise 

Much of the Western Corridor currently is very quiet, particularly at night when many people 
open their windows to hear the sounds of nature It is common for residents in the Stonebridge 
area to enjoy wildlife sounds from turkeys, owls, hawks, woodpeckers and other birds, squirrels, 
and - in the summer -- crickets and cicadas Traffic noise from an Interstate-like highway such as 
the proposed Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation (CSVf) would drown out many of 
those sounds, decreasing the quality oflife for nearby residents and visitors 

Sounds carry extremely well in this area For example, on summer weekend evenings, it is not 
unusual for me to be able to identify the tune on the portable radio and the number of people 
talking around a picnic table or campfire at the small campground along Penns Creek The 
campers are not playing the radio loudly, or I wouldn't be able to distinguish the number of 
different voices in their conversation My home is about a mile from Penns Creek, and the 
campground is downstream and around the next ridge, rather than line-of-sight from my home 
People living in nearby neighborhoods cite other examples of sounds carrying surprisingly far 

These occasional sounds are much less disruptive than the constant drone oflnterstate-like 
highway traffic that, according to PENN DOT' s traffic projections, would be the norm in this 
predominantly agricultural, wooded, residential area Even rnore disruptive would be the grinding 
of gears as trucks shift to malce it up and then down the grades necessary for the Western 
Corridor 

It is likely that the additional traffic noise would be nearly as great along the Old Trail Corridor 
However, the impact on quality oflife (and property values, thus property tax revenues) would be 
substantially less along the Old Trail Corridor, because that area already is noisy The incremental 
impact of the additional noise would be much smaller along the Old Trail Corridor than along the 
Western Corridor 

Residents in the Western Corridor also are concerned about the modeling approach used to 
estimate noise impacts Based on the sketchy information available, it appears that the sparse 
monitoring results used to validate the noise model are not representative of typical noise levels in 
the Western Corridor Instead, the few monitoring results apparently are for unusually noisy 
spots 

2 Visual I~pacts 

People self-select to developed areas or to secluded areas So people along the Old Trail 
Corridor prefer the bundle of characteristics typical of that area, compared with people who live 
in secluded areas, and vise versa Using the Western Corridor would substantially change the 
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ATTACHMENTS TO MRS. REISINGER'S LETTER 

character of that area, decreasing the quality oflife for those who see the highway from their 
homes or as they drive through what they had come to know as "out in the sticks " 

Economic theory and empirical results clearly show that it is inefficient, from a societal 
perspective. to treat all areas the same by making them equally developed (so they look about 
alike and have about the same noise level, etc ) This is one of the reasons that conununities 
develop zoning and master plans Acrording to the current zoning map for Monroe Township. 
most of the Western Corridor is zoned to be agricultural, with small residential portions 
Substantial portions of the Old Trail Corridor and zoned for commercial or industrial use, with 
some residential areas 

Monroe Township developed a Comprehensive Plan in 1986 Page 12 of that Plan begins the 
listing of the goal and objectives for planning, and states "TIIE PRIMARY GOAL FOR TIIE 
FUTURE OF MONROE TOWNSHIP IS TO PROVIDE FOR SUBURBAN EXPANSION 
WHILE PRESERVING THE VALUABLE, FERTILE FARM LANDS IN ITS OUTER 
REACHES (emphasis in original) Several of the 36 objectives interpret this goal For example 
(pages 12-1 S) 

#8 Commercial activities on the "Golden Strip will be recognized as the primary general 
and highway commercial area of the Township As such it will be improved in tenns of 
aesthetics, function, and reuse of vacant buildings The traveler and tourist trade will also 
be given recognition 

I 0 The existing character of the Old Trail area as "heavy commercial" and industrial will 
be recognized 

I 7 The preservation offarm land will be pursued 

32 Pursue long-range goals and planning policies to guide the growth and development 
of the Township, and enforce or adopt codes and ordinances ( e g , zoning, subdivision, 
building, fire, property maintenance) as a means to implement these policies 

While many residents in Monroe Township would prefer NOT to have the Central Susquehanna 
Valley Transportation (CSVf) cut through the Township at all, the impacts along the Old Trail 
conflict less (compared with the Western Corridor) with current zoning and the Township's 
Comprehensive Plan 

3. Property Tu Revenues 

Monroe Township accounts for 12 7 percent of the parcels in Snyder County, but 23 6 p~t of 
assessed real estate values Additional high-value assessments come mostly from a) large new 
homes or b)Jarge new commercial ventures But b) depends on a), entrepreneurs will not invest 
in large expensive commercial activities unless they expect a vibrant market for their wares In 
the Old Trail Corridor, very little land is available for a) The Old Trail area currently is 
transitional, with many parcels being converted from residential to commercial use This reflects a 

declining residential tax base, at least in relative terms, because of the age and size of homes there 
compared with the rest of the Township 

lfthe Western Corridor is used for CSVT, there will be fewer large homes built (because of the 
loss in seclusion, the increase in noise, and the undesirable visual impacts), and property values for 
existing parcels will decline or grow more slowly Using this corridor also may depress assessed 
values along the Old Trail, because its commercial establishments could experience a decline in 
business because they will not be visible from the Interstate-type highway This lack of visibility 
also will make it difficult to satisfy objective #8 cited above 

Wrthout specific alignments, it is impossible to determine whether construction in one corridor 
removes moTe ASSESSED VALUE than in the other corridor But even if using the Old Trail 
Corridor would have a larger negative impact on property tax revenues initially, the economics 
literature suggests that it would rebound more quickly than the loss of revenues ifthe highway 
uses the Western Corridor This is because the characteristics of the highway, particularly if 
travelers have ready access to commercial establishments along the "Golden Strip," are more 
compatible with the predominant existing and planned land uses in the Old Trail area, compared 
with the Western Corridor 

On behalf of the residents ofMonroe Township, I hope these factors will be considered in the 
decisions about which corridor is preferred 

Ann Fisher 
19 Stonebridge Drive 
Selinsgrove, PA 17870 
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ATTACHMENTS TO MRS. REISINGER'S LETTER 

nc! 

March 23, 1999 

I'm pleased to make a statement with suggestions about 
environmental and economic losses and damages from a D-A west 
highway. 

I began this day watching a scene from my bedroom window. A half 
dozen deer we~e going about their business of life. A tom turkey 
made a cameo appearance. Backlit by a dawning sun, it appeared 
to have a florescent head. The real show, though, was watching 
the deer. The does were running off last year's young in 
preparation for mothering l999's fawns. 

Twin fawns have been the rule in the 8 years we've enjoyed 
watching local deer. That verifies a healthy, expanding 
population. Any high-speed road transacting their community will 
invite deer-vehicle collisions. According to an Erie Insurance 
study, each one costs an average of $1500. such ongoi119 and 
accumulating costs can be avoided. 

Another cost that can be avoided is the maintenance of extra 
miles of road. Per personal correspondence with Mr. Eric High, 
an extra mile of highway (four lane highway of the type being 
considered for D-A west) would have annual maintenance costs into 
perpetuity of $825 (with a concrete surface) to $1,825 (if a 
bitWllinous surface). Why go a long way? That's quite an 
unnecessary mortgage! 

Another mortgage cost--a cost into perpetuity--is the increased 
fuel use. At a highway speed of 65 miles per hour, an average 
vehicle is estimated to burn about o.03563885 gallons of fuel. 
That figure, perhaps a serious overestimate of fuel economy, 
implies 28 llliles per gallon as the average for the fleet. With 
The relevant current volUllle of traffic is about 42,100 vehicles 
per day. 'rhat is to grow to about 54 1 000 per day in benchmark 
year 2020. In that year, at 28 miles per gallon per vehicle, 
each additional mile of limited access highway would require an 
extra 1,924.5 gallons of fuel per day. Each mile would require 
an extra 702,442 gallons per year (704,366 on leap years). 

It is estilnatad that 2020'a traffic will include 46,800 cars and 
7,200 trucks. Will that fleet achieve 28 miles per gallon? If 
that traffic were to average 19.71 miles per gallon, it would 
consume an extra million gallons of fuel per extra mile per year! 
That's environmentally wasteful. 

With each mile's fuel use comes increased environmental loadings 
of "stuff." The Environmental Protection Agency is in the 
process of issuing standards for emissions of particles that will 
complement those already in place for carbon monoxide, nitrous 
oxide and volatile organics. Hy information from a Departlllent of 
Environlllental Protection employee is that cars emit few 

particulates, but the set of trucks on an interstate will emit 
between about 19 and about 39 pounds of particles per mile per 
day. 

Using the middle of the range, 29 pounds, an additional mile of 
CSVP highway would deposit over 5 tons of particles (l0,585 
pounds) per year. At a projected per mile fuel use of 702,442 
gallons per year, additional environmental loadings of about 
49,101 kilograms (54.12 tons) of carbon monoxide, 9,553 
kilograns (10.53 tons) of nitrous oxide and ll,380 kilograms 
(12.54 tons) of volatile organic compounds. 

Recall that these are annual loadings per mila. Tons and tons 
into perpetuity. Five tons of particles; 54 tons of carbon 
monoxide; over 10 tons of nitrous oxide; and, over 12 tons of 
volatile organics. EVan if we rQlllain within the EPA's limits at 
this time, these contributions to crud in the airshed can be 
avoided by not going an extra mile. With it, there will be more 
aase of compliance in the future, and/or less morbidity and 
mortality in the human and other populations. 

I will and this day having made some rough approximations using 
data from several sources. The intent ia solely to point out the 
nature of extra costs per mile that routes such as the D-A 
corridor involve be.yond initial construction costs. For reasons 
including these, I urge decision makers to look most unfavorably 
at highway systSlll alternatives that involve extra miles. 

Sincerely, 
Warren L. Fisher 
March 23, 1999 

11 . / -
N,-l:( :c~~J·jt, 

(.s~0,,11vii)(-J1 ;1 .. _ \/"3~S _{_. 1 ). 
·. dh1 &,.i ill{ )C (f ;it\, 

S'JI ~Av..,,/tkf ) 31)) ;"--7>1 

1/lfo;J.M,, 

/ 
kw/~fh_ 

~i-jd; 
~~ 

t t/ 1 JJ/i1e·1 • I;, !/1) JBflt:1.c1~ I I ) • I u 
lfY,J;K/);7; tfJ/JZ 1J 08/:_(a-

::i . .1. Ji;,t,._ 

11 
::J 
Pl 

rn 
::J 
:5. ., 
0 
::J 

3 
(!) 
::J 

Oi 
3 

"O 
Pl 
(") -(j} 
Pl -(!) 

3 
(!) 

3. 



< 
(.U 
I\) 
(j) 

ATTACHMENTS TO MRS. REISINGER'S LETTER 

s-MR ....... ~ 
Pres,Stonebridge Homeowners Assoc 
2 N Stonebridge Dr 
Selinsgrove, PA 17870 
(570)743-1809 

May 8, 1999 

Eric High, P E 
Commonwealth of Penna 
Dept ofTransportation 
POBox218 
MontowsW!e, PA 17754--0218 

RE Stonebridge ConununityMeeting. May 18, 1999 

Dear Eric 

Per our conservation this past week, I have compiled the questions that our group wanted 
to see addressed at the meeting 

1 Results of testing to this point V 

2 Why aren't air quality studies done for emissions, as well as noise? v 

3 Who actually ~d~,,~~~and the final route? 

4 If it is undesirable to divide som~~ties, why is it okay to divide others? 

S Does PennDOT do any studies on endangered and threatened plant materjal, 
animals and birds? Note bluebird boxes in Stonebridge and our plants ./ 

Perhaps this will aid you in your presentation and prepare you for further questions 
Thank you for all you hllVC done to help our community and for keeping us informed 

Sincerely, 

Susan M Reisinger 

Pres,Stonebridge Homeowners Assoc 
2 N Stonebridge Dr 

0fY Selinsgrove, PA 17870 
(570)743-1809 

June 2, 1999 

Eric High, P E 
Commonwealth of Penna 
Dept ofTransportation 
PO Box 218 
Montounville, PA 177 54-0218 

RE: Stonebridge Questions 

Dear Eric: 

Several questions have arisen since the last meeting on May 18 We would appreciate it if 
you could address some of these issues for us by mail before the next meeting 

How will the power lines be effected adjacent to Stonebridge? 

2 Since PP&L has been bought, do you have contact with WPS, Inc as to how 
!hey will utilize lhc ash pond? If so, do they have a timeline to work with 
your studies? Do they have a spokepenon regarding the bypass? We feel 
if any route could be devised to satisfy 1he majority of Old Trail as well as 
Colonial Acres & Stonebridge, that is the way we should go 

3 We want to make it clear that Stonebridge is 100% against the DA West 
Modified as Colonial Acres is against the DA The majority of Stone bridge 
is also against the DA Our understanding is 1hatnot 100%ofthe Old Trail 
residents arc against the Old Trail rollle Do you have data on Ibis? 

4 The Bilger horse fann on the DA West Modified has two barns 'This was not 
reflected on !he Impact Summazy Table This was brought up before, we 
would like verification tlm this has been noted 

I have not received copies of 1he sign-in sheets for the May 18 meeting yet 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
c).ul.c-lff- ..-«- k ~~ Susan M Reisinger 
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ATTACHMENTS TO MRS. REISINGER'$ LETTER 

June 20, 1999 

The Honorable Bud Shuster 
U S House of Representatives 
RD2, Box 711 
Altoona, PA 16601 

RE CVST Project 

Dear Mr Shuster 

Thank you for responding to our invitatiDn to attend our meeting with PennDOT 
regarding the Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project (CVST) We would like 
to apprise you of our concerns about the project and our reactions to the meeting of May 
18 

Among our concerns is the drastic change we will experience in our quality of life if 
the bypass goes through our area The DA West Modified goes through our development, 
but even the DA alternative will detract from our way of living Our quality of life will be 
altcn:d by noise, pollution and impact the visual aesthetics of our area 

The majority of houses in our development were built in the last ten years under 
strict deed restrictions to preserve the quiet atmosphere and the natural woodland habitat 
The noise study results given at the meeting proved our area would experience high enough 
levels of noise to warrant inteIVCntion Unfortunately, we wers: VI:!"}' disturbed to hear 
nothing could be done to Jessen the noise because not enough houses arc effected to justify 
the cost involved in building a wall We all built or moved to this area to get away :from 
highway noise and to be close to natW"e We enjoy the wildlife and the views :from our 
home& There is no other wooded development like ours in the area Appraisers have 
trouble finding comparables We also have an:as maintained beneath the large power line& 
providing fruit trees for deer and bluebird boxes I have limited grassland on my property 
and have utilized Pennsylvania natives plants as much as possible 

We are baffled aa to why another natural area will be intruded upon imposing such 
changes when other rout.cs already have higher levels of noise Other areas also have 
enough houses effected to justify walls to COirCCt the noise They may haw less noise if 
1he bypass is built whether it is close to them or not We were also disappointed that the air 
quality is only checked in terms of carbon monoxide We believe the pollution from 
exhaust and dirt spread from travel will spread lo our homes and disturb the wildlife 
beyond the 120 foot wide corridor 

One of our homeowners checked the current zoning map for Monroe Twp and 
found that most of the Wes tern Corridor is zoned agricultural with small residential 
portions Substantial portions of the Old Trail Corridor are zoned for commercial or 

industrial use, with some residential areas We have acres of agriculture security areas 
involved Monroe Township also developed a Comprehensive Plan in 1986 Page 12 
states, "The primary goal is to provide for suburban expansion while preserving the 
valuable, fertile farm lands in its outer reaches Several of the 36 objectives in!eipret this 
goal 

#8 Commercial activities on the "Golden Strip will be recognized as the primary 
general and highway commercial area of the ToW!lBhip As such it will be 
improved in terms of aesthetics, .function, and reuse of vacant buildings The 
traveler and tourist trade will also be given recognilion 

#10 The existing character of the Old Trail area as "heavy commercial" and 
industrial will be recognized 

# 17 The preservation of farm land will be pursued 

#32 Pursue long-range goals and planning policies to guide the growth and 
development of the Township, and enforce or adopt codes and ordinances (e g, 
zoning, subdivision, building, fire, property maintenance) as a means to implement 
these policies 

While residents in Monroe Township would prefer NOT to have the CSVT cut 
through the township at all, the impact& along the Old Trail conflict less than the Western 
Corridor with current zoning and the township's Comprehensive Plan 

Monroe Township accounts for 12 7% of the parcels in Snyder County, but 23 6% 
of assessed real estate values Additional high-value assessments come from a) large new 
homes or b) large new commercial ventures But b) depends on a); entrepreneurs will not 
~in large expensive conuncrcial activities unless they expect a vibrant market for their 
wares In the Old Trail Corridor, very little land is available for a) The Old Trail area 
currently is transitional, with many parcels being converted :from residential or commercial 
use This reflects a declining residential tax base due to the age and size of homes there 
C01I1pared to the rest of the Township If the Western Corridor is used for the CSVT, there 
will be fewer large homes built because of the loss in seclusion, the increase in noise and 
the undesirable visual impacts Property values for ~ting parcels will decline or grow 
more slowly This is of great concern in our development since we were required by deed 
restrictions to have a certain size and quality of home which required substantial irM:stment 
for all of us The current assessed values on the Old Trial may also decline because of a 
probable decrease in business for the commercial establishments that would no longer be 
visible or have easy assess to an Interstate highway Through personal contacts, we know 
the Chamber of Commerce is very concerned about visibility and access 

Though we can only speculate on the loss of assessed values, economics literature 
suggests the Old Trail Corridor would rebound more quicl;Jy from loss of revenues than 
the Western Conidor This i3 because the characteristics of the highway arc more 
compatible \'ith the predominant e'cisting and planned land use in the Old Trail area 
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ATTACHMENTS TO MRS. REISINGER'S LETTER 

There ai e more houses effected on the Old Trail by their route, but some of these 
have expressed no opposition to the Old Trail Corridor Conversely, all of the residents in 
Stonebridge and Colonial Acres are opposed to the DA routes Paul E Heise, P E , 
District Engineer for district 3-0 informed us that there is no statistical data on support 
from those living within any of the routes It would seem to be to their benefit to survey 
those in the corridors to determine where there may be support from those constituents 
making it less controversial Of course there are other requirements to consider, but it 
could be helpful 

We are also concerned how construction may effect our lifestyle through the 
wildlife patterru, our water tables and our access to our homes Old Trail is also concerned 
about whether construction will effect inches of flooding in their area There is great 
potential here for the CSVT to also help with flood control that may need to be addressed 
in the future anyway Bloomsburg and Sunbury are working on projects that may already 
cause more inches to flood the Old Trail area There is also the posSl"bility of using the 
asbpond adjacent to the PP &L since it was sold This depends on how they will utilize the 
plant 

There have also been concerns about dividing the community with the 61 
connector The Old Trail allows for an alternative to use a 15 connector that would not 
further divide the community 

We would like to arrange a meeting with you whenever you may be in the area so 
we may personally share our thoughts with you, as well as the beauty of our community 

Sincerely, 

Susan M Reisinger, President 
Stonebridge Homeowners Association 
2 N Stonebridge Dr 
Selinsgrove, PA 17870 

5701743-1809 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Bingaman 

Penn DOT District 3-0 
Attn Paul Heise, P E , Dictrict Enngineer 
715 Jordan Ave 
POBox2ll! 
Montoursville, Pa 177 54-0218 

Dear Sir, 

March 12, 2001 

I am writing this letter in response to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Central 
Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project As my parents and neighbors, Richard and Leah 
Bingaman, and I reside on County Line Road between Route IS and Park Road, I am most 
concerned about this geographic area I wish to point out that the combined Routes 11 & 15 as 
they go northward to Shamokin Dam is composed of four highway lanes At Shamokin Darn 
Route 11 splits eastward while Route 15 still containing four lanes goes northward My house 
along County Line Road is situated about one block east of Park Road and about five blocks 
west of Route l S I can see both Parle Road and Route 15 from my lawn as they run northward 
end southward parallel to each other, end I can hear the traffic noise from both roads When I try 
to envision another four- lane highway in between Park Road and Route 15 also running parallel 
northward and southward, I have great difficulty discerning the logic of this project Any major 
league baseball player of any slugging capability could stand on any one of these three highways 
and hit a. home run to the next highway r keep asking myself the same question. ''Why. if four I 
highways lanes enter Shamokin Darn from the south, are ten highway lanes, which would be 1. 
jammed into an area on a road map as narrow as the center of an hour glass, needed exiting 
Shamokin Dam to the northT' 

For several years during the wanner months I have hung a large carved wooden sign on the front 
of my house It depicts a pastoral scene and displays carved letters spelling out the phrase 
"Country Living" From my lawn I can already see the two lanes of County Line Road 
intersecting the six lanes of Route 15 and Park Road It is somewhat frightening envisioning 
four more lanes in this picture The word "Country" in my sign would probably have to be 
changed to "Urban" My parents have lived on their fann for more than a half century and the 
farm is more than a century old They have had countless inquiries from strangers who wanted to 
buy parcels of farmland In fact, just last month a cellular phone company wanted I 0,000 square 
feet ofland behind my house for a tower (1 have read that there are over 70,000 such towers in 
the United States and apparently this is not enough) If my parents had satisfied all of these 
requests, the farm would look like the former farmland around Park Road and on the opposite 
side of Route 15--covered with homes leaving less and less frontage or open areas l;il,t ~ ,,_.,, 
Apparently this an example of"sprawl" as mentioned in the enclosed article entitled~~ -~; _:: ?-' 
Sprawl1" o< :ou ' ' 
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Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Bingaman 

Bingaman, R. 

1. With the construction of the Recommended Pref erred 
Alternative, DAMA/RCS, four lanes of traffic will enter 
the Shamokin Dam area from the south (two on ex­
isting U.S. Routes 11/1S, two on DAMA/RCS) and six 
lanes of traffic will leave the Shamokin Dam area to 
the north (two on existing U.S. Route 1 S, two on ex­
isting Route 11 after they split near Tedd's Landing, 
and two on DAMA/RCS). 

The CSVT alternatives were designed to accommo­
date projected design year (2030) traffic volume and 
to address the project purpose and needs, as de­
scribed Section I of the Draft and Final EIS. 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Bingaman 

Last year I read two different magazine articles that listed Pennsylvania and Texas as the states 
in the United States which are currently losing the most acreage to sprawl In 1999 I read several 
articles in the Reading Eagle newspaper expressing concem about the loss of open land to sprawl 
in Berks County Pennsylvania It should be no surprise that one of the culprits that stimulates I 
sprawl is road building The enclosed article from Audubon magazine entitled "The End of the 2 · 
Roads?" states that the United States contains enough roads to cover all of South Carolina 
Apparently we are starting to cover North Carolina as well It would appear that the only solution 
to traffic congestion is more parallel lanes If so, it would seem that this band-aide approach 
would eventually result in more paved area than green area I have read in more than one 
newspaper article that Pennsylvania bas more road miles than New York, New Jersey, and 
Delaware combined Perhaps there should be more emphasis on mass transit even in the rural I 3 
areas and less emphasis on the personal motor vehicle I would even support increasing the · 
minimum age for driving from 16 to 18, after all the privilege to vote should be more important 
than the privilege to drive I understand that my parents will lose more than half of their fann to 
the new four lane highway and possibly their house, whose entire exterior was renovated in 
1993, as well as all other buildings I also understand that Country Line road will be rerouted I 
eastward and westward through the center of the fann and that much of the land is wanted for 4. 
road fill to oorth where the terrain drops considerably Yet the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement says very little about any environmental harm to the farmland or the forests that 
border on the south and north 

The section of the Draft dealing with wildlife lists species in varying categories of prevalence 
such as endangered and listed on state or federal endangered species lists, threatened species, 
rare species, etc The narrative contains contacts with professional biologists seeking 
verification that the geographic area in-harms way contains few, if any species in any 
endangered categories The conclusion of the Draft seems to be that there no endangered species 
in the way and mistakenly gives the impression to readers that the County Line Road area is 
devoid of wildlife It only states what wildlife are not present according to biologists who reside 
elsewhere, and it does not mention what forms of wildlife are actually present or commonly seen 
in this area There is no inventory of wildlife inhabiting the area between Shamokin Dam and 
Winfield There is no list of contacts with local residents detailing what critters they have seen 
in their years of residing in this area After reading this section of the Draft, one could come 
away with the impression that nothing lives there and therefore there would be not great loss 

I have lived on Country Line Road since birth over 50 years age except for periods in college and 
military The following is a list of wildlife I have seen and an asterisk indicates those I have on 
photos: deer mice, mole colonies, squirrels, woodchucks, weasels, mink, shunks*, raccoons*, 
deer•, turkeys*, grouse•, turkey vultures*, geese•, ducks, pileated woodpecker, flickers*, 
pheasants, opossum, bluebirds*, owls, hawks, kestrels*, blue jays, chickadees, cardinals, 
chipmunks, c;rows, box turtles, black snakes, garter snakes, copperhead snake*, large 
turtle(about 15 inches in length)'", bats, fox*, and rabbits A large number of these 8Ilimals 
constantly move through the farmland going north or south to the bordering forests Many such 
as the deer, rodents, and birds of prey, hunt on the open fannland in between the forest Turkeys, 
which in my childhood were practically nonexistent, have become quite common in the late 
199-0s In fact I have seen hundreds of turkey tracks in the recent snowfalls just north of my 
house in the cornfields bordering the forest and a flock of eight to ten on March 9, 2001 The 

5. 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Bingaman 

Bingaman, R. 

2. 

3. 

The mission of the FHWA and PENNDOT is to safely 
and efficiently move people and goods. The control of 
sprawl is an issue to be addressed by the local mu­
nicipalities. The control of growth and development is 
under the jurisdiction of the local planning entities, not 
the Department of Transportation. Local planning and 
zoning decisions are monitored by local officials. Rec­
ognizing that roadways can affect local planning trends 
PENNDOT will continue to coordinate with local offi­
cials regarding the development of this project. 

Roads are built to accommodate existing and future 
traffic demands. The stated purposes of the CSVT 
project are to reduce congestion on study area road­
ways, improve safety for users of the roadway sys­
tem, and ensure sufficient capacity for the expected 
growth in the area. This highway is not intended to be 
a catalyst for growth. However, recognizing that 
growth may be stimulated by better access to and 
through an area, the potential secondary and cumula­
tive impacts of the proposed CSVT roadway are ad­
dressed in Section IV.L Secondary and Cumulative 
Impacts. 

Mass transit alternatives were considered for the 
CSVT project and are discussed in Section !II, Page 
lll-12 of the Draft and Final EIS. The creation and main­
tenance of a light rail transit option was not consid­
ered a reasonable alternative because it did not meet 
the project need. Improvements to the existing bus 
transit system were also considered but dismissed as 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Bingaman 

Last year I read two different magazine articles that listed Pennsylvania and Texas as the states 
in the United States which are currently losing the most acreage to sprawl In 1999 I read several 
articles in the Reading Eagle newspaper expressing concern about the loss of open land to sprawl 
in Berks County Pennsylvania It should be no surprise that one of the culprits that stimulates I 
sprawl is road building The enclosed article from Audubon magazine entitled "The End of the 2. 
Roads?" states that the United States contains enough roads to cover all of South Carolina 
Apparently we are starting to cover North Carolina as well It would appear that the only solution 
to traffic congestion is more parallel lanes If so, it would seem that this band-rude approach 
would eventually result in more paved area than green area I have read in more than one 
newspaper article that Pennsylvania has more road miles than New York, New Jersey, and 
Delaware combined Perhaps there should be more emphasis on mass transit even in the rural I 3 
areas and less emphasis on the personal motor vehicle I would even support increasing the · 
minimum age for driving from 16 to 18, after all the privilege to vote should be more important 
than the privilege to drive I understand that my parents will lose more than half of their farm to 
the new four lane highway and possibly their house, whose entire exterior was renovated in 
1993, as well as all other buildings I also understand that Country Line road will be rerouted I 
eastward and westward through the center of the farm and that much of the land is wanted for 4. 
road fill to north where the terrlrin drops considerably Yet the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement says very little about any environmental harm to the farmland or the forests that 
border on the south and north 

The section of the Draft dealing with wildlife lists species in varying categories of prevalence 
such as endangered and listed on state or federal endangered species lists, threatened species, 
rare species, etc The narrative contains contacts with professional biologists seeking 
verification that the geographic area in-banns way contains few, if any species in any 
endangered categories The conclusion of the Draft seems to be that there no endangered species 
in the way and mistakenly gives the impression to readers that the County Line Road area is 
devoid of wildlife lt only states what wildlife are not present according to biologists who reside 
elsewhere, and it does not mention what fonns of wildlife are actually present or conunonly seen 
in this area There is no inventory of wildlife inhabiting the area between Shamokin Dam end 
Winfield There is no list of contacts with local residents detailing what critters they have seen 
in their years ofresiding in this area After reading this section of the Draft, one could come 
away with the impression that nothing lives there and therefore there would be not great loss I 5. 

l have lived on Country Line Road since birth over 50 years age except for periods in college and 
military The following is a list of wild.life I h11ve seen and an asterisk indicates those I have on 
photos: deer mice, mole colonies, squirrels, woodchucks, weasels, mink, shunks•, raccoons•, 
deer'", turkeys•, grouse•, turkey vultures•, geese*, ducks, pileated woodpecker, flickers*, 
pheasants, opossum, bluebirds•, owls, hawks, kestrels*, blue jays, chickadees, cardinals, 
chipmunks, crows, box turtles, black snakes, garter snakes, copperhead snake*, large 
turtle( about 1 S inches in length}*, bats, fox*, and rabbits A large number of these animals 
constantly move through the farmland going north or south to the bordering forests Many such 
as the deer, rodents, and birds of prey, hunt on the open farmland in between the forest Turkeys, 
which in my childhood were practically nonexistent, have become quite common in the late 
1990s In fact l have seen hundreds of turkey tracks in the recent snowfalls just north of my 
house in the cornfields bordering the forest and a flock of eight to ten on March 9, 2001 The 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Bingaman 

Bingaman, R. 

3. (cont.) 

not being reasonable since only a small portion of the 
study area is presently served by public transit. Addi­
tionally, mass transit options did not serve all of the 
project needs since they only addressed potential re­
lief to local traffic and not the through traffic. The mix 
of through and local traffic, through truck traffic in par­
ticular, is a major problem on the study area roadways. 

4. All alignments evaluated in the Draft EIS impact your 
parent's property. However, until a Record of Deci­
sion (ROD) is issued, the alternative selected could 
be different from the Recommended Preferred Alter­
native. Additionally, once an alternative is selected, it 
is subject to modifications during Final Design. 

The alignment of County Line Road was modified to 
accommodate the alignment of the main line alterna­
tive and to provide access to Route 15, not to provide 
fill for the changes in terrain. 

The impacts of the County Line Road relocation are 
covered within the overall impacts presented for the 
Section 2 Alternatives (RC1-E, RC1-W, RCS, and 
RC6). Impacts to farmland and forest land are pre­
sented in the Draft EIS in Section IV-D and IV-F.1, re­
spectively. 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Bingaman 

Last year I read two different magazine articles that listed Pennsylvania and Texas as the states 
in the United States which are currently losing the most acreage to sprawl In 1999 I read several 
wticles in the Reading Eagle newspaper expressing concern about the loss of open land to sprawl 
in Berks County Pennsylvania It should be no surprise that one of the culprits that stimulates I 2 
sprawl is road building The enclosed article from Audubon magazine entitled "The End of the · 
Roads?" states that the United States contains enough roads to cover all of South Carolina 
Apparently we are starting to cover North Carolina as well It would appear that the only solution 
to traffic congestion is more parallel lanes If so, it would seem that this band-aide approach 
would eventually result in more paved area than green area I have read in more than one 
newspaper article that Pennsylvania has more road miles than New York, New Jersey, and 
Delaware combined Perhaps there should be more emphasis on mass transit even in the rural I 3 
areas and less emphasis on the personal motor vehicle I would even support increasing the · 
minimum age for driving from 16 to 18, after all the privilege to vote should be more important 
than the privilege to drive I understand that my parents will Jose more than half of their farm to 
the new four lane highway and possibly their house, whose entire exterior was renovated in 
1993, as well as a.II other buildings I also understand that CoWltry Line road will be rerouted I 
eastward and westward through the center of the fann and that much of the land is wanted for 4. 
road fill to north where the terrain drops considerably Yet the Draft Envirorunental Impact 
Statement says very little about any environmental harm to the farmland or the forests that 
border on the south and north 

The section of the Draft dealing with wildlife lists species in varying categories of prevalence 
such as endangered and listed on state or federal endangered species lists, threatened species, 
rare species, etc The narrative contains contacts with professional biologists seeking 
verification that the geographic area in-harms way contains few, if any species in any 
endangered categories The conclusion of the Draft seems to be that there no endangered species 
in the way and mistakenly gives the impression to readers that the County Line Road area is 
devoid of wildlife It only states what wildlife are not present according to biologists who reside 
elsewhere, and it does not mention what forms of wildlife are actually present or commonly seen 
in this area There is no inventory of wildlife inhabiting the area between Shamokin Dam and 
Winfield There is no list of contacts with local residents detailing what critters they have seen 
in their years of residing in this area After reading this section of the Draft, one could come 
away with the impression that nothing lives there and therefore there would be not great loss I S. 

I have lived on Country Line R,oad since birth over 50 years age except for periods in college and 
military The following is a list of wildlife I have seen and an asterisk indicates those I have on 
photos: deer mice, mole colonies, squirrels, woodchucks, weasels, mink, shunks*, raccoons*, 
deer•, turkeys•, grouse*, turkey vultures•, geese•, ducks, pileated woodpecker, flickers*, 
pheasants, opossum, bluebirds*, owls, hawks, kestrels*, blue jays, chickadees, cardinals, 
chipmunks, crows, box turtles, black snakes, garter snakes, copperhead snake•, large 
turtle(about 15 inches in length}*, bats, fox*, and rabbits A large number of these animals 
constantly move through the farmland going north or south to the bordering forests Many such 
as the deer, rodents, and birds of prey, bunt on the open famtland in between the forest Turkeys, 
whicb in my childhood were practically nonexistent, have become quite conunon in the late 
1990s In fact I have seen hundreds of turkey traclcs in the recent snowfalls just north of my 
house in the oomfields bordering the forest and a flock of eight to ten on March 9, 2001 The 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Bingaman 

Bingaman, R. 

5. The Draft EIS reflects considerable condensing of tech­
nical information. Data summarized in the Draft EIS 
are provided in detail in the Technical Support Data files 
for the project. A technical file has been assembled for 
vegetation and wildlife where the details regarding the 
wildlife located in the CSVT study area are discussed. 
It is acknowledged that many farms of wildlife, such as 
those listed in Mr. Bingaman's letter, are present in the 
CSVT study area. 

The impacts of the CSVT Project on wildlife movements 
and habitat are a concern. Total avoidance of wildlife 
habitat is not possible. Thus, efforts will be undertaken 
in Final Design to minimize adverse impacts to terres­
trial resources and wildlife habitat. These minimization 
measures are discussed on Pages IV-182, 184-189 
on the Draft EIS. Initially, the study area may experi­
ence a loss in species populations and diversity. How­
ever, over time, wildlife in the area will adjust to the 
new highway. The introduction of the new highway to 
this area does not mean that the study area as a whole 
will not continue to provide habitat and will not support 
any wildlife species. The location of the Winfield Inter­
change in an area designated as "Locally Important 
Wildlife Habitat" was not intentional. This was simply 
the best location for the new interchange. 

As discussed on Pages IV-182 through 190 of the Draft 
EIS, mitigation for impacts to Locally Important Wildlife 
Habitat will be considered. The types of wildlife habitat 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Bingaman 

large turtle crossed County Linc Road last summer and the mink, the only one I have ever seen 
also crossed County Line Road in October 1999 When the new four- lane highway fragments 
my parents' fannland and the bordering forests into islands, what will become of the wildlife that 
I have been seeing and photographing for a long time? 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement contains maps of the County Line Road area which 
are color-coded according to a rating of prime wildlife habitat, marginal wildlife habitat, barren I 5 
or developed, etc Ironically only the forest on the eastern side of Route 15 is designated prime · 
wildlife habitat and thls is the general area where the Winfield interchange will be located The 
forest on the western side of Route 1 S bordering my home and my parents' home is designated 
marginal wildlife habitat along with my parents' farmland Strangely this is the same area where 
I have seen and continue to see all of the wildlife I mentioned above and the area where the new 
four-lane highway will be placed I fail to grasp any logic in these wildlife habitat designations 
which don't seen to matter anyhow since much of the land classified in all categories will be 
destroyed and will cease to support any wildlife This loss of habitat is usually what causes 
species in large numbers to become endangered or even extinct 

I could not find, in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, any mention of endangered plants 
or trees I know that wild dogwood trees grow along County Line Road and in the forests I 6 
bordering my parents' farm on the north and south AU of these areas are in the direct path of the · 
new highway I also have read more than one article declaring that the wild dogwood is virtually 
extinct in Maryland thanks to the spread of a disease 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement fails to deal with the radon issue, which I raised at a 
public meeting in Winfield late last year It is no secret that radon persists throughout much of 
Union County and Central Pennsylvania There have been numerous articles in local newspapers 
warning readers of the potential danger of radon I have had my basement tested for radon and 
the results were positive I know of a neighbor whose basement likewise has tested positive 
The new highway according to maps presented at public meeting will require a mini canyon to 
be cut deep enough in the County Line Road area that retaining walls will be required Since my 
house sits very near to this projected canyon, I doubt that the radon is confined only to my I 7. 
basement and I suspect it will be released in great quantities over the new roadbe.d The 
question, which I asked at the Winfield meeting was, "What if any health hazard would be 
presented by a colorless, odorless cloud of radon perpetually banging over the local area of the 
new highwayT' My futher, although a nonsmoker and a nondrinker of alcoholic beverages, has 
been fighting a form of cancer since the late 1980s Is his cancer linked to his close residence to 
Route 15, which had a deep cut made in the roadbed when expanded to four lanes in the early 
1960s? The Pennsylvania Department of Transportation representatives who were in attendance 
at the Winfield public meeting, to which I refer, admitted that they did not know the answer 

I have doubts that this new highway system will do very much to benefit the local residents [ do I 8 
agree that the Shamokin 011111 and Hummels Wharf areas of Route 15 are congested which is · 
largely the fault of near unlimited sprawl I personally do not expect to use the new highway 
For several years I have entered Route 15 when going northward via Park Road at the Wmfield 
int=tion, which a few years ago had a traffic light installed This has always been an easier 
route than trying to go north directly from County Line Road I likewise often go south on Park 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Bingaman 

Bingaman, R. 

5. (cont.) 

being affected by the CSVT Alternatives are generally 
abundant and widely distributed throughout the study 
area. Most of the affected species have already ad­
justed to human activities nearby. None of the alterna­
tives studied will cause any plant or animal species to 
become endangered or extinct. 

6. Page IV-180 of the Draft EIS states, "No threatened 
and endangered plant species preferred habitat or in­
dividuals have been confirmed in the project study cor­
ridor at the end of the 2000 field survey season." A 
similar statement is included in the Final EIS discuss­
ing that no threatened and/or endangered plant spe­
cies habitat or individuals were confirmed in 2002. An­
nual surveys for threatened and/or endangered plant 
species have been conducted since 1996 and will con­
tinue to be conducted until construction begins. 

With respect to wild dogwood trees, no dogwood spe­
cies is presently listed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service as a proposed or candidate endangered or 
threatened species in Pennsylvania. Similarly, the 
Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory {PNDI) {a 
branch of the Bureau of Forestry in the PA Department 
of Conservation and Natural Resources) does not list 
any dogwood on the list of Plants of Special Concern 
in Pennsylvania. 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Bingaman 

large turtle crossed County Line Road last summer and the mink, the only one I have ever seen 
also crossed County Line Road in October 1999 When the new four- lane highway fragments 
my parents' farmland and the bordering forests into islands, what will become of the wildlife that 
I have been seeing and photographing for a long time? 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement contains maps of the County Line Road area which 
are color-coded according to a rating of prime wildlife habitat, marginal wildlife habitat, barren I 5 
or developed, etc Ironically only the forest on the eastern side of Route 15 is designated prime · 
wildlife habitat and this is the general area where the Winfield interchange will be located The 
forest on the western side of Route 15 bordering my home and my parents' home is designated 
marginal wildlife habitat along with my parents• farmland Strangely this is the same area where 
I have seen and continue to see all of the wildlife I mentioned above and the area where the new 
four-lane highway will be placed I fail to grasp any logic in these wildlife habitat designations 
which don't seen to matter anyhow since much of the land classified in all categories will be 
destroyed and will cease to support any wildlife This Joss of habitat is usually what causes 
species in large numbers to become endangered or even extinct 

I could not find, in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, any mention of endangered plants 
or trees [know that wild dogwood trees grow along County Line Road and in the forests I 6 
bordering my parents' farm on the north and south All of these areas are in the direct path of the · 
new highway I also have read more than one article declaring that the wild dogwood is virtually 
extinct in Maryland thanks to the spread of a disease 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement fails to deal with the radon issue, which I raised at a 
public meeting in Winfield late last year It is no secret that radon persists throughout much of 
Union County and Central Pennsylvania There have been numerous articles in local newspapers 
warning readers of the potential danger of radon I have bad my basement tested for radon and 
the :results were positive I know of a neighbor whose basement likewise has tested positive 
The new highway according to maps presented at public meeting will require 11 mini canyon to 
be cut deep enough in the County Line Road area that retaining walls will be required Since my 
house sits very near to this projected canyon, I doubt that the radon is confined only to my I 7. 
basement and I suspect it will be released in great quantities over the new roadboo The 
question, which I asked at the Wtnfield meeting was, "What if any health hazard would be 
presented by a colorless, odorless cloud of radon perpetually hanging over the local area of the 
new highwayr• My father, although a nonsmoker and a nondrinker of alcoholic beverages, has 
been fighting a form of cancer since the late 1980s Is his cancer linked to his close residence to 
Route IS, which had a deep cut made in the roadbed when expandoo to fuur lanes in the early 
1960s? The Pennsylvania Department of Transportation representatives who were in attendance 
at the Winfield public meeting, to which I refer, admitted that they did not know the answer 

I have doubts that this new highway system will do very much to benefit the local residents I do I 8 
agree that the Shamokin Dam and Hummels Wharf areas of Rollte 1 S are congested which is · 
largely the fault of near unlimited sprawl I personally do not expect to use the new highway 
For several years I have entered Route IS when going northward via Parle Road at the Wmfield 
intersection, which a few years ago had a traffic light installed This has always been an easier 
route than trying to go north directly from County Line Road I likewise often go south on Parle 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Bingaman 

Bingaman, R. 

7. 

8. 

Radon is a naturally produced gas which is always 
present in our environment. Adverse health effects are 
associated with prolonged exposure to radon when it is 
confined in closed areas, such as basements. It is ex­
pected that any small amounts of radon released will be 
dissipated into the atmosphere. 

It is anticipated that this project will provide benefits to 
the local residents by reducing congestion and improv­
ing safety on local roadways. The through traffic, par­
ticularly the through truck traffic, will be separated from 
the local traffic which will minimize the conflicts on local 
roadways. 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Bingaman 

Road to Shamokin Dam to enter onto Route 15 I actually would not need the CoW\ty Line Road 
intersection with Route 15 to get onto Route 15 I doubt that many other local residents would 
really miss this intersection if it were removed, because they could always get to Route 15 by a 
short alternative road, either Park Road west of Route 15 or the back roads on Blue Rjdge to the 
east of Route 15 In short I still believe that the existing Route 15 would be a better selection for 
the freeway (a point which I stated in writing to your office after the initial public meeting a few 
years ago) The expanse in question is an approximate length of three to four miles between 
Shamokin Dam and the Winfield bridge- site It would certainly be far less expensive to the 
taxpayer lo have Park Road and the back roads to the east of Route 15 improved and perhaps I 9. 
widened to handle increased local traffic and direct traffic going through this area onto the 
existing four lanes of Route 15 Some local people living along Route 15 probable could be 
connected to alternate back roads if Route 15 were converted lo a limited access route 
Converting Route 15 to a thruway would certainly be a case of minimal impact upon the land 
whether fennland, forestland, or residential land A new road system compressed between the 
existing parallel road systems would cause maximum impact upon the land Labeling grandiose 
construction projects, such as strip malls, multiple lane highways, housing complexes, etc as 
land development ventures, is actually a misnomer Nature has already "developed" the land 
into forests, meadows, hills, mountains, and to a certain extent even farmland Anything else is 
really a land "un-development" project l regret that of all the wildlife in North America, none is 
apparently more important than the American sacred cow-the automobile 

Sincerely yours 

jlµLd-t_._ 
Richard L Bingaman 

Cc Rep Russell Fairchild 
FelmeyRd 
Winfield, Pa 17889 

Sen Edward W Helfrick 
144 West 8th Ave 
Shamokin Dam, Pa 17876 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Bingaman 

Bingaman, R. 

9. An alternative that used existing Route 15 in this area 
was considered during the Preliminary Alternatives 
analysis. At first glance the use of existing U.S. Route 
15 between the U.S. Route 11 /15 split and Winfield might 
appear to be a reasonable alternative since this is the 
least congested portion of U.S. Route 15 in the study 
area. But several factors impede its use as part of the 
new highway. 

The curves and grades of this portion of the highway do 
not meet current minimum design criteria. Extensive 
redesign and reconstruction would be required to bring 
this portion of roadway in compliance with current crite­
ria. 

Additionally, one of the ways to achieve two of the project 
purposes (improve safety and reduce congestion) is the 
separation of through and local traffic. The new high­
way will be limited access. Access to properties located 
along, and in the vicinity of, existing U.S. Route 15 would 
be affected if it became part of the new facility. A means 
of access would be required for the affected properties. 
Additional roadways, called frontage roads, would be 
needed to carry local traffic. The impact and cost of 
reconstructing the existing highway and adding front­
age roads could be greater than constructing a sepa­
rate new facility. It is generally more cost effective to 
construct the new facility to carry the through traffic and 
allow the existing roadway system to remain intact to 
carry local traffic. Reconstruction of an existing facility 
such as U.S. Route 15 also could severely restrict traf­
fic for several years during construction. 
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ATTACHMENTS TO MR. BINGAMAN'S LETTER 

OADS? By Joel Bourne 

ATION IS LOSINC MUCH OF ITS Pi'USTINE Wll.'OE!ANESS TO PAVE• 

AND CHAYEL-A!l..lfll'IOST AS !'"AST AS SCIEl\i'f~STS A.RE FINDl:MG NEW 

!MCIE: THAT ROADS DESTP.OY WH.llH.!!"E AIM~ Wl&.TERSHi:IDS. 

ark Sbrrud dt.Zg hls snowsl-.Dt>.:S into the sido. 
of the hill and pulled our his topographical 
Tn.ap for the third time in 10 minutes. This 
did not bode well. We had sp-e-nt rhe last horn: 
ugh a dense thicket of lodgepole pines in 
:.arc Forest, through a du:·ee-rnile-wide. nearlr 
h of c:or.ifers and natural meadows on >:he 
anada hordeL It was February md 3nowing 
r of us had. a Lem: or a sie:eplng bag. 
road is this my," said Sk.itrud, a member of 

·-watch group called friends of the Loomis. 
·ned co head back the way we had come. 
m naw, finding a road here raay not be a 

~er pressure from loc<l timber interest.s, \Vash­
ent of Natural Resourc~!'" which m.am.ges 
been building roads in rh.:: forest at what 

rate in the contig1.1ous United St:Hes. 
logging reads were bu.ik h~re during the 
anodi.cr 23 ;;.re schtduled for this year. 

:ill of the 134,000-acn: Loomis fori:=sr, 
Skarrnd and 1 were wand;!Ting, may bl": 
d dearcur:.s. The state has agree.d to pre­

~-f the area, but only if cash-strapped local con­
. can come up with- some $30 million to offser 
evenue th.at the: srat:;: will be giving up. 
e.S:tirn2tes, the United States lose.'> as ma.,y as 

acres each vear because of timber sales 
orutruction: Highvnys, rowalines, min­

oil and g:.s ei;:plorati.on desrroy perhaps 
·es. More than 1 percent of the -nacion is 
~as big a:;. t.l-:ie: sta~e of South Carcli.na. 

has long been the surest way for politicians 
the ha-con. Congre~s's recent $200 billion 
~mpted conservative columnist David Frum 
Ni:w Yoe~ Times of "the colossal highway bill. 
l.ea.ve scarcdy a bhde of gt·a.ss in rhe lower 
•ed. (Wh~re are the environmentalists when 

--· l:md that remains in dUs country, only 
·Protected ;;.s -designated wilderness. Th-e 
~ signed in 1964 by Presidem Lyndon John­
protecred 9.J million acres, plact:s "where 
:trs cummuni.cy of Lfe are untramrncll'd by 
L:h:imseif is a visitor who do~s not remain:' 
. ye;us L'1e sysrcm has expanded to mart: 

acres of wildernes.5, rangir);g in size from 
Wloaf \\tJderne.ss Area, in Vermom, to 

r.he 2.4 rnillfon-.w:-e Riv<:::: ~f No Recur<'. \Vilderness Are:i.. 
in Mont;;.n.a nnd Ida..'io. These reserves pro'i'lde more protec­
-rion fur wild.life and habicat than even nati"Cnal p:u-ks_ do. 
Noc only arc rnads proh~biced, but so au ail modes of 
mechmical rransportarion, i.."'ldudi.ng mowmobiles ar.d a.U­
rerrain vehicles. Aldo Leopold, who impircd d11:~ modern 
system, errvisiuned wilde:::ne'S!- are:l!: :is ?u..re pock.e.ts nf narnre 
so big d;.at on':': could spend rwo wce!G meandering through 
lhem on hors-ehack. Today, however, Ju))t om: drly in the sad­
dle. will rake you across most federal wilderness area.s. 

New stud.i.;:s show -d-iat wiid areas play an imponanc role 
in providing dean water and a haven for wildlife in an ever 
more urban world. Roads, by contra.st, incre~e species' 
chances of becoming c.xtinct by div-iding -rhe-ir po?ulacions 
inro smaller a.1d smaller groups. Ye.c even as scientists are 
comlilg i:o t.mdersrand the hamtful effects of roads, politi­
cians are dt""baring whether ro maintain pristine wildernes.:;. 
in Alaska, Ua.h, .md other parts of the i::ountry-

The U.S. Forest Service and ilie Bureau of Land M:aoage -
ment (BLlv1) controi most of r.he wiprorccted fed.e:raI hnd 
that remains road1ess:. In 1979 ~he Forest Service estimated 
chat r:her~ were roughly 62 million rn:i.dle.ss acres ;TI national 
forests-though some c.-;nserv;;tionist:s believe chat the iig­
ure sho:.ild have b-een about 80 million. Since then, 13.2 
million acres h2\1e been protected as wt.ldemess- Of t:h2: rest, 
rht: Fores': Service esci.rnated in J-mu::.ry that only 33 million 
acr:::s :-emained. (Coruervationists put c.lie figure at ilbout 

50 million.) The BLM, which completed an inventory in 
1992, esrimarcd 25 rr.ilt1on roadle:ss a.cres on its land. Of 
that, S.2 million acres Mve been designated. as wildcr:r.es>, 
and 17 million remai.n unprotected. 

A Nlldh AmNfo:m ~II; hni;es a busy hi9hY.><tY in J<1sper Naticm1i filrk, C;m11ds. 
Opp0$ile: A 1i~ ro-ad off the Oal!'.ln Higl°'.way, in AlaslQ. Tl1e itate still ba!­
rr.me unroaded w!ldern'i!:S~ <irEa5 than i!nywhi!!e eFse l:i the- Un!tf':c! Stali:!i. 

j :J L ,. • .> !J ,,_ 1J 5 T J ~ 9 !-
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Since 1990 clw Fori:=s~ Servi;:e has constf'..lCtl!d an ,l\"err,ge 

of 2,000 miles of \aggmg ro.W e"lch year. [n (he p~m: hun­
dreL~ ye:i.rs. mare th.an 430.000 m\l!!s of g:r.a.vd ro:.t& \i;1\'e 

been built in national forest,;, eight times th~ l!!ngth of the 
im.:rsur~- h.ighwa.y sysu:rn. tvL:my -0f these- roads ar~ now 
e::oding, clouding the drinking wala of more thar. 900 
communi.ties :lcro% che. :1acion. faced -.vich hundrd5 of 
Ll\.\'suit5 ,111d admini~tr.i!livt: ;:ppeals, Fotc:>r St=n-ict d1i.:f 
Mich.:::c! Dombc:::k mo~·ed last Janw.::-y ro restore faiLh in his 
bde.;igiiered ,i5er!'-Y. In cne f'f d1c !Jolde: move-> s.•:en !fl rhe 
capitdi in re.:enr time'>. Dombeck proposed J.n lS-moolh 
moratorium on mad i::nnscrrn::rion in rr:;mv uf the c·o!m;;!ning 
mJ.dless ~treas. ·'The unfortun;uc ren.lirv i~ tha.t manv m::npl~ 
pn:se-ndy do nGt ttUS[ '..lS m a~ rhc ti.ght thing,'' Do~,beck 
h;id re.scifid ro.C~mgn:S'5 the ?e:ir Sffore. "Until w;: ri:build 
[h:tt rru~t aru:!. strcngt~en those rd-.l[:i-omhips, it i.s sanpiy 
commcn sco~.e char we ;woid rip:::n;.-.n, 1)ld-growth, and 

road.ks.:; a~as. 
Thi!: Loum1.:: Srnc Forrst ~s a vivid mtcroco~m uf :ht: 

deln.te:. lrs 35.000 acr<'.; of r:JadLes~ lands rnma.in the h-:aci­
WJ.tc:rs of dH: SiuLahekin .md Touts Cuui;;:e. ::;rci:ks, whict>. 
iHig:ite crophn-d md apple urch::1rd:; throughciut th~ 
Okanogan v~U.ey, R:".r:: redband ~rout swim in it:i pooh. A 
recent. srudv by th-= Forcs.t Scn~ce ;.ind otlwr ,112:<::rn:i<:s nf rhl"'. 
Columbia Ri\·a Basln, which ind·udes rht• L~omis, found 
char. u..-unanagcd road!!.'.$$ .J.re.>s i.""(:intain;:d scmc of the hcalrh­
iesi: forests kft, hrgdy bi:::::;_u.-:e they havrn.'r he::n ~ubjl'.cted w 
lugging, fire suppr~s:;ion, and exot•c ;.wedo; ,;pr:o>:i.d from 
re.ids. Mou~ rbn 60 pcrcrnt of rhe hi::tlrhiesr ,iqua-i.:ic habi-

r:i.ts oi.:i:urr11:d in Jrcas with ven· fow ro.1ds nr mini: ,tt :ill. Jn. 
70 p:::rcem ._.._f indi.::.lmr .;pi--Lie; wen~ h;1rmcd in s~im.: w:\y '.: 

roads. The rn.ldless parr,; of lht~ Lil<lJn~_; provide ~1. viL 

rd"'ugi:.-. fo-r grrzzly b!.'.Jrs, mou~:c, wolws •. u1d w .. ~l>.·enncs-ar.­
inils th.\r h;wc :tll but disotppc·,m:d fiotn thl' lc1wc-r -~3 ;;<:;H( 

~~:~y:::o ~n'~,:;::;~~o~1~;~,;~~''.:'.~,:;"'.~'.:,~:'.1:''~n'.\'~ 
Luornls ~md ,;urrnunding tCri:srs .tn! humc t>l chc l.ugrsr .:.i' 

;:cnt~:i.rion of lynx le:fr in ~he L1..Y+vcr .+8. The rrclusi-:c ot 
beir.'i? G.:m:iidered for- lisrin;); a;; ~· frdt•.r:&,· d1re.m=ncJ ,;p!.'.ci~' 

The day w.c hik-:d i:h>'. Loo:nls, Sbt:.r._.1d h.-id kd ,~c ('-' 
Sluff o\'•~~looking ~hre-~ fortsrs ..:.:iugh~ in rhe road-b11ildi1 

Tt\2 1G largest K.i~dlass i\r-eas: in ti1e IJ.nntiij.u.011s U11ited 5td<as in <S· 

iHlA.tlLfSS rt.BEA 
'iti11er ot Ho Retol'n 
Hlgl:i Slerll"s: 
Gnnd Gany~n 
Bot! Ma~a1u1il 
S11uth llltHra.ka 
ielway-Sittarraot 
Evarg!adM 
Gla~ie.r P;iall 
C.abeza Fr!ab 
f&il5;a.--olul·Beertooth 

Toh.I 

STAT'£ 
idahci, M-011t.ane 
G21ifarni&. 
flrilll";'la 
Montmia 
'N)'omlng 
Idaho, Mo:it11.rH1 
ncrida 
Washlngtoll 
!i.ri2ona 
Mt:nter,1, Wyomi~g 

AO::tES 
3,25il;. 
2,ailD1( 
:uon:. 
2,549.i 
2,1911,; 
1,860~ 
1.,66.11,. 
1,!H!D,t 
1,ssa. 
1,:"!S!i. 

11,110. 

•From The i!ig Ou~de, by :::av"' forefl'..-i>". ;m-1 Howir. Wolk~- 0-~~i;,-,,oa~~ .. 6 

atlmit'!1~ter~ ~ rnv<e \h;;n ""e ~lJe'".c-;, ii!i .,...,11 'l.$ p.ri~"'" l;i.r.d. 
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ATTACHMENTS TO MR. BINGAMAN'S LETTER 

concroversy. T::> che west hy the 530,000-acre 
'!, Pasayten Wilderness, domin.a.t~d by Windy Peak, a 

are cone ;::if r:xk and snow piercing the douds. 
w lay the Leng Swamp Road.less .A.rea of 

National For.::st. Ir flowed tlito the 
wa.t=.shed .of the Touts Coulee Cc<!~k .io 

·m a seamlt!S-f> river of }odgepole pine and 
ucc flowi11g all th~ way to C:u-.a.da, 2 pro~cted 
ridor for a m.J.mber of rare carr..lvores. 
be Pasayten, :u a wilderness area, is prntected 
·m roads. The Fot'!s.t Service has tried to build 

· :g roads in the Lnng Swllnp for ye:ars, only 
thwarLf:d by conservationists' legal rnmm­
ombeck's moratorium, which could go llirn 
::i.s early ;?S this summer, would give: it a 
, But tht: Touts Coulee watershed is owned 

c state of 

ha~ heen figbcing to preserve the fore5C for nearry. a dec;tdc. 
"The rnadless areas still !eft are at the highest 2ltimde;' ht" 
says. "They produce the lowes.t-v:<lue timber, the s:nilles.t 
rrees. Yee they're :he core- b.bit:1::: fur a lot of species. \Vhat 
are we lo5ing by le-aving m~m a.lone?" . 

1\1lllr scientists bdievc that ic'$ impe~"J.ti'l'f: for rhe n:u:inn 
to answer that question. "Roads as an ecological factor have 
been pret...-y mudl ignored." says Ri.:::hard T. T Forman, coau­
thor of .a new study on the effects of roads on w!ldiife and a 
professor at Harvard Univusity's G:raduau School of 
Design. "Wi!h a four-million-mile network of -roads, we 
can't hep dosing our eyes to the impacts, especially if bio­
dl•1ersity lnd wate.r q:..iality ar~· impmtani: to us." 

In addition w silcing s~earns, roads fragment ar.d d5:o:uy 
habitaL Recent studies in Europe have lndicated that roads 
through wooded areas reduce the cotal population of birds 

by 33 percent for as far as a 
third 11f .a. mile vu. either 
sidi:. The rraffic on the roads 
has an impact as well. Cars 
are the b-lggesr predator of 
all sons of wildlife, from 
the lowly opu::is~un to such 
imperiled specles ;1.s the 
Florida black bear, the: desert 
torto.ise, and rhe Tex:u oce­
lot. Minions of vertebrates 
die under Olll' tires eadi year. 
Above ail, roads block the 
movement of arum.a.Is a.cross 
la.ndscapes. "Any road is a 
barri~r; says Forma..-i.. "The 
wider the read, the more 
traffic, die more noi.se, and 

Wild~lfe tmderpam~s help animals ffllm panthers to 11.nb:,ri c:rnu ·.A.mgatm the greater the effect." 
~ley'.· in wutile.ro Florida. Opposite.; IA :an llf!roaded part t1f thl.' Arctic rJallanal In an ongoing srudy in rhe 
W:ldlife !fofuge, P'ercuµlne taribou mfgr.;te acrll'l5 th!' coa;;ta1 plain. Rocky !¥fountains of Albt:r-

:y would ri:placc the lmc logging revenue, ta and British Columbia. Mike Gibeau, a :.oru:av:irion biolo-
edged to the schools, ;l.nd purch~se gisi::: at che University of Calgary, has determined chat th~ 
the school trust. New che grmips have most significa.ar hum;in impacts on grizzly bears in the 

the. money, region come from the Canadian Pac:i&c Railway and the 
is based in Loomis, w~h1ngron, Tl·ans Canada Highway. Th~e are among t:he cour:.rry's most 
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impon:1m transportation ;u:reries, for cverythi.i.cg from tour­
is~ to whe:o:t. In w\e summer, 2l,OOO vehicles a day cruise rhe 
road at 60 miles per hou:r-one car ev<=ry fou:r secun~. 

"Thi.o Is a highway char you ar..d r would h;ive 1.rouble 
crcssing," says Gibeau. "It's pretty rough ro ~t ;icoss wirh­
aut gettiog mowed down." In five years Olad 5,JOO radio­
telemetry "sightings," he has never docurr.em:ed ;;_ &m:aie 
grizz!y crossing the Trans Cmada Highwar. Since aU the 
hears in che ~gitm are de~cended from a single female -.mc.:=s­
tor, die bears have reached a gem:ric bottleneck, which can 
diminish thi::ir abifay to ulapc to euvironmen;:al change. Sur­
rounde.d by roads, prairies, rnd the hr!adwaters cf che 
Cotumbia. RiYer, the bears mighr a.s weU be stranded on Van­
couver Island. Only a f-ew males have figured our how to 

cross the wad regularly under cm-.:r of night, but a.:::rnrdircg 
to Gibe.au, their chances of surviving loag enough re pa.:s 
along their knowkdge are Elim. 
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fo7 25 ma" ''" highway the carpet and introdcc<.d 
rems du-ough Bmff Nation- l•.gi,\arion to block h« 
al Park, u1 ?.lbma. fo 1983 mocatocium. Sen;tol Frank 
the Canadirn go·,ernr1<'n< Murkowski (R-AK) has eve•· 
""''d a senocfoot-high threatened tc ;\a.;h the fot-
fmce ro keep aoimJs from e>t Sn1>icc budget. "Th. 
crying to cco<> the highway. Fer<" SecVice has chos" 
but it impedes the fr« this ,,enc, a moracorium 
movemwt of gtizz;i<S wd co buy o<mc-for· wha• 
mher ;oir:-.als. So'" 1985 ._., dan't know," he tol 

the go•'""Jnmt began build- repomrs C'ccndy. "Thm 
ing underp»'" like rhos< no justiSotion to chc U.• 

ccnsuccted for Florida pa."- wpayer for tba<:' 
chec< along busy [ntmtare Murkow,ki h>' ,\, 
75, abo bown " Allig«tOt launched an accack on ti 
Alley. (Mar.y orhe< species, W;Jd,cne'5 Act, sponsori. 
from alEg><ors ro turkey" . . . __ . z bill that would plow a 3 
dtp'nd on rhecn mo.) In Ad"""'" the"""""''""""°'"'"" "~"""-'· "'1""' "'"''""'"'" ffiiic gn'd road across : 
llanff, the 22 •ondetp><se> oith• '"'"'"" W'"""'" '"a 1" Mcntao~ "" '""" """-'"· ,,,,-,or< hembek Nario> 
have wt the highway mortaiity of dk by r.e"\y 95 percent. Wildlife Rrfuge and Wildo<nt;< A«» on the Alaska Pe.­
Unfortunuely. the toad-shy grizzlies still shun t_\,ern. So las< suh. (The bill wu. slarod to torn< up this ;ur.>m<': torn 
fall the gomnmrnt took a cue from European countries wd vaciocim expected ' dose vo".) The $30- to $40-mil\ 

built tWO \andsc<ped ompm'5 more than \50 feet wide. project would ronnect me 
Gibea" has beeo studying <he bear;' reaction to the muc- villages of Cold Bay (popu­
tures s<nce rhq to5' from their dens la.« spring. lation 120) and King Cove 

The impart of ::cads through natural areas i• apparonc in (population BOO), ostensibly 
rhe national P"'ks of the Uni<ed Sum as well. Only a few to give King Cove. residents 
deeades ago, the National Patk Setvico was ln<ing wmdshieid ac:ess to Cold !lay'> all­
courises wirh scenic highways that broughc '{oS<mir<'s sheer weather airport in medical 
gunice walls and Ydlowsrone's geysm within ea>y reach of emergencies. "This is a terri­
miUions. Bu< inmasing traffic is turning our fa,ocite parks ble place to have to fly out 
into something akin to the Yellowstone National Parking of if you can'< afford to 
Lot. Sinte 1992, gridlock has forced rongm to close Yosem- wait;' saysMuckowsh 
ire's gares 18 rimes. Air pollution fu>m cm threatens the for- But opponrncs of the rnad 
ost giants of Sequoia National P><k, while motorists in conrond that driving in bad 
Grwd Canyon National Park kal more than rwo dozen deer weather would be equallv 
m.i elk each yeai-plus manv sqmmls and raccoons. dangerous: they say th< 

Officials at neacly , third of rhe 5~ U.S. parks are crying health needs of King Co« 
to redute <"congestion. Publit ttampcmcion is b<ing p<o- residents would bt bemr 
posed o' is operating in parks &om Acadia to Yosemi«- At met by '5tablishing holi­
Grand Canyon, a tourist railroad carnes 120,000 people copter or boat ,cn·t« tO 
each y<'r· Still, on a busy July dav on the South Rim, 6,500 Cold llay. The roa<L if ap­
drivers vie for 2,400 parking spaces. proved, would be the fas< ever constn.!ctl!d ir. a de~ig-

Ro.mLESS AC'.'-"5 ARE '5 ~-uch politic'1 creations as wandm natd wildtrn<S> are>, and 
of n><uce, and politics is often the act of compromi"- conservationists .ind scirn­
Dombe<k's moratoriu.-n, for ernnpk exdudes 29 of the 104 rist> fear that it wcilld set a 
national for<s<S with timb<r progmns, including 19 in <he dangetoUs precedem. "lf we 
Pacilic Northw«t and the To"g"-"• in .soutlreast Alaska, the .io it here;' says fedml bicl­
counrry" larg>'st "mpmte ,ainfon·.sL Nor do<S it covet any ogist Mike Roy, who ;vorks at the !zembek refuze, " 
wadk>s are• ,malier than S,OOJ '°'" that do<' not adjoin , Yellowstone. Yo.,mire, or tlre Bocmdaty Waters?" 
larg« block of ptoremd f,&tJ iand, suG\ as a nanonai Th' lzembek. on iocernacion-illy recognizod wed• 
park-evon ~•10u~h in De<embcr more' than 100 cons«"•- rains one of the world'< lacg•st eelgr= beds. Hur 
tion scienmts urged i'ro>idem Bill Clinton to l"orect tua<i- thousands of waterfowl d<pmd on the cdg=s-» 
bs lands of 1,000 arm or more. plus smaller but biologtcal- areas prairie potholes and bays-» winteti•g gt 
ly irl'porr>nt ams. The higr,a minimum meant th• omi'-'ion staging area< for long migrations. Among chem ac 
of mo>' madless areas cost of the Mi<sissippi River. eidm. emperor gees•, and ne>J:ly rhe entire popt 

Noo>rhdess, con~t".ional leafo• who repment stms Pacific black brant, small geese that feed in the 
with brge feder"1 timber programs ha" called Dombeck on befor< flying ro llaja California. The .outhern-Al•-

" U 1' G ~ &'- )ULv.:.,.t.!GU$.0 4~''9;. 
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ATTACHMENTS TO MR. BINGAMAN'$ LETTER 

t"l:':;\IYHOADS AS AN ECOLOCICAll. FACTOR HAVE BEEN PRETTY MUCH IGNOflED," 

f,,,;k'Jli.vs ONE lltESEARCHER. "WITH A l"OIJl.IM'~Ul..L!OllMYllLE NETWOF!k OF 

DS, WE CAN'T KEEP CLOSING CUR EYES TO TNE IMPACTS." 

caribou heid, whose popular.ion has dropped fratn 
)0 anim.ah to 3,400 o.,..e:::r the p:!..'it di:cad.e, feeds along 

JO-mile .:::crritlm: where the road is planned, as do 
ty pcpuhrions nf coastal bro\VTI bcat"s arid gray ""'oh·e:s. 
whi:re have opponents of federaJ wilderness been 
azert as: in t:he redro::k-c:myon country of sct:thern 
. In 1996 Pr~sidmt Clim:on esub!i5hed the Gr.and 

". >.c-Escalanre Ni!:rional Monument there. Adjacent m 
?anal p.orks and a national n::::rr:a[ion area, the 1.7 
acre @orrwnent created on.e of the largest procecred 
in the Lower 48. Its striared sandstane canyons and 
ert sage sttppes are home to endangered peregrine 
and threai::aied Mexic::an spccted owls-as well as 

• backdrop for nearly every sport-utility-vehicle 
ii on relevision. 
a 1996 public comment period on wilderness bUls 

ress. most Uuh respondents supported a bill 
designate :in addi.tional 5.7 million acres of 
Bm th;!t same year officials in nearby Kane, 

S211 Juan councieii-who favor aUowing ranch­
and off-road ••eh1des on federal hnds-dis­
' equipment to preempt preserr.i.tion. Coumy 

c pfowed or widened jeep tr.ails m the new 
one of the: national pa:ks., and on oilier frder­
considered foe wilderness prorei..-i:ion. In some 
•ly scraped u.u.ks into die de.sere and turned 

.around. "They "W<mt to poim out :my two-tra±, off-road 
trail or praspecror's p:;ith Wac rn2y have bet:n ust:d O\'er th~ 
l;;,st ctnrury and say, 'V/herever you see: these tracks you can't 
designace wilderness;" says Heldi Mcintosh, l~al din~cto~ 
for tht Southern Uttlh Wilderness AUian.::'I!. La.st·sumrn::r­
Congress l'Oted dawn a bill :.:.rho1ding th.t. Utah rnu::rries' 
i::ighrs to huil.d roads. A la'<vsnit ag::i[n;;r the !nt.erior Depart­
mem by the cou.J.ties is bi:ing heard in US. Feder;tl Disrric~ 
Court chis s-u:'t'.mer. 

As ::::'l:SK APPROA.CHED, Sbtrud and I fo:1a1Jv reached a n~:rmw 
!oggi.ng rozd -chat would t..ke us out of"che Loomis. Tu!np­
Lrig chrnugh th~ woods, 1 had found it easy co forget chrlt the 
debate. m~r roads a.td wilderness was as old and tan.gled as 
the thic:ker of lodgepole pines behind us. Nearly 65 years 
c.go Robert Marshill, a.11other propcm:ilt of the m.tiomJ. wil-

derncss system, wrote, "What makes wilderne.s.s are:i.s most 
susceptible to annihilation is chat rhe arguments in favo!' of 
roads are direct ;md roncrete, while those ag:oinst them are 
subtle and difficult to e)(press." He tried noned1eless, liken­
iilg wiiderr..e.ss to a Buhrns .symphony that offers r.he best 
opportunity for ''pure esthetic upwrc:." As I snc.wshot:d 
through the Loomis, acrnmpanicd by er.caking branch.es and 
the .::alb of bore.al chickadt.:es, the orchestra w--..s in foll 
swing. And l was gl2d ch.at there \W:re still a few roa.dies:> 
.are.:;s big enough to get Ios[ in, if onl.y for ;:, while. S. 

IUtY ,\\;UUST l'l~'"' 

What is sprawl? 

Sprawl is !ov.r--J.::nsity d-evdopmcr.c bcycmd t._~-e ~gt"; 
nf service and emp\oyme;1t, which separ.i.tes where 
people: live from where they shop. work, recr'._at-::, 

;md educate-thus requirir.g ~to move bt.:twe!:!l 7.o~es. 

The conseqt.tem:es of sprawl: 

.. Traffic cong.;:stioP.. 

" Longer commutes ilia<: si:eal ti.<n-e- from f.!.n1;ily arrd 

wcric. 

•Worsening air aod vn.ter pcUution 

• L=lss of farmllin<l, opec fields, forests a..--td weckmds 

.. tnc...-e:sed flooding. 

.. Raised taxes LO pay for r.ervices - police- and fire 
deprutrm::nts - and infFl-strucrure - new schools, 
roaJs, water, and Se"GV"cr Stl"Ucture:. 

How does·sprawl h~rt cities? - · 
.. Spra.Wl erodes the city'st.ax base as people flock_ to 

the: suburbs, forcing cities to raise taxes ou remaln­
ing taxpaycrS to p:i.}' foe city services. 

.. Sprawl destroys downtown commerce qy pulling 
shoppers from once-ch.riving Joc.aily owned -stores 
a...rirl restaurants to large regional malls. 

.. Sprawl increases unemployment and coucenl:.-aLcs 
poverty in urban cr.:ntcr:s. 

g Sprawl W'ldcrcuts property values and investment 
opponunitks. 

• Sprawl robs cities of dw·.act~r as aban9~ned facto­
ries, boarded-up hemes and .decayir.g retail centers 
dominate: the landscape. 

1t•s not just about cities 
- Sprawl costs America's rural 1andsca?eS 

The mcn:;:me~t.q~peop~e frQ~.rµ;:'.i! ~-r"r.iop.metro" 
areas of the colilltry to .lllO~ heavily populatetj, d~-=s 
aud toV-.'llS (aa established trend fyif' many years.) has 
bee>l reversed, according to tl1c U.S. Depa:tment of Ag· 
ricuitun::.As people lc~ve the city, thq bring develop­
mer; t - residential and commerci.aJ · - to th-r: 
countryside. 

The haphazard antl :iibiU'.'a:ry scaCTering of strt:c­
ru...-i::s· across the- landscape deva5rates n.i.ral arl':as in 
rnaoy ways; le homogenizes the countryside: once dot­
t~d by foc~'tS, fields, farmland, and ri_vers, ~akes and 

' = 

I <.,(Jngratulations, Marilyn! . 11 

M.aril}'n Skolnick, cur Chapterlran;;purtatian, •I l LJmd Use, and Growth Management Cbatr, has . 
] been honon:::rl v .. ith indusior. in tlle 21St edition li 
! of Wbo's Wbo. of Aaierican Women. ·1 

~1 In addirim1 r.o her Si:::rra Club :activitle:;,M3.r!-

I lyn serves on numr:rnus regional and national 

1 planr>Jng ::md enYironmental boards and corr.mit- I 
d tee5-.She:tls~ hosts and produces.Focus on Issues., l 
ii ~ i.~:_ab~ei<=''ision pro~m. . ! 

ponds;ic destroys the ligli...-ultUI"al herirage cf this coun- · is 
try; it uoset5 small-town life; and it changes Ute ccc- ?~ 

no:mic ~d culcw:tl cturacter of these a!-eas. 

Berwcen 1970 and 1990, :llmost 20 million a.Gres of k 
ru:ral land weri::: developed nationwide_ A tot.al of. S\I 

400,{)90 acres a year~ chewed up to build residential pr' 
filld commercial centers. 2: 

Even plai.:!!:S Hice Vermont, 11 s-t:>:te with a powcrfd ru- · · 
r,li k.g:acy, is not immune to devdopme9r pres~. Th~ th 

. very name of the srau:, ~veITLJ.oot" is ptit.-tic::i.L'ly synony­
mous Mlh rural life in th.ls counL""}': Its rur.tl personality is 

largely ~}X'.ln~ibk fur the area's et:onomic: health as mil­
lions of tourists visit Vermont each year a.-;:<l produce bil­
lions cf dolla;..---s in rev..,.,ue fot stzre coffers. 

Yee, beginning in the l980s,as more and more peo-

!iv .,, 
·.\.,l 

ple mo"-ed to v ..... ~monc in search of a better .quality of de 
life,developrne:nr (ofcen .in the form of malls and super· tjlj, 

SlG_?~~~J:ieg:..n __ r_~ sU-:;:c llP ~ bl.!~Ql!f c_ow,.~ide. W, ---an·' 
fl.L'it nvo years, the: scate fost to percent of ic.s fl.rml:i.nd. ve: 

fa~·mrand all acrcAA the counti.1' is threatened by 
cont-agious sprawt Todai ribbons of highway re:1.ch 
across. ::i-crc aftec acre :of lush field"i. The seemingly Uil­

scoppable march of dt>velopment ::.cross fertile, high 
quality rarmiami is quickly undermining !he nation's 

_agtlcultunl pmd\lctivi.tY. 

An ;;.srounding 70 pc:rci;ut of prime or unique 
fu'rmlaad is c.ow in '!.he path of rapid dc1rdopment, -ac­
cording. ro a report re.ccntly released by rhc Aau:rlc:an 
Farmlau<l Trust which analyzed 181 major land re:· 
so-llrce an:as. Texas lost more prime and unique-farm-· 
land than anf ocher State, nearly a half mill.ion acres 
from 1982 to 1992. 

Rl.!...'"J.l areas c:verywherc an: today payfilg the price 
for the sprav.-1 that int:"·il.1f.bly aq:ompanks population 
growth - traffic jams, more air pollution, cookie cut­
ter~i~e l;io~~"'lg ... ~d ~ed. _enyµomnect_~ 

Sprawl costs our natural environme-nt 
Spnwl chews up the countryside rotiing .::wer rnn. 

lions of ac!'CS of fun:st, w.:rh.nds, and prairie, fragment­
ing 11ndscapes, di5rupting wildlife habitat;, -and altcdn8 
rivers St:re.ams anri v.-arcrsheds. 

Om: of the mo5t damagi.'l.g in'.pacts of sprawl on 
the count...-y's natu..rai re5-0un:::ies is nm-.off from farms 
-a..1d dry sm!ets whkb carries piJllutants -and cx:cc-ss 
sediment into watens.·avs, degrading water quality and 
smctlu:ring h'.dbimt. 

TWo nf cllis country's greatesr JlarurJ.l as:;c::rs, the 
Chesapeake Bay, the iacgesr WOJ.tershed in the states of 
Mary~and, '\lll-ginia, and Delaware, and the Sonoran Des­
sc-rt ;ire suffe-rinc the ravages of spr-..1.wi. 

Around the Chesapeake Bay, sprawl is gobbling up 
open space antl forest land!:: quickly.According to the 
Chesapeake Ilay Foundation, more than 90,000 a~.fCJ 
a..-e con:;;.imed by spmwl e;ich year in the bay states.To­
day, 4 ro 5 times more L'md ~s used per_ pcl"son thai'i 40 
years ago.As _a result, roxlns and sediments arc flowing 
into the bay in incrc"-J:sing amount;o; and up~mng u.'le 
.-l ... 1ir;1tf" h'.1b1"1r,._ nr rhF 'U.,':1.T.~r.r,h~'$ ecns..-stcm. Somwl 

s; 

fro 
a.n, 
be­
CC< 

cal 
fu1' 

ill\• 

. ~f. 
/ar 
w( 

a1s 
po 
wl 
pi( 

isi 

oi: 
,;,, 
ffi, 
sd 
St< 

n; 
ill 
sh 
d' 

b< 
ll< 
ct 
fo 
C> 

d• 

Y' 

"Tl 
:J 
ro 
m 
:J 
::;;_ 
a 
:J 
3 
CD 
:J or 
3 
-0 
ro 
u 
Cf) 

or 
<D 
3 
CD 
~ 



< 
(a) 
~ 
0 

ATTACHMENTS TO MR. BINGAMAN'S LETTER 
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pc~ds; it Oesi.roys the ag.riculrural heritage: of this coun­
try; it upsets small-!O'wn lLfc; aild it changes tJi,e eco­
nomic '.llld culrurat cha.meter of th~ art:::is. 

Rerween 1970and 1990,al.most 20 million acre~ ~t 
rural land -were devc1cped nationwide. A tota{ of 
400,096 acre:i; a rear ~e ch....-wt":d up to build resldential 
and conunercia! centers. 

f.,-en.Plat.:es llkt: Vermont:a st:lte widl a powerful ru­
ral legacy, is riot irrumme to develC?pme:m: pressures. The 

. very ruunc:: of the SW!'.:, "Vennonr is practically synony­
mous wich rnral life in this coUI!try. Its rural personality is 
largely respor..sible Ibr rhe aro 's economic h.::a.lth a.5 mil­
lions ;;f to wists vis:it Vermont ttch year and prvdu.ce bil­
lions of dollars in oe-.-c.nue fur state co.ff~. 

is urrdermining progress in cleaning up the Ches.a­
pea!ce Bay and proreaing !-..abittt fer fish and wildlife. 

Th:! Snnor...n Desert is th:: largest desert ia North 
Amcrica:covering about 120,000 squa..--c miles. Daily 
summer temperdtur-:::i cxcc:cd !00" F (38" .C). Most 
parts of the desert receive less than 10 in. (le.» than 
250 mm) of£ainf:all a year. But, far from being a. partjtcd 
and barren 1'\-"aSteiand, the Sonoran Descrt is ooe of the 
most bot.anicaliy diverse- dc:scrts in t.he ~wrl<l. More 
than i.soo plant species and various desert animals 
call tbo! Sonoran Desert bome. 

1~ :mme th;Ul 80 p.-n::cnt of • .\rl.zorufs popW:ation 
lives in. the Sonoran Desen, which includes the r.!pidiy 
growing aredS around ?hoc:rJx and Tucson. for :he natu­
ral habitatofilie Sonomn Lksert, which evon-.:::d g;adually 

Y.c:t, beginning in che 1980s, as mere and more peo- m-er millennia, the rap!d changl:S brought by 1rum-nrade 
pie moved to Vermont in ~e:uch of a Detter quality of di='io1::lopment, ifichlding fragraented hahitars, :new ccrnp.-:-
!ife.dcvclopmeM (often in the form of malls and super- tition fur food and 'Wolter by imported non-nlltive 5pecics. 
.s;or~) b~ .. t<? .~_lk,:e !IP th!~ 1?1--1c;91.lc _ qm11t..-y.side, In --- w1d- dianges in ili and climate-conditiOn."!;-C:Otllil j':iose· a 
ju"si ra.C years, the state lost JO percent of i~ fa ... _-mtand. very seric.us tlln:at. 

Farmland all acr0ss the COilntry is due;;.tencd by 
c<mta.gious sprawl. Toda); ribbons of highway reach 
aero~ acre after acre of lush fields.. Th.:: seemingly uo­
stoppii.ble march of _development across fertile, high 
quality farmland is qui~kly undermi..""llng chc nation's 

_ agricul!Uial productivity. 

An astounding 70 percent of prime or unique 
~rm.land is now_in the path of rapki development, ac­
cording·to a report recently n:lascd by the American 
FarwJand TruSI Which anafyzed 181 major- land re­
soUrce areas. Texas lost mon: prime and wtique brm- · 
land thm anf ocher stale, nearly a hill million acres 
from 1982 to 1992. 

Rur:al areas everywhere are t-mlay paying the price 
for the sprawl that ineYicably ac_companies popub.tion 
growth - traffic jams, more air pollution, c.ookie cut­

_tc:r-~~ h~~-g!_~~-:W~-e~ _c~Y~nm~":i:-. 

Sprawt costs our natural environment 

Sprawl chews up the·countrysidc: rolliog: over- mil· 
lions of acres of forest, wetlands, and _prairie, fi-agment­
iog land,.capes,dJsr-uptlng wildi.ife habEtat, 2-!ld altering 
rivers streams and watersheds. 

Oae of the most damaging impact:i of sprawl on 
the country's natural r-c::roun:eS is run-off from farms 
and dty stt~ets which c2J'ries pollutants and excess 
s.::dimcnt into "Waterways, di!gt'ruiing water qualiry and 
smotllc-ring habitat. 

Tw-o of this country's greatesr naru...-al asserS, !he 
Chesapc:.ik-e Bay, the largest watersh.ed in the :Sta to of 
N.._ryland, Virginia, trod Delaware, and the So norm Dcs.­
sfrr J~ rufkring the ravages of spraW-1. 

Around the Chesapeake Bay, sprawl is gobbling up 
open space and forest L:L"'lds quickly. Accordh1g to the 
Ctesape<ake Bay Fowids.tion, more than 90,000 acrt:.s 
are consumed by spr::1:wl each year- in the- bay states. To­
day, 4 to S times more 1:md is used per pers.;:;n than 40 
years ago.As a result, toxins and sediments are flowing 
into th>: ba.y iii. incr-cash1g_ amounts and upsetting the 
,1,.1;,...,,~,. ?-,.,,hnr,o- .-.f rh .. .-..-,,,,...-.:h,-,.'I'.;; ... r,.,.~= .. rr-n j;•~.-:.•u.-1 

Sprawl costs our hlsto~lc treasures 
When commercial and Tcs:idcntfal development 

swarms over th~ countryside, peop!e arc drawn away 
from the older, ~tablished central citi~. dowmowos, 
and neighborhoods where so much of this nation's 
hertmge is com.:entrat~d. These areas then 1osc their 
economic health, ;;u;id We buildings an~ other- h.isi:ori­
cal ~ders which define 1hesc: once bustling places 
fu..ll into disrep~, ~ - - ~ . -. ···~. " ... -, »~:+1•' 

· Two o:amples of histoticaUy important centers 
now experiencing this trend are Spokane, Washington 
and Lancaster County, Pennsylvania. 

Lulca.."iter County has bt:en calkd Mthe Garden Spot 
of America, a. kind of E.den on the F.331: Coasr, che idyllic. 
farmscape where the .Amish retre-dt from the modc=-m 

. world,; (Bosznn G!-abe, Mkb"Sd Grunwald). The county 
. 3.lsU ·_produces hundrCds "of million5 o(d0UaiS- in·faim­

products and hosts thoWan-±- of t.Dutists every ~ 
who Come to enjoy the area's beauty and experience a 
piece of Arneri'4!1 historr · 

But Lancaster i£ ~g to ~c: on the cast. oi the 
;est oi suburbiaJX-1tile an agriculturJ.I prute'-""tion program 
is in phlce, the county has lost about 4.800 acres tc dcvcl­
~pment e-ach y~r ~in.cc 1980 - or 68 squa..~ miles O'~.:. 
ien-year IW".ri-od - ro house 60,000 people, :i.~cording to 
the N:ztlonaJ Trust fur Hlstoric Preserw.tion (NfHP). To 
add insult to injury, Wai.'hut has proposed building five 
stores which the Amish and other dedicated citi?ens a.i:'e 
trying to prevent from happening. LlmC2Ster County has 
in bet been named ooc of the: roost encbngered historic 
sites in the world by the NIHP because of the d~"ta.ting 

effects of sprawl. 

The historic cicy- cf Spc\.--ane, Washington used to 
be known as "The City B>:a.utiful."" But today citizens be­
lkve the car has taken over and crushed the area's 
charm. 'While the pre.s~utt:ll of g!'O'Wth are nothing n~· 
fur Spokane {beginning a:: e-ar[y as the 1900's), now the 
city is at a t:rotisroa&. A prujcctcd 54,000 new resi­
dents 2re- expected to move to Spokane in the next 20 
Vl!ll'S. Ci~ens are now mobilizim~. to find wav.s to miti-

i 

gate sprawl Vihik acconunudating grow-ill !hat is con­
sistent with qu:iHtr of lift:. 

Spr11wl and flooding· 

Ov.:;rdeveloprn.::nt can have dis:istrous c-onse-' 
quences_ Fillin.g in w<l paving over wedaads is increas­
ing flOOding all a~ross America. Witll few exce.ptlons, 
floods afe most frequc:ut, and 1oss of life and property 
are greatest, in co;_mties _th11t bave !ost L..'te illC!ft wet-
1ands - especially !n the past j.O ye:a..-:S:. 

Th~ science i~ simple:W\'.dands wo.-k_ •15 m.tur.tl spong­
es that soak up md SIOre r.lln and runoil.W"he.n th.ese,wer­
land; are bulldazed ovcr_and a3phalrc:d under, w.:r.-ce:r th.a;: 
?!otild have b.....~r!. scopp.!d or s.laµ..-ed_ is free to flood. 

Acconfing to the Federn Ernergt:ncy Manligemi::nt . 
Agency (FEMA), chc govc.,_-nment e:ntiry €CSponsible for di­

saster response and pre>'en~on, the mlllili_~ of fioocis, 
fl".oa<l de:.i.ths and proj;t:.rty lasses C:alrscd hy flooding tS in_­
creES-ing. Nationwide, fioods killed 892 people bctweeu . 
1988-9_1,md. cost an avetage ofS4.3 billion each ~dur­
ing the same time _period.Ami FEMA belie-....·es a principli! 

. Cll!S(: fur chis incrcase-J flooding is poor p\an..""ling and lill· 
wise development- that destrOys the wc:dands and open 
space that pron:ct ~mm.unities. 

In in e:ffo:rt io promore and encourage local com­
munitieS to srOp deStroying v.-::tlmds a.--ict building in 
the floOOplaifiS, to mm.age rhCir grov."th wisety and in­
dude ·disaster preventiOn in their land Use:: planning, 
FE.J.\1A has irulugur-a.ted Project Impact: Building a 
Disastcr Re§is!:ant Comm-unity. Spc:dfic"ally, this ini-· 
tiathe is designed to reduce the costS of future disas­
ters.by l)elping local govemrneots work wich business, 
educ:i.tion and ~nvironm_~!-al partners in their C:omnm­
nities:. Th~}' Can ~ke aCti1;:)r:i before disasrers strike, in-

duding altering zoning [am;, buying out flood pbins, _ ~ 
and discou..":l.ging destructive a.1d po•. cntially dimstTous.· <: ".,SL;. , 
devdopment. For more info>mation. call Kim Fuller- in b: 
~~·; ~~~~~~~:x~~;~:;a:~d McdUAf- . Wi!( 

j\yB Who pays for- sprawt? We all do. 

The id~a th.at development st.rcngch::IiS the ~oCal 
U.X: base -- a fuct in the 19SUs - has rumC:d t.·uo fic­
tioii in t.h"i:: 1990s. Today. incr~~ in tax revenue a..-e 
eatC'.IJ up by the costs to the communit;· of delivering 
new ·services, indudfag vo'<tt..::r ~d sewer lines, schools, 
police and fi_,_""e protection, and· roads fo.r people_ "!ho 
live far ~way from cxi:iting infrastrud:-._.r~.'H<:re.are 
so;:ne~pfes: 

B::;:«.·een 1970 and 1995, }fairie spent over~ $338 
Dlil.lion building acw _schools whilt the nllmb~r of 
publi.c school si:Udents-dedi:1ed by 27,000-. · 

From 1970 to I.990, Miru1eap•:1lfs-St. P:iiui closed 
162 physica.l.1y allequatc school'> in urb.an a~,d -cent"ra1 
subud.Jar: areas and opened 78 b!"llld new schools in 
the oute:r suburbs. 

Pro"'idi.ng services to n~w dei.relopmc:m h:!.S grown 
so costt,.' in Prince Wdliam County, \l"irginia, near Wash­
ington, D.C., fr.at even though the county has the hlgh-

\ est prnp'!':rty·tax: rate in che Commanwealch, every new 
house: brtngs a 51,688 shonfu.11. 

~article is excerpted frOm a Sierra Oub mono­
graph en.titled The Dark Side O/Tbe American 
Dream: The Costs and Consequences of SubUrba-n 
Sprawl. The~ text can he found ai: 
brt[x//u.1ww.sierra.cllib.ol]J/transportation/spraw~.1 

sprawl_report/j 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Wolfe 

Federal Highway Administration 
Attn James Cheatham, Division 
Administrator 

Mr Cheatham, 

Timothy L Wolfe 
RR#2 Box 1758 
Selinsgrove, Pa 17870 
March 19, 2001 

After studying the most recent proposal by PaDot on the DEIS on the Cenb'al 
Susquehanna Valley 1 have the following concerns 

The road recently shifted in the Sunbwy Road area now will include the taking of 
two of the western most houses and impacting the adjacent houses (approximately 6 
remaining houses) The reason was to lessen the impact to fannland and that a historic I 1 
building on Kratzerville Road was eliminated However, looking at PaDot's map it · 
appears that this is not the case Indeed it appears that more Agricultural Sewrity land 
will be impacted It may also leave a smaJI unfarmable strip (remnant) of farmland to the 
southeast One must also contem the future of some of the farms in the impact areas I I 
have lived here for over 20 years and have been familiar with this area for over 40 years 2 
I have watched the continual development of farmland and can attest to the fact that · 
within the last ten years the eight houses aforementioned have been built on fannland It 
is also noteworthy that the amount of growtd being utilized by the farmers in some cases I 
does not reflect the true amount of property owned In other words, some if not a majority 
of land farmed may be and is leased thus reducing the possibility of its future of being a 3. 
viable farm (reference Section IV, figure IV-D-1, the DAMA rating is 130 FCIR. The 
FClR rating below 160 points is considered to be already committed to urban 
development and not eligible for mitigation ') 

Also, this shift will impact viable wetlands which were not newly created such as 14 
those to the southwest of the Ash Basin number 3 This wetland is also a semi-wooded · 
wetlands and it is believed harder to replace 

In conclusion we are asking for the reconsideration of returning to the original I 
alignment because of the impacts u stated This would eliminate the remnant offiumland 5. 
to the east, preserve two houses and greatly lower impacts to the remaining houses, and 
save more viable wetlands 

ffJL1JJt-, 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Wolfe 

Wolfe, T. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

The realignment of the DAMA Alternative near 
Sunbury Road is discussed in more detail in Section 
Ill of the Final EIS. At the request of an affected local 
property owner and farmer, an alignment shift was 
evaluated. The modified alignment impacted 10.5 
fewer acres of pastureland but 2.5 acres more crop­
land. Overall, the modification affected 8.0 acres less 
of productive farmland and 1.7 acres less of farmland 
in an agricultural security area (ASA). However, this 
modification does require the acquisition of two resi­
dences along Sunbury Road. As a result of the ap­
preciable difference this modification had on the fu­
ture of the local farming operation, this modification 
was incorporated into all studied alternatives. 

Private property owners can sell their property for 
development whether the land is productive farmland 
or not. However, due to various federal and state 
laws and regulations, impacts of roadways to pro­
ductive farmland must be avoided and/or minimized if 
at all possible. 

Many farmers farm land they own, and lease addi­
tional land for the production of crops and/or pasture. 
Productive farmland, whether owned or leased, is 
treated the same way by PENNDOT. 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Wolfe 

Federal Highway Administration 
Attn James Cheatham, Division 
Administrator 

Mr Cheatham. 

Timothy L Wolfe 
RR#2 Box 1758 
Selinsgrove, Pa 17870 
March 19, 2001 

After studying the most recent propo$!l by PaDot on the DEIS on the Central 
Susquehanna Valley 1 have the following concerns 

The road recently shifted in the Sunbury Road area now will include the taking of 
two of the western most houses and impacting the adjacent houses (approximately 6 
remaining houses) The reason was to lessen the impact to farmland and that a historic I 1 
building on Kratzerville Road was eliminated However, looking at PaDot's map it · 
appears that this is not the case Indeed it appears that more Agricultural Security land 
will be impacted It may also leave a small unfarmable strip (remnant) of farmland to the 
southeast One must also contest the future of some of the farms in the impact areas 1 I 
have lived here for over 20 years and have been famililll' with this area for over 40 years 2 
I have watched the continual development of farmland and can attest to the fll.ct that · 
within the last ten years the eight houses aforementioned have been built on fimnland It 
is also noteworthy that the amount of ground being utilized by the farmers in some cases I 
does not reflect the true amount of property owned In other words, some if not a majority 
of land fanned may be and is leased thus reducing the possibility of its future of being a 3. 
viable farm (reference Section IV, figurelV-D-1, the DAMA rating is 130 FCIR. The 
FCIR rating below 160 points is considered to be already committed to urban 
development and not eligible for mitigation ') 

Also. this shift will impact viable wetlands which were not newly created such as I 
those to the southwest of the Ash Basin number 3 This wetland is also a semi-wooded 4. 
wetlands and it is believed harder to replace 

In conclusion we are asking for the reconsideration of returning to the original I 
alignment because of the impacts as stated This would eliminate the remnant of fiumland 5. 
to the east, preserve two houses and greatly lower impacts to the remaining houses, and 
save more viable wetlands 

Ylll-4 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Wolfe 

Wolfe, T. 

4. 

5. 

This shift does impact an additional 0.04 acre of wet­
land. This additional impact was considered minimal. 
The impacted wetlands are not classified as forested 
wetlands (Palustrine Forested [PFO]) but contain a 
mixture of emergent and shrubby vegetative growth 
and are clasified as Palustrine Emergent (PEM) and 
Palustrine Scrub Shrubs (PSS) wetlands. Any wet· 
land areas impacted by the selected alternative will 
be mitigated for during construction. Generally, for­
ested wetlands are replaced using a 2:1 ratio, scrub 
shrub wetlands using a 1112:1 ratio and emergent wet· 
lands using a 1: 1 ratio. 

Further evaluation of the Sunbury Road modification 
and the original alignment of the DAMA Alternative 
indicates that the Sunbury Road modification will re­
main part of all study alternatives. 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Varner 

RANDALL AND JAMI VARNER 

March 19 2001 

Federal Highway Administration 
Attn Jomes Cheatham Division 
Administrator 
228 Walnut Street Room 536 
HO/Tisburg PA 17101-1720 

Dear Sir; 

L 

On March 12,200 I my wife and I attended the heatings for the proposed thruway project 
for Routes 11 and l S in Snyder County 

We have attended aU meetings prior to this meeting In November of 1999 we received 
a registered letter asking us to attend a mealing at the Christ Community church At 
which time the preferred route was given and our home was a complete and total lake 

Then in November or December of 2000 we attended o meeting at the Sefirugrove 
Middle School At which time we were then informed that our home was to stay and be 
approximately 200 feet from the rood and that approximately one third of our fond was 
to be "rood right of way" When we questioned several of the engineers about thls, they 
could give us no clear answer to why it was changed from a complete take, to such a 
short distance awar We did notice at that time though that instead of 3 homes being 
taken in the Colonlal Drive area that there now was to be 7 homes taken 

Attending the meeting on March 12, 2001 at the Selinsgrove Area High School, we were 
asking some ol the other engineers other questions concerning the area. and the noise 
study Af this time we were told by one of the engineers (who shall remain nameless) 
that ln fact the reason the roadway shifted near our home was because of the changes 
that were made to the Colonial Drive area and the appeasement of these people And 
that because there had to be more homes taken from that area they had to leave other 
homes lo equal the costs 

II this is the case. and what we were told was and is true, we feel that money and power 
hos corrupted this whole project And there will never be any justice for the liltte guy 
My wife and I have lived in our home tor 20 years and the home once belonged to my 
Grandparents We do reollze that the rood project !s desperately needed and all that 
we are asking is that you look at this section of the rood prOject (over poss of 11th 
Avenue) ogaln, to see if something con be done differently With the rood 200 feet 
behind us the value al our home is nothing We also feel 1hol the noise wiD make it 
unbearable to be outside in our yard We feel that it will be on Invasion of our privacy 

We are asking you to reconsider the placement of this section And to go back to the 

1. 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Varner 

Varner, R. 

1. The Varners' concerns have been addressed previ­
ously. Please see Pages 91-95 and Pages 164-166. 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Varner 

way it was before lhe change for Colonial drive Or to move it up 11th Avenue more 11. 
leaving all the homes on Miller's Drive 

We would appreciate on answer to our queslions And we ask for falrness and 
reasonable sense ln determining the rood path 

-~:~._[[J .,_~,,;_)1; ~~ 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted 
During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Bobb, D. 

S~u~,~.~.~~ PUBLIC HEARING- March 12, 2001 
DEIS COMMENT FORM 

You may use !his farm to submit written comments on the CSVT Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) Place the form in the specially marked box If you prefer to return the form by 
man, refer to the Public Hearing handout for the appropriate address All comments are due 
by March 26. 2001. 

Date .J..:.2.2:: 
Name (required) l:J fr:'"• D ~ 81') B B 
Address (required) ILD J- B-e !<" t'D'-A S"-lt ,...; 'fW-L ,{J"1 I 7J 7a 

J 

Phone (oplionaQ Email (optional) -----------

COMMENTS 

P_)_~ t'.~0< ~: ~~ u/ ~ 
:;;(/w. ~~~~~~ 

:[ir~~~ 
~Mfk~~~~ 
~~thy~~ 
~~.~.-~.~.J.$- --~ 
~.1Hdf¥ M ~ dJ:r Cw/d:/l/~ 
~-W#;:::;:;::~ 

- ~.A:ik 
Cf,,IT,N._~~A~~~ 

Use reverse for additional comments 

1, 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Bobb, D. 

Bobb, D. 

1. In response to Mr. Babb's request, a modification of 
the DAMA Alternative was considered. This modifi­
cation paralleled the power line, as suggested, and 
crossed 11th Avenue approximately 1,200 feet north 
of its present location. An evaluation of potential im­
pacts of this modification was completed. A sum­
mary of this assessment follows. 

The suggested modification does reduce the impacted 
homes along 11th Avenue. However, the alignment 
modification does not maximize the use of land asso­
ciated with Ash Basin 3, as the DAMA Alternative at­
tempts to do. As a result, the impacts to environmen­
tal features are higher. For example, the modification 
requires additional impacts to productive farmland 
(39.1 acres greater impact), agricultural security ar­
eas (20.3 acres greater impact) and prime agricul­
tural soils (14.2 acres). Additional forested areas (8.7 
acres) are also impacted. Additionally, a small amount 
(.1 acre) of wetland area is impacted. 

The alignment modification also creates some addi­
tional engineering concerns. It passes close to the 
breast of the dam for Ash Basin 2, which causes 
geotechnical concerns. Additionally, the alignment 
modification has more involvement with utilities. It is 
anticipated that the DAMA Alternative will require the 
relocation of four powerline towers while the modified 
alignment will require the relocation of ten towers. This 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted 
During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Bobb, D. 

su<iu~.~~~ PUBLIC HEARING - March 12, 2001 
DEIS COMMENT FORM 

You may use this form to submit written comments on the CSVT Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) Place the form in the specially marked box If you prefer to return the form by 
mail, refer to the Public Hearing handout for the appropriate address All comments are due 
by March 26. 2001. 

Dale~ 

Name (required) 1:J ft'vl D ,......_ Bil B f3 
Address (required) ~D .;\. Lk, IC lS"]-A s~l,rvJ'f.~ ,/?.4 I 7J 7'(} 

I 

Phone (optional) Email (optional) ----------

COMMENTS 

f?J-~ t~IYY ~: ~el~ 
;;;(:k, ~ ~ tVt-~ ~ ~ 
~~~~~~ :P~=o-.µ,~~~ 
~Mf<~AA.~~ 
~~17:tx// ~~ 
~~-*-~~~~ 
~,~M~ ~W..1-/4~;}!;!:/f Z!fi 
-·~.~~~~ 

lt-17 ./U_~µ..ef' ~~~ 

Use reverse for additional comments 

1. 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Bobb, D. 

Bobb, D. 

1. (cont.) 

will also raise the cost estimates substantially. 
Based on a review of this information, the suggested 
modification will not be pursued. Despite taking fewer 
residences, it has increased impacts to farmlands, wild­
life habitat and wetlands. Additionally, it is closer to the 
breast of the dam at Ash Basin 2 and does not maxi­
mize the use of the property at Ash Basin 3. 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, 

··~ S~u:~HI• •.a~lcy 

Bobb, M. 

PUBLIC HEARING - March 12, 2001 
DEIS COMMENT FORM 

You may use !his form to submit written comments on 1he CSVT Draft Environmental lmpad 
~lace the form in the specially marked boJC If you prefer to retum the form by 

· • ,lie Hearing handout for the appropriate address All comments are due 

Name (required) 1V1 :rc1111e;l Q, BoBB 

Address (required) RR3 13..: 1311.. llhtrou, PR. 17847 

Phone (optional) S70-74 ;l.-77 35 Email (optional) -----------

COMMENTS 

IN \'oUR. ResPON:s e. To -ft-IE: cs VT (DE::rs}' f11y OP~IJ:folJ fOR !ME 

R:!Ue.R R-xse: OIJ 1"11~ f'L0op ZalJe WI'.~ NEVER CoAJSl:Ot:RED RBouT 

!fie c-rrv or 81.ooMSBuPG. THi.;V ~11.e TllLK-xiJG. 11sau1 R:r~:xtJc;. 11 Fu~w 

Dtl<'.e :ri>I -rU£ FtlTUR~- WtL!(E~-J311RRE wuL (oR ow) t/>/cRi:AsE "'J)IE':l.R 

(: %.lll.1!<!1'iH! ) 
[)I:kE qtJD Now SUNBURY WILL ALSO So/l'IET:r/lle: iH(O:i-R Chk'.r; Af'JO k/lltL 

6vr, vJIMT ABouT BtoomsBuRG? tJo"TH:!:N& Sll"D Yff. 1 c11.1J S..:i< n 
NolJJ. /'Y\oRE< Wl'll!!R oVER T'NE O:J.l<E t-WlfLL !=OR Si.msuRY JVJO tlU:ll 

SUl\f"IOlalJ {),qm, l·hu•11YJe:LS" Wu11.11.p 11.iJD SH:rl\JSG11ove; wrrH wnr;R ow 
Ill&~ $",-RlrE"TS", /.llG+/Wl!Y.S. 

T111.1c1Cs \.lll:tTH YotJR t.h:.NF:r--c.LP B11:rot;i::? WHAT RBoU1" Tl'-il<.l<'.S" . 
C:IJ'TCRING, GETT:rJJG: THROU!;/l, RIJD L£11~tiG- o!AR Two Tal!Jf>JS, Nof{rH-

l11'118£RlJIAIO Bof>.D (Rr.11., 147) AiJD TUE Cnv of" 5'uNBLIRY (lh- 61-1147) 11110 

GF.TT.:t1"7 To RT. 11/1s l\iJD Youll PR.oPo:!>EP BYPllSS. f./ollJ A8~1JT OO:tNS :tT 

T~ WIN (sar RrrRcHMEH'JS'). Tltt.5 Wouw sov1r: E ve.Rv111:r tv<>' ! -- --- . 
s .:l:Nc:E ~Ill/. 7, 1'196 I 1 RT7£r'0£1> mosr o~ 'THE: PU6t:IC mr:n:r.Nfi"S 

AS mu.ell As 1: COULP. 

m.o B. 

Use reverse for additional comments 

1. 

2 . 

3. 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Bobb, M. 

Bobb,M. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

The potential impacts of the alternatives studied in de­
tail on the Susquehanna River floodplain are presented 
in Section IV.I, Floodplains, of the Draft and Final EIS. 
The DAMA Alternative will not impact the Susquehanna 
River floodplain. This is one of the reasons why DAMA 
is the Recommended Preferred Alternative. The pro­
jected impacts on the Susquehanna River floodplain 
associated with the Old Trail Alternatives are based on 
the existing conditions and do not assume any poten­
tial levee modifications in the Bloomsburg area. There 
was coordination with the U.S. Army Corps of Engi­
neers (ACOE) regarding a levee in the Wilkes Barre 
area. 

The future traffic conditions, including future truck vol­
umes are discussed in the Draft EIS, Section Ill (2020 
volumes) and Final EIS, Section IV.M (2030 volumes). 
With the construction of the CSVT, truck traffic volumes 
in Northumberland are expected to decrease. 

The alternative corridor suggested by Mr. Bobb was 
evaluated. However, this corridor was dismissed from 
further study because it did not meet the project needs 
as well as the alternatives studied in detail in the Draft 
EIS. The stated purposes of the project are to: 

• reduce congestion on study area roadways 

• improve safety for users of the roadway 
system 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, 

Bobb, M. 

.. )))A":Z:: 
S~u';.~)jT. ",'B~ley PUBLIC HEARING- March 12, 2001 

DEIS COMMENT FORM 

You may use this form lo submit wrillen comments on lhe CSVT Draft Environmental Impact 
~lace the form in the specially mari<ed box If you prefer to return the form by 

· -- -- ·- .c,lic Hearing handout for the appropriate address All comments are due 

Name (required) m :rc:i111 .. L 0- Boss 

Address (required) R.R3 6~ 131"- nl:rt-rou, Hi. 17fS47 

Phone (optional) S70 - 74 Ol-- 77 35 Email (optional) -----------

COMMENTS 

IN \'OUR ResPoNsE lo 'INE CSVT (DE::rs}, f1ly oP:w:roll fOR Tllf 

R-:!UE.R R:rsc: o~ -r11E" tLoop ZolJE wr.s fllE:llfIR CoNSXOcRED ll8ou-r 

Ille- Cxrv or-B1oomBuPG. IHEV ARE Tllii<7,.JG. RBOlft Jcr~:rNc;. ~ FtaJD 

OtKe :rtJ -rHtO FtATURe:'- WtLl'ES-f3RRRE WILL (oR ow) n1cR1:11 sE IJl~R 
f. %N<.Rc,.sr:) 

DrkE 11110 Now SUNBURY W'ILL At..Sb 1So111f<:T.I/lle: i"ll~R D:r14,; fl/JO Willi. 

131.ff,ul>lllT ABoctT BLooftlSBURG? .io-rH-x~ SR~D \'tT. I Cll.\l S"i<E:V 

No~. /Y\oR£ Wl'ITe-R oVeR ·ole 0:J.H£ + W1u.J.. P>A St,tfiBURY p,110 tNE"ll 

SH11f1'101tz1o1 lhirn, l-lu"11Ylels- W1M11.F fltJD SH:rN5GRove: Wl:"TH W117CR otJ 

T)IFJ:R S'TR£i;'n'. U:i:G+I WllYS. 

TRIACICS: WXTH YouR W-xrJ~lD 811:ro<;=E? WHAT AlJQlff TJl!.U<:.l<'.S . 
ctJTt;llING I GETT:riJG:; T-HAOl.IG-rl r If.ND LEll~NG- olAR TWO TavJrJS, NoR.i//-

UrlHlfRl.R~O 8oPD (Rr .. 11 i 141) AwD THE C:trY oF S'u»suRy (RT 611147) llJJ~ 
<>ET~"'1 To RT: ufts AllD YouR PR.OPol>EP BYPASS. How AB,,UT OO~Nli :l.T 

"!ms WRY (sar ArrRc11f1'lems-). Titts Woui.P sotvr: £Vf.RY-r11-zrvl; ! 
s; ±Ne<: tJov. 7, l"l96, I llT7£1405':1) mosr Or "THE: PU6L:CC mr;.er:rnV',; 

AS mU.Cll As 1: COULD, 

m.o B-

Use reverse for additional comments 

1. 

2 . 

3. 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Bobb,M. 

Bobb, M. 

3. (cont.) 

• ensure sufficient capacity for the expected 
growth in population and employment 

T raffle projections were developed for the corridor sug­
gested by Mr. Bobb. Using the same methodology 
used for the alternatives studied in detail in the Draft 
EIS, the traffic projections indicated that this corridor 
would carry only 60% of the traffic projected for the 
other alternatives. Thus, the project purpose of re­
ducing congestion on study area roadways is not ad­
equately met because of the considerable amount of 
regional traffic that would remain on the existing road­
way network. 

This corridor is also not desirable from an engineer­
ing and environmental perspective. In general, the 
proposed corridor is approximately four miles longer 
than the longest alternative discussed in the Draft EIS. 
With the added length comes the potential for addi­
tional environmental impacts. The proposed corridor 
would also require two new bridges over the Susque­
hanna River instead of the one new river bridge cur­
rently proposed with the CSVT Alternatives. The ad­
ditional bridge would add substantial costs and addi­
tional environmental impacts to the project. 

For these reasons, a corridor to the east of Sunbury 
was dismissed from further consideration. 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted 
During the DEIS Comment Period, Stuck 

su+:hann)~ PUBLIC HEARING - March 12, 2001 
DEIS COMMENT FORM 

You may use this form to submit written comments on the CSVT Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) Place the form in the specially marked box If you prefer to return the form by 
mail, refer to the Public Hearing handout for the appropriate address All comments are due 
bv March 26. 2001. 

Date Mo,pcy 24 2001 

Name (required) /\I.BERT & CAROLYN STUCK 

Address (required) R.R. # 2 llOX 51 7 NORTH!!MRERLl\ND Pl\. l 76 5 7 

Phone (optlonal) 570-473-9106 Email (optional} AFSTUCK@PTD. NET 

COMMENTS 

DEAR SIR'S 

Regarding the paragr-dph stating •a business, fann or non"jJrofit organizatioo that tallllot be retota. led --1 
without substantial loss oi profits may chose either an actual moving 0xpen5e payment optio.n or en 1 
alleroatlve business allowance payment • I would like to go on R<Onl that I and my wife curR.otly __ · 
operates two businesses fiom home end bas been established In that location for 3S year.; 
TllaDk you for your attention 

ALBERT & CAROLYN STCK 

Use reverse for additional comments 

Response to Additional Written Comments Submitted 
During the DEIS Comment Period, Stuck 

Stuck, A&C 

1. Your business ownership in the project area is noted. 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During the 
DEIS Comment Period, Deromedi 

SUSf'~ PUBLIC HEARING- March 12, 2001 
DEIS COMMENT FORM 

You may use 1his form to submit written comments on the CSVT Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) Place the form in the specially mari(ed box If you prefer to return the form by 
mail, refer to the Public Hearing handout tor the appropriate address All comments ant due 
by March 26. 2001. 

Dale s- .u.-- DI 

Name(required) Be~~ARd ' /J,,._,j,,i& 7Je.<ol'fcrl• 

Address (required) ;f D "".:r 'fj', ,r I ;i o (/:, ~ h """ A' o..t J) 

Phone(optional} SZD- 7"/3· ~3fl- Email (optional) -----------

COMMENTS 

~ _,..,J,o,., , I /'fAv e • .., .... ~,.' 
/,,,, J,..,/,C oF ,,,_, ..... prcu1ous CqYV'~CAn&,"kC# a.y tlN~c4 ,,~.f 

j v 
at J~j,h,1nwr JI,,/, f"-.!.o•I •L'S <lf'Pd>-•.._t th~ t. h•nt. oP 

P"" 9u r:.1.t••hi - C 0 ><C•Y~' 6<>11• le,..,, a J/yc c£s J Cv d4i<; 

lwey// Ltr. /:.o k~v .. i6• /'oll••·d"f rs:rz-s=c ,.. Co»ccy1d 

i,. :i-e_s• /u, rl _ / >.. -"" _ __-j,_;_h._e_J,__ _E.tt. ~ ~ 1 o ,., 
I 

{J.,.,.. ,,.,_,,,_,,,__ _ _LS"S::.!J-"S_ i>_:l--«_ C_._-.,t;~- ;...-oulf.d ouY CU\."rt'><°t 

t &f.,..,., 4.,,., /q, Ii.- you k1ucw .., .. a.v-.: 60 0, 1>- 4<lJ- Seve"fH"< 
' 

11.iJ.,.,,,/;J, t), .. p>'"•Xtr<dr 0 ,l=fh~ 'Yoildla o.,..-ho>-.., the 
' 

i 

1'1{11"-t o.., P«Y r.t_,,.,.._ h.a.Jf/i <ld.h 021/,v f.e ,V<je.tit;e./V.t), 

Cb .. eoL.,t,.,I ,./: tv•Yt<>4!: ,&,,'>hes,,._,,,.~., eta. C~epc11~t IS 

o .,:., £ ,IJd.t <>H• /I a.., t:.,,/ .. hd" J,, d c./ hec•r "'' /t I 1. 

br:. 1;.,poss1 /:,/,., 

f~r---.Jfr ,,.,. 'j1<•f,J,r ,,;:f,f'., ga .. oolt h.,, d •• ,, .. .,J,.,,1 

f>t t.4~ ~C!erS= . .P11 1nt, f?Atev(s, 9 1 .c £1fc.J '"c6 i\S PR.a(11.,,lr 4cp I F• 

RuA=J Fu'ktcc &iu4s:; .et"c. . .a.u-1/J Aa.,., 1>rc ur tr=' th r. Ft4t-l./r~ ll~ oAJ-e 
' 

ntfc.!11ef r. c '°t•r dr.,v ye/;.tY'('nJc?t-1 r4:,.,.s Iµ: ee. Aci: - -rl,~s 1P.lfDlt:<.f 

Use reverse for additional comments 

Response to Additional Written Comments Submitted 
During the DEIS Comment Period, Deromedi 

Deromedi, B&E 

1. The Deromedi's concerns have been addressed pre­
viously. Please see Pages 116-117. 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During the 
DEIS Comment Period, Deromedi 

s~~tcy 
~ 

PUBLIC HEARING - March 12, 2001 
DEIS COMMENT FORM 

You may use this fonn to submit written comments on the CSVT Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) Place the form in the specially marked box If you prefer to return the fonn by 
mail, refer to the Public Hearing handout for lhe appropriate address All comments are due 
by March 26. 2001. 

Date?,] s-- u/ 

Name(required) !le&:,.,§>-) J. //, ~abdJ.. ·1Jr-lf.""tert1 

Addl8ss (required) f p #!>- SM I,;. o (;:,rt c" ;r.,. d 

Phone (optlonaO S7o- 7'f3 -1?~ 9..i. Email (optional) ------------

COMMENTS 

«f'// tt11kc. t4,i:- l'fton1Jlc ,u //H<C eh>< C.'lr'>'<.,Llk £-C•.,drr: 
, I ; ' 

-f'/,,.,,J/,,,. <hv YCH•"'bhL<- ,c._.,..,,,v_Cd>t S_e<" t4 .. ,f._,,,.st:.t;.,,_,, 
f-- - I ' 

ef=F.,~11/,,. ?Y•/eo.fw,/I ha.,. n1the F.,(;"""" f/,;;/, 

4>1f"Pt"(it< /3hc,c/ "!t dttl- Al='oR~!fs&l-u&"-i c.01vs.~Jt..c.-s 1~ ftJu r I > > 

C.tro• •t s e,. 1/v 111r,1,•"' v t" tr~/. c ~ f~ "s we w ./{ A• ;-;~._ .. <! 
f I 

i• r;e// o"ll!/'tr•re,.-cr. 6Jbv,•vrt,., w6.4tlf"' uv,J,,,,.¢.,dl wuq/,f 

PAk bef-Dltc t&. PK• l<r;I ...,,// /,. S!'jtvtP.°<A"'T/v 91\'q ter r1 r v ~, 

(,!,,,_.., Arre,. rftc. _pl(u/e.<. J-. 

J..iisl/,,., u..,/,,,Jt •f _'/h~c,./,4.H<S._l'f!fd~ ~v fi'e~£-t .~ 

[b'P to&.-i ..... 1Aclfer IP!:.)td<,,jl£ eMinwi! .. lt;./ l/l.J VµLurte; "'1 rt'c.C1ur.1.JII, 

''""'1£ &~ ,F,,,.,..e £)£!<;; 1w,/ tA• ,fe..,,£f,C:t.er lbL,,,.,. /O tJ,./,J, 
~ I 

,iont;: w 6rGA byt hcc e..u;:o.11,4 ii..s a .vfa cute. PAot~-sf ... ,6,,... h(•t'->9 
; ; r • , 

£61Cfrt sovf'/1 ff,s 1s ""''"'"-eefe41s, /,,us Fu"'- Je,./i/, 
l 

filu•h 1, • F f.,r-e,.fh• r,,,....,!S, poi~~, J,tfr.rr, v1s<n•/ w/l/e«. S<ll'J'I[ 

el-.) PA'eeufv VA/.,,. Jt,.,,j ,,fJ,,._, w,f,,_.{ ,/,.4 "'"""re//: h4ve J'., .t~,/ 
~, r r r 

,,.,, fhe_ ,t;e..,Li,,_tf;e_,,, 11,.,I /JEI', 

/"'-- ef,,,_,l'-'SL__""e /feQ .. •sf r. t. 11Vc/,,Je.1 ,µ 11e.f.c.J1 /,,...q u,,t;, 
'(/,-e_ 7 C.(Jl"l='',h / l/cl!.1/s Rt:~1 rle~{!---;-:;r--------;;1;-.!. ftAR /.-i-~~--:.-;.-'~,...c" 

Use reverse for additional comments ,(/.....Jc. £C 
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~~JI 1tcJ. (' \JWtW,,"'-4 

1. 

Response to Additional Written Comments Submitted 
During the DEIS Comment Period, Deromedi 

Deromedi, B&E 

1. The Deromedi's concerns have been addressed pre­
viously. Please see Pages 116-117. 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Smith 

In the rural area through which Route 15 runs, the opportunities for public transportation are 
pitiful As the modernization of this Route 1 S proceeds, it could provide the start of a solution to 
this problem There should be facilities for bus passengers at selected exits It should be up to I 1 
the state to help local communities develop imaginative systems to transport discharged · 
passengers to their local destinations Public transportation has to be heavily subsidized It 
cannot succeed ifit is not perceived as significantly cheaper than travel in a private car Private 
car travel is heavily subsidized, most highways being free I 2. 

I had a public transportation experience last fall out of Harrisburg I wanted to go to Bangor 
Maine It cost me, as a very senior citizen, $60 to get to Boston by train I arrived in Boston, got 
on a bus (about $30)which went to Bangor with a single stop at Portland The bus terminal and 
the train terminal are very convenient in Boston, about as convenient as the arrangements in 
Harrisburg I left Harrisburg at 7:00 AM got to Bangor about 9 PM Not nearly u fast at it could 
be by ground transportation But try driving it in one day (more than 600 miles) 

Manning A Smith 
Lewisburg PA, 1783 7 
570-524-9267 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Smith 

Smith, M. 

1. Early in the project studies various mass transit op­
tions were evaluated to determine if they were rea­
sonable options to solving the transportation prob­
lems in the study area. The project goals, which were 
based on the problems being experienced in the study 
area, included: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

reduce congestion on study area roadways, 
namely U.S. Routes 11/15, U.S. Route 15, U.S. 
Route 11, and PA Route 14 7; 

improve safety for roadway users; and 

provide adequate capacity for the expected 
growth in population and employment. 

The mass transit options were eliminated as reason­
able options since they would not meet most of the 
project goals. 

The mass transit options had the potential to reduce 
congestion, and, by doing so, improve safety. How­
ever, the potential mass transit options available in 
the area really only dealt with the potential conges­
tion relief of the local traffic, not the through traffic. 
The mix of through and local traffic, through truck traf­
fic in particular, was noted as one of the major prob­
lems on the study area roadways. The mass transit 
options would not address this issue. 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Smith 

In the rural area through which Route 15 runs, the opportunities for public transportation are 
pitiful As the modernization of this Route 15 proceeds, it could provide the start of a solution to 
this problem There should be facilities for bus passengers at selected exits It should be up to I 1 
the state to help local communities develop imaginative systems to transport discharged · 
passengers to their local destinations Public transportation has to be heavily subsidized It 
cannot succeed if it is not perceived as significantly cheaper than travel in a private car Private 
car travel is heavily subsidized, most highways being free I 2. 

I had a public transportation experience last fall out of Harrisburg I wanted to go to Bangor 
Maine It cost me, as a very senior citizen, $60 to get to Boston by train I arrived in Boston, got 
on a bus (about $30)which went to Bangor with a single stop at Portland The bus terminal and 
the train terminal are very convenient in Boston, about as convenient as the anangements in 
Harrisburg I left Harrisbmg at 7:00 AM got to Bangor about 9 PM Not nearly as fast at it could 
be by ground transportation But uy driving it in one day (more than 600 miles) 

Manning A Smith 
Lewisburg PA, 17837 
570-524-9267 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Smith 

Smith, M. 

2. Highways are not subsidized; they are paid for by 
highway users. Money for highways comes from liq­
uid fuels taxes, vehicle registration fees, etc. 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Sholley 

PennDot District 3-0 
715 Jordan Avenue 
PO Box216 

~ 
t( f_ ~ 

Montoursville, PA 17754-0216 Attn Mr Paul Heise, P E , District Engineer 

Dear Mr Heise 

I have been agonizing for weeks thinking about writing you this letter concerning 
the route of the Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation (CSVT) Project, 
'l\lhic:h will run directly through our home in the Colonial Acres development in 
Monroe TOWflship I begin by enclosing a copy .of the letter I had written to the 

LlL 

Sunbury Daily Item in November, 2000 (see attached) As I emphasized in the I 
letter to the editor of the Daily Item, We dO-JIOt .wish .to lose our home! 1 . 

I 'M'.luld now like to add to v.tiat I said in that correspondence which was printed 
in the editorial section of the Daily Item The foUolNing is from memory, and the 
dates may not be 100 percent correct 

In the spring of 1991, my wife and I purchased the.property at 6 Colonial Drive 
Over the next six months, we did the following 

• added a 12' X 30' room to the rear..oflbe.homs,-axplicitly to accommodate a 
train layout and collection that was previously displayed on the third floor of 
our former Sunbury home, 

• moved an the plantings from our yard, including thousands of bulbs (tulips, 
daffodils, crocus, hyacinth,_g-apehyacintb, roses, etc ) After discollering the 
type of soil on our property at 8 Colonial Drive, we moved a large amount of 
the soil from the planting beds from our .fol:mefSunbury property to.our new 
property 

• moved all our belongings, furniture, trains, a shop full of woodworking tools, 
etc All of the moving was done-by my wife .and I 

As my lifetime occupation involved the selling and installing of floor coverings, I 
was able to purchase and install better quality tban a11erage floor .covering at 
Colonial Acres I even moved from our Sunbury home to the bedrooms at 
Colonial Acres 'NOOI carpeting the quality of..wblcb-you probably could not 
purchase today 

In September of 1991, we moved ourselves in the house at Colonial Acres and 
began the task of turning it intO a home 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Sholley 

Sholley, M. 

1. Your concern about losing your home is acknowl­
edged. 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Sholley 

-2-

As the years passed we worked aUhe following 

• In the train room, built shelving, built the train layout, unpacked the trains, 
and placed them on the.shelves~ 

• In the basement, I built a room separate from the heat exchanger This room 
was built to house the~ tools and was made dusUight.and 
completely keeps thadust from entering the heat exchanger and into the rest 
of the house I will noLbe ahle to do this again and.do not think I could pay 
someone to take enough care needed to make a dust tight area 

The seasons came and.\NS!lt JNe Vo10rked in the~,-building beds.with yard 
timbers, improving the soil, paving the driveway, and developing a small 
vegetable garden in the r.ear yard The-bulbs increased jn number (we.have 
pictures showing this) 

The roses (there were 70-80 of them that we moved) died out over the years 
They were old v.tlen we transplantedlhem,-..and also the winter temperatures 
were much lower than normal and the insects worse than in Sunbury Therefore, 
I replaced the roses v.iith .v.arious.types-af-Juniper.lAhich are doing v.iell 

After about the third yeai; the summer coming to a close, we moved inside and 
continued to \NOrk in the train room -and the basement At this time, we also 
upgraded the kitchen countertops 1Nith Corian tops, Corian deep welled double 
sink, and upgraded the faucet --Also-during-this-time, we worked on the garage 
I added two overhead door openers, and shelving and cupboards around the 
perimeter 

We definitely planned to spend the rest of our lives at 6 Colonial Drive from 
Yklere we could drive on-baclU"oacls.witl'lout..one~afficJight to K.Mart, our bank, 
the post office, the recycling center, our voting polling site, fall & spring clean-up 
site, health care center, and a large shopping mall .(that includes .a large 
supermarket) that had almost everything else we would ever need All of this is 
within five miles of our home-at S Gelenial-GFiYe 

My wife lells me that nothing I can say in this letter is going to change a thing 
That may be true, but I am getting--tl'lin-Off-my .chest-and maybe-help me better 
to cope with the stress I am experiencing 

The last five or six years-Since.plar:mii:lg Olllbe CSVT began, it has-been for me 
~ II periods of both deep depression and great highs PJ. first it appeared that the 
-....i new highway was either _going-to be h11ilt below or aro• ind us 

I 2. 

Response to Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Sholley 

Sholley, M. 

2. The CSVT Project is in a phase of project develop­
ment known as Preliminary Design. During this phase, 
project alternatives are dynamic and modifications to 
alternatives are continually being evaluated. Multiple 
versions of potential alignments have been consid­
ered through Monroe Township and Shamokin Dam 
Borough. 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Sholley 

-3-

Then you discovered the former disposal site used by Monroe TO'M"lship and 
planned for a route that weJ'll aven .furtber-mlt ButJatet; the route plans 
changed to go right through Colonial Orive 

Even between the public.meetings, we have had periods of trying 1o ac:cept our 
circumstances and then again depression We did not expect to spend our lives 

after retirement like this 

I feel that circumstances or the last five to six years has injured my v.ife and I 
emotionally and physically 

At your meeting on March 12, 2001, we spoke to a gentleman who pulled our 
home up on your computsr ~-Showed us..tmlt-OUr home was definitely inside 
the preferred route given to the federal government At that time, I asked how 
we v.culd be compensated for ..our .home He said that we would be paid the 
same as if we had decided to moved to Florida and had to put our home on the 

market 

We don't intend to move to Florida, we never have and never v.ill consider that 
We lived In the Sunbury-house.for 44.years before we moved to 8-Colonial 
Drive We intended to be here the rest of our lives 

What we need ir it ends~tl:lal..we-halle to mc)lle is to-be able to build ahouae 
exactly like this one (to tl:ie inch) In this way we could move everything we O'Ml 
to a home that is identicallolhe..one.lAte ar.eJo.now.. -At.our age wa.donotneed 
more confusion 

I 3. 

4. 

We also understand that this process v.ill take another t\W to three years before 
the buying of properties.begil:ls We-have.beel+il:l.-limbo and v.ill .cootmue to.be I 5 
in limbo for some time, in IM'lat should be the best years of our lives It is not · 
only the work that I have..done-since..we mowd her.e,..iLls also ....nat!.baite NOT 
done in the past fjve years.due to the uncertainty of things (adding scenery, 
Wiring, etc to the train lay.out.because of facing the.possibility of.l:lav.iAg.to tear 
it all dO'Ml) This is time that I have lost, never to regain 

~~~ 
~LV~·-- d 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Sholley 

Sholley,M. 

3. Once the location and dimensions of the landfill in Mon­
roe Township were verified, additional alternatives 
were developed to avoid the site. This situation is 
discussed in the Draft EIS on Pages 111-95 through 
111-99. Two alternative modifications were evaluated 
at that time (March through August 1999); one to the 
north and west of the landfill known as DA West Modi­
fied and one to the south and east of the landfill known 
as DA Modified. The DA Modified Alternative impacted 
Colonial Acres. 

4. 

In August of 1999, the DA West Modified Alternative 
was eliminated from further study because it gener­
ated excessive amounts of waste material, crossed 
Ash Basin 2 in a cut and breached the dam of the 
Ash Basin, potentially compromising its stability. The 
DA Modified Alternative (through Colonial Acres) was 
chosen as the alternative to advance to detailed stud­
ies and to avoid impacting the closed municipal land­
fill. 

As correctly noted in your letter, the proposed alter­
native that is currently being recommended to the 
FHWA does directly impact your property and home. 
However, until a Record of Decision is issued, the 
alternative selected could be different from the Rec­
ommended Pref erred Alternative. Additionally, once 
an alternative is selected, it is subject to modifica­
tions during Final Design. 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Sholley 

-3-

Then you discovered the former disposal site used by Monroe TO'Mlship and 
planned for a route that well! .8llBT1 further-OUt But.latel; the route plans 
changed to go right through Colonial Drive 

I 3. 

I feel that circumstances of the last five to six years has injured my wife and I 
emotionally and physically 

At your meeting on March 12, 2001, we spoke to a gentleman who pulled our 
home up on your computer aid-showed uS-tl:lat.our home was definitely inside 
the preferred route given to the federal government At that time, I asked how 
we v.ould be compensated for -OUr .home He said that we ..wuld be paid the 
same as if we had decided to moved to Florida and had to put our home on the 

market 

We don't intend to move to Florida, we never have and never will consider that 
We lived in the Sunbury.house.for 44-years before we moved to 8.COtonial 
Drive We intended to be here the rest of our lives 

What we need if it ends..up.~at.wa~ to move is to be able to build 8-t:louse 
exactly like this one (to tl'le inch) In this way we could move everything we ov.n 
to a home that is identical.to .thaone.lAl9 areJnnow. A.Lour age wa.donotneed 
more confusion 

We also understand that this process will take another two to three years before 
the buying of properties lleQiAS .W.e-l:laWJ.been-ln-limbo and will .comimla to..be 
in limbo for some time, in what should be the best years of our lives It is not 
only the work that I hav~ mo\ted her-e,Jt.is also -Mlat!.halfe NOT 
done in the past fjve years.due to the uncertainty of things (adding scenery, 
Wiring, etc to the train layout.because of facing the.possibility of-l:laving..to tear 
it all dOVIWl) This is time that I have lost, never to regain 

~~~ 
~W~·-- d 

4. 

5. 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Sholley 

Sholley, M. 

4. (cont.) 

5. 

The Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policies Act (42 U.S.C. 4601) of 
1970, as amended, and the PA Eminent Domain Code 
Act of June 22, 1964, as amended, apply to all project 
displacements. Generally, property acquisition ap­
plies only to those properties needed for project con­
struction or rendered functionally obsolete. 

It is recognized that this process is time-consuming 
and difficult for those potentially impacted by the pro­
posed alternatives. At this point it is anticipated that 
Final Design and Right-of-Way acquisition will not be­
gin until 2003. 

::!! 
::J 
Ol 

m 
::J 
:5. ..... 
0 

II 3 
CD 
::J -Ol 

3 
-0 
Ol 
Q. 
(/) 

or -CD 
3 
CD 
::J -



< 
(,) 
(J) 
0 

ATTACHMENT TO MR. SHOLLEY'S LETTER 

November 12, 2000 

Dear Editor 

I would like the following letter placed in your newspaper I had a copy of this 
emailed to you on November 12-at 4.20 pm 

I am writing this in response to your editorial of November 8, 2000 entitled 
'PennDot - The Road to Success • I wouldJike.to-leU ~ that not-au of .the 
Colonial Acres Homeowners Association accepts the fate of losing their homes 
True, we belong to the Colonial-Aaes .Home<>'Miers-Association, .but .our goal as 
a group was to have the Central Susquehanna Valley Thruway ( CSVT) by-pass 
our development completely Som~ere..this.goal-WSS forgotten.and the lower 
half of Colonial Acres was sacrificed We do not wish to lose our home! I will 

tell you why 

In 1990 as we retired, we decided to look for a house we could turn into a home 
We had lived at the comer of 5th.and UQe..str.eetskl Sunbury for 44 years We 
kept the comer neat and clean, planting roses, tulips, daffodils, etc 

After finding this house at 8 Colonial Drive.~ was within 3 miles of a 
shopping center, supermarket, bank and post office, we decided to tum it into a 
home we could spend the rest-Of our lives ln 

In the first five years, we moved our furnishings, most of the plantings, flowers 
and bulbs from our Sunbury yard, .and.av.en.some-of .the-soil in v.hich .the plants 
grew We built planters and began nourishing the soil in our Colonial Acres 

yard 

The largest chore was moving an extensive collection of 50 year old American 
Flyer trains and a large train layout-from .the-.thirdfloor of our Sunbury .home 
We began this by building a room on the rear of the new home Then we spent 
the next five years buildit:lg the-layout, the .sbeMng, i:ounters, etc ~nd-Placing 
the collection appropriately 

Then, news began concerning the CSVT began coming in The first maps I saw 
showed the closed route traveling on the fJat.(;ompletely below Colonial Acres I 
said to my wife, that's OK, it will be nice on a summer evening to look down on 
the traffic Then CSVT was moved .up to hit-Colonial.Acres Later it was stated 
that CSVT 'MJuld go around Colonial Acres, until the dump was discovered/ We 
have been in limbo now the-last six.years -We.are.now 73 years old 

We feel we have lost the last 10 yeaf.S-.Of..our Ji.vas-ancl will not be able to do it 
again (what we have done to make 8 Colonial Drive a home) 

In closing, let me say I do not.expecUbis Jetter .to.be world changing, but I sure 
hope this letter will be therapeutic for my wife and myself, and we find the inner 
strength to get through tl:Us as.lolo'9 hate done manv times before in our .54 years 
of married life 

Thank you for your anticipated cooperation 

Sincerely, 

Milton Shelley 

8 Colonial Acres 
Selinsgrove PA 17870 
(570) 743-7818 
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Those of us who are astounded at PennDOT's choice of bypass can fight, and can win 
However, you cannot fight PennDOT at the emotional - "I don't want this thing in my 
backyard"- level, rather, their "choice" must be challenged at the scientific level State agencies 
must produce an environmental impact statement (EIS) if they want any federal funding An EIS 
is supposed to be an unbiased, scientific docwnent The way it's supposed to work is that a state 
agency hires a "neutral" environmental firm (in this case Skelly and Loy) to study all the 
environmental factors that may influence a proposed project, and then recommend the "best" 
option But what happens all too often - and some environmental firms are known for this - is 
that the state agency has already made up it's mind as to which option it wants and simply tells 
the environmental firm to act as a rubber stamp to get their EIS approved After reading most of 
the entire 1000 +I- (purposefully confusing?) page EIS, I have to wonder if PennDOT seriously I 1. 
ever considered any other route besides the one they had on the drawing boards some 20+ years 
ago when the road to nowhere was built This document can be challenged, scientifically If you 
are against the construction of this highway, this is your only chance I have sent a copy of this 
to PennDOT as part of their "official" EIS comments to be sent on to Washington DC, but it is at 
the local level that opposition can mounted Here are just a few glaring problems I see, and 
remember, it is not always what's in a report, but what was conveniently left out that is the 
difference between a true scientific document and propaganda 

wetland ranking. systerns_(HEP, WET) so that pristine, ~ydrologically functioning, and . 2 
Wetlands No ranking of wetland value There are a few common, but not always used, I 

hydrogeornorphically uruque wetlands are not grouped mto the same wetland class as coal-silt · 
filled-in abandoned canals or manmade drainage ditches (as most of the "wetlands" identified by 
Skelly and Loy along the old trail alternative seem to be) Almost astonishingly, these same I 3. 
wetlands are identified as "forested", and therefore should be replaced at a 2 I ratio! Has I 
anybody bothered to tell the Anny Corps of Engineers that these "woodlands" are young, 4 
invasive, scrub species that have grown up around the abandoned canal and railroad line? No · 
natural soil in this area is identified as a wetland soil so all these wetlands were man made I 
In fact, the only "natural" wetlands to be disturbed would be along the preferred route 5. 

Archaeology Conveniently and unbelievably, all recorded archaeological sites along the 
scenic preferred route were identified as "significantly disturbed"( what a shock) while most sites 
along the industrially impacted old trail are "apparently undisturbed" (even deeper shock) This 
is not anything borne out of scientific study it is only an opinion Hard to believe there's so 
much disturbance in open fields I would bet there are at least a dozen archaeological sites along 
the preferred alternative some deep sites that would need expensive phase three 
investigations 

6. 

models use proximity to wateiways as the main predictor of archaeological site concentration, 7 
All archaeological impacts are based on predictive models only, not survey work These I 

and, seemingly, do not take into consideration the likelihood of intense, recent earth disturbances · 
along the Old Trail With the OT A running along the Susqueb.anna River, by default, much of it 
is considered "high probability " 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Reeder 

Reeder, R. 

1. The contents of an EIS are dictated by specific Fed­
eral and State laws, regulations, and guidance. The 
Draft EIS for the CSVT Project consists of two vol­
umes containing approximately 600 pages of text plus 
an additional 150 pages of Appendices and detailed 
mapping. The Draft EIS was not intended to be "pur­
posefully confusing." Rather, it represents consider­
able condensing of technical information and studies 
collected over more than five years of investigation. 

Every alternative evaluated in the Draft EIS was seri­
ously considered. Otherwise, we would not have 
taken the time or gone to the expense of studying 
each of these alternatives. The Recommended Pre­
ferred Alternative, DAMA/RCS, is not the same align­
ment that was designed years ago. The only way it is 
similar is that it runs to the west of U.S. Routes 11 /15. 

2. Wetland functions and values were determined for all 
wetlands delineated in the CSVT study area. The wet­
lands in the CSVT study area were divided into differ­
ent groups based upon common hydrogeomorphic 
characteristics. The common hydrogeomorphic char­
acteristics included landscape position and hydrologic 
regime. After the wetlands were grouped into the dif­
ferent hydrogeomorphic groups, the functions and 
values were then determined. The functions and val­
ues of the different hydrogeomorphic groups were 
determined using the functional parameters outlined 
in the Wetland Evaluation Technique (WET) 2.0. A 
formal WET 2.0 modeling run was not completed. The 
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Those of us who are astounded at PennDOT's choice of bypass can fight, and can win 
However, you cannot fight PennDOT at the emotional - "I don't want this thing in my 
backyard"- level, rather, their "choice" must be challenged at the scientific level State agencies 
must produce an environmental impact statement (EIS) if they want any federal funding An EIS 
is supposed to be an unbiased, scientific document The way it's supposed to work is that a state 
agency hires a "neutral" environmental finn (in this case Skelly and Loy) to study all the 
environmental factors that may influence a proposed project, and then recommend the "best" 
option But what happens all too often - and some environmental firms are known for this - is 
that the state agency has already made up it's mind as to which option it wants and simply tells 
the environmental firm to act as a rubber stamp to get their EIS approved After reading most of 
the entire l 000 +/- (purposefully confusing?) page EIS, I have to wonder if PennDOT seriously I 1. 
ever considered any other route besides the one they had on the drawing boards some 20+ years 
ago when the road to nowhere was built Tiris document can be challenged, scientifically If you 
are against the construction of this highway, this is your only chance I have sent a copy of this 
to PennDOT as part of their "official" EIS comments to be sent on to Washington DC, but it is at 
the local level that opposition can mounted Here are just a few glaring problems I see, and 
remember, it is not always what's in a report, but what was conveniently left out that is the 
difference between a true scientific document and propaganda 

wetland ranking systems (HEP, WET) so that pristine, hydrologically functioning, and 2 
Wetlands No ranking of wetland value There are a few common, but not always used, I 

hydrogeomorphically unique wetlands are not grouped into the same wetland class as coal-silt · 
filled-in abandoned canals or manmade drainage ditches (as most of the "wetlands" identified by 
Skelly and Loy along the old trail alternative seem to be) Almost astonishingly, these same I 3. 
wetlands are identified as "forested", and therefore should be replaced at a 2 I ratio! Has I 
anybody bothered to tell the Army Corps of Engineers lhat these "woodlands" are young. 4 
invasive, scrub species that have grown up around the abandoned canal and railroad line? No · 
natural soil in this area is identified as a wetland soil so all these wetlands were man made I 
In fact, the only "natural" wetlands to be disturbed would be along the preferred route 5. 

Archaeology Conveniently and unbelievably, all recorded archaeological sites along the 
scenic preferred route were identified as "significantly disturbed"(what a shock) while most sites 
along lhe industrially impacted old trail are "apparently undisturbed" (even deeper shock) This 
is not anything borne out of scientific study it is only an opinion Hard to believe there's so 
much disturbance in open fields I would bet there are at least a dozen archaeological sites along 
the preferred alternative some deep sites that would need expensive phase tluee 
investigations 

6. 

All archaeological impacts are based on predictive models only, not survey work These I 
models use proximity to waterways as the main predictor of archaeological site concentration, 7 
and, seemingly, do not take into consideration the likelihood of intense, recent earth disturbances • 
along the Old Trail With the OT A running along the Susquehanna River, by default, much of it 
is considered "high probability " 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Reeder 

Reeder, R. 

functional assessment completed for the project con­
sisted of providing a narrative description of the poten­
tial functions and values based upon the function al pa­
rameters and their descriptions outlined in the WET 
manual. 

The results of this functional assessment are presented 
in the Wetland Technical Memorandum. In Section IV.F.2 
of the Draft EIS, Page IV-190 the text indicates that "de­
tailed wetland impact summary tables are provided for 
each project alternative in the Wetlands Technical Sum­
mary Memorandum. The Wetland Impact Summary 
Tables summarize the wetland impacts by different cat­
egories such as size, vegetative classification, and 
hydrogeomorphic and functional characterization (HFC)." 
For further clarification, a table showing wetland impacts 
by functional type has been added to Section IV.F.2 of 
the Final EIS. 

In regard to the functions and values of the "Canal Wet­
lands" found along the Old Trail Alternatives, these wet­
lands are grouped as River!Temporarily Ponded Wet­
lands. The functional description for this type of wetland 
is provided in the Wetland Technical Memorandum. The 
provided summary addresses the different functional 
parameters outlined in WET 2.0: floodflow alteration, 
sediment/toxicant retention, nutrient removal/transforma­
tion, sediment stabilization, wildlife and aquatic habitat, 
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Those of us who are astounded at PennDOT's choice of bypass can fight, and can win 
However, you cannot fight PennDOT at the emotional - "I don't want this thing in my 
backyard"- level, rather, their "choice" must be challenged at the scientific level State agencies 
must produce an environmental impact statement (EIS) if they want any federal funding An EIS 
is supposed to be an unbiased, scientific document The way it's supposed to work is that a state 
agency hires a "neutral" environmental finn (in this case Skelly and Loy) to study all the 
environmental factors that may influence a proposed project, and then recommend the "best" 
option But what happens all too often - and some environmental finns are known for this - is 
that the state agency has already made up it's mind as to which option it wants and simply tells 

the entire 1000 +/- (purposefully confusing?) page EIS, I have to wonder if PennDOT seriously 1. 
the envirorunental finn to act as a rubber stamp to get their EIS approved After reading most of I 
ever considered any other route besides the one they had on the drawing boards some 20+ years 
ago when the road to nowhere was built This document can be challenged, scientifically If you 
are against the construction of this highway, this is your only chance I have sent a copy of this 
to PennDOT as part of their "official" EIS comments to be sent on to Washington DC, but it is at 
the local level that opposition can mounted Here are just a few glaring problems I see, and 
remember, it is not always what's in a report, but what was conveniently left out that is the 
difference between a true scientific document and propaganda 

wetland ranking systems (HEP, WET) so that pristine, hydrologically functioning, and 2 
Wetlands No ranking of wetland value There are a few common, but not alwaysllSed, I 

hydrogeomorphically unique wetlands are not grouped into the same wetland class as coal-silt · 
filled-in abandoned canals or manmade drainage ditches (as most of the "wetlands" identified by 
Skelly and Loy along the old trail alternative seem to be) Almost astonishingly, these same I 3. 
wetlands are identified as "forested", and therefore should be replaced at a 2 1 ratio! Has I 
anybody bothered to tell the Anny Corps of Engineers that these "woodlands" are young, 4 
invasive, scrub species that have grown up around the abandoned canal and railroad line? No · 
natural soil in this area is identified as a wetland soil so all these wetlands were man made I 
In fact, the only "natural" wetlands to be disturbed would be along the preferred route 5. 

Archaeology Conveniently and unbelievably, all recorded archaeological sites along the 
scenic preferred route were identified as "significantly disturbed"(what a shock) while most sites 
along the industrially impacted old trail are "apparently undisturbed" (even deeper shock) This 
is not anything borne out of scientific study it is only an opinion Hard to believe there's so 
much disturbance in open fields I would bet there are at least a dozen archaeological sites along 
the preferred alternative some deep sites that would need expensive phase three 
investigations 

6. 

All archaeological impacts are based on predictive models only, not survey work These I 
models use proximity to waterways as the main predictor of archaeological site concentration, 7 
and, seemingly, do not take into consideration the likelihood ofintense, recent earth disturbances · 
along the Old Trail With the OT A running along the Susquehanna River, by default, much of it 
is considered "high probability" 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Reeder 

Reeder, R. 

2. (cont.) 

groundwater discharge and recharge, production export, 
uniqueness and heritage. The opportunity for this type 
of wetland (River!Temporarily Ponded) to perform the 
stated function(s) and the effectiveness of the wetland 
type in performing the stated function(s) are addressed 
in the Technical Memorandum. 

As part of addressing the functions and values, the as­
sessment indicates whether the wetland is effective at 
providing a particular function or value. The determina­
tion of whether the wetland is effective at providing a 
function or value is based upon the characteristics pro­
vided in WET 2.0 for a particular function and the 
evaluator's professional judgment. The functional as­
sessment does not summarize the results of the differ­
ent functions and values and assign an overall "value 
rating" to each wetland or hydrogeomorphic group. For 
example, the functional assessment does not state wet­
land "#" is a high or low quality wetland or the 
Hydrogeomorphic group wetlands "#" are high or low 
quality wetlands. The determination of whether a wet­
land is of high quality or low quality is subjective and 
based upon each person's opinion or perspective. There 
are no jurisdictional guidelines or methodologies for iden­
tifying high quality or low quality wetlands, except for 
the PADEP Exceptional Value wetlands defined in Chap­
ter 105. 
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ThGse GfUS who are astGunded at PennDOT's choice of bypass can fight, and can win 
HGwever, you cannot fight PennDOT at the emotional - '1 don't want this thing in my 
backyard"- level, rather, their "choice" must be challenged at the scientific level State agencies 
must produce an environmental impact statement (EIS) if they want any federal funding An EIS 
is supposed to be an unbiased, scientific document The way it's supposed to wmk is that a state 
agency hires a "neutral" environmental firm (in this case Skelly and Loy) to study all the 
environmental factors that may influence a proposed project, and then recommend the "best" 
option But what happens all too often - and some environmental firms are known for this - is 
that the state agency has already made up it's mind as to which option it wants and simply tells 
the environmental finn to act as a rubber stamp to get their EIS approved After reading most of 
the entire 1000 +/- (purposefully confusing?) page EIS, I have to wonder if PennDOT seriously I 1. 
ever considered any other route besides the one they had on the drawing boards some 2o+ years 
ago when the road to nowhere was built Tiris document can be challenged, scientifically If you 
are against the construction of this highway, this is your only chance I have sent a copy of this 
to PennDOT as part of their "official" EIS comments to be sent on to Washington DC, but it is at 
the local level that opposition can mounted Here are just a few glaring problems I see, and 
remember, it is not always what's in a report, but what was conveniently left out that is the 
difference between a true scientific document and propaganda 

wetland ranking systems (HEP, WET) so that pristine, hydrologically functioning, and 2 
Wetlands No ranking of wetland value There are a few common, but not always used, I 

hydrogeomorphically unique wetlands are not grouped into the same wetland class as coal-silt · 
filled-in abandoned canals or marunade drainage ditches (as most of the "wetlands" identified by 
Skelly and Loy along the old trail alternative seem to be) Almost astonishingly, these same I 3. 
wetlands are identified as "forested", and therefore should be replaced at a 2 1 ratio! Has I 
anybody bothered to tell the Army Corps of Engineers that these "woodlands" are young, 4 
invasive, scrub species that have grown up around the abandoned canal and railroad line? No • 
natural soil in this area is identified as a wetland soil so all these wetlands were man made I 
In fact, the only ''natural" wetlands to be disturbed would be along the preferred route 5. 

Archaeology Conveniently and unbelievably, all recorded archaeological sites along the 
scenic preferred route were identified as "significantly disturbed"(what a shock) while most sites 
along the industrially impacted old trail are "apparently widisturbed" (even deeper shock) This 
is not anything borne out of scientific study it is only an opinion Hard to believe there's so 
much distmbance in open fields l would bet there are at least a dozen archaeological sites along 
the preferred alternative some deep sites that would need expensive phase three 
investigations 

6. 

All archaeological impacts are based on predictive models only, not survey worlc: These I 
models use proximity to waterways as the main predictor of archaeological site concentration, 7 
and, seemingly, do not take into consideration the likelihood of intense, recent earth disturbances · 
along the Old Trail With the OT A running along the Susquehanna River, by default, much of it 
is considered ''high probability " 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Reeder 

Reeder, R. 

3. The wetlands along the canal are identified as for­
ested wetlands because the dominant vertical veg­
etative layer extends into the overstory canopy layer. 
Based upon the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services "Clas­
sification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the 
United States, (Cowardin 1979)", the vegetative cover 
in the uppermost layer that possesses an aerial cov­
erage of 30% or greater is considered the vegetative 
cover of the wetland." Wetlands with tree cover are 
forested, with shrub cover are scrub shrub, and with 
herbaceous cover are emergent. In the canal area, 
the wetlands are vegetated with Silver Maple and 
Poison Ivy vegetation. The Silver Maple trees com­
prise at least 30% of the vegetative cover; therefore, 
vegetative cover type of the canal wetlands is con­
sidered forested. As such, the standard U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (U.S. ACOE) wetland mitigation 
ratio of 2: 1 for the replacement of forested wetlands 
is assumed. The U.S. ACOE has not stated that a 
reduced or inflated mitigation ratio would be required 
for this project. 

4. The wetlands delineated for the CSVT project were 
discussed and reviewed in the field with representa­
tives of the U.S. ACOE on July 17, 1998 and Sep­
tember 29, 1998. The Wetland Delineation procedures 
and interpretations were provided to the U.S. ACOE. 
The U.S. ACOE indicated on the field views and in 
their review of the environmental reports prepared for 
the project that the wetlands located along the canal 
are regulated wetlands. 
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Those of us who are astounded at PennDOT's choice ofbypess can tight, and can win 
However, you cannot fight PennDOT at the emotional - "I don't want this thing in my 
backyard"- level, rather, their "choice" must be challenged at the scientific level State agencies 
must produce an environmental impact statement (EIS) if they want any federal funding An EIS 
is supposed to be an unbiased, scientific document The way it's supposed to work is that a state 
agency hires a "neutral" environmental firm (in this case Skelly and Loy) to study all the 
environmental factors that may influence a proposed project, and then recommend the "best" 
option But what happens all too often - and some environmental firms are known for this - is 
that the state agency has already made up it's mind as to which option it wants and simply tells 
the environmental firm to act as a rubber stamp to get their EIS approved After reading most of 
the entire l 000 +/- (purposefully confusing?) page EIS, I have to wonder if PennDOT seriously I 1. 
ever considered any other route besides the one they had on the drawing boards some 20+ years 
ago when the road to nowhere was built This document can be challenged, scientifically If you 
are against the construction of this highway, this is your only chance I have sent a copy of this 
to PennDOT as part oftheir"official" EIS comments to be sent on to Washington DC, but it is at 
the local level that opposition can mounted Here are just a few glaring problems I see, and 
remember, it is not always what's in a report, but what was conveniently left out that is the 
difference between a true scientific docwnent and propaganda 

wetland ranking systems (HEP, WET) so that pristine, hydrologically functioning, and 2 
Wetlands No ranking of wetland value There are a few common, but not always used, I 

hydrogeomorphically unique wetlands are not grouped into the same wetland class as coal-silt · 
filled-in abandoned canals or manmade drainage ditches (as most of the ''wetlands" identified by 
Skelly and Loy along the old trail alternative seem to be) Almost astonishingly, these same I 3 
wetlands are identified as "forested", and therefore should be replaced at a 2 I ratio! Has I · 
anybody bothered to tell the Army Corps of Engineers that these "woodlands" are young, 4 
invasive, scrub species that have grown up aroWld the abandoned canal and railroad line? No · 
natural soil in this area is identified as a wetland soil so all these wetlands were man made I 
In fact, the only "natural" wetlands to be disturbed would be along the preferred route 5. 

Archaeology Conveniently and unbelievably, all recorded archaeological sites along the 
scenic preferred route were identified as "significantly disturbed"(what a shock) while most sites 
along the industrially impacted old trail are "apparently undisturbed" (even deeper shock:) This 
is not anything borne out of scientific study it is only an opinion Hard to believe there's so 
much disturbance in open fields I would bet there are at least a dozen archaeological sites along 
the preferred alternative some deep sites that would need expensive phase three 
investigations 

6. 

All archaeological impacts are based on predictive models only, not survey work These 
models use proximity to wateiways as the main predictor of archaeological site concentration, I 7 
and, seemingly, do not take into consideration the likelihood of intense, recent earth disturbances · 
along the Old Trail With the OT A running along the Susquehanna River, by default, much of it 
is considered "high probability" 

5. 

6. 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Reeder 

Reeder, R. 

4. (cont.) 

In addition to their approval of the methodology used to 
identify and delineate wetlands for the project, the U.S. 
ACOE addressed their opinion of the functions and val­
ues of the "canal wetlands" in their comment letter on 
the Draft EIS. The U.S. ACOE indicates that the canal 
wetlands "appear to be important for amphibian breed­
ing; to provide cover and food for terrestrial wildlife; for 
flood storage; for water quality functions such as pollut­
ant removal, nitrogen removal, and sediment trapping; 
and as a buffer between the summer cottages and the 
landward development, providing solitude for summer 
residents and facilitating the enjoyment of recreational 
boating and fishing." Please see Pages 209-221. 

The Snyder County Soil Survey identifies Pits (Pa) and 
Basher Soils, frequently flooded (Bd) as the dominant 
soil map unit along the canal area. Pits map soil units 
are described as areas that have been mined for sand, 
gravel, or shale. Based upon this description, the soils 
in these areas were evaluated under disturbed soil con­
ditions. This delineation procedure and interpretations 
were documented and presented to the U.S. ACOE. As 
previously indicated, the U.S. ACOE viewed the canal 
area wetlands and determined them to be "regulated" 
wetlands. 

As explained in the Draft EIS, Section IV.H.2.a.i., the 
DAMAAlternative does intersect the mapped boundaries 
of two recorded archaeological sites, 36Sn3 and 
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Those of us who are astounded at PennDOT's choice of bypass can fight, and can win 
However, you cannot fight PennDOT at the emotional - "I don't want this thing in my 
backyard"- level, rather, their "choice" must be challenged at the scientific level State agencies 
must produce an environmental impact statement (EIS) if they want any federal funding An EIS 
is supposed to be an unbiased, scientific document The way it's supposed to work is that a state 
agency hires a "neutral" environmental firm (in this case Skelly and Loy) to study all the 
environmental factors that may influence a proposed project, and then recommend the "best" 
option But what happens all too often - and some environmental firms are known for this - is 
that the state agency has already made up it's mind as to which option it wants and simply tells 
the environmental finn to act as a robber stamp to get their EIS approved After reading most of 
the entire 1000 +/- (purposefully confusing?) page EIS, I have to wonder if PennDOT seriously I 1. 
ever considered any other route besides the one they had on the drawing boards some 2o+ years 
ago when the road to nowhere was built This document can be challenged, scientifically If you 
are against the construction of this highway, this is your only chance I have sent a copy of this 
to PennDOT as part of their "official" EIS comments to be sent on to Washington DC, but it is at 
the local level that opposition can mounted Here are just a few glaring problems I see, and 
remember, it is not always what's in a report, but what was conveniently left out that is the 
difference between a troe scientific document and propaganda 

wetland ranking_ systems. (HEP, WET) so that pristine, ~ydrologically functioning, and . 2 
Wetlands No ranking of wetland value There are a few common, but not always used, I 

bydrogeomorph1cally uruque wetlands are not grouped mto the same wetland class as coal-silt · 
filled-in abandoned canals or manmade drainage ditches (as most of the "wetlands" identified by 
Skelly and Loy along the old trail alternative seem to be) Almost astonishingly, these same I 3. 
wetlands are identified as "forested", and therefore should be replaced at a 2 1 ratio! Has I 
anybody bothered to tell the Anny Corps of Engineers that these "woodlands" are young, 4 
invasive, scrub species that have grown up around the abandoned canal and railroad line? No • 
natural soil in this area is identified as a wetland soil so all these wetlands were man made I 
In fact, the only ''natural" wetlands to be disturbed would be along the preferred route 5. 

Archaeology Conveniently and unbelievably, all recorded archaeological sites along the 
scenic preferred route were identified as "significantly disturbed"( whats. shock) while most sites 
along the industrially impacted old trail are "apparently undisturbed" (even deeper shock) This 
is not anything borne out of scientific study it is only an opinion Hard to believe there's so 
much disturbance in open fields I would bet there are at least a dozen archaeological sites along 
the preferred alternative some deep sites that would need expensive phase three 
investigations 

6. 

All archaeological impacts are based on predictive models only, not survey work These 
models use proximity to wateiways as the main predictor of archaeological site concentration, I 7 
and, seemingly, do not take into consideration the likelihood of intense, recent earth disturbances · 
along the Old Trail With the OT A running along the Susquehanna River, by default, much of it 
is considered "high probability" 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Reeder 

Reeder, R. 

6. (cont.) 

36Sn43. Site 36Sn3 is a broad artifact scatter located 
in the high floodplain (high bottom) landform of the Sus­
quehanna River. The existing U.S. Routes 11/15 inter­
change roadway bisects the recorded site 36Sn3 bound­
aries, causing significant disturbance to the deposits 
within the central portion of the site. This disturbance, 
and the lack of disturbance to the eastern and western 
portions of the site, were verified by field investigations 
performed by the project archaeologist and the project 
geomorphologist. The Area of Potential Effect (APE) of 
the DAMA Alternative is comprised almost entirely of 
the previously disturbed central portion of the site. Based 
on the intersection of the APE and the evidence of dis­
turbance within this portion of the site, project impacts 
of the DAMA Alternative to undisturbed portions of site 
36Sn3 should be minimal. The intact areas of site 36Sn3 
extend into the "open fields" to the west and east of the 
existing roadway disturbance. It is the site area extend­
ing into the open field to the east of the existing roadway 
which would be impacted by the proposed APE for the 
OT2A and OT28 (Old Trail) Alternatives. Given the in­
tersection between the OT2A/OT28 Alternatives and the 
intact floodplain deposits containing site 36Sn3, impact 
to the site and required deep testing for archaeological 
resources would be expected. The nature and depth of 
the alluvial deposits within this area of the site were in­
vestigated by the project archaeologist and geomor­
phologist. The investigation included the excavation of 
a backhoe trench within the deepest portion of the 
mapped site boundary. 
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Those of us who are astounded at PennDOT's choice of bypass can fight, and can win 
However, you cannot fight PennDOT at the emotional - "I don't want this thing in my 
backyard"- level, rather, their "choice" must be challenged at the scientific level State agencies 
must produce an environmental impact statement (EIS) if they want any federal funding An EIS 
is supposed to be an unbiased, scientific document The way it's supposed to work is that a state 
agency hires a "neutral" environmental firm (in this case Skelly and Loy) to study all the 
enviromnental factors that may influence a proposed project, and then recommend the "best" 
option But what happens all too often - and some environmental firms are known for this - is 
that the state agency has already made up it's mind as to which option it wants and simply tells 
the environmental firm to act as a rubber stamp to get their EIS approved After reading most of 
the entire 1000 +/- (purposefully confusing?) page EIS, I have to wonder if PennDOT seriously I 1. 
ever considered any other route besides the one they had on the drawing boards some 20+ years 
ago when the road to nowhere was built This document can be challenged, scientifically !fyou 
are against the construction of this highway, this is your only chance I have sent a copy of this 
to PennDOT as part of their "official" EIS comments to be sent on to Washington DC, but it is at 
the local level that opposition can mounted Here are just a few glaring problems I see, and 
remember, it is not always what's in a report, but what was conveniently left out that is the 
difference between a true scientific document and propaganda 

Wetlands No ranking of wetland value There are a few common, but not always used, I 
wetland ranking systems (HEP, WET) so that pristine, hydrologically functioning, and 2 
hydrogeomorphically unique wetlands are not grouped into the same wetland class as coal-silt · 
filled-in abandoned canals or manmade drainage ditches (as most of the "wetlands" identified by 
Skelly and Loy along the old trail alternative seem to be) Almost astonishingly, these same I 3 
wetlands are identified as "forested", and therefore should be replaced at a 2 1 ratio! Has I · 
anybody bothered to tell the Anny Co:rps of Engineers that these "woodlands" are young, 4 
invasive, scrub species that have grown up around the abandoned canal and railroad line? No · 
natural soil in this area is identified as a wetland soil so all these wetlands were man made I 
In fact, the only "natural" wetlands to be disturbed would be along the preferred route 5. 

Archaeology Conveniently and unbelievably, all recorded archaeological sites along the 
scenic preferred route were identified as "significantly disturbed"( what a shock) while most sites 
along the industrially impacted old trail are "apparently undisturbed" (even deeper shock) This 
is not anything borne out of scientific study it is only an opinion Hard lo believe there's so I 6 · 
much disturbance in open fields I would bet there are at least a dozen archaeological sites along 
the preferred alternative some deep sites that would need expensive phase three 
investigations 

All archaeological impacts are based on predictive models only, not survey work These I 
models use proximity to waterways as the main predictor of archaeological site concentration, 7 
and, seemingly, do not talce into consideration the likelihood of intense, recent earth disturbances · 
along the Old Trail With the OTA running along the Susquehanna River, by default, much of it 
is considered "high probability" 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Reeder 

Reeder, R. 

6. (cont.) 

The mapped location of site 36Sn43 is situated along 
the southern margin of the existing interchange of U.S. 
Routes 11/15 with Route 61. This small lithic scatter, 
located on a terrace landform above the floodplain of 
the river, appears to be entirely disturbed by the road­
way construction associated with the existing inter­
change. Given the complete disturbance of the site, no 
impacts would be expected from either the DAMA or the 
OT2A/OT2BAlternatives. This finding was coordinated 
with, and approved by the State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO). This finding was stated in Section IV of 
the Draft EIS. 

Section 1 of the DAMA Alternative contains very few 
locations exhibiting a high potential for prehistoric ar­
chaeological sites. This estimation of potential is based 
on regional site distribution patterns and other factors 
considered within the creation of the CSVT predictive 
model described in Section IV of the Draft EIS and dis­
cussed in detail in the Archaeological Predictive Model 
Development and Testing Report (November 1999). The 
locations which do exhibit a higher potential for archaeo­
logical sites are localized areas within the terrace land­
forms adjacent to or overlooking streams such as Penns 
Creek. These terrace landforms do not exhibit deep 
deposits. The DAMA Alternative in Section 1 does not 
intersect any significant floodplain deposits and is con­
sidered to have very little potential for deep testing and 
associated expensive Phase Ill investigations. 
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Those of us who are astounded at PennDOT's choice of bypass can fight, and can win 
However, you C3Illlot fight PennDOT at the emotional - ''l don't want this thing in my 
backyard"- level, rather, their "choice" mUlit be challenged at the scientific level State agencies 
must produce an environmental impact statement (EIS) if they want any federal funding An EIS 
is supposed to be an unbiased, scientific document The way it's supposed to work is that a state 
agency hires a "neutral" enviromnental finn (in this case Skelly and Loy) to study all the 
environmental factors that may influence a proposed project, and then recommend the "best" 
option But what happens all too often - and some environmental firms are known for this - is 
that the state agency has already made up it's mind as to which option it wants and simply tells 
the environmental firm to act as a rubber stamp to get their EIS approved After reading most of 
the entire 1000 +/- (puqiosefully confusing?) page EIS, I have to wonder if PennDOT seriously I 1. 
ever considered any other route besides the one they had on the drawing boards some 20+ years 
ago when the road to nowhere was built This document can be challenged, scientifically If you 
are against the construction of this highway, this is your only chance I have sent a copy of this 
to PeruillOT as part of their "official" EIS comments to be sent on to Washington DC, but it is at 
the local level that opposition can mounted Here are just a few glaring problems I see, and 
remember, it is not always what's in a report, but what was conveniently left out that is the 
difference between a true scientific document and propaganda 

wetland ranking systems {HEP, WET) so that pristine, hydrologically functioning, and 2 
Wetlands No ranking of wetland value There are a few common, but not always used, I 

hydrogeomorphically unique wetlands are not grouped into the same wetland class as coal-silt · 
filled-in abandoned canals or marunade drainage ditches (as most of the ''wetlands" identified by 
Skelly and Loy along the old trail alternative seem to be) Almost astonishingly, these same I 3. 
wetlands are identified as "forested", and therefore should be replaced at a 2 l ratio! Has I 
anybody bothered to tell the Anny Corps of Engineers that these ''woodlands" are young. 4 
invasive, scrub species that have grown up around the abandoned canal and railroad line? No · 
natural soil in this area is identified as a wetland soil so all these wetlands were man made I 
In fact, the only "natural" wetlands to be disturbed would be along the preferred route 5. 

Archaeology Conveniently and unbelievably, a.II recorded archaeological sites along the 
scenic preferred route were identified as "significantly disturbed"(what a shock) while most sites 
along the industrially impacted old trail are "apparently widisturbed" (even deeper shock) This 
is not anything borne out of scientific study it is only an opinion Hard to believe there's so 
much disturl>ance in open fields I would bet there are at least a dozen archaeological sites along 
the preferred alternative some deep sites that would need expensive phase three 
investigations 

6. 

All archaeological impacts are based on predictive models only, not survey work These 
models use proximity to waterways as the main predictor of archaeological site concentration, I 7 
and, seemingly, do not take into consideration the likelihood of intense, recent earth disturbances · 
along the Old Trail With the OTA running along the Susquehanna River, by default, much of it 
is considered "high probability " 

7. 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Reeder 

Reeder, R. 

6. (cont.) 

By comparison, the OT2A/OT2B Alternatives have a 
substantial potential for impacts to deeply buried, 
archaeologically significant resources within the flood­
plain of the Susquehanna River. This potential is great­
est within the floodplain levee landform which exhibits a 
very deep profile of testable deposits and contains re­
corded site 36Sn 199. The intersection between the APE 
for the OT2A/OT2B Alternatives and this landform is 
considerable in its extent along the west side of River 
Road. While large portions of the floodplain have been 
disturbed by industrial, commercial, and residential de­
velopment along the Old Trail route, deep intact alluvial 
deposits do exist, particularly within the area of River 
Road. The nature and extent of the floodplain deposits 
were investigated in the field by the project archaeolo­
gist and project geomorphologist. These investigations 
included the placement of backhoe trenches. It should 
also be noted that the various "disturbances" related to 
the Old Trail area include historic period activities which 
may have created associated historic archaeological 
deposits. As discussed in Section IV of the Draft EIS, 
these resources may be related to the Susquehanna 
Division canal and the neighboring concentration of his­
toric residential and commercial development along the 
Old Trail Road. The DAMA Alternative intersects more 
dispersed rural properties associated with existing or 
historically mapped farmsteads and residences. 

Alternatives analysis for estimated impacts to prehis­
toric and historic archaeological resources was per­
formed using the results and synthesis of the predictive 
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Those of us who are astounded at PennDOT's choice of bypass can fight, and can win 
However, you cannot fight PeanDOT at the emotional - "I don't want this thing in my 
backyard"- level, rather, their "choice" must be challenged at the scientific level State agencies 
must produce an environmental impact statement (EIS) if they want any federal funding An EIS 
is supposed to be an unbiased, scientific document The way it's supposed to work is that a state 
agency hires a "neutral" environmental firm (in this case Skelly and Loy) to study all the 
environmental factors that may influence a proposed project, and then recommend the ''best" 
option But what happens all too often - and some environmental firms are known for this - is 
that the state agency has already made up it's mind as lo which option it wants and simply tells 
the environmental firm to act as a rubber stamp to get their EIS approved After reading most of 
the entire 1000 +I· (purposefully confusing?) page EIS, I have to wonder if PennDOT serious! y I 1 . 
ever considered any other route besides the one they had on the drawing boards some 2o+ years 
ago when the road to nowhere was built This document can be challenged, scientifically If you 
are against the construction of this highway, this is your only chance I have sent a copy of this 
to PennDOT as part of their "official" EIS comments to be sent on to Washington DC, but it is at 
the local level that opposition can mounted Here are just a few glaring problems I see, and 
remember, it is not always what's in a report, but what was conveniently left out that is the 
difference between a true scientific document and propaganda 

wetland ranking systems (HEP, WEl) so that pristine, hydrologically functioning, and 2 
Wetlands No ranking of wetland value There are a few common, but not always used, I 

hydrogeomorphically unique wetlands are not grouped into the same wetland class as coal-silt · 
filled-in abandoned canals or manmade drainage ditches (as most of the "wetlands" identified by 
Skelly and Loy along the old trail alternative seem to be) Almost astonishingly, these same I 3. 
wetlands are identified as "forested", and therefore should be replaced al a 2 I ratio! Has I 
anybody bothered to tell the Anny Corps of Engineers that these "woodlands" are young, 4 
invasive, scrub species that have grown up around the abandoned canal and railroad line? No · 
natural soil in this area is identified as a wetland soil so all these wetlands were man made I 
In fact, the only ''natural" wetlands to be disturbed would be along the preferred route 5. 

Archaeology Conveniently and unbelievably, all rerorded archaeological sites a.Jong the 
scenic preferred route were identified as "significantly disturbed"(what a shock) while most sites 
along the industrially impacted old trail are "apparently undisturbed" (even deeper shock) This 
is not anything borne out of scientific study it is only an opinion Hard to believe there's so 
much disturbance in open fields I would bet there are at least a dozen archaeological sites along 
the preferred alternative some deep sites that would need expensive phase three 
investigations 

6. 

All archaeological impacts are based on predictive models only, not survey work These I 
models use proximity to waterways as the main predictor of archaeological site concentration, 7 
and, seemingly, do not take into consideration the likelihood of intense, recent earth disturbances · 
along the Old Trail With the OT A running along the Susquehanna River, by default, much of it 
is considered "high probability " 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Reeder 

Reeder, R. 

model created for the prehistoric archaeological re­
sources (an acceptable methodology in the field of 
archaeology), the resource sensitivity map created 
for the historic archaeological resources, the back­
ground research (including informant interviews) per­
formed for these studies, and the archaeological/geo­
morphological reconnaissance field investigations per­
formed by the project archaeologists and project geo­
morphologist. This approach to alternatives analysis 
for the EIS process, described in the Draft EIS and 
discussed in detail within the available technical files, 
was developed in coordination with and approval of 
the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commis­
sion (PHMC), the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO) (see PHMC correspondence in Section IX, 
Appendix C). According to agreement with the PHMC, 
Phase I archaeological survey is not required for pur­
poses of alternatives analysis within the EIS process 
of the CSVT project. 

While proximity to water resources is a contributing 
factor in site distribution patterns within the region, it 
was not the only predictor used in the development of 
the predictive model. As described in the Archaeo­
logical Predictive Model Development and Testing 
Report (November 1999), fifty-nine variables were 
explored for use in the model and eighteen were se­
lected as significant for the predictive model formula. 
Mr. Reeder is correct in his assumption that proximity 
to the Susquehanna River within the floodplain land-
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Those of us who are astounded at PennDOT's choice of bypass can fight, and can win 
However, you cannot fight PennDOT at the emotional - "I don't want this thing in my 
backyard"- level, rather, their "choice" must be challenged at the scientific level State agencies 
must produce an environmental impact statement (EIS) if they want any federal funding An EIS 
is supposed to be an unbiased, scientific document The way it's supposed to work is that a state 
agency hires a "neutral" environmental firm (in this case Skelly and Loy) to study all the 
environmental factors that may influence a proposed project, and then recommend the "'best" 
option But what happens all too often - and some environmental firmll are known for this - is 
that the state agency has already made up it's mind as to which option it wants and simply tells 
the environmental firm to act as a rubber stamp to get their EIS approved After reading most of 
the entire 1000 +/-(purposefully confusing?) page EIS, I have to wonder ifPennDOT seriously I 1. 
ever considered any other route besides the one they had on the drawing boards some 2o+ years 
ago when the road to nowhere was built This document can be challenged, scientifically If you 
are against the construction of this highway, this is your only chance I have sent a copy ofthis 
to PennDOT as part of their "official" EIS comments to be sent on to Washington DC, but it is at 
the local level that opposition can mounted Here are just a few glaring problems I see, and 
remember, it is not always what's in a report, but what was conveniently left out that is the 
difference between a true scientific document and propaganda 

wetland ranking. systems. (HEP, WET) so that pristine, ~ydrologically functioning, and . 2 
Wetlands No ranking of wetland value There are a few common, but not always used, I 

hydrogeomorphically uruque wetlands are not grouped mto the same wetland class as coal-silt · 
filled-in abandoned canals or manmade drainage ditches (as most of the "wetlands" identified by 
Skelly and Loy along the old trail alternative seem to be) Almost astonishingly, these same I 3. 
wetlands are identified as "forested", and therefore should be replaced at a 2 l ratio! Has I 
anybody bothered to tell the Army Corps ofEngineers that these "woodlands" are young, 4 
invasive, scrub species that have grown up around the abandoned canal and railroad line? No · 
natural soil in this area is identified as a wetland soil so all these wetlands were man made I 
In fact, the only ''natural" wetlands to be disturbed would be along the preferred route 5. 

Archaeology Conveniently and unbelievably, all recorded archaeological sites along the 
scenic preferred route were identified as "significantly distwbed"(what a shock) while most sites 
along the industrially impacted old trail are "apparently undisturbed" (even deeper shock) This 
is not anything borne out of scientific study it is only an opinion Hard to believe there's so 
much disturbance in open fields I would bet there are at least a dozen archaeological sites along 
the preferred alternative some deep sites that would need expensive phase three 
investigations 

6. 

All archaeological impacts are based on predictive models only, not survey work These 
models use proximity to waterways as the main predictor of archaeological site concentration, I 7 
and, seemingly, do not take into consideration the likelihood of intense, recent earth disturbances · 
along the Old Trail With the OTA running along the Susquehanna River, by default, much of it 

is considered "high probability " 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Reeder 

Reeder, R. 

7. (cont.) 

form can be a significant but not absolute indicator of 
both archaeological potential and potential for deep 
deposits. The actual potential, as Mr. Reeder states, 
is dependent on localized conditions related to the 
nature of the deposits (soil texture, drainage charac­
teristics, testable depth, temporal stability, etc.) and 
the preservation of the deposits. It is for this reason 
that field investigations by the project archaeologist 
and geomorphologist, described in Section IV of the 
Draft EIS, were conducted in floodplain locations, such 
as the Old Trail area. Both recent and historic earth 
disturbances within this area were considered and 
synthesized into the assessment of the archaeologi­
cal potential and difficulty of archaeological testing for 
the area. 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Reeder 

Cost of archeological surveys Note that the cost for the preferred route is for only one 
month, while the Old Trail alternative is for one year! This is clearly an attempt to fool the 
average reader into thinking the costs for archaeological survey work would be substantially less 
if the preferred route is chosen No respectable archaeological firm could look at both 
alternatives and come up with a one month phase I survey in one area and a one year phase I 
survey in another (smaller) area No matter, both alternatives will eventually need long, 
expensive phase III surveys, however the cost of nearly all these surveys would be equal to the I 8. 
cost of buying and demolishing the $5 million Comfort Inn and associated buildings if the 
preferred route is chosen With the OTA, there is at least a chance that some of the deep sites 
along the old trail have been destroyed by canal construction and repair, railroad construction, 
industrial development, residential development, and recent road construction while the 
"preferred alternative" has only been plowed, impacting the top 12 inches ofland If indeed the 
preferred alternative is chosen I can guarantee that the an:heological costs will be much higher 
than the obvious low-ball estimate in the EIS 

Finally, PennDOT insists that building in a flood plain is not allowed and will raise the 
river level (during a flood) by two inches I have asked to see the specifics of how this estimate 
was formulated, but was denied Even if this wild claim is true, there are already a number of I 9. 
existing structures in this flood plain, surely the costs saved by removing them (and therefor 
eliminating any costs of rebuilding after a flood) would offset the costs of rebuilding other 
existing flood plain structures up-river 

Without these three questionable claims, PennDOT is left with the following facts (from their 
own hand-picked EIS) about their preferred route 
l Impacts nearly 140 acres more than Old Trail route 
2 Impacts over 100 acres more farmland (most of it prime farmland) I 1 Q 
3 "Displaces" nearly as many properties (this can be argued either way, especially when · 
considering replacement costs) 
4 Disturbs between I 00 to 80 acres more forest 
5 Has two expensive bridge crossings, versus none for the Old Trail 

I don't feel PennDOT has considered the future of our region The future is not a four­
lane highway with an endless stream of traffic in the middle of prime farmland We who 
actually live here should take a moment and think about our future here Why do we like it here? 
Good schools? Rural atmosphere? Farms to show our kids? Convenient shopping? What don't 
we like about it here? The traffic? The imposing smokestack skyline of the former PP&L's 
outdated coal-burning plant? Why can't we keep the things we like and fix the things we don't? 
Why do they have to be mutually exclusive? Why does PennDOT get to tell us what is best for 
us? I think everyone, including PennDOT, should take a walk along both alternatives to see 
what will be sacrificed and what will remain standing The local paper (TheDaily Item) would 
do a service to this community by photographing the entire route from the ground and posting 
the pictures on its web page for those who can not or will not take the walk If this is done, I 
think most people will be as shocked as I am at PennDOT's preferred route And if PennDOT 
insists on its preferred route, at least we will have a photographic inventory of what we used to 
like about this area 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Reeder 

Reeder, R. 

8. The costs/work effort required tor Phase I archaeo­
logical survey is estimated on the basis of the appro­
priate (and safe) archaeological testing methodolo­
gies which would be required given the nature, ex­
tent, and archaeological potentials of the deposits 
within the proposed alternatives, not solely on the 
basis of surface area. As described in the Draft EIS 
and discussed above, the DAMA Alternative has only 
a few localized areas with a good potential tor con­
taining archaeological site remains, with very little 
potential tor deeply buried remains or deposits that 
would require deep testing. As Mr. Reeder notes, large 
portions of the testable area within the DAMA Alter­
native are upland landforms that have been plowed, 
disturbing the upper 12 inches of the deposits. In many 
cases, this plow disturbance has effectively disturbed 
the shallow zone of deposition that would potentially 
contain any prehistoric archaeological remains. This 
disturbance makes the archaeological significance of 
these sites debatable and the testing methods much 
faster. The plow disturbance allows for a Phase I 
survey methodology that is much more time and cost 
efficient per acre of test area than that of hand exca­
vation. Within shallow, upland plow disturbed areas, 
the Phase ! survey methodology involves plowing, 
disking, and pedestrian survey of the fields. In 
unplowed locations, the testable areas would be 
tested, in accordance with PHMC field archaeology 
guideline, with evenly spaced, shallow, relatively 
small, hand excavated pits. These pits are much 
quicker to excavate than the broad, deep units re-
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Reeder 

Cost of arcbeological surveys Note that the cost for the preferred route is for only one 
month, while the Old Trail alternative is for one year! This is clearly an attempt to fool the 
average reader into thinking the costs for archaeological survey work would be substantially less 
if the preferred route is chosen No respectable archaeological firm could look at both 
alternatives and come up with a one month phase I survey in one area and a one year phase I 
survey in another (smaller) area No matter, both alternatives will eventually need long, 
expensive phase III surveys, however the cost of nearly all these surveys would be equal to the I 8 · 
cost of buying and demolishing the $5 million Comfort Inn and associated buildings if the 
preferred route is chosen With the OTA, there is at least a chance that some of the deep sites 
along the old trail have been destroyed by canal construction and repair, railroad construction, 
industrial development, residential development, and recent road construction while the 
"preferred alternative" has only been plowed, impacting the top 12 inches ofland If indeed the 
preferred alternative is chosen I can guarantee that the archeological costs will be much higher 
than the obvious low-ball estimate in the EIS 

Finally, PennDOT insists that building in a flood plain is not allowed and will raise the 
river level (during a flood) by two inches I have asked to see the specifics of how this estimate 
was formulated, but was denied Even if this wild claim is true, there are already a number of I 9. 
existing structures in this flood plain, surely the costs saved by removing them (and therefor 
eliminating any costs of rebuilding after a flood) would offset the costs of rebuilding other 
existing flood plain structures up-river 

Without these three questionable claims, PennDOT is left with the following facts (from their 
own hand-picked EIS) about their preferred route 
1 Impacts nearly I 40 acres more than Old Trail route 
2 Impacts over 100 acres more farmland (most of it prime farmland) I 1 Q. 
3 "Displaces" nearly as many properties (this can be argued either way, especially when 
considering replacement costs) 
4 Disturbs between 100 to 80 acres more forest 
5 Has two expensive bridge crossings, versus none for the Old Trail 

I don't feel PennDOT has considered the future of our region The future is not a. four­
lane highway with an endless stream of traffic in the middle of prime farmland We who 
actually live here should take a moment and think about our future here Why do we like it here? 
Good schools? Rural atmosphere? Farms to show our kids? Convenient shopping? What don't 
we like about it here? The traffic? The imposing smokestack skyline of the former PP&L's 
outdated coal-burning plant? Why can't we keep the things we like and fix the things we don't? 
Why do they have to be mutually exclusive? Why does PennDOT get to tell us what is best for 
us? I think everyone, including PennDOT, should take a walk along both alternatives to see 
what will be sacrificed and what will remain standing The local paper (TheDaily Item) would 
do a service to this community by photographing the entire route from the ground and posting 
the pictures on its web page for those who can not or will not take the walk If this is done, I 
think most people will be as shocked as I am at PennDOT's preferred route And if PennDOT 
insists on its preforred route, at least we will have a photographic inventory of what we used to 
like about this area 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Reeder 

Reeder, R. 

8. (cont.) 

quired to safely test deep deposits, such as those in 
the river floodplain. Therefore, the Phase I survey of 
the testable area within the DAMA Alternative (which 
is only marginally greater in acreage than the 
archaeologically testable area in either the OT2A or 
OT2B Alternatives) requires appropriate testing meth­
odologies that are relatively less costly and time con­
suming. In addition, the assessment of the DAMA 
Alternative as having less potential for significant ar­
chaeological remains means that the costs and effort 
for subsequent site evaluation (Phase II archaeology) 
and data recovery (Phase Ill archaeology) are not as 
likely to be incurred or involve extensive excavation. 
More importantly, the potential impacts to intact, valu­
able archaeological resources have been avoided. 

In comparison, the OT2A/OT2B Alternatives have a 
considerable potential for significant archaeological 
resources in the floodplain deposits along the Sus­
quehanna River, particularly within the levee landform. 
However, the archaeological potential is only a part 
of the problems faced in the performance of Phase I 
survey within the floodplain environment. As men­
tioned in the Draft EIS, recent local archaeological 
investigations have indicated the potential along the 
Susquehanna River floodplain for the occurrence of 
very significant deeply buried early prehistoric remains. 
Testing to basal channel lag (erosional base) within 
the floodplain alluvium is required. According to the 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Reeder 

Cost of archeological surveys Note that the cost for the preferred route is for only one 
month, while the Old Trail alternative is for one year! This is clearly an attempt to fool the 
average reader into thinking the costs for archaeological survey work would be substantially less 
if the preferred route is chosen No respectable archaeological firm could look at both 
alternatives and come up with a one month phase l survey in one area and a one year phase I 
survey in another (smaller) area No matter, both alternatives will eventually need long, 
expensive phase III surveys, however the cost of nearly all these surveys would be equal to the I 8 · 
cost of buying and demolishing the $5 million Comfort Inn and associated building.i if the 
preferred route is chosen With the OTA, there is at least a chance that some of the deep sites 
along the old trail have been destroyed by canal construction and repair, railroad construction, 
industrial development, residential development, and recent road construction while the 
"preferred alternative" has only been plowed, impacting the top 12 inches of land If indeed the 
preferred alternative is chosen I can guarantee that the archeological costs will be much higher 
than the obvious low-hall estimate in the EIS 

Finally, PennDOT insists that building in a flood plain is not allowed and will raise the 
river level (during a flood) by two inches I have asked to see the specifics of how this estimate 
was formulated, but was denied Even if this wild claim is true, there are already a number of I 9. 
existing structures in this flood plain, sw-ely the costs saved by removing them (and therefor 
eliminating any costs of rebuilding after a flood) would offset the costs of rebuilding other 
existing flood plain structures up-river 

Without these three questionable claims, PennDOT is left with the following facts (from their 
own hand-picked EIS) about their preferred route 
1 Impacts nearly 140 acres more than Old Trail route 
2 Impacts over 100 acres more farmland (most ofit prime fannland} I 1 O. 
3 "Displaces" nearly as many properties (this can be argued either way, especially when 
considering replacement costs} 
4 Distwhs between I 00 to 80 acres more forest 
S Has two expensive bridge crossings, versus none for the Old Trail 

I don't feel PennDOT has considered the future of our region The future is not a four­
lane highway with an endless stream of traffic in the middle of prime farmland We who 
actually live here should take a moment and think about our future here Why do we like it here? 
Good schools? Rural atmosphere? Farms to show our kids? Convenient shopping? What don't 
we like about it here? The traffic? The imposing smokestack skyline of the former PP&L's 
outdated coal-burning plant? Why can't we keep the things we like and fix the things we don't? 
Why do they have to be mutually exclusive? Why does PennDOT get to tell us what is best for 
us? I think everyone, including PennDOT, should take a walk along both alternatives to see 
what will be sacrificed and what will remain standing The local paper (TheDaily Item) would 
do a service to this community by photographing the entire route from the ground and posting 
the pictures on its web page for those who can not or will not take the walk If this is done, I 
think most people will be as shocked as I am at PennDOT's preferred route And if PennDOT 
insists on its preferred route, at least we will have a photographic inventory of what we used to 
like about this area 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Reeder 

Reeder, R. 

8. (cont.) 

reconnaissance geomorphological investigations in 
the floodplain levee, the testable deposits are very 
deep, up to 13 feet. In addition, the deposits are not 
stable and the base is often water saturated. Safe 
archaeological testing, in accordance with OSHA 
standards, would require very large hand excavated 
test pits and probably the use of shoring and pump­
ing. The geometry of the intersection of the APE and 
the floodplain is such that these large excavations 
would be required repeatedly for an extensive length. 
Just to complete the Phase I survey, an exploratory 
level of investigation, would require a tremendous work 
effort in hand excavation, a substantial investment in 
time and equipment, and would very likely result in 
the discovery of site remains requiring additional sub­
sequent levels of detailed and costly investigation. 
These are the reasons why the costs for archaeo­
logical survey work would be substantially less if the 
preferred route is chosen. 

9. On Page IV-252 of the Draft EIS it is stated that, "when 
floodways are identified, municipalities must include 
regulations which restrict any new development within 
the floodway which would cause any increase in flood 
heights. There is no such restriction to development 
within the floodway fringe." PENNDOT does not "in­
sist" that building in the floodplain is not allowed. 
Rather, they have noted that the Old Trail Alternatives 
create a longitudinal encroachment on the 100-year 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Reeder 

Cost of archeological surveys Note that the cost for the preferred route is for only one 
month, while the Old Trail alternative is for one year! This is clearly an attempt to fool the 
average reader into thinking the costs for archaeological survey work would be substantially less 
if the preferred route is chosen No respectable archaeological firm could look at both 
alternatives and come up with a one month phase l survey in one area and a one year phase I 
survey in another (smaller) area No matter, both alternatives will eventually need long, 
expensive phase III surveys, however the cost of nearly all these surveys would be equal to the I 8. 
cost of buying and demolishing the $5 million Comfort Inn and associated buildings ifthe 
preferred route is chosen With the OTA, there is at least a chance that some of the deep sites 
along the old trail have been destroyed by canal construction 1111d repair, railroad construction, 
industrial development, residential development, and recent road construction while the 
"preferred alternative" has only been plowed, impacting the top 12 inches of land If indeed the 
preferred alternative is chosen I can guarantee that the archeological costs will be much higher 
than the obvious low-ball estimate in the EIS 

Finally, PennDOT insists that building in a flood plain is not allowed and will raise the 
river level (during a flood) by two inches l have asked to see the specifics of how this estimate 
was formulated, but was denied Even if this wild claim is true, there are already a number of 
existing structures in this flood plain, surely the costs saved by removing them (and therefor 
eliminating any costs of rebuilding after a flood) would offset the costs of rebuilding other 
existing flood plain structures up-river 

Without these three questionable claims, PennDOT is left with the following facts (from their 
own hand-picked ElS) about their preferred route 
1 Impacts nearly 140 acres more than Old Trail route 
2 Impacts over 100 acres more farmland (most of it prime farmland) 
3 "Displaces" nearly as many properties (this can be argued either way, especially when 
considering replacement costs) 
4 Disturbs between 100 to 80 acres more forest 
5 Has two expensive bridge crossings, versus none for the Old Trail 

I don't feel PennDOT has considered the future of our region The future is not a four­
lane highway with an endless stream of traffic in the middle of prime farmland We who 
actually live here should take a moment and think about our future here Why do we like it here? 
Good schools? Rural atmosphere? Fanns to show our kids? Convenient shopping? What don't 
we like about it here? The traffic? The imposing smokestack skyline of the former PP&L's 
outdated coal-burning plant? Why can't we keep the things we like and fix the things we don't? 
Why do they have to be mutually exclusive? Why does PennDOT get to tell us what is best for 
us? I think everyone, including PennDOT, should take a walk along both alternatives to see 
what wilt be sacrificed and what will remain standing The local paper (TheDaily Item) would 
do a service to this community by photographing the entire route from the ground and posting 
the pictures on its web page for those who can not or will not take the walk If this is done, I 
think most people will be as shocked as I am at PennDOT's preferred route And if PennDOT 
insists on its preferred route, at least we will have a photographic inventory of what we used to 
like about this area 

9. 

10. 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Reeder 

Reeder, R. 

9. (cont.) 

10. 

floodplain, cause a maximum rise in water surface 
elevation of 3 1/4 inches and put five additional resi­
dences into the 100-year floodplain (post construc­
tion). The specifics of the floodplain analysis (which 
include only direct project impacts) are presented in 
detail in the project's associated Floodplain Technical 
Memorandum. To view the Technical memoranda, 
please contact PENNDOT's District 3-0 office. 

The letter written by the U.S. ACOE commenting on 
the Draft EIS expresses multiple concerns related to 
the floodplain encroachments caused by the Old Trail 
Alternatives. Please see U.S. ACOE letter Pages 209 
to 221. 

• 

• 

• 

The DAMAAlternative impacts 138 total acres 
more than OT2A and 90 acres more than 
OT2B 

The DAMA Alternative impacts 63 acres more 
productive farmland than OT2A and 57 acres 
more productive farmland than OT2B. Actu­
ally, the OT2A Alternative impacts the most 
prime soils (174 acres), not the DAMA Alter­
native (143 acres) as put forth by Mr. Reeder 

The DAMA displaces 33 residences. The 
OT2A displaces 43 and the OT2B 46. 

(f) 
CD 
g 
0 
:J 

< 



< 
w 
-....J 
01 

Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Reeder 

Cost of archeological surveys Note that the cost for the preferred route is for only one 
month, while the Old Trail alternative is for one year! This is clearly an attempt to fool the 
average reader into thinking the costs for archaeological survey work would be substantially less 
if the preferred route is chosen No respectable archaeological firm could look at both 
alternatives and come up with a one month phase I survey in one area and a one year phase I 
survey in another (smaller) area No matter, both alternatives will eventually need long, 
expensive phase III surveys, however the cost of nearly all these surveys would be equal to the I 8 · 
cost of buying and demolishing the $5 million Comfort Inn and associated buildings if the 
preferred route is chosen With the OTA, there is at least a chance that some of the deep sites 
along the old trail have been destroyed by canal construction and repair, railroad construction, 
industrial development, residential development, and recent road construction while the 
"preferred alternative" has only been plowed, impacting the top 12 inches ofland If indeed the 
preferred alternative is chosen I can guarantee that the ercheological costs will be much higher 
than the obvious low-ball estimate in the EIS 

Finally, PennDOT insists that building in a flood plain is not allowed and will raise the 
river level (during a flood) by two inches I have asked to see the specifics of how this estimate 
was formulated, but was denied Even if this wild claim is true, there are already a number of 
existing structures in this flood plain, surely the costs saved by removing them (and therefor 
eliminating any costs of rebuilding after a flood) would offset the costs of rebuilding other 
existing flood plain structures up-river 

Without these three questionable claims, PennDOT is left with the following facts (from their 
own hand-picked EIS) about their preferred route 
I Impacts nearly 140 acres more than Old Trail route 
2 Impacts over l 00 acres more fannland {most of it prime farmland) 
3 "Displaces" nearly as many properties (this can be argued either way, especially when 
considering replacement costs) 
4 Distuibs between 100 to 80 acres more forest 
5 Has two expensive bridge crossings, versus none for the Old Trail 

I don't feel PennDOT has considered the future of our region The future is not a four­
lane lnghway with an endless stream of traffic in the middle of prime farmland We who 
actually live here should take a moment and think about our future here Why do we like it here? 
Good schools? Rural atmosphere? Farms to show our kids? Convenient shopping'? What don't 
we like about it here? The traffic? The imposing smokestack skyline of the former PP&L's 
outdated coal-burning plant? Why can't we keep the things we like and fix the things we don't? 
Why do they have to be mutually exclusive? Why does PennDOT get to tell us what is best for 
us? I think everyone, including PennDOT, should take a walk along both alternatives to see 
what will be sacrificed and what will remain standing The local paper (TheDaily Item) would 
do a service to this community by photographing the entire route from the ground and posting 
the pictures on its web page for those who can not or will not take the walk If this is done, I 
think most people will be as shocked as I am at PennDOT's preferred route And if PennDOT 
insists on its preferred route, at least we will have a photographic inventory of what we used to 
like about this area 

9. 

10. 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Reeder 

Reeder, R. 

10. (cont.) 

• The DAMA impacts 102 acres more forest land 
than OT2A and 60 acres more forest land than 
OT2B. 

The cost summary table presented in the Draft 
EIS in Section VI shows the OT Alternatives 
have much higher estimated structure costs. 

The advantages of the DAMA Alternative over the Old 
Trail Alternatives are elaborated in Section VI in a table 
entitled "Advantages/Disadvantages" of Project Alter­
natives. The DAMA Alternative provides the least en­
vironmentally damaging alternative at the lowest cost. 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Mertz, Doris 

/Y.M_A, ~ • I , 

~~~ ~-;i,k~~~ 
~ .5 ~ ;;,.,~_.,_/I:__,_ L ~~~ z;~ 
7-k ~~ - . '(<:?~ z-
~ ~.AA.L ar~ '.L ~ ~ ~ 
?<..be?~~~~ ~~~ 
~~~~~~ 11. 
I/~ /ti--' NM, ~ ~ ~ ar-
~ ~~~~~~~ 
_j~~~u~ 

~~ .,mrd X.~. ~~ ~ 
;,-~ ~ ~ ~ /'?c16?1~ 
-:i1r'~;~,A~ ~-~ ~d ,Yr·~r~~ 

J.-4 t ':;(J ~-~- / .J ~ ~ 12. 
-;tk ~ a,u, i?ua~ ~ /_ _,, . )~~~ 

t::L-V::Zr~~~ 
~ tV!L~~,,0-~,.,~d ~.) 
f/Ll!'~k.J..J ~~ -61 ~_,L--~ ~ 
7Mj~ ~~~/}~~·at'~ 
~-~ ).r.U._,;JHu--A-Zv r / ~ ~ 13. 

~ 4,_ M,. h "":""' <?_,__,).,,, .--

Mu-~~~~~~£:; ~.Jr~~ ~ # 
~ t£-u ' MA-ll~ ~ 14. 
~~. - 0~, 

~?n~ 
~,~ti~ 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Mertz, Doris 

Mertz, Os. 

1. In Section 2, the northern section of the study area 
(which extends from just south of Winfield in Union 
County across the West Branch of the Susquehanna 
River to the PA Route 147/PA Route 4S interchange), 
four different alternatives were investigated in the Draft 
EIS. All of these alternatives (RC1-East, RC1-West, 
RC5 and RC6) were examined in detail and impacts 
for each of the alternatives were presented in the Draft 
EIS. All four alternatives were evaluated equally. 
River Crossing S (RCS) was recommended as the 
Preferred Alternative in the Draft EIS for the reasons 
outlined in Section VI of the Draft EIS. It is noted that 
RCS does have the greatest impact of all the Section 
2 alternatives on productive farmland and productive 
agricultural security areas. However, the RCS Alter­
native minimizes the impact to residences and busi­
nesses, riverine forest land, very high and high prob­
ability archaeological areas and does not necessi­
tate a major river crossing pier be placed on a geo­
logical formation containing a high amount of limestone 
and prone to dissolution. Additionally, the RCS Alter­
native has the best interchange geometry for the in­
terchange with PA Route 147 and has the lowest es­
timated total project cost of all the river crossing op­
tions. 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Mertz, Doris 
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Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Mertz, Doris 

Mertz, Ds. 

2. 

3. 

It appears from project files and tax records that the 
Mertz Family (Doris, Steven, Douglas and Jeffrey) 
own approximately 118 acres in the project area. Of 
the holdings, approximately 48 acres are impacted 
by the RC5 Alternative. The impacted land is not within 
the boundary of any historic property, including the 
Mertz Family Historic District. Unfortunately, it is im­
possible to develop a project as large as the CSVT 
project without impacting a number of individuals (like 
the Mertz family), communities and environmental re­
sources. 

As noted in your letter, the Recommended Preferred 
Alternative (RC5) does directly impact Doris Mertz's 
and Douglas Mertz's property and home and Steven 
and Jeffrey's properties. However, until a Record of 
Decision (ROD) is issued, the alternative selected 
could be different from the Recommended Preferred 
Alternative. Additionally once an alternative is selected 
it is subject to modifications during Final Design. 

We are aware that the property is farmed. The Draft 
EIS and the Agricultural Resources Technical File in­
dicate that the RC5 Alternative impacts approximately 
46 acres of land farmed by Mr. Hilbish. Interviews 
with Mr. Hilbish indicate that he farms a total of ap­
proximately 1800 acres. The impact to 46 acres is 
approximately 2_5% of Mr. Hilbish's total operation. 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Mertz, Doris 
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Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Mertz, Doris 

Mertz, Os. 

4. Until the Record of Decision is signed, all studied al­
ternatives are still under consideration. 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Mertz, Doris 

i;a,, f. 
F 'l--l,_-'' · p o ·f, v:-f:i-t~-

April 17, 2001 

President George W. Bush 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvahia Ave 
Washington D.C. 

Dear President Bush, 

7. 0 t. '.: .:: !) 

First of all I want to thank you for bringing honor and dignity to our 
White House, which we so desperately needed. We are very proud of you 
and the Vice President and wish you the very best in your rein of 
office. I was a Republican committee -woman for years and have always 
worked for our party and am proud of it. 

My family ac.d ,I .~_.r:e,_f~~.ing.._(i . .Q.j.lgJD?!: .. ~t th~_ present time and are 
desperate for help. I know you wili help us if. you can I we·-1ee1 like 
our hands are tied behind our backs. 

We...arJL.lo.<:.a.~e.<\..IB.J&lltI-"1-l'e!lJlSYJY.~nia. Northumberland. which is 
situated just a few miles between Bucknell University (Lewisburg) and 

~ 
_Susquehanna University (Selinsgrove). Pe..!!_r.ill,9.!_f~_E!~~l,..n_g _t.9 __ bu,~JQ ... ~ 

;.:~ / .... bypas. s he~.--e in. t~.e .... ~-~s_g_~-~-h~?Il? V.a .. ~}~y 1Jlhi~1:1 ~~- .!.r:~!Y Q~e4.L- 't{e _a_~'.=- J':1st 
~ very upset because we feel our farm is historical- but not listed as 

~ ~ su~h-· Onlj the "homes are that Were built on the land. 

The Mertz 1 s pu~chased tti;is land_~~ 19Q.6, they had to relocate then to 
build the railroad. When they purchased this land (as you can see on 
the 1911 photo) it consisted of the house, barn, outbuilding and a 
large greenhouse. It was o\rm.ed by Emeline and William H. Mertz, Sr. who 
had four sons and four daughters. The daughters all became school 
teachers and the sons t:cok over ~he farm when their father died in J 0 15 
and built homes closeby the homestead in t!-.e ~~.::~y l920's. 

They not only raiso.<l t.:-rna~oes~ lettut:"e. ?.ml plants in the~. ¥-rennhouses, 
but grew all kinds of fr111ts and vegetables in the fields, selling them 
in t-L ... irc.-I y0:tra at i:he homestead. They also raised cattle and pigs on 

over 200 acres. 

In 1960 the three Mertz brothers (William, Harold and Boyd. George was 
then deceased) retired and sold out to William's sons. Robert and Neil. 
Robert operated the farm and Neil the roadside market. After two years, 
Robert took over the farm and market. Boyd's son (Boyd A. Mertz) took 
over the greenhouses. Harold didn't have any sons. The elder Mertz 
brothers tended Sunbury Market all these years and had wholesale routes 
selling their meats and produce. 

5. 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Mertz, Doris 

Mertz, Os. 

5. Some land and buildings that were at one time in the 
ownership of the Mertz family have been determined 
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. 
Please see our response to comment 3 on Page 127. 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Mertz, Doris 

Since Robert's retirement his three sons. Steven, Douglas and Jeffrey 
own the land. It is being £armed by the handicapped (speech and hearing 
impaired). Farming is their only li..0.ihood and they are being robbed of 
Lhis. 

The proposed Qyp_a..s~ ~.:iJ!~~~-!.P!'.-__ ql,l.J __ ;HU whole _fam_, .. it will take Doug 1 s 
home, barn and land, Jeffrey 1 s land and most of Steve 1 s. Two years ago 
when they supposedly were in the planning stages they distinctly told 
us they would not take our farmland if there ~as another alternative. 
Well- there are three other alternatives and our farm is almost 100 
years old and has always been O'Wiled by the Mertz's. (river crossing #5 
alternative is where we are located) 

l 

We had a meeting at Mertz•s Meat Shop on November 2. 2000 with PennDot. 
the PA Historical Society and a person from CHRS Inc. from North Wales. 
PA, State' Rep. Merle Phillips and his secretary and our attorney's 
Joseph Klein and Mark Silver from Harrisburg. Thia little blonde from 
North Wales, and her alone, determined our land was not historical 

_because it does not have a barn on it. As you can see by the picture it 
did have a barn on it, it was destroyed by a very bad wind storm. The 
barn foundation is listed in the historical district. Our land i~ part 
of this heritage and we are fighting for them (PennDot) to consider 
another alternative so we can preserve our farmland. An adjoining farm 
is listed historical and isn't as old as ours and had changed o"Wnership 
many times. 

They >1ill b~ . t~i!:!a _my __ ~ew__ ~o1Ile .. ~lso _. __ b11t .I .all! E<:>t. _d_is.t::.~;:!J~d- ". b_out 
tha.t_._ I can always build another home, but onc.::e land is gone. it is 

~--g~~~ forever. We ri_eed to preserve land. especially historical farms. 

The bypass should be north of Us. for a more direct route to RT. 147. 
This is to much of an impact on our family end the Mertz heritage. 

\ I pray you will help us. our State Representative is Merle Phillips of 

I' Sunbury, PA. (570·286-5885) Our Congressman is Tim Holden 
(570-622-4212]. We have been in touch >1ith him but he forwards our 

, letters to PennDot- which PennDot already has. Our attorney's are 
l!oseph Klein and Mark Silver in Harrisburg, PA (717-233·0132). 

l can be reached at 570-473-1126 (9am to lpm daily) or 570-473-7363 
(2pm to 6pm daily) I am 71 years old and still work full time. 

We need someone to take the bull by the horns. It's called passing the 
buck~ PennDot doesn't want to hear any of this. They made up their 
minds several years ago. This is a proposal, it has not been accepted 
as yet. but will be soon. 

. I 
; Enclosed is literature pertaining .._ .. , the historic.al properties that I 
\ ...,ert :..."'"::..:., ·""~ -:-h.P tJl4:rt:z land 2n·~ Ii ma~ showing the four river croSsings~ 
·--

I am the mother- of Steven. Douglas and Jeffrey H~rtz and I am Wt"iting 
this letter on their behalf also. 

Please be in touch. 'ti1~r.:~..._;.-~& y:: ·-

I 6. 

7. 

8. 

I 9. 

110. 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Mertz, Doris 

Mertz, Ds. 

6. 

7. 

It is acknowledged that the Mertz family lands are farmed 
by Mr. Hilbish, a local farmer who is hearing and speech 
impaired. The Draft EIS and the Agricultural Resources 
Technical File indicate that the RCS Alternative impacts 
approximately 46 acres of land farmed by Mr. Hilbish. 
Interviews with Mr. Hilbish indicate that he farms a total 
of approximately 1,800 acres. The impact to 46 acres 
is acres is approximately 2.S% of Mr. Hilbish's total op­
eration. 

As noted, the Recommended Preferred Alternative 
(RCS} does directly impact Doris Mertz's and Douglas 
Mertz's property and home, and Steven and Jeffrey's 
properties. Approximately 48 acres of the 118 acres 
(approximate), (or 40%) in the project area, that are 
owned by the above Mertz family are affected. 

The position of both FHWA and PENNDOT regarding 
impacts to farmland is to avoid farmland where prudent 
and reasonable. In fact, condemnation of productive 
farmland is restricted by law and policies, and requires 
approval by the Agricultural Lands Condemnation Ap­
proval Board (ALCAB). An alternatives analysis must 
be conducted to evaluate alternatives to avoid, mini­
mize, and mitigate for impacts to farmland and to dem­
onstrate that no practical alternative to the condemna­
tion of farmland exists. Even though RCS has the most 
impact to farmland of the four alternatives studied in 
Section 2, it minimizes impacts on many other social 
and environmental features. The reasons for the rec­
ommendation of RCS are outlined in Section VI of the 
Draft EIS. 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Mertz, Doris 

Since Robert's retirement his three sons, Steven, Douglas and Jeffrey 
own the land. It is being farmed by the handicapped (speech and hearing 
impaired). Farming is their only li'lil.ihood and they are being robbed of 
this. 

The proposed _bypass w_:j.),L"~~J2:~--9-~J: __ _pi..+.r whol.e _farm_,.,_ it will take Doug 1 s 
home, barn and land, Jeffrey's land and most of Steve's. 'IWo years ago 
when they supposedly were in the planning stages they distinctly told 
us they would not rake our farmland if there was another alternative. 
Well- there are three other alternatives and our farm is almost 100 
years old and has always been owned by the Mertz's. (river crossing #5 
alternative is where we are located} 

)le had a meeting at Mertz's Meat Shop on November 2, 2000 with PennDot, 
the PA. Historical Society and a person from CHRS Inc. from North Wales. 
PA. Stat~ Rep. Merle Phillips and his secretary and our attorney's 
Joseph Klein and Mark Silver from Harrisburg. Thia little blonde from 
North Wales, and her alone, determined our land was net historical 

ecause it Goes not have a barn on it. As you can see by the picture it 
did have a barn on it, it was destroyed by a very bad wind storm. The 
barn foundation is listed in the historical dis~rict. Our land is part 
of this heritage aad we are fighting for them (PennDot) to consider 
another alternative so we can preserve our farmland. An adjoining farm 
i& listed historical and isn't as old as ours and bad changed ownership 
many timeB. 

They wil:I, b~.- ~,~-~.!~.&. _mJ':-.. ~~1,il __ ~'?~~.-.-~!.~.~.L._F~.t )~ §ffi.: .. E~~---4;i.f!:!.1:1F.P~~~--~~.C?.ut 
.... ~!~a.!,_ I can always build another home. but once land is gone, it is 

gone forever. We ~eed to preserve land. especially historical farms. 

The bypass should be north of us, for a more direct route to RT. 147. 
This is to much of an impact on our family and the Mertz heritage~ 

\ I pray you will help us. our State Representative is Merle Phillips of 
/ Sunbury, PA. (570-286-5885) Our Congressman is Tim Holden 

II (570-622-4212). We have been in touch with him but he forwards our 
, letters to PennDot- which PennDot already has. Our attorney's are 
l_:)oseph Klein and Mark Silver in Harrisburg, PA (717-233-0132). 

I can be reached at 57·'-•73-1126 (9arn to lpm daily) or 570-473-7363 
(2pm to 6pm dailyj I am 71 years old and still work full time. 

We need someone to take the bull by the horns. It's called passing the 
buck, PennDot doesn't want to hear any of this. They made up their 
minds several years ago. This is a proposal. it has not been accepted 
as yet, but will be soon. 

: Enclosed is literature pertaining '-"'"• the· hisrorical properties that i 
\~:_r"'- Lu:::...::.~- ··~· +-hp M.-:o,r-t:-z, lanJ er.:0 ~ mal-' sr~owing the four river croSsin,11.s-.· ~ 

I am the mother of Steven, Douglas and Jeffrey H.-::xtz and I am writing 
Lhis letter on their behalf also. 

Please be in touch. 't"t1.::r-,;..~.._.-.5 ~i"'-

I 6. 

7. 

8. 

I 9. 

110. 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Mertz, Doris 

Mertz, Os. 

8. In compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act, historic properties were identified as 
part of the CSVT Study. These properties were identi­
fied and their eligibility tor the National Register of His­
toric Places was determined. For the purposes of the 
National Register evaluation, a historic property is any 
property older than fifty years. However, not every 
property determined to be "historic" is determined "eli­
gible for the National Register of Historic Places." 

Written historic "contexts" are valuable tools when 
evaluating historic properties. Historic contexts are 
defined as those "patterns, themes, or trends in history 
by which a specific occurrence, property, or site is un­
derstood and its meaning (and ultimately its signifi­
cance) within prehistory or history is made clear." His­
toric contexts can be defined at a local, state, or na­
tional level and can be organized by a variety of themes. 
Resources are then evaluated against the historic 
context(s) to determine if they are significant, and eli­
gible for the National Register. 

Due to the size and scope of the CSVT Project, his­
toric contexts were developed specifically for the study 
area to streamline the survey process and provide a 
focused context within which historic resources could 
be evaluated. Two principal contexts were developed 
and approved, one on Agriculture and the other on Vil­
lage development. These contexts are described in 
detail on Pages 31 through 68 of the Historic Resources 
Survey and Determination of Eligibility Report. Volume 
l for the CSVT Project (September 1998). 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Mertz, Doris 

Since Robert's retirement his thre~ sons. Steven. Douglas and Jeffrey 
own the land. It is being farmed by the handicapped (speech and hearing 
impaired). Farming is their only li\tlihood and they are being robbed of 
this. 

The -propose.d Qypas ~ ~-il .l_,_1!-'.i.P.~---9-~.t:..-.9\JL'. whole .. farm,_. it will take Doug ~ s 
home. barn and land, Jeffrey 1 s land and most of Steve's. Two years ago 
when they supposedly were in the planning stages they distinctly told 
us they would not take our farmland if there was another alternative. 
Well- there are three other alternatives and our farm is almost 100 
years old and has always been o"tomed by the Mertz's. (river crossing ffS 
alternative is where we are located) 

) 

We had a meeting at Mertz 1 s Meat Shop on November 2. 2000 with PennDot, 
the PA Historical Society and a person from CHRS Inc. from North Wales, 
PA, State1 Rep. Merle Phillips and his secretary and our attorney's 
Joseph Klein and Mark Silver from Harrisburg. This little blonde from 
North Wales, and her alone. determined our land was not historical 

_.because it does not have a barn on it. As you can see by the picture it 
did have a barn on it. it was destroyed by a very bad wind storm. The 
barn foundation is listed in the historical district. Our land is part 
of this heritage and we are fighting for them (PennDot) to consider 
another alternative so we can preserve our farmland. An adjoining farm 
is listed historical and isn 1 t as old as ours and had changed ownership 
many times. 

They wi+.1,_ b~. _ 1= __ ~}~!~.tt _m_y_,r:~~--~·~.~~ --~!.§.9_?. P~.~- . .I .~I!! _n£t_~~ .. ~.E~EP.§!~. -.~.b.~ut 
... _._.!~a.~. I can always build another home, but once land is gone, it is 

gone forever. We ~eed to preserve land, especially historical farms. 

The bypass should be north of Us, for a more direct route to RT. 147. 
This is to much of an impact on our family and the Mertz heritage. 

I pray you will help us. our State Representative is Merle Phillips of 
/ Sunbury. PA. (570-286-5885) Our Congressman is Tim Holden 

I {570-622-4212). We have been in touch with him but he forwards our 
, letters to PennDot- which PennDot already has. Our at~orney's are 
l_!oseph Klein and Mark Silver in Harrisburg. PA (717-233-0132). 

I can be reached at 57n 473-1126 (9am to lpm daily) or 570-473-7363 
(2pm to 6pm daily) I am 71 years old and still work full time. 

We need someone to take the bull by the horns. It's called passing the 
buck, Perm.Dot doesn 1 t want to hear any of this. They made up their 
minds several years ago. This is a proposal, it has not been accep~ed 
as yet. but will be soon. 

. I 
! Enclosed is literature pe~taining ~~ the historical properties that I 
~:_r1i::;; 1:~=..'...· ··~· +h~ l-fi:;:::--t-z lar1d aw:i .a map showing the four ·river croSsin_gs-; 

I am the mo the: of Steven, Douglas and Jeffrey H:::!:ttz and I am writing 
this lettar on their behalf also. 

Please be in touch. '}:h.:>-.--.,_:... ... _i_;_-.0 )."'._ 

I 6. 

7. 

8. 

I 9. 

110. 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Mertz, Doris 

Mertz, Os. 

8. (cont.) 

National Register eligibility determinations are based 
upon guidelines established in National Register Bul­
letin 15: "How to Apply the National Register Criteria 
for Evaluation" and historic contexts defined and writ­
ten in accordance with federal guidelines. Using these 
guidelines, the qualified cultural resource profession­
als (as defined in 36 CFR part 60) for the study team 
recommend whether or not a property is eligible. 

If a property is recommended as eligible, a boundary 
is then established. These boundary determinations 
are also based upon guidance established in the Na­
tional Register Bulletin: "Defining Boundaries for Na­
tional Register Properties." Using these guidelines 
as a basis the qualified cultural resource profession­
als (as defined in 36 CFR part 60) for the study team 
recommend a boundary for an eligible property. 

These eligibility and boundary recommendations are 
then reviewed and commented on by PENNDOTand 
the Federal Highway Administration. The recommen­
dations on eligibility and boundaries are then for­
warded to the State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO) in Pennsylvania, known as the Pennsylva­
nia Historic and Museum Commission (PHMC), for 
concurrence. 

The Mertz properties were assessed according to 
the guidelines outlined in the above noted National 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Mertz, Doris 

Since Robert 1 s retirement his three sons. Steven, Douglas and Jeffrey 
own the land. It is being farmed by the handicapped (speech and hearing 
impaired). Farming is their only lii.cl.ihood and they are being robbed of 
this. 

The prop.ose:d Qyp_ass j.o].~lL"~~-E:~---S~\LJ; ___ o-ur whole _.farm_. ___ it will take Doug's 
home. barn and land. Jeffrey's land and most of Steve's. Two years ago 
when they supposedly were in the planning stages they distinctly told 
us they would not take our farmland if there was another alternative. 
Well- there are three other alternatives and our farm is almost 100 
years old and has always been owned by the Mertz's. (river crossing #5 
alternative is where we are located) 

U
e had a meeting a1: Hertz's Meat Shop on November 2 1 2000 with PennDot, 

the PA. Historical Society and a person from CHRS Inc. from North Wales, 
A. State' Rep. Merle Phillips and his secretary and our attorney 1 s 

Joseph Klein and Mark Silver from Harrisburg. This little blonde from 
orth Wales, and her alone, determined our land was not historical 
ecause it does not have a barn on it. As you can see by the picture it 

did have a barn on it. it was destroyed by a very bad wind storm. The 
barn foundation is listed in the historical district. Our land is part 
of this heritage and we are fighting for them (PennDot} to consider 
another alternative so we can preserve our farmland. An adjoining farm 
iq lisLed historical and isn't as old as ours end had changed oi-.omership 
many times. 

They will,_ b~ .. ~,~,!!}.&_ :W}'_ .. ~~:"'-.~-~-~~ .. ~!P.?-!. .. . ~~:t: .} ~~--~:?~~..,q~~.~-~E,P~~~.-~~out 
.... ~.!~~! .. I can always build another home, but once land is gone. it is 

gone forever. We ~eed to preserve land, especially historical farms. 

The bypass should be north of Us, for a more direct route to RT. 147. 
This is to much of an impact on our family and the Mertz heritage. 

I pray you will help us 1 our State Representative is Merle Phillips of 
Sunbury, PA. (570-286-5885) Our Congressman is Tim Holden 

I. (570-522-4212). We have been in touch with him but he forwards our 
letters to PennDoL- which PennDot already has. Our attorney's are 

l_:!oseph Klein and Mark Silver in Hardsburg. PA (717-233-0132). 

I can be reached at 51~ 473-1126 (9am to lpm daily) or 570-473-7363 
(Zpm to 6pm daily) I am 71 years old and still work full time. 

We need someone to take the bull by the horns. It's called passing the 
buckJ PennDot doesn't want to hear any of this. They made up their 
minds several years ago. This is a proposal, it has not been accepted 
as yet, but will be soon. 

. I 
! Enclosed. is literature pert~ining ._.,, the hi:torical prope~ties th~t. . I 
\.:::.re 1:.~~-=-, ··- -t-h.P. M"'r't:z_ lar.a an<l .q. map showing the four river crossings-;· . 

I am the mother of Steven. Douglas and Jeffrey H~rtz and I am writing 
this letter on their behalf also. 

Please be in touch, 'J:i:J..::.~~;..i..._-.._b -:;~-

I 6. 

7. 

8. 

I 9. 

110. 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Mertz, Doris 

Mertz, Os. 

8. (cont.) 

Register Bulletin and the criteria laid out in the Agri­
culture context specifically prepared for the CSVT 
Project. The Mertz properties did not meet the crite­
ria set forth in the Agriculture Context as a "general 
farm." To be eligible as a general farm, a property 
must meet three basic standards. It must contain a 
historic house and barn, other outbuildings to demon­
strate farm evolution, and farm fields and/or pasture. 
The historic barn on this property is no longer extant. 
Although remaining features of the barn exist, they 
do not provide the physical integrity needed for the 
barn to be considered extant. 

However, portions of the Mertz properties did meet 
the context for a "specialized farm." This means that 
the property conveys the manner in which a family 
settled on a "general farm" but adapted that farm to 
new, more specialized uses, and constructed new 
outbuildings more suited to their specialized agricul­
tural interests. 

The Mertz family specialized in vegetable and flower 
production, building a series of greenhouses and sup­
port buildings related to their new pursuits. For a spe­
cialized farm to be considered eligible for listing in the 
National Register, the property "must possess its origi­
nal buildings, namely the farmhouse and the purpose­
built buildings that served the specialized function. 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Mertz, Doris 

Sine~ Robert's retirement his three sons. Steven, Douglas and Jeffrey 
own the land. It is being farmed by the handicapped (speech and hearing 
impaired} . Farming is their only li\cl.ihocd and they are being robbed of 
this. 

The proposed. _qy.p_ai=;~ w;ll_.~_J...E~ .. -91:1>:_ .. _o_qr. whol.e _farm~ .. it will take Doug' .s 
home, barn and land. Jeffrey 1 s land and most of Steve's. Two years ago 
when they supposedly were in the planning stages they distinctly told 
us they would not take our farmland if there was another alterna~ive. 
Well· there are three other alternatives and our farm is almost 100 
years old and has always been owned by the Mertz's. (river crossing #5 
alternative is where we are located) 

) 

We had a meeting at Mertz's Meat Shop on November 2~ 2000 with PennDot. 
the PA Historical Society and a person from CHRS Inc. from North Wales. 
PA. Stat~ Rep. Merle Phillips and his secretary and our attorney's 
Joseph Klein and Mark Silver from Harrisburg. This little blonde from 
North Wales, and her alone, determined our land was not historical 

_because it does not have a barn on it. As you can see by the picture it 
did have a barn on it. it was destroyed by a very bad wind storm. The 
barn foundation is listed in the historical district. Our land is part 
of this heritage and we are fighting for them (PennDot) to consider 
another alternative so we can preserve our farmland. An adjoining farm 
is listed historical and isn't as old as ours and had changed ownership 
many times. 

They w:pJ b~-- _ '!=.~-~!!:.ll .m.l_!:~:-1.- ~-~~~ _ .. ~:!.~-9 .. L -~~-t. J_ ~l'.D-..!!~t .. £~~.!~~~-p~~.-~~b_<?_ut 
_____ !~e~. I can always build another home, but once land is gone, it: is 

gone forever. We ~eed to preserve land, especially historical farms. 

The bypass should be north of Us, for a more direct: route to RT. 147. 
This is to much of an irnpact on our family and the Mertz heritage. 

I prey you will help us, our State Representative is Merle Phillips of 
. Sunbury, PA. (570-286-5885) Our Congressman is Tim Holden 

f 
(570-622-4212). We have been in touch with him but he forwards our 
letters to PennDot- which PennDot already has. Our attorney's are 

L:1oseph Klein and Mark Silver in Harrisburg, PA (717-233-0132). 

I can be reached at 5Jo'·q73-1126 (9am to lpm daily) or 570-473-7363 
(2pm to 6pm daily) I am 71 years old and still work full time. 

We need someone to take the bull by the horns. It 1 s called passing the 
buck. PennDot doesn't want to hear any of this. They made up their 
minds .several years ago. This is a proposal, it has not been accepted 
as yet, but will be soon. 

·~ Enclosed is literature pertaining ... .,, the- historical properties that \ 
\:;:re L-..:.::..!.'. ··- Th.P t-i~~tz lanJ and !:I. maJJ :B·bowing the four river croSsin~s-.- \ 

I am the mothe::: of Steven. Douglas and Jeffrey H~_rtz and I am writing 
this letter on ·their behalf also. 

Please be in touch, Tli.:: .. .-.._:.~.J-'---..& ·.;::.·..:. 

I 6. 

7. 

8. 

19. 

110. 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Mertz, Doris 

Mertz, Ds. 

8. (cont.) 

The Mertz Family Historic District meets the criteria 
as a specialized farm. The multiple farmhouses and 
greenhouses, in addition to the other contributing ele­
ments, convey the historic use of the property as a 
specialized farm. 

Once determined eligible, a boundary was determined. 
There are five principle methods for determining 
boundaries. Each method is evaluated for its appli­
cability to a particular property, and more than one 
method may be applied to a single property. The use 
of legal tax parcel lines and landscape features were 
used to provide the boundary most appropriate to in­
clude those features which demonstrate the evolu­
tion of the resource as a specialized farming opera­
tion. Since the district was not eligible as a general 
farm, the appropriate boundary should not reflect the 
expanse of the general farm, but the land associated 
with the evolution of the greenhouse business. The 
remaining portions of the landholdings of the Mertz 
family were not included within the boundary of the 
historic district due to modern intrusions, subdivisions, 
and modifications to the property as well as the fact 
that the expanded boundary did not apply to the spe­
cialized farm. The eligibility and boundaries were con­
curred upon by the SHPO in a letter dated October 
19, 1998 (see Draft and Final EIS, Section IX, Ap­
pendix C). 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Mertz, Doris 

Since Robert's retirement his three sons, Steven, Douglas and Jeffrey 
own the land. It is being farmed by the handicapped (speech and hearing 
impaired). Farming is their only li\clihood and they are being robbed 0£ 

this. 

The pt:opose_d Qypa.ss ~J)!_~~.!.P.~-~:c?.\l~t~ __ Ol..l..t" whole .. farm_, ... it will take Doug 1 s 
home, barn and land, Jeffrey 1 s land and most of Steve's. Two years ago 
when they supposedly were in the planning stages they distinctly told 
us they would not take our farmland if there was another alternative. 
Well· there are three other alternatives and our farm is almost 100 
years old and has always been owned by the Mertz's. (river crossing #5 
alternative is where we are located} 

)
le had a meeting at Mertz's Meat Shop on November 2. 2000 with PennDot. 

the PA. Historical Society and a person from CHRS Inc. from North Wales. 
PA. State Rep. Merle Phillips and his secretary and our attorney's 
Joseph Klein and Mark Silver from Harrisburg. This little blonde from 
North Wales, and her alone, determined our land was not historical 

ecause it does not have a barn on it. As you can see by the picture it 
did have a barn on it, it was destroyed by a very bad wind storm. The 
barn fowidation is listed in the historical district. Our land is part 
of this heritage and we are fighting for them (PennDot) to consider 
another alternative so we can preserve our farmland. An adjoining farm 
i~ listed historical and isn't as old as ours and had changed ownership 
many times. 

They wil_l. };l~_ -~-~....!~_it _my: new ho~e ___ ~.!~1?.!-- .?l:l:t _! -~r.t!.-P-9~ .. 9~~-~~£.b~-~.- .?!J:?.'?_ut 
tha_t, I c:an always bU:Ci.l anc;thel" home, but- once land is gone. it is 

.., ____ &On~ .forever. We I?-eed to preserve land. especially historical farms. 

The bypass should be north of ~s, for a more dil"eCt route to RT. 147. 
This is to m~ch of an impact on our family and the Mertz heritage. 

I pray you will help us. our State Representative is Merle Phillips of 
. Sunbury, PA. (570-286-5885) Our Congressman is Tim Holden 

I (570-622-4212). We have been in touch with him but he forwards our 
letters to PennDot~ which PennDot already has. Our attorney's are 

L:!oseph Klein and Mark Silver in Harrisburg, PA (717-233-0132). 

I can be reached at 57"·473-1126 (9am to lpm daily) or 570-473-7363 
(2pm to 6pm daily) I am 71 years old and still work full time. 

We need someone to take the bull by the horns. It's called passing the 
buck, PennDot doesn't want to hear any of this. They made up their 
minds several years ago. This is a proposal, it has not been accepted 
as yet, but will be soon. 

~ Enclosed is literature pertaining ._ ... 4 t_he historical properties that I 
\,.:;'..;rt 1:::..:.~.!.: ·-.. t-h~ t-I~rtz land ani:l ~ map 13howing the four river croSsin~s·.- ~ 

I am the mother of Steven. Douglas and Jeffrey H~:r.tz and I am writing 
this letter on -~heir behalf also. 

Please be in touch. 1~11~:•:-.:~_._;.-, 0 ). ::.·-

I s. 

7. 

8. 

I 9. 

110. 

Response to Additional Written Comments 
Submitted During the DEIS Comment Period, 

Mertz, Doris 

Mertz, Os. 

8. (cont.) 

9. 

10. 

Subsequent to this determination and as a result of 
concerns raised by the Mertz family, representatives 
of the FHWA, PHMC, and PENNDOT met with the 
Mertz family to specifically review the historic eligibil­
ity and boundary of the Mertz historic district. 

The adjoining farm that is listed as historical was evalu­
ated on its own merits. The basis for the eligibility 
determination and boundary identification for this prop­
erty (Property 215) is discussed in the Historic Re­
sources Survey and Determination of Eligibility Re­
port (September 1998). 

The Mertz Family's preference for the more northern 
alternatives is noted . 
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Additional Written Comments Submitted During 
the DEIS Comment Period, Mertz, Doris 

Si.nc~erely, .. .~ ,_n_f;--
~.Jl~ m. -, ,..,... ~ d-' 

Doris M. Mertz 
RD//2, Box 490K 
Northtllllberland, PA 17857 
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ATTACHMENTS TO MRS. MERTZ'S LETTER 
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Section IV 

Legend 
River Crossing 1-EastAltemative - Churches 

River Crossing t-West Alternative 

River Crossing 5 Altematlvtt 

River Crossing 6 All1:iTn::lfive 

- Municipal buildings 
- PostOffices 
- Fire Stations 

Parks 
illfillllll Slate Parks 
lll!lillllll Private Recreational Facililies 
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ATTACHMENTS TO MRS. MERTZ'S LETTER 

MERTZ BROTliERS, P 
The history of Mertz'!! vegetables begini:1 in lBail 

when George P. Mertz came to Point Township from 
Sny~er Coull~}'. and begnn fanning. He was si:icceede<l 
by hlll m:n, Wilham H. Mertz, Sr., who pioneered Jn many 
f~rming technj:ques. He purc.hased the first reaper, 
hmdei' 11.Tld potato plnJ1ter in the township. In the 1880's, 
WillYim Mertz planted a large acreage of raspberries 
which requil'ed ove-r one hundred pkkers to harvest. He 
purchased 1 bot.house in Pa.xinos, tore it down and re­
built it on his farm. His fai·m was located in the present 
raill"Clad ya1·ds and the V.F.W. home is the relocated 
fa.rm house. 

Jn .the June, 1889, Hoed, the giant logs at the saw 
milh1 e.t Williamsport- were torn Joose and came down 
the river. Hi.a river fif~lds wei·e covered with these logs 
from the c:anal to the river short. A person could walk 
this diTc.Bnce with<;ut stepping on the ground. The lum­
ber companies paid ten cents per log for the privilege 
of removing them. 

In 1900, William H. Mert:t bought an 1898 or 1899 
;Iaines and Apperson c.ar in PhiJadelphia, the fh·st h1>rse­
less can-iage in the are-a. He was his own auto mechanic 
and also made hia own fa.rm wagon, horse-drawn <:ar­
riage, and two-seated aleig-h. 

"When the present St. John's Lutheran Church was 
being built in 1878, he hauled the 1arge main iog on his 
st~niy han<l-made wagon. 

I-· · ~euuse af the building of -the railroad yard a, the 
~es moved in 1911 to a 120 acre farm at the junc­

~ _ii 9f the Milton highwa.y and the Ridge Road. Wil­
lia'm H. Mertz, Sr., paa.sed away in 1915. Hia sons, Geora-e 
P.; WilHam H., Jr., Boyd F., and Harold R. farmed as 
the Merli Br<lthers from 1917 to 1960. They operated a 
!llodem fruit and vegetable market along the. Milton 
Highwa.y a.nd Bold produce in the Sunbury Market House 
and to many area. retail stores. 

- The farm Gperationa have been expanded by the 
grandsons of William H. Me1·tz, Sr. 

De.an W. Mertz, son of George P., sl:.arted by rais­
ing nineteen t1Jrkey! in 1932 at the farm opposite the 
Curve lnn Restaurant. He bought the James Heckert 
farm in 1937. The ChilH-PGint farm expanded to 600 
al:res of corn, hay, oabl, wheat and woodland, produc.ing 
a.~nua.lly over 18,00{) turkeys, chickens, beef cattle e.nd 
epeep, Dean W. Mertz died in 1969, a.nd hi.a family con­
tinues the operntion today, producing 6200 turkey.s, beef 
cattle, -.a.beep and hogs on BOO acres. 

Boyd A. Mertz, son of Boyd F., operates the green­
huuses and annuaBy produce5 about twenty tons of leaf 
J~ttuce and eighty t.Dns: of tomatoes, ir. addition to other· 
v~faetable and flower plants. He i.s rated tile third largest 
grower of tomatoes in Pennsylvania. 

Robert K. Mertz, son of William H., Jr., runs the 
farm, the Ol'Cbard, the pork production and the Market. 

• Neil Mertz, son of William H., Jr., operates the "Gun 
1 Rack;'' a sporting goods store, adjacent to the produce 

market. 

THE NORTHUMBERLAND WATER COMPANY 

(See Part 1 - Page oi-0) 

The· Northumberland Water Company provid~s 
water setvice for both public a.nd private consumption 
in the BorOugh of Northumberland and sectionB of Point 
Township, located in Northumberland Coonty, Pa. The. 
ave1"'\ge populatfon s-e:rved dh"P.cUv is ap1n-oxunaie!y 
5,E20. -

99 

The Compeny'9: property il1cludes an impound~d 
surface gupply, a s•.nfaee supply on Jahnson'.s Run, th1~ 
rlritlerl wells, a. mine tunnel, disti-ibulion storage, and n 
distribution syatem consisting of water ms.ins, fire hy­
drants, service, :tnd meters. e.lso recording- equipment 
located in office advising the water level and pressur.e. in 
standpipe.. 

Six sources of water supply have b~en devel-oped as 
follows: 

1. Geis.e's Dam, a surface supply of Johnson'!! Run et 
the Lithia Springs Pumping Station. This dam was 
developed about 1900 and rebuilt in 1960, consists of a 
small conc.rete. dam. forming- a reservoir. The water. 
shed is mainly farm land. The supply is diverted to 
a small screened intake- chamber serving .a.8 a. auction 
v.-ell for the high service pumps. when this supply is 
in use. The dam and pumping station are located 
about three and one-half miles nm·theast of Northum­
berland. 

2. Spring Rei;ervoir, an earthen dam, is ·an important 
surface supply on a tributary lo Johnson's Run. De­
veloped in 1894, it is located about one mile above 
Geise's Dam upan a branch of Johnson's Run. A 
wasteway cnnstructed along one side of the reservoir 
serve.a a.s a bypass for creek water during periods of 
high turbidity. A ten-inch gravity tra.»smiW1ion ma.in 
4,500 f.e.et long oonrluds this suwly to the Lithia 
Springs Pumping Station, 

S, W!>:tl System - comprised of three drilled wells, two 
of which were. drilled in 1910 and are loee.teil near 
the upper end of Spring Reservoir. Each well i9 
equipped with a submersible pump, and the dischai"g-e 
ia made directly into the reservoir. Well No. 3 waa 
drilled in 1955, and is ]oca.ted ta- the rear of L)th~a 
Springg Pumping Station. It is provided with a. tur-: 
Dine type pump, the sup}lly being pum}led to an aer­
ator located behind Geise"s Dam. FoUowing aeration, 
the water discharges into Johnaon's Run at a point 
above the intake fadlitiee. The well syste:rp is llSed. 

infrequently as a stand b:r 5ource of supply. 

4. Mine Tunnel - wa.a developed in 1S94 a.nd is located 
about two and one-half miles east of Spring Resel-­
voir, and is a ~pring supply in an abandoned iron ore 
mine.. By changing valves thia water will flow int.o 
the reseTVoir, other times into the stream at Geise's 
Dam. 

From the Lithia Springs Pumping Station, tbe sup­
ply is pumped following chlorinati.on, through a tTB.n8-
mission main to the distrjbution system. 

In the year of 1922, on Prince Street. a distribution 
storage tank was made avail.ob?e for Fire Protection pur­
poses and general usage. 
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ATTACHMENTS TO MRS. MERTZ'S LETTER 

Mertz Family Historic District (220): Photo 2 - View of north and east (rear) sides 
of brick Italianate house. The first house on the property purchased by the Mertz family 

in 1906 is adorned with segmental lintels and decorative cornice brackets. 

Mertz Family Historic District (220): Photo 3 - View of south facade of historic 
summer kitchen associated with the Italianate house. Note historic window and bell tower. 

Mertz Family Historic District (220): Photo 4 - View looking northeast 
showing the historic corn crib, machine shed, and silo. Previous to Mertz Family ownership, 

the property was managed as a general farm. 

Mertz Family Historic District (220): Photo 5- View looking north, showing the historic silo and 
the remaining stone foundation wall for a bank barn which no longer remains on the property. 
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ATTACHMENTS TO MRS. MERTZ'S LETTER 
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Mertz Family Historic District (220): Photo 6 - View of west (main) and south facades 
of the fully intact foursquare house. Note the Craftsman style porch. The house was built by . 

William Henry Mertz, Jr. ·during a period of growth for !he family greenhouse ente!Jlrise. 

Mertz Family Historic District (220): Photo 7 - View of north and east (rear) 
facades of the foursquare house with Craftsman details. Note the 

historic two-story extension with screened-in porch. 
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Mertz Family Historic District (220): Pholo 8 - View of south and east (rear) 
facades ofa ca. 1948 cottage built by Robert K. Mertz, a grandson of William Henry, Sr. 

Mertz Family Historic District (220): Photo 9 - View of west (front) facade of 
ca. 1948 conage. Note the scalloped trim embellishment. 
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ATTACHMENTS TO MRS. MERTZ'S LETTER 

Mertz Family Historic District (220): Photo l 0 - View of nonh 
and east sides of historic smokehouse. 

Mertz Family Historic District (220): Photo l l ·View of south and cast (main) 
sides of brick foursquare house, and garage. Note the Colonial Revival front porch hood. The house 

wa< built by George Mertz, during the growth period for the greenhouse business. 

Mertz Family Historic District (220): Photo 12 - View ofnonh and west (rear) sides 
of brick foursquare house. The rear addition is historic. 

Mertz Family Historic District (220): Photo 13 - View of north and west (main) 
facades of gable-front-with-wing house. Note the Craftsman porch styling, and stained 

glass windows by the chimney. The house is one of three homes built during 
the !920s by the sons of William Henry Mertz. Sr. 
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ATTACHMENTS TO MRS. MERTZ'S LETTER 

Mertz Family Historic District (220): Photo 14- View of south and east (rear) 
sides of gable-front-with-wing house, and associated modem garage. 
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Mertz Family Historic Distrkt (220): Photo 15 - View looking northeast down S.R. 0147 
showing the gable-front-with-wing house, one of two 1920s wood-frame greenhouses, 

and the historic furnace building and garage. 

11 

Mertz Family Historic District (220): Photo 16- View looking northwest down 
Ridge Road East, showing one row of eight modern greenhouses. The two greenhouses 

furthest in the background are historic. 

Mertz Family Historic District (220): Photo 17 - View of south and west sides of ca. I 920s wood­
frame greenhouses. They. in conjunction with the other historic resources in the district~ represent 

the development of the Mertz Family greenhouse business during the twentieth century. 
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ATTACHMENTS TO MRS. MERTZ'S LETTER 

N 
Northwnberland, PA Quadrangle 
Source: USGS 1994 

Scale I :24,000 D + Quadrangle location 

- NATIONAL REGISTER BOUNDARY 

LOCATION: lvffiRTZ FAMILY HISTORlC DISTRlCT (220) 

ZJ~~ -~M/\/'<A~~,4.. ~ --

CENTRAL SUSQUEHANNA VALLEY 
TRANSPORTATION PROJECT 

PENNSYLVANIA HISTORIC RESOURCE SURVEY FORM - NARRATIVE SHEl:l !:!>• 
Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission. Bureau for Historic Preservation 

Sur.icy Code: Ta:< Parcel/Other No.: ----------
County: Northumberland Municipality: _P:.:o:.:i:::nt:..T:.:o:.:wn=sh:::iLp ________ 4 
Ad Junction of S.R. 0147 and Ridge Road East (formerly Tuckahoe Road) 
Historic Other Name: Mertz Family Historic District (220) Sheet 1 of 

PHYSICAL DESCRIPTION: 

The proposed Mertz Family Historic District is comprised of five !ate nineteenth to rrrid-twrntie:lh-century houses, twenry green­
bou.scs, and thirteen additional buildings located a!or.g S.~ 0147 at the junction of ltidge Road East (formerly Tuckahoe !load) in Point 
Township, Northumberland County, PelUlsylvania. Ridge Road East extends eastward from where it joins S.R. 0147. The proposed dis­
trict includes five: historic houses {three with a hlstoric g:aragc or hiscoric outbuildings), and a historic commercial greenhouse complex. 
Barbara L11Bant owns taio:.. parcel number P-34-60. Neil D. Mertz and Anu F. Engler own cax parcel number P-34-6G. Betsy and Robert 
Meru Ol.Vll tax. parcel number P-34-5. Larry A. Ro0hland owns ~ax parcel number P-34-4. Lisa Snyder owns tax parcel number P-34-6E. 
Boyd A. Mertz owns tax parcel number P-34-6A. The built environment conveys lhc evohition of tlie Mertz Family in the area, particu­
hrly their involvement in spcdalized fanniDg over time. 

The oldest bisroric resource in the proposed district, a brick Italianate house, dates to l 876. The majority of rhe his!oril:: resources 
were constructed by Mertz. family members in the early twentieth century. They include two foursquare dwellings, one with Craftsman 
styling~ a gable-front with w?ng botise, also with Craftsman details, a cottage, two greellhouses, a furnace building, equipment 
shed/garage:, and gar.age. Historic buildings in lhe proposed district retain integriry of deslgn :and materials. Each of them, on t};eir origi­
nal sites facing S.R. 0147, ;arc surrounded by re1ativcly unaltered settings: Together, all of these historic resources possess the ability lo 
convey the development of the Mertz Family in Point To~'Jlship and i.hc:iz participation in the :agricultural and commercial progress of the 

A late nine1ecnth-century rwo·story Italianate house stands at the: southeast corner cf S.R. 014 7 and Ridge Road East. It is located en 
tax parcel P-34-60. The !-house-with-ell is presently a single-family dwelling but was originally part of a farm. Sel on a stone foundation 
facing west towards S.R. 0147, the three4 bay side-gabled, center--passagc, brir'k strucrurc fearures decorative embellishments such as 
molded cornices, gingerbread fascia, scrolled brackccs, segmental row lock lintels with Xeys.tories, and a dated (I 876} keystone above the 
from door. The building is lit by historic two-over-two wood windDW$ with arched upper panes. The reproduction double from door ts 
solid oak topped by a single-pane transom. The rnodc:ro front stoop is constructed of a. stone deck with a metal railing, however the ghost 
ofW.e original porch can be seen in the brick. of th~ front facade. ll wrapped aroU.Ild tllc two t\Vo·story front bays ?ocated on eilher :side of 
the front door. The historic one-story rear porch has !:::en enclosed. An interior brick chimney is locaterl :.t thi: south gable. Northeasl of 
the house is a historic stucco-clad summer kitchen. It features a concrete foundation. exposed nflc:rs,..histeric··t'Wo-over-rwo windows, a. 
gabled bell tower, and a modem door. On thls building's north side is a modern garage. Siruated across m asphalt driveway to the east is 
a historic open frame cam crib. a historic machine shed, _a historic silo construc!ed of boUow-tilc blocl::s, and the remaining :atone foun­
dation wall for the original barn. 

On the south side of the Italianate house, separated only by Ja'.l.n aad inrerspersed shrubs, ~tands an early t<.venticth-cenrury four­
square dwcJling in th: Craftsman scyle. The two-and-one-half-story single-family dwelling faces a westerly direction towards S.R. 0147. 
ll sits an Lax parcel number P-34-60. The rectangular hipped building, set on a Slcne foundation, features a hipped dormer, original woad 
shingle siding, and deep reveals which indicate t.'ie double frame constructlon technique employed for air insulation. The house is lit by 
historic one-over-one wood double-hung ar!d six-pane casements windows. They ue topped by molded lintels: and covered with historic 
wood storm windows. All the doors installed in the house arc historic. The front door is a wood-and-pane door with side windows and 
egg-and-dart molding. A rus1oric wood sronn door prolects it. The historic front porch is Craflsman in style and constructed primarily of 
fieldstone. It features a longue-anrl-groove deck and a wood plank ccilirig. The historic chimney is a?so construcled of fic:ldstone. lt is Jo· 
cated co the exterior of die south wall. A historic rear addition extends from the east side of the house. The second story is a screcned-ir 

porch. 
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ATTACHMENTS TO MRS. MERTZ'S LETTER 

PENNSYLVANIA HISTORIC RESOURCE SURVEY FORM - NARRATIVE SHEET 
so~her Name:: Menz Family Historic District {220) Sheet 2 of 

PHYSICAL DESCRIPTION (CONT.): 

Soulh of the Craftsm;m foursquare dwelling is a paved driveway. Tus driveway is sha1ed by tlie ncx: house along the cast side of 
i.R. 0!47. his a ca. !948 rectangular cottage .siruated on ta:r. parcel number P-14-5. The anc-ud-oni:-half-story concre1e single-family 
Jwdling is three bays wide and. futures a concrete foundarion, ao asphah-covc:ted sid:-gable roof, and embclltshment ill the form of 
cell oped trim on the main facade. The buitding U; lit by b.isloric wood eight-over-eight, .six-ove:Mix, -and picrure windows with mufri­
lime sidelights. They sit upon brick rowlock sills. The front entry is a modem wood door. The historic fronl porch has a concrete deck 
nd wood posts and u-ellises. A modern aluminum-clad addition is anached 10 the south side of the housc . .Extended from the eas( side is 
modem shed addi1ion and a carport. The house is set in a grove of mature trees and !hrubs. Nonheast of lhe cartage, situated direclly 

·ehind {east) of the Crafts.man foursquue, arc two ouibuildings. One is a hisloric smokC'house conslnl.cted ofhoUow-rik block. The scc­
•nd is a modern concrc!e-block butcbcr house. 

On !.he wesf side ofS.R. 0147, nonh of the Intersection with Ridge Road East. stands an early tw-entietb-cenrury fours<juare dwelling 
nat faces e:i.st towards S.R. 0147. The property's t~x parcel number i~ P-34-4. The two-and-one-half-story brick building res.rs: on a con­
rete founda1ion with a soldier-course bride water table. The hipped roof fraturcs three hip~d dormer!.. The: main, or eastern, facade is 
m:e bays: wide. The rwo oater bays arc hisroric one-over-one: double-hung waod windows set ln wood surrounds with row-lock !ills and 
:ildier-c:ourse limds; representative oflhe windows throughout most nflhe h-ouse. The historic front woad p.mel door is flanked by bev­
lcd four-pane.and-one-panel side-lights, and protected by a historic wood storm doa[", It is recessed in .a paneled por<:h akove behind a 
orch hood widl a matchstick ceiling and decorative braces. Additiona! doors in the house are historic pane-and-panel. A side-porcb with 
tpFed roof, wood deck, brick columns, and concrete foundati.on is anached 10 the south facade. A blstoric frame addition with historic 
bddtng, windows, and door is built onto the ;ear side. The house features two hisloric bric" chimneys, one on the exterior of the s-outh 
>cade and an interior s1ack on the west side_ A historic hipped garage is situated southwest of the house. Set on a concrete-blm:k founda­
an. i1 displays historic eight-pane wood window:;;, horizoota1-wood siding, a historic pane-and-panel wood door, and a historic paneled 
:nage door. The house and garage att set within a stand ofm2turc trees. 

Ar the northe2st comer of S.R, Cll47 llll<l Ridge Road E~t are ~o tax parcels, P-34-6E ~nd P-34-6A, upon which uand an early 
11entieth·cenrury house with Craftsman details and a modem garage, arid a commen::i2I greenhouse complcl(, respc:ctivdy. Until re­
:ntly, this was one property. The frame, one-and-one-half-story, gable-front with wing. three-bay, single-family dwelling fearures a 
~ass-gable rootline, a!wninum cladding, and i dormer. The bou.s.e is lit by h.i.storie one-over-one wood doubJe-hUJlg windows. Two his­
~ric .s.tai.ned glass windows flank the b.istori.c brick exterior chimney localed on the nor'lll facade of the galile·front. The house also h21~ 
vo hay windows, oile on the west side of the wing and cmc on lhe south facbde. The doors in die house are :a:ll historic; I.hi:! mam enoy 
.:ing 2 wood single-pane door set on a wood sill. The historic front pon::h is Craftsman irl style. lcs hipped roof n surported by tapered 
ood rnlurr..ns set on paneled wood piers. The n\.'o piers beside the bri~k steps ...-c with(lut i::;oJwrui:;. A historic =.nclosed porch lit by his­
iric four.pane windows, and entered by a Lis1orie pane-and-panel door lopped by a transom and prc1e..:1cd by a b..istoric wood 5cre-en 
~or extends from the: east facad~. A modem r«ess.=:d garage constructed of concrete block is siruated easi of the house, Mature tnes 
·wer oYer the hous:e and garage. 

Sirua1ed alongside this house to the north are the earliest buildings ofa commen:ial greenhouse operation. Two 1920.s wood-frame 
:eenhouses abut one anolher, extending northward. Ar the aorth end of one is whu appears to be a greenhouse exrev.sfon. Thi~, however, 
as built in 1918 according to the tax assessment card on file at the Northumberland Counl)' Tax Assessor's Office in Sunbury. Situated 
c:s1 of the: historic greenhouses, a! lhc c:dgc of S.R. 0147, is a hisroric brick furnace building/garage with original coal furnace, six-over­
;,. wood willdows, and wood pane-and-panel dcior. A historic equipment shed/garage wit.b verrical-boa.Jd siding and opc:n bays, in addi­
·,m to g:m1g~ doors, is \oc2t~d north of the historic greenhouses and furnace b1.1ilding. East of these historic b\JildWgs are numerous mod­
·n buildings that have been built on the property within. the past flfl)' years. They include two modem greenhouses, a prefabricated ga­
.ge. a cement-block furnace building, and a child's pl:!.yhousc. Beyond tbis rcw of buildings, further to lhe east are sixteen modem 
·cenhauses arranged in two rows. of eight Fields Cl!itend beyond the buildings contnbuting to 'lhe rural atmosphere of the property. ln 
Jdi1ion, trees are aligned along the northcm edge oflhe property and around the field!_ 
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HISTORICAL NARRATIVE: 

The oldesl historic 1e3ource in lhe p:mpos~d district was bLiih in ?876 by Robert Curry Mc Williams. Primarily a farmer, he was born 
in Mooresburg, Montour County, Pennsylvania in 1845, of S-cotch-!rish c:xcraction. He received his education ai public:: schoc-ls, and at 
icademies al MiUv1lle, Pmnsy!vania, and Newark, New Jersey. He cam: to Northumberland Counry in 1872 to estabfish a smatl fami. A 
~uilding owned b)' a Mr. Mc Williams (the first name is indisriTiguisb2blc) appears on an Hl74 map within the proposed district h is the 
Jnly building In the immediate area. at this time (Cummings 1874). Always an active worker in che Democratic party, in the winter of 
1883-84 he represenled Northumberland Coumy in the State legislature, and was a member of the comrnirtces on military, election, fc:d­
:ral relations, and ban.king, as we!~ as filling various to\.VTlship offices. He was also :a de.aeon and elder in the Presbyterian church o-f 
-forthumbcrland (Bell lB9 l: I J05). 

ill Oc[ober, l876 t>.-ir. McWiiliams married Louisa Reighard_ In that year he built the large brick Italianate bowe. According tO: the 
:urrent owner, B2rbara LaBant, the house was construc!ed as.a summer house:. Robert Mertz adds that it was used for enfer1aining 
Barbara LaBant, pers. com_, M;i;y 19, 1998"; Robert Mertz, pers. com., May 19, 1998). The property at this rime consisted of 127.88 hcc:­
arc~ (J 16 acres). McWi!liarns e:;;tablisbed the property a! a ''coWJtry-seat" fann, and a bank barn, silo, cDm crib and assorted other agri­
ultural oulbui1dings were co.nstructed. These buildings appear on a 1938 aerial photograph (U.S. Department of Agriculrure 1938). ln 
886, McWHllams was forced to mongage the property ta a Henry A. Fonda.. \Vhen _Mc.Williams could not meet the temu of the mo-rt­

.age repaymcnl, the property was sold at Sheriffs- s~le and purchased by the heirs of Henry A. Fonda. The heirs quickly sol<l the prop­
ny the following year to Cary Bertilyon who O'\\oned the adjacenr farm to the east. The Mertz family acquired che property in 1906. 

Peter Mertz was a pioneer of Un.ion Counry. He settled near Freeburg and began farming on 45.32hectnes{l12 acres). Peter's son 
i::orgc: was 2 wheelwrigh.1., and after his marriage he went into lhe mercantile and hold business in frC'eburg.. ln 1 BB5, he came to North­
mbc:rland Collnty, living in Pain[ To>.loTIShip where he fanned, unril be re!ired to Northumberland Borough tluee years before his dealh 
Floyd 1911). 

In 1906. Emeline Mert2, wife of George's son WiJliam Henry, bough! a 78.91 h::ctare (195 acre} parcel of what had been the 
1cWi11iams farm. 0\\.-nership of the property transfers to William Henry in 1909 (Northumberland County Deed Book 151, Page 366). 
his; acreage would later become the entire Menz Farm; and the Italianate house would be known by the children and grandchildren as 
1e Old Homestead. Shortly after tile purchase of th~ propeny in 1906, William Henry apparently erected one or more greenhouses on the 
lt. Boyd A. Mertz rec2Us that it was said that his grandfather, William Hemy, set up greenhouses in the H!90s or ::irly i900s (Boyd A. 
1ertt, pen. com., July 8, 1991!). The second feriod is mosr probable as the property was not purchased by the Mertz Family until after 
900. Ahhough they no longer exist today, (WO greenhouses do 2ppcar on the southeast corner ofS.R. 0147 and Ridge Road Easl on a 
938 aerial photogtaph (U.S. Dcparllnent of Agriculture 1931!). In addition, a modem deed mentions a .. fonncr Mertz Green House" 
'hich apparentty stood between the Italianate house and the intersection of S.R. 0147 and Ridge Road East (Northwnberland Coumy 
eed Book 619, Page 402}. During the first decade of the ~enlieth century, William Henry began tl\f.: family's involvement in spei::ial­
ed (arming by esta.blishfog Mertz Gre!!nhouse, growlng mainly garden vegetables and some flowering plants: as an offshoot of !he 
:rming. business. · 

Betv:een ?92l and 1925 three houses were comtructed aear the halianate dwelling, on family l:llid, for lhree of William Henry's. 
ms. George P. built a foursquare home ca. 1921-22. Boyd F. c:onsrruc1ed a gable-front with wing dwelli.ng ca. 1921-22. WlUiam Henry. 
, constructed a foursquare with Craftsman detai!s ca. llJ25. William Hemy's fourth son, Harold, lived in the ltali2n2te house (Boyd A. 
(enz, pers. com., July 8, 1998). 

In the early 1920s the greenhouse business expanded. According to the tax assessment card for the property on file at the Northum­
:rland County Tax Assessor's Officc in Sunbury, two large greenhouses, abutting one another, and a furnace/garage building were con­
ructcd across Ridge Road East to the north in 1924. In !926127, appro;ii;irnatdy eleven years after William Heruy's death, the green­
}use business became Mertz Brothers Greenhouses, owned and operated by Boyd F. and George P. Mem. Harold and William Henry 
. continued to run the farm and dairy. With the construcrion of new homes for the aex.t geneution, and the official shifl in managemem 
'the farm aad gretnhouse operations, the Mertz Family was further establishing themselves as irnponanl participants in the agricultural 
u1 commercial activities in Northumberland County. Harold Mertz is remembered in the: Northumberland Point To'NTiship Biccnlennial 
iblic:.tion as a "veiy successful and prosperous" farmer. His ''ra<1dside m2rkets were very popular" {Anon. I g12j. 
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HTSTORJCAL NARRATIVE (CONT.): 

On February 14, 1938, aU of the Mertz. property, already partitianed and built upon by Emeline Mertz' heirs, as evidenced by the in­
dl':nturc language, was sold to a Carrie Deppen and promptly sold back again that same day. None of the propenics change hands among 
the children however; the Mertz seller ofa certain tract ls the subsequent buyer of that same tract. In personal corrununicatlon with Boyd 
A. and Neil Mertz, two of William Mertz'.s grandsons, the reason behind the wholesale transfer of the Mertz_ Farm and Greenhouse could 
not be discerned. The lndenrures als-o offered no due far the sale (Boyd A. Mertz, pers. com., July 8, !998; Neil Menz. pers. com., July 
1998). It can be concluded that by the recording of Emeline's Last Will and Testament in 1928, cracts of land had already been infor­
mally aliened to George P.~ Boyd F. ancl William Henry Jr., as their houses had been built. The only known formal transfer is I.be con­
veyance of the grc::::nhouse property which Emeline dee.ded to G~orge P. and Boyd F. in 1924. The 1938 tJ"ansactions appear to be legaliz­
ing the ownership of each individual trac:t ofla:nd; 2nd were done at the time: of Emelinc"s death sloce as William's widow she was owner 
of the -property. Tax asscssmcn~ records no longer exist from this time, so could not be used in Vi!rilica1ion. 

ln the ensuing years, new generations of the Mertz Family would establish themselves in the family business. In l 948/49 William 
Henry Jr. 's son Robert K. acquired a parcel ofland and built a cottage adjacent 10 the Crafuman foursquare his father had built a quarter 
century before (Northumberland County Deed Book 339, Page (67). William Henry Jr.'s son Nei! now owm the Craftsman fours.quare. 
The house that Boyd F. built is now occupied by his granddaughter Lisa (Mcru) Snyder. The dwelling built by George P. remained in the 
family until sometime after 1960. The "Old Homestead," the h:dianate house, did not lose family ownership until 1985. ln 1960 Boyd A. 
took aver lhc greenhouse business from his father. Today, Menz Brothers Gn:enl:iouses grows hothcuse tomatoes and basket plants such 
as geraniums. The specialize u.siness cstabl-isbcd by Winiam Henry MCTtz in 1906 sustained itself and grew throughout the twentieth 
ccnrury. The f. , anage obcrt K. Me is now primarily leased to neigbboring farmers {Boyd A. Menz, -pe:rs. com., 
July 8, l99B). AU stone buildings situated in the proposed district remained in Mertz Family ownership at least until 1948; most 
until the presertt. Additional buildings along S.R. 0147, housing a variety of other Men:z Family bwinesses., were buih after 1948. 

The Mertz Family Historic District was evalualed according lo criteria set forth in Nation.al Reg/$rer Bu.llen·n J 5: "Ho.w to Apply the 
National Register Criteria for Evaluati.on" {National Park Service 1991}. It was assessed in tcmu ofi.u significance as an agricultural re­
source, a "specialized farm," as ·defined in the Agricultural Context prepared in th.c f!is;.;;rk. ,'!.;.;;;:.::-::.e! S!!!'"ll'Y!DetPcl'Tr:f::!!!':."'.'" ol E.ligibil­
ity Rttporl for the Central Sllsquehanna VaDey Transponarion Prc.j.,.;t (Andrzejewski ct al. 1998). The Mertz Family Historic Dtsoi.::; w.p· 
pears to be an cligibJe hisl-oric district under Criterion A, focal historical significance. The proposed district is significant because it con­
veys the evolution of how a local family adapted tn changiog conditions ln the agricultural economy during the early twentieth century. 
By 1900 the Midwest had assumed dominance over the production ofwbeat and other grains. ln the increasingly campetitivc agriculrural 
enviroruncnt, (anncrs in the central Su.squebanna Val.ley, such as the Mertzes, looked. to new wa.ys to.piotlt. Specialty fann "business.cs" 
were established that focused upon ma.king a profit through maximizing efficiency by inter.siv"ll COC:us on one or at most two agricultural 
activities. Althougb !he most successful specia]ized farms in the first half of tile twentiel?l century were dairy farms, some farmers ex­
plored opportunities in fruit or vegetable production. The Mertz family enterpris-e" shows bow one famBy negotiated the changes in agri­
culture during th.is period. In 1906, sbonly after settling in a "genera) fann" property, Wi11iam Hmry Mertz. established a ."specialized" 
farm, a greeahousc: c!'>mplex., that was developed specifically for the growing of garden vegetables and flowers. The 1940 Census of Ag­
riculture indicates that tomatoes (currently being grown by Mertz Brothers Greenhouses} were arilong a variery of products that were es­
pecially popular for growing in Northumberland County {United Slates Census of Agriculture 1940]. The Mertz f.imily's activities il!us­
traie an impor1anr shift t:h..!.t took place in the agricutturaJ history of the region in the first half of the twentieth cenrury as farmers sought 
new ways to succeed in agriculrural pursuils. 

Tue contributing buildings wi.thin the Mertt Family Historic District illustrate the evolution of the property tllrough time, visually 
telling the story of how the fanners in the region adapted to changes in agriculture duriog the late nineteenth and early twentieth centi.1-
ries. The earliest farm in the dislrict, the- Mc Williams Farm, was construc1ed as a "general farm," as most farms during the nineteenth 
century were, replete with a bank barn, silo, and com crib. When the Mertz. family settled ill the area and purchased lhis farm and land 
around it in the first decade of the twentieth cenm.ry, they adapted the general farm lo new uses and consrructcd new farmhouses and new 
outbuildings more suited to their mmc specialized agricultural interests. These changes arc reada.ble on the landscape today through lhe 
surviving built fabric. The original McWilliams farm complex. survives and illusnatcs the earliest farm operarions in !he area. While only 
lhe ramp to the threshing noor and part of the stone foundation remains of the bank barn, this in i'l.Self a telling sign of the decline of gen­
eral famllng i.n the region. The bank barn, the inde~ of the: suci:ess of the ninc:H:enth-cenrury genera} farm, no longer served the needs of 
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HISTORICAL NARRATIVE (CONT.): 

farmers in the twcnlicth cmrury, who required different oUlbulldings to meet their more spcci-alizcd ne-c"dS. The oU..cr farmhouses. and 
oi.itbuildings in the Mertz Family Historic: District, all of whlch date to the early twentieth century, torwey lhc: shift aw.iy from general 
farming toward specfalry fanning. New houses, all of which possess a high le:veJ of integrity, were built immedialdy adjacent to lhe ear­
lier farm ro house mcmbe:'s of the family who work:::d in the greenhouses. The early t:Weorieth-centwy greenhouses built by William 
Henry Mertz ca. 1920, as well as the adjacent brick furnace building, are examples of such specialized buildings thal mel the new needs 
of the r~gion·~ farmers. As a whole the proposed district retains a high lev-e:I of a:rcbitecturat integrity. All of the houses arc intact, 211d 
most of the agricultural huililings a:;socfatc:d with tht: original farr:i. and the greenhouse business still ex-is:r in an unalrercd slate. The set­
ting in which these buildings stand also remains; their arrangement around the junction of~o roads, Rldgc Road East (formerly Tucka­
hoe Road) and S.R. 0147, has not changed. Modem buildings that have been con.nructed over the years, tncludi.ng new greenhouses, do 
no! compromise the hisfarical identiry of the proposed district, representing the c:onrinued adaptation of the region's farmers to the cver­
changing agrii:ultural economy. 

The Mertz Family Historic District also appears to meet the criteria for listing in the: National Register under Criterion C, for archi­
tecrure and design. Four of lhe five dweUings in the proposed district are outstanding and highly intact examples of fashionable nouses. 
during their ccnsnudion periods. The bri::::k Italianate house, built in 1876, maintains intcgriry of massing and mo.st of its materials. It re­
!ains its historic: form and fenestralioo, wood windows, and decorative roof details such as gingerbread trim and si:r-oll brackets. The brick: 
facade exhibits features such as segmental double row!oclc lintels with keys.tones. The in:staBarion of reproduction doors, the enclosure of 
the rear porch, and 1he removal of the front porch are minor alterations that do not detract from the over.all integricy. or the house. The 
foursquare dwelling with Craftsman styling, built ca. 1925, has a high degree of inlegrity. The house reu.ins its historic massing, clad­
ding, windows, doors, and srom: chimney and front porch. it is fully intact, dovm to historic wood storm windows. A second foursquare 
dwelling, also built in the: 1920s, is highly intact. The house displays historic massing, windows, doors, side porch, and Colonial Revival 
front porch hood. Rowlock siils, soldier-colll'"se lintels, and a soldier-course water table are stilt e\lident on the brick facade. The modem 
s!orm windows installed on the bays on the north side do no! lessen !he overall integrity of the house. The third house built in the 1920s is 
a gable-front with wing house.. It retains its historic massing, windows, door, corbeled chimney, and Craftsman front porch. Minor 
cbange5 which do not affect the integrity of the house indude the application of aluminum siding, wiDdow surrounds, and stonn win­
dows. In addition to these houses, the historic wood frame and glass greenhouses: in the district arc intact examples of the few remaining. 
early twcnrieth-centwy agricultural buildings of their type. Together, the houses in the Mertz. Family Historic Disaict reprcsem the evo­
luuon of building styles on changing fann properties between the late nineteenth and the mid-twentieth century. 

NATIONAL REGISTER BOUNDARY AND JUSTIFICATION: 

The Nation.a.! Register boundary for the proposed Mertz Family Historic District follows legal ta;ii: parcel lines and landscape fear.ires. 
The boundary begins at a poinr o.n the shoulder of the eastern side of S.R. 0147 and heads south for approximately 137.16 meters (450 
feet}. It then fums west, crosses S.R. 0147 and C(.mtinues for approximately 60.96 meters (200 feet) where it again heads south. After 
rraveling approxima!ely 48.77 meters (160 feet) the boundary turr.s cast and continues approximately 60.96 metcfs (200 fed) to another 
point on the shoulder of the eastern side of S.R 0147. The boundary continues south along this road for approximately Hi4.59 meters 
{540 feet). It then heads eHt for a-.:proxirnatcly 109.73 melers (360 feet). Twning ne>rth, it continues for approximately 106.68 meters 
(150 fee~)- At thls point, it rums east and travels 24.38 meters (80 feet). The boundary then heads nort.~West for approximately 79.25 me­
ters (260 feet) before ruming easi again and traveling approximately 45.72 metc:rs {150 feet). It then continues north for approximately 
124.97 me!ers (410 feel) along the western edge of a field. At th.is point the bo11Ddary folkiws a ttccline west, curving northwest and 
south we.st at varying points, for approx.imatdy l 73. 74 melers (570 feet) to the plac.e of beginning. The houndary includes all of tax par­
cels P-34-4, P~34-6D, P-J4-6G, P-34-5, P-34-6E, and part-of P-34-6A. 

The proposed Mertz Family Historic District encompasses appro.xi.rnately 4.l J h~ctare:s {J0.15 acres) of land. The boundary includes 
all of the buildings and landscape fearure.s historically associated with the farms in this area. It includes the Mertz Family greenhouse 
business and family dwellings, as well as the buildings associated with the Mc:Willfa.rru Farm tha1 the Mertz acquired in the eaily twenti­
eth century. The period of significance extends from the date of construction of the earliest "general farm" in 1876 through 1948, a rime 
which witnessed the change from general farming to specialty farming in the area. Although tbc eadiest house was not ccmsrructed by a 
member of the Mertz fami!y, the Mcrtz's adapted 1t to new us.es, and is significa.af to understanding theU farm operations during the early 
twentieth century. Tue closiPg date of 1942 may be reevaluated in the future as the district c:onrinue:s 10 maintain integrity as a family 
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ATTACHMENTS TO MRS. MERTZ'S LETTER 

• PENNSYLVANIA HISTORIC RESOURCE SURVEY FORM· NARRATIVE SHEET 89C 
E30ther Name: Mert:z Family Historic District (220) Sheet 6 of 

NATIONAL REGISTER BOUNDARY AND JUSTIFICATION (CONT.): 

business and living environment. The boundMy i11cludcs five historic dwellings, Mo historic grtcnhouscs. a historic furnace build­
inefga1age, a hlltoric. equipment shed/garage, a historic garage, nwnC"rous historic domestic and agricultural outbuildings, driveways. 
walkways, fences, yards, and assoned trees and bushc.s; all contributing featurcL The boundary also includes five modern garages, a 
modem furn;i.c::e building and shed, and eighteen modem greenhou;;es which arc all non·coctriburing fcarures. Additional f.anrily business 
buildings, built after 1948, may be evaluated in the fururc for tnclusion in the district. The boundary follows the western edge f1f a field 
and a creeline on the north side of ta.X parcel P-34-6A_ This is to indudc within the boundary, oc this lax parcel, only features which 
demonstntc 1he continuing evolution of the greenhouse busin~s. The boundary for the di.strict was prepared in aa:ordance with guide­
li.nc.s set forth in NariontJI Register Bulletin]}: "How lo E.srablisb Boundaries for National Register Properties" (National Park Service 

!995). 

REFERENCES CITED: 

Andrzejewski, Arma Verner, Nancy A. Holst. Kcaneth J. B:asalik:, Neeta Jitcudra Desai, Laun S. Black, Connie Torbeck.. Philip Ruth, 

Dan Zagorsky, and MariilllDc Walsh 
1998 Historic Re1ources Survey and Determination of Eligibility Report, Central Su..rquelianllil Valley Transportation ProJet:t 

(S.R. O()JS, Se.:tio12 008), in Northumberland, Union. and Snyder Cauntia, Pennsylvania. Report prepared for the U.S. 
Department of Transportation, the Federal Highway Administration, and the Pennsylvania Depar1ment ofTmupcrtatioo. 

Repon prepared by CuhuraJ Heritage R~earch Services, Inc .• North Wales, PA. 

Anonymous 
1972 Norlhumberland Point Township. PEnnsylvania: Bicenteru1ial, I 772-1972. Northumherla.nd, PA: Susquehanna Pres;;:. 

Bdl, Hcrben: C. 
1891 History cf Northumberland County, Penrr:sylvania. Chicago: R!'.1Wa, Runic and Company. 

Cwnmings, J.A.J. 
1858 ap of Northumberland County. Chillisquaque, PA: J.A.J. Cummings. 
1874 Map of Northumberland Councy. Chillisquaque, PA: J.A.J. Cummings. 

1. L. Floyd & Co. 1911 Geneaofogical Q.11d Biograpliical Annal.s of NCJrthurnberfond county, Pennsylvania. J. L. Floyd & Co. Rcprinr: 1987: 

Evansvme, PA: Whipporwill Publications. 

Nariooa.I Park Service 1991 Narional Regis/er Bulletin 15: "How to Apply the National Regis.terCri1eria. for Evaluation." Washington, DC: National 

!991 

Parle: Service. 
National R€gister Bulletin ]J; "How to Establish Boundaries for Natioml Register Properties." Washington, DC: Na-

tional Park Service. 

U.S. Depamnect of Agriculture t 938 Maps and Aerial Photography Survey 1937-l 94 7, 36 cu. ft. Series of aerial photographs of Snyder, Union, and Northum-

berland Counti~s. Pennsylvania State Archives. 

United States Bw-eau of the Census 
1940 Sixlef!11th C.en.rus of1he United States, Agricubural Scliedules. Microfilm on file at the Mid-Atlantic Office cf the Na-

tional Archives, Philadelphia, PA. 
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PENNSYLVANIA HISTORIC RESOURCE FORM· DATA SHEET B 
Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission, Bureau for Historic Preservation 

IDENTIFICATION AND LOCATION 

' Survey Cade: Tax Parcel/Other No.: 

County: I. Northumberland 0 9 7 2. 
Municipality: l. PointTo\Vnship -- -- -- 2. --------

Address: Junction of S.R. 0147 and Ridge Road Easi1form~Tuekah0e: Road) 
Historic Name: Mertz Family Historic Disttict (220) 
Other Name: 

O\.VTler Name/Address: ·-M-u~ll•~·p_le _____________________ ~~----
Owner Care gory: XX Private Public-locaJ Public-state Public-federa? 
Resource Category: -- Building-Xx. District --, Site Strucrure Object 

I Number/Approximate Numbt:r of Resources Covered by This Form: --38 -- --
USGS Quad: I. Northumberland, PA 2. 
UTM A. zone 18 4530520(N) 03451 BO(E) C. wne IB 
References: B. ~ 4530840(N) 0345\00(E) D. ~ 

HISTORIC AND CURRENT FUNCTIONS 

Historic Function Category: 
A. Domestic 
B. Domestic 
C ~re/subsistence 
D. Domestic 

PanicularTypc: A. HouSoe 

B. House 

C. ~ouse 

Subcategory: 
Single dweUing 
Sing?e dwelling 
Horticultural facility 
Secondary structure 

4S30840(N) 
4530620(N) 

Code; 
0 

-0-
-0-
-0-

0344980( 
0344980(1 

I A 
I /". 

-9- F 
-!- c 

D. Garage 
Current Function Category: --"--------,s=-u.,.,b-ca-te_g_o_ry_;----------~-~-----\..Ode;. 
A. Domestic Single dwelling 
B. Domestic Single dwelling 

C Agricultural/subsistence Horticu)tural facihty 

D. Domestic Secondary structure 

PHYSICAL DESCRIPTION 

A.rchitectmat Classification: A: ltalianate 

B. Bungalow c. 
D.--- Other: Foursquare dwelling 

Exterior Materials: Foundation Concrete ---------W a 11 s Brick 

Other 

Stn..icrural Sy~tem: l. Tirnb~ame 
Width: 3 bays __£ Depth: 2 rooms 

] 

·1 

5 Roof Asphalt 
-0-

Walls Shingle -- Other 
-4- 2. Brick 

--_!____ Stories/Height: 

0 I A 
-0- -l- I\ 
-0- -9- -F-
-0- -1- -c 

2 --
-8-

~ 
-6-
-2-
--
-2- -1-, 

2 -- ll 
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ATTACHMENTS TO MRS. MERTZ'S LETTER 

HISTORICAL INFORMATION 
I I Year Buil!: __ C. ~ to ~ C. ~ Additions/Aherations Dates: ~ C. ~ ; __ C. _ 

Basis for Dating; XX Documentary XX Physical 
E7ip)ain: Based on histonc maps, h1stonc aerial photographs, commumcatlcn with owners, Agr.cultural Context for the Cc:n-I tral Susquehanna Valley Transpor..ation Prnjeet (Andrzejewski et al. 1998), pnmary documents. secor.dary soums. and an 
e:icammauon of the resource 

I Culrural!Ethmc Affihatlon I. NIA 2. 
Assoc1ated Indwiduals: L NIA 2 
Assocaated Events· l. NIA 2. 

I Archi1ec1s/Engineers: I. NIA 2. 
Builders: l. NIA 2. 

MAJOR BIBLIOGRAPHICAL REFERENCES 

See Cominuation Sheet 

PREVIOUS SURVEY, DETERMINATIONS 

None 

EV ALU A T!ON (Survey Direclor/Consuliants Only) 

Individual NR Potential: xx Yes No Context(s): Agriculture: 
Cor.aibutc:s to Potential D~ ~ XX No District Name/Status: 
Explain: The Mertz family Historic D\strict appears to be an eligible historic district under Criterion A, local historical sie.-

f cOT1ditions in the agricultural economy during the early twentieth cenrury. The Mertz J'am1ly .H1stonc u1stnct also app 
I meet the criteria for listing in the National Register under Criterion C, for archi1eeture and design. Four of the five dwellings 

in the proposed district are outstanding and highly intact examples of fashioMble houses during their construction periods. 

THREATS 

1llrea1s: 2 1. None 2. Public Development 3. Private: Deveiopment 4. Neglect 5. Other 
i Explain: This property may be affected by propased roa-d improvements as part of the Central Susquchar..na Valley Transpor­
j 1ation Project 

SURVEYOR INFORMATION 

Sur,eyor Name!Title: Laura S. Black/Preservation Specialist Date: May 19, 1998 
Project Name; Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project -~----------
Organization; CHRS, lnc. Telephone; (215) 699-8009 
Street and No.: 403 East Walnut St:reel 
City State: North Wales, PA Zip Code: 19454 
P.dditional Survey Doc:umentation_: Site plan, photographs, and property location map appen~d-ed,--------­
Assocfa,led SUTV'i:y Codes: 

]J 
::J 
O> 

m 
::J 
~-
0 
::J 

3 
CD 
::J 

or 
3 

-0 
O> 
£1 
U) 

g 
CD 
3 
CD 
::J -



Section V 

v -398 



)\\ ~· 

~r R rm Leuers, II' Petitions, 0 pondence 
d Additional Corres fi,1 

an '\\ 



< 
c..:> 
co co 

Petition - Heimbach Property 
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March 26, 2001 

PennDOT District 3-0 

. .......,_ ... 

Attn James Cheatham, Division Administrator 
228 Walnut Street, Room 536 

Attn Paul Heise, P E , District Engineer 
715 Jordan Avenue 

Harrisburg, PA 17101-1720 PO Box2l8 
VIA Facsimile- 717 221-3494 Montoursville, PA 17754-0218 

VIA Facslmlle-570 368-4311 

RE: Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Albert and Mary Heimbach Property 

Dear Messrs Cheatham and Heise 

1bese comments are h<:ing submitted on tbe date indicated above by facsimile to lhe 
Federal Highway Administration ("FHA'') and the PellllSylvania Department of Transportation 
(PcnnDon This lime and method (facsimile) of submission was approved in a telephone 
conversation this date between tbe undersigned and Ms Th:borab Smith of the FHA 

We are attorneys representing landown~ert Heimbach and Mary Heimbach--who 
will be personally affected by the referenced project and their farm family business interests that 
will also be affected On behalf of these affected property owners, we are submitting comments 
on tbe Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) regarding a number of deliciel19es an<,L 
errors in that document We urge the FHA and PellllDOT (hereinafter collectively th~. -:':: ~ ! 
"Agencies") to revisit the methods and decisions made in developing the DEIS and <;::rm:ct \!?tse 
numerous errors of fact and law, so as to produce an accurate final Environmental !Ijipilct ,..:; 
Statement S ~ , -' i ;-, 

~c, ~ ~·-:··-. 
1 Omiosion of the DA-Modified Allgnmentfrom consideration f''c co ,;:;;;,.,, 

The most glaring error in tbeDEIS is the omission of one oftbe major ideoili;ed ;;, ~i--':[-:' 
alignments from full consideration The DA-Modified aligrunent (hereinafter "DAM'') is i'>iab~ 

1S541' 

11. 

I 2. 

1. 

2. 

Response to Petition - Heimbach Property 

Appropriate methodologies were used to investigate 
and prepare the Draft EIS and Final EIS. 

The DA Modified Alternative is discussed throughout 
Section Ill, Alternatives, of the Draft and Final EIS. 
The situation surrounding the elimination of the DA 
Modified Alternative from further evaluation is dis­
cussed in detail on Page 111-100 of the Draft EIS. 

The DAM Alternative is essentially identical to the 
DAMA Alternative except at the southern terminus 
where DAM leaves Routes 11 /15 and crosses the 
App farm. DAMA avoids the App farm. 

The DA Modified Alternative affected land within the 
boundary of a historic property - a farmstead deter­
mined eligible for listing on the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP). As such, Section 4(f) of the 
U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966 
(amended 1968) applies. This Act necessitates that 
sites determined eligible for the NRHP must have al­
ternatives investigated to avoid impacting the historic 
property. Avoidance is necessary unless there is no 
feasible and prudent alternative to the "use" or acqui­
sition of the 4(f) protected resource. The DA Modified 
Avoidance Alternative was created to completely 
avoid impacting land within the boundary of the his­
toric property. 
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March 26, 2001 
Page2 

Petition - Heimbach Property 

and highly preferable alignment to the one preliminarily chosen--tl!e DA-Modified Avoidance 
("DAMA") route The DEIS states that the DAM route was not considered because the Agencies 
concluded that it is protected under Section 4(1) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 
( 49 U S C § 303( c )) It is clear that this detennination is erroneous and that such protection does 
not apply, for several reasons This comment letter is insufficient to detail the many errors that 
were made in making the determination, but a representative list may suffice to bring the issue to 
the attention of the Agencies for their reconsideration 

The determination that the entire "Simon App Farm," over a portion of which the 
DAM route would pass, is eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places was 
flawed in that consideration was not given to historic context, the alignment of historic property 
boundaries, the continuing use (or lack thereof) of the farm, or the historic relationship between 
this property and other adjacent properties In fact, in reviewing the Historic Resources Survey 
and Determination of Eligibility ("Survey") prepared by a PennDOT contractor, one is struck by 
the lack of historic evaluation of the property Even the name is erroneous The "Simon App 
Fann" is not used as a farm by the landowner or the family members The croplands are worked 
by a neighbor and the farmstead itself is not used for farming In fact, the lands that are in use are 
adjacent to and historically a part of the App Homestead, which is currently the farm owned and 
operated by our clients, the Heimbachs Instead of a historic evaluation of the App property as a 
whole, the reviewers chose to focus on the existence of historic buildings, then apply this result 
to unrelated lands owned by the same person, but fanned by non-family members Noting that a 
historic barn is present, along with other historic farm buildings, on the land of the current owner 
(the Margaret E Fisher Trust), the evaluators determined that cropland also owned by it is 
eligible for historic preservation The only relationship between the "eligible" cropland and the 
historic buildings is that they are currently owned by the same entity This coincidence is not 
sufficient to accord historic protection to the entire property 

The lands on the Simon App Fann are intended to be developed for high density 
residential housing The Fisher Trust has made no secret of that fact and the Agencies are well 
aware of it Nowhere in the National Historic Preservation Act (16 U S C § 470 et seq ) does it 
state that land used or planned for new housing development bas historic value or is eligible for 
listing on the National Register Similarly, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
("ACHP") guidelines do not advocate the preservation of isolated fragments of land, outside of 
their historic context, and scheduled for high density development 

Conversely, the determination of the "App Family Homestead" (the Heimbach 
farm) land as ineligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places was flawed for 
the same reasons as stated above This tract, adjacent to the "Simon App Fann," is part of the 
historic property owned by the App family to a greater degree than the Simon App Farm Historic 
context, placement in the community, the relationship between this property and the historic 
boundaries of the App Family lands, and other historical considerations were ignored or 

255475 
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Response to Petition - Heimbach Property 

All of the properties in the CSVT study area deter­
mined "historic" (i.e. defined as 50 years old or older) 
were evaluated in accordance with established crite­
ria. These criteria are set forth in the National Regis­
ter Bulletin 15: "How to Apply the National Register 
Criteria for Evaluation." Additionally, at the outset of 
the CSVT Project, a series of historic contexts were 
assembled to guide the future cultural work to be per­
formed for the project. This is in direct contradiction 
to your statement that historic context was not con­
sidered in our evaluation of the Simon P. App Farm 
Property. The purpose of the development of these 
contexts was two-fold. First, the historic contexts help 
to identify some of the broad patterns of history which 
are important in the study region and provide the ba­
sis for the evaluation of properties using the National 
Register Criteria, specifically properties eligible un­
der Criteria A and B. Second, the preparation of con­
texts helps to identify some of the broad patterns of 
architectural style which may be important in the study 
region and provide the basis for the evaluation of prop­
erties under Criterion C. 

Two principal contexts were developed; one on "Agri­
culture" and one on "Village Development." These 
contexts are presented in detail in the Historic Re­
sources Survey and Determination of Eligibility Re­
port. Volume 1, pages 31-68 (September 1998). Page 
49 of the Eligibility Report discusses the significance 
and integrity assessment for resources to be evalu­
ated under the Agricultural Context. The report notes 
that "for a general farm to be determined eligible un­
der Criteria A or C, it must meet all three of the follow­
ing characteristics: 

a. The farmstead must contain the historic house 
and barn; 
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Petition - Heimbach Property 

and highly preferable alignment to the one preliminarily cbosen--the DA-Modified Avoidance 
{"DAMA") route The DEIS states that the DAM route was not considered because the Agencies 
concluded that it is protected under Section 4(1) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 
(49 USC§ 303(c)) It is clear that this determination is erroneous and that such protection does 
not apply, for several reasons This comment letter is insufficient to detail the many errors that 
were made in making the determination, but a representative list may suffice to bring the issue to 
the attention of the Agencies for their reconsideration 

The determination that the entire "Simon App Farm," over a portion of which the 
DAM route would pass, is eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places was 
flawed in that consideration was not given to historic context, the alignment of historic property 
boundaries, the continuing use {or lack thereof) of the farm, or the historic relationship between 
this property and other adjacent properties In fact, in reviewing the Historic Resources Survey 
and Determination of Eligibility {"Survey") prepared by a PennDOT contractor, one is struck by 
the lack of historic evaluation of the property Even the name is erroneous The "Simon App 
Farm" is not used as a farm by the landowner or the family members The croplands are worked 
by a neighbor and the farmstead itself is not used for farming In fact, the lands that are in use are 
adjacent to and historically a part of the App Homestead, which is currently the farm owned and 
operated by our clients, the Heimbachs Instead of a historic evaluation of the App property as a 
whole, the reviewers chose to focus on the existence of historic buildings, then apply this result 
to unrelated lands owned by the same person, but fanned by non-family members Noting that a 
historic barn is present, along with other historic fann buildings, on the land of the current owner 
{the Margaret E Fisher Trust), the evaluators determined that cropland also owned by it is 
eligible for historic preservation The only relationship between the "eligible" cropland and the 
historic buildings is that they are cw:rently owned by the same entity This coincidence is not 
sufficient to accord historic protection to the entire property 

The lands on the Simon App Fann are intended to be developed for high density 
residential housing The Fisher Trust has made no secret of that fact and the Agencies are well 
aware of it Nowhere in the National Historic Preservation Act (16 USC § 470 et seq) does it 
state that land used or planned for new housing development has historic value or is eligible for 
listing on the National Register Similarly, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
("ACHP") guidelines do not advocate the preservation of irolated fragments of land, outside of 
their historic context, and scheduled for high density development 

Conversely, the determination of the "App Family Homestead" (the Heimbach 
fann} land as ineligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places was flawed for 
the same reasons as stated above This tract, adjacent to the "Simon App Fann," is piirt of the 
historic property owned by the App family to a greater degree than the Simon App Fann Historic 
context, placement in the community, the relationship between this property and the historic 
boundaries of the App Family lands, and other historical considerations were ignored or 
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Response to Petition - Heimbach Property 

3. (cont) 

b. Other outbuildings must sutvive on the farm 
which demonstrate how the farm evolved 
through time; 

c. Farm fields and pasture must sutvive around 
the farmstead in order to provide a context for 
understanding how the farm was used." 

Therefore, the National Register Criteria, in conjunc­
tion with the defined historic contexts, were applied 
to each historic property. 

The Simon P. App Farm Property was determined to 
meet the criteria for eligibility under Criterion A for its 
ability to convey the historic pattern of agricultural 
development and change, and also under Criterion C 
for architectural significance. 

The Simon P. App Farm Property was also assessed 
as an agricultural resource as defined in the Agricul­
tural Context. The property satisfies the physical re­
quirements for an eligible "general farm." The historic 
house and bank barn sutvive, and multiple agricul­
tural and domestic outbuildings also sutvive that il­
lustrate the farm's evolution through time. The rural 
agricultural setting of the property remains intact since 
it is still surrounded by fields that are cultivated. 
Whether the property owner is the one cultivating the 
fields is unimportant. In addition to meeting these basic 
requirements for eligibility according to the Agricul­
tural Context, the farmstead possesses integrity. 

The property is denoted the "Simon App Farm" be­
cause: 1) properties are typically named according 
to the earliest property owner that documentation ex-
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Petition - Heimbach Property 

and highly preferable alignment to the one preliminarily chosen-the DA-Modified Avoidance 
("DAMA") route The DEIS states that the DAM route was not considered because the Agencies 
concluded that it is protected under Section 4(t) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 
(49 U SC § 303(c)) It is clear that this determination is erroneous and that such protection does 
not apply, for several reasons This comment letter is insufficient to detail the many errors that 
were made in making the determination, but a representative list may suffice to bring the issue to 
the attention of the Agencies for their reconsideration 

The determination that the entire ''Simon App Farm," over a portion of which the 
DAM route would pass, is eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places was 
flawed in that consideration was not given to historic context, the alignment of historic property 
boundaries, the continuing use (or lack thereof) of the farm, or the historic relationship between 
this property and other adjacent properties In fact, in reviewing the Historic Resources Survey 
and Determination of Eligibility ("Survey") prepared by a PennDOT contractor, one is struck by 
the lack of historic evaluation of the property Even the name is erroneous The "Simon App 
Farm" is not used as a farm by the landowner or the family members The croplands are worked 
by a neighbor and the farmstead itself is not used for farming In fact. the lands that are in use are 
adjacent to and historically a part of the App Homestead, which is currently the farm owned and 
operated by our clients, the Heimbachs Instead of a historic evaluation of the App property as a 
whole, the reviewers chose to focus on the existence of historic buildings, then apply this result 
to unrelated lands owned by the same person, but farmed by non-family members Noting that a 
historic barn is present, along with other historic farm buildings, on the land of the current owner 
(the Margaret E Fisher Trust), the evaluators determined that cropland also owned by it is 
eligible for historic preservation The only relationship between the "eligible" cropland and the 
historic buildings is that they are currently owned by the same entity This coincidence is not 
sufficient to accord historic protection to the entire property 

The lands on the Simon App Farm are intended to be developed for high density 
residential housing The Fisher Trust has made no secret of that fact and the Agencies are well 
aware of it Nowhere in the National Historic Preservation Act (16 USC § 470 et seq) does it 
state that land used or planned for new housing development has historic value or is eligible for 
listing on the National Register Similarly, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
("ACHP") guidelines do not advocate the preservation of isolated fragments of land, outside of 
their historic context, and scheduled for high density development 

Conversely, the determination of the "App Family Homestead" {the Heimbach 
farm) land as ineligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places was flawed for 
the same reasons as stated above This tract, adjacent to the "Simon App Farm," is part of the 
historic property owned by the App family to a greater degree than the Simon App Farm Historic 
context, placement in the community, the relationship between this property and the historic 
boundaries of the App Family lands, and other historical considerations were ignored or 
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3. (cont.) 

ists for (this is accepted practice), hence Simon App, 
and 2) while not farmed by the current owner the prop­
erty still looks much as it did when it was a working 
farm, hence the title farm. 

Once the property was preliminarily determined eli­
gible for the NRHP, boundaries were determined. The 
National Register boundary determination is based 
on guidelines established in the National Register Bul­
letin: "Defining Boundaries for National Register Prop­
erties." This bulletin establishes appropriate factors, 
such as integrity, use, setting, and landscape features 
to consider when identifying boundaries. 

The five principle methods for determining National 
Register boundaries include: 

Distribution of Resources 
• Current Legal Boundaries 

Historic Boundaries 
Natural Features 
Cultural Features 

Each of these methods for determining boundaries 
was considered. Further, in accordance with the Ag­
riculture Context, contributing elements to the prop­
erty were determined to include the residence, do­
mestic and agricultural outbuildings, yards, and the 
cultivated fields that surround the property. As a re­
sult, the buildings and agricultural fields (those es­
sential qualities that contribute to the property's sig­
nificance) had to be included within the boundary. Be­
cause the agricultural fields contribute to the property's 
eligibility under Criterion A, defining the boundary 
based on the Distribution of Resources method is not 
appropriate. However, in the case of the Simon P. 
App Farm Property, the current property boundaries 
are the same as those originally established for the 
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and highly preferable alignment to the one preliminarily chosen-the DA-Modified Avoidance 
("DAMA") route The DEIS states that the DAM route was not considered because the Agencies 
concluded that it is protected under Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 
(49 U S C § 303(c)) It is clear that this determination is erroneous and that such protection does 
not apply, for several reasons This comment letter is insufficient to detail the many errors that 
were made in making the determination, but a representative list may suffice to bring the issue to 
the attention of the Agencies for their reconsideration 

The determination that the entire "Simon App Farm," over a portion of which the 
DAM route would pass, is eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places was 
flawed in that consideration was not given to historic context, the alignment of historic property 
boundaries, the continuing use (or lack thereat) of the farm, or the historic relationship between 
this property and other adjacent properties In fact, in reviewing the Historic Resources Survey 
and Determination of Eligibility ("Survey") prepared by a PennDOT contractor, one is struck by 
the lack of historic evaluation of the property Even the name is erroneous The "Simon App 
Fann" is not used as a farm by the landowner or the family members The croplands are worked 
by a neighbor and the farmstead itself is not used for farming In fact, the lands that are in use are 
adjacent to and historically a part of the App Homestead, which is currently the farm owned and 
operated by our clients, the Heimbachs Instead of a historic evaluation of the App property as a 
whole, the reviewers chose to focus on the existence of historic buildings, then apply this result 
to unrelated lands owned by the same person, but fanned by non-family members Noting that a 
historic barn is present, along with other historic farm buildings, on the land of the current owner 
(the Margaret E Fisher Trust), the evaluators determined that cropland also owned by it is 
eligible for historic preservation The only relationship between the "eligible" cropland and the 
historic buildings is that they are currently owned by the same entity This coincidence is not 
sufficient to accord historic protection to the entire property 

The lands on the Simon App Farm are intended to be developed for high density 
residential housing The Fisher Trust has made no secret of that fact and the Agencies are well 
aware of it Nowhere in the National Historic Preservation Act (16 USC § 470 et seq) does it 
state that land used or planned for new housing development has historic value or is eligible for 
listing on the National Register Similarly, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
("ACHP") guidelines do not advocate the preservation of isolated fragments of land, outside of 
their historic context, and scheduled for high density development 

Conversely, the determination of the "App Family Homestead" (the Heimbach 
farm) land as ineligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places was flawed for 
the same reasons as stated above This tract, adjacent to the "Simon App Farm," is part of the 
historic property owned by the App family to a greater degree than the Simon App Farm Historic 
context, placement in the community, the relationship between this pcoperty and the historic 
boundaries of the App Family lands, and other historical considerations were ignored or 
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3. (cont) 

farmstead in 1866. Copies of these deeds are con­
tained in the Tech File. These boundaries also en­
compass the residence, outbuildings, yards, and cul­
tivated fields. Therefore, the Current Legal Bound­
aries method was determined appropriate for select­
ing the National Register boundary for the property. 
Further, to confirm the appropriateness of this selec­
tion, it was determined that no natural or cultural fea­
tures were evident on the landscape that could be 
used to modify the National Register boundary from 
the current (and historic) property tax parcel bound­
aries. 

Thus, the agricultural fields are within the boundaries 
and determined eligible for historic preservation be­
cause the land is a contributing element to what makes 
the property significant. The relationship between 
these fields and the buildings goes beyond the fact 
that they are currently owned by the same entity. They 
have been connected throughout history, dating back 
into the 1 BOO's and the integrity, use, landscape, and 
setting of this property have been minimally altered. 

An historic evaluation of the App Properties as a 
whole was evaluated in the Historic Resources Sur­
vey and Determination of Eligibility Report {Septem­
ber 1998). Pages 111-114 describe how three his­
toric farms survive in the southwestern end of the 
CSVT study area in Monroe Township just north of 
the Selinsgrove Bypass stub. All of these historic 
properties were owned in the 19th and early 20th cen­
turies by the App family. The App family owned grist 
and saw mills in addition to multiple farmsteads in the 
region. Most of these farms were sold. Historically 
owned App farmsteads that survive within the area 
include the Solomon App Farm Property, the Simon 
P. App Farm Property and the App Family Homestead 
Farm Property. Because of their proximity to one an-
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and highly preferable alignment to the one preliminarily chosen-the DA-Modified Avoidance 
("DAMA'') route The DEIS states that the DAM route was not considered because the Agencies 
concluded that it is protected under Section 4(1) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 
(49 USC § 303(c)) It is clear that this determination is erroneous and that such protection does 
not apply, for several reasons This comment letter is insufficient to detail the many errors that 
were made in making the determination, but a representative list may suffice to bring the issue to 
the attention of the Agencies for their reconsideration 

The determination that the entire "Simon App Farm," over a portion of which the 
DAM route would pass, is eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places was 
flawed in that consideration was not given to historic context, the alignment of historic property 
boundaries, the continuing use (or lack thereof) of the fann, or the historic relationship between 
this property and other adjacent properties In fact, in reviewing the Hi9toric Resources Survey 
and Determination of Eligibility ("Survey") prepared by a PennDOT contractor, one is struck by 
the lack of historic evaluation of the property Even the name is erroneous The "Simon App 
Farm" is not used as a farm by the landowner or the family members The croplands are worked 
by a neighbor and the fannstead itself is not used for farrning In fact, the lands that are in use ere 
adjacent to and historically a part oftbe App Homestead, which is currently the farm owned and 
operated by our clients, the Heimbachs Instead of a historic evaluation of the App property as a 
whole, the reviewers chose to focus on the existence of historic buildings, then apply this result 
to unrelated lands owned by the same person, but farmed by non-family members Noting that a 
historic barn is present, along with other historic farm buildings, on the land of the current owner 
(the Margaret E Fisher Trust), the evaluators determined that cropland also owned by it is 
eligible for historic preservation The only relationship between the "eligible" cropland and the 
historic buildings is that they are currently owned by the same entity This coincidence is not 
sufficient to accord historic protection to the entire property 

The lands on the Simon App Farm are intended to be developed for high density 
residential housing The Fisher Trust has made no secret of that fact and the Agencies are well 
aware of it Nowhere in the National Historic Preservation Act (16 USC § 470 et seq) does it 
state that land used or planned for new housing development bas historic value or is eligible for 
listing on the National Register Similarly, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
("ACHP") guidelines do not advocate the preservation of isolated fragments ofland, outside of 
their historic context, and scheduled for high density development 

Conversely, the determination oftbe "App Family Homestead" (the Heimbach 
farm) land as ineligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places was flawed for 
!he same reasons as stated above This tract, adjacent to the "Simon App Farm," is part of the 
historic property owned by the App family to a greater degree than the Simon App Farm Historic 
context, placement in the community, the relationship between this property and the historic 
boundaries of the App Family lands, and other historical considerations were ignored or 
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3. (cont.) 

4. 

other the historic properties were evaluated not only 
for their individual attributes, but also as potential con­
tributing elements to an App Family Farms Historic 
District. However, it was determined that an App Fam­
ily Farms Historic District did not exist due to numer­
ous modern alterations to the landscape in this area. 
The largest intrusion was the construction of the Penn 
Valley Airport. Other intrusions include the modern 
homes constructed along Mill Road and Airport Road 
and a modern housing development on App Road 
north of its intersection with Mill Road. The construc­
tion of a modern commercial operation (Penn Lyon 
Homes) further detracts from the rural setting. Be­
cause of these modern intrusions, no rural historic 
district exists despite the historical connection be­
tween the farmsteads. 

Using the identified guidelines as a basis, the National 
Register boundary was recommended by a consult­
ant qualified as defined in 36 CFR part 60. This rec­
ommendation was then reviewed and commented on 
by qualified cultural resource professionals and the 
project team. The preliminary determination on eligi­
bility and boundaries is made by the lead federal 
agency, in this case the FHWA. FHWA forwards its 
preliminary determination to the SHPO (State Historic 
Preservation Officer) for concurrence. The SHPO 
concurred with the eligibility determination and bound­
aries. 

It is acknowledged that the lands on the Simon P. App 
Farm Property, presently in the ownership of the 
Fisher Trust, may potentially be developed in the fu­
ture. However, the proposed future uses of a prop­
erty are not taken into consideration when a property 
is being evaluated for potential historic significance 
or when a boundary determination is made. Only ex­
isting conditions can be used when evaluating a 
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and highly preferable alignment to the one preliminarily chosen-the DA-Modified Avoidance 
("DAMA") route The DEIS states that the DAM route was not considered because the Agencies 
concluded that it is protected under Section 4(1) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 
(49 USC § 303(c)) It is clear that this determination is erroneous and that such protection does 
not apply, for several reasons This comment letter is insufficient to detail the many errors that 
were made in making the determination, but a representative list may suffice to bring the issue to 
lhe attention of the Agencies for their reconsideration 

The determination that the entire "Simon App Farm," over a portion of which the 
DAM route would pass, is eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places was 
flawed in that consideration was not given to historic context, the alignment of historic property 
boundaries, the continuing use (or lack thereof) of the farm, or the historic relationship between 
this property and other adjacent properties In fact, in reviewing the Historic Resources Survey 
and Determination of Eligibility ("Survey") prepared by a PennDOT contractor, one is struck by 
the lack of historic evaluation of the property Even the name is erroneous The "Simon App 
Farm" is not used as a farm by the landowner or the family members The croplands are worked 
by a neighbor and the farmstead itself is not used for farming In fact, the lands that are in use are 
adjacent to and historically a part of the App Homestead, which is currently the farm owned and 
operated by our clients, the Heimbachs Instead of a historic evaluation of the App property as a 
whole, the reviewers chose to focus on the existence of historic buildings, then apply this result 
to unrelated lands owned by the same person, but farmed by non-family members Noting that a 
historic barn is present, along with other historic farm buildings, on the land of the current owner 
(the Margaret E Fisher Trust), the evaluators determined that cropland also owned by it is 
eligible for historic preservation The only relationship between the "eligible" cropland and the 
historic buildings is that they are current! y owned by the same entity This coincidence is not 
sufficient to accord historic protection to the entire property 

The lands on the Simon App Farm are intended to be developed for high density 
residential housing The Fisher Trust has made no secret of that fact and the Agencies are well 
aware of it Nowhere in the National Historic Preservation Act ( 16 U S C § 470 et seq ) does it 
state that land used or planned for new housing development bas historic value or is eligible for 
listing on the National Register Similarly, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
("ACHP") guidelines do not advocate the preservation of isolated fragments of land, outside of 
their historic context, and scheduled for high density development 

Conversely, the determination of the "App Family Homestead" (the Heimbach 
farm) land as ineligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places was flawed for 
the same reasons as stated above This tract, adjacent to the "Simon App Farm," is part of the 
historic property owned by the App family to a greater degree than the Simon App Farm Historic 
context, placement in the community, the relationship between this property and the historic 
boundaries of the App Family lands, and other historical considerations were ignored or 
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4. (cont.) 

5. 

property's preliminary determination of eligibility or 
National Register Boundary. 

The Simon P. App Farm Property is not an isolated 
fragment of land outside of its historic context. The 
approximately 31-acre boundary includes structures 
and land that have been connected to the agricul­
ture in the valley since 1866. 

Mr. Heimbach's property was evaluated for its his­
torical significance as part of this project. His prop­
erty was assessed as an agricultural resource as 
defined in the Agricultural Context previously de­
scribed in 3 above. It was determined that the 
Heimbach property does not meet the physical cri­
teria established for the "general farm" as described 
in the Agricultural Context because the historic barn, 
which must survive for a property evaluated under 
this context to be considered potentially eligible, no 
longer survives. Further, although the setting re­
mains rural and agricultural, the farmstead as a whole 
has lost integrity. Numerous modern agricultural out­
buildings overwhelm the farmstead. A few historic 
outbuildings survive, but they are widely scattered 
between large modern metal structures. These mod­
ern buildings have diminished the integrity of the farm­
stead. 

However, the house on the Heimbach property or 
"App Family Homestead Farm Property" was also 
assessed as a residential resource. The house pos­
sesses a high level of integrity and is one of the old­
est standing structures in the area. As a residential 
resource, the house and historic outbuildings that 
immediately surround it meet Criterion C (architec­
tural significance) for listing in the National Register. 

The historic contexts, the placement in the commu­
nity, the relationship between this property and the 

::!? 
:::i 
ro 
m 
:::::l 
:5. 
~ 

0 
:::::l 
3 
(]) 
:::::l 
...+ 

ro 

3 
-0 
ro 
() 
...+ 

(f) 
...+ 

ro 
Ci) 
3 
(]) 

~ 



< 
.p. 
0 
en 

March 26, 2001 
Page 2 

Petition - Heimbach Property 

and highly preferable alignment to the one preliminarily chosen--the DA-Modified Avoidance 
("DAMA") route The DEIS states that the DAM route was not considered because the Agencies 
concluded that it is protected under Section 4{1) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 
(49 USC § 303(c)) It is clear that this determination is erroneous and that such protection does 
not apply, for several reasons This comment letter is insufficient to detail the many errors that 
were made in making the determination, but a representative list may suffice to bring the issue to 
the attention of the Agencies for their reconsideration 

The determination that the entire "Simon App Fann," over a portion of which the 
DAM route would pass, is eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places was 
flawed in that consideration was not given to historic context, the alignment of historic property 
boundaries, the continuing use (or lack thereof) of the farm, or the historic relationship between 
this property and other adjacent properties In fact, in reviewing the Historic Resources Survey 
and Determination of Eligibility ("Survey") prepared by a PennDOT contractor, one is struck by 
the lack of historic evaluation of the property Even the name is erroneous The "Simon App 
Farm" is not used as a farm by the landowner or the family members The croplands are worked 
by a neighbor and the farmstead itself is not used for farming In fact, the lands that are in use are 
adjacent to and historically a part of the App Homestead, which is currently the fann owned and 
operated by our clients, the Heimbachs Instead of a historic evaluation of the App property as a 
whole, the reviewers chose to focus on the existence ofhlstoric buildings, then apply this result 
to unrelated lands owned by the same person, but farmed by non-family members Noting that a 
historic barn is present, along with other historic farm buildings, on the land of the current owner 
(the Margaret E Fisher Trust), the evaluators determined that cropland also owned by it is 
eligible for historic preservation The only relationship between the "eligible" cropland and the 
historic buildings is that they are currently owned by the same entity This coincidence is not 
sufficient to accord historic protection to the entire property 

The lands on the Simon App Farm are intended to be developed for high density 
residential housing The Fisher Trust has made no secret of that fact and the Agencies are well 
aware of it Nowhere in the National Historic Preservation Act (16 USC § 470 et seq) does it 
state that land used or planned for new housing development has historic value or is eligible for 
listing on the National Register Similarly, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
("ACHP") guidelines do not advocate the preservation of isolated fragments ofland, outside of 
their historic context, and scheduled for high density development 

Conversely, the determination of the "App Family Homestead" (the Heimbach 
fann) land as ineligicle for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places was flawed for 
the same reasons as stated above This tract, adjacent to the "Simon App Fann," is part of the 
historic property owned by the App family to a greater degree than the Simon App Fann Historic 
context, placement in the community, the relationship between this property and the historic 
boundaries of the App Family lands, and other historical considerations were ignored or 
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5. (cont.) 

other historic App land holdings all played major roles 
in the determinations that: 

a) 

b) 

No App Family Farms Historic District is 
present due to multiple modern intrusions on 
the landscape. 

The App Family Homestead Farm Property 
and Heimbach Property do not meet the physi­
cal criteria established to be evaluated as a 
"general farm." 

c) The house of the App Family Homestead 
Farm Property was assessed as a residen­
tial resource. 

d) The Simon P. App and likewise, the Solomon 
App Farm Properties do meet the physical 
criteria established to be evaluated as a gen­
eral farm and, as such, were determined to 
be farmsteads eligible for the NRHP. 

All necessary rules and regulations governing the iden­
tification and evaluation of historic properties were 
adhered to for this project. 

As discussed in the response to Comment No. 3, the 
National Register boundary at the App Property was 
recommended by a consultant qualified in 36 CFR 
part 60, reviewed and commented on by qualified re­
source professionals and submitted as a preliminary 
determination on eligibility and boundaries by teh 
FHWA to the SHPO (State Historic Preservation Of­
ficer). The SHPO concurred with eligibility and bound­
aries. 

en 
CD 
0 -5· 
::::i 

< 



< 
~ 
0 
-...J 

March 26, 2001 
Page3 

Petition - Heimbach Property 

minimized, and extraordinary emphasis was placed on the fact that the Heimbach Fann includes 
a new barn By failing to adhere to the ACHP guidelines for evaluation of historic properties, the 
Agencies failed to include for protection the lands oflhe Heimbach Family, over which the 
DAMA route will pass 

In fact, hlld the reviewers completed the historic resources review in accordance 
with ACHP guidelines, including current uses, historic context, property boundaries, and other 
relevant factors, they would likely have concluded that the Heimbachs' "App Family 
Homestead" and its adjacent lands, including some of those owned by the owner of the usimon 
App Farm" but farmed by the Heimbachs, are eligible for registration, and therefore Section 4(f) 
protection 

In a letter dated March I, 2001, we requested the Secretary of the Department of 
Transportation to review the process of historic evaluation used in this case because it is leading 
to an absurd result-land that the agencies know will be cleared and developed for high density 
housing is "protected" for its "historic value" while a historic working family farm, preserving 
historic buildings and land, and a historic (and increasingly rare) way oflife, is to be jeopardized 
as "not historic .. Clearly, a narrow and perfunctory adherence to bureaucratic process, ignoring 
the facts, is at the heart of this travesty In a letter dated March 15, 2001, Pem1DOT (James A 
Kendter, PE, District Engineer) states, in response to our inquiry, that the agency has "fully 
evaluated the applicable regulations and supporting case law in our evaluation of the 
Recommended Preferred Alternative " Because no mention of an evaluation of the actual 
condition of the lands, historic context, the planned development, or other extremely important 
issues is mentioned, this letter, in our opinion, is an admission that the Agencies ignored facts, 
common sense, and obvious realities in order to mechanically implement an inflexible and 
inapplicable intetpretatioo of regulatory requirements The Agencies' proposition that virtual 
destruction of a historic farm to preserve a housing development is mandated by regulations or 
case law is proof of the Agencies' failure to responsibly examine either 

2. Failure to apply the Farm Protection Policy Act 
The Heimbach farm is eligible for protection under the Fann Protection Policy Act 

("FPPA")(7 USC § 4201 et seq) However, PennDOT and the USDA concluded otherwise It 
is clear that these agencies, in particular the USDA, performed the Farmland Conversion Impact 
Rating analysis incorrectly, in that all lands affected by the DAMA alignment were aggregated 
for soils evaluation By including non-farm land-including a reported landfill-in the analysis, 
the evaluators created an artificial situation in which prime soils and significant impact were 
accorded too small a proportion of the affected land to qualify for protection The DEIS needs to 
be corrected by re-evaluating the Heimbach Farm correctly and as required by law, by excluding 
distant properties affected by other portions of the project as irrelevant to en evaluation of the 

impact on farmland 
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The avoidance of the App farm has created consid­
erable controversy. Approximately 30% of the com­
ment letters and testimony received on the CSVT 
project raised the App farm issue. As a result, 
PENNDOT coordinated further with the FHWA, the 
agency responsible for making decisions on the eligi­
bility and boundaries for historic properties. Due to 
the substantial controversy concerning the eligibility 
determination and boundaries of the App farm, the 
FHWA elected to raise the questions of eligibility and 
boundaries with the Keeper of the National Register 
(Keeper), the individual delegated the authority by the 
U.S. Department of Interior, National Park Service to 
list properties and determine their eligibility for the 
National Register of Historic Places. The Keeper 
evaluated the information concerning the App farm 
(including the historic context information, forms and 
photos showing the actual condition of the structures 
and land in question, and information regarding the 
planned use of the property) and concurred with the 
eligibility and boundaries of the site. This correspon­
dence is included in Appendix C of the Final EIS. 

For environmental studies, farmland is evaluated ac­
cording to respective Federal and State laws that de­
fine it as a resource. Federal law (i.e. the Federal 
Farmland Protection Policy Act or FPPA) defines 
"farmland" based upon the natural soil and topographic 
conditions mapped by the U.S. Department of Agri­
culture (USDA). Current productivity is not consid­
ered for farm land classification. 
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minimized, and extraordinary emphasis was placed on the fact that the Heimbach Farm includes 
a new barn By failing to adhere to the ACHP guidelines for evaluation of historic properties, the 
Agencies failed to include for protection the lands of the Heimbach Family, over which the 
DAMA route will pass 

In fact, bad the reviewers completed the historic resources review in accordance 
with ACHP guidelines, including current uses, historic context, property boundaries, and otber 
relevant factors, they would likely have concluded that the Heimbacbs' "App Family 
Homestead" and its adjacent lands, including some of those owned by the owner of the ''Simon 
App Farm" but fanned by the Heimbacbs, are eligible for registration, and therefore Section 4(f) 
protection 

In a letter dated March I, 2001, we requested the Secretary of the Department of 
Transportation to review the process of historic evaluation used in this case because it is leading 
to an absurd result-land that the agencies know will be cleared and developed for high density 
housing is "protected" for its "historic value" while a historic working family farm, preserving 
historic buildings and land, and a historic (and increasingly rare) way oflife, is to be jeopardized 
as "not historic" Clearly, a narrow and perfunctory adherence to bureaucratic process, ignoring 
lhe facts, is at the heart of this travesty In a letter dated March IS, 2001, PennDOT (James A 
Kendter, PE, District Engineer) states, in response to our inquiry, that the agency has "fully 
evaluated the applicable regulations and supporting case law in our evaluation of the 
Recommended Preferred Alternative »Because no mention of an evaluation of the actual 
condition of the lands, historic context, the planned development, or other extremely important 
issues is mentioned, this letter, in our opinion, is an admission that the Agencies ignored facts, 
common sense, and obvious realities in order to mechanically implement an inflexible and 
inapplicable inteq>retation of regulatory requirements The Agencies' proposition that virtual 
destruction of a historic farm to preserve a housing development is mandated by regulatiollB or 
case law is proof of the Agencies' failure to responsibly examine either 

2. Failure to apply the Farm Protection Policy Act 
The Heimbach farm is eligible for protection under the Fann Protection Policy Act 

("FPPA'')(7 U SC § 4201 et seq) However, PennDOT and the USDA concluded otherwise It 
is clear that these agencies, in particular the USDA, performed the Farmland Conversion Impact 
Rating analysis incorrectly, in that all lands affected by the DAMA alignment were aggregated 
for soils evaluation By including non-farm land-including a reported landfiU--in the analysis, 
the evaluators created an artificial situation in which prime soils and significant impact were 
accorded too small a proportion of the affected land to qualify for protection The DEIS needs to 
be corrected by re-evaluating the Heimbach Fann correctly and as required by law, by exctuding 
distant properties affected by other portions of the project as irrelevant to an evaluation of the 
impact on farmland 
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7. (cont.) 

For the study area, FPPA farmland is defined based 
on the county soil surveys and published lists and 
information available from the USDA, Natural Re­
source Conservation Service (NRCS). 

The Farmland Conversion Impact Rating (FCIR) form, 
as stipulated in the FPPA, was completed for this 
project. The methodology used to assign the FCIR 
ratings is contained in CFR 658.5 (b) Site Assess­
ment Criteria, and is in accordance with PENNDOT's 
Publication 324, Agricultural Resources Handbook, 
(February 1998). This project is a corridor-type project 
and is addressed accordingly. The NRCS also uses 
an established methodology to assign the Part IV rat­
ings including quantitative comparison of converted 
FPPA farmland with available farmland in the county, 
a local site assessment, and other considerations. 
The FCIR is contained in Section IX, Appendix E of 
the Draft and Final EIS. The Rationale for Site As­
sessment Criteria and additional information are con­
tained in the Agricultural Resources Technical Sup­
port Data File. 

In light of the concerns raised, the procedure we fol­
lowed to comply with FPPA was reviewed. The pro­
cedure is based upon a standard methodology to com­
pute the FCIR and was correctly addressed during 
project development. 

Additionally, it is refuted that the reported landfill is in­
cluded in the impact analysis. The landfill is located 
outside of the impact area for DAMA. In fact, none of 
the alternatives studied in detail in the Draft and Final 
EIS affect the landfill. 
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3 Socio-economic impacts 
The proposed DAMA alignment would essentially destroy a working and productive I 8. 

famHy fann, one of the few left in the region The proposed alignment not only takes more I 
acreage than the DAM alternative, but takes those acres from near the center of the arable land, 9. 
leaving useless remnants Thus, the acreage taken by the proposed alignment is much greater 
than the Agencies represent In order to be economically viable, family farms must have 
sufficient productive acreage to grow crops In addition, farms need the ability to grow to react to 
changing economic conditions By creating an impenetrable wall, the proposed road will severely 
restrict the potential for growth of the Heimbach farm Three families depend on this farm for I 10. 
their livelihood, a livelihood that could be completely lost as a result of constructing the DAMA 
route While the DAM route will also have a severe negative impact on the Heimbach family 
fann, it will take fewer acres, and create fewer useless remnants, thus the viability of the family 
fann as a whole will be less affected and the Heimbach family might be able to continue the 
family farm at its present location It is clear that, had the Agencies considered the socio-
economic impacts of the two routes, as they are required to do, the extraordinary negative impact I 11 
of the DAMA route would have been noted in the DEIS By failing to undertake an analysis of · 
the impacts of the proposals, and failing to consider a viable alternative route with a much lower 
economic impacl--the DAM rout~he Agencies have failed to fulfill their responsibilities In 
preparing the final EIS, we urge the Agencies to consider the social and economic impacts of all 
alternative routes 

4 Reconsideration of the Old Trail Routes 
Both the DAM and DAMA alignments will have a severe negative physical and 

economic impact on the historic farmland constituting the Heimbach farm Of the options 
considered by the agencies, the Old Trail alignments, or "river routes" are more preferable when I 12 
preservation of farmland, community values, and aesthetics are considered We urge the · 
Agencies to reconsider the river routes in light of the severe problems posed by the DAMA route 
discussed above, Which were ignored in preparation of the DEIS 

5 Creation of an abandoned eyesore 
The DEIS indicates that the preferred DAMA alignment will necessitate the construction 

of a new interchange at the southern end, to connect the extension to tbe existing road An 
interchange bas already been constructed at this place The DAM alignment would make use of 
the existing interchange structure instead of requiring its abandonment and construction of a new 
one nearby The proposed DAMA alignment, therefore, would result in the abandonment of an 
existing strncture, creating a worthless eyesore for the community To address this issue, the 
Agencies should consider its demolition as part of the :OAMA project, should that alignment be 
ultimately constructed 

6 Unnecessary additional costs 
PennDOT estimates that the construction of the DAMA route would cost $5 million more 

255475 

13. 

I 14. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11 . 

Response to Petition - Heimbach Property 

It is acknowledged that there will be impacts to the 
Heimbach farm. The DAMA Alternative would affect 
12.8% of the farmed Heimbach family landholdings 
and 6.6% of the total amount of ground farmed by Mr. 
Heimbach. 

Overall, the DAMA Alternative affects less produc­
tive farmland and less agricultural security areas than 
the DAM Alternative. Table 111-14 on page 111-102 of 
the Draft EIS shows this quantitatively. However, it is 
acknowledged that the DAMA affects more land 
farmed by Mr. Heimbach than does DAM. This in­
cludes approximately 32 acres that he owns and ap­
proximately 40 acres that he rents. In total, Mr. 
Heimbach farms 250 acres of land that he owns and 
850 acres of land that he rents. The impacts of DAMA 
include direct impacts to 31.9 acres owned and 
farmed by Mr. Heimbach; indirect impacts to 0.2 acres 
of land owned by Mr. Heimbach and rendered inac­
cessible or unfarmable; direct impacts (61.3 acres) 
to all land farmed by Mr. Heimbach; and, indirect im­
pacts (11.4 acres} to all land farmed by Mr. Heimbach. 
This information is addressed in the Draft EIS (p. IV-
90) and in the Agricultural Resources Technical Sup­
port Data File (p. 30). 

The DAMA Alternative may limit future growth of the 
Heimbach farm. However, the DAM Alternative will 
also limit the potential for future growth since this al­
ternative is coincident with the DAMA Alternative 
through the area of the Heimbach Farm where most 
growth (defined as the addition of new or enlarged 
facilities} is more likely to occur, based on interviews 
with Mr. Heimbach. 

Socioeconomic impacts were considered. The DAM 
Alternative will affect fewer acres, create fewer rem­
nant parcels, and have less impact on the Heimbach 
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3 Socio-economic impacts 
The proposed DAMA alignment would essentially destroy a working and productive I 8. 

family farm, one of the few left in the region The proposed alignment not only takes more I 
acreage than the DAM alternative, but takes those acres from near the center of the arable land, g. 
leaving useless remnants Thus, the acreage taken by the proposed alignment is much greater 
than the Agencies represent In order to be economically viable, family farms must have 
sufficient productive acreage to grow crops In addition, farms need the ability to grow to react to 
changing economic conditions By creating an impenetrable wall, the proposed road will severely 
restrict the potential for growth of the Heimbach farm Three families depend on this farm for I 1 0. 
their livelihood, a livelihood that could be completely lost as a result of constructing the DAMA 
route While the DAM route will also have a severe negative impact on the Heimbach family 
farm, it will take fewer acres, and create fewer useless remnants, thus the viability of the family 
farm as a whole will be less affected and the Heimbach family might be able to continue the 
family farm at its present location It is clear that, had the Agencies considered the socio-
economic impacts of the two routes, as they are required to do, the extraordinary negative impact I 11 
of the DAMA route would have been noted in the DEIS By failing to undertake an analysis of · 
the impacts of the proposals, and failing to consider a viable alternative route with a much lower 
economic impacl'---4he DAM rout~he Agencies have failed to fulfill their responsibilities In 
preparing the final EIS, we urge the Agencies to consider the social and economic impacts of all 
alternative routes 

4 Reconsideration of the Old Trail Routes 
Both the DAM and DAMA alignments will have a severe negative physical and 

economic impact on the historic farmland constituting the Heimbach farm Of the options 
considered by the agencies, the Old Trail alignments, or "river routes" are more preferable when I 12 
preservation of farmland, community values, and aesthetics are considered We urge the · 
Agencies to reconsider the river routes in light of the severe problems posed by the DAMA route 
discussed above, Which were ignored in preparation of the DEIS 

S Creation or an abandoned eyesore 
The DEIS indicates that the preferred DAMA atigoment will necessitate the construction 

of a new interchange at the southern end, to connect the extension to the existing road An 
interchange bas already been constructed at this place The DAM alignment would make use of 
the existing interchange structure instead of requiring its abandooment and construction of a new I 13. 
one nearoy The proposed DAMA alignment, therefore, would result in the abandonment of an 
existing structure, creating a worthless eyesore for the community To address this issue, the 
Agencies should consider its demolition as part of the :OAMA project, sbould that alignment be 
ultimately constructed 

6 Unnecessary additional costs 
PennDOT estimates that the construction of the DAMA route would cost $5 million more I 14. 
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11. (cont.) 

12. 

13. 

farm. While the impacts were less favorable under 
the DAMA, they were not determined to be extraordi­
nary. Plus, other factors are considered in the 
decisionmaking process for determining the Recom­
mended Preferred Alternative. The Simon P. App Prop­
erty has been determined eligible for the National Reg­
ister. As a result of that determination, Section 4(f) of 
the FHWA regulations applies. This regulation is very 
stringent and requires that the FHWA avoid the "use" 
of protected properties, unless lt can be demonstrated 
that there are unique problems or unusual factors in­
volved in the use of alternatives that avoid these prop­
erties or that the impacts resulting from these "avoid­
ance" alternatives reach extraordinary magnitudes. 
The Preferred Alternative (DAMA), which avoids the 
Simon P. App Property, does not exhibit the referenced 
extraordinary magnitude of impacts. Therefore, DAMA 
is the Preferred Alternative. Please review Table 111-
14 in the Draft and Final EIS to compare DAM and 
DAMA impacts. The differences do not constitute "ex­
traordinary negative impacts". 

Your preference for the Old Trail Alternatives is noted. 
The impacts of the DAMA Alternative were not ignored 
in the preparation of the Draft EIS. The DAMA has 
more impact to productive farmland than the Old Trail 
Alternatives. However, the DAMA has fewer social, 
cultural, and natural impacts overall than the Old Trail 
Alternatives. To see the reasons for the recommen­
dation of the DAMA, please see Section VI of the Draft 
and Final EIS which discusses the recommendation 
of the Preferred Alternative. 

Assuming the DAMA is selected, it is anticipated that 
the existing interchange will be removed during con­
struction. 
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Page 5 

than the DAM route The additional costs include the construction of the second interchange 
discussed above and the longer route In addition, costs for the demolition of the abandoned 
interchange should be added to this cost We question why a more expensive alternative should 
be selected when the more acceptable alignment is less expensive While cost is not a major I 14. 
element of an EIS, when the extra cost is incurred in order to take dozens of additional acres of 
valuable farm land, and destroy the economic viability of a working historic farm, merely to 
preserve a planned housing development, we must object, as over two hundred of the citizens of 
the area have by means of a petition A representative part of which is attached to this letter and 
made a part hereof by this reference 

Summary 
Upon review of the DEIS and the important information omitted from the DEIS, it is 

apparent that if either of the DA rouws is to be chosen, the preferable one is the DAM route, 
which the DEIS virtually ignored The DAM route results in preservation of more historic 
property, preservation of more valuable agricultural land protected under the FPPA, a smaller I 15. 
socio-economic impact on the community, the utilization of an existing road structure, and 
savings of well over SS million The selection of the DAMA route, as proposed in the DEIS, is a 
costly alternative that destroys historic agriculturally important property while preserving 
nothing PennDOT has indicated that this decision was based on a narrow reading of regulations, 
without regard to the facts of the case or the application of the regulations to the situation at 
hand This costly error desperately needs to be corrected On behalf of the Heimbachs and over I 16 
200 concerned citizens of the area, as reflected in the attached petitions, we request the Agencies · 
to conduct a meaningful evaluation of the alternative routes using a thoughtful and rational 
process in keeping with the requirements of the laws 

cc Mr & Mrs Albert Heimbach 

2H475 

Very truly yours, 
METTE, EV ANS & WOODSIDE 

!{a.~ 6 o/~ 
~JHeim 

Attorneys for 
Albert and Mary Heimbach 

14. 

15. 

Response to Petition - Heimbach Property 

It is acknowledged that the proposed DAMA Alterna­
tive is estimated to cost approximately $5 million more 
than the DAM (Non-avoidance) Alternative, including 
demolition costs for the existing interchange. How­
ever, case law for the application of Section 4(f) indi­
cates that an avoidance alternative must be selected 
unless it creates impacts of an "extraordinary magni­
tude." The DAMA is the Recommended Preferred Al­
ternative because the information collected to date 
documents that it is a prudent and feasible alternative 
to the use of the Fisher Farm (aka App Farm}, a prop­
erty protected under Section 4(f) of the U.S. Trans­
portation Act of 1966 (as amended). 

It is not agreed that the DAMA Alternative takes "doz­
ens of additional acres of valuable farmland" more than 
the DAM Alternative. The DAM actually affects ap­
proximately 2.4 acres more of productive farmland 
than the DAMA; this is discussed on Page 111-102 of 
the Draft EIS. 

Receipt of the enclosed petition is acknowledged. 

The Draft EIS did not ignore the DAM Alternative. It is 
discussed in Section Ill of the Draft EIS, pages 111-
100 to 102. The DAM Alternative is essentially identi­
cal to the DAMA Alternative except at the southern 
terminus where DAM leaves Routes 11 /15 and 
crosses the App farm. DAMA avoids the App farm. 
Your preference for the DAM Alternative is noted. 
However, we must refute your position that the DAM 
route results in the preservation of more historic prop­
erty as defined as property meeting the National Reg­
ister of Historic Places criteria. The DAM affects a 
farmstead protected by Section 4(f); in fact, the im-
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than the DAM route The additional costs include the construction of the second interchange 
discussed above and the longer route In addition, costs for the demolition of the abandoned 
interchange should be added to this cost We question why a more expensive alternative should 
be selected when the more acceptable alignment is less expensive While cost is not a major I 14. 
element of an EIS, when the extra cost is incurred in order to take dozens of additional acres of 
valuable farm land, and destroy the economic viability of a working historic farm, merely to 
preserve a planned housing development, we must object, as over two hundred of the citizens of 
the area have by means of a petition A representative part of which is attached to this letter and 
made a part hereof by this reference 

Summary 
Upon review oftbe DEIS and the important information omitted from the DEIS, it is 

apparent that if either of the DA routes is to be chosen, the preferable one is the DAM route, 
which lhe DEIS virtually ignored The DAM route results in preservation of more historic 
property, preservation of more valuable agricultural land protected under the FPPA, a smaller I 15. 
socio-economic impact on the community, the utilization of an existing road structure, and 
savings of well over $5 million The selection of the DAMA route, as proposed in the DEIS, is a 
costly alternative that destroys historic agriculturally important property while preserving 
nothing PennDOT has indicated that this decision was based on a narrow reading of regulations, 
without regard to the facts of the case or the application of the regulations to the situation at 
band This costly error desperately needs to be corrected On behalf of the Heimbachs and over I 16. 
200 concerned citizens of the area, as reflected in the attached petitions, we request the Agencies 
to conduct a meaningful evaluation of the alternative routes using a thoughtful and rational 
process in keeping with the requirements of the Jaws 

cc Mr & Mrs Albert Heimbach 

2,S415 

Very truly yours, 
METTE, EV ANS & WOODSIDE 

((a.LA 6 ~ 
~JHeim 

Attorneys for 
Albert and Mary Heimbach 

Response to Petition - Heimbach Property 

15. (cont.) 

16. 

pact to this farmstead is what necessitated the devel­
opment of the DAMA in the first place 

Case law regarding the application of Section 4(f) indi­
cates that an avoidance alternative must be selected 
unless the avoidance alternative creates impacts of 
an "extraordinary magnitude." The DAMA is the Rec­
ommended Preferred Alternative because the informa­
tion collected to date documents that it is a prudent 
and feasible alternative to the use of the Fisher Farm 
(aka App Farm), a property protected under Section 
4(f) of the U.S. Transportation Act of 1966 (as 
amended). 
As documented in the Draft and Final EIS, this recom­
mendation was not based on a narrow reading of regu­
lations, but was based on the applicable laws and regu­
lations as well as case law and the particular condi­
tions of this project (see Section VI of the Draft and 
Final EIS). 

(f) 
CD 
Q. 
0 
:::::l 

< 



< 
~ ...... 
(..) 

Petition - Heimbach Property 

PETITION 
Routes 11-15 Bypass - DA-Modified Avoidance Route - NO! 

According to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement prepared by PennDOT, it prefers and 
intends to build the southern portion of the Route 11-15 Bypass along the "DA-Modified 
Avoida11ce Route" (DAMA). Using the DAMA route would result in the following: 

Severely splitting the Albert and Mary Heimbach fann--a functioning historic family farm, 
one of the few left in the Hummels Wharf area. 

Jeopardizing the future of the Heimbach Farm and its three families 

Possible loss of the Fisher tract to development-in spite of its "historic" designation by 

PennDOT 
• An additional cost of $5 million compared to the alternative 

The existing interchange remnant already constructed will remain as an unused eyesore 

PennDOT is no longer considering construction of the alternative "DA-Modified Route" (DA-M), 
which crosses the Fisher tract and takes less of the Heimbach Farm.DA-Mis preferred because: 

It will take a smaller piece of !he Heimbach Farm, and keep a larger portion of it intact, 
thus more likely to preserve this historic farm and way oflife 

It will save taxpayers AT LEAST $5 million 

It will use the existing interchange (that taxpayers have already paid for) instead of 
abandoning it and constructing another one right next to it 

The house and farm buildings on the Fisher tract, including the old barn, will not be 
affected, only some crop land already planned to be developed 

By signing this Petition, I urge PennDOT to use the DA-Modified Route instead of the DA­
Modified Avoidance Route, and support the preservation of historic properties, the preservation 
of family farms, the preservation and continued use of prime agricultural soil, the reuse of existing 
constructed roadways and the conservation of taxpayers' money. I oppose spending an extra SS 
million oftax-!!'oney to further the destruction of historic family farms and increase urban 
sprawl 

Address Telephone No. 

Response to Petition - Heimbach Property 

17. Your support of the DAM is noted. 
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Petition - Heimbach Property 

PETITION 

Rootes 11-15 Bypass - DA-Modified Avoidance Route - NO! 

By signing this Petition, I urge PennDOT to use the DA-Modified Route instead of the DA­
Modified Avoidance Route, and support the preservation of historic properties, the preservation 
of family farms, the preservation and continued use of prime agricultural soil, the reuse of existing 
constructed roadways and the conservation of taxpayers' money. I oppose spending an extra $5 
million of tax money to further the destruction of historic family farms and increase urban 
sprawl 

~ Address Telephone No. 

fl<>b AJr\q,<1 rl41 &oK./1J'(_ Se\\"''~'"'"-}.4 3h-o4."fr. 
~' ) 1"'·-

Response to Petition - Heimbach Property 

17. 
17. Your support of the DAM is noted. 
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PETITION 

Routes 11-15 Bypass - DA-Modified Avoidance Route - NO! 

By signing this Petition, 1 urge PennDOT to use the DA-Modified Route instead of the DA­
Modijied Avoidance Route, and support the preservation of historic properties, the preservation 
of family forms, the preservation and continued use ofpn·me agricultural soil, the reuse of existing 
constructed roadways and the conservation of taxpayers' money. I oppose spending an extra $5 
tnillwn of tax money to further the destruction of historic family farms and increase urban 
sprawL 

• 

Response to Petition - Heimbach Property 

17. 17. Your support of the DAM is noted. 
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Petition - Heimbach Property 

PETITION 

Routes 11-15 Bypass - DA-Modified Avoidance Route - NO! 

By signing this Petition, I urge PennDOT to use the DA-Modified Route instead of the DA­
Modified Avoidance Route, and support the presen1atio11 of historic properties, the preservation 
of family fanns, the preservation and continued use of prime agricultural soil, the reuse of existing 
constructed roadways and the conservation of taxpayers' money. I oppose spending an exrra $5 
million of tax money"' farther the destruction of historic family farms and increase urban 
sprawL 

Name Address Telephone & 
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17. 
17. Your support of the DAM is noted. 

(f) 
(!) 

n. 
5· 
:::J 

< 



< 
.J::>. ....... 
-..J 

Petition - Heimbach Property 

PETITION 
Routes 11-15 Bypass - DA-Modified Avoidance Route - NOi 

'-fl~ 

hoS5 fh.tt' S 

{1Wlber a~~,c1ctl 

~;\\ Ke~e\fer 
G!/ied 8t1d-.z1..J 
~l°*,1r<~ 

fblllj ll~u-1~~ 
~ ttJ\JJa 0 m"---~ 
~0~ 

p,z 
7L --114-

b6: 
\(Jut- rJ;i11Le 

~z:ft 
/~- ,_ GL'-~ 7 r 

~ 
£i'P.t{3 &,X Se\cns~rou:_ 
(\I)-#'- 5 S<' I;,,,_. 'J ('fl..!--( __ 

ffe.. 

f!.JP tYlf Pk11sA~\- tv\;ll~ fA I 53q- J6 70 
flt_ I fry J 14-<-- r1 ( p I~ '"<!5!A 11,!£ f..4 5 3q - ~lt 6 5-

K -i<. .~).. fl:.Dll I q '-I 1Xi<&JJ&w16< PIYi 11?4 21 

G:n•·.-.:J &1iiR•'j S,_..;.e;~·. Pr-~.t?Tx' 

R.R\t l r'\'\iddle,,p1,ir ft: j q, 
8*- 13-4- rq,, c c (~ tP-. 
/Z-D I '''udd\<_\ou"-') fA. 

;t p I / 17':/l</J,f-rv,,vr /.-/1 
e_t--"1 L;.,,,,I""' I'll 

_/Ja~ #•<> S~..4•~.>P ,Jl 
-I/!, I l...'.n .. r r-"' f /If, 

s--1& L,;...,. I"!: J 1e ~l. '"':f-~t.:./..,-1 i\J... 

1cr-'l>..? fotiqh sr St1111..1rvL ~ 11rr 10 

3,7.:J '{~f/oy5T. lew..sTawlJ) /1., t7t:JY'I 

i!'.'?.~' 
8oJC 2.t..e"l;:l ::ie:t..1 ..,.~iu-~~ p:i. 

~,s"')i:I 

~ ,5)- ()lj J.. '?" 

9»--1w1 

~31-t.,,210 
() ~7 -oL{Jt:3 
'( 31- (,l.10. 

W? ~<"/.3 
'i't<t- Z~'S' 

n.s-thf 
_ J>fi· rs"/Ui 

'76, ' - 3 '.! LI '1 

.3 7 'f-3'PJ ::> 
717 -,;l'/3-3'/C. 7 

S-70-3.'74 .11.SZ.1 

[f] Albert Heimbach 
521 Mill Rd. 

SeHnsgrove, PA 17870~9120 

Response to Petition - Heimbach Property 

17. Your support of the DAM is noted. 
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PETITION 

Routes 11-15 Bypass - DA-Modified Avoidance Route - NOi 

17. 

Response to Petition - Heimbach Property 

17. Your support of the DAM is noted. 
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Petition - Heimbach Property 

PETITION 
Routes 11-15 Bypass - DA-Modified Avoidance Route - NO! 

According to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement prepared by PennDOT, it prefers and 
intends to build the southern portion of the Route 11-15 Bypass along the "DA-Modified 
Avoidance Route" (DAMA). Using the DAMA route would result in the following: 

Severely splitting the Albert and Mary Heimbach farm-a functioning historic family farm, 
one of the few left in the Hummels Wharf area. 

Jeopardizing the future of the Heimbach Farm and its three families 

Possible loss of the Fisher tract to development--in spite of its "historic" designation by 

PennDOT 
An additional cost of $5 million compared to the alternative 

The existing interchange remnant already constructed will remain as an unused eyesore 

PennDOT is no longer considering construction of the alternative "DA-Modified Route" (DA-M), 
which crosses the Fisher tract and takes less of the Heimbach Fann.DA-Mis preferred because: 

It will take a smaller piece of the Heimbach Farm, and keep a larger portion of it intact, 
thus more likely to preserve this historic farm and way of life 
It will save taxpayers AT LEAST $5 million 
It will use the existing interchange (that taxpayers have already paid for) instead of 
abandoning it and constructing another one right next to it 

Tue house and fann buildings on the Fisher tract, including the old barn, will not be 
affected, oDly some crop land already planned to be developed 

By signing this Petition, 1 urge PennDOT to use the DA-Modified Route instead of the DA­
Modified Avoidance Route, and supporl the preservation of hisroric properties, the preservation 
of family farms, the preservation and continued use of prime agricultural soil, the reuse of existing 
constructed roadways and the conservation of taxpayers' money. 1 oppose spending an extra $5 
million of tax monq to further the destruction of historic family farms and increase llrban 
sprawl 

Name Address Telephone~ 
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Response to Petition - Heimbach Property 

17. Your support of the DAM is noted. 
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Petition - Heimbach Property 

PETITION 
Routes 11-15 Bypass - DA-Modified Avoidance Route - NOi 

According to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement prepared by PennDOT, it prefers and 
intends to build the southern portion of the Route 11-15 Bypass along the "DA-Modified 
Avoidance Route" (DAMA). Using the DAMA mute would result in the following: 

Severely splitting the Albert and Mary Heimbach farm-a functioning historic family farm, 
one of the few left in the Hummels Wharf area. 
Jeopardizing the future of Ille Heimbach Farm and its three families 
Possible Joss of the Fisher tract to development--in spite of its "historic" designation by 

PennDOT 
An additional cost of $5 million compared to the alternative 
The existing interchange renmant already constructed will remain as an unused eyesore 

PennDOT is no longer considering construction of the alternative "DA-Modified Route" (DA-M), 
which crosses the Fisher tract and takes Jess of the Heimbach Farm.DA-Mis preferred because: 

It will lake a smaller piece of the Heimbach Farm, and keep a larger portion of it intact, 
thus more likely to preserve this historic farm and way oflife 

It will save taxpayers AT LEAST $5 million 
It will use the existing interchange (that taxpayers have already paid for) instead of 
abandoning it and constructing another one right next to it 
The house and farm buildings on the Fisher tract, including the old barn, will not be 
affected, only some crop land already planned to be developed 

By signing this Pelition, I urge PennDOT to use thl! DA-Modified Route instead of the DA­
Modified Avoidance Route, and support the preservation of historic properties, the preservation 
of family farms, the preservation and continued use of prime agricultural soil, the reuse of existing 
constructed roadways and the conservation of taxpayers' money. I oppose spending an extra $5 
million of tax money to further the destruction of historic family farms and increase urban 

sprawL 

Response to Petition - Heimbach Property 

17. Your support of the DAM is noted. 
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Petition - Heimbach Property 

PETITION 
Routes 11-15 Bypass - DA-Modified Avoidance Route - NOi 

According to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement prepared by PennDOT, it prefers and 
intends to build the southern portion of the Route 11-15 Bypass along the "DA-Modified 
Avoidance Route" (DAMA}. Using the DAMA route would result in the following: 

Severely splitting the Albert and Mary Heimbach farm--ii functioning historic family farm, 

one of the few left in the Hummels Wharf area. 

Jeopardizing the future of the Heimbach Farm and its three families 

Possible loss of the Fisher tract to development-in spite of its "historic" designation by 

PennDOT 
An additional cost of $5 million compared to the alternative 

The existing interchange remnant already constructed will remain as an unused eyesore 

PennDOT is no longer considering construction of the alternative "DA-Modified Route" (DA-M}, 
which crosses the Fisher tract and takes less of the Heimbach Farm.DA-Mis preferred because: 

It will take a smaller piece of the Heimbach Farm, and keep a larger portion of it intact, 
thus more likely to preserve this historic farm and way of life 

It will save taxpayers AT LEAST $5 million 
Jt will use the existing interchange (that taxpayers have aheady paid for} instead of 
abandoning it and constructing another one right next to it 

The house and farm buildings on the Fisher tract, including the old barn, will not be 
affected, only some crop land already planned to be developed 

By signing this Petition, I urge PennDOT to use the DA-Modified Route instead of the DA­
Modified Avoidance Route, and supptJrt the preservation of historic properties, the preservation 
of family farms, the preservation and conlinued use of prime agricultural soil, the reuse of existing 
constructed roadways and lhe conservation of 1axpayers' money. I oppose spending an extra $5 
million of tax money to further rhe destruction of historic family farms and Increase urban 

sprawL 
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Response to Petition - Heimbach Property 

17. Your support of the DAM is noted. 

17. 

"Tl 
::J 
OJ 

m 
::J 
:S. 
a 
::J 

3 
(!) 
::J -OJ 

3 
"'O 
OJ 
0 -(f) -ru -(!) 
3 
(!) 
:::J -



< 
.j:>. 
f\) 
f\) 

Petition - Heimbach Property 

~ 
~ 
~ 

PETITION lrt-1 
Routes 11-15 Bypass - DA-Modified Avoidance Route - NO! 

According to the D111ft Environmental Impact Statement prepared by PennDOT, it prefers and 
intends to build the southern portion of the Route 11-15 Bypass along the "DA-Modified 
Avoidance Route" (DAMA). Using the DAMA route would result in the following: 

Severely splitting the Albert and Mary Heimbach farm-a functioning historic family fann, 
one of the few left in the Hummels Wharf area. 

Jeopardizing the future of the Heimbach Fann and its three families 

Possible loss of the Fisher tract to development---in spite of its "historic" designation by 

PennDOT 
An additional cost of $5 million compared to the alternative 

The existing interchange remnant already constructed \\•ill remain as an unused eyesore 

PennDOT is no longer considering construction of the alternative "DA-Modified Route" (DA-M), 
which crosses the Fisher tract and takes less of the Heimbach Farm.DA-Mis preferred because: 

It will take a smaller piece of the Heimbach Farm, and keep a larger portion of it intact, 
thus more likely to preserve this historic farrn and way oflife 

It will save taxpayers AT LEAST $5 million 
It will use the existing interchange (that taxpayers have already paid for) instead of 
abandoning it and constructing another one ngbt next to it 

The house and farm buildings on tbe Fisher traci, including the old barn, will not be 
affected, only some crop land already planned to be developed 

By signing rhis Petition, I urge PennDOT tt> use the DA-Modified Rt>ute instead of the DA­
Mt>dified Avoidance Rt>ule, and support the preservation of historic properties, the preservation 
of family farms, the preservation and continued use of prime agricultural soil, the reuse of existing 
constructed roadways and the conservation of taxpayers' money. I oppt>se spending an extra $5 
million of tax money to further the destructitJn of historic family farms and increase urban 

sprawL 

~ Address Telephone Ng. 

%L .:6:- /{,It y' &~ p 3 /}!,;)JJ~L,, ~-Jy s 2, ITS. -

[f] Albert Heimb.ch 
521 Mill Rd. 

Selinsgrove, PA 17870-9120 

UL 

Response to Petition - Heimbach Property 

17. Your support of the DAM is noted. 
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Petition - Heimbach Property 

:'~~1~11~ 

PETITION 
Routes 11-15 Bypass - DA-Modified Avoidance Route - NOi 

According to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement prepared by PennDOT, it prefers and 
intends to build the southern portion of the Route 11-15 Bypass along the "DA-Modified 
Avoidance Route" (DAMA). Using the DAMA route would result in the following: 

Severely splitting the Albert and Mary Heimbach farrn--<1 functioning historic family farm, 
one of the few left in the Humrnels Wharf area. 

Jeopardizing the future of the Heimbach Farm and its three families 

Possible loss of the Fisher tract to development-in spite of its "historic" designation by 
PennDOT 
An additional cost of $5 million compared to the alternative 

_The existing interchange remnant already constructed will remain as an unused eyesore 

PennDOT is no longer considering construction of the alternative "DA-Modified Route" (DA-M), 
which crosses the Fisher tract and takes less of the Heimbach Farm.DA-Mis preferred because: 

It will take a smaller piece of the Heimbach Fann, and keep a larger portion of it intact, 
thus more likely to preserve this historic fann and way oflife 

It will save taxpayers AT LEAST $5 million 

It "ill use the existing interchange (that taxpayers have already paid for) instead of 
abandoning it and constructing another one right next to it 

Tue house and fann buildings on the Fisher tract. including the old barn, will not be 
affected, oztly some crop land already planned to be developed 

By signing 1his Petition, I urge PennDOTto use the DA-Modified Route instead of the DA­
Modified Avoidance Route, and supporl the preservation of historic properties, the preservation 
of family farms, the preservation and coi11inued use of prime agricultural soil, the reuse of existing 
constructed roadways and the conservation of 1axpayers' money. I oppose spending an extra $5 
million of tax money to further the destruction of historic family farms and increase urban 
sprawL 
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Response to Petition - Heimbach Property 

17. Your support of the DAM is noted. 
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Petition - Heimbach Property 

PETITION 

Routes 11-15 Bypass - DA-Modified Avoidance Route - NOi 

By signing this Petition, I urge Penn DOT to use the DA-Modified Route instead of the DA-
Modified Avoidance Route, and support the preservation of historic properties, the preservation I 17. 
of family farms, the prese.-vation and continued use of prime agricultural soil, the reuse of existing 
constructed roadways and the conservation ofta:r:payers' money. I oppose spending an extra SS 
millitJn of tax money to further the destruction of historic family farms and increase urban 
sprawl 

N'!,"1e Address . 1 ; . TelepJ111~e Ni!, 
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Response to Petition - Heimbach Property 

17. Your support of the DAM is noted. 
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Petition - Heimbach Property 

[ri Albert Heimbach 
521 Mill Rd. 

Selinsgrove, PA 17870-9120 

PETITION 

Routes 11-15 Bypass - DA-Modified Avoidance Route - NO! 

By signing this Petition, I urge PennDOT to use the DA-Modified Route instead of the DA­
Modijied Avoidance Route, and support 1he preservation of historic properties, the preservation 
of family farms, the preservation and continued use of prime agricultural soil, the reuse of existing 
constructed roadways and the conservation of taxpayers' money. 1 oppose spending an extra $5 
mil/ion of tax money to further the destruction of Mstoric famUy farms and increase urban 
sprawl 

\'~.-~ .... ,J ~!"-.../~ --q }..)v:t=>Z-f-JW".~..__ClfV",:"-tilWLJiV'==:'YI'/ fll(U <.fJ'_J_), 

Response to Petition - Heimbach Property 

17. Your support of the DAM is noted. 
17. 
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Petition - Heimbach Property 

PETITION 
Routes 11-15 Bypass - DA-Modified Avoidance Route - NOi 

According to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement prepared by PennDOT, it prefers and 
intends to build the southern portion of the Route l 1-J 5 Bypass along the "DA-Modified 
Avoidance Route" (DAMA). Using the DAMA route would result in the following: 

Severely splitting the Albert and Mary Heimbach fann--a functioning historic family farm, 
one of the few left in the Hummels Wharf area. 

Jeopardizing the future of the Heimbach Fann and its three families 

Possible loss oflhe Fisher tract to development--in spite of its "historic" designation by 
PennDOT 

An additional cost of $5 million compared to the alternative 

The existing interchange remnant already constructed will remain as an unused eyesore I 17. 
PennDOT is no longer considering construction of the alternative "DA-Modified Route" (DA-M), 
which crosses the Fisher tract and takes less of the Heimbach Fann.DA-Mis preferred because: 

It will take a smaller piece of the Heimbach Farm, and keep a larger portion of it intact, 
thus more likely to preserve this historic farm and way of life 

It will save taxpayers AT LEAST $5 million 

It will use the existing interchange (that taxpayers have already paid for) instead of 
abandoning it and constructing another one right next to it 

The house and fann buildings on the Fisher tract, including the old barn, will not be 
affected, only some crop land already planned to be developed 

By signing this Petition, I urge PennDOT to use the DA-Modified Route instead of the DA­
Modijied Avoidance Route, and support the preservation of historic properlies, the preservation 
of family farms, the preservation and continued use of prime agricultural soil, the reuse of existing 
constructed roadways and the conservation of taxpayers' money. I oppose spending an extra $5 
million of tax money to junher the destruction of historic family farms and increase urban 
sprawl 
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Response to Petition - Heimbach Property 

17. Your support of the DAM is noted. 
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Petition - Heimbach Property 

PETITION 
Routes 11-15 Bypass - DA-Modified Avoidance Route - NOi 

According to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement prepared by PennDOT, it prefers and 
intends to build the southern portion of tbe Route 11-15 Bypass along tbe "DA-Modified 
Avoidance Route" (DAMA). Using the DAMA route would result in the following: 

Severely splitting the Albert and Mary Heimbach farm-il functioning historic family farm, 
one of the few lefl in the Humrnels Wharf area. 

Jeopardizing the future of the Heimbach Farm and its three families 

Possible loss of tbe Fisher tract to development-in spite of its "historic" designation by 
PennDOT 
An additional cost of $5 million compared to the alternative 

The existing interchange remnant already constructed will remain as an unused eyesore 

PennDOT is no longer considering construction oftbe alternative "DA-Modified Roule" (DA-M), 
which crosses the Fisher tract and takes less of the Heimbach Farm. DA-M is preferred because: 

It will take a smaller piece of the Heimbach Fann, and keep a larger portion of it intact, 
thus more likely to preserve this historic farm and way of life 

It will save taxpayers AT LEAST $5 million 

It will use the existing interchange (that taxpayers have already paid for) instead of 
abaodoning it and constructing another one right next to it 

The house and farm buildings on the Fisher tract, including the old baJD, will not be 
o~~y some crop lgnd c.lrcady planrn;d to be devdo~d----.r 

,:• 

By signing this Petition,/ urge PennDOT to use the DA-Modified Roule instead of the DA­
Modified Avoidance Route, and support the preservation of historic properties, the preservation 
of family farms, the preservation and continued use of prime agricultural soil, the reuse of existing 
constructed roadways and the conservation of taxpayers' money. I appose spending an extra S5 
million of tax money to farther the destruction of historic family fanns and increase urban 

sprawl 
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Response to Petition - Heimbach Property 

17. Your support of the DAM is noted. 
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Petition - Heimbach Property 

AlbertHellnbac.h 
SZlMillRd. 

&lliru:grove, PA l 71!70-9120 
~}Q IG1 rJ I\ L 

PETITION 
Routes 11-15 Bypass - DA-Modified Avoidance Route - NOi 

According to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement prepared by PennDOT, it prefers and 
intends to build the southern portion of the Route 11-15 Bypass along the "DA-Modified 
Avoidance Route" (DAMA). Using the DAMA route would result in the following: 

Severely splitting 1he Albert and Mary Heimbach farm--a functioning historic family farm, 
one of the few left in the Hummels Wharf area. 

Jeopardizing the future of the Heimbach Farm and its three families 

Possible loss of the Fisher tract to developmenHn spite of its "historic" designation by 

PennDOT 
An additional cost of $5 million compared to the alternative 

The existing interchange remnant already constructed will remain as an unused eyesore 

PennDOT is no longer considering construction of the alternative "DA-Modified Route" (DA-M), 
which crosses the Fisher tract and takes less of the Heimbach Farm.DA-Mis preferred because: 

It will take a smaller piece of the Heimbach Farm, and keep a larger portion of it intact, 
thus more likely to preserve this historic farm and way of life 

It will save tax.payers AT LEAST $5 million 

It will use the existing interchange (that taxpayers have already paid for) instead of 
abandoning it and constructing another one right next to it 

The house and farm buildings on the Fisher tract, including the old barn, will not be 
affected, only some crop land already planned to be developed 

By signing this Petition, I urge PennDOT to use the DA-Modified Route instead of the DA­
Modijied Avoidance Route, and support the preservation of historic properties, the preservation 
of family farms, the preservation and continued use of prime agricultural soil, the reuse of existing 
constructed roadways and the conservation of taxpayers' money. I oppose spending an extra $5 
mil/ion of tax money lo further the desll'Uclion of historic family farms and increase urban 
sprawl 

Response to Petition - Heimbach Property 

17. Your support of the DAM is noted. 
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Petition - Heimbach Property 

PETITION 
Routes 11-15 Bypass - DA-Modified Avoidance Route - NOi 

According to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement prepared by PennDOT, it prefers and 
intends to build the southern portion of the Rm1te 11-1 S Bypass along the "DA-Modified 
Avoidance Route" (DAMA). Using the DAMA route would result in the following: 

Severely splitting the Albert and Mary Heimbach farrn-<1 functioning historic family farm, 
one of the few left in the Hummels Wharf area. 
Jeopardizing the future of the Heimbach Farm and its three families 

Possible loss of the Fisher tract to development-in spite of its "historic" designation by 

PennDOT 
An additional cost of$5 million compared to the alternative 

The existing interchange remnant already constructed will remain as an unused eyesore 

PennDOT is no longer considering construction of the alternative "DA-Modified Route" (DA-M), 
which crosses the Fisher tract and takes less of the Heimbach Farm.DA-Mis preferred because: 

It will take a smaller piece of the Heimbach Farm, and keep a larger portion of it intact, 
thus more likely to preserve this historic farm and way oflife 

It will save taxpayers AT LEAST $5 million 
It will use the existing interchange (that taxpayers have already paid for} instead of 
abandoning it and constructing another one right next to it 

Tue house and farm buildings on the Fisher tract, including the old barn, will not be 
affected, only some crop land already planned to be developed 

By signing this Petition, l urge PennDOT to use the DA-Modified Roule instead of the DA­
Modlfied Avoidance Route, and support the preservation of historic properties, the preservation 
of family farms, the preservation and continued use of prime agricultural soil, the reuse of existing 
constructed roadways and the conservation of taxpayers' money. l oppose spending an l!Jdra SS 
million of tax money to further the destruction of historic family farms and increase urban 

sprawl 

N!.!!!£ Address Te!eohooe Hi!. 

Response to Petition - Heimbach Property 

17. Your support of the DAM is noted. 
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Petition - Heimbach Property 

PETITION 

Routes 11-15 Bypass - DA-Modified Avoidance Route - NOi 

By signing this Petition, I urge PennDOT to use the DA-Modified Route instead of the DA­
Modified Avoidance Route, and supporl lhe preservation of historic properties, the preservation 
of family farms, the preservation and continued use of prime agricultural soil, the reuse of existing 
conslrucled roadways and the conservation of taxpayers' money. I oppose spending an extra S5 
million of tax money to further the destruction tJf historic family farms and increase urban 
sprawl 

~ Address Telephone& 

ls- ~ft /;Ali+ t:~J~ 
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Response to Petition - Heimbach Property 

17. 17. Your support of the DAM is noted. 
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Petition - Heimbach Property 
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Response to Petition - Heimbach Property 

17. Your support of the DAM is noted. 
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Petition - Heimbach Property 

PETITION 

Routes 11-15 Bypass - DA-Modified Avoidance Route - NOi 

By signing this Petition, I urge PennDOT to use the DA-Modified Roule instead of the DA­
Modified Avoidance Roule, and support the preservation of historic properties, the preservation 
of family farms, the preservation and continued use of prime agricultural soil, the reuse of aisling 
constructed roadways and the conservation of taxpayers' money. I oppose spending an extra $5 
million of tax money to further the destruction of historic family farms and increase urban 

sprawl 
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17. 

Response to Petition - Heimbach Property 

17. Your support of the DAM is noted. 
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Form Letter - Opposed to App Avoidance 

District Engineer 
PennDOT District 3-0 
PO Box218 
Montoursville PA 17754-0218 

March 2001 

Subject Opposition to Avoidance of the Simon P App Farm, Monroe Township, 
Snyder County, Pennsylvania 

Re DA Modified Avoidance Alternative for the Central Susquehanna Valley 
Transportation Project 

Dear PennDOT Officials 

I wish to express my opposition to the avoidance of the Simon P App Farm 
(PennDOT's site #153) proposed by the DA Modified Avoidance (DAMA) Alternative for 
the Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation (CSVT) Project Based upon 
information recently provided by Gerald E Bickhart & Sons, Inc , it is my understanding 
that PennDOT proposes to spend in excess of $5 million, take two additional homes 
and four additional businesses, and disrupt the movement of traffic, including 
emergency vehicles, during construction, to aVojd. but not in any way protect from 
future development, 15 acres of vacant famlland located behind the historic farm 
buildings on the former Simon App farm, now owned by the Margaret E Fisher Trust 
and localed along the east side of Airport Road Since the original proposed route 
(now tenned the DA Modified Non-Avoidance Alternative) came close to (within 155 
feet), but did not require the removal of or alter in any way, any of the buildings within 
or any part of the farmyard area, I do not believe that the anticipate adverse impacts 
and additional costs justify the avoidance of additional adjacent farmland I concur with 
the request that the consult should be 1 equested to define and the Director of the 
Pennsylvania Historic and Museum Commission should be asked to only •concur" with 
a recommendation, considering the costs and adVerse impacts associated with the 
inclusion of additional area, of the absolute smallest parcel of land that would not alter 
eligibility for the site 

~~ 
Sincerely yours, 

~ 
Albert Heimb111:h 

521 Mill Rd 
Selinsgrove, PA 17870.9120 

/-5 7{) - 3 l'/ -1713 

1. 

Response to Form Letter - Opposed to App Avoidance 

Heimbach, A. 

1. Your opposition to the avoidance of the Simon P. App 
Farm Property with the DAMA Alternative is noted. 

The Simon P. App Farm was determined to be eli­
gible for the National Register of Historical Places. 
As such, it is afforded the protection of Section 4(f) of 
the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966 
(amended in 1968). This Act states, "The Secretary 
(of Transportation) may approve a transportation pro­
gram or project requiring the use of publicly owned 
land of a public park, recreation area, or wildlife and 
waterfowl refuge, or land of an historic site of national, 
state or local significance (as determined by the fed­
eral, state, or local official having jurisdiction over the 
park, recreation area, refuge or site) only if: 

there is no prudent and feasible alternative to 
using that land; and 
the program or project includes all possible 
planning to minimize harm to the park, recre­
ation area, wildlife refuge, or historic site re­
sulting from the use." 

Case law for the application of Section 4(f) indicates 
that an avoidance alternative must be selected un­
less the avoidance alternative creates impacts of an 
"extraordinary magnitude." The DAMA is the Rec­
ommended Preferred Alternative because the infor­
mation collected to date documents that it is a pru­
dent and feasible alternative to the use of the Fisher 
Farm (aka App Farm), a property protected under 
Section 4(f) of the U.S. Transportation Act of 1966 
(as amended). 
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Form Letter - Opposed to App Avoidance 

District Engineer 
PennDOT District 3-0 
P O Box21B 
Montoursville PA 17754-0218 

March 2001 

Subject Opposition to Avoidance of the Simon P App Farm, Monroe Township, 
Snyder County, Pennsylvania 

Re DA Modified Avoidance Alternative for the Central Susquehanna Valley 
Transportation Project 

Dear PennDOT Officials 

I wish to express my opposition to the avoidance of the Simon P App Farm 
{PennDOT's site #153) proposed by the DA Modified Avoidance (DAMA) Alternative for 
the Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation (CSVT) Project Based upon 
information recently provided by Gerald E Bickhart & Sons, Inc, it is my understanding 
that PennDOT proposes to spend in excess of $5 million, take two additional homes 
and four additional businesses, and l:llsrupt the movement of traffic, including 
emergency vehicles, during construction, to ayojd. but not in any wav protect from 
future development, 15 acres of vacant farmland located behind the historic farm 
buildings on the former Simon App farm, now owned by the Margaret E Fisher Trust 
and located along the east side of Airport Road Since the original proposed route 
(now termed the DA Modified Non-Avoidance Alternative) came close to (within 155 
feet), but did not require the removal of or alter in any way, any of the buildings within 
or any part of the farmyard area, l do not believe that the anticipate adverse impacts 
and additional costs justify the avoidance of additional adjacent farmland I concur with 
the request that the consult should be 1 equested lo define and the Director of the 
Pennsylvania Historic and Museum Commission should be asked to only •concur" with 
a recommendation, considering the costs and adverse impacts associated with the 
inclusion of additional area, of the absolute smallest parcel of land that would not alter 
eligibility for the site 

~~ 
Sincerely yours, 

ltl Albert Heimbach. 
521 MiURd 

Selinsgrove, PA 17870-9120 

/-'S7f>-3 li-1713 

1. 

Response to Form Letter - Opposed to App Avoidance 

Heimbach, A. 

1. {cont.) 

National register boundary determinations are based 
upon defined guidelines established in the National Reg­
ister Bulletin, "Defining Boundaries for National Regis­
ter Properties" (1997). The bulletin establishes appro­
priate factors such as setting and landscape features, 
integrity, and use to consider when selecting and de­
fining National Register boundaries. The five principle 
methods for determining National Register boundaries 
include: 

Distribution of Resources 
Current Legal Boundaries 
Historic Boundaries 
Natural Resources 
Cultural Features 

Each of these methods was considered with respect 
to the Simon P. App property. Using these guidelines 
as a basis, the National Register boundary was rec­
ommended by a consultant qualified as defined in 36 
CFR part 60. This recommendation was then reviewed 
and commented on by qualified cultural resource pro­
fessionals and the project team. The preliminary de­
termination on eligibility and boundaries is made by 
the lead federal agency, in this case the FHWA. FHWA 
forwards its preliminary determination to the SHPO 
{State Historic Preservation Officer) for concurrence. 

The avoidance of the App farm has created consider­
able controversy. Approximately 30% of the comment 
letters and testimony received on the CSVT project 
raised the App farm issue. As a result, PENNDOT 
coordinated further with the FHWA, the agency respon­
sible for making preliminary determinations on the eli-
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Form Letter - Opposed to App Avoidance 

District Engineer 
PennDOT District 3-0 
P 0 Box218 
Montoursville PA 17754-0218 

March 2001 

Subject Opposition to Avoidance of the Simon P App Farm, Monroe Township, 
Snyder County, Pennsylvania 

Re DA Modified Avoidance Alternative for the Central Susquehanna Valley 
Transportation Project 

Dear PennDOT Officials 

I wish to express my opposition to the avoidance of the Simon P App Farm 
(PennDOT's site #153) proposed by the DA Modified Avoidance (DAMA) Alternative for 
the Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation (CSVT) Project Based upon 
information recently provided by Gerald E Bickhart & Sons, Inc , it is my understanding 
that PennDOT proposes to spend in excess of $5 million, take two additional tiomes 
and four additional businesses, and disrupt the movement of traffic, including 
emergency vehicles, during construction, to avajd but not in any way protect from 
future development, 1~ acres of vacant faunland located behind the historic farm 
buildings on the former Simon App farm, now owned by the Margaret E Fisher Trust 
and located along the east side of Airport Road Since the original proposed route 
(now termed the DA Modified Non-Avoidance Alternative) came close to {within 155 
feet}, but did not require the removal of or alter in any way, any of the buildings within 
or any part of the farmyard area, I do not believe that the anticipate adverse impacts 
and additional costs justify the avoidance of additional adjacent farmland I concur with 
the request that the consult should be 1 equested to define and the Director of the 
Pennsylvania Historic and Museum Commission should be asked to only ·concur" with 
a recommendation, considering the costs and adverse impacts associated with the 
inclusion of additional area, of the absolute smallest parcel of land that would not alter 
eligibility for the site 

~~ 
Sincerely yours, 

~ 
Albert Heimbach 

521 Mill Rd 
Sel~PA 17870-9120 

1_,i;7() - 3 lf-1713 

1. 

Response to Form Letter - Opposed to App Avoidance 

Heimbach, A. 

1. (cont.) 

gibility and boundaries for historic properties. Due to 
the substantial controversy concerning the eligibility 
determination and boundaries of the App farm, the 
FHWA elected to raise the questions of eligibility and 
boundaries with the Keeper of the National Register 
(Keeper), the individual delegated the authority by the 
U.S. Department of Interior, National Park Service to 
list properties and determine their eligibility for the 
National Register of Historical Places. The Keeper 
evaluated the information concerning the App farm 
(including the historic context information, forms and 
photos showing the actual condition of the structures 
and land in question, and information regarding the 
planned use of the property) and responded that the 
App farm and boundaries of the App farm met the 
eligibility requirements. This correspondence is in­
cluded in Appendix C of the Final EIS. 

The frustration regarding the eligibility and boundaries 
of the site and the subsequent development and rec­
ommendation of the Avoidance Alternative is acknowl­
edged. Should conditions change from those cur­
rently present at any point prior to construction of the 
CSVT project, we have committed to reevaluating the 
area of impact. If conditions warrant, modifications 
of the alignment will be made to further minimize 
project impacts. This commitment includes the en­
tire CSVT project area, as well as avoidance of the 
Simon P. App Farmstead. 
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Form Letter - Opposed to App Avoidance 

District Engineer 
PennDOT District 3-0 
p 0 80>( 218 
Montoursville PA 17754-0218 

____ March 2001 -------- ~ - -

Subject Opposition to Avoidance of the Simon P App Farm, Monroe Township, 
Snyder County, Pennsylvania 

Re DA Modified Avoidance Alternative for the Central Susquehanna Valley 
Transportation Project 

Dear PennDOT Officials 

I wish to express my opposition to the avoidance of the Simon P App Farm 
(PennDOT's s~e #153) proposed by the DA Modified Avoidance (DAMA) Alternative for 
the Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation (CSVT) Project Based upon 
information recently provided by Gerald E Bickhart & Sons, Inc , it is my understanding 
that PennDOT proposes to spend in excess of $5 million, take two additional homes 
and four additional businesses, and disrupt the movement of traffic, including 
emergency vehicles, during construction, to ayojd but not jn any waY protect from 
future development, 15 acres of vacant farmland located behind the historic farm 
buildings on the former Simon App farm, now owned by the Margaret E Fisher Trust 
and located along the east side of Airport Road Since the original proposed route 
(now termed the DA Modified Non-Avoidance Alternative) came close to (within 155 
feet), but did not require the removal of or alter in any way, any of the buildings within 
or any part of the farmyard area, I do not believe that the anticipate adverse impacts 
and additional costs justify the avoidance of additional adjacent farmland I concur with 
the request that the consult should he requested to define and the Director of the 
Pennsylvania Historic and Museum Commission should be asked lo only •concur" with 
a recommendation, considering the costs and adverse impacts associated with the 
inclusion of additional area, of the absolute smallest parcel of land that would not alter 
eligibility for the site 

\Id 31MSM001HOW o- t I "f·1 ~ ~"1 

sZ:o HIJ til llV?I 10 

NOil V HJ(·.:';\' 
UfJ~~P .t,:; l 

(FJ\i~T""1i! 

ff B> w. ld:::-Wrvn 
W/l.ELL- aJ,/'((i::u.Y 
/"? }:::;q//iP1AY ~1\E 
( M(/A/R<E~IP) 
~~bl-~,, 

1. 

Response to Form Letter - Opposed to App Avoidance 

Kelly, F&D 

1. Please see response to Heimbach 
Form Letter on pages 434-436. 
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Form Letter - Opposed to App Avoidance 

James Cheatham, Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
226 Walnut Street, Room 536 
Harrisburg PA 17101-1720 

March 2001 

\)S5 

Subject Opposition to Avoidance of the Simon P App Farm, Monroe Township, 
Snyder County, Pennsylvania 

Re DA Modified Avoidance Alternative for the Central Susquehanna Valley 
Transportation Project 

Dear Federal Highway Administration Officials 

l wish to express my opposition to the avoidance of the Simon P App Farm 
(PennDOT's site #153} proposed by the DA Modified Avoidance (DAMA} Alternative for 
the Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation (CSVf) Project Based upon 
information recently provided by Gerald E Bickhart & Sons, Inc , it is my understanding 
that PennDOT proposes to spend in excess of $5 million, take two additional homes 
and four additional businesses, and disrupt the movement of traffic, including 
emergency vehicles, during construction, to avoid. but not jo any way protect from 
future development, 15 acres of vacant farmland located behind the historic farm I 1 . 
buildings on the former Simon App farm, now owned by the Margaret E Fisher Trust 
and located along the east side of Airport Road Since the original proposed route 
(now termed tl'!e DA Modified Non-Avoidance Alternative) came close to (within 155 
feet), but did not require the removal of or alter in any way, any of the buildings within 
or any part of the farmyard area, I do not believe that the anticipate adverse impacts 
and additional costs justify the avoidance of additional adjacent farmland I concur with 
the request that the consult should be requested to define and the Director of the 
Pennsylvania Historic and Museum Commission should be asked to only •concur" with 
a recommendation. considering the costs and adverse impacts associated with the 
inclusion of additional area, of the absolute smallest parcel of land that would not alter 
eligibility for the site 

Sincerely yours, 

-tlf£~ 

Response to Form Letter - Opposed to App Avoidance 

Stuck, P. 

1. Please see response to Heimbach 
Form Letter on pages 434-436. 
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Form Letter - Opposed to App Avoidance 

District Engineer 
PennDOT District 3-0 
P0Box218 
Montoursville PA 17754-0218 

March 2001 

Subject Opposition to Avoidance of the Simon P App Farm, Monroe Township, 
Snyder County, Pennsylvania 

Re DA Modified Avoidance Alternative for the Central Susquehanna Valley 
Tranaportation Project 

Dear PennDOT Officials 

l wish to express my opposition to the avoidance of the Simon P App Farm 
(PennDOT's site #153) proposed by the DA Modified Avoidance (DAMA) Alternative for 
the Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation (CSVT) Project Based upon 
information recently provided by Gerald E Bickhart & Sons, Inc , it is my understanding 
that PennDOT proposes lo spend in excess of $5 million, take two additional homes 
and four additional businesses, and disrupt the movement of traffic, including 
emergency vehicles, during construction, lo ayojd. but not In any wav er9fect from 
future development, 15 acres of vacant fam!land located behind the historic farm 
buildings on the former Simon App farm, now owned by the Margaret E Fisher Trust 
and localed along the east side of Airport Road Since the original proposed route 
(now termed the DA Modified Non-Avoidance Alternative) came close to (within 155 
feet), but did not require the removal of or alter in any way, any of the buildings within 
or any part of the farmyard area, I do not believe that the anticipate adverse impacts 
and additional costs justify the avoidance of additional adjacent farmland I concur with 
fba ragyest that 1be CQosyJt 5bo~ld be reQI !ftSted fa J1efioe and the Dj(pdnr gf tbp 
Pennsylvania Historic and Museum Commission should be asked to only "concur" with 
a recommendation, considering Iha costs and adverse impacts associated with the 
inclusion of additional area, of the absolute smallest parcel of land that would not alter 
ellgibilily for the site 
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1. 

Response to Form Letter - Opposed to App Avoidance 

Moerschbacher, R. 

1. Please see response to Heimbach 
Form Letter on pages 434-436. 
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Form Letter - Opposed to App Avoidance 

James Cheatham, Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
228 Walnut Street, Room 536 
Harrisburg PA 17101-1720 

March 2001 

Subject Opposition to Avoidance of the Simon P App Farm, Monroe Township, 
Snyder County, Pennsylvania 

Re DA Modified Avoidance Alternative for the Central Susquehanna Valley 
Transportation Project 

Dear Federal Highway Administration Officials 

I wish to express my opposition to the avoidance of the Simon P App Farm 
(PennOOT's site #153) proposed by the DA Modified Avoidance (DAMA) Alternative for 
the Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation (CSVT) Project Based upon 
information recently provided by Gerald E Bickhart & Sons, Inc , it is my understanding 
that PennDOT proposes to spend in excess of $5 million, take two additional homes 
and four additional businesses, and disrupt the movement of traffic, including 
emergency vehicles, during construction, to avoid. but not jn any waY protect from 
future development, 15 acres of yacant farmland located behind the historic farm 
buildings on the former Simon App farm, now owned by the Margaret E Fisher Trust I 1 . 
and located along the east side of Airport Road Since the original proposed route 
(now termed the DA Modified Non-Avoidance Alternative) came close to (within 155 
feet), but did not require the removal of or alter in any way, any of the buildings within 
or any part of the farmyard area, I do not believe that the anticipate adverse impacts 
and additional costs justify the avoidance of additional adjacent farmland I concur with 
the request that the consult should be requested to define and the Director of tlie 
Pennsylvania Historic and Museum Commission should be asked to only "concur" with 
a recommendation, considering the costs and adverse impacts associated witli the 
inclusion of additional area, of the absolute smallest parce~·of land' tttahY<!>uld not alter 
eligibility for the site · ·· · · , . ii :c 
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Response to Form Letter - Opposed to App Avoidance 

Stine, P. 

1. Please see response to Heimbach 
Form Letter on pages 434-436. 
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Form Letter - Opposed to App Avoidance 

James Cheatham, Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
228 Walnut Street, Room 536 
Harrisburg PA 17101-1720 

March 2001 

Subject Opposition to Avoidance of the Simon P App Farm, Monroe Township, 
Snyder County, Pennsylvania 

Re DA Modified Avoidance Alternative for the Central Susquehanna Valley 
Transportation Project 

Dear Federal Highway Administration Officials 

I wish to express my opposition to the avoidance of the Simon P App Farm 
(PennDOT's site #153) proposed by the DA Modified Avoidance (DAMA) Alternative for 
the Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation (CSVT) Project Based upon 
information recently provided by Gerald E Bickhart & Sons, Inc , it is my understanding 
that PennDOT proposes to spend in excess of $5 million, take two additional homes 
and four additional businesses, and disrupt the movement of traffic, including 
emergency vehicles, during construction, to avoid. but not jo any wwy protect from 
future development, 15 acres of vacant fannland located behind the historic farm 
buildings on the former Simon App farm, now owned by the Margaret E Fisher Trust 
and located along the east side of Airport Road Since the original proposed route 
(now termed the DA Modified Non-Avoidance Alternative) came close to {within 155 
feet), but did not require the removal of or alter in any way, any of the buildings within 
or any part of the farmyard area, I do not believe that the anticipate adverse impacts 
and additional costs justify the avoidance of additional adjacent familand I concur with 
the request that the consult should be requested to define and the Director of the 
Pennsylvania Historic and Museum Commission should be asked to only "concur" with 
a recommendation, considering the costs and adverse impacts associated with the 
inclusion of additional area, of the absolute smallest parcel of land that would not alter 
eligibility for the site 

Sincerely yours, 

~6J.~upo 

1. 

Response to Form Letter - Opposed to App Avoidance 

Wilcox,J. 

1. Please see response to Heimbach 
Form Letter on pages 434-436. 
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Form Letter - Opposed to App Avoidance 

District Engineer 
PennOOT District 3-0 
PO Box218 
Montoursville PA 17754-0218 

March 2001 --------
Subject Opposition to Avoidance of the Simon P App Farm, Monroe Township, 

Snyder County, Pennsylvania 

Re DA Modified Avoidance Alternative for the Central Susquehanna V'ey ; '°": . ::-
Transportation Project 3'. ~ . • f 

~L : ~j~.~f Dear PennDOT Offrcials ;::v :i: .:..:.:~ ~ 
mb \D z;"":[!Jf'ri 

I wish to express my opposition to the avoidance of the Simon P ~ Fa1". ~::·.Cl 
(PennDOrs site #153) proposed by the DA Modified Avoidance (DAMA) Altemativ°EI for 
the Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation {CSVT) Project Based µpon 
information recently provided by Gerald E Bickhart & Sons, Inc , it is my understanding 
that PennDOT proposes to spend in excess of $5 million, take two additional homes 
and four additional businesses, and disrupt the movement of traffic, including 
emergency vehicles, during construction, to avoid. but not In any way protect from 
future development, 15 acres of vacant fann!and located behind the historic farm 
buildings on the former Simon App farm, now owned by the Margaret E Fisher Trust I 1. 
and located along the east side of Airport Road Since the original proposed route 
(now termed the DA Modified Non-Avoidance Alternative) came close to {within 155 
feet), but did not require the removal of or alter in any way, any of the buildings within 
or any part of the farmyard area, I do not believe that the anticipate adverse impacts 
and additional costs justify the avoidance of additional adjacent farmland I concur with 
the request that the ccmsutt should be requested to define and the Director of the 
Pennsylvania Historic and Museum Commission should be asked to only •concur" with 
a recommendation, considering the coSts and adverse impacts associated with the 
inclusion of additional area, of the absolute smallest parcel of land that would not alter 
eligibility for the site 

Sincerely yours, 
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Response to Form Letter - Opposed to App Avoidance 

Wolf, V&S 

1. Please see response to Heimbach 
Form Letter on pages 434-436. 
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Petition Opposed to RC-5 and Boat Access 

PcnnDOT 
Dislrict3-0 
Attn Mr Leon Llggitt 
P0Box218 
Montoursville, Pa 17754-0218 

Morch 20,2001 

We, the undersigned residents, property owners and affected parties, wish to submit l:hc 
following testimony concerning the CSVTP Specifically the bridge crossing of the Susquehanna 
River at Winfield, Pa, Union Twp, Union Co 

We ate first and foremost opposed to the crossing at this location and would 
prefer the RC-.6 alternative RC·S alignment transverses the heart of the Lake Augusta 
recreational area This is D. very highly trafficked BJea of the waterway as alluded to in Vo1 1, 
Sect IV, page IV 208 The crossing should be further North away from the high use area Also, 
the Western shore site is located in an irreplaceable summer residential mea Development of river 
frontage in this manner is no longer allowed and these properties have been "grandfathered'' to. 
allow them to remain The loss of the use of this property cannot be mitigated Also, it will 
impact the Winfield River Edge Campsires, as it will cross diagonally in front o(the campsites. 
impacting the frontage area The RC-6 alignment being in a vacant field, will not imp.act 
irreplaceable properties and is in an area of less waterer.aft usage However, as the ''Dept ... has 
brought forward RC-5 as their preferred alternative we would like to address- issues concuning the 
RC-5 alignment 

Conccmiog the RC-5 Bridge we have the following comments We arc opposed to the 
placement of piers in the traveled waterway A5 previously stai:ed this is the most traveled area on 
Lake Augusta This fact is derived from our time and experience in this area for the past 30 years 
The installation of six piers (3 per bridge) on either side of the crossingis1and wilt be a haurd to 
boat navigation Ref Vol I Sect £VI I b(IV-265) This most assuredly will , .. u11 in accidents, 
injuries, and probably fatalities This design has inherent safety violations by placing obstruct.ions 
in the waterway at this loc:ation The bridge c.an and should be specifically designed to eliminate 
piers from the traveled waterway Remember this is essentially wjtflin the confines of a State 
Park recreatiomtl area formed by the Fabridam to create Lake Augusta Anorher concern with 
pien; is their impact on ice flow They will exacerbate chc ice-jamming problem, whkh is severe 
enough due to the proximal islands lo the North If the bridge is lo be at this location we implore 
the use of good design to mitigate these impacts to the crossing and upstream areas 

Also at issue is the compensatory mitigation to the Pennsylvania Fish and Boat 
Commission This consists of a proposed public access facility in the area or the bridge~s western 
shore This is &tated in Vol I, Sect F 3 C ili(page JV-214) Having understood mitigation by 
compensation we realize the PF&BC requested this as compensatory mitigation for rhc bridge pier 
placement You may be compensating the PF&BC (who have no stake in this) but you are 
amplifying the impacts of t11is projecr to the local resi4knts and landowners We will be here to 
deal wilh these created impacts The PF&BC's presence is: on a patrol basis only We are 
vehemently opposed to this access area This is already a high volume boat traffic area lncreaiied 
boat traffic caused by this facility, in this area will add to the congestion and further reduce the 
safety fa.cl.or Judging from it•s use, Lake Augusta seems to have plenty of aa::ess Due to it's 
remote location, me access area wiU be a source of undesirable activity This is historically a 
problem in park areas of this nature You are placing this. so called, mitigation amid summer 
residential properties, whl1;h will increase the impacts to us while, ostensibly mitigating the 
bridge placement to lhc PF&BC Firsl should be lhe consideration of 1he pe<>plc residing adjacent 
to the project It is ironic tbat this compensatory mitigation to the PF&BC will inflict additional 

:: c ~ Aer· Au.5sel I H. Fc..lrc.'11 j,,[ 
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7. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Response to Petition Opposed to RC-5 
and Boat Access 

The opposition of those signing the enclosed petition 
to RCS is noted. 

All alternatives studied in Section 2 cross the West 
Branch of the Susquehanna River in an area of the 
river that is influenced by the inflation of the Fabridam 
to create Lake Augusta. Both RCS (the southernmost 
crossing) and RC6 (the northernmost crossing) re­
quire the placement of piers in a part of the West Branch 
of the Susquehanna River used for recreation. The 
preference of those signing the petition for RC6 is noted. 
We refute your statement that the RCS crossing is in 
the "heart" of Lake Augusta. The PA Fish and Boat 
Commission (PFBC) views the RCS area as a rela­
tively slow area due to its restricted width (due to the 
island) and the steadily decreasing water depth pro­
ceeding northward from this location. The PFBC 
views the "heart" of Lake Augusta as the area south 
from the RCS crossing where the water depth and rec­
reational boating traffic increase. 

The RCS alignment does not directly impact the 
Winfield River Edge Campsites. The river crossing 
will be visible from the Winfield River Edge Campsites 
boat launch; however, no Campsites property will be 
required for the river crossing. RCS does impact the 
northern fringe of a summer residential area located 
along the river. All persons displaced will be eligible 
for relocation assistance. The Federal Uniform Relo­
cation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Poli­
cies Act and the PA Eminent Domain Code will apply. 
We acknowledge that replacement property abutting 
the river may not be readily available. 
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Petition Opposed to RC-5 and Boat Access 

PennDOT 
District :1-0 
Attn Mr Leot\ Liggin 
POBox218 
MonlOursvillc, Pa 17754-0218 

March 20,2001 

We. the undersigned residents~ property owners and affected parties, wish to submit the 
foUov.ing tc.1timony <:Onceming. lhc CSVTP Specifically the bridge crossing of lhe Susquehanna 
River at Winfield, Pa, Union Twp, Union Co 

We are- first and foremost opposed to the crossing at this location and would 
prefer the RC-6 alternative RC-.5 alignment transverses the heart of lhe Lake Augusta 
recreational area This is a very highly trafficked area of the waterway as alluded to in Vo) l, 
Sect IV, page IV 208 The crossing should be further North away from the high use area Also, 
the Wcslem shore site is located in an irreplaceable summer residential area Development of river 
frontage in this manner is no longer allowed and these properties have been "grandfathered" to 
allow them to remain The los5 of the use of this property e-annot be mitigated Al.so, it will 
impact the Winfield River Edge CampsiCes, as it will cross diagonally in front of the campsites. 
impacting the frontage area The RC-6 alignment being in a vacant field, wm not impact 
irreplaceable properties and is in an area of less watercraft usage However, as the .. Dept " has 
brought forward RC-5 as their preferred alternative we would like to addrus issues concerning the 
RC-5 alignment 

Conccmiag the RC-5 Bridge we have the following comments We are opposed to the 
placement of piers in the traveled waterway ru previo1.1sly stated this is the most traveled area on 
Lake Augusta This fact is derived from our time and experience in this area for the past 30 years 
The installation of six piers {3 per bridge) on either side of the crossing island will be a hazanl to 
boat navigation Ref Vol I Sect IV 11 b(IV-265) This most a5'uredly wiU result in accidents, 
injuries, and probably fatalities Th.is design has, inherent safety violations by placing obstructions 
in the waterway at this location The bridge can and should be specifically designed to eliminate 
piers from the traveled waterway Remember thls is essentially within the confines of a State 
Park recreational area formed by the Fabridam to create Lake Auguste Another concern with 
piers is their impact on ice flow They will exacerbate the ice-jamming problem, which is severe 
enough due to the proximal islands to the North if the bridge is IO be at lhis location we implore 
the use of good design to- mitigate these impacts. ID the crossing and upstream areas 

Also at issue is the compensatory mitigation to the Pennsylvania Fish and Boat 
Commission This consists of a proposed public access facility in the area of the bridge~s western 
shore This is stated in Vol l, Sect F 3 C iii(page IV-214) Having understood mitigation by 
compensation we realize the PF&BC requested this. as compensatory mitigation for the bridge pier 
placement Yo'J may be compensating the PF&BC (who have no srake in this) but you are 
amplifying the impacts of this project to the local resident.9 and landowners We will be here to 
deal with these created impacts The PF&BC's presence is on a patrol basis only We arc 
vehemcntJy opposed to this access area This is already a high volume boat traffic area Increased 
boar traffic caused by this facility, in this area will add to the congestion and funher reduce the 
safety factor Judging fmm it's use, Lake Aug1.1sta seems to have plenty of access Due to it's. 
remou:: location, the access area will be a source of undesirable activity This is. hiuorically a 
problem in park areas of this nature You are placing this. so called, mitigation amid summer 
re.5identi111 properties, which wilJ increase the impacts to us while, ostensibly mitigating the 
bridge placement IO the PF&BC Fint should be the consideration of the pwplc residing adjacent 
to the project It is ironic thal this compensatory mili.gation to the PF&.BC will 1nflict additional 
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Response to Petition Opposed to RC-5 
and Boat Access 

The RC6 alternative does not affect any residential 
properties directly adjacent to the river; however, RC6 
does impact multiple commercial properties located 
in Union Township, Union County, along U.S. Route 
1S. 

All alternatives studied in Section 2 require the place­
ment of piers in the waterway. As a result of the po­
tential for adverse impact to this important waterway, 
coordination with the PFBC was initiated early in the 
preliminary planning efforts, and continues. The PFBC 
understands that complete avoidance of impact to the 
physical, biological, chemical, and social features of 
the river is not possible. The PFBC indicated in their 
Draft EIS comment letter dated March 21, 2001 that 
they do not have any objection to the Recommended 
Preferred Alternative. 

The RCS crossing area is not the "most traveled area 
on Lake Augusta." The PA Fish and Boat Commis­
sion (PFBC) views the RCS area as a relatively slow 
area, due to its restricted width (due to the island) 
and the steadily decreasing water depth proceeding 
north from this location. The PFBC also indicated 
that it may consider a "no-wake zone" in the area of 
new bridge. The designation of this zone should help 
to reduce conflicts between those navigating the river 
and the bridge piers. Additionally, efforts will be made 
to minimize the number of bridge piers in the water­
way during Final Design. 

The impact of the pier locations on ice flow will be 
considered during Final Design. 
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Petition Opposed to RC-5 and Boat Access 

PennDOT 
District 3-0 
Attn Mr Leon Llggitt 
POBox.218 
Montoursville, Pa 17754-0218 

March 20,2001 

We~ the undersigned residents, property owners and affected parties. wish to submit the 
following testimony concerning the CSVTP Specifically the bridge crossing of the Susquehanna 
River at Winfield, Pa., Union Twp, Union Co 

We are first and foremost opposed to the: ems.sing at this location and would 
prefer the RC-6 alternative RC~S alignment transverses the heart of the Lake Augusta 
recreational area This is a very highly trafficked area of the waterway as alh.J.ded to in Vol I, 
Sect IV, page JV 208 The crossing should be further North away from the high use area Also, 
the Western shore site is located in an irreplaceable summer 1esidentia; area Development of river 
frontage in this manner is no longer allowed and these properties. have been .. grandfathered'? to 
allow them lo remain The loss of the use of this. propen.y cannot be mitigated Also, it will 
impact the Winfield River Edge Campsites, as it will cross diagonally in front of the campsites, 
imp.acting the frontage area The RC-6 alignment being in a vacant field, wHl not impact 
frrcp1aceable properties and is in an area of less watercraft usage: However, as the .. Dept .. has 
brought forward RC-S as lhciT preferred alternative we would like to address issues concccning the 
RC-5 alignment 

Concerning the RC-5 Bridge we have the following comments We are opposed to the 
pla.temcnt of piers in the traveled waterway As previously stated this is the most traveled area on 
Lake Augusta This fact is derived from our time and e1.periencc in this area for the past 30 years 
The installation of six piers (3 per bridge} on eimer side of the crossing island will be a haurd to 
boat navigation Ref Vol I Sect IV I I b(IV-265) This most assuredly will result in accident<, 
injuries, and probably fatalities This design hu inherent safety violations by placing obstructions 
in the waterway at this location The bridge can and should be spocifically designed to eliminate 
piers from the traveled waterway Remember this is essentially wjthin the confines of a State 
Parle recreational area formed by the Fabridam lo creak: L9.ke Augusta Another concern with 
piers. is their impact on ice flow They will exacerbate the ice-jamming problem, which is severe 
enough due to the proximal islands to the North 1f the bridge is to be at this location we implore 
the use of iood design to mitigate tbese impacbi: to the- crossing and up&b'cam. areas 

Also at issue is the compensatory mitigation to the Pennsylvania. Fish and Boat 
Commission This consists of a proposed public access facility in the area of the bridge's western 
shore This is stated in Vol 1. Sect F 3 C iii(page lV-214) Having understood mitigation by 
compensation we realize the PF&BC requested this as compensatory mitigation for the bridge pier 
placement You may he compens.ating the PF&BC (who have no stake in this) but you arc 
amplifying the impacts of this project to the loca1 residents and landowners We will be here to 
deal with these created impacts The PF&BC's presence is on a patrol basis only We are 
vehemently opposed to this access area This is already a high volume boat traffic area Increased 
boat 1raffic caused by this facility, in this area will add co the congestion and further reduce the 
safety factor Judging from it•s use. Lake Augusta seems to ha.ve plenty of access Due to it's 
remote location, the access area will be a source of undesirable activity This is historically a 
problem in park areas of thi.s nature You are placing Uris. so czlled, mitigation amid summer 
residenrial properties, which wiU increase tile impact& to us while, ostensibly mitigating the 
bridge placement to lhe PF&BC First should be the coosid<ration of 1he people residing adjacent 
to the ptoje.ct It is ironic that this compensatory mitigation to the PF&BC will inflict additional 
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Response to Petition Opposed to RC-5 
and Boat Access 

The FHWA and PENNDOT are required to coordi­
nate with the PFBC for projects that have the poten­
tial to impact surface water resources. The PFBC 
suggested the addition of public boat access area on 
the west side of the West Branch of the Susquehanna 
River in response to frequent comments that the 
Shikellamy boat access area is overly congested at 
peak times of the season. Additionally, the boat launch 
was suggested by the PFBC as an access on the 
west side of the West Branch of the Susquehanna 
River since there is no public boat access to the river 
in all of Union County, not just the Winfield area. The 
PFBC is interested in providing fishing and boating 
opportunities to the public at large and believes that 
this project provides an opportunity to do so. The 
PFBC has noted that the value of a public boat ac­
cess at this site lies in its location between the more 
frequently used (i.e. congested) recreational boating 
areas (southward) and the area less frequently used 
for recreational boating, yet commonly used for fish­
ing (northward). Your opposition to the boat launch in 
the RCS location is noted. 

Correspondence with the PFBC indicated that it has 
many remote access areas, and issues related to 
them are minimal. 

The use of all PFBC access areas is dedicated to 
fishing and boating. The PFBC would regulate the 
use of the boat launch area and enforce the proper 
use of the facility. Enforcement officers patrol day 
and night and respond to calls regarding disturbances 
at their facilities. The PFBC would also coordinate 
back-up for calls at these locations with the local po­
lice if necessary. Citations are issued to those who 
fail to follow the rules at PFBC facilities. 
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Petition Opposed to RC-5 and Boat Access 

undesirable impacts and amplify existing impacts to the residents and Lake usen The CSVTP is 
a needed project and many people will make sacrifices This access area is a totally unnecessary 
part of the project that will further impact those already sacrificing When it comes to property 
use and oWDership on Llilke_Augusta the.PP&BC is a non-entity who does not need to be 
compensated The impacts of this mitigation~• will be more severe than the project it.self 

One final thought as to the placement of the ac1:csS: area The proposed access is several 
hundred yards off township roads among pri'l'afe lands It is not readily accessible by the public 
Additional impact will be increased vehicular traffic on township and private roads lf this access 
area is a must there are other locations to the North more accessible, more public, and in a less 
traveled area of the lake Mitigation of the impacts of this bridge W"Ould be to minimire its impact 
by a design using no piers in the waterway 

Tb:ank you for hearing our concerns We trust they will be sincerely considered This is 
not pleasant for any of us Please do not create more problems than nec~s.ary 
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Response to Petition Opposed to RC-5 
and Boat Access 

Your opinion about the impacts of the proposed boat 
launch is noted. 

The location of the proposed boat launch is within 
minutes of Route 1S. Differences in accessibility be­
tween the proposed boat launch and other locations 
to the North are negligible. 

Access to the proposed public boat access area will 
be developed in detail during Final Design. Also dur­
ing Final Design, efforts will be made to minimize the 
number of bridge piers in the waterway. Coordination 
with the township will take place with respect to im­
proving township roads that provide access to the 
site. 

PENNDOT has coordinated with public officials and 
the Pennsylvania Fish & Boat Commission (PFBC) 
on the location of a public boat ramp along the West 
Branch of the Susquehanna River. The ramp will pro­
vide river access for boating and/or fishing uses. The 
River Crossing No. S (RCS) location and other sites 
were investigated for potential ramp use. Based on 
preliminary evaluations, PFBC believes that RCS is 
the optimal location because it provides greater boater 
safety due to fewer boating restrictions, such as low 
water and submerged rocks. 
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Petition Opposed to RC-5 and Boat Access 

3-19-2001 9•57AM FROM CSOR DESIGN INC 540 586 6275 
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Petition Opposed to RC-5 and Boat Access 

One ri nal lhoughr as '° ~ pl2cen-w::nt ur lbe IL"t.·cu .1.f~~ J he Pf\l'p;~;J !iC(. ~ hi ,,:c.vi:r.aJ 
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!hank ye>u ior hurin~ '"1trnnc-ems We 1rus1 they will ~sincerely comldored lhl• i• 
not plellUOl for •n)· ur... l'kO•C dn nnl CfC-"lC 111t1re l'fOOfen:J dtan llOCCSsary 
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Form Letter Supporting Public Boat Access 
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James A. Kendter, District Engineer 
Engineering District 3-0 
Department of Transportation 
P. 0. Box 218 
715 Jordan Avenue 
Montoursville, PA 17754-0218 

Dear Mr. Kendter, 

Lil 

I understand during construction of the Central Susquehanna Valley 
Transportation Project PENN DOT has offered to donate a boating access 
area on the West Branch of the Susquehanna River to the Pennsylvania Fish 
& Boat Commission. This access area would be located directly under and 
north of the bridge. 

Currently, there is no public access on the Winfield side of the river to the 
Lake Augusta pool. The proposal by PENN DOT to add this access to the 
construction project would greatly benefit the citizens of the Susquehanna 
Valley as well as reduce high volume recreational traffic at the Shikellamy 
boat ramp.· 

Therefore, I am offering my support and encourage PENN DOT to include 
this access area as part of the Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation 
Project. 

Sincerely, ,/~~ 

(·' wJ{~ 
··'----/ ~ 
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~~ ~~· 
~,;;....- :.!~ 
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1. 

Response to Form Letter Supporting 
Public Boat Access 

Hook, D. 

1. Your support of a public boat access area on the west 
side of the West Branch of the Susquehanna River is 
noted. 
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Form Letter Supporting Public Boat Access 

J arnes A. Kendter, District Engineer 
Engineering District 3-0 
Department of Transportation 
P.0.Box2l8 
715 Jordan Avenue 
Montoursville, PA 17754-021 g 

Dear Mr. Kendter, 

I understand during construction of the Central Susquehanna Valley 
Transportation Project PENN DOT has offered to donate a boating access 
area on the West Branch of the Susquehanna River to the Pennsylvania Fish 
& Boat Commission. This access area would be located directly under and 
north of the bridge. 

Currently, there is no public access on the Winfield side of the river to the 
Lake Augusta pool. 'The proposal by PENN DOT to add this access to the 
construction project would greatly benefit the citizens of the Susquehanna 
Valley as well as reduce high volume recreational traffic at the Shikellamy 
boat ramp. 

Therefore, I am offering my support and encourage PENN DOT to include 
this access area as part of the Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation 
Project. 

Sincerely, 

6i'~~ 
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Duttry, R. 

Response to Form Letter Supporting 
Public Boat Access 

1. Your support of a public boat access area on the west 
side of the West Branch of the Susquehanna River is 
noted. 
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Form Letter Supporting Public Boat Access 
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Jam es A. Kendter, District Engineer 
Engineering District 3-0 
Department of Transportation 

.. ; .. !-~ 

j~~,;~ 
P. 0. Box218 
715 Jordan Avenue 
Montoursville, PA 17754-0218 

Dear Mr. Kendter, 

I understand during construction of the Central Susquehanna Valley 
Transportation Project PENN DOT has offered to donate a boating access 
area on the West Branch of the Susquehanna River to the Pennsylvania Fish 
& Boat Commission. TI1is access area would be located directly under and 
north of the bridge. 

Currently, there is no public access on the Winfield side of the river to the 
Lake Augusta pool. The proposal by PENN DOT to add this access to the 
construction project would greatly benefit the citizens of the Susquehanna 
Valley as well as reduce high volume recreational traffic at the Shikellamy 
boat ramp. 

Therefore, I am offering my support and encourage PENN DOT to include 
this access area as part of the Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation 
Project. 

Sincerely, 
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1. 

Response to Form Letter Supporting 
Public Boat Access 

Schnerr, G., Ill 

1. Your support of a public boat access area on the west 
side of the West Branch of the Susquehanna River is 
noted. 
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Form Letter Supporting Public Boat Access 

James A. Kendter, District Engineer 
Engineering District 3-0 
Department of Transportation 
P. 0. Box218 
715 Jordan Avenue 
Montoursville, PA 17754-0218 

Dear Mr. Kendter, 

t·~ ,_·_;· 

I~~,~~ 
_;: ---~·-

I understand during construction of the Central Susquehanna Valley 
Transportation Project PENN DOT has offered to donate a boating access 
area on the West Branch of the Susquehanna River to the Pennsylvania Fish 
& Boat Commission. This access area would be located directly under and 
north of the bridge. 

Currently, there is no public access on the Winfield side of the river to the 
Lake Augusta pool. The proposal by PENN DOT to add this access to the 
construction project would greatly benefit the citizens of the Susquehanna 
Valley as well as reduce high volume recreational traffic at the Shikellamy 
boat ramp. 

Therefore, I am offering my support and encourage PENN DOT to include 
tlris access area as part of the Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation 
Project. 

Sincerely, :1 

---\, .... (.d! 

.' .) 
c·:· L)x.t il•-" ,;./- ~? 

:;:; .. 
~~: 
;= 

1~.J 

C> 

::__ 

~;~ -::J 
-0 
)> w 

a 

1. 

Response to Form Letter Supporting 
Public Boat Access 

Schnerr, G., Jr. 

1. Your support of a public boat access area on the west 
side of the West Branch of the Susquehanna River is 
noted. 
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Form Letter Supporting Public Boat Access 
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MIP~Al785J 

James A. Kendter, District Engineer 
Engineering District 3-0 
Department of Transportation 
P. O.Box218 
715 Jordan Avenue 
Montoursville, PA 17754-0218 

Dear Mr. Kendter, 

cc s.-~ 

t,r..r/NS1J'l 

I understand during construction of the Central Susquehanna Valley 
Transportation Project PENN DOT has offered to donate a boating access 
area on the West Branch of the Susquehanna River to the Pennsylvania fish 
& Boat Commission. This access area would be located directly under and 
north of the bridge. 

Currently, there is no public access on the Winfield side of the river to the 
Lake Augusta pool. The proposal by PENN DOT to add this access to the 
construction project would greatly benefit the citizens of the Susquehanna 
Valley as well as reduce high volume recreational traffic at the Shikellamy 
boat ramp. 

Therefore, I am offering my support and encourage PENN DOT to include 
this access area as part of the Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation 
Project. 

Sincerely, • . / , .n.. -~ __ j 
_/,/!~ c;,/Ff-£/Frf 
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Response to Form Letter Supporting 
Public Boat Access 

Mengel, M. 

1. Your support of a public boat access area on the west 
side of the West Branch of the Susquehanna River is 
noted. 
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Form Letter Supporting Public Boat Access 

·-
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James A. Kendter, District Engineer 
Engineering District 3-0 
Departmmt of Transportation 
P.0.Box218 
715 Jordan Avenue 
Montoursville, PA 17754-0218 

Dear Mr. Kendter, 

. --L'J'L C- -· I - I 

I understand during construction of the Central Susquehanna Valley 
Transportation Project PENN DOT has offered to donate a boating access 
area on the West Branch of the Susquehanna River to the Pennsylvania Fish 
& Boat Conunission. This access area would be located directly under and 
north of the bridge. 

Currently, there is no public access on the Winfield side of the river to the 
Lake Augusta pool. The proposal by PENN DOT to add this access to the 
construction project would greatly benefit the citizens of the Susquehanna 
Valley as well as reduce high volume recreational traffic at the Shikellamy 
boat ramp. 

Therefore, I am offering my support and encourage PENN DOT to include 
this access area as part of the Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation 
Project, •.. 

. · Sincerely, 

~~-QQQ__ 
\jA~·~ V. Sh"'<J.,_ 

.P.o. ()c,.. 'n' 
l'-1 .. i .. .i..,, Ja. n~·30 

1. 

Response to Form Letter Supporting 
Public Boat Access 

Shade, J. 

1. Your support of a public boat access area on the west 
side of the West Branch of the Susquehanna River is 
noted . 
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Form Letters Supporting Public Boat Access 
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James A. Kendter, District Engineer 
Engineering District 3-0 
Department of Transportation 
P. 0. Box 218 
715 Jordan A venue 
Montoursville, PA 17754-0218 

Dear Mr. Kendter, 

August 10, 2001 

I understand during construction of the Central Susquehanna Valley 
Transportation Project PENN DOT has offered to donate a boating access 
area on the West Branch of the Susquehanna River to the Pennsylvania Fish 
& Boat Commission. This access area would be located directly under and 
north of the bridge. 

Currently, there is no public access on the Winfield side of the river to the 
Lake Augusta pool. The proposal by PENN DOT to add this access to the 
construction project would greatly benefit the citizens of the Susquehanna 
Valley as well as reduce high volume recreational traffic at the Shikellamy 
boat ramp. 

Therefore, I am offering my support and encourage PENN DOT to include 
this access area as part of the Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation 
Project. 

Sincerely, 

~/-/ - -

/~z.&-1.V /~ '·,\ 
/ Charles Syk°7.-- \ 

14 Vertie Lane 
< 11 Milton, PA 17847 
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1. 

Response to Form Letter 
Supporting Public Boat Access 

Sykes, C. 

1. Your support of a public boat access area on the west 
side of the West Branch of the Susquehanna River is 
noted. 
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Additional Correspondence 
Supporting Public Boat Access 

. · ' 

725 Sunset Lane -·" 
Northumberland PA 17857-9654 ' Y " 1 o: \ b 
August 10, 200! r :\\:~ \ \; !\\"\ , 

James A Kendter 
District Engineer 
Engineering District 3-0 
Department of Transportation 
Box 2JS 
715 Jordan Avenlle 
Montoursville PA 17754-0219 

Dear Mr. Kendter: 

\ \ \ f\-· '· ,_ 
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With the impending construction of the new bridge to cross the Susquehanna River south of Winfield, I felt 
it important to offi:r feedback in support of an "acces& facility" that could accompany this project. 

As 11 sportsman who spends countless days on this magnificent fishery each year, I cannot emphasize 
strongly enough the critical part that access areas play for myself and other sportsmen -fishermen, dU<:k 
hunters and recreational boating families. 

As a taxpayer. I am more than willing to see my tax dollars put to use for such a worthy investment. The 
revenue from sportsmen that comes into an area is undoubtedly correlated to the placement of access areas. 
When I pull into an access area and see vehicles sporting license plates from countless states, r know that 
this translates. directly to Jodgin& meals, licenses. sporting supplies, gasoline and related revenues for local 
businesses. 

P1ea.se advise me iftbere are ID be open meetings specific to this topic. Should you feel that petitions 
would be beneficial in support of this cause, I would be willing to initiate such an effort. 

~~ 
A lifelong PA resident/sportsman 
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1. 

Response to Additional Correspondence 
Supporting Public Boat Access 

Martz, J. 

1. Your support of a public boat access area on the west 
side of the West Branch of the Susquehanna River is 
noted . 
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Additional Correspondence 
Supporting Public Boat Access 

James A. Kendtcr 
Engineering Disrri.cl J-0 
Department of Transportation 
POBoxll!I 
715 Jordan Ave 5'/ 
Montoursville. PA 177~--0Z l 8 

Mr. Kend1er: 

BACKWOODS BASSMASTKRS 
24SOUTBJONESSTREET 
LOCK RAVEN, PA 177>5 

NO\:ember 7. 2001 

Our organization was made aware of a pending project for PennDot to ccmstrucl a baat launch on the 
Su.squehanna River as part of the Central Susquehanna Valley Trans:ponation Project. We are in favor of an 
additional Launch ln this area. We feel that this move would alleviate some of lhe congestion al the 
ShikeUamy launch. J am not sure how many 1oumamcnts an: conducted a year in this area. but the Fish & 
Boat Commiss:ioll may want to desi.gnaie this launch as tltc primary launch for Bass townaments. 

lf you have any questions. please contact me a1 570-148-&367 or 570-893-l096. 

szir~ 
Dennis M. Capno 
Secretary 

Cc: Steven G Boughier. WCO 
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1. 

Response to Additional Correspondence, 
Supporting Public Boat Access 

Caprio, D. 

1. Your support of a public boat access area on the west 
side of the West Branch of the Susquehanna River is 
noted. 
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Additional Correspondence 
Supporting Public Boat Access 
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Response to Additional Correspondence 
Supporting Public Boat Access 

Lilley, D. 

1. Your support of a public boat access area on the west 
side of the West Branch of the Susquehanna River is 
noted. 
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Additional Correspondence 
Supporting Public Boat Access 

August 28, 200 I 
'.1\1 

\ •,•: \ \) . 

. . . . >,,.,\_{11r:.. 
James A. Kendter, DIS!rlct Eng'A'=ff.\\j\il•" . .L 
Engineering District 3-0 \.l°J'1 

Department of Transportation 
PO Box 218 
715 Jordan Avenue 
Montoursville, PA 17754-00211! 

Dear Mr. Kendter: 

We would like to express our great interest in the launch proposed at the Winfield 
bridge project. This launch would be a great asset to the boating community. Not only 
would it decrease conflicts between pleasure boaters and fisherman, it could more evenly 
distribute traffic on the very popular West Branch. 

Currently, 3 out of the 4 public launching sites on Lake Augusta are located al 
Northumberland and the Marina. This causes great congestion in the confluence area 
during peak boating times. The Chillisquaque launch located above the islands is perfect 
for car-top boats like kayaks, canoes and small jon boats and jet skis, however, for larger 
boats it can be difficult and even dangerous due to it's shallowness. A launch at Wmfield 
would provide a much needed public resource for all the users oftbe West Branch. 

Please accept this letter as signifying our support fur this project. Thank you for 
your generosity and willingness to donate a valuable public resource to the PA Fish and 
Boat Commission. 

Sincerely, 

ffVj-Y~ .. 
Jd~,O~ 
Mr. ~Mrs. Eric and Jody Picarella 
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1. 

Response to Additional Correspondence 
Supporting Public Boat Access 

Picarella, E&J 

1. Your support of a public boat access area on the West 
Branch of the Susquehanna River is noted. 
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Petition Supporting Public Boat Access 
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1. 

Response to Petition 
Supporting Public Boat Access 

Maurer, K. 

1. Your petition supporting a public boat access area on 
the West Branch of the Susquehanna River is ac­
knowledged. 
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Petition Supporting Public Boat Access 

'<.-" c b ',f·lt ·'I 

Petition Letter For Boat Ram 
We lhe undersigned are in favor of the new proposed boat romp on 1he west brar.ch of the river, Near 
the Winfield campgrounds . " . . . ... 
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1. 

I. 1. 

Response to Petition 
Supporting Public Boat Access 

The support of those signing the enclosed petition for 
a public boat ramp on the West Branch of the Sus­
quehanna River is acknowledged. 
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Petition Supporting Public Boat Access 

Rf.L..'O 'i'~H. c;·; 

'9!,1 · PeJltion L_ej_ter Fo_r:_B_qgt Ramp 
We the under~igned are in favor of the new proposed boat ramp on the west branch of the liver. 
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Response to Petition 
Supporting Public Boat Access 

1. The support of those signing the enclosed petition for 
a public boat ramp on the West Branch of the Sus­
quehanna River is acknowledged. 
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Petition Supporting Public Boat Access 
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Petition Letter for Boat Ram 
We ttie undersigned are in favor of tile new proposed boai romp on 1he west branch of the ri..,er. Nem 
the Winfield campgrounds. 
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1. 

Response to Petition 
Supporting Public Boat Access 

The support of those signing the enclosed petition for 
a public boat ramp on the West Branch of the Sus­
quehanna River is acknowledged. 
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Form Letter - County Line Road 

To: Fede.,.! Blsll..,ay Adminidnlioa Notice "x" on map 
Ann James Chea!lwn, Division Admini!lrator 

From: J\Hid .. 11 or Ille Immediate WinRold community, especially those ~Wig along Park Rd South of County 
Line Rd to !he buaiiws strip at 11 & IS, and those alone County Linc Rd Wes! of Parl< Rd to Rt 304 toward New 
Berlin 

l We don't want the curnnt land dltturb more than necessary! 

2 It should cost less to use the emtlnc County Line lld connection to P1rk lld 

3 The proposed new County line Rd, Connector between Rt 15 and Park Rd -

A Woold meouraee driven to use Park lld (which It 9lready over traveled and has 
many dan1enus hilb and sharp cunes) u an alternative 1hort tut to the malls and bmlneu strip 
of Sdiascrove 1rea. 

B Would avoid bria11:ine more traffic and noise doaer to raldeats of Parklld. aouth of 
County Line Rd 

C. Would require a m1;or expansion to handle more tramc and higher 1pccds on Park Rd 
and 1dja1tODt roads 

D Would further compllCllte tbe blab speeds and volume traftlc on Cowtty Line Rd west 
of Park Rd to RI. 304, which rwu riebt throup • 1rowinl hone and bum community and 
1ehooL TIUI dincdon ( twbly and hilly) It abme by traveler who~ conneclin1 1t 304 In 
Wlnfteld 1t Rt.15 which;. a much safer ro1d ror main traftlc t{lllewlkrtin and Mlftlinburc 

Therefore, for the above reoons, pleaae uae your eneinecrinc skills to..lisu.Jll! cvutpt Coygty Lloe 

Rd. '7~rtoZ~Lf?iTA::~ llespecttunySubndUed, 

Aclress If'' I 4_.. //01 Wwrt•·J.J , PA 11U1Datc J/u/n 
A:ad <2411 

I 1. 
I 2. 

3. 

I 4 

I 5. 

Response to Form Letter - County Line Road 

Auman,G. 

1. Your position is noted and your concern to minimize 
disturbance to land is noted. 

2. 

3. 

It may cost less to use existing County Line Road; 
however, the main lines of all CSVT alternatives stud­
ied in Section 2 cross County Line Road. Access on 
County Line Road needed to be maintained from one 
side of the main line to the other. The decision was 
made to keep the at-grade intersection between U.S. 
Route 15 and County Line Road at its existing loca­
tion. Given the terrain in the area, it was also decided 
to relocate County Line Road approximately 200 feet 
to the south and have it cross over the main line on a 
structure rather than have it cross over the main line 
in its present location. This minor relocation of County 
Line Road provides for the optimal crossing of the 
main line since the bridge is shorter than it would be if 
County Line Road remained in its current location. 
Additionally, this minor relocation of County Line Road 
provides better horizontal alignment than what pres­
ently exists on County Line Road. This minor reloca­
tion extends for approximately 600 feet, running east 
and west before intersecting with Park Road in ex­
actly the same location as the existing intersection 
between County Line Road and Park Road. 

We disagree that the minor realignment of County 
Line Road will encourage drivers to use Park Road 
as an alternate. In fact, by removing the congestion 
on existing U.S. Routes 11 and 15, the CSVT project 
should actually reduce traffic on Park Road since traffic 
will no longer be looking to avoid traveling on U.S. 
Route 15 by using alternate routes, like Park Road. 
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Form Letter - County Line Road 

To: Fed•rnl Ri&b•ay Admllllstntion Notice "x" on map 
Attn James ChWham, DiYiJion Administrator 

Frum: Jtesideatl or tlte Immediate Winfldd co-unllJ, especillly tho"" living along Parli: 11.d South of County 
Line Rd 10 the business strip u 11 & JS, and those alone County Line Rd West of Park Rd to 11.t 304 toward New 
Berlin 

I We don't want die CIU'ftnt land dlalurb IDOre lhan necessary! 

2 It should cost lesa 18 use die nbtlftl County Line Rd connection to Plll'k Rd 

3 The proposed new Counly Une Rd. Conneetor between Rt Ill and Park Rd -

A Would eneoun1e driven to use Park Rd ( which II Uready over frlveled and has 
many dangerous bl1la and aharp curves) as an alternative short cut to lbe 1D&lb and buslnaia 1trip 
of Sel.im11:rove •reL 

B Would .void brinll:inl more traffic and noise doscr to residents of Park Rd. IOllth of 
County Ltne R.d 

C. Would require a 1Dajor expa111lon to handle more trafftc 1111d higher speed• on Park Rd 
ud adjacent roads 

D Would further complicate the bJ&h 1peed1 ud volume traftlc on County Line Rd wf!lt 
or Park Rd to llt. 304, which rum rlcht lhroup a 1rowin& hone 1111d bUUY eolllllHlllily 1111d 
1ebool Thia dined.on ( twisly and hWy) II abtue by traveler who !l.l!!!I.. connedinR at 304 In 
Winlleld at Rt.Ill which ;,, a 1Duch safer road for main cramc ti!("11tCWBertin and Mlfllinbufl 

Therefore, for the above ruaom. please use your en&ineeria& skilb to..liuRJl!l eurnnt Cougty Lipe 

Rd. co::rto~Lf?i7Z~ Jlf!lpectfully Submitted, . 

Adress !fl 1 A.« 119 Wwf'·tJ .PA 11tJ1D&m 4ful,,, 
I ' • 

~hc:I Glk!J 

I 1. 
I 2. 

3. 

I 4. 

I 5. 

Response to Form Letter - County Line Road 

Auman,G. 

3. (cont.) 

4. 

5. 

County Line Road will continue to be connected to 
existing U.S. 15 as an at-grade intersection. Addi­
tionally, the intersection of Park Road and County Line 
Road will remain unchanged. No connection between 
the new CSVT Roadway and County Line Road will 
be provided. The roadway classifications that cur­
rently exist will remain the same. 

The anticipated reduction in traffic using County Line 
Road and Park Road as alternate routes to traveling 
on U.S. Route 15 should actually make these town­
ship roads safer for horse and buggy traffic. 

County Line Road will not be expanded. Nor will an 
interchange between County Line Road and the new 
CSVT Roadway be provided. County Line Road is 
being re-aligned to allow for construction of the main 
line alternatives. The intersection between U.S. Route 
15 and County Line Road will remain an at-grade in­
tersection in the same location. The intersection be­
tween County Line Road and Park Road will remain 
unchanged. The re-alignment of County Line Road 
will not act as an incentive for additional vehicles to 
traverse Park Road. In fact, the anticipated reduction 
in traffic on the existing system associated with the 
CSVT roadway should encourage traffic to use the 
existing system rather than alternate routes. 
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Form Letter - County Line Road 

To: F~eral Jliabway Adminiltrstlon rNbtice ''x" on map 
Attn James Cbe&tbam, Divisio11 Administrator 

From: Jtaideau ortbe lmm~blte Wlnlldd •ommuulty, especilllly tho.., living along Park Rd South of County 
Line Rd to the business strip at 11 &: IS, and those alone CDllllty Une Rd West of Park ltd to Rt 304 Iowan! New 
Berlin 

We doll't want the CUlftllt lAnd disturb more tball llecessary!, 

l It should cost Jess to use the e:dstlnc County Linc Rd coDDKtion to Park Rd 

3 The; propooed new County lille Rd Connector betwe;en Rt.15 and Plll'k Rd -

A Would encourace driven to use Park Rd (which II already over traveled and has I 1 
mmy daneerous 1lills and sharp curves) a1 an alternative abort tut to the malll 1111d lnuinesa ttrip · 
of Sellns&rove area. 

B Would llVOid brinaJnc more traffic and noise closer to resldcab of Park Rd IDUth of 
County Line Rd. 

C Would require 1 m•jor ei:plllioll to handle more traffic and lllcher tpeedJ on Puk Rd. 
ud •djacent ro•ds. 

D Would farther complicate lhe hi&h 1peeda and volume tr•ftlc on County Line Rd. west 
of Park Rd to Rt 304, which rum ri&ht throup a ~C bone and bunr community md 
llChooL Thia direction ( twlaty and hilly) Is •buse by trattler who ~ connccliuc •t 304 bl 
Winfield •t Rt.15. which Is • much safer road for mahl tnftic t~Rewlierlin and Mlmhlburi 

Theref1>re, for the •hove nuons, please; uoe your enaJneerillc 1killl to~ cumpt Coyntv Line M-=&-BA.g:fi; ·-- . 
Adrcss f?.D lli.jlG; J>CI);,, &/ Date 3 /3 /a I 
.,{hd J().,,,k. IZ.io..cl.. I 

Response to Form Letter - County Line Road 

Cooper, J. 

1. See response to Form Letter on pages 466-467. 
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Form Letter - County Line Road 

To! l"edend Highway AdmlnU-W.a 
4'1n Sames Cbeatbam, Divisl<in Administmor 

Nonce -x on map 
J/;fi<Ir 

l"rnm:: 1t .. ldenlo of the Immediate Winn.id communiay especillly !ho,. living along Park Rd South of County 
Line lld to the btainess llrip at 11 &: U, and 1bose alone County Uno Rd West of Park lld IO lit 304 toward New 

Bertin ~ ~i 
We don't want the cunent land dlatmb more than necessary! \J ;V:. \II) ~?. ~ \ 

2 It shGuld coat less to use lhe mlln: County Line Rd coanectlon to Puk lld. {Vt 1,, ~ \ 7 e'f- ..1' 
3 The proposed new County line Rd CoDJ1ector between Rt.15 IJld Par!& Rd. - '/( 

A.. Would oncoW111e driven to use Puk Rd.( which is .tready over traveled IJld bas 
mlJly d""eerous hilb IJld oharp curves) 111ana11e ..... dve1bortcut lo the m.U. IJld bmlaeu strip 
or Selinserove ara. 

B. Would avoid brillllne more trafftc and noise d0>er to raldenll er Park lld. soutll or 
Conly Line Rd 

C. Would require a m&!or upanslon ro handle more traffic ud llJ&b•r apectb on Park Rd. 
and adjacent roadt. 

D Would furtber eompllale the blsb 1peed1 ud volume traftlc on County Line Rd. west 
of Park Rd. lo Rt. llM, wbida l'1llll riebt lhro111h a 1rowlq horse and bu.ur community and 
ocbool Tbll dlnctloo (twisty and hilly) la abUH by traveler wh~~ ~eelln1 al 304 hi 
Wllllleld at Rt.15. which ii a mudl safer road for main traftK to;-icw nenm IJld Mlftllllbure 

·cl 

Response to Form Letter - County Line Road 

Herman, M. 

1. See response to Form Letter on pages 466-467. 
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Form Letter - County Line Road 

---- _ _[_ 1 
To: Federal Highway Administration l ,..,ttce "x" on map 
Attn Jamos Cheatham, Division Administratt 

From: Res-idents o£the immediate Winlicld commun.ily especially those living along Park Rd South of County 
Line Rd to the business suip at l l & JS and those alone County Line Rd West of Park Rd to Rt J04 toward New 
Berlin 

We don't want the current land disturb more th1:111 ncce»ary! 

2 It should cost less to use: the exh1tine C..ounty line ltd connution to PHrk Rd 

3 The proposed new Counly line Rd Connector berween Rt IS and Park Rd -

A Would encourage drivers to use Park Rd ( wtiich ls already over traveled and has 
many dangerous hilb and sharp curves) as an allemative short cut ro the malb and business strip 
or Selinsgrove area 

B Would avoid bringing more traffic and noise closer to residents or Park Rd south of 
County line Rd 

C Would require a major expansion to handle more traffic and higher spee<ls on Park Rd 
and adjacent roads 

D Would furlher complicate the hleh speeds and volume traffic on County Line Rd west 
or Park Rd to Rt 304, which runs right tbrouch a a:rowins horse and bua:u community and 
1ehool Thia direclion ( !witty •nd hilly) it abuse by traveler who a~-conneclinc at 304 in 
Winfield at Rt IS which b a much s.ofer road for main traffic l~NeWDerlin and Mifflinburg 

Therefore, for lhe above reasons, please use your enclneerlng skills to~ current Countv Linc 
Rd. sogncdor 19 Park Rd •• not the prooosed exnansion. Respoctfully Submitted, 

Name "},~· lf1. ~'f:M , 
Adress I IALLJJ f/l 17NZ Date j/7/,,/ 
P•4d Cau,,t< L. c R.J .,.,..,/ ¢( FacK tel 

I 

Response to Form Letter - County Line Road 

Keiper, N. 

1. See response to Form Letter on pages 466-467. 
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Form Letter - County Line Road 

ru1rrr JIUTICS \...neamam LnVISton Adm1m:nramr 'f''t/ffl 
From: Ruidentl ori:be-immed:IAte Winfield community especially those living along Park Rd Slluth of County 
line Rd t'° the business 1trip at J l & ) 5 and those- almM:!; Cnumy Line- Rd West of' Park Rd lo R.t 104 1ow.ard New ~ 

~ - / ~ \µ·~\.-~ 't''17 fl~ 
~~;\ it-'f'J't' 

e4Y 

We don't want tht: current land disturb more tbalt neceHIH}'! 

2 It should cost less to use the exfstin1 County L.ine Rd connectioQ to Park Rd 

The pro1,01ed new County line Rd Connector between Rt 15 and Park Rd • 

A Would encounice driven to u5e Park Rd (which is already over rrsveled and ha1 
many daoeerow hills and sharp cunieJ) as jlft 11hernarive short cut (o the malls and busineH strip 
of Selins2ro\lc an:• 

B Would avoid brlnelne more traffl< and noise <loser lo ruidenh of Park Rd south or 
County Llne Rd 

C Would require a m11jor expansion to handtc more traffk and hi&her speeds oo Park Rd 
.and 11djacenr ro11ds 

D Woutd rurther- cDmpllc:atc the hlch speeds •nd volume ttaffic on C.ounty Lint: Rd wut 
or Park Rd to Rt 304. which run1 right rbrouc:h a &rowing horn and bu11Y cDmmunlty .and 
school Thu direction ( twisly and hilly) Is abuu by l•••eler who ·~-conneclin1 at 304 in 
Winfield at Rt 15 whicb is a much safer road (or main traffic t~rQ°ewllerlin and Mifflinburg 

1 hererore, for the Y.bove reasons. please use your en~ineerinc 1killl io~ curnnl Lnunty Line 
Rd, connector lo PRrk Rd .. not the pronosed un11n1lon. Respectfully Su.bmined~ 

-~'!'fl~ Adres~ =Ii &;il!G ;f cla!c 1#0,S-/7.-01 
R. :.d (< &<~ l~ ft.h +u. . 

I 
I 

' 

------1 

Response to Form Letter - County Line Road 

Martino, D. 

1. See response to Form Letter on pages 466-467. 
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Form Letter - County Line Road 

To: F•d•ral Highway Adminislration Notice 'x ' on map 
Ann James Cheatham Divi•ion Administrator 

' 
From! Residmts of !be Immediate Winfield communily especially those living along Pll'k Rd Souih of Coumy 
line Rd to the busine!S slrip at 11 & 15 and those alone Coumy l inc Rd Wes I of Pork Rd to Rt 104 toward New 
Borlin 

We don t w11nl the currenl land llislurb more lhlln ne<es•ary! 

le should cost less to u•e the existing County line Rd connection lo Park Rd 

3 The proposed new County line Rd Connector between RI 15 and Park Rd 

A Would encourage drivers lo use Park Rd (which is already over !raveled and has 
many dangerous hilb and sharp cur"Yes) as an alternative short cut to the malls and business srrip 
of Selinsgrove area 

B Would avoid bringing more lraffit and nuise tloser to residents of Park Rd south of I 1 
County Line Rd · 

(. Would require a major expansion to handle more traffic and hir;her spced1 on Park Rd 

andG.d acent roads 

D Would further complicare the high speeds and volume traffic on Counry Line Rd wes1 
of Pa d to Rt 304, which runs right through a growing horse and buggy community and 
school This direction ( twisty and hilly) is abwc by lraveler who ~ conneding at 304 in 
Winfield at Rt 15 which is a much safer road for main h'affic ~~e'Wller\in and Miminburr; 

Therefore for the above reasons please use your enginterin1 skill• to kMn the current Coun 
Rd. connector to Park Rd,, not lhe nroposcd Ul'.Hl!sion. Rcspedfully Submirted 

Name 'B,iF I~~.__~ , 
Adress(.2qx Ct ~:4}/t[ Date ~ Jbj,,, f 
~;id C..w.~ ki", eus-4-r&-- f,,_,,,k_ tf.l. ~ 

--~ 

l 
L 

Response to Form Letter - County Line Road 

Peachey, W. 

1. See response to Form Letter on pages 466-467. 
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Form Letter - County Line Road 

To: Fedenl J!i&hw1y Adminlstntlon Notice "x" on map 
Attn James Cbeallwn, Divillion Adminiarator 

From: Res Iden II of lbe Immediate Winfield community, especially those living along Park Rd South of County 
Line Rd to the business strip at 11 & 15, and those alone CoWlly Line Rd West of Pail< Rd to R1 304 toward New 
Berlin 

We don't want the current land disturb more than necaucyl 

2 It should cott less to use die aistln& County Line Rd connection to Park Rd 

3 Tbe proposed new County Une Rd Connector between Rt 15 1111d Park Rd -

A Would eacourqe driven to use Park Rd (which is already over traveled and has 
many dancerous hills IUld sharp curves) as an alternative abort cut to the malb and business strip 
or Sdlnavave area. I 1 . 

B Would avoid brini:inc more traft"st and noise doaer to residena of Park Rd. south of 
County Line Rd 

C. Would require a major e:a:pamion to handle more tnftic 1111d hicher speech on Park Rd 
and adjacent road1 

D Woald further complkate the bl&h lpeetb and volume traffic on County I.Jnio Rd wcat 
of Park Rd to Rt 304, which rum rf&ht tbronp a erowin& hone and bUUY community and 
1ebool Tbis dlncdon ( twisty and billy) Is abuse by traveler who ~.!!?!! COllllectin& at 304 In 
Winfield at Rt.15 which ii a much safer road for main traffic ~NCWBerlln and Miffttnburc 

Therefore, for lhe above reuona, plean use your encineerin& 1kill& to..Mm.k cwnnt Coun!V I.ii!! 
Rd. connector to Park Rd .. pot lhe propo1e!I P,pamion. Respectfully Submitted, 

Name fu1:1c: Rlww , , 
Adress RU. &o /fa-/ s.-/; .. !1 .... c PA 1787# Date 37~7 01 
Aad fAt!.I< R...J ~ 1 

Response to Form Letter - County Line Road 

Rhoads, G. 

1. See response to Form Letter on pages 466-467. 
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Form Letter - County Line Road 

t(; ,,, .tt&; I ct ~11~-, ~~~'4Mlb<-
Before it's too late - No Later than March 21 if sent in the mail! 

Your opportunity and responsibility for preserving the pleasantry of your community and 
value of your homes 

Please review the map and this petition Then. if you support the petition· just tear off at 
dotted line and send to Federal Highway Administration or it can be dropped off at the 
hearing sites The public bearing is scheduled to March 12, at Tedds landing(on the bill) 11 30 
lo 3 pm and at Selinsgrove Middle School at 5 30 to 9 p m 

You can make a difference now, '!ot later! Yoo mmt have you address and signature included 
to make it valid You may copy this· Success is in nwnbers 

T-0: Federal Ri@hway Admilllstration Notice "x" on map 
Attn 1ames Cheatham, OM.ion Adrninistr&tor 

Fnnn> Resideob or the Immediate Wlnf"ield commoolty especially those living along Park Rd South of County 
Line Rd ta the business stiip at II & IS and those alone Cowity Llne Rd Wen of Park Rd to Rt 304 toward New 
Berlin 

We don'twant the current land disturb more than necessary! 

2 It should cost less to use the existin& County Line Rd connecdon to Park Rd 

3 The propa1td new County line Rd Connector between Rt 15 and Park Rd -

A Would encourae:e driven ta u,e Park Rd ( whi<h la already over traveled and ha 
many dangerous hilh and •hllF)I cuM'ts) as an al!emadve short cut to the malls and busln05!J strip 
of Selinsgrove uea. 

B Would avoid bringing more lrllffic and noise closer to residents of Park Rd wuth of 
County Line lld 

C Would require a major expansion tu handle m<>re traffic and hi&her •Pffds cm Park Rd 
and adjacent roads. 

D Would further complicate lhe high speeds and volume traffic on County Line Rd west 
of Park Rd to RI 304, which nms right tllrough a i:rowbJ& hone and bUUY community and 
ochool Thia direction ( twisty and hilly) is abuse by lrllveler wh'l, ~ connectinfl at J04 in 
Winfield at RtlS which ia a much 1&fer road for main traffic t°i<NCW"eerlln and Ml111lnbur& 

Then:fore, for the above reuons, ple&H uH your en,ineerine: skilb to keep the cumpt Countv Line 
Rd. connector lo Park Rd,. pot the eroposed npwioo.. Respccdully Submiieed, 

~~:aES: i!t1!!:Yi~~;/,I 

Response to Form Letter - County Line Road 

Santer, B. 

1. See response to Form Letter on pages 466-467. 
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Form Letter - County Line Road 

To: ll'ed- Highway Admlnislratio• Notice x' on map 
Attn James Cbeltham, Divllion Aaminidntar 

From: llaldcatl ef'tbo lmmedla~e WU.Odd community especially those llvlna al""i Park Rt! S<ll1lll OfCOlmty 
Line ltd 1o thebuoinen•b:ip Ii II & I~ and thooe alone County Line Rd West of Park Rd to'RL 304 rowllllNew 
Berlin 

,,:. 

We doa'tW1dlt llleearratlalld dbturl>mon lban neuuaeyl 

l It 1hoald eaet leU to me die ulttinc Coau1Y Line Rd connedloo ID Park Rd 

l The ptopotecl new County llDe Rd Connector becween Rt 15 :1111d 1".n Rd 

A •. Would enconn1, driven to uae Park Rd ( wblcb II alnady f1Vir tnvelad ud bu 
many dui:U"Out llllla lll!d 1lulrp curves) u an altenuot:lve •bort cut to du malll and bul.lneu •trip 
ofSelhupove llftL 

B Would avoid briniln1 JUore traffk :1111d nc.ile cloacr to retldentl of Park Rd ioatb ef 
County Line Jld. 

(!, Wolllll"rqulre a lil:a.f<ir ftpandon tb babdle more lriftlC iildtlleher •peed) eii Pull'Ilit 
aa4 adjaceot roadl. ii 

D Would far11ier •a-inplkale die bllh 1peed1 and volwne Id.Ifie on Coui, lJne lld. west 
of Park lld IO llt. 304, whkh nu11 rlcht lhroup a l1'lnl'in& hone lllld bucu communlt,. IUMI 
ilehooL This direch ( twlt!J a.id hlllJ) i. •!>uac 117 travckr~~ ~ atl04 In 
Wlnftchl atllt.15 which la a' much aafor road for'QUlln tra.l'llc ~- liel"8 u• ~ 
Therefore, for die above~ pleue we yonr enpeulu1 •ldlls to..lmRJll.l C!!DJ!ll Copn(;:.im+ ... _....._.._.,. ... """"."~ . •. 
=~()~rta:::;~~ Da1e + . J,;:J/ 
J!'.hd. Q:.d' R<>oc\ '5\:w.,oo.1..ooL1 OOod(Jro.rt 

Response to Form Letter - County Line Road 

Smith, L. & T. 

1. See response to Form Letter on pages 466-467. 
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Form Letter - County Line Road 

Notice "x" on map 70: Federal Hltbway Administration 
Attn lames Cheatham, Division Adntinistrator 2/Jr;/;;; 
Fram:- RcsldcnlJ of the immaiiate Winfield coaununity especially lhose living along Perk Rd Soulh of <:aunty 
Line Rd to the business strip at 11 &. 1 S and those aloi\e County Linc Rd West of Park Rd 10 Rt 304 •oward New 

, -\~ ,~v Berlin 

We don't want the c:urrent land disturb more than nccc!lury! 

\.It~", .,9/ 
\Y f/;;-fro 

Ir should cod fess to use the exitrin& <.ou.nty Line Rd connection to Park Rd 

J The proposed new Counly line Rd Conne<for becween Rt IS and Park Rd -

A. Would entourage driven lo use Park Rd ( which is already over traveled and has 
many dangerous bills and sharp curves) as an altemalivt short cul to the malb and business strip 
of Selinsgrove area 

B Would avoid bringing m<>rt traffic and noise closer to residents of Park Rd south of 
(,ounly Line Rd 

(. Would require• major exp11n1i.un tu lutnd1e more lnffic 111:nd hiK_her :1ptcdt on P11rk Hd 
and atljucent roads 

D Would further complicate Ibo hlch speed• and volume traffic on Counly Line Rd w•st 
<>f Park Rd I<> RI 304, which runs right lbroueh a irowin& horse and buny communily •nd 
school Thu direction ( twialy and hilly) is ablllle by fraveler who ·~ connectine at 304 in 
Wlnlldd at Rt 1.5 which ill a much 11fer road for main lraffic t~N<Wllerlln •nd Miminburg 

Therefon. for the above reason1. please use your en1ineerin1 skins to-Jittlt.dll current Lountv Linc 
Rd. connecror to Park Rd,, not the prop01ed txpan1ion Re1pedfully Submitted, 

Name$.'~ ;:::~ ·:e:· e(t4 'ff :tl}Ja•&;ff flf ~ \, -~>«.v1 
~1;r~~ v/ 

----.., 

I 
I 

J 

Response to Form Letter - County Line Road 

Yoder 

1. See response to Form Letter on pages 466-467. 
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Form Letter - County Line Road 

l""llUU\,;C A U111Ui1p 

7 fl</,~ 
Lo:: reoff'tl tupway AaUW111tnuon 

,Attn James Cheatham. Division /\dmininr&tor 

From: RdideoU of tbe lmmallate Winfield community, ~specially those living along Park Rd South of County 
Llne lld ta the b\1$in°" strip at ll &: 15, and those alono County Lino lld West of Park lld to RI 104 toward Nfw 

Berlin • ;\t \ 
I We don't want the ourrent land dblurb more than necessary!. V \It-\ ~z '~ \~ . vfJ 
2 It should cost less to ute the exlstin1: County Liile Rd connection to Park Rd. ,r j',-\ \: 

3 The proposed new County Une Rd Connector between Jlt 15 and Park Rd.• 
\ <l.i.v 

A. Would encounze driven to UH Park Rd (which is alrudy over traveled and bas 
lllllDY dan11erous hiJl5 and sharp curves) al an 1ltemative short cut to lbe malla and business strip 
of Selinsgrove area. 

B Would avoid brin&ln& more lr111lc and noise clDMr to residents of Park Rd south of 
County Line Rd 

C. Would require a 1DJtjor espamlon to handle more tram. 1Dd hl&her speeds OD Park. Rd. 
1111d adjacent roadL 

D Would f'nrtber complkate the hl&h speed• IDd volume traffic on County Line lld. -t 
of Park. Rd. to Rt. 304. which nm1 ri&bt tbroul!li a 11ro..in11 hone and buce;y commlllll!y and 
IChooL Tbil direction ( twisty and billy) Is ab111e by tnveler who ~-connectinJ 1t 304 la 
Wlalleld at Rt. I!. whleb ls a much ufer road for main trlftic tijj~r11a and Mltlllnhu'I 

There(ere, fi>r lhc above reuollll, pleue UH your enefneerln1111dlls to..Hm.Jllc cumnt County YD• 
Rd. copgec:tor lo Park Rd .. not th• RroDOted npw!og Jtapecffilllr Submitted, 

Name ID'M<~~ . Adn:ss Z fl ~ Dale )'hr" 9 , i! f 

~~cl .x=jof,,? 11,,,,,( iV'.-fiatl R a1p J 
,.f....,iJ ~t..•Yt~ K.J c,,..,.-,f- ot- r,),r'k. ~v 

\.- "'1 ·" ftyvv'~ ;' ).~ 
e# ,1 V 

1 
i 

'--
_ _J 

Response to Form Letter - County Line Road 

Yoder, M. 

1. See response to Form Letter on pages 466-467. 
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Form Letter - County Line Road 

T.u: Federal HljbW•J Adndni.!tration l'\!OtlCC "x." on~map 
Ann James Cbeatham. Division Administrator _--;(;ii 
from; Residents of the 1mmedilltt: Winfield community Cipcc1ally those ~iving along Park Rd S1Juth of Count} / 6( 
Line Rd to rhe busincs.a strip at l 1 & IS and those alone County Linc Rd West or Park Rd 10 Rt .l04 IQward New 
Berlin 

W-e don't want the current land disturb niore fh•n nuas11ry! 

h shoukJ &:o.d leu to UH the exi.stin& ( ounty I inir Kd c;onnecOon to ,.Ark lld 

3 Tho proposed new County Un• Rd Connector between RI Iii and Park Rd -

A Would encourace drivers to use Park Rd ( which is already over tr••eled and has 
many daoierous hills 11.nd sharp curvu) as ao alternative short cut to the malls and business strip 
or Sellns2rove .... 

B Would avoid brineine more tTaffic and noise closer to residenb of Park Rd south of 
County Line Rd 

C Would require 11 major expansion to handle more traffic 11.nd hiither SJleeds on Park Rd 
.11.nd adjwcent roads 

D Would furthoer wmpHcate the hi&:h s11eeds v.nd volume traffic un ( ouncy l..inr Rd wesf 

of Park Rd lo Rt 364, which runs ri1ht lhrou1h • crowinc hone and bugCf communil)l and 
s<hool This direction ( twisty and hilly) iJ abuse by fnvettr who ~~ conneclin& ot 304 in 
Winfield at Rt 15 which i1 a much safer road for main traffic {l'ilCW"Ilerlln and Mifflinburg 

Therefore, for the above uasons, please u1e your encinecrinc 1kilb to...!luJLlhl curunt Counrv Line 
Rd. connector lo Park Rd .. not the prooostd expansion. Rcsptdfully Submitted, 

·--t ~ ~m:: :!f{*~:r U/L!f pqt< 

Cl 

Response to Form Letter - County Line Road 

Yoder, L 

1. See response to Form Letter on pages 466-467. 
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Form Letter - County Line Road 

&UO-•QJ.a-.. U.•UWay Aam•11Ftn:ti8• 
_Attn.: J...,.. a-tham. mvmoo ~Ill' 

Notice .. x,. on map. 

7/ro//o l 
Pruu Retideo1> o< lbe laomediaV w··andd comm11Dlty, especiully lhoac livina aiooa Pn ltd. Soutl> o Cowtty 
Line Rd. to lhe bllliness strip at l l & l , and !hoae alone County Lille Rd Well af1'arll: Rd ro Rt 304 tt 1ard New ~ 

~m 1~~v 
I. We don't want lhe cu1n11t land dialilrb mo~e ftu.u necessacy!. (_p L \Art ./' 
2. It should coot laa m uoe lhe exhtia& Ce>unty Line Rd conneniim to Park Rd. € .)l I 
l. The propoaod new Couofy line Rd. Co11nector belwc:eJI Rt.15 an4 Puk Rd. -

A. Would eacounce olriven to uoe Park llll( which ia already ova' traveled and ha1 
111any dim11:eroua bill!I •nd sharp cuves) as au alternative abort cut to Ille m.n. od busints1 ltrip · I 1. 
of Selinsi:rove uea. / ' 

B. Would awid brilogin~ more trafftc: and noise doser to re.Idem. of Park Rd. 110uth of 
eo-1y Line Rd. 

I 
-~·C W::~uin a major expamloa to handle -re tra~ lllld biahu specd1 on Park R4. i ~ 

D Wo l'unher compli1:11te tbe hich •.-ch imd volume traffic on County Line lld. -t ~ ~ 
of . Rt. 304, which i1111s ric;ht diFou:h a croMni h- aJ11d. buUY mmma.ity and t. tt 

,.J 

<( 
t­
i-

schoOL nw ~u { twisfy ad IW!y) ii •buse by fnwler_-Mwr~-Id~~-'1 a1JI Ha ! 1-

1
. 

Willllsht Rt.15, llflkll-11 •; 1uda iafer.....W f.,.- ..e lrdfic + .... Bmill an4 Mitfli tilvr- f X 

Therel'ere, for !he •hove reuons, plMM U..yoor ~I 00 ia~cUrn.,tcOp!y Liu R : 

.._-:=~ .. -;;w-- ... 
~m::~~-~j~~~-.,......-~-

Response to Form Letter - County Line Road 

Yoder, G. 

1. See response to Form Letter on pages 466-467. 
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Form Letter - County Line Road 

To: FederaJ Highway Administration Notice "x" on map. 
Attn.: James Cheatham, Division Administrator 

From: Residents of the immediate Winfield community, especially those living along Park Rd~~ofCounty 
Line Rd. to the business strip at 11 & I 5, and those alone County Line· Rd. West of Park Rd. to Rt. 304 toward New 

Berlin. 

I. We don't want the current land disturb more than necessary!. 

2. It should cost less to use the existing County Line Rd connection to Park Rd. 

3. The proposed new County line Rd. Connector between Rt.15 and Park Rd. -

A. Would encourage drivers to use Park Rd.( which is already over traveled and has 
many dangerous hills and sharp curves) as an alternative short cut to the malls and busineu strip I 1 . 
of Selinsgrove area. 

B. Would avoid bringing more traffic and noise closer to residents of Park Rd. south of 
County LL'1e Rd. 

C. Would require a major expansion to handle more traffic and higher speeds on Park Rd. 
and adjacent roads. 

D Would further complicate the high speeds and volume traffic on County Line Rd. west 
of Park Rd, to RL 304, which runs right through a growing horse and buggy community and 
school This direction ( twisty and hilly) is abuse by traveler who !'~connecting at 304 in 
Winfield at RL15. whi<h is a much safer road for main traffic t~l"lewllerlin and Miftlinburg. 

Therefore, for the above reasons, please use your engineering skills to keep the current County Line 
Rd. connector to Park Rd .. not the proposed expansion. Respe<tfuDy Submitted, 

Nam:····~ < {,.__)~ . ~ . 
Adxess ~ 023 = Date 3,\1~ )---c,i/ 
,4hJ ~..<JY'K o, \ 

(2 ... .,.,D ii S. i./: f,....,,.,-

Response to Form Letter - County Line Road 

Witmer, R. 

1. See response to Form Letter on pages 466-467. 
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Final Environmental Impact Statement 

VI. RECOMMENDATION OF THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations for Environmental Impact State­

ments (EIS's) [40 CFR Part 1502.14(e)] state that the lead agency shall, "identify the agency's pre­

ferred alternative or alternatives, if one or more exists, in the draft statement and identify such alterna­

tive in the final statement unless another law prohibits the expression of such a preference." The 

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the lead agency for the CSVT Project, is to recommend an 

alternative that it believes would fulfill its statutory mission and responsibilities, giving consideration to 

economic, environmental, and engineering factors. 

The FHWA and PENNDOT believe the transportation project development process has lead to 

the identification of a Preferred Alternative, as described herein. 

Early in the study process, it became obvious that developing and evaluating alternatives would 

involve the quantitative and qualitative assessments of many environmental features. No alternatives, 

developed to meet the project needs, could be designed and constructed without impacts to various 

resources that are highly valued by one or more interested parties. This fact often resulted in conflict­

ing preferences during the evaluation process. In general, the resulting differences in opinion involved 

discussions on: 

• how to characterize a resource and quantify the potential impact to the resource; 

• how to assess the quality of a resource and incorporate the quality assessment into the 
alternatives evaluation process; and 

• how to compare and assess the impacts on different resources to one another. 

From the beginning of the study process, efforts were made to design alternatives that would 

satisfy the need with sensitivity to community concerns and special features of the study area. Alter­

natives that were determined to not fully meet the project need or had substantial impact to valuable 

and protected resources were not advanced for detailed study. 

At the conclusion of the Phase I (preliminary) investigations, the transportation improvement 

alternatives remaining for detailed study consisted of highway alignments that were investigated to 

further assess the impacts on the various important resources and the ability to mitigate adverse 

impact that cannot be avoided. Section IV of this Final EIS (Environmental Consequences and Mitiga­

tion) describes the detailed studies conducted for the following set of alternatives. 
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Section VI 

Section 1 

• DAMA (with 61 Connector) 
• OT2A (with 61 Connector) 
• OT2B (with 15 Connector and Stetler Avenue Interchange) 

Section 2 

• RC1-E 
• RC1-W 
• RCS 
• RC6 

All of the alternatives studied in detail and listed above meet the project needs of reducing 

congestion, improving safety and ensuring sufficient capacity for future growth. All of the Section 2 

alternatives meet the needs and no one alternative is better at meeting the project needs. However, in 

Section 1, it is important to note that the alternatives that connect back to the existing roadway network 

by the way of the 61 Connector (DAMA and OT2A) best meet the project needs since they are the 

most effective at providing traffic congestion relief on the existing roadway network. 

The 61 Connector serves traffic that would ordinarily need to travel on existing US Routes 11/ 

15. Of the estimated traffic that the 61 Connector serves (24,000 trips), approximately 14,000 trips are 

coming from and going to the south. Of the 14,000 trips coming from and going to the south, more than 

5, 100 are coming to I from Sunbury and destinations along Route 61 east of the Susquehanna River 

and Route 147 east of the river and south of Sunbury, 3,600 are coming to I from the strip area in 

Shamokin Dam and 5,300 are coming to I from Northumberland Borough. This traffic would no longer 

need to travel on US Routes 11/15 from Route 61 south (through the heavily congested, commercial­

ized "strip" area) since the 61 Connector would provide a direct connection to the new bypass. 

The Route 15 Connector alone cannot provide for traffic relief as well as the 61 Connector. The 

5, 100 to I from Sunbury and the 3,600 trips to I from the strip area in Shamokin Dam are not likely to 

travel north to ultimately head south. It is anticipated that this traffic would not head north on US 

Routes 11/15 to the "split," then travel on the new alignment. Additionally, the trips to Northumberland 

Borough from the 15 Connector would need to complete the difficult left turn movement at the 11 /15 

split instead of the free flowing right turn movement if coming from the south via the 61 Connector to US 

Routes 11 /15 North of Route 61. The addition of the Stetler Avenue interchange serves as an addi­

tional way to accommodate the southern-bound and strip-bound travelers. However, more traffic is left 

using the heavily congested portions of US Routes 11 /15 to access the Stetler Avenue Interchange. 
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Approximately 2,000 to 3,500 more vehicles remain on the existing network between the Veterans 

Memorial Bridge and the Stetler Avenue Interchange with the OT2B alternative. South of the Stetler 

Avenue Interchange the number of vehicles remaining on the existing system with the Stetler Avenue 

Interchange I 15 Connector combination alternative (OT2B) decreases by 2,000 to 11,000 vehicles. 

The OT2B alternative leaves 6,500 vehicles more than the DAMA I OT2A alternatives (those using the 

61 Connector) on the stretch of US 15 between the 15 Connector and the 11/15 split. 

As noted, there is no alternative in either study area section (Section 1 and Section 2) that does 

not impact important environmental features. In making a recommendation for a Preferred Alternative, 

attempts were made to recommend the alternative that causes the least damage overall to the social, 

biological and cultural environment. This decision involved difficult judgments, particularly in balancing 

one environmental value against another. 

The FHWA, in consultation with PENNDOT and the cooperating agencies (including the US 

Army Corps of Engineers, US Environmental Protection Agency, and PA Department of Environmen­

tal Protection), used the information from the detailed studies reported in Section IV along with feed­

back from the other governmental agencies and the public to make a recommendation for a Preferred 

Alternative. The Recommended Preferred Alternative includes the following alternatives. 

Section 1 

• DAMA (with 61 Connector) 

Section 2 

• RC5 

The Recommended Preferred Alternative is shown in Figure Vl-1. 

In Section 1 the DAMA is recommended as the Preferred Alternative over the Old Trail Alterna­

tives based on the following reasons. 

• Least impact to residences (33) 

• Least impact to travel patterns on the existing network during construction 

• Least impact to wetlands (4.8 Ac) 

• No impactto Susquehanna River floodplain, including the canal wetland systems located 
on the floodplain 
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Section VI 

• Least impact to high probability archaeological areas 

• Minimizes impacts to communities 

• Lowest total project cost 

The overall impacts of the Section 1 Alternatives are shown in the Cost Summary Table (see 

Table Vl-1) and the Impact Summary Table (see Table Vl-2). 

In Section 2, the RCS emerged as the Preferred Alternative for the following reasons. 

• Least impact to residences (2S) and businesses (0) 

• Does not require the placement of a river bridge pier on a geological formation prone to 
sinkholes 

• Best avoids areas of high probability archaeology 

• Best design for the interchange east of the river (with PA Route 147) 

• Lowest total project cost 

Again, the overall impacts of the Section 2 Alternatives are shown on the Cost Summary Table 

(see Table Vl-1) and the Impact Summary Table (see Table Vl-2). 

A more complete listing of the advantages and disadvantages of each alternative in each sec­

tion appears in Table Vl-3. 

The alignment of the Preferred Alternative (DAMA/RCS) is the most environmentally sound 

alignment when all components of the study area environment are considered, along with the ability to 

mitigate for those impacts that cannot be avoided. The Recommended Preferred Alternative will pro­

vide safe and efficient travel while minimizing impacts to valuable community and natural resources. 

As noted, the Preferred Alternative consists of DAMA in Section 1 and RCS in Section 2, as 

illustrated in Figure Vl-1. These alignments required the construction of a new four-lane, limited access 

facility that will meet FHWA and PENNDOT design criteria. The proposed design includes a 60-foot 

grassed median, an 8-foot inside shoulder, two 12-foot lanes (in each direction) and a 12-foot outside 

shoulder. A typical section is shown in Figure 111-21. 

The recommendation of the Preferred Alternative is subject to further and full evaluation of 

comments received after the review of the Final EIS. The final selection of an alternative will not be 

made until thorough consideration is given to all comments. 
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TABLE Vl-1 
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Susquehann~f1/alley CENTRAL SUSQUEHANNA VALLEY TRANSPORTATION PROJECT 
COST SUMMARY TABLE($) 

Section 1 (Southern) Alternatives 

DA Modified Old Trail 2A 
Avoidance 

Construction 29, 164,500 

Earthwork 12,416,929 
Pavement 2,581,000 
Geolechnical 34,085,000 
Structures 

0 
Relocation of RR 
Miscellaneous 23,474,229 

Total 101,721,658 

Utility Relocation 5,786,520 

Right-of-Way Acquisition 12,305,834' 

Mitigation 
Wetland Replacement 214,864 
Slream Enhancement 127,500 
Noise Barriers 3,199,550 

Total 3,541,914 

Archaeology 
Phase I Testing 280,000° 

Total 123,635,926 

Footnotes: 

a Relocation benefits are included. 
b Relocation benefits and flooding mitigation are included. 
c Time involved= 1 month {approximately). 
d Time involved= 1 year (approximately) 

40,529,500 
11,792,330 

1, 117,000 

53,778,000 

1,560,000 
32,633,049 

141,409, 879 

6,993,060' 

11,535,858" 

978,590 
113,750 

11,532,150 
12,624,490 

2,779,000' 

175,342,287 

e Includes $3,000,000 for reconfiguration of Ash Basin No. 1. 

Old Trail 28 

45,865,500 

12,342,434 
1,121,000 

55,901,000 

1,607,000 
35,051,080 

151,888,014 

8,411,640' 

16,248,978" 

953,934 
120,125 

8,637,050 
9,711,109 

2,771,000'' 

189,030,741 

Section 2 (Northern) Alternatives 

RCl-W RCl-E RCS 

9,601,500 15,502,500 16,069,500 

7,258,540 $6,030,635 5,762,310 
0 0 0 

95,258,000 102,479,000 89,925,000 

0 0 0 
33,635,412 37,203,641 33,527,043 

145,753,452 161,215,776 145,283,853 

594,000 954,000 945,000 

8,992,672' 6,297,104' 4,458,304' 

106,421 125,657 152,967 
109,625 114, 125 82,000 
861,650 861,650 861,650 

1,077,696 1,101,432 1,096,617 

1,313,000 1,315,000 589,000 

157,730,820 170,883,312 152,372,774 

RCS 

DRAFT 
2-28-03 

19,975,000 

6,565,790 
0 

95,487,000 

0 
36,608,337 

158,636,127 

1,032,000 

6,328,864' 

192,795 
106,875 
861,650 

1, 161,320 

933,000 

161,762,447 
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Section VI 

TABLE Vl-2 
IMPACT SUMMARY 

SECTION 1 (SOUTHERN) ALTERNATIVES 

DA Modified Avoidance 

TOTAL AREA (ACRES) 561.22 
Structures (No.) 

Residential 33 
Residential Accessory 12 
Agricultural • Barns 1 
Agricultural • Outbuildings 3 
Utility Structure 1 
Commercial(# Structures/Businesses Affected) 417' 
Industrial (# Structures/Businesses Affected) 0 
Churches 0 
Abandoned 0 

Agriculture (Acres) 
Agricultural Security Area (Total) 98.72 
Agricultural Security Area (In Production) 71.2 
Productive Farmland (Direct and Indirect) 151.60 
Agricultural Soils 

Prime 143.35 
Statewide Important 194.34 

Habitat (Acres) 
Wetlands (Direct and Indirect) 4.79 
Forest Land 183.89 
Old Field (Herbaceous and Shrubland) 157.02 
Riverine Forest 0.05 

Waste Sites (No.) 5' 
Surface Water Resources 

Stream Relocations (No.) 3 
Hydrologic Alterations (No.) 4 
Bridge Crossings (No.) 2 
Culverts (No.) 14 
Total Lenath of lmoact (Ft.) 16,445 

Cultural 
Historic Properties (No.) 0 
Prehistoric Archaeological Resource Potential (Acres) 

Very High 0.82 
High 14.93 
Moderate 155.26 
Low 164.12 
Very Low 215.93 

Historic Archaeological Resource Potential (Acres) 
High 11.14 
Moderate 32.83 
Low 44.64 

Noise Impacts 
109 

Noise Impacted Residences 32 
Residences with Reasonable Mitiaation 

Earthwork• 
Cut (CY) 8,477,000 
Fill (CY) 6,120,000 
Net 2,357,000 

Length 35,984/6.82 
Segment Length (Ft/Miles) 

Footnotes 

DRAFT 
2-28-03 

Old Trail 2A Old Tr-"-~ 

423.23 470.69 

43 46 
38 43 
1 1 
3 3 
0 0 
2' 13/12• 

1/2' 1/2' 
0 1' 
0 0 

25.49 25.21 
20.70 20.90 
74.00 76.70 

174.12 169.61 
115.20 134.57 

14.13 14.19 
81.93 123.68 
118.81 124.26 
45.36 45.30 

5' 10'" 

4 2 
0 3 
0 0 

14 14 
13,770 14,945 

0 0 

35.69 34.87 
49.79 47.30 
103.42 92.08 
106.00 120.88 
128.23 175.36 

10.10 14.78 
66.50 73.98 
20.88 40.92 

234 209 
192 167 

4,964,000 5,782,000 
5,913,000 5,790,000 
·949,000 ·8,000 

32,333/6.12 32,333/6.12 

a Comfort Inn, Performance Computers/Digital Link, Class A Auto/Class A Carpet Outlet/Styles Unlimited Fitness Center, Styles Unlimited Beauty Salon 
b Denise Skotedis Interior Design, Rex's Audio and Video 
c Wildland Floral Supply/Rollins Leasing Company 
d Denise Skotedis Interior Design, Pulse Fitness Center/Nextel, Sunbury Sewing/Rental Stop, Hummels Service, McDonalds, Leading Electronics, 

Bailey's Produce Patch (4 buildings), Mulls Auto Sales (2 buildings), Ulrich's Fruit Market, Rex's Audio and Video 
e Calvary Baptist Church 

Central Penn Carpet/Duo-Fast/Mid Atlantic/Pella Window/PA Home Accents, Automart (2 buildings), Kohl's Market, US Cargo, Lahr's Mini Storage (2 
buildings), Weathervane Boarding Dogs and Cats 

g PG Energy 
h Ridgeview Evangelical Free Church 
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TABLE Vl-2 
IMPACT SUMMARY 

SECTION 2 !NORTHER NI ALTERNATIVES 

RC1-W RC1-E 

TOT AL AREA (ACRES) 389.95 403.49 
Structures (No.) 

Residential 46 28 
Residential Accessory 30 24 
Agricultural - Barns 2 1 
Agricultural - Outbuildings 13 3 
Utility Structure 0 0 
Commercial (#Structures/Businesses Affected) 8/10' 417' 
Industrial (# Structures/Businesses Affected) 1' 1' 
Churches 1" 0 
Abandoned 10 9 

Agriculture (Acres) 
Agricultural Security Area (Total) 30.14 14.99 
Agricultural Security Area (In Production) 12.60 2.60 
Productive Farmland (Direct and Indirect) 140.1 162.4 
Agricultural Soils 

Prime 45.60 55.80 
Statewide Important 100.90 107.60 

Habitat (Acres) 
Wetlands (Direct and Indirect) 2.62 3.10 
Forest Land 164.47 208.43 
Old Field (Herbaceous and Shrubland) 21.77 33.64 
Riverine Forest 10.52 11.17 

Waste Sites (No_) 3' 1" 
Surface Water Resources 

Stream Relocations (No.) 0 0 
Hydrologic Alterations (No.) 2 2 
Bridge Crossings (No.) 3 3 
Culverts (No.) 8 7 
Total Lenqth of lmoact IFl.l 7,395 7,210 

Cultural 
Historic Properties (No.) 0 0 
Prehistoric Archaeological Resource Potential 
(Acres) 8.35 9.31 

Very High 10.03 9.59 
High 57.62 54.18 
Moderate 136.56 134.58 
Low 
Very Low 

177.31 195.13 

Historic Archaeological Resource Potential (Acres) 3.02 1.28 
High 56.61 38.80 
Moderate 
Low 

56.58 52.92 

Noise Impacts 
Noise Impacted Residences 37 36 
Residences with Reasonable Mitiaation 15 15 

Earthwork' 
Cut (CY) 2,311,000 4,506,000 
Fill (CY) 2,486,000 3,000,000 
Net -175,000 1,505,000 

Length 28,816/5.46 28,943/5.48 
Seqm en! Lenath (Ft./Miles l 

Footnotes 

RC5 

400.48 

25 
22 
2 
3 
0 

010 
0 
0 
9 

49.01 
25.5 

165.6 

56.40 
114.40 

2.98 
181.13 
38.92 
5.66 

0 

2 
3 
4 
5 

8,480 

0 

2.77 
8.25 

44.40 
151.88 
192.44 

1.26 
23.91 
51.89 

42 
15 

4,671,000 
2,562,000 
2,108,000 

29'196/5.53 

Central Penn CarpeVDuo-FasVMid Atlantic/Pella Window/PA Home Accents, Automart (2 buildings), US Cargo 

DRAFT 
2-28-03 

RC6 
415.31 

26 
21 
1 
3 
0 

5/81 

1' 
0 
9 

14.94 
2.60 
142.6 

61.80 
116.30 

4.18 
209.96 
35.17 
11.28 

2' 

0 
2 
3 
7 

6,825 

0 

6.19 
15.59 
62.36 

134.67 
195.77 

1.40 
41.50 
62.56 

35 
15 

4,015,000 
2,769,000 
1,246,000 

29,767/5.64 

j Central Penn CarpeVDuo-FasVMid Atlantic/Pella Window/PA Home Accents, Automart (2 buildings), US Cargo, Winfield Auction and Surplus Outlet 
k Class A Auto, PP&L Ash Basin #2, Auto Credit, Inc., PP&L Ash Basin #3, Tax Parcel No. 12-05-146 

Wildland Floral Supply/Rollins Leasing Company, PP&L Ash Basin #1, Abandoned Lot Tax Parcel No. 12-11-298, PP&L Ash Basin #3, Tax Parcel No. 
12-05-146 

m Wildland Floral Supply/Rollins Leasing Company, Humm els Service, Sunbury Sewing/Rental Stop, Pulse Fitness Center/The Country Edition, Mulls Auto 
Sales, Budget Bakery, PP&L Ash Basin #1, PP&L Ash Basin #3, Abandoned Lot Tax Parcel No. 12-11-298, Tax Parcel No. 12-05-146 

n US Cargo, C&G Rabbitry, Kohl's Market 
o US Cargo 
p US Cargo, Winfield Auction and Surplus Outlet 
q The cut quantities are based on a 2:1 cut slope. These quantities may be reduced during final design 
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DA MODIFIED AVOIDANCE 

Has the lowest number of residential dis- 1 • 

placements (33) 
Has the least impact to wetlands (4.8 ac) 1 • 

Has the least impact to very high (0.8 ac) 
and high (14.9 ac) probability archaeologi- 1 • 

cal areas 
Has the least impact to noise sensitive 
receptors (109 receptors) 1 • 

Has no impact to the Susquehanna River 
floodplain 1 • 

Has the least impact to riverine forested 
areas, a habitat type considered important 
in the study area (0.05 ac) 

• Minimizes impact to communities 
• Has the lowest construction cost 
• Has the lowest mitigation cost 
• Has the lowest projected costs for Phase I 

Archaeological Survey 
• Has the lowest total project cost 

Generates minimal disruption to existing 
traffic patterns during construction 

TABLE Vl-3 
SECTION 1 ALTERNATIVES 

ADVANTAGES/DISADVANTAGES 

OT2A 

ADVANTAGES 

Has the least impact to businesses (4 busi- 1 • 

nesses directly acquired) 
Has the least impact to productive farmland 1 • 

(74.0 ac) 
Of the 234 noise impacted receptors, miti­
gation is feasible and reasonable at 192 1 • 

receptors (82%) 
Has the least impact to Productive 
Agricultural Security Areas (20.7 ac) , • 
Is shorter than DAMA • 

OT2B 

Has a lower impact to productive farmland 
than DAMA (76.7 ac) 
Has a lower impact to Productive 
Agricultural Security Areas then DAMA 
(20.9 ac) 
Of the 209 noise impacted receptors, miti­
gation is feasible and reasonable at 167 
receptors (80%) 
Is shorter than DAMA 
Achieves the best earthwork balance (bor­
row of 8,000 cubic yards) 
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DA MODIFIED AVOIDANCE I 

TABLE Vl-3 
(CONTINUED) 

OT2A 

DISADVANTAGES 
I 

Has the greatest impact to Productive 1 • 

Agricultural Security Areas (71.2 ac) 
Impacts more residences than DAMA (431 • 
compared to 33) • 

Has the greatest impact to productive farmland 1 • 

(151.6 ac) 
Has the greatest impact to very high (35.7 ac) 

and high (49.8 ac) probability archaeological 1 • 
Has the greatest impact to forest land ( 183. 9 
ac) 

Has the greatest length (linear) of surface 
water impact (16,445 ft) 

areas 
• Has the greatest impact to noise sensitive 1 • 

receptors (234 receptors) 
• Causes a rise in the 100-year flood elevation 

of approximately 3 inches (maximum) 
Necessitates the most stream relocations 

• Of the 109 noise impacted receptors, 
mitigation is feasible and reasonable at only 1 • 

32 receptors (29%) • 
Is the longest alternative 

Has the greatest impact to riverine forested 1 • 

areas, a habitat type considered important in 
Has the greatest earthwork imbalance {Waste 

of 2,357,000 cubic yards) 
the study area (45.4 ac) • 

• Involves a $3 million reconfiguration of Ash 
Basin #1 • 

• Necessitates relocation of a railroad spur line 
• Has higher construction costs than DAMA 1 • 

($141 million vs. $102 million) • 
• Has the highest mitigation costs (involves 

more wetland replacement costs and noise 1 • 
wall costs) • 

• Has the highest projected Phase I 
archaeological costs (10 times higher cost) I• 

• Has a higher total project cost than DAMA 
• Will have substantial impact to existing traffic 

patterns during construction 
• Will breach the breast of Ash Basin #3 
• Has a greater earthwork imbalance than OT2B 

(borrow of 949,000 cubic yards) 

• 
• 
• 

OT2B 

Has the greatest impact to residences (46) 
Has the greatest impact to businesses (14 

businesses directly acquired) 
Has the greatest impact to potential waste 
sites (10) 

Has a greater impact to very high (34.9 ac) 
and high (47.3 ac) probability archaeological 
areas than DAMA 

Has a greater impact to noise sensitive 
receptors than DAMA (209 receptors) 

Causes a rise in the 100-year flood elevation 
of approximately 3 inches (maximum) 

Has a greater impact to riverine forested areas 
than DAMA (45.3 ac) 

Involves a $3 million reconfiguration of Ash 
Basin #1 

Necessitates relocation of a railroad spur line 
Has the highest construction cost ($152 
million) 

Has higher mitigation costs than DAMA 
Has higher projected Phase I archaeological 
costs than DAMA (10 times higher) 

Has the highest total project cost 
Will have substantial impact to existing traffic 

patterns during construction 
Will breach the breast of Ash Basin #3 
Has the greatest impact to wetlands (14.2 ac) 
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RC1-E 

• Has a lower impact to • 
residences than RC1-W (28 
versus 46) 

• Has the least impact to 
Productive Agricultural • 
Security Areas (2.6 ac) 

• Has a lower impact to 
wetlands than RC6 (3.10 ac) • 

• 

• 

TABLE Vl-3 
SECTION 2 ALTERNATIVES 

ADVANTAGE/DISADVANTAGE 
(CONTINUED) 

RC1-W RC5 
ADVANTAGES 

Has a lower impact to • Has the least impact to 
Productive Agricultural residences (2S) 
Security Areas than RCS • Has the least impact to 
(12.6 ac versus 25.S ac) businesses (0) 
Has the least impact to • Has a lower impact to 
productive farmland (140.1 wetlands than RC6 (2.98 ac) 
ac) • Has the lowest impact to 
Has the least impact to riverine forest land, a habitat 
wetlands (2.62 ac) type determined important in 
Achieves the best earthwork the study area (5.66 ac) 
balance (borrow of 175,000 • Has no impact to potential 
cubic yard) waste sites 
Has the lowest utility • Has the least impact to very 
relocation costs high (2.77 ac) and high (8.25 

ac) probability archaeological 
areas 

• Does not necessitate a major 
river crossing pier be placed 
on geological formation prone 
to sinkholes (high 
concentrations of limestone) 

• Crosses W. Branch 
Susquehanna on the small 
island which has lower habitat 
value than the larger island 

• Has the lowest construction 
cost 

• Has the lowest projected 
Phase I archaeology costs 

• Has the lowest total project 
cost 

• Has the best interchange 
geometry on the east side of 
the river 

RC6 

• Has a lower impact to 
residences than RC1-W (26 
versus 46) 

• Has the least impact to 
Productive Agricultural 
Security Areas (2.6 ac) 

• Has a lower impact to 
productive farmland than RCS 
(142.6 ac) 

• Has the least impact to noise 
sensitive receptors 
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RC1-E 

• Has a greater number of 1 • 

RC1-W 

TABLE Vl-3 
(CONTINUED) 

DISADVANTAGES 
RCS 

Has the greatest impact to 1 • 

residences ( 46) 
Has the greatest impact to 1 • 

Productive ASAs (25.S ac) 

RC6 

Has a greater number of 
affected businesses than RCS affected businesses than RCS 

(8) • Has the greatest impact to 1 • Has the greatest impact to 
productive farmland (16S.6 ac) 
Has the most impact to noise 

(9) 
• Has the greatest impact to very 

high (9.31 ac) probability I • 
archaeological areas 

• Necessitates a major river 1 • 

crossing pier be placed on 
geological formation prone to 
sinkholes (high concentrations 
of limestone) 

• Crosses West Branch 1 • 

Susquehanna on large island 
• Has the highest construction 

cost 
• Has the highest Phase I 

archaeological costs (1.2 times 
higher than RCS) 

• Has the highest total project i 

cost 
I 

businesses (11) 
Has the greatest impact to I • 
potential waste sites (3) 1 

Necessitates a major river 
crossing pier be placed on 1 • 

geological formation prone to 
sinkholes (high concentrations 
of limestone) 
Crosses West Branch of 
Susquehanna on large island 

• Has the greatest impact to 
wetlands (4.18 ac) 

sensitive receptors (42 1 • Has the highest impact to 
riverine forest land, a habitat receptors) 

Has the greatest earthwork 
imbalance (waste of 2, 108,000 
cubic yards) 

type determined important in 
the study area (11.3) 

• Has the greatest impact to high 
(1S.S9 ac) probability 
archaeological areas 

• Necessitates a major river 
crossing pier be placed on 
geological formation prone to 
sinkholes (high concentrations 
of limestone) 

• Crosses West Branch of 
Susquehanna on large island 

• Has the highest utility 
relocation costs 
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Section VI 

The total impacts of the Recommended Preferred Alternative in both Sections 1 and 2 are 

shown in Table Vl-4. 
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TABLE Vl-4 
IMPACTS OF THE RECOMMENDED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

Section 1 Section 2 Total 
DA Modified Avoidance RCS 

TOT AL AREA (ACRES) 561.22 400.48 961.70 
Structures (No.) 

Residential 33 25 58 
Residential Accessory 12 22 34 
Agricultural - Barns 1 2 3 
Agricultural - Outbuildings 3 3 6 
Utility Structure 1 0 1 
Commercial (#Structures/Businesses Affected) 4/7° 010 417 
Industrial (#Structures/Businesses Affected) 0 0 0 
Churches 0 0 0 
Abandoned 0 9 9 

Agriculture (Acres) 
Agricultural Security Area (Total) 98.72 49.01 147.73 
Agricultural Security Area (In Production) 71.2 25.5 96.70 
Productive Farmland (Direct and Indirect) 151.60 165.6 317.20 
Agricultural Soils 

Prime 143.35 56.40 199.75 
Statewide Important 194.34 114.40 308.74 

Habitat (Acres) 
Wetlands (Direct and Indirect) 4.79 2.98 7.77 
Forest Land 183.89 181.13 365.02 
Old Field (Herbaceous and Shrubland) 157.02 38.92 195.94 
Riverine Forest 0.05 5.66 5.71 

Waste Sites (No.) Sb 0 5 

Surface Water Resources 
Stream Relocations (No.) 3 2 5 
Hydrologic Alterations (No.) 4 3 7 
Bridge Crossings (No.) 2 4 6 
Culverts (No.) 14 5 19 
Total Lenqth of Impact (Ft.) 16,445 8,480 24,925 

Cultural 
Historic Properties (No.) 0 0 0 
Prehistoric Archaeological Resource Potential (Acres) 

Very High 0.82 2.77 3.59 
High 14.93 8.25 23.18 
Moderate 155.26 44.40 199.66 
Low 164.12 151.88 316.00 
Very Low 215.93 192.44 408.37 

Historic Archaeological Resource Potential (Acres) 
High 11.14 1.26 12.40 
Moderate 32.83 23.91 56.74 
Low 44.64 51.89 96.53 

Noise Impacts 
109 42 151 

Noise Impacted Residences 32 15 47 
Residences with Reasonable Mitioation 

Earthwork' 
Cut (CY) 8,477,000 4,671,000 13,148,000 
Fill (CY) 6,120,000 2,562,000 8,682,000 
Net 2,357,000 2,108,000 4,465,000 

Length 35,984/6.82 29, 196/5.53 65, 180/12.35 
Segment Lenath (Ft./Milesl 

Total Costs 123,635,926 152,372,774 276,008, 700 

Footnotes 

a Comfort Inn, Performance Computers/Digital Link, Class A Auto/Class A Carpet Outlet/Styles Unlimited Fitness Center, Styles Unlimited Beauty Salon 
b Class A Auto, PPL Ash Basin 2, Auto Credit, Inc., PPL Ash Basin 3, Tax Parcel No. 12-05-146 
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VII. LIST OF PREPARERS AND REVIEWERS 

Federal Highway Administration 

David W. Cough, P.E. I Director of Operations 
B.S. I Civil Engineering 
22 years experience 
Document Review 

Richard Wayne Fedora, P.E. I Transportation Engineer 
B.S. I Civil Engineering 
M. C. E. I Transportation Engineering 
13 years experience 
Project Coordination and Review 

Deborah Suciu Smith I Environmental Protection Specialist 
B.A. I Classical Studies 
M.S. I Industrial and Historical Archaeology 
15 years experience 
Project Coordination and Review 

PENNDOT Central Office 

Daryl Kerns, P.E. I Project Development Engineer 
B.S. I Civil Engineering 
20 years experience 
Project Coordination and Review 

Christine A. Spangler, P.E./Project Development Engineer 
B.S. I Civil Engineering 
8 years experience 
Project Coordination and Review 

PENNDOT District 3-0 

Larry R. Beck, P.E. I Assistant District Engineer - Design 
B.S. I Civil Engineering 
33 years experience 
Project Coordination 
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James Kendter, P.E. I District Engineer 
S.S. I Civil Engineering 
29 years experience 
Project Coordination 

Eric E. High, P.E. I Civil Engineer Manager 
S.S. I Civil Engineering 
9 years experience 
Project Management and Review 

Robert M. Hippenstiel, P.E. I Design Services Engineer 
S.S. M.S. I Civil Engineering 
27 years experience 
Project Coordination 

Leon J. Liggitt, P. E. I Civil Engineer Manager 
B.S. I Civil Engineering 
16 years experience 
Project Management and Review 

Skelly & Loy, Inc. 

Sandra K. Basehore I Environmental Project Manager 
B.S. I Environmental Resource Management 
18 years experience 
Project Management, Document Preparation 

Ben Berra I Environmental Specialist 
S.S. M.S. I Geoenvironmental Studies 
6 years experience 
Wetland and Stream Field Work and Technical Memo Preparation 

Andrew M. Brookens I Biologist 
S.S. I Biology 
8 years experience 
Surface Water and Aquatic Resources, Wetlands 

Michelle S. Cohen I Wildlife Biologist 
B.S. I Wildlife Science 
15 years experience 
Vegetation and Wildlife, Threatened and Endangered Species Assessment, Wetland Delineation, and 
Technical Memo Preparation 

Audrey J. Daly I Biologist 
B.A. I Biology 
3 years experience 
Document Preparation 
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Steven B. Deck, AICP I Senior Planner 
B.A. M.S. I Geoenvironmental Studies 
17 years experience 
Socioeconomic, Secondary and Cumulative Impact Assessment 

Alan J. Dunay I Environmental Specialist 
B.S. I Biology 
4 years experience 
Noise Analysis, Document Preparation 

Richard B. Duncan I Archaeologist/GIS Specialist 
M.A. I Anthropology 
B.A. I Geology and Environmental Studies 
17 years experience 
Principal Investigator, GIS Archaeological Resource Modeling, Geomorphological Studies and 
Report Writing 

Maureen R. Egner I Environmental Specialist 
B.A. I Policy and Management Studies (Resources Management) 
12 years experience 
Waste Management Coordination, Field Investigations, Research, Document Preparation 

Jarrett Handy I CADD Operator 
Associates Degree I Architecture 
6 years experience 
Project and Presentation Mapping Preparation 

Richard L. Heimbach, II I Environmental Specialist 
B.S. I Environmental Resource Management 
11 years experience 
Agricultural Resources, Floodplains, Public Water Supplies 

Daniel J. Johnston I CADD Operator and 3D Modeler 
9 years experience 
Project and Presentation Mapping Coordination 

Thomas R. Johnston I Senior Biologist 
B.S. I Biology 
16 years experience 
Data Collection, Document Review 

William C. Kaufell I Transportation Air Quality and Noise Specialist 
B.A. I Geography/Urban and Regional Planning 
8 years experience 
Air and Noise Evaluation 

Matthew J. Lock, P.G., C.P.G. I Geologist 
B.S. I Geology 
11 years experience 
Technical Memorandum Preparation, Field Reconnaissance 
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Winsor Associates 

Phoebe A. Sheftel I Public Involvement Project Manager 
A.B. I Classical and Near Eastern Archaeology 
M.A. I Classical Archaeology 
Ph.D. I Mediterranean Archaeology 
M.S.S. I Social Service Administration 
M.L.S.P. I Law and Social Policy 
11 years experience 
Project Manager for Public Involvement, Document Review 

CHRS, Inc. 

Kenneth J. Basalik I Principal Investigator 
Ph.D. M.A. B.A. I Anthropology 
22 years experience 
Administration, Analysis, Report Writing and Review 

Laura S. Black I Preservation Specialist 
M.A. B.A. I History 
3 years experience 
Field Surveys, Analysis, Report Writing 

GTS Technologies, Inc. 

Raymond S. Lambert I Project Director/Engineering Geologist 
M.S. B.A. I Geology 
27 years experience 
Geologic and Hydrogeologic Conditions 
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VIII. DISTRIBUTION LIST 

A. FEDERAL AGENCIES 

US Department of Agriculture 

Natural Resources Conservation Service 
One Credit Union Place, Suite 340 
Harrisburg, PA 17110-2993 

ATTN: Water Resources Department 

US Army Corps of Engineers (USACOE) 

Baltimore District 
Post Office Box 1715 
Baltimore, MD 21203-1715 

ATTN: Paul Wettlaufer, Chief, River Basin Permits Section 

Baltimore District 
Design Management Branch, Engineering Division 
CE NAB-EN-MC . 
P.O. Box 1715 
Baltimore, MD 21203-1715 

ATTN: Howard J. Callendar, P.E. 

State College Field Office 
1631 South Atherton Street 
State College, PA 16801 

ATTN: Mike Dombroskie 

US Department of Commerce 

Office of the Secretary 
Herbert C. Hoover Building 
141h & Constitution Avenue, NW Rm 5854 
Washington, DC 20230 

ATTN: General Counsel 

(2 copies) 

(1 copy) 

(1 copy) 

(1 copy) 

(2 copies) 
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Section VIII 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 
14th & Constitution Avenue, NW 
HCHB Room 5805 
Washington, DC 20230 

ATTN: Director, Policy & Strategic Planning 

US Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA) 

Headquarters, Office of Federal Activities 
NEPA Compliance Division 
EIS Filing Section 
Ariel Rios Building (South Oval Lobby) 
Mail Code 2252-A, Room 7241 
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Washington, DC 20044 

Region Ill (3ES30) 
1650 Arch Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19103-2029 

ATTN: Chief, Environmental Assessment and Protection Division 

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 

105 South 7th Street, 2nd Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 19106-3392 

ATTN: Mitigation Division 

Region Ill 
One Independence Mall (Sixth Floor) 
615 Chestnut Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19106-4404 

ATTN: Erik Rourke, Regional Hydrologist 

US Department of Health and Human Services 

Centers for Disease Control & Prevention 
National Center for Environmental Health 
EEHS/CDB (F-16) 
4770 Buford Highway, NE 
Atlanta, GA 30341-3724 

ATTN: Chief, Special Programs Group 
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Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

Eastern Office of Review 
1100 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Suite 809 
Washington, DC 20004 

ATTN: Preservation Specialist 

US Department of Housing & Urban Development (HUD) 

PA State Office 
The John Wanamaker Building 
100 Penn Square East 
Philadelphia, PA 19107-3380 

ATTN: Environmental Officer 

US Department of the Interior 

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
1849 "C" Street, NW 
Room 2340 
Washington, DC 20240 

ATTN: Director 

US Fish and Wildlife Service 
315 South Allen Street 
Suite 322 
State College, PA 16801 

US Department of Transportation 

Federal Transit Administration 
Office of Planning and Program Development 
1760 Market Street, Suite 500 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 

ATTN: Transportation Program Specialist 
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Section VIII 

B. STATE AGENCIES 

PA Department of Aging 

Bureau of Policy, Planning and Research 
Rachel Carson State Office Building 
400 Market Street, 61h Floor 
Harrisburg, PA 17101-2301 

ATTN: Director 

PA Department of Agriculture 

Bureau of Farmland Protection 
2301 N. Cameron Street 
Room 404 
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408 

ATTN: Director 

(1 copy) 

(1 copy) 

PA Department of Community and Economic Development (DCED) 

Office of Pol icy 
Forum Building Room 471 
Harrisburg, PA 17120 

ATTN: Director 

PA Department of Environmental Protection (PA DEP) 

Office of Policy 
Rachel Carson State Office Building 
400 Market Street, 151h Floor 
Post Office Box 2063 
Harrisburg, PA 17105-2063 

ATTN: Nina Huizinga 

North Central Regional Office, 
208 West Third Street, Suite 101 
Williamsport, PA 17701 

ATTN: Assistant Regional Director 
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Department of Conservation and Natural Resources (PA DCNR) 

Office of Policy and Communication 
Post Office Box 8767 
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8767 

ATTN: Director 

PA Fish and Boat Commission 

Environmental Services Division 
450 Robinson Lane 
Bellefonte, PA 16823-9620 

ATTN: Chief, Environmental Services Division 

PA Game Commission 

2001 Elmerton Avenue 
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9797 

(1 copy) 

(1 copy) 

(2 copies) 

ATTN: Chief, Environmental Planning and Habitat Protection Division 

PA Historical and Museum Commission (PHMC) 

Bureau for Historic Preservation 
Commonwealth Keystone Building 
400 North Street, 2nd Floor 
Harrisburg, PA 17120 

. ATTN: Chief, Archaeological and Protection Division 

PA Department of Transportation 

Bureau of Design 
Commonwealth Keystone Building 
400 North Street, 7th Floor 
Harrisburg, PA 17120 

ATTN: Dean Schreiber, P. E. 

(1 copy) 

(3 copies) 
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Environmental Quality Assurance Division 
Commonwealth Keystone Building 
400 North Street, 71h Floor 
Harrisburg, PA 17120 

ATTN: Sue McDonald, Chief 

Engineering District 3-0 
P.O. Box218 
Montoursville, PA 17754 

Maintenance District 3-4 (Northumberland County) 
355 Dewart Street 
P.O. Box432 
Sunbury, PA 17801 

Maintenance District 3-5 (Snyder County) 
150 Sand Hill Road 
P.O. Box 207 
Selinsgrove, PA 17870 

Maintenance District 3-8 (Union County) 
612 Fairground Road 
Lewisburg, PA 17837 

C. LOCAL AGENCIES 

Northumberland County Planning Commission 
399 South 5th Street, Suite 207 
Sunbury, PA 17801 

Snyder County Planning Commission 
Snyder County Courthouse 
9 West Market Street 
Middleburg, PA 17842 

Union County Planning Commission 
161 O Industrial Boulevard, Suite 100 
Lewisburg, PA 17837 

Shamokin Dam Borough 
P.O. Box273 
Shamokin Darn, PA 17876 

Monroe Township 
RD #5, Box 39 
Selinsgrove, PA 17870 

VIII - 6 

(2 copies) 

(4 copies) 

(1 copy) 

(1 copy) 

(1 copy) 

(1 copy) 

(1 copy) 

(1 copy) 

(1 copy) 

(1 copy) 



Point Township 
RR 2, Box 485 
Northumberland, PA 17857 

Union Township 
RR 2 Box 184 
Winfield, PA 17889 

West Chillisquaque Township 
P.O. Box50 
Montandon, PA 17850 

Milton Borough Building 
2 Filbert Street 
Milton, PA 17847 

Lewisburg Borough Building 
331 Market Street 
Lewisburg, PA 17837 

Northumberland Borough Building 
221 Second Street 
Northumberland, PA 17857 

Penn Township Building 
12 Clifford Road 
Selinsgrove, PA 17870 

Selinsgrove Borough Building 
1 North High Street 
Selinsgrove, PA 17870 

Sunbury City Hall, City Engineers Office 
225 Market Street 
Sunbury, PA 17801 

D. REGIONAL AGENCIES 

SEDA Council of Governments 
RR1 Box 372 
Lewisburg, PA 17837 

Susquehanna River Basin Commission 
1721 North Front Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17110 
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E. PUBLIC OFFICIALS 

County Commissioner(s) 

Northumberland County Commissioners 
425 South Shamokin Street 
Shamokin, PA 17876 

ATTN: Allen J. Cwalina, Chairman, Board of Commissioners 

Snyder County Commissioners 
Snyder County Courthouse 
P.O. Box 217 
Middleburg, PA 17842 

ATTN: Steven D. Bilger, Chairman 

Union County Commissioners 
Union County Courthouse 
1 03 South Second Street 
Lewisburg, PA 17837 

ATTN: W. Max Bossert, Chairman 

State Senator(s) 

The Honorable Edward W. Helfrick 
Pennsylvania Senate 
PA 271h District 
144 West 8th Avenue 
Shamokin Dam, PA 17876 

The Honorable Roger A. Madigan 
Pennsylvania Senate 
PA 23rd District 
330 Pine Street, Suite 200 
Williamsport, PA 17701 

State Representative(s) 

The Honorable Robert E. Belfanti, Jr. 
Pennsylvania House of Representatives 
PA 1071h District 
18 West 3rd Street 
Mount Carmel, PA 17851 
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The Honorable Russell Fairchild 
Pennsylvania House of Representatives 
PA 95th District 
Felmey Road 
Box 183 
Winfield, PA 17889 

The Honorable Merle H. Phillips 
Pennsylvania House of Representatives 
PA 1 OSth District 
106 Arch Street 
Sunbury, PA 17801 

U.S. Senator(s) 

The Honorable Rick Santorum 
United States Senate 
1 Station Square, #250 
Pittsburgh, PA 15219 

The Honorable Arlen Specter 
United States Senate 
600 Arch Street, #9400 
Philadelphia, PA 19106 

U.S. Representative(s) 

The Honorable Tim Holden 
United States House of Representatives 
PA 61h District 
633 Court Street, 1st Floor 
Reading, PA 19601 

The Honorable John E. Peterson 
United States House of Representatives 
PA 5th District 
115 W. Spring Street 
Titusville, PA 16354 

The Honorable Bill Shuster 
United States House of Representatives 
PA gih District 
31 O Penn Street 
Hollidaysburg, PA 16648 
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F. CHAMBERS OF COMMERCE 

Central Susquehanna Valley Chamber of Commerce 
1 North High Street 
Shamokin Dam, PA 17878-001 O 

Selinsgrove Chamber of Commerce 
P.O. Box 84 
Selinsgrove, PA 17870 

Milton Area Chamber of Commerce 
1 South Arch Street 
Milton, PA 17847 

Union County Chamber of Commerce 
219-D Hafer Road 
Lewisburg, PA 17837 

G. LIBRARIES 

Milton Public Library 
23 South Front Street 
Milton, PA 17847 

(1 copy) 

(1 copy) 

(1 copy) 

(1 copy) 

(1 copy) 

Degenstein Community Library (formerly the John R. Kauffman, Jr. Public Library ) 
40 North 5th Street 
Sunbury, PA 17801 (1 copy) 

Priestley Memorial Library 
100 King Street 
Northumberland, PA 17857 

Union County Public Library 
205 Reitz Boulevard 
Lewisburg, PA 17837 

Selinsgrove Community Center Library 
1 North High Street 
Selinsgrove, PA 17870 

H. COMMITTEE REPRESENTATIVES 

Abrahamson, Warren 
Anselmo, Jerome 
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Bailey, Rick 
Castrigmano, John 
Herb, Christopher 
Hickox, Robert 
Knepp, Lee 
Lawton, William 
Lewis, Trevor 
Marshall, David 
McAlister, Jim 
Pardoe, Robert 
Smith, Chad 
Weirick, Margaret 

I. FEDERALLY RECOGNIZED TRIBES 

Delaware Nation, Oklahoma 
P.O. Box 825 
Anadarko, OK 73005 

Seneca - Cayuga Tribe of Oklahoma 
P.O. Box 1283 
Miami, OK 74355 

Delaware Tribe of Indians, Oklahoma 
220 NW Virginia Avenue 
Bartlesville, OK 74003 

Seneca Nation of Indians 
467 Center Street 
Salamanca, NY 14779 

Absentee - Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma 
2025 S. Gordon Cooper Drive 
Shawnee, OK 74801 

Cayuga Nation 
P.O. Box 11 
Versailles, NY 14168 

Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma 
P.O. Box 350 
Seneca, MO 64865 

Onondaga Indian Nation 
RR #1, Box 319-B 
Nedrow, NY 13120 
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St. Regis Mohawk Tribe 
412 State Route 37 
Akwesasne, NY 13655 

Tonawanda Band of Seneca Indians 
7027 Meadville Road 
Basom, NY 14013 

Tuscarora Nation 
2006 Mount Hope Road 
Lewistown, NY 14092 

J. DEIS COMMENTORS 

Bingaman, Richard L. 
Benner, Charles 
Bobb, David 
Bollinger, Linda 
Broschart, Robert 
Caprid, Dennis M. 
Crist, Ida (for Mark Murawski) 
Deromedi, Elizabeth 
Duttry, Ronald 
Fisher, Ann 
Geise, Leon 
Grove, John G. 
Harpster, James 
Heimbach, Albert 
Hoover, Gaylord 
Hopta, Charles 
Hummel, Scott 
Klinger, John 
Larson, Mark 
Le, Diane 
Lilley, David M. 
Loss, Mrs. Archie 
Markunas, Anthony 
Martino, David 
Martz, John 
Maust, Scott and Gloria 
Mccollum, Mike 
Mengel, Michael 
Mertz, Doris 
Mertz, Douglas 
Mette, Evans and Woodside, attn. Gary Heim 
Moerschbacher, Ralph 
Peachey, Wilbur F. 
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Picarella, Eric and Jody 
Reeder, Robert 
Reichley, Ben 
Reisinger, Sue 
Reynolds, Herman 
Rhoads and Sinon, attn. K.L. Joel 
Santer, Barbara 
Shade, James 
Shirk, Carl M. 
Sholley, Milton 
Sidler, Susan 
Smith, Larry and Tammy 
Smith, Manning 
Stine, Paul 
Stuck, Albert F. 
Varner, Randall and Jami 
Walz, Elaine 
Walz, Robert 
Wolfe, Timothy 
Yoder, G. 
Yoder, Jim 
Yoder, Levi D. 
Yoder, Tobias 
Yoder, W.R. 
Zaleski, Chuck 
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA j ! iU1 
DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND NATURAL RESOUR:t~----___,t;/ 

' Rachel Carson State Office Building 1·--------...... 

Bureau of Forestry 

Ms. Bonnie Tweedy 
Skelly and Loy, Inc. 
2601 North Front Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17110 

P .0. Box 8552 
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8552 

Decembers, 1995 -

717-787-3444 

RE: PNDI Review of Central Susquehanna Valley Thruway (CSVT), Snyder, Union and 
Northumberland Counties, PA 

Dear Bonnie: 

In response to your office review on 28 November 1995, for information on the presence 
of resources of special concern within the Central Susquehanna Valley Thruway project site, 
PNDI records indicate many historic and confirmed occurrences of species of special concern 
within the vicinity of the project area. The following list is provided for your planning needs. 

The confirmed occurrences include: 
Lupinus perennis, Lupine, PR 
Dodecatheon amethystinum, Jeweled Shooting-Star, PT 
Northern Appalachian Shale Cliff Community 

Habitat for the Jeweled Shooting Star occurs along the western bank of the 
Susquehanna River in the river bluff communities referred to as Northern Appalachian Shale 
Cliff Community. The community extends from the Route 11 and 15 split north to 
approximately 2.5 miles north of where Route 11 crosses the river into Northumberland. The 
Lupine occurs in sandy soils along Route 15 north of the Route 11 and 15 split. 

Other species that occurred historically include: 
Alisma plantago-aquatica var americana, Broad-Leaved Water-Plantain, PE 
Lupinus perennis, Lupine, PR 
Populus balsamifera, Balsam Poplar, PE 
Hemicarpha micrantha, Common Hemicarpa, PE 
Monarda punctata, Spotted Bee Balm, PE 
Eupatorium rotundifolium, A Eupatorium, TU 
Opheodrys aestivus, Rough Green Snake, PT 



Bonnie Tweedy -2- December 5, 1995 

Montandon Marsh located west of Montandon and south of S.R. 45, contains several 
species of special concern. At present the project boundaries do not include this area but if 
they are revised please consult PNDI in order to update your information. 

As alignments are established another PNDI review may determine direct impacts to 
confirmed occurrences. In that case we suggest a site visit(s) with Bureau of Forestry, Native 
Plant Program personnel to locate the confirmed occurrences and determine habitat 

· protection needs of the confirmed occurrences in the project area. Please contact us early in 
the field season so that we can schedule dates during optimum flowering times. We also 
recommend field investigations by a qualified botanist to determine the absence or presence 
of the species that historically occurred within the project area. 

The Rough Green Snake is under the jurisdiction of the Pennsylvania Fish and Boat 
Commission. Please contact Andy Shiels at (814) 359-5113 or write to him at Pennsylvania 
Fish & Boat Commission, Bureau of Fisheries and Engineering, 450 Robinson Lane, 
Bellefonte, PA 16823 in order to determine if a field investigation is needed. 

PNDI is a site specific information system which describes significant natural resources 
of Pennsylvania. This system includes data descriptive of plant and animal species of special 
concern, exemplary natural communities and unique geological features. PNDI is a 
cooperative project of the Department of Conservation and Natural Resources, The Nature 
Conservancy and the Western Pennsylvania Conservancy. This response represents the 
most up-to-date summary of the PNDI data files and is applicable for one year. However, an 
absence of recorded information does not necessarily imply actual conditions on-site. A field 
survey of any site may reveal previously unreported populations. 

PNDI is partially funded through contributions to the Wild Resource Conservation Fund. 
If you feel that this information has been of value to your company please use the enclosed 
flyer to make a donation to the Wild Resource Conservation Fund. 

Legal authority for Pennsylvania's biological resources resides with three administrative 
agencies. The enclosure titled PNDI Management Agencies, outlines which species groups 
are managed by these agencies. If data provided by the PNDI system are to be published in 
any form, the Inventory should be informed at the outset and credited as the source. 



Bonnie Tweedy -3 December 5, 1995 

Please phone this office if you have questions concerning this response or the PNDI system. 

Enclosures 

cc: Jill Belfanti, PND!-East 
Andy Shiels, PFBC 

Sincerely, 

Chris Klinedinst Firestone 
Plant Program Specialist 
Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory 



Ms. Bonnie L. Tweedy 
Skelly and Loy, Inc. 
2601 North Front Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17110 

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 

2001 ELMERTON AVENUE 
HARRISBURG, PA 17110-9797 

December 29, 1995 

In re: Central Susquehanna Valley Thruway 

ADMINISTRATIVE BUREAUS: 

ADMINISTRATION. . . . . . ........ 717-787-5670 
AUTOMOTIVE AND 
PROCUREMENT DIVISION ..... 717-787-6594 
LICENSE DIVISION... . .717-787-2084 
PERSONNEL DIVISION... .717-787-7836 

WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT.. .717-787-5529 
INFORMATION & EDUCATION .... 717-787-6286 
LAW ENFORCEMENT..... . ..... 717-787-5740 
LANO MANAGEMENT . . . . . . .717-787-6818 

REAL ESTATE DIVISION. . .717-787-6568 
MANAGEMENT INFORMATION 
SYSTEMS .... ........ 717-787-4076 

·--------------·· 

S.R. 0015 Section 088, S.R. 0147 
Northumberland, Snyder, and Union Counties, PA 

Dear Ms. Tweedy: 

This is in response to your letter of December 15, 1995 requesting information concerning 
endangered and threatened species of birds and mammals as related to this project. 

Our office review has determined that the below listed species of special concern has 
historically occurred and might presently occur within the project area. 

Quadrangle 

Northumberland 

Species 

Peregrine Falcon 
(Falcon peregrinus) 

Habitat 

Cliffs, ledges, and 
along rivers. 

Please develop a study plan to determine whether there might be a significant impact upon 
the above species and its habitat. The Pennsylvania Grune Commission would like to review and 
comment on the study plan before it is implemented. We must reserve final comment on wildlife 
impacts until this agency is provided with the completed study. 

If it is determined that the project may impact State Game Lands NO. 193 or critical and 
unique wildlife habitat you may be requested to conduct additional surveys. 

You should be aware that any impacts to wetlands or other bodies of water will require 
permits from the U.S. Army Corps ofEngineers, Baltimore District (410-962-3670); and the 
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection, Bureau of Water Quality Management, 
Soils and Waterways Section Northcentral Regional Office in Williamsport (717-327-3574). 

An Equal Opportunity Employer 
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Ms. Bonnie Tweedy -2- December 28, 1995 

If you have any questions, please contact Kevin Mixon of my staff at (717) 783-
5957. 

KM/pfb 

Jirufyy~- r 
~McDowell, Chief 
Division of Environmental 
Planning and Habitat Protection 
Bureau of Land Management 
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Ms. Bonnie L. Tweedy 
Environmental Scientist 
Skelly and Loy, Inc. 
2601 North Front Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17110 

Dear Ms. Tweedy: 

31 5 South Allen Street 
State College, Pennsylvania 16801 

January 10, 1996 

This responds to your letter of December 15, 1995 requesting information about federally 
listed and proposed endangered and threatened species within the area affected by the 
proposed Central Susquehanna Valley Thruway project (S.R. 0015, Section 088, S.R. 
014 7) located in Northumberland, Snyder, and Union Counties, Pennsylvania. The 
following comments are provided pursuant to the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (87 
Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) to ensure the protection of endangered 
and threatened species. 

Except for occasional transient species, no federally listed or proposed threatened or 
endangered species under our jurisdiction are known to exist in the project impact area. 
Therefore, no Biological Assessment or further Section 7 consultation under the 
Endangered Species Act is required with the Fish and Wildlife Service. Should project plans 
change, or if additional information on listed or proposed species becomes available, this 
determination may be reconsidered. A compilation of federally listed species in 
Pennsylvania is enclosed for your information. 

This response relates only to endangered or threatened species under our jurisdiction based 
on an office review of the proposed project's location. No field inspection of the project 
area has been conducted by this office. Consequently, this letter is not to be construed as 
addressing other Service concerns under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act or other 
legislation. 

Requests for information regarding State-listed endangered or threatened species should be 
directed to the Pennsylvania Game Commission (birds and mammals), the Pennsylvania Fish 
and Boat Commission (fish, reptiles, and amphibians), and the Pennsylvania Department of 
Conservation and Natural Resources (plants). 

Please contact Marjorie Dunlop of my staff at 814-234-4090 if you have any questions or 
require further assistance regarding endangered, threatened, or candidate species. 

Sincerely, 

{/t::.tf-
Supervisor 

Enclosure 

l 
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FEDERALLY LISTED SPECIES IN PENNSYLVANIA 

COMMON .NAME 

FISHES 

Shortnose sturgeon" 

REPTILES & AMPHIBIANS 

None 

BIRDS 

SCIENTIFIC NAME 

Acipenser brevirostrum 

Bald eagle Helfaeetus leucocepha!us 

Peregrine falcon (American) Falco peregrinus anetum 

Piping plover Charadrius melodus 

MAMMALS 

Indiana bat 

MOLLUSKS 

Clubshell mussel 

Northern riffleshell 

PLANTS 

Northeastern bulrush 

Small-whorled pogonia 

• E = Em:fangered, T = Thre;;tened 

Myotis soda/is 

Pleurobema c!ava 

Epiob!asma toru/osa 
rangiana 

Scirpus ;::r1cistrochaetus 

!sotria medeo/oides 

STATus· 

E 

T 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

T 

.. Shcr..ncse sturgeon is under the jurisdiction of the NELJot:al Marine Fisheri~s Service 

.. 
DISTRIBUTION 

Delaware River and other Atlantic coastal 
waters 

Entire state. Recent nesting in Butler, 
Crawford, Dauphin, Forest, Lancaster, Pike, 
Tioga, Warren and York Gour.ties 

Entire stat·e. Recent nesting in and around 
Philadelphia and Pittsburgh (Allegheny, 
Delaware, Philadelphia and Bucks Counties) 

Presque Isle (Erie County). Migratory. 
No nesting in Pennsylvania since mid· 1950s 

Summer range: possibly state-wide in 
suitable habitat. Only one known winter 
hibernaculum (south-central Pennsylvani_al 

French Creek and Allegheny River 
watersheds; Clarion, Crawford, Erie, Forest, 
Mercer and Venango Counties 

French Creek and Allegheny River 
watersheds; Crawford, Erie, Forest, 
Venango and Warren Counties 

Current. • Blair, Centre, Clinton, 
. Cumberland, Dauphin, Franklin, Huntingdon, 

Lackawanna, Lehigh, Monroe, Perry and 
Union Counties. Historic· Northampton 
County 

Current - Centre and Venango Counties. 
Historic - Berks, Chester, Greene, Monroe, 
Montgomery, Philadelphia Counties 

Revised 7113195 

U.S. FlSH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
315 SOUTH ALLEN ST., SUITE 32.2, STATE COLLEGE, PA 1EE01 
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
PENNSYLVANIA FISH & BOAT COMMISSION 

Division of Fisheries Management 

IN REPLY REFER. TO 

PNDI# 1006 

SKELLY AND LOY, INC. 
Bonnie L. Tweedy 
2601 North Front Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17110 

Dear Ms. Tweedy: 

450 Robinson Lane ' 
Bellefonte, PA 16823-9620 

(814) 359-5110 

February s, 1996 

RE: Environmental Assessment 
Central Susquehanna Valley Thruway 
SR 0015, Section 088, SR 0147 
Northumberland, Snyder and union counties 
Pennsylvania 

The study area for the above proposed project was reviewed for 
species of concern under PFBC protection. Depending on the location 
of the proposed roadway corridor and project design, potential 
adverse impacts may occur to the Rough green snake ( Opheodrys 
aestivus), a PA threatened species, and the Spadefoot toad 
(Scaphiopus h. holbrooki), a PA secure species with a limited 
distribution in the state. Both species are known from the vicinity 
of the proposed project. 

Unfortunately, with the information available to me, it is 
impossible to assess potential adverse impacts to either species. 
The rough green snake is a diurnal, mostly arboreal serpent that is 
freq-uently encountered in forested areas with an open canopy and 
dense understory shrub layer, or early successional sites with a 
well developed mosaic of shrubs and thickets. Their diet consists 
of small terrestrial arthropods (spiders and insects) and it is not 
uncommon to find them in the wetter, less drained areas, possibly 
to improve their foraging opportunities. Overwintering occurs in 
dry upland burrows often frequented by other serpents. 

The spadefoot toad is a small burrowing toad that is rarely 
encountered on the surface. Its presence can best be determined by 
listening for its young crow-like breeding call in early spring 
during and following heavy rains. 

Proposed roadway alignments through undisturbed potential habitat 
for the rough green snake should be surveyed early in the warm 
season (May - June) . Due to this snake's unique habits and 
behavior, at least one biologist performing the survey should be 



... 
B. Tweedy 
February 8, 1996 
Page 2 

familiar with this species in the field. Surveys specifically for 
the spadefoot toad are not required, but an effort should be made 
to distinguish their call from other amphibians if conducting 
wetland-related work in the earlier part of the warm season shortly 
after heavy rains. 

In your response to this letter, please provide USGS 7.5 minute 
maps showing proposed alignments through the study corridor. Please 
also identify areas that could represent suitable habitat for the 
rough green snake. 

Please call me at (814) 359-5113 or 5186 if you have any questions 
regarding this matter. 

Sincerely, 

~/.~ 
Andrew L. Shiels 
Herpetology, Endangered Species & 
Triploid Grass Carp Coordinator 

sal 

c: R. Snyder 



Ms. Michelle Cohen 
Skelly and Loy, Inc. 
2601 North Front St. 
Harrisburg, PA 17110 

Dear Ms. Cohen: 

ADMINISTRATIVE BUREAUS: 

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA ADMINISTRATION. .717-787·5670 
AUTOMOTIVE ANO 
PROCUREMENT DIVISION ..... 717·787-6594 
LICENSE DIVISION..... . ... 717-787-2084 
PERSONNEL DIVISION. . .717-787-7836 

WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT.. . .717-787-5529 
INFORMATION & EDUCATION ..... 717·787-6286 
LAW ENFORCEMENT... . 717-787-5740 
LANO MANAGEMENT. . ....... 717·787-6818 

---.Bf-At-~OJVISION ........ 717-787-6568 
2001 ELMERTON AVENUE , __ . 

HARRISBURG, PA 17110-9797 !
1
;· :-; . 
i I I 1·-- -· 

\\ \J;\ 

MANAGEM~ \N_FORMATION 
SYSTEMS .. '.\~.}.. . ... 717-787-4076 

. : \ \ I P..r :. l April 9, 1996 -_'_ \·': 
: '\ \ 

-.j ;j --------

In response to your request for information services, we are providing the 
enclosed printout from the Pennsylvania Fish and Wildlife Data Base. 

We have record of the Bald Eagle (PA/Fed Threatened), Massasauga, (PA 
Endangered), Upland Sandpiper (PA Threatened), occurring on or near the project 
area. 

Please contact Andy Shiels, Endangered Species Coordinator, PA Fish and 
Boat Commission (814-359-5113) for more information on the Massasauga. 

Additional comments concerning this data search are included on the 
attached pages. 

The charge for this search is $9.50, due within fifteen days of receipt of 
this letter. 

Encl. 
CWD: sp 

Very truly yours, 

Calvin W. DuBrock, Director 
Bureau of Wildlife Management 
Pennsylvania Game Commission 

An Equal Opportunity Employer 



Pennsylvania Fish and Wildlife Data Base 
LIST A: Endangered an~ Threatened Species 

** Skelly and Loy Central Susquehanna Valley Thruway Project ** 
08APR 1996 

Quadrangles Included: 

Lewisburg 
Freeburg 
Milton 
Northumberland 
West Sunbury 

l.'.:ommon Name .................. Scientific Name ............ Status .................... Status 

~agle, Bald Haliaeetus leucocephalus PA I Fed Endangered A 

*** 

llllassasauga. Sistrurus catenatus PA Endangered E 

*** 

3andpiper, Upland Bartramia longicauda PA Threatened T 

*** 

1 



Note: The purpose of the following list is to identify endangered, 
threatened, and special concern species which may potentially 
occur within a designated area. This list includes species 
which may exist ori your project area as well as migrating and 
accidental species. This information is based on records of 
these animals inhabiting specific habitat types within each 
county. 



Pennsylvania Fish and Wildlife Data Base 
LIST B: Potential Special Concern Species 
(Includes Accidental and Migrant Species) 

** Skelly and Loy Central Susquehanna Valley Thruway Project** 
08 APR 1996 

Counties Included: 

Snyder 
Northumberland 
Union 

;:itatus................ .......................... .. No. of 

· 1A / Fed Endangered 
oA Endangered 
PA Threatened 
.::andidate Species 

Total Species Listed: 

Species 
Listed 

2 
4 

6 
29 

41 



Pennsylvania Fish and Wildlife Data Base 
LIST B: Potential Special Concern Species 
(Includes Accidental and Migrant Species) 

** Skelly and Loy Central Susquehanna Valley Thruway Project ** 
08 APR 1996 

Common Name ................. Scientific Name ............ Status .................... Status 

Eagle, Bald 
Falcon, Peregrine 

Osprey 
Owl, Short-eared 
Rail, King 
Tern, Black 

Haliaeetus leucocephalus 
Falco peregrinus 

PA I Fed Endangered 
PA/ Fed Endangered 

*** 

Pandion haliaetus PA Endangered E 
Asio flammeus PA Endangered 

Rallus elegans PA Endangered E 
Chlidonias niger PA Endangered E 

*** 

E 

A 
A 

Snake, Rough Green Opheodrys aestivus PA Threatened T 
Bittern, American Botaurus lentiginosus PA Threatened T 
Bittern, Least lxobrychus exilis PA Threatened T 
Flycatcher, Yellow-bellied Empidonax flaviventris PA Threatened T 
Sandpiper, Upland Bartramia longicauda PA Threatened T 
Myotis, Eastern Small-footed Myotis leibii PA Threatened T 

*** 

Harrier, Northern C.ircus cyaneus Candidate - At Risk U 
Owl, Common Barn Tyto alba Candidate - At Risk U 
Snipe, Common Gallinago gallinago Candidate - At Risk U 
Sparrow, Henslow's Ammodramus henslowii Candidate - At Risk U 
Warbler, Prothonotary Protonotaria citrea Candidate - At Risk U 
Bobcat Felis rufus Candidate - At Risk U 
Cottontail, New England Sylvilagus transitionalis Candidate - At Risk U 
Otter, River Lutra canadensis Candidate - At Risk U 

Coot, American 
Goshawk, Northern 
Grebe, Pied-billed 
Grosbeak, Blue 
Tanager, Summer 
Teal, Green-winged 
Thrush, Swainson's 

Fulica americana 
Accipiter gentilis 

Podilymbus podiceps 
Guiraca caerulea 

Piranga rubra 
Anas crecca 
Catharus ustulatus 

*** 

Candidate - Rare 
Candidate - Rare 

Candidate - Rare 
Candidate - Rare 
Candidate - Rare 
Candidate - Rare 

Candidate - Rare 

*** 

v 
v 

v 
v 
v 

v 

v 

Bobwhite, Northern Co!inus virginianus Candidate - Undeterm W 
Crossbill, Red Loxia curvirostra Candidate - Undeterm W 
Dickcissel Spi:Za americana Candidate - Undeterm W 
Duck, Ruddy Oxyura jamaicensis Candidate - Undeterm W 
Egret, Cattle Bubulcus ibis ibis Candidate - Undeterm W 
Gadwall Anas strepera Candidate - Undeterm W 
Nighthawk, Common Chordeiles minor Candidate - Undeterm W 

1 



Pennsylvania Fish and Wildlife Data Base 
LIST B: Potential Special Concern Species 
{Includes Accidental and Migrant Species) 

** Skelly and Loy Central Susquehanna Valley Thruway Project ** 
08 APR 1996 

~ommon Name ................. Scientific Name ............ Status .................... Status 

Owl, Long-eared Otus asio Candidate - Undeterm W 
,Jwl, Northern Saw-whet Aegolius acadicus Candidate - Undeterm W 
.,intail, Northern Anas acuta Candidate - Undeterm W 
Whip-poor-will Caprimulgus vociferus Candidate - Undeterm W 

· Nigeon, American Anas americana Candidate - Undeterm W 
Weasel, Least Mustela nivalis Candidate - Undeterm W 

*** 

Rattlesnake, Timber Crotalus horridus Candidate Species y 

*** 

2 



Pennsylvania Fish and Wildlife Data Base 
LIST C: Potential Special Concern Species Land Use/Cover Type List 
** Skelly and Loy Central Susquehanna Valley Thruway Project ** 

08 APR 1996 

Counties Included: Snyder, Northumberland, Union 

Land Use/Cover Type No. Species 

Urban Land 11 

Agricultural Land - Cropland/Pasture 25 
Agricultural Land - Orchards/Vineyards/Nurseries 9 
Agricultural Land - Confined Feeding Operations 4 

Rangeland - Herbaceous 20 
Rangeland - Shrub/Brush 16 
Rangeland - Mixed 12 

Forest Land - Deciduous 26 
Forest Land - Evergreen 23 
Forest Land - Mixed 24 

Water - Streams/Rivers/Canals 18 
Water - Lakes 17 
Water - Reservoirs 15 
Water - Estuaries 13 

Wetland - Forested 27 
Wetland - Nonforested 24 

Barren Land 7 



Species Feeding Behavior 

Pennsylvania Fish and Wildlife Data Base 
LIST C: Potential Special Concern Species Land Use/Cover Type List 
**Skelly and Loy Central Susquehanna Valley Thruway Project** 

08 APR 1996 
Counties Included: Snyder, Northumberland, Union 

Land Use/Cover Type 

COITlllon Name ...••.••.••....••.. *Stat. Herb Omni Carn .. Urban •. Agric Agric Agric .• Range Range Range .. Forest Forest Forest .. Water. Water Water. Water .. Wetlnd Wetlnd •• Barren. 
Crops Orchd Feed Herb Shrub Mix Oecid Conif Mix Stream ·Lake Reserv Bay Forest Non-For 

(lO's) (21) (22) . (23) (31) (32) (33) (41) (42) (43) (51) (52) (53} (54) (61) (6t) (?O's) 

Rattlesnake, Timber 
Snake, Rough Green 

Bittern, American 
Bittern, Least 
Bobwhite, Northern 
Coot, American 
Crossbill, Red 
Dickcissel 
Duck, Ruddy 
Eagle, Bald 
Egret, Cattle 
Falcon, Peregrine 
Flycatcher, Yellow-bellied 
Gadwa 11 
Goshawk, Northern 
Grebe, Pied-billed 
Grosbeak, Blue 
Harrier, Northern 
Nighthawk, Conmon 
Osprey 
Owl, Conman Barn 
Owl, Long-eared 
Owl, Northern Saw-whet 
Owl, Short-eared 
Pintail, Northern 
Rail, King 
Sandpiper, Upland 

y 

T 

T 
T 
w 
v 
w 
w 
w 
E 
w 
E 
T 
w 
v 
v 
v 
u 
w 
E 
u 
w 
w 
E 
w 
E 
T 

x 
x 
x 
x 
x 

x 
x 

x 

x 
x 
x 

x 
x 

x 
x 

x 
x 
x 

x 
x 

x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 

x 

x 

x 
x 
x 
x 
x 

x 

* Status Codes: E = Endangered; T = Threatened. 
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x 
x 
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x 
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x 
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x 
x 
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x 

x 

x 

x 
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x 
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x 

x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 

x 
x 
x 
x 

Candidate Classifications: U = At Risk; V = Rare; W = Undetermined Status; Y = Unspecified. 
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x 
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x 
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Species Feeding Behavior 

Pennsylvania Fish and Wildlife Data Base 
LIST C: Potential Special Concern Species Land Use/Cover Type List 
**Skelly and Loy Central Susquehanna Valley Thruway Project** 

08 APR 1996 
Counties Included: Snyder, Northumberland, Union 

Land Use/Cover Type 

Conman Name ....•.....•........ *Stat. Herb Omni Carn .. Urban .. Agric Agric Agric .. Range Range Range .. Forest Forest Forest .. Water. Water Water. Water •• Wetlnd Wetlnd .. Barren. 
Crops Orchd Feed Herb Shrub Mix Decid Conif Mix Stream Lake Reserv Bay Forest Non-For 

(lO's) (21) (22) (23) (31) (32) (33) (41) (42) (43) (51) (52) (53} {54) (61) (6~) (70's) 

Snipe, Co11JDon u x 
Sparrow, Henslow's u x 
Tanager, Sumner v x 
Teal, Green-winged v x 
Tern. Black E x 
Thrush, Swainson's v x x 
Warbler, Prothonotary u x 
Wh ip-poor-wi 11 w x 
Wigeon, American w x 

Bobcat u x 
Cottontail, New England u x 
Myotis, Eastern Small-footed T x x 
Otter, River u x 
Weasel, Least w x x 

* Status Codes: E = Endangered; T = Threatened. 
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Candidate Classifications: U = At Risk; V = Rare; W = Undetermined Status; Y = Unspecified. 
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ADMINISTRATIVE BUREAUS: 

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 

\1~e1; Nt.j:§~~\f~f.jl~;:--:;:,-r1 
·-Gl\_M~VQQM:MI§§l·g~~&IJ 

Ms. Michelle Cohen 
Skelly and Loy, Inc. 
2601 North Front St. 
Harrisburg, PA 17110 

Dear Ms. Cohen: 

2001 ELMERTON AVENUE 
HARRISBURG, PA 17110·9797 

April 24, 1996 

ADMINISTRATION .. 
AUTOMOTIVE AND 
PROCUREMENT DIVISION . 
LICENSE DIVISION .. 
PERSONNEL DIVISION .. 

WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT 
INFORMATION & EDUCATION 
LAW ENFORCEMENT. 
LAND MANAGEMENT .. 

REAL ESTATE DIVISION . 
MANAGEMENT INFORMATION 
SYSTEMS ... 

. .717-787-5670 

. . .71 7. 787-6594 

... 717-787-2084 . 
. 717-787-7836 
. 717·787-5529 

... 717·787·6286 

.. 717-787-5740 
. 717-787-6818 

7ff787·6568 

717-787-4076 

In response to your request for information services, we are providing 
the enclosed printout from the Pennsylvania Fish and Wildlife Data Base. 

We have record of the Bald Eagle, (PA/Fed Threatened), Massauga (PA 
Endangered), and the Upland Sandpiper, (PA Threatened) occurring at or near 
the project area. 

Please contact Andy Shiels, Endangered Species Coordinator, PA Fish and 
Boat Commission (814-359-5113) for more information on the Redbelly Turtle. 

Additional comments concerning this data search are included on the 
following page. 

The bill for this service is $9.50. Please make reimbursement to the 
Pennsylvania Game Commission, Division of Wildlife Management, 2001 Elmerton 
Ave., Harrisburg, PA 17110-9797, within fifteen days. 

Please note, you have already received a bill for this printout. 

CWD/smp 
Encl. 

Very truly yours, 

Calvin W. DuBrock, Director 
Bureau of Wildlife Management 

An Equal Opportunity Employer 



Note: The purpose of the following list is to identify endangered 
or threatened species which occur or are likely to occur on 
a designated site. We have record of the following species 
occurring in or near your project area. Their occurrence 
may depend on season, habitat type, and individual movements 
or migration patterns. Field surveys may be required to 
determine whether these species exist on your project area. 
If an endangered/threatened bird or mammal survey is planned 
for a project site, please contact the Division of Wildlife 
Data Base, Pennsylvania Game Commission (717-787-1570). 



Pennsylvania Fish and Wildlife Data Base 
LIST A: Endangered and Threatened Species 

** Central Susquehanna Valley Thruway Project ** 
22 APR 1996 

Quadrangles Included: 

Freeburg 
Lewisburg 
Milton 
Northumberland 
West Sunbury 

Land Use/Cover Types Included: 

Rangeland - Herbaceous 
Rangeland - Shrub/Brush 
Agriculture - Cropland/Pasture 
Rangeland - Mixed 
Forest - Deciduous 
Forest - Evergreen 
Forest - Mixed 
Wetland - Forested 
Wetland - Nonf orested 
Barren - Strip Mines/Quarries/Gravel Pits 
Barren - Transitional Areas 

Common Name. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Scientific Name ............ Status ................ . 

Eagle, Bald Haliaeetus leucocephalus PA I Fed Endangered 

Massasauga Sistrurus catenatus PA Endangered 

Sandpiper, Upland Bartramia longicauda PA Threatened 

1 



Note: The purpose of the following list is to identify endangered, 
threatened, and special concern species which may potentially 
occur within a designated area. This list includes species 
which may exist on your project area as well as migrating and 
accidental species. This information is based on records of 
these animals inhabiting specific habitat types within each 
county. 



Pennsylvania Fish and Wildlife Data Base 
LIST B: Potential Special Concern Species 
(Includes Accidental and Migrant Species) 

** Central Susquehanna Valley Thruway Project ** 
22 APR 1996 

Counties Included: 

Northumberland 
Snyder 
Union 

Land Use/Cover Types Included: 

Rangeland - Herbaceous 
Rangeland - Shrub/Brush 
Agriculture - Cropland/Pasture 
Rangeland - Mixed 
Forest - Deciduous 
Forest - Evergreen 
Forest - Mixed 
Wetland - Forested 
Wetland - Nonf orested 
Barren - Strip Mines/Quarries/Gravel Pits 
Barren - Transitional Areas 

Status. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . No. of 
Species 
Listed 

PA I Fed Endangered 2 
PA Endangered 4 
PA Threatened 6 
Candidate Species 29 

Total Species Listed: 41 



Pennsylvania Fish and Wildlife Data Base 
LIST B: Potential Special Concern Species 
(Includes Accidental and Migrant Species) 

** Central Susquehanna Valley Thruway Project ** 
22 APR 1996 

Common Name. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Scientific Name. . . . . . . . . . . . Status ................ . 

Eagle, Bald 
Falcon, Peregrine 

Osprey 
Owl, Short-eared 
Rail, King 
Tern, Black 

Snake, Rough Green 
Bittern, American 
Bittern, Least 
Flycatcher, Yellow-bellied 
Sandpiper, Upland 
Myotis, Eastern Small-footed 

Harrier, Northern 
Owl, Common Barn 
Snipe, Common 
Sparrow, Henslow's 
Warbler, Prothonotary 
Bobcat 
Cottontail, New England 
Otter, River 

Coot, American 
Goshawk, Northern 
Grebe, Pied-billed 
Grosbeak, Blue 
Tanager, Summer 
Teal, Green-winged 
Thrush, Swainson's 

Bobwhite, Northern 
Crossbill, Red 
Dickcissel 
Duck, Ruddy 
Egret, Cattle 

. Gadwall 
Nighthawk, Common 

Haliaeetus leucocephalus 
Falco peregrinus 

Pandion haliaetus 
Asia f lammeus 
Rallus elegans 
Chlidonias niger 

Opheodrys aestivus 
Botaurus lentiginosus 
Ixobrychus exilis 
Empidonax flaviventris 
Bartramia longicauda 
Myotis leibii 

Circus cyaneus 
Tyto alba 
Gallinago gallinago 
Arnrnodramus henslowii 
Protonotaria citrea 
Felis rufus 
Sylvilagus transitionalis 
Lutra canadensis 

Fulica americana 
Accipiter gentilis 
Podilymbus podiceps 
Guiraca caerulea 
Piranga rubra 
Anas crecca 
Catharus ustulatus 

Colinus virginianus 
Loxia curvirostra 
Spiza americana 
Oxyura jamaicensis 
Bubulcus ibis ibis 
Anas strepera 
Chordeiles minor 
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PA I Fed Endangered 
PA I Fed Endangered 

PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 

Endangered 
Endangered 
Endangered· 
Endangered 

PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 

Threatened 
Threatened 
Threatened 
Threatened 
Threatened 
Threatened 

Candidate 
Candidate 
Candidate 
Candidate 
Candidate 
Candidate 
Candidate 
Candidate 

Candidate 
Candidate 
Candidate 
Candidate 
Candidate 
Candidate 
Candidate 

Candidate 
Candidate 
Candidate 
Candidate 
Candidate 
Candidate 
Candidate 

- At Risk 
- At Risk 
- At Risk 
- At Risk 
- At Risk 
- At Risk 
- At Risk 
- At Risk 

- Rare 
- Rare 
- Rare 
- Rare 
- Rare 
- Rare 
- Rare 

Undeterm 
- Undeterm 
- Undeterm 
- Undeterm 
- Undeterm 
- Undeterm 
- Undeterm 



Pennsylvania Fish and Wildlife Data Base 
LIST B: Potential Special Concern Species 
(Includes Accidental and Migrant Species) 

** Central Susquehanna Valley Thruway Project ** 
22 APR 1996 

Common Name. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Scientific Name. . . . . . . . . . . . Status ................ . 

Owl, Long-eared 
Owl, Northern Saw-whet 
Pintail, Northern 
Whip-poor-will 
Wigeon, American 
Weasel, Least 

Rattlesnake, Timber 

Otus asio 
Aegolius acadicus 
Anas acuta 
Caprimulgus vocif erus 
Anas americana 
Mustela nivalis 

Crotalus horridus 
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Candidate - Undeterm 
Candidate - Undeterm 
Candidate - Undeterm 
Candidate - Undeterm 
Candidate - Undeterm 
Candidate - Undeterm 

Candidate Species 



Pennsylvania Fish and Wildlife Data Base 
LIST C: Potential Special Concern Species Land Use/Cover Type List 

**Central Susquehanna Valley Thruway Project** 
22 APR 1996 

Counties Included: Northumberland, Snyder, Union 

Land Use/Cover Type No. Species 

Urban Land 11 

Agricultural Land - Cropland/Pasture 25 
Agricultural Land - Orchards/Vineyards/Nurseries 9 
Agricultural Land - Confined Feeding Operations 4 

Rangeland - Herbaceous 20 
Rangeland - Shrub/Brush 16 
Rangeland - Mixed 12 

Forest Land - Deciduous 26 
Forest Land - Evergreen 23 
Forest Land - Mixed 24 

Water - Streams/Rivers/Canals 18 
Water - Lakes 17 
Water - Reservoirs 15 
Water - Estuaries 13 

Wetland - Forested 27 
Wetland - Nonforested 24 

Barren Land 7 



Species Feeding Behavior 

Pennsylvania Fish and Wildlife Data Base 
LIST C: Potential Special Concern Species Land Use/Cover Type List 

** Central Susquehanna Valley Thruway Project ** 
22 APR 1996 

Counties Included: Northumberland, Snyder, Union 
Land Use/Cover Type 

COlllllon Name ...•.••.•..•.•..... *Stat. Herb Omni Carn .. Urban .. Agric Agric Agric .. Range Range Range .. Forest Forest Forest •. Water. Water Water. Water .. Wetlnd Wetlnd •• Barren. 
Crops Orchd Feed Herb Shrub Mix Decid Conif' Mix Stream Lake Reserv Bay Forest Non-For 

(lO's) (21) (22) (23) (31) (32) (33) (41) (42) (43) (51) (52) (53) (54) (61) (62) (70's) 

Rattlesnake, Timber 
Snake; Rough Green 

Bittern, American 
Bittern, Least 
Bobwhite, Northern 
Coot, American 
Crossbill, Red 
Dickcissel 
Duck. Ruddy 
Eagle, Bald 
Egret, Cattle 
Falcon, Peregrine· 
Flycatcher, Yellow-bellied 
Gadwall 
Goshawk, Northern 
Grebe, Pied-billed 
Grosbeak, Blue 
Harrier, Northern 
Nighthawk, Conmon 
Osprey 
Owl. CO!lillOn Barn 
Owl, Long-eared 
Owl, Northern Saw-whet 
Owl, Short-eared 
Pintall, Northern 
Rail, King 
Sandpiper, Upland 
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T 
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v 
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x 
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* Status Codes: E = Endangered; T = Threatened. 
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Candidate Classifications: U =At Risk; V =Rare; W = Undetermined Status; Y = Unspecified. 
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Pennsylvania Fish and Wildlife Data Base 
LIST C: Potential Special Concern Species Land Use/Cover Type List 

** Central Susquehanna Valley Thruway Project ** 
22 APR 1996 

Counties Included: Northumberland, Snyder, Union 
Species Feeding Behavior Land Use/Cover Type 

C011TI10n Name .....••••••....••.. *Stat. Herb Omni Carn •• Urban •. Agric Agric Agric .. Range Range Range .. Forest Forest Forest •• Water. Water Water. Water •. Wetlnd Wetlnd .• Barren. 
Crops Orchd Feed Herb Shrub Mix Dec id Con if Mix . Stream Lake Reserv Bay Forest Non-For 

(lO's) {21) (22) (23) (31) (32) (33) (41) (42) (43) . (51) (52) (53) (54) (61) (62) {70's) 

Snipe, Conman u x x x x x x x x x x x x 
Sparrow, Henslow's u x x x x 
Tanager, Su11111er v x x x x x 
Teal, Green-winged v x x x x x x x x x x x x x 
Tern, Black E x x x x x 
Thrush, Swainson's v x x x x x x 
Warbler, Prothonotary u x x x 
Whip-poor-will w x x x x x x x x x x 
Wigeon, American w x x x x x x x x x x x 

Bobcat u x x x x x x x x x x x x x 
Cottontail, New England u x x x x x 
Myotis, Eastern Small-footed T x x x x x x x x x x x x 
Otter, River u x x x x x x x x x x 
Weasel, Least w x x x x x x x x x x x 

* Status Codes: E = Endangered; T = Threatened. Candidate Classifications: U = At Risk; V = Rare; W = Undetermined Status; Y = Unspecified. 
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MEMORANDUM 
S.R. 0015, SECTION 008 

CENTRAL SUSQUEHANNA VALLEY TRANSPORTATION 
(CSVT) PROJECT 

JULY 30, 1998 

£1-W~"(.e.d -L- 7'_) A ( f'/7 

f'ilR_e_h ;1{) p7lc../rU .. ~ 

7/30/r~ 

This memorandum provides an update regarding the status of the threatened and 

endangered species evaluation for bird species. The update was inadvertently omitted during the 

July 22, 1998, Agency Coordination Meeting. Coordination with the Pennsylvania Game 

Commission (PGC) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (U.S. FWS) indicated that transient 

species such as the peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus), Pennsylvania and Federally endangered, 

and the bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), Pennsylvania endangered and Federally 

threatened, may occur in the project vicinity. The species are not known to inhabit the study area. 

The PGC also noted that the upland sandpiper (Bartramia longicauda), Pennsylvania threatened, 

may occur in the vicinity but is not known in the CSVT study area. Recent coordination with Mr. 

Dan Brauning, Orinthologist, PGC, revealed that sitings of the sandpiper have not been reported 

locally. Historical sitings (1970-1985) of the birds west and northeast of the study area were 

reported in the "Birds of the Central Susquehanna Valley" by Allen R. Schweinsberg. Suitable 

upland sandpiper habitat is grassland/pastureland and is approximately 40.5 hectares (100 acres) 

in size, according to Mr. Brauning. The reclaimed ash pond (Pond 3) in conjunction with the 

adjacent active pasture comprise greater than 40.5 hectares (100 acres). The presence of upland 

sandpipers has not been noted in the pond area while conducting wetland or wildlife studies from 

April through July. The most recent search of the pond area did not reveal the presence of the 

upland sandpiper. In addition, no peregrine falcons or bald eagles were noted in the study area 

while conducting other studies. Searches for the three bird species of concern will continue 

throughout the study. Any questions regarding this memorandum may be directed to Michelle 

Cohen at 717-232-0593. 

MSC/veb 
cc: Sandy Basehore 

R EM/1295129003 
File: MEMO.MSC 

Respectfully Submitted, 

'-IYL~~u~ (1#~ 
Michelle S. Cohen 



BUREAU OF FISHERIES 

Delano R. Graff. Director 
(814) 359-5154 
FAX: (814) 359-5153 

IN REPLY REFER TO 
PNDI# 2804 

SKELLY AND LOY, INC. 
Michelle S. Cohen 
2601 North Front Street 
Harrisburg, PA. 17110-1185 

Dear Michelle: 

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
PENNSYLVANIA FISH & BOAT COMMISSION 

Division of Fisheries Management 
450 Robinson Lane 

Bellefonte, PA 16823-9620 
(814) 359-5110 

August 17, 1998 

RE: Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project 
S.R. 0015, Section 088 
Northumberland, Snyder, and Union Counties, Pennsylvania 

DIVISION OF FISHERIES MANAGEMENT 

Richard A. Snyder, Chief 
(814) 359-5110 
FAX: (814) 359-5153 

Thank you for your June 3, 1998 letter. Based on your phone conversation with my assistant Chris Urban on 
8112/98 and subsequent correspondence with this office, there appears to be no apparent adverse impacts to the 
Pennsylvania species of concern, timber rattlesnake (Crotalus horridus) and rough green snake (Opheodrys aestivus) 
with regards to the above referenced project. 

Please contact my office if you have questions regarding this response. Thank you for your patience, 
cooperation, and concern of the fate of non game Pennsylvania reptiles, amphibians, fish and invertebrate species. 

Sincerely, 

~/.~ 
Andrew L. Shiels 
Nongame and Endangered Species Unit 

CU/kjd 

cc: R. Snyder 

Executive Office P.O. Box 67000 Harrisburg, PA 17106-7000 (717)657-4518 FAX (717)657-4549 
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United States Department of the Interior f(_o".7'7 ,avy..t:,~&/"s"i-h;/ 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE -b.;.,. 

Pennsylvania Field Office .... ;e;T>1v' 

Mr. Leon Liggitt 

315 South Allen Street, Suite 322 
State College, Pennsylvania 16801-4850 

March 13, 2000 

Pennsylvania Department of Transportation 
District 3-0 
715 Jordan A venue 
Montoursville, PA 17754 

Dear Mr. Liggitt: 

This letter provides updated information about federally listed and proposed endangered and 
threatened species within the area affected by the proposed Central Susquehanna Valley 
Transportation Project (S.R. 0015, Section 088) located in Snyder, Union, and Northumberland 
Counties, Pennsylvania. The following comments are provided pursuant to the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973 (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) to ensure the protection 
of endangered and threatened species. 

It was brought to our attention at the February 23, 2000, Agency Coordination Meeting (held at 
McCormick, Taylor & Associates, Inc., in Harrisburg) that the last written communication 
regarding endangered species issues associated with the subject project was a January 3, 1995, 
letter from the Service. Since the 1995 letter, new species information has become available, 
therefore, this letter will serve to update our federally-listed threatened and endangered species 
determination. 

~ 
r$;f}5;f;Hzfa£« } 

The study area is within the known range of the Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis), a species that is 
federally listed as endangered. Land clearing, especially of forested areas, may adversely affect 
Indiana bats by killing, injuring or harassing roosting bats, and by removing or reducing the 
quality of foraging and roosting habitat. Due to the size of the proposed project (approximately 
81 to 209 acres of forest land to be cleared) and its proximity to an active Indiana bat 
hibernaculum (located in Mifflin County), a bat survey of the project alternatives considered for 
detailed study should be conducted. This survey should be conducted between May 15 and 
August 15 by a qualified, Service-approved biologist (see enclosed list) using the enclosed 
survey guidelines. Survey results should be submitted to the Service for review and comment. 

If any natural caves or abandoned mines occur within the project area, it is possible that Indiana 
bats or other bat species may be using them during hibernation or potentially as summer roost 
sites. If potential Indiana bat hibernacula (i.e., caves or abandoned mines) occur within the 
project study area, they should be surveyed by a qualified biologist. Prior to conducting any 
survey, however, the Pennsylvania Game Commission (PGC) should be contacted to determine 
whether or not they have surveyed the cave/mine in the past. If adequate surveys have been 



conducted in the recent past, this may preclude the need to conduct additional surveys. 

Should Indiana bats be found during any of these surveys, further consultation with the Service 
will be necessary, including the submission of detailed project plans, and an analysis of 
alternatives to avoid and minimize adverse effects. 

Please contact Christy Johnson-Hughes of my staff at 814-234-4090 if you have any questions or 
require further assistance. 

Enclosures 

Sincerely, 

David Densmore 
Supervisor 



... 

Qualified Indiana Bat Surveyors* 
list revised - 2/25/00 

Dr. Virgil Brack, Jr. 
BHE Environmental, Inc. 
11733 Chesterdale Road 
Cincinnati, OH 45246 
513-326-1500 

Mr. John Macgregor 
Berea Ranger District 
Daniel Boone National Forest 
1835 Big Hill Road 
Berea, KY 40403 
606-745-3100 

Dr. Karen Campbell 
Biology Department 
Albright College 
Reading, PA 19614 
610-921-2381 

Hal Bryant 
Eco-Tech, Inc. 
P.O. Box 8 
Frankfort, KY 40602-0008 
502-695-8060 
Fax: 502-695-8061 
email: myotis2000@aol.com 

Mr. Chris Sanders 
121 Queen Ester Drive 
Sayre, PA 18840 
570-888-2290 
email: foom@clarityconnect.com 

Dr. Phillip Clem 
University of Charleston 
2300 MacCorkle Ave., SE 
Charleston, WV 25304 
304-357-4793 

Dr. Lynn Robbins 
Southwest Missouri State University 
Biology Department 
901 South National 
Springfield, MO 65804 
417-836-5366 

Robert F. Madej 
R.D. Zande & Associates 
1237 Dublin Road 
Columbus, OH 43215 
800-340-2743 
Fax: 614-486-4387 

Mr. John Chenger 
Bat Conservation & Management 
905 Thornton Drive 
Mechanicsburg, PA 17055 
717-795-7527 

Steve Balzano 
63 Ryerson Ave. 
Newton, NJ 07860 
210-579-9567 

Dr. Michael Gannon and 
Tim Blackbum 

Department of Biology 
Penn State University 
Altoona College 
3000 Ivyside Park 
Altoona, PA 16601-3760 
814-949-5210 

* This list includes INDIVIDUALS who are qualified to conduct surveys for Indiana bats. This list may not 
include all individuals qualified to conduct such surveys. Inclusion of names on this list does not constitute 
endorsement by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service or any other U.S. Government agency. A scientific collecting 
permit will be required from the Pennsylvania Game Commission to sample for Indiana bats in Pennsylvania. Note 
that various techniques are used to sample for and study bats, including mist-netting, Anabat detectors and radio­
telemetry. Some individuals on this list may not be qualified to. conduct all types of sampling. 



Ms. Michelle S. Cohen 
Skelly and Loy, Inc. 
2601 North Front Street 
Hanisburg, PA 17110 

/ V \ ""-J' 
COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 

2001 ELMERTON AVENUE 
HARRISBURG, PA 17110-9797 

March 28, 2000 

In re: S.R. 0015, Section 088 
Northumberland, Snyder, 
and Union Counties, PA 

Dear Ms. Cohen: 

ADMINISTRATIVE "BUREAUS: 

ADMINIS'TRATION ............... 717·787·5670 

AUTOMOTIVE AND I 
PROCUREMENT DIVISION ...... 717-787-6594 ~, 

LICENSE DIVISION ........... .717·787·2084 : .•. ·~~ •.•. ··. 
PERSONNEL DIVISION ......... 717-787'7836 '<: 

WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT ........ 717-787-5529 1i;,, 

INFORMATION & EDUCATION ..... 717-787-6286 ·L .. ~_·.~-~.~-~ ... :_._.: .. :
1
, 

LAW ENFORCEMENT .......... .717·787·5740 ;:;.;., 
LAND MANAGEMENT .......... 717·787·6818 

REAL ESTATE DIVISION . . . . . . 717-787-6568 
MANAGEMENT INFORMATION 
SYSTEMS ............... : ...... 717-787-4076 

This is in response to your letter of March 7, 2000, requesting information concerning 
endangered and threatened species of birds and mammals as related to this project. 

Upon further review, the Pennsylvania Game Commission has determined that no significant 
impact to state listed endangered and threatened species will occur within the proposed project area. 
Should project plans extend beyond the present study area, or if additional information on 

endangered or threatened species of birds or mammals becomes available, this review may be 
reconsidered. 

This reply relates only to endangered and threatened species· and does not address other 
concerns of the Pennsylvania Game Commission. If an on-site field investigation determines that the 
project may impact critical and unique wildlife habitat such as wetlands, you may be requested to 
conduct additional surveys. 

If you have any questions, please contact me at (717) 783-5957. 

Very truly your~_ .A 0 
~-//~ 

Kevin L. Mixon 
Division of Environmental 
Planning and Habitat Protection 
Bureau of Land Management 

An Equal Opportunity Employer 



Bureau of Forestry 

Karen Johnston 
Skelly and Loy, Inc. 
2601 North Front St. 
Harrisburg, PA 17110-1185 

Re: Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory Review of Central Susquehanna Valley 

717-787-3444 

Transportation, Snyder, Union, and Northumberland Counties, PA.Update PER NO: 10311 

Dear Ms. Johnston: 

In response to your request on October 5, 2000 to review the above mentioned project, we have 
reviewed the area using the Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory (PNDI) information system. PNDI 
records indicate no additional occurrences of species of special concern within the project area, therefore 
we do not anticipate any impact on endangered, threatened, or rare species at this location. 

PNDI is a site specific information system that describes significant natural resources of Pennsylvania. 
This system includes data descriptive of plant and animal species of special concern, exemplary natural 
communities and unique geological features. PNDI is a cooperative project of the Department of 
Conservation and Natural Resources, The Nature Conservancy and the Western Pennsylvania 
Conservancy. This response represents the most up-to-date summary of the PNDI data files and is good 
for one year. An absence of recorded information does not necessarily imply actual conditions on-site. 
A field survey of any site may reveal previously unreported populations. 

Feel free to phone our office if you have questions concerning this response or the PNDI system, and 
please refer to the P .E.R. Reference Number at the top of the letter in future correspondence concerning 
this project. 

Western Pennsylvania Conservancy 

209 Fourth Ave. 
Pittsburgh. PA 15222 
(412)288-2777 
www.paconserve.org 

Sincerely, 

;:'1L.~u ~L-l\£h 
::__.,' 

Jeanne Brennan 
Environmental Review Specialist 

Pennsylvania Dept. of Conservation and Natural Resources 

Bureau of Forestry 
P 0. Box 8552 

Harrisburg, PA 17105-8552 
(717)787-3444 

www.dcnr.state.pa.us 

The Nature Conservancy 

208 Airport Drive 
Middletown, PA 17057 

(717)948-3962 
www.tnc.org 



BUREAU OF FISHERIES 

/ Delano R. Graff, Director 
(814) 359-5154 
FAX: {814) 359-5153 

IN REPLY REFER TO 

SIR# 5361 

SKELLY AND LOY, INC. 
Ms. Michelle Cohen 
2601 North Front Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17110-1185 

Dear Ms. Cohen: 

COMMONWEAL TH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
PENNSYLVANIA FISH & BOAT COMMISSION 

450 Robinson Lane 
Beilefonte. PA 16823-9620 

November 22, 2000 

DIVISION OF FISHERIES MANAGEMENT 

Richard A. Snyder, Chief 
{814) 359-511 0 
FAX: (814) 359-5153 

RE: Species Impact Review (SIR) - Rare, Candidate, Threatened and Endangered Species 
S.R. 0015, Section 088 - Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation (CSVT) Project 
Northumberland, Snyder, and Union Counties, Pennsylvania 

I have examined the map accompanying your correspondence which shows the study area for the 
above referenced project. Based on records maintained in the Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory 
(PNDI) database and our own files, the rough green snake ( Opheodrys aestivus), state listed as a 
threatened species, is known from the vicinity of the project area. However, based on additional maps of 
the project alignment alternatives, we anticipate no adverse impacts to the rough green snake from this 
proposed project. 

If you have questions regarding this response, please contact me at (814) 359-5236. Thank you 
for your patience and cooperation in this matter of threatened and endangered species conservation. 

cc: D. Spotts, PFBC-DES 

Sincerely, 

w~~ 
Jeff Schmid, Fisheries Biologist 
Nongame and Endangered Species Unit 

Executive Office• P.O. Box 67000 •Harrisburg, PA 17106-7000 • (717)657-4518 •FAX (717) 657-4549 
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Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory 
US& SZ:iil!.'ifWWWWi~~~~~t¥'!lf;~1""::'.-:•:<·::'.7····~···;.--·.~.·· '" 

Scientific information and expertise for the conservation of Pennsylvania's native biological diversity 

December 13, 2001 

Bureau of Forestry 

Karen Johnston 
Skelly and Loy, Inc. 
2601 North Front Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17110-1185 

fax 717-772-0271 
717-772-0258 

Re: Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory Review of SR 15, Section 88, CSVT Project, Snyder, 
Union, and Northumberland Counties, PA. PER NO: 12241 

Dear Ms. Johnston: 

In response to your request on November 20, 2001 to update the above mentioned project, we have 
reviewed the area using the Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory (PNDI) information system. PNDI 
records indicate no new occurrences of species of special concern within the project area, therefore we 
do not anticipate any impact on endangered, threatened, or rare species at this location. There is one 
alternative that is least preferred, due to the close proximity to a shale cliff community. The alternative 
that crosses the river to the far east appears to go through habitat that may contain species of special 
concern. 

PNDI is a site specific information system that describes significant natural resources of Pennsylvania. 
This system includes data descriptive of plant and animal species of special concern, exemplary natural 
communities and unique geological features. PNDI is a cooperative project of the Department of 
Conservation and Natural Resources, The Nature Conservancy and the Western Pennsylvania 
Conservancy. This response represents the most up-to-date summary of the PNDI data files and is good 
for one year. An absence of recorded information does not necessarily imply actual conditions on-site. 
A field survey of any site may reveal previously unreported populations. 

Feel free to phone our office if you have questions concerning this response or the PNDI system, and 
please refer to the P.E.R. Reference Number at the top of the letter in future correspondence concerning 
this project. 

Western Pennsylvania Conservancy 

209 Fourth Ave 
Pittsburgh. PA 15222 
(412)288-2777 
www.paconserve.org 

Sincerely, 
I ~, 
I ' -,.~\ .. { li/t.(,a 

(J 
Jeanne Harris 
Environmental Review Specialist 

Pennsylvania Dept. of Conservation and Natural Resources 

Bureau of forestry 
P. 0. Box 8552 

Harrisburg. PA 17105-8552 
(717)78 7 -3444 

www.clcnr.si11te .pa.us 

The Nature Conservancy 

208 Airport Drive 
Middletown, PA 17057 

(717)948-3962 
www.tnc.org 



United States Department of the Interior 

Karen M. Johnston 
Skelly and Loy 
2601 North Front Street 
Hanisburg, PA 17110-1185 

Dear Ms Jolmston: 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Pennsylvania Field Office 

315 South Allen Street, Suite 322 
State College, Pennsylvania 16801-4850 

December 21, 2001 

\ /./ 

~ 

This responds to your letter of November 20, 2001, requesting information about federally 
listed and proposed endangered and threatened species within the area affected by the 
proposed Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation (CSVT) Project located in Snyder, 
Union, and Northumberland Counties, Pennsylvania. The following comments are provided 
pursuant to the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S. C. 1531 
et seq.) to ensure the protection of endangered and threatened species. 

Except for occasional transient species, and the Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis), which was 
previously addressed in our March 13, 2000, correspondence, no federally listed or proposed 
threatened or endangered species under our jurisdiction are known to occur within the project 
impact area described as the "Section 1 Alternatives." We cannot comment on the results of 
the Indiana bat surveys until the report of the studies perfonned during the summer of 2001 is 
submitted for our review. Should project plans change, or if additional information on listed 
or proposed species becomes available, this detennination may be reconsidered. A 
compilation of certain federal status species in Pennsylvania is enclosed for your infommtion. 
This response relates only to endangered or threatened species under our jurisdiction based 
on an office review of the proposed project's location. Consequently, this letter is not to be 
constrned as addressing potential Service concerns under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination 
Act or other authorities. 

Requests for i:nfonnation regarding State-listed endangered or threatened species should be 
directed to the Pennsylvania Game Commission (birds and mammals), the Pennsylvania Fish 
and Boat Commission (fish, reptiles, amphibians and aquatic invertebrates), and the 
Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources (plants). 



Please contact Robert Anderson of my staff at 814-234-4090 if you have any questions or 
require further nssistance. 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

David Densmore 
Supervisor 

2 



FEDERALLY LISTED, PROPOSED AND CANDIDA TE SPECIES 
(in Pennsylvania) 

Common Name 

FISHES 

Shortnose sturgeon 2 

REPTILES 

Bog turtle 

Eastern massasauga 
rattlesnake 

BIRDS 

Bald eagle 

Piping plover 

MAMMALS 

Indiana bat 

MOLLUSKS 

Dwarf wedgemussel 

Clubshell mussel 

Northern riffleshell 

PLANTS 

Northeastern bulrush 

Small-whorled 
pogonia 

Scientific Name 

Acipenser brevirostrum 

Clemmys muh!enbergii 

Sistrurus catenatus 
catenatus 

Ha/iaeetus leucocephalus 

Charadrius me/odus 

Myotis soda/is 

Alasmidonta heterodon 

Pleurobema c/ava 

Epioblasma toru/osa 
rangiana 

Scirpus ancistrochaetus 

/sotria medeoloides 

Status 1 

E 

T 

c 

T 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

T 

Distribution 

Delaware River & other Atlantic coastal waters 

Current - Adams, Berks, Bucks, Chester, Cumberland, 
Delaware, Franklin, Lancaster, Lebanon, Lehigh, 
Monroe, Montgomery, Northampton and York Co. 
Historic - Crawford, Mercer and Philadelphia Co. 

Current· Butler, Crawford, Mercer and Venango Co. 
Historic - Allegheny and Lawrence Co. 

Suitable habitats across the state. Recent nesting in 
Butler, Cameron, Centre, Chester, Crawford, Dauphin, 
Erie, Forest, Huntingdon, Lancaster, Lebanon, Mercer, 
Northumberland, Pike, Tioga, Venango, Warren and 
York Co. Wintering concentrations occur near ice­
free sections of rivers, lakes and reservoirs, including 
the Delaware River. 

Presque Isle (Erie County). Migratory. No nesting in 
Pennsylvania since mid-19 50s. 

Winter hibernacula: Armstrong, Blair, Lawrence, 
Luzerne, Mifflin and Somerset Co. 

Current - Delaware River (Wayne Co.). Historic -
Delaware River watershed (Bucks, Carbon, Chester 
and Philadelphia Co.); Susquehanna River watershed 
(Lancaster Co.) 

French Creek and Allegheny River watersheds 
(Clarion, Crawford, Erie, Forest, Mercer, Venango and 
Warren Co.) 

French Creek and Allegheny River watersheds 
(Clarion. Crawford, Erie, Forest, Mercer, Venango and 
Warren Co.) 

Current - Adams, Bedford, Blair, Carbon, Centre, 
Clinton, Cumberland, Dauphin, Franklin, Huntingdon, 
Lackawanna, Lehigh, Lycoming, Mifflin, Monroe, 
Perry, Snyder and Union Co. Historic - Northampton 
Co. 

Current • Centre, Chester and Venango Co. Historic • 
Berks, Greene, Monroe, Montgomery and Philadelphia 
Co. 

E = Endangered, T = Threatened, PE = Proposed Endangered, PT = Proposed Threatened, C = Candidate Revised 12/05/00 
Shortnose sturgeon is under the jurisdiction of the National Marine Fisheries Service 

U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
31 5 SOUTH ALLEN ST., SUITE 322, STATE COLLEGE, PA 16801 



FEDERALLY LISTED AND PROPOSED SPECIES 
THAT NO LONGER OCCUR IN PENNSYLVANIA 

COMMON NAME SCIENTIFIC NAME STATUS** FORMER DISTRIBUTION 

MAMMALS· 

Canada lynx Lynx canadensis PT north-central PA (Tioga Co.) 

Delmarva Peninsula fox squirrel Sciurus niger cinereus E mature forests of southeastern PA 
(Delaware and Chester Co.) 

Eastern cougar Fe/is concolor couguar E state-wide 

Grey wolf Canis lupus E state-wide 

MOLLUSKS 

Fanshell * Cyprogenia stegaria E Ohio River drainage 

Orange pimpleback * Plethobasus striatus E Ohio River drainage 

Pink mucket pearly mussel* Lampsilis abrupta E Ohio River drainage 

Ring pink mussel* Obovaria retusa E Ohio River drainage 

Rough pigtoe * P/eurobema plenum E Ohio River drainage 

INSECTS 

American burying beetle Nicrophorus americanus E state-wide 

Karner blue butterfly Lycaeides melissa samuelis E pine barrens, oak savannas (wild 
lupine habitat) (Wayne Co.) 

Northeastern beach tiger beetle Cicindela dorsa!is dorsalis T along large rivers in southeastern PA 

PLANTS 

Eastern prairie fringed orchid Platanthera leucophaea T wet prairies, bogs (Crawford Co.) 

Sensitive joint-vetch Aeschynomene virginica T freshwater tidal marshes of Delaware 
river (Delaware and Philadelphia Co.) 

Virginia spiraea* Spiraea virginiana T along Youghiogheny River 
(Fayette Co.) 

Smooth coneflower Echinacea /aevigata E serpentine barrens (Lancaster Co.) 

Revised 70119100 

It is possible that remnant populations of some of these species (indicated with an ")may still occur in Pennsylvania, 
however, there have been no confirmed sightings of these species for over 70 years. 

E = Endangered, T = Threatened, PT = Proposed Threatened 

The following is a partial list of additional species that no longer occur in Pennsylvania: moose, bison, wolverine, passenger pigeon, Bachman's 
sparrow, greater prairie-chicken, olive-sided flycatcher, Bewick 's wren, eastern tiger salamander, blue pike, butterfly mussel, Diana fritil/ary butterfly, 
precious underwing moth, deertoe mussel, marbled underwing moth, cobblestone tiger beetle, mountain clubmoss, crested yellow orchid, red 
milkweed, American barberry, small white lady's-slipper, etc, etc. 

U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
315 SOUTH ALLEN ST., SUITE 322, STATE COLLEGE. PA 16801 
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PENNSYLVANIA GAME COMMISSION 

Ms. Karen M. Johnston 
Skelly and Loy, Inc. 
2601 North Front Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17110 

2001 ELMERTON AVENUE, HARRISBURG, PA 17110-9797 

January 4, 2002 

In re: S.R 0015, Section 088 

Dear Ms. Johnston: 

Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project 
Snyder, Union, and Northumberland Counties, PA 

This is in response to your letter of November 20, 2001, requesting information concerning 
endangered and threatened species of birds and mammals as related to this project. 

Our office review has determined that no state listed endangered or threatened species are 
known to occur within the proposed project area. Should project plans extend beyond the present 
study area, or if additional information on endangered or threatened species of birds or mammals 
becomes available, this review may be reconsidered. 

This reply relates only to endangered and threatened species and does not address other 
concerns of the Pennsylvania Game Commission. If an on-site field investigation determines the 
project may impact critical and unique wildlife habitat such as wetlands, you may be requested to 
conduct additional surveys. 

If you have any questions, please contact me directly at (717) 783-5957. 

KLM/pfb 

Very truly yours, _.-._.# r/ 
~/7~ 

Kevin L. Mixon 
Division of Environmental 
Planning and Habitat Protection 
Bureau of Land Management 

ADMINISTRATIVE BUREAUS: 

PERSONNEL: 717-787-7836 ADMINISTRATION: 717-787-5670 AUTOMOTIVE ANO PROCUREMENT DIVISION: 717-787-6594 

LICENSE DIVISION: 717-787-2084 WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT: 717-787-5529 INFORMATION & EDUCATION: 717-787-6286 LAW ENFORCEMENT: 717-787·5740 

LAND MANAGEMENT: 717-787-6818 REAL ESTATE DIVISION: 717-787-6568 A'-!TOMATED TECHNOLOGY SYSTEMS: 717-787-4076 FAX: 717-772-241 I 

WWW.PGC.STATE.PA.US 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 
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Please contact Robert Anderson of my staff at 814-234-4090 if you have any questions or requii:~ 
further assistance regarding this matter. 

David Densmore 
Supervisor 
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BURF.AU OF F1SHERIF5 DIVISION OF FISHERJF.'l MANAGEMENT 

Rickalon L. Hoopes, Director 

IN REPLY REFER TO 
SIR# 8093 

SKELLY AND LOY, INC. 
Karen Johnston 
2601 North Front Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17110-1185 

Dear Ms. Johnston: 

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
PENNSYLVANIA FISH & BOAT COMMISSION 

450 Robinson Lane 
Bellefonte, PA 16823-9620 

August 26, 2002 

Richard A. Snyder, Chief 

RE: Species Impact Review (SIR) - Rare, Candidate, Threatened and Endangered Species 
S.R. 0015, Section 088 - Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation (CSVT) Project 
Northumberland, Snyder, and Union Counties, Pennsylvania 

I have examined the map accompanying your correspondence which shows the study area for the above 
referenced project. Based on records maintained in the Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory (PNDI) database 
and our own files, the following species of concern is known from the vicinity of the project area: 

Common Name 
Yellow lampmussel 

Scientific Name 
Lampsilis cariosa 

PA Status 
rare 

The yellow lampmussel is a rare freshwater mussel species of the Commonwealth. Nearly half of the 
mussel species known to occur in Pennsylvania are now extirpated. The status of freshwater mussel species in 
Pennsylvania is currently under review. Although the yellow lampmussel is not currently listed as protected, it is a 
species of concern due to its rarity in Pennsylvania waterways, and may be listed for protection in the future. 

Jnstream structures and associated construction activities, both temporary and permanent, have the potential 
to cause severe adverse impacts to mussel species through direct crushing, burial, sedimentation, induced riverbed 
scour, modified flow hydraulics, and other means of degrading the existing habitat. Mussels are also vulnerable to 
various types of water pollution including accidental spills of toxic liquids during construction. 

During 200 I, the yellow lampmussel was encountered within the proposed project area, both within the 
Susquehanna River and in Chillisquaque Creek. Due to the presence of this mussel species of concern within the 
project study area, we will need additional information to allow a more thorough evaluation of potential adverse 
impacts from the proposed project to the aforementioned species. We therefore request that a mussel survey be 
completed to identify the locations and abundance of yellow lampmussel and other mussel species within the zones 
of direct and indirect effects associated with proposed new bridges that will span the Susquehanna River and 
Chillisquaque Creek. The mussel survey should be conducted according to the methods discussed in the enclosed 
"Survey protocol for assessment of endangered freshwater mussels in the Allegheny River, Pennsylvania." Before 
initiating such a survey, please provide us with a proposed sampling protocol for our review and approval. Mussel 
surveys are to be perfonned by qualified biologists (see enclosed list) with the appropriate Scientific Collector's 
Permit issued by the Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission for the species and waterway(s) targeted. Upon 
completion of the mussel survey, please send a copy of the final report to this office for further evaluation. 
Following our review of the mussel survey report, additional consultation with the Pennsylvania Fish and Boat 
Commission may be necessary. 

Executive Office• P.O. Box 67000 • Harrisburg, PA 17 I 06-7000 • (717)657·4518 • FAX (717) 657-4549 



, K. Johnston 
August 26, 2002 
Page 2 

Please contact my office at (814) 359-5236 if you have questions regarding this response. In any future 
correspondence with us regarding this specific project, please refer to the SIR tracking number indicated above. 
Thank you for your cooperation and attention to this matter of rare species conservation. 

ENCL. (2) 

cc: D. Spotts, PFBC 

Sincerely, 

7~,J~ 
Jeff Schmid, Fisheries Biologist 
Nongame and Endangered Species Unit 



MUSSEL SURVEYORS - Susquehanna, Allegheny, and Ohio River Drainages* 
(List revised: May 24, 2002) 

Steven Ahlstedt 
Tennessee Valley Authority 
Aquatic Biology Lab 
Norris, TN 37828 
(615) 632-1781 

Aquatic Systems 
247 Hilands Avenue 
Pittsburgh, PA 15202 
(412) 321-0734 (W) 
(412) 761-1416 (H) 

Charles Bier 

OR 
U.S. Geological Survey 
l 013 North Broadway 
Knoxville, TN 37917 
(615) 632-4716 

Western Pennsylvania Conservancy 
3 16 Fourth A venue 
Pittsburgh, PA 15222 
( 412) 288-2777 

Dr. Arthur E. Bogan 
North Carolina Museum of Natural Sciences 
P.O. Box 29555 
Raleigh, NC 27626 
(919) 733-7450 - fax (919) 733-1573 

Heidi Dunn 
Ecological Specialists, Inc. 
1417 Hoff Industrial Drive 
O'Fallon, MO 63366 
(636) 281-1982 - fax (636) 281-0973 

Marian Havlik 
Malacological Consultants 
1603 Mississippi Street 
La Crosse, WI 54601 
(608) 782-7958 

Dr. Martin K. Huehner 
Biology Department 
Hiram College 
Hiram, OH 44234 
(330) 569-5266 

Lewis Long 
Aquatic Resources Center 
P.O. Box 680818 
Franklin, TN 3 7068-0818 
(615) 790-0172 

Dr. Richard Neves 
Virginia Cooperative Fish & Wildlife Research Unit 
106 Cheatham Hill 
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University 
Blacksburg, VA24061-0321 
(703) 231-5927 

Douglas Shelton 
Barry A. Vittor & Associates, Inc. 
8060 Cottage Hill Road 
Mobile, AL 36695 
(334) 633-6100 

Dr. David Stansbury 
Ohio State University 
Museum of Biological Diversity 
l 3 15 Kinnear Rd. 
Columbus, OH 43212-1192 
(614) 292-8560 

Gregory Styborski 
Civil & Environmental Consultants, Inc. 
333 Baldwin Road 
Pittsburgh, PA 15205-9702 
(412) 429-2324 

Or. Thomas Watters 
Aquatic Ecology Lab 
Ohio State University 
1314 Kinnear Rd. 
Columbus, OH 43212 
(614) 292-6170 

Gregory Zimmerman 
EnviroScience, Inc. 
3781 Darrow Road 
Stow, OH 44224 
(330) 688-0111 - (800) 940-4025 
fax (330) 688-3858 

*This list includes INDIVIDUALS who are qualified to conduct surveys for native freshwater mussel species occurring in Pennsylvania. This list may not include all individuals qualified to conduct 
mussel surveys. Inclusion of names on this list does not constitute endorsement by the Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, or any other Pennsylvania or U.S. 
Government agency. A Scientific Collector's Permit is required from the Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission to sample for endangered mussels in Pennsylvania. 



United States Department of the Interior 

Karen M . .Johnston 
Botanist 
Skelly and Loy, Inc. 
2601 North Front Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17110-1185 

Dear Ms. Johnston: 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Pennsylvania Field Office 

315 South Allen Street, Suite 322 
State College, Pennsylvania 16801-4850 

February 13, 2003 

/ 
~ 

'-------·-·-- ·-· .... 

This responds to your letters of January 9 and 14, 2003, requesting infonnation about federally 
listed and proposed endangered and threatened species within the area affected by the proposed 
roadway expansion and bridge replacement projects (S.g_ __ Q_QJ5, Sectjon Q_8_8 and SR 1004, Section 
004) located in Snyder, Union, Northumberland, and Dauphin Counties, Pennsylvania. The 
following comments are provided pursuant to the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (87 Stat 884, 
as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) to ensure the protection of endangered and threatened 
species. 

Except for occasional transient species, no federally listed or proposed threatened or endangered 
species under our jurisdiction are known to occur within the projects' impact areas. Therefore, 
no bi0logical assessment nor further consultation under the Endangered Species Act are required 
with the Fish and Wildlife Service. This detem1ination is valid for two years from the date of 
this letter. If the proposed projects have not been fully implemented prior to this, an additional 
review by this office will be necessary. Also, should projects' plans change, or if additional 
information on listed or proposed species becomes available, this detennination may be 
reconsidered. A compilation of certain federal status species in Pennsylvania is enclosed for 
your infonnation. 

This response relates only to endangered or threatened species under our jurisdiction based on an 
office review of the proposed projects' locations. No field inspection of the projects' areas has 
been conducted by this office. Consequently, this letter is not to be construed as addressing 
potential Service concerns under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act or other authorities. 

Requests for infonnation regarding State-listed endangered or threatened species should be 
directed to the Pennsylvania Game Commission (birds and mammals), the Pennsylvania Fish and 
Boat Commission (fish, reptiles, amphibians and aquatic invertebrates), and the Pennsylvania 
Department of Conservation and Natural Resources (plants). 



Please contact Robert Anderson of my staff at 814-234-4090 if you have any questions or require 
further assistance. 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

David Densmore 
Supervisor 
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 

PENNSYLVANIA GAME COMMISSION 

Ms. Karen M. Johnston 
Skelly and Loy 
2601 North Front Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17110 

2001 ELMERTON AVENUE, HARRISBURG, PA 17110-9797 

February 21, 2003 

In re: S.R. 0015, Section 088 

Dear Ms. Johnston: 

Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project 
Snyder, Union, and Northumberland Counties, PA 

This is in response to your letter of January 9, 2003, requesting information concerning 
endangered and threatened species of birds and mammals as related to this project. 

Our office review has determined that no state listed endangered or threatened species are 
known to occur within the proposed project area. Should project plans extend beyond the present 
study area, or if additional information on endangered or threatened species of birds or mammals 
becomes available, this review may be reconsidered. 

This reply relates only to endangered and threatened species and does not address other 
concerns of the Pennsylvania Game Commission. If an on-site field investigation determines the 
project may impact critical and unique wildlife habitat such as wetlands, heron rookeries, or bat 
hibemaculum, you may be requested to conduct additional surveys. 

If you have any questions, please contact me directly at (717) 783-5957. 

KLM/ptb 

Very truly yours, 

~~ 
Kevin L. Mixon 
Division of Environmental 
Planning and Habitat Protection 
Bureau of Land Management 

ADMINISTRATIVE BUREAUS: 

PERSONNEL: 717-787-7836 ADMINISTRATION: 717-787-5670 AUTOMOTIVE AND PROCUREMENT DIVISION: 717-787-6594 

LICENSE DIVISION: 717-787-2084 WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT: 717-767-5529 INFORMATION & EDUCATION: 717-787-6266 LAW ENFORCEMENT: 717-787-5740 

LAND MANAGEMENT: 717-787-6818 REAL ESTATE DIVISION: 717-787-6566 AUTOMATED TECHNOLOGY SYSTEMS: 717-767-4076 FAX: 717-772-2411 

WWW.PGC.STATE.F'A.US 

AN (OUAL 0FPORTUJ'.,·1TY EMPLCYEF. 



United States Department of the Interior 

Karen M. Johnston 
Botanist 
Skelly and Loy, Inc. 
2601 North Front Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17110-1185 

Dear Ms. Johnston: 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Pennsylvania Field Office 

315 South Allen Street, Suite 322 
State College, Pennsylvania 16801-4850 

February 25, 2003 

SJlCJ j L-5 

This rescinds and supercedes our letter of February 13, 2003, regarding your request for 
infomrntion about federally listed and proposed endangered and threatened species with in the 
area affected by the proposed roadway expansion and bridge replacement projects (SR 0015, 
Section 088 and SR 1004, Section 004) located in Snyder, Union, Northumberland, and Dauphin 
Counties, Pennsylvania. The following comments are provided pursuant to the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973 (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) to ensure the protection 
of endangered and threatened species. 

It has come to our attention that we have not yet received results of a survey for bald eagle nests 
in the project area. We previously reviewed and commented on the results of surveys for Indiana 
bats in and near the project area in an April 2, 2002, letter to James Cheatham of the Federal 
Highway Administration. Surveys for both Indiana bats and bald eagle nests were requested in 
the July 13, 2001, Department of the Interior comments on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for this project. 

Bald eagles typically occur in the vicinity of aquatic ecosystems; they frequent lakes, reservoirs, 
large rivers (e.g., Delaware River, Juniata River, Susquehanna River), and wetland systems. 
Their nests are usually built in large trees within t\vo miles of these features. Because eagles are 
vulnerable to human disturbance, particularly during the nesting season, nests are often located in 
relatively remote forested areas. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service proposed to remove the bald eagle from the federal List of 
Endangered and Threatened Wildlife on July 6, 1999 (Federal Register, Vol. 64, No. 128), but 
final action on that proposal has not been taken. The bald eagle, therefore, continues to be listed 
under the Endangered Species Act. Any changes in the regulatory status of the bald eagle can be 
monitored by accessing the Service's web site (www.fws.gov). 

The bald eagle population in Pennsylvania has increased substantially from the three nest sites 
found in the State from 1963 through 1980. In 2001, 53 eagle nests were documented. Because 
bald eagles are continuing to recover and expand their breeding range in Pennsylvania, new eagle 
nests may be found in previously undocumented locations. 



Project activities are proposed in or near potentially suitable bald eagle habitat and adverse 
effects to the species may occur. Prior to implementing this project, a mid-winter, aerial survey 
should be conducted by a qualified biologist to determine whether or not bald eagle nests occur 
in or near the action area. The search should be focused on areas within two miles of lakes, 
reservoirs, rivers and large wetlands. Survey results should be submitted to the Service for 
review and concurrence and consultation completed prior to issuance of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement. 

This response relates only to endangered or threatened species under our jurisdiction based on an 
office review of the proposed project's location. This letter is not to be construed as addressing 
potential Service concerns under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act or other authorities. 

Tf you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact Robert Anderson of my staff 
at 814-234-4090. 

Sincerely, 

David Densmore 
Supervisor 
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51~ R Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources 

Bureau of Forestry 

Karen M. Johnston 
Botanist 
Skelly and Loy 
2601 North Front Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17110-1185 

March 20, 2003 

D -rL....-:_:_R_~_-s_1,_~·_oo_~~l 
.__ ___ __,,_ __ ,.! 

717-787-7067 
Fax 717-772-0271 

Re: Bureau of Forestry, Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory Search for SR 0015 Section 088 
Update, Snyder, Union, and Northumberland Counties, PA - PNDI# 013978, 12241 

Dear Karen: 

After reviewing the information you submitted on January 9, 2003 regarding the above project, we have 
determined that no additional Pennsylvania species of special concern will be impacted by the activities 
you detailed. 

PNDI is a site specific information system which describes significant natural resources of 
Pennsylvania. This system includes data descriptive of plant and animal species of special concern, 
exemplary natural communities and unique geological features. PNDI is a cooperative project of the 
Department of Conservation and Natural Resources, The Nature Conservancy and the Western 
Pennsylvania Conservancy. This response represents the most up-to-date summary of the PNDI data 
files and is good for one year. An absence of recorded information does not necessarily imply actual 
conditions on-site. A field survey of any site may reveal previously unreported populations. 

Please phone this office if you have questions concerning this response. 

Sincerely, 

·~~JrU 
Autumn E. Sabo 
Environmental Review Botanist 

stewardship 

An Equal opportunity Employer 

Partnership service 

www.dcnr.state.pa.us Printed on Recycled Paper 
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17~0CT-00 17:45 FROM:BUR ENVIRON QUALITY 10:7177720834 

Commonwealth of Permsylvania 

Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission 
Bureau for Historic Preservation 

Post Office Box 1026 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17108-1026 

May 20, 1997 

PAGE 2/5 

MAY 2 2 1997 

Paul E. Heise, P. E. EN'VIRONl\i~ENTi;,l QJAt..\i '< 
Dept. of Transportation, District 3-0 
P 0 Box 218 
Montoursville, PA 17754-0218 TOEXPE()li~RtVIEWU$£ 

BHP RffErH':NCE NUMBER 

Re: ER 97-0475-042-C 
Northumberland, Union and Snyder Counties 
Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project 
Historic Contexts and Summary of Historic Resource 

Windshield Survey 

Dear Mr. Heise: 

The Bureau for Historic Preservation (the State Historic 
Preservation Office) has reviewed the above named project in 
accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act of 1966, as amended in 1980 and 1992, and the regulations (36 
CFR Part 800) of the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. 
These requirements include consideration of the project's poten­
tial effect upon both historic and archaeological resources. 

We have reviewed the historic context report for the above 
listed project. Please see our specific conunents below. 

The historic context analysis is overly complicated. 
Instead of selecting eight or nine separate themes, all called 
"context," there appear to be two central contexts, one rural 
and one urban. The first is 19th and 20th century agriculture 
(including processing such as milling) and the second is 
commercial and related development (center Sunbury, 
Northumberland, etc.). 

The property types which reflect the primary historic 
contexts are: 

1. commercial/residential historic districts reflecting 
crossroads development from the early 19th century to ca. 
1947; 

2. transportation corridors where integrity is present to 
suggest significance for engineering and transportation; 

3. rural historic districts (contiguous or individual farms) 
reflecting 19th and 20th century agricultural use and 

evolution; 

4. individual resources (municipal buildings, schools, 
churches, factories etc.) reflecting specific themes 
within the larger agricultural, conunercial, and 
architectural history of this region. 



17--0CT-00 17:46 FROM:BUR ENVIRON QUALITY 

Page 2 
P. Heise 
May 20, 1997 

ID:7177720834 PAGE 

For the most prevalent resource:· types pi ease define the 
level of integrity necessary for National Register eligibility 
so that the evaluation of specific resources can be made. For 
example, farmsteads that have lost their barns or their 12' x 14' 
gable-front, or their associated outbuildings may, in context, 
lack integrity. So too factory complexes where only an office 
building remains or canals and railroads where the towpath and 
prism or the road bed has been obliterated may not possess 
sufficient integrity to be eligibility. The context and 
integrity criteria established should be a tool used to evaluate 
eligibility. 

Some resources have different, specific themes or even 
contexts {Bucknell and Susquehanna Universities be may seen as 
part of a trend which also includes Penn State and Bloomsburg for 
example), and should be evaluated as thematically peripheral to 
the contexts of the study area. Other historic themes and related 
resources should be treated as components, not defining features 
of, the larger contexts. 

In the first 42 pages of the document, the historic 
resources in the study area should be tied to the general themes 
and should be discussed to demonstrate relevance (see middle of 
page 22). This discussion occurs regularly in the second half of 
the document. However, the more holistic approach is missing. 
Some merging of the two halves may be useful to provide "big 
picture" ideas and context with specific examples of resource 
property types and documentation. 

The document would benefit from thoughtful editing. The 
discussion of the automobile era beginning on p. 38, for example, 
should be summarized/deleted since most of it not yet historic. 
Other information is unclear (third para. p. 31: 11 farmers in 
Western Pennsylvania could save money by shipping goods (not 
crops?) to New York City via the Erie Canal. 11 What relation does 
this have to the study area? Similarly, is scientific farming or 
good soil (p. 45) responsible for agricultural success? Other 
examples exist and a close reading would help. 

3/5 



i~~U~~-~~ lY:q~ ~HUM:BUR ENVlRON QUALITY 

Page 3 
P. Heise 
May 20, 1997 

10:7177720834 

: 

If you need further information in this matter please 
consult Susan Zacher or Douglas Reynolds at (717) 783-8946. 

Sincerely, 

-~- ~· cs· -~,~ f.. ·-· .· y ' . ' 
r - . -

Kurt W. Carr, Chief~ 
Division of Archaeology 

and Protection 

cc: wa~':Wf·/M~r·;'·~··~6;r·;~·-'BtiY@!'e'ti"~·;~'i<.~'"eo:a4!d;;, .. ~J,,~ty.-,. 
J. Clouse, PDOT, BEQ 

KWC/smz 

PAGE 4/5 



Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 

Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission 
Bureau for Historic Preservation 

Post Office Box 1026 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17108-1026 

Wayne W. Kober, Director 
Bureau of Environmental Quality 
Department of Transportation 
Forum Place, 555 Walnut Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17101-1900 

Re: ER 97-0475-042-G 

May 27, 1998 

TO EXPEDITE REVIEW USE 
BHP REFERENCE NUMBER 

Snyder, Union and Northumberland Counties 
S.R. 0015, Section 088 Central Susquehanna Valley 
Transportation Project, Determination of 
Eligibility for PP&L Property 

Dear Mr. Kober: 

The Bureau for Historic Preservation (the State 
Historic Preservation Off ice) has reviewed the above named 
project in accordance with Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended in 1980 and 
1992, and the regulations (36 CFR Part 800) of the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation. These requirements 
include consideration of the project's potential effect upon 
both historic and archaeological resources. 

We concur with the findings of the agency that the 
Pennsylvania Power and Light Sunbury Steam Electric Station, 
in Shamokin Dam and Monroe Townships, Snyder County is 
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places under 
criteria A and C. While we do not agree that it possesses 
national significance, we do concur that it is a locally 
significant industry and important in the local economy. We 
agree with the boundaries selected for the property. 

If you need further information in this matter please 
consult Susan Zacher at (717) 783-9920. 

PennDOT BEQ Concurs .. 
Please Proceed Accordingl-y" 
Initial~~ Date ~lJ/CJ,~.--

cc: c. 
D. 
R. 

BB/smz 

~~~~~~be~~H~DOT, Bur. of '6'eslgn ' " .. 
Betterly, PDOT, BEQ 

RE(;EIVED 
JUN 0 f 199B 

El\JVJRON!tiE1\lfAL Q · · .. 
' U/-\ll f V 
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Commonwealth Qf Pennsytv.;.ima 
Pennsylvania llistorial and Museum Commission,, 

B~~~=~ RECE1V~D 
Har:risl:iurg, ~lvilnia 17108-1026 ·· I ~ 

OCT 1 9 1998 

October 19, 1998ENVlRONMENTAL QUAltTY 

Wayne W. Kober, Director 
Bureau 0£ Bnvironmental Quality 
Department of Transportation 
Forum Place, 555 Walnut Street 
Harri$burg, PA 17101-1900 

Re: E'R. 97-0475-042-H 

IO EXPEOITE REVIEW USE 
BHP REFEREUCf NUMBER 

Union and Northumberland Counties 
S.R. 0015~ Section 088 Central Susquehanna Valley 
Eistoria Resources Survey/Determination of 
Eligibility 

Dear Mr. Kober: 

The ~ureau for Historic Preservation (the State 
Historic Preservation Off ice) has reviewed the above named 
project in accordance with Section 106 of the National 
Historic P~eserv-ation Act of 1166; as amended in 1980 and 
1992, and the regulations (3o CFR Part SOO) of the Adviao:r:y 
Council on Historic Pxeeervation. These requirements 
include consideration of the project 1 s potential ef£ect upon 
both historic and archaeological resources. 

Area of Potential Effect and Historic Context Report 

The historic conte:x:t report for the study area was well 
done and histor~c resources were well researched. However# 
it was difficult to understand the relationship of the 
resources to each other and the sur~ol.Ulding terrain without 
a maste~ map showing the location of the study area and the 
properties surveyed~ In the future a tnaBter map(s), 
preferably a U.S.G.S. quadrangle should be submitted with 
all historic surveys_ The area of potential effect selected 
for this project appears to be appropriate. 

We concur with the findings of the agency and 
con.sultant concerning the eligibility of the following 
properties. We concur th.at tbese properties are eligible 
for the National Register of Historic Places. 

l. Blair R2;operty {51), Monroe Twp., Snyder County; We 
concur that this property meets National Register criterion 
c for its Craftsman ~tyle archit~cture. We agree with the 
boundaries selected since they include. the setting for the 
house, howeVe.r, it is our opinion that the resource does not 
meet criterion A. 

b~Qlil7.J.J} Tl 'nT 
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2. Jame@ Kessler ProBerty (81), Monroe Twp., Snyder County: 
We concur that this property meets National Register 
criterion c as a 19th century vernacular Italianate style 
residence. We agree with the boundaries selected for this 
property. 

'3. Daniel Humm~J Tavern (112), Shamokin Dam Borough 1 Snyder 
County: We concur that this property meets National Register 
criteria A and C. We asree with the boundaries selected for 
this resource. This proper~y may be eligible unde~ crite~ion 
D, however, an archaeo1ogical investigation must be 
completed before this evaluation can be made. 

4. Aurand Hotel (13Sl1 Shamokin Dam Borough1 Snyder County: 
We concur that this former hotel meets National Register 
criterion A for its 20th.century significance as a hostelry 
and the local economy. We agree with the boundaries 
selecLed for this resource. 

5. Solomon ~P'P F?Lrm (152}, Monroe Twp. 1 

concur that the App Farm meets National 
and C for agriculture and architecture. 
boundaries selected for this property. 

Snyder County: We 
Register criteria A 

We agree with the 

6. ~imon P. 8-PP Farm (153}. Monroe Twp., Snyder County: We 
concur that this £arm meets National Register criteria A for 
agriculture and C for its architecture. We agree with the 
boundaries selected for this resource. 

7 . ~p Family ROll!~stead J::ertn { 154) , Monroe Twp. , Snyder 
County: We concur that this farm meets National Register 
criterion C for its architectural significance. We agree 
with the boundaries selected fo~ this resource. 

8. Captain J. Hehn Farm (166}, Monroe Twp., Snyder County: 
We agree with the consultant that this farm meets National 
Register criteria A and c. We agree with the boundaries 
selected for this resource. 

9. Jacob Hoch Pa:nn {183), Monroe Twp., Snyder County: we 
concur that this farm meets National Register criteria A and 
C. We agree with the boundaries selected fo~ this r¢source. 

10. Jacob lioc.h, Jr. Parm (184), Monroe Twp., Snyder County: 
We concur that this farm meets N~tional Register criteria A 
a.nd c. We agree with the boundaries selected for this 
resource. 
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11. Bxown Farm (187), Monroe Twp., Snyder County: We concur 
that this farm meets National Register criteria A and C. We 
agree with the boundaries selected for this resourc~-

( )·· /[ .. \/ .. · 

12. Trexler Propert:y (l91} , Union Twp. , Nd"1t't~.rnl'?erland 
County: We concur that this prope:r:ty meets' Nat."ional Regiat:~:c­
criterion C as a good example of a vernacular Italianate 
style residence. We do not agree with th~ boundaries 
selected for this resource. Boundaries should either 
include the tax parcel associated with the structure or 
boundaries selected to include the surrounding setting. 
Please revise the boundaries and submit them for our 
concu:rrence. 

13. Gulik Farm (215)~ Point Twp., No~thumberland County: We 
concur that this farm meets National Register criteria A and 
C. We agree with the boundaries selected for this resource. 

14. Mertz Family Historic Dist~ {220}, Point Twp. 1 

Northumberland county: We concur that this resource meets 
National Register criteria A and C. This property also 
appears to be eligible for its Horticulture significance 
under criterion A. We ag:cee wit:.h the boundaries selected 
for this district. 

15. Dentler Farm (232), Point/W. Chillisquaque Twpa., 
Northumberland County! we concur that this farm meets 
National Register criterion c_ We agree with the boundaries 
selected for thia resource. 

l6. Reyser ProRerty {242), W. Chillisquaque Twp., 
Northumberland County: We concur that this farm meets 
National Register criterion C. We agree with the boundaries 
selected for ~his resource. 

J.7. Barnhart Fann (244). W. Chillisquaque Twp., 
Northumberland County:: We concur that this farm meets 
National Register criteria A and c. We agr~e with the 
boundaries selected for this resource. 

18. Sunbury-to-Erie Division of the Pennsylvania Railroad 
{25.2).,,, Northumberland County: we co.ncur that this 
~ignificant transportation resource meets National Register 
criterion A. We agree with the boundaries selected for the 
portion of. the railroad which are located in the project 1 s 
area of potential effect. 

l78BQIC:LLL1L'0I 
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19. Winfield Historic District (248), Union Twp. 6 Union 
County! We concur that this district meets National 
Register criteria A and c and a rural iron furnace related 
community from the 19th through early 20th centuries. We 
agree with the boundarie~ sel~cted for this resource. 

We disagree with the findings of eligibility for the 
following properties_ In our opinion. these resources are 
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. 

20. William Wagner Farm {167), Monroe Twp. 1 Snyder County: 
We agree with the consultants not the agency that this 
farm.stead meets National Register criteria A and C. It is a 
good representative example of a mid-19th century farmstead 
and possesses sufficient integrity to convey this 
agricultural and architectural significance. However, we 
disagree with the boundaries selected. These boundaries 
need to be expanded to include ~elated agricultural fields. 

21. Wa.tts Farm (224), Point Twp., Northum:berla.:nd County: The 
Bureau agr~es with the findings of the consultant that the 
Watts Farm meets National Regi~ter criterion A for 
agriculture. 'While the houee has suffered some loss of 
integrity of design1 the farm r~tains sufficient integrity 
to convey i~s agricultural significance. We agree with the 
boundaries selected for this resource by the consultant. The 
barn and other outbuildings are an important part of the 
significance of this property aa a farm. 

22. St. Jose~•s Ca~hf'lic Cemetery (247)1 W. Chillisquaque 
Twp •• Northumberland County: We disagree 11.1ith the findings 
of the co~sultant and the agency concerning this property. 
In our opinion this early 19th centu:ty cemete:cy meets 
National Register criterion A as a criteria exception. Thia 
early ethnic cemetery is reflective of the patte:xns of 
development along the Wes~ern Branch of the Susquehanna 
River' during the early canal building period. Boundariea 
for this resource need to be developed. 

23. West~rn Branch Division of the Penne_ylvania Canal, 
Northumberland, Northumberland County to Farra.ndsville, 
Colebrook Twp., Clinton county: Construction on this 73 mile 
branch of the Pennsylvania Canal began in 1828 and was 
completed in ~835. Thie transportation resource meets 
Nacional Register criterion A- To date, the only po:i:tion of 
the canal listed on the National Register are the Limestone 
Run Aqueduct and, canal at Milton (12/19/78) . 'The overall 
integrity of all the sections of the canal have not been 
evaluated. However, we concur with the consultant that the 
portion of the canal within the area of potential effect of 
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this project has $1.J,ffered a loss of integr~ty and no longer 
contributes to the larger eligibie resource. This section 
is located between the Susquehanna River and s.R. 0147 from 
the northern end of the borough o~ Northumberland to 
Chillisquaque Creek near the village of Chillisqu.aque in 
Point and West Pellil Townships, Northumb~~land county. 

We concur with the findings of the agency that. the 
£allowing properties are not eligible for the National 
Register of HistoriG Places. These properties are not 
historically or architecturally significant and many have 
suffered a loss of integrity_ 

24. Albert Reimpgch Property (1), Monroe Twp., Snyder County 
25. H.N_ Bachu~.Farm (4), Monroe T\olp., Snyder County 
26. §moker Protterty {3), Monroe Twp., Snyder County 
2 7. Reiber Propert~ ( 4) , :Mon.:t"oe Twp_ • Snyder County 
28. John (Oscar) Stuck Pro11erty {S), Monroe Twp., Snyder 

County 
29. Cover Property (6), Monroe Twp-. Snyde~ County 
30. Wilcox Prqperty (7), Monroe Twp., Snyder county 
31 . .Z.e.n..tner Propert_y { 8) , Monroe Twp_ , Snyder County 
.32. Sanzotta/Badman Proper!:l!_ (9), Monroe Twp., Snyder County 
33. Benner Pro12erty {10.). Monroe Twp., Snyder Coll.llty 
34. Varndell Property (11), Monroe TwJ?-, Snyder County 
3 5. Gxahn Property C 12) , Monroe ~. , Snyder County 
36. Foreman Propert~ (13}, Mon.roe Twp. 1 .Snyder Connty 
27. Fo?£....Property (14), Monroe TWp. 1 Snyder County 
38. ~eishQr Prop~rty (17). Monroe.T1Np., Snyder County 
39. Jonathan Hartman Property (19), Monroe Twp., Snyder 

Cou:nty 
40. Heiser Property (20), Monroe Twp., Snyder County 
41. l!are Property (21), Monroe Twp. 1 Snyder County · 
42. Kann Pi;:o:gerty (22)1 Monroe Twp .• Snyder County 
43. Town.sends. Inc. Prgperty (24), Monroe Twp., Snyder Co. 
44. E. Russell Leitzel Property (25), Monroe Twp., Snyder 

County 
45. ~ver PrQI>ert~ (26), ~on~oe Twp-. Snyder County· 
46_ Davidson f>rop~rty (27), Monroe Twp. 1 Snyder County 
47. Gill Property (28}, Monroe Twp., Snyder County 
48. Robert Wert Prop§.;r;:_t;:t (29), Monroe Twp •• Snyder County 
49. Neitz Prop~x~ {30), Monroe Twp., Snyder County 
50. Bo~r Pro12erty (31), Monroe Twp., Snyder County 
51- Iown~eDds, tnc_ Property B (32), Monroe Twp., Snyder 

County · 
52. Greene silk Comp?nv (33), Monroe Twp., Snyder County 
53. :HUmmels Wharf Fire company (34}, Monroe Twp., Snyder 

County 
54. Betty Schrawder ProEerty (35)1 Monroe Twp~, Snyder Co. 

t>£80~l.l.l. t l. 'a I 
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SS. Bordner Property (36). Monroe Twp., Snyder county 
56. Sarfine Prope;r:ty {37), Monroe Twp., Snyder County 
S 7 • l:Ioover _gro:perty A ( 3 S) • Monroe Twp . , Snyder County 
58. Hoover P=Q2Perty B (39), Monroe Twp., Snyder County 
59. Bummele Wharf Fire Coyipany Residential Prope~ty (40) 

Monroe Twp., Snyder County 
60. Buckley ProEerty (41), Monro~ Twp., Snyder County 
61. Frederick Property (42), Monroe Twp., Snyder CoUilty 
62 .. Bruner Pxope;r::tv (43), Moru:"oe Twp., Snyder County 
63 + Bower Property (45) I Monroe TWp. I snyder County 
64. Ellsworth Kuhn.a Property (46), Monroe Twp., Snyder 

County 
65. Maries. Sassman Pr~erty (47), Monroe Twp., Snyder 

County 
66. Lenig Property (48), Monroe Twp., Snyder County 
67. Buckley and Sprenkle Prgpertv (49),· Monroe Twp., Snyder 

County 
68. William Trutt ~roperty {50), Monroe Twp., Snyder County 
69. Barbara Ann Schraud@r Prqpert;.¥ (52). Monroe Twp.,. Snyder 

County 
70. Heintzelman Property (53}, Monroe Twp., Snyder County 
'71. Eright & Ella Naugle ..lloperty (54), Monroe Twp., 

Snyder County 
72. Dutt;ry Property A ( 55) , Monroe Twp. , Snyder County 
73. Duttry Propertv...B (56), Monroe Twp., Snyde~ County 
74. Hoang Pro~erty {57} 1 Monroe Twp., Snyder County 
75. Cgpnolly Property (56); Monroe Twp .• Snyder County 
76. J.arrett Trµst ;property (59}, Monro~ Twp., Snyder County 
77. Le<iaome Property (60). Monroe Twp •• Snyder County 
78. Carson Schra__waer Propert~ (61), Monroe Twp., Snyder 

County 
79. J~mie B~idig Property {62), Monroe Twp., Snyder County 
so. Maude E" Sciu;,awder Prmert~ (63), Monroe 'l'wp., Snyder 

County · 
81. Schrawder Propert~ (64}, ~onroe 'l'wp., Snyder County 
82. Evangel~cal United Brethern Prgp_erty {65), Monroe Twp., 

Snyder County 
83. sunbu:t')?: Hospital Reei_dential Pxoperty {66), Monroe Twp., 

Snyder County 
84. Schmidt PrQRertx (67}, Monroe Twp., Snyder County 
85. R~an Prgpe6tY (68), Monroe Twp., Snyder County 
86 . Q,reenwaJ. t Prop§!rty ( 6 9) , Mo.n.:r:oe Twp. , Snyder County 
87. Robez:t & Nancy ~emolds Prope:i:;sy {70), Monroe Twp., 

Snyder County 
88. ~rown Street Associates Residential Prope:ct:.¥ (71). 

Monroe Twp. , Snyder County 
89. B2gar Property {72), Monroe ~-, Snyder County 
90. ;Riegel Property (73) , Monroe Twp. / Snyder County 
91. Joseph Ulrich Prope~tY (74), Monroe Twp.r Snyder County 
92. Romig Properu (75), Monroe 'I'wp., Snyder County 

I:>8SIZJ?;L..L..L.. t L.. '0 I 
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93. William.§ Prol*rty (?7), Monroe Twp., Snyder Cou.n.ty 
94. Baker P_x:gpert;y (78), Monroe Twp., Snyder County 
95. B.K_W. Coach Line Property (79), Monroe l'N'p., Snyder 

County 
96. Lepl_.ey Prope;rty {80), Monroe Twp., Snyder County 
97. William :as:>ke Prgeert::t (82), Mon.roe 'l'wp.~ snyde:t;" county 
98. Tarw.er Property (83), Monroe Twp., Snyder County 
99. Bittner Property B (84), Monroe Twp., Snyder County 
lOO. Ammann Propert~ (85), Monroe Twp_, Snyder County 
101. Kerptetter Property (86}, Mon.roe Twp., Snyder County 
102. Klinger Property <S7), Moru:oe Tlltp., Snyder County 
1O3 . McGlynn Propert;,y ( 8 8} , Monroe Twp. , sxiyder County 
104. Hahn ;property (89), Monroe T"wp. 1 Snyder County 
105. Neal Propert~ (90), Monroe TWp,, Snyder County· 
106. Lanovara Property (91), Monroe Twp., Snyder County 
107. Yetter. Property {92), Monroe Twp-. Snyder County 
ioa. Aumiller Property (93), Mao.roe Twp., Snyder County 
l09. Rei_chenJ::?ach_ Pro:perty (94} • Monroe Twp. 1 Snyde.:r- County 
110_ Bischof Property (95}, Monroe Twp. 1 Snyder County 
111. Berger ·propert...:y: (96), Monroe Twp., Snyder County 
ii2. FaWJ. Leitz~l Property {97), Monroe Twp., Snyder County 
113. Ray M. Hummell Propert_y {98}, Monroe Twp., Snyder 

County 
114. Pontius Property (99), Monroe Twp., Snyder County 
115. Micha~l Sullivan Prop§XtY (100), Monroe Twt>~. Snyder 

County 
116. Michael & pgnna SUllivan Property (101), Monroe Twp. 1 

Snyder County 
117. SJ;i.elle;r;b,erger Property (102}, Monroe Twp., Snyder 

County 
118. HUtmnels Cemete:ry (103), Monroe Twp., Snyder County 
119. Debra Sauers Property (104), Monroe Twp., Snyder 

County · 
120. MacCuish Propert,y (105}. Monxoe Twp., Snyde~ County 
121. Melvin Naugle Proper~ (106), Monroe Twp., Snyder 

County 
122. Neil & Carol Ulri._cil Propert~ (107), .Monroe Twp_, Snyder 

County 
123. Sni~e Property {108), Monroe Twp., Snyder County 
124- Freemen & Ab~te Propert~ {109}, Monroe Twp., Snyder 

County 
125. Kline Property (110}, Monroe TWp. 1 Snyder County 
126. G€Jorge Re~olds Propert~ (111), Monroe Twp., Snyder 

county 
127. Ayus P;t;opert.¥ {113), Monroe Twp. / Snyder County 
128. Paul & Betty Neidig Propertx (115}/ Shamokin Dam Boro, 

Snyder County 
129. Renee% Jame§._Kuhna P.ropert~ (116), Shamokin Dam Bore, 

Snyder county 
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130. Stauffer Prope4!:Y (117), Shamokin Dam Boro, Snyder 
County 

131- Burkey Pro;gerty (1ia), Shamokin Dam Bero, Snyder County 
1J2. Greak Farm {119), Monroe Twp., Snyder County 
l33p Reich Property {120), Monroe Twp., Snyder County 
l34. Brouse P;r;operty (l21}, Shamo~in Dam Boro, Snyder County 
135. Roy & Kathy Sassaman Property (122), Shamokin Dam Baro, 

Snyder County 
136. Mateko Property (123), Shamokin Dam Boro, Snyder county 
l37. Kenneth R. Smit~ Propert~ (124), Shamokin Dam Bore~ 

Snyder County 
138. Kenneth R. Smith, Jr., Property {125), Shamokin Dam 

Boro, Snyde~ County 
139. Dave Hoke Property {l26), Shamokin Dam Bero, Snyder 

County 
140. Wenrich ?roperty (127). Shamokin Dam Bero, Snyder 

County . 
141. Erdman Property (128), Shamokin Dam Boro, Snyder 

County 
142. A;nselmc Propert~ (129), Shamokin Dam Bora, Snyder 

county 
143. Bottenstein_ Cemetex:y {130), Shamokin Dam Bero, 

Snyder County 
144_ Krohn Propez;ty (132}, Shamokin Dam Boro, Snyder County 
145. Lockcuff Property {133), Shamokin Dam Boro, Snyder 

county 
146. Ressler Pro~erty B (134}, Shamokin Dam Boro, Snyder 

County 
147. Robatin P_roperty {135), Shamokin Dam Boro, Snyder 

County 
148. Harry Sauers Property (137). Shamokin Dam Bero, 

Snyder County 
149. Michael Stuck Propert~ (139), Shamokin Dam Boro, 

Snyder County 
150. Roaancrans Property (140), Shamokin Dam Bore, Snyder 

County 
151- Bowersox P~erty {141}, Shamokin Dam Baro, Snyder 

County 
152. Bond Property (142), Shamokin Dam Boro, Snyder County 
153. Eittne& Property A (143), Shamokin Dam Bero, Snyder 

County 
154. Bickhart Pxgperty (144), Shamokin Dam Eoro, Snyder 

County 
lSS. Resale~ Property A {145), Shamokin Dam Boro, Snyder 

County 
156. Serojo, Inc. Resigential Property (146), Shamokin Dam 

Bore, Snyder County 
157. Paul Stin§ Automobile DealershiR (147) Monroe Twp.1 

Snyder Count:y 



St/01 30\:td 

.Page 9 
W. Kbber 
Oct. 19, 1998 

l.58. 

159. 

160. 

161. 

162. 

163. 
164. 

165. 
166. 

167. 

168. 

169. 
1'70. 
171. 

172. 
J.73. 
174. 
175. 
176. 
J.77. 
178. 
1 "'19. 
180. 

181. 
182. 

183. 
184. 
185. 

186. 
187. 
188. 
189. 
190. 
191. 
192. 
193. 

Ke:slex Chevrolet Propert~ (148), Monroe Twp-, Snyder 
County 
11-15 Associates Proper!;~ (14~)7 Monroe Twp., Snyder 
County 
Charles R. Stuck property (150}, Monroe Twp., Snyder 
County 
Robert c_ Stuck Propert~ (151), Monroe Twp., Snyder 
County 
ScottLCaU?enter Property (1S5), Monroe Twp., Snyder 
County 
Facer Pro,Pertx (156} 1 Monroe Twp., Snyder County 
Arthur&. Vernetta w;ager ProI;terty {J.57), Mon:r:oe Twp., 
Snyder Col.Ulty 
Eaton Eroperty (159), Monroe Twp., Snyder County 
Arthur W. Wagner Property {160) ~ Monroe TWp., Snyder 
county 
Mrs. N. Jarr~t Property (l61)M Monroe Twp., Snyder 
County 
~onathan Sholler Proper~ (l62). Monroe Twp., Snyder 
County 
Jacob ~mith Property (163), Monroe Twpw, Snyder County 
Rothrock Property {164), Monroe Twp., Snyder County 
J.A. Heimbach Property {165}, Monroe Twp., Snyder 
County 
I~ App Parm (168}1 Monroe 'l'wp., Snyder County 
Ma1col~ Debo PrQPerty {169), Monroe Twr>-. Snyder County 
SlearerJ'arrn {17C), Monroe Twp., Snyder county · 
Richner Property {l 71), Monroe Twp., Snyder County 
M. Hebn_Farm (172) 1 Monroe Twp. 1 Snyder County 
Deromedi Fa,l:m (173), MoIIXoe Twp.7 Snyder county 
Jghn Rathfon Farm (174), Monroe Twp~, Snyder County 
(]i:einer Farm (l.75) .. Monroe T\'IP., Snyder County 

Eugene A. Rathfon Farm. (176), Monroe Twp., Snyder 
County 
Michael Hummel Fa:z;:m (117). Monroe TWp. 1 Snyder County 
11th Avenue Bridge {178), Shamokin Dani Bore, Snyder 
County · 
Galer Property {17~}, Shamokin Dam Boro, Snyder County 
Myers Property {180) / Monroe Twp., Snyder County 
PP~ Residential Prope~ty (181), Monroe Twp.i Snyder 
County 
Shaffer· Farm (182), Monroe Twp_, Snyder County 
Delosier Farm (185), Monroe Twp., Snyder COunty 
Xuhn Property (l86), Monroe Twp., Snyder County 
S.trsiy.b Prgperty (1-BS), Monroe Twp., Snyder County 
Bingaman Farm (169), union Twp., Union County 
I;cene Hummel Fam (1.90), Union Twp., 'Onion County 
Sholly Fa:r:m (192), Union Twp.r union County 
Bush Fa:rtn {193), Union Twp., Union County 

f7880C::LLLtL=GI 
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194. Deibler Property (194), Union Twp., Union County 
195. Sandel Schoolhouse (195), Union Twp., Union County 
196. Richard & Patricia Smith Prop~xty (196) 1 Union Twp., 

Union County 
197. Wehry Prop.erty (197), Union Twp. T Union county 
198. Leroy Gabel Property (198), Union Twp., Union County 
199. Leroy Ga'.}?el Property B (199), Union TWp., Union County 
200. John Gal:>el Property ·(200) 1 Union Twp., Union County 
201. ~rey Property {201), Union Twp., Union County 
202. Sandel Farm (202}, Union Twp., Union County 
203. Glick_Propert~ (203) .. Union 'l'wp., Union County 
204. ;e:;x:onomus Propert:x (204), Union Twp., Union ·county 
205. Gruneberg Pro_perty (205}, Union Twp., Union Count:.y 
206. Richard P~oDert~ (206), Union Twp., Union County· 
207. Kenneth & Linda Wagner Property {207). Union Twp., 

Union county 
20S. Leroy Rohland Property (208) s Union Twp., Union County 
209. Weller P~ert~ (209), Union Twp. / 'Onion County 
210. Walder Property (210}, Union Twp., Union County 
211. preese Prgperty (211), Union Twp.; Union county 
212. Ploch. Propert~ (212J 1 Union Twp., Union County 
213. Chapel P:x;:operty {213), Union Twp., Union County 
214. Noguchi Prope:c_ty {214), Union Twp., Union County 
215. Gautsch Prope;rty (216), Point Twp. Northumberland Co. 
216. Robert L. Stuck Property (217), Point Twp., 

Northumberland county 
217. Bickel J?r012erty (218}, Point Twp., No~tnumberland co. 
218. Hand Farm (219), Point Twp., Northumberland County 
219. D..ill Pr~rty (221), Point Twp., Northumberland County 
220. Thomas Fann (222) z Point Twp., NorthUltlherland County 
221. A11abaugh Property (225), Point Twp., Northumberland 

county . 
· 222. Kohl F.a~ (226) , Point Twp. , Northumberland County 

81/11 3~\;fd 

223. Engelhardt Propert~ (227), Paint Twp., Northumberland 
County · 

224. Hudock Farm (228), Point Twp., Northumberland County 
225. Dunkleberger Farm {229), Point Twp .. Northumberland 

County 
226. Heckert Property (230), Point Twp., Nortumberland 

County 
227_ Montgomery l?roperty (231). Point: Twp., l\Torthumberland 

county 
228. Edna Mae Ulrich PrQPerty (233}, W. Chillisquaque Twp., 

Northumberland County 
229. Yach Farm (234), w. Chillisquaque Twp. 1 Northumberland 

County 
230. S~rassner Pr92erty (235), w. Chillisquaque Twp., 

Northumberland County 
231. DO@b Prop~rt:¥: {236), W. Chillisquaque Twp., 

Northumberland county 

v£:e0c::L.L.L. l /.. 'a I 



/ 

,/ 

£ t /<:; t 3!)\Jd 

Page l.l 
W. Kober 
Oct • 19 , ::!. 9 .9 8 

232. Baller Property (237), W. Chillisquaque Twp., 
Northumberland County 

233. H~ns Property (238), W. Chillisquaque Twp., 
Northumberland County 

234. Monaghan ProR_erty (239), W. Chillisquaque Twp., 
Northumberland county 

235. Dunk1e Property (240), w. Chilliaquaque Twp. 1 

Northumberland County 
236. Ab;ra}).$!;.,m Property {241) , W. Chillisquaque Twp., 

Northumberland County 
237. S_tJ::awser Propert~ {243), w_ Chillisquaque Twp-, 

Northumberland County 
238_ Bacon PrQRert~ (245), W. Chillisquaque Twp., 

No~thumberland County 
'239. Vincent Memorial Chapel Ch~rch P~operty (246), 

W. Ch:illisquaque Twp.r Northumberland County 
240. PP~ Company Railrgg,d (250}, Monroe Twp., Shamokin 

Oam Bero. Snyder county 
24.1. l?hila.ded,phia and Reading Railroad (251) / along 

weste:tn side of the West Branch of the Susquehanna 
in Shamokin Dam Boro, Lewisburg Bero, Snyder and 
union Counties 

242. DiM?glio ~ropertv {253), Shamokin Dam Boro, Snyder 
County 

243. Penp Valley A,irport (254), Monroe Twp.~ Snyder County 
244. Wertz Proper~ (J.S), Monroe 'twp •• Snyde:r County 
245. Ze:Q2e Pro~erty {23), Monroe Twp., Snyder County 

The Burea,-u disagrees with the findings of the agency 
and the consultant on the eligibility of the following 
properties. rn our opinion these properties ~E~ net 
eligible far the National Register of Historic Places. --
:~···-··-· .... - -

246 .. 

247. 

248. 

249. 

250. 

251. 

Albert C- Luck Progerty (13), Monroe Twp., Snyder 
County: loss of integrity 
And::c:.ew Trutt Propert')! (44), Monroe Twp., Snyder 
,County: loss of integrity 
Sarah & Jacob P. Hummel Property {114), Shamokin Dam 
Bore, Snyder county: This property ia not 
architectu:cally significant. 
William L. Hottenstein Property tl36), Shamokin Dam 
Boro, Snyder County: This property is not 
architecturally significant. 
Rhodenbaugh Property {223}, Point Twp., Northumberland. 
County: Thia property is not architecturally 
significant .. 
Jarrett Property {158), Monroe Twp., Snyder County: 
loss of integrity. 

t>E:SIZl<:;L.LLtL'Ol 
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WM Kobel:' 
Oct. 1.9, 1996 

The Bureau agreee with .the finding of the agency that 
the rollowing properties are not eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places. 

252. Oliver P. Wert P;-operty (76), Monroe 'rwp., Snyder 
Count:y 

253. R.J .. Leitzel Propert~ (131), Shamokin Dam Boro, 
Snyder County 

tf you need further information in this matter please. 
consult Susan Zacher at (717) 783-9920. 

cc: D. Scbreiber, PDOT, Bur. of Design 
R. Betterly, POOT, BEQ 

t>880<::LLL!l.'01 



Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission 

Bureau for Historic Preservation 
Post Office Box 1026 

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17108-1026 

Wayne W. Kober, Director 
Bureau of Environmental Quality 
Department of Transportation 
Forum Place, 555 Walnut Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17101-1900 

Re: ER 97-0475-042-G 

Oct. 30, 1998 

TO EXPEDITE REVIEW USE 
9HP REFERENCE NUMBrn 

Snyder, Union and Northumberland Counties 
S.R. 0015, Section 088 Central Susquehanna Valley 
Transportation Project: Determination of 
Eligibility and Boundaries 

Dear Mr. Kober: 

The Bureau for Historic Preservation (the State 
Historic Preservation Office) has reviewed the above named 
project in accordance with Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation.Act of 1966, as amended in 1980 and 
1992, and the regulations (36 CFR Part 800) of the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation. These requirements 
include consideration of the project's potential effect upon 
both historic and archaeological resources. 

The following property was accidentally excluded from 
our letter of Oct. 19, 1998. We concur with the findings of 
the agency concerning the National Register eligibility of 
the following property. This property is not historically 
or architecturally significant. 

Shady Nook River Cottages Property (14), Monroe Township, 
Snyder County 

In addition, we have re-evaluated the boundaries for 
the National Register eligible, Pennsylvania Power and Light 
Steam Electric Station, Shamokin Dam and Monroe Township, 
Snyder· County. Following a Bureau for Historic Preservation 
site visit we have revised the National Register boundaries 
to include the main generating facilities and omitting the 
storage yard and half dam. It appears that an area of 4000 
feet north to south encompasses all the eligible resources. 
The area is located approximately 2000 feet north and 2000 
feet south of the dam and includes the gate house. The 
proposed eastern and western boundaries of the site remain 
the same. 

RECEl\/ED 
NOV 1 2 1998 



Oct. 30, 1998 

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission 

Bureau for Historic Preservation 
Post Office Box 1026 

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17108-1026 

If you need further information in this matter please 
consult Susan Zacher at (717) 783-9920. 

Sincerely, ....---

Brenda Barrett 
Director 

cc: D. Schreiber, PDOT, Bur. of Design 
R. Betterly, PDOT, BEQ 

KWC/smz 



Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission 

Bureau for Historic Preservation 
Post Office Box 1026 

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17108-1026 

Wayne W. Kober, Director 
Bureau of Environmental Quality 
Department of Transportation 
Forum Place, 555 Walnut Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17101-1900 

Re: ER 97-0475-042-J 

December 14, 1998 

TO EXPEDITE REVIEW USE 0£C 2 ~ n99f1 
BHP REFERENCE NUMBER , 

E"'IV'n0"""'-1ENITLl:L '·Gl.1.1.VHJ.Unrt I' 1(1 l<i~ • ' 

Snyder, Union and Northumberland Counties 
S.R. 0015, Section 088, Central Susquehanna 
Valley: Determination of Eligibility/National 
Register Boundaries 

Dear Mr. Kober: 

The Bureau for Historic Preservation (the State 
Historic Preservation Office) has reviewed the above named 
project in accordance with Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended in 1980 and 
1992, and the regulations (36 CFR Part 800) of the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation. These requirements 
include consideration of the project's potential effect upon 
both historic and archaeological resources. 

We are in receipt of your agency's questions concerning 
the following properties which were discussed at our 
December 10, 1998 National Register committee meeting. 

1. St. Joseph's Catholic Cemetery, W. Chillisquaque Twp., 
Northumberland County: This cemetery is clearly the burial 
ground for Irish Catholics who had no other church or 
cemetery. Whether gravestones remain reflecting Irish 
Catholic iconology is not necessary to document the 
association of this cemetery with Irish Catholic 
immigration. Therefore, in our opinion, this cemetery meets 
National Register criterion exception D. 

2. Trexler Property, Monroe Twp., Snyder County: Please note 
the boundary description in the form, 11 Esther 1 s comment 
reveals the continuing rural character of the original 
setting of the Trexler house, even into the early twentieth 
century. In its present setting, the Trexler house once 
again stands within expansive rural grounds and gardens, 
which amplify the architectural features of the dwelling and 
maintain the historic feeling of the property despite the 
removal of the house from the main road. 11 Therefore, we 
continue to hold that the current tax parcel is appropriate 
for the resource t8 maintain its rural setting. 



Page 2 
W. Kober 
Dec. 14, 1998 

3. PP&L Sunbury Steam Electric Station, Shamokin Dam, Snyder 
County: in our opinion the significant resources associated 
with the facility are encompassed within the new boundaries 
developed by our site visit. The features outside of the 
boundaries are not eligible for the National Register and 
are not necessary to support the eligibility of the Stearn 
Electric Station. The mapping and revised boundaries you 
submitted match our recommended boundaries. 

If you need further information in this matter please 
consult Susan Zacher at (717) 783-9920. 

Sincerely, 

f::. lO. ClLlA- ~ 
Kurt W. Carr, Chief 
Division of Archaeology 
and Protection 

cc: D. Schreiber, PDOT, Bur. of Design 
R. Betterly, PDOT, BEQ 

KWC/smz 
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Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 

Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission 
Bureau for Hjstotic Preservation 

Post Office Box 1026· 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17108-1026 

Wayne W. Kober, Director 
Bureau of Environmental Quality 
Department of Transportation 
Forum Place, 555 Walnut Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17101-1900 

Re! ER 97-0475-042-K 
S.R. 0015, Section 088 

March B, 1999 

TO EX~EOITE REVIEW USE 
Bl-IP RcffRENCE NUMBcF. 

Request for Re-Evaluation of the St . .Joseph's 
Catholic Cemetery, West Chillisquaque ToWn.ship, 
Northumberland County · 

Dear Mr. Kober: 

The Bureau for Historic Preservation (the·state 
Historic Preservation Off ice) has reviewed the above named 
project in accordance with Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1.966, as amended in 1980 and. 
1992, and the regulations (36 CFR Part 800) of the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation. These requirements 
include consideration .. of ... the proj ect'.s. p()~eHtiaJ •... ~.:EJec:;t.-qpon 
both historic and archaeological resources.!: .·· ·· ... · .. ' . .. . . . . 

At your request, Dan Deibler, .of our.National Register 
division is sending the following additional information 
concerning our review and evaluation of the National 
Register eligibility for the St. Joseph 1 s Catholic Cemetery. 

The evaluation presented in the historic resource study 
for this cemetery addresses only two of the four aspects 
outlined in Criteria Consideration D: Cemeteries: "A 
Cemetery is eligible if it derives its primary significance 
(l} from graves of persons of transcendent importance, (2) 
from age, (3) from distinctive design features, o:r (4) from 
events. The evaluation addressed the graves of persons of 
transcendent importance and the distinctive design issues." 
We agree that the cemetery is not eligible for either of 
these reasons. However, it is our opinion that the cemetery 
is significant for the other two consideration points - age 
and association with historic events. 

The inventory documents the csmetery to 1.805 and 
e:x:plains that Manus McGee deeded the burial ground to the 
Roman Catholic Society of Chillisquaque Township in 1827 for 
the burial of Roman Catholics. These events fall within the 
area's early settlement period. The cemetery reflects the 

REC.EIVED 
MAR 0 8 1999 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUAUTY 

PS7/G8 
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W. Kober 
March 8, 1999 

ethnic and cultural diversity from the area's earliest 
period of .development. Burial is required in consecrated 
grouncL No other resource in the study. area documents this . · 
culf?ural/religious group from this early period. . A. 1790 
ch;;t:P~l in Lewisburg is no . longer extant •.. The 9emet.~ry:· is. · 
cl.9£J,¢':·po:the ..• V'i1lage. of Chillisquaqµe which.>suggE!~ts • . :a.n. • 
~s..~·9·s~8.t?j,;1:>#r. lJ.(J~eyer, the vi.llage has li~tle< int.e9j;:'~t;y··ap~i 

::.:::z.·•.· '.i~·.·.is .. ·· our ··c)pfnion ··that·.·· .. st·~ .. Jospeh'·.si· .. Rollla.I1·· Ca~llb:lic . 
GeID.eE¢ty;.is significant for.·.· its··associcitioIJ.wit:b:•'J:J:l,e ·e~rly 
settlement of. an ethriic I cultural , group and': :t;or> its+ , < : · ·. · 
as.aociation with an ethnir=/cultural. group that pla.y~d an f-be 
i,mpo!tant z.:ole in the construction of th~ West Brancli of ... 
Pennsylvania .. canal. . . ·. . · ·.·. : , < > • 

Erie lo sure. · 

Brenda·. Barrett· 
Director 

cc,:> .. )). <Suci u-Smi tb., FHWA . 
· · ··.··• d. Schreiber, PDOT, Bur. of Design 
<CR~ Betterly1 PDOT, BEQ 

BB/srnz' 
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Commonwealth of Pennsylvania · · 

PennsylvaniaHistorical and Musewn Commission 
Bureau for Historic Preservation 

Post Office Box 1026 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17108-1026 

Wayne W. Kober, Director 
Bureau of Environmental Quality 
Department of Transportation 
Forum Place, 555 Walnut Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17101-1900 

Re: ER 97-0475-042-L 

May 5, 1999 

TO EXPEDll'E REVIEW USE 
BHP R'EFERENCE NUMBER 

S!).¥~,_lln.j on a:r:id N~humberland Counties · 
~ R. 0015, Section oaa·; Central 'Susquehanna Valley 

dticnal Reg'.hater ~etmdaries for Wagner Farm and 
Trexler Property 

Dear Mr. Kober: 

The Bureau for Historic Preservation {the State 
Historic Preservation Office) has reviewed the above named 
project in accordance with Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended in 1980 and 
1992, and the regulations (36 CFR Part 800} of the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation. These requirements 
include consideration of the project's potential effect upon 
both historic and archaeological resources. 

The Bureau agrees with the boundaries selected for the two 
properties listed below. 

l. William Wagner Farm Property (167) Monroe Township, 
Snyder County 

2. Trexler Property, Union Township, Union County 

If you need further information in this matter.pl.ease 
consult Susan Zacher at (717) ?83-9920. 

µ~ 
Kurt W. Carr, Chi~f 
Division of Archaeology 
and Protection 

cc· n Schreiber. PDOT, Bur. of Design 
R. Betterly, PDOT, BEQ 

KWC/smz 
PennDOT BEQ Concurs. 
Please Proceed Accordingly . 
. Initial l.fJ6 _ Date =.?-=?-))' 



Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission 

Bureau for Historic Preservation 
Post Office Box 1026 

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17108-1026 

Wayne W. Kober, Director 
Bureau of Environmental Quality 
Department of Transportation 
Forum Place, 555 Walnut Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17101-1900 

Re: ER 97-0475-042-P 

July 13, 1999 

TO EXPEDITE REVIEW USE 
BHP REFERENCE NUMBER 

Snyder, Union and Northumberland Counties 
S.R. 0015, Section 088, Central Susquehanna Valley 
Determination of Eligibility Report Addendum 

Dear Mr. Kober: 

The Bureau for Historic Preservation (the State 
Historic Preservation Office) has reviewed the above listed 
project in accordance with Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended in 1980 and 
1992, and the regulations (36 CFR Part 800) of the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation as revised in 1999. These 
requirements include consideration of the project's 
potential effect on both historic and archaeological 
resources. 

We concur with the findings of the agency that the 
following properties are not eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places. 

1. H. Jarrett Property (255), Monroe Twp., Snyder County 
2. P. Bailey Property (256), Monroe Twp., Snyder County 

If you need further information in this matter please 
consult Susan Zacher at (717) 783-9920. 

: \I 

E.NVIRONMENTi'\L QUAU 1 1 Brenda Barrett 
Director 

cc~ D. Schreiber, PDOT, Bur. of Design 
'R. Betterly, PDOT, BEQ 

BB/smz PennDOT BECJ Concurs. 
Please Proosed Accordingly. 

Initial &J.tS Data z-ic;__:-7 ~ 



' ' Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission 

Bureau for Historic Preservation i 

Post Office Box 1026 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17108-1026 

Wayne W. Kober, Director 
Bureau of Environmental Quality 
Department of Transportation 
Forum Place, 555 Walnut Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17101-1900 

Re: ER 97-0475-042-S 

August 19, 1999 

TO EXPEDITE REVIEW USE 
BHP REFERENCE NUMBER 

Snyder, Union and Northumberland Counties 
S.R. 0015, Section 088, Central Susquehanna Valley 
Historic Resource Survey/Determination of 
Eligibility Report Additional Historic Resource 
Survey Forms 

Dear Mr. Kober: 

The Bureau for Historic Preservation (the State 
Historic Preservation Off ice) has reviewed the above listed 
project in accordance with Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended in 1980 and 
1992, and the regulations (36 CFR Part 800) of the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation as revised in 1999. These 
requirements include consideration of the project's 
potential effect on both historic and archaeological 
resources. 

We agree with the selection of the expanded Area of 
Potential Effect. It appear that it is adequate to address 
any project affects. 

We concur with the findings of the agency that the 
following three properties are not eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places. 

1. Jacob Hoch, Jr. Farm, Monroe Township, Snyder County: due 
to a loss of integrity 

2. Springfield Property, Monroe Township, Snyder County 
3. Kresteter Property, Monroe Township, Snyder County 

RECEIVED 
AUG 2 0 \999 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALI~ 

............... 
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W. Kober 
August 19, 1999 

If you need further information in this matter please 
consult Susan Zacher at (717) 783-9920. 

Sincerely, 

J6~1-~~ 
Brenda Barre~ 
Director 

\ 

cc: D. Schreiber, PDOT, Bur. of Design 
'R. Betterly, PDOT, BEQ 

BB/smz 

PennDOT BEQ Concurs, 
Please Proceed Accordingly .. 

Initial /(fJ 6 Date &--~G.-75' 



Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission 

Bureau for Historic Preservation 
Post Office Box 1026 

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17108-1026 

TO: Wayne Kober, Director 
Bureau of Environm al Quality 

· ector 
is oric Preservation 

SUBJ: National Register evaluation for St. Joseph's Catholic Cemetery 
West Chillisquaque Twp 
Northumberland County, PA 
ER1997-04fit-042-V 

7S-

DATE: 27 September 1999 

We have completed our review of the additional information you 
provided for the above referenced property. 

The National Register nomination (1986) for the Milton Historic District 
documents that the Episcopal Church (1849) in Milton is the only church that 
survived the "Great Fire of 1880" which destroyed some 665 buildings. 
Based on this, it is quite possible that St. Joseph's Catholic Cernetery may be 
the earliest property associated With Irish settlement in this region. . 

The research, however, does not demonstrate that Irish Catholic's had 
a significance presence in the region in the settlement period. The additional 
research also demonstrates that the information that the cemetery can 
convey about the presence of this ethnic group is available in documentary 
resources. 

We, therefore, concur that St. Joseph's Catholic Cemetery does not 
meet Criteria Consideration D and is not eligible for listing in the National 
Register of Historic Places. 

If you have any additional questions, please contact our office. 

RECEIVED 
SEP 2 7 1999 

'ENVIRONMENTAL QUAUTY 
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Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 

Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission 
Bureau for Historic Preservation 

Commonwealth Keystone Building, 2nd Floor 
400 North Street 

Harrisburg, PA 17120-0093 

_Nm' 8, 26fi0-

l/13jol '. 
/...- ,,,... . 
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Susan McDonald 
Pennsylvania Department of Transportation 
Bureau of Environmental Quality 

<-? e_ ~cµ,€_ t:i.£:.7-E. A J<Jt:.:,, 

TO EXPEDITE REI """'~·u~:1:i€..:::::-r: ,;i~~.,..)t> ·t""o 
BHP REFER VIEW LISE '· "'' .,_:, "i~-, -r:M" ·--c·\,\J;·si! 

P OBox 3790 
ENCE NUMBER 7}[1 ~ ~tr~~ 

Harrisburg,PA 17105-3790 

RE: ER 97-0475-042-AA 
Snyder, Union and Northumberland Counties 
S.R. 0015, Section 088, Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation 
Project: Determination of Effect Report & Addendum for Historic_ 
Resources 

Dear Ms. McDonald: 

The Bureau for Historic Preservation (the State Historic Preservation Office) has 
reviewed the above named project in accordance with Section 106 of the National 
Historic PreserV'ation Act of 1966, as amended in 1980 and 1992, and the regulations (36 
CFR Part 800) of the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. These requirements 
include consideration of the project's potential effect upon both historic and 
archaeological resources. -

We concur with the findings of the agency concerning the potential effects of the 
above listed project on historic resources. This project will have no effect on historic 
resources, especially the Simon P. App Fann, an eligible resource in the Area of Potential 
Effect. This finding only includes comments on the above-ground resources, since 
archaeological investigations are not complete and an effect finding for the entire project 
has not yet been determined. 



Page2 
S. McDonald 
Nov. 8. 2000 

If you need runner information in this matter please consult Susan Zacher at (711) 
783-9920. 

cc: D. Cough, FHWA 
D.L. Kerns, PDOT, BOD 
R. Kennedy, PDOT, Dist. 3-0 

KWC/smz 

... . . ~ . .. '. ~ ·~ ' .. •," 

Sincerely, 

M~ 
Kurt W. Carr, Chief 
Division of Archaeology and 

Protection 
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rtNNUUI Ul~IKlvl j-U tHA NU. OIU j00~4j~J 

lJ nited States Depar.~ent of the Interior 

2280 

Jaruc:s A- Che~ham 
Division Adro.h:dst.s:ator 
FHwA 

'f:A J)iv 
225 Walnut St. Room :536 
Harrisburg, PA 17101~1720 

NATIONAL PAftl{ SE.RVIC~ 
1849 C $~"'1:1 N.W. 

'W':iAhin.gtnn,O.C.202{0 

r. Ul 

("' .. ,,.;( 
·fr~n1: {:~:.ri 

1')1.~ f)h;i;!ctor of the N:i.tionat Park Service wi.i;be.'l to inform you of our detsm1in.arion pursuant to tb.~ National 
Historic Preservation Act, as amended, and Executive Order 11593 in response to your requesi: for a 
dctl;nni.nation of eligibility for l.nc1usion in the Natioaal rtes;ister of Hhsiodc Place$. Our determination appears 
ou the enclo~e-... l material. 

A:i;you knQw, your n~qwm for our profossjonal judsn:ient consiituteB a part of the Federal planning: process. 
W<t ur~e tbat this ir.i.fotmation 'be integrated into the National Environmental Policy A.ct analysis Md the 
ana~y~is r.cquii:i:(! unuer section 4:{f) of the Department of Tran1>ponation Act, if this is a transportation project~ 
to pring about the best possible pro~ram decisions. · 

l 
Th~G determination <:loi::s not serve in any maJuJer as a veto to uses of property, with or without Federal 
p;i~ticipa1ion or a.ssisumce. Tbe responsiblll.ty for prograr.o. planning concc:i:ning propert~cs eligible for the 
N11tio.t1rtl Re~ister tics with th"', .,c:P.ncy or block grant recipient axte:r the Advisory Council on Historic 
P1·~servatlon bas had an opportu-Pity to conunt!nt, . 

Attachment 

OPTIONAL f'Ol'IM O!i (1~00) 
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Unite4 States Depart!nent of fue Interior 

' I 
( 

ltJ .ltl!N.V l'Jll'i:ll. ;Qi 

NATIONAL l'!IJJ.K SETI.V!CE 
lM!I C SII'eet, N.W. 

Wa.ddu~i;1, D-C. 'lW:l.,JJ 

DETERM!NAT!Of\l Of .ELIGIBILITY NOTIFfCP-.THJ!\l 
I 

f~adoni;:il Regiate1r o'J Historic Plaoes 

t\lational P~rk S\!'lrvic~ 
I 

I 

,l\lame of Property: Sim:-·~ !°' .'\pp Farit1 
I 

loouUon: Snyder County 
1 

Stl3lt®: Pennsylvania 
I 

I 

fiequest $'.!Ubmittc;d by: J~mes A. Cheatham, Division Adminisi:ratw, FHwA. Pennsylvani11 
;Division 1 
DE<te fBceived: 07/05/01 · Additional informtmt!om rccGhnsd 
( 

'· I 
~~~ ' 

i 
:Oplnlcm ~f Urn §tf.!ta Historic Preservation OHic::er: 
' ' 

~L.Eligible 
( 

Comm~ntill: 
i 
I 

' 

I 
I 

___ No~ Eligible 

\l"hc Secrst~ry of the !nl1or~r hH detQrmined th@t thi.s prnperty b~: 
f 

' 

_Need More Information 

I ! 
~x_~-~ligihlo Applic~bl~ criteria: A,C _Not Eliglble 

bomrru1Jrtt\'i: i 
' 

ihe Simon P, App F'i:irm rheets National Register Criteria A and C for its local historic and 
~rchltecnmd s!gnlflcance, ·The approximately 31 acre bour1daty established for tr'".~'"''.)lster­
~ligil:ll~ form is a~prnpriate ·a11d justified es being H1e historic ( 11366) boundary of the pro petty. 
I ! 

~ 

r, UC. 
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Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission 

Bureau for Historic Preservation 

Wayne W. Kober, Director 
PA Department of Transportation 
Bureau of Environmental Quality 
7th Floor, Forum Place 
5 5 5 Walnut Street 
Harrisburg,PA 17101-1900 

Dear Mr. Kober: 

Post Office Box 1026 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17108-1026 

Re: 

May24, 2000 

TO EXPEDiTt.: REV!EvV USE 
BHP REFERE:NCE NUMBER 

File No. ER 97-0475-042-X 
FHW A: Central Susquehanna Valley 
TransportationProject, SR 0015, Section 
088, Final Geomorphology Report 
Northumberland, Snyder & Union Counties 

The Bureau for Historic Preservation (the State Historic Preservation Office) has 
reviewed the above named project in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966, as amended in 1980 and 1992, and the regulations (36 CFR Part 
800) of the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. These requirements include 
consideration of the project's potential effect upon both historic and archaeological 
resources. 

Thank you for sending the additional copies of this report as requested in our final 
review. Your cooperation in dealing with this project has been greatly appreciated. 

If you need further information in this matter please consult Noel Strattan at 
(717) 772-4519. If you need a status only of the reviewed project please call Tina 
Webber at (717) 705-4036. 

Cc: D.L. Kerns, PE, FP7, BOD 

~~ 
Kurt W. Carr, Chief~ 
Division of Archaeology & 
Protection 

R.C. Kennedy, Environmental Manager, District 3-0 
D.W. Cough, FHWA 
J.M. Verbka, District 2-0 
R. T. Baublitz, FP7, BEQ 
Scott Shaffer, FP7, BEQ 

KWC/tmw 



Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission 

Bureau for Historic Preservation 

Wayne W. Kober 
Bureau of Environmental Quality 
Department of Transportation 
5 5 5 Walnut Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17120 

Re: ER# 97-0475-042-M 

Post Office Box 1026 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17108-1026 

May 24, 1999 

FHW A, Archaeological Predictive Model for Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation 
Project S.R. 0015 Sect. 088, Northumberland, Snyder, and Union Counties 

De::i..r Mr. Kober: 

The Bureau for Historic Preservation (the State Historic Preservation Office) has 
reviewed the above named project in accordance with Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966', as amended in 1980 and 1992, and the regulations (36 
CFR Part 800) of the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. These requirements 
include consideration of the project's potential effect upon both historic and 
archaeological resources. 

In our opinion, the predictive model developed for the CSVT project was 
thoughtfully conceived, developed, and tested. Based on its accuracy in predicting the 
location of upland and valley floor sites, the model is adequate to assess the relative 
archaeological sensitivity of CYST alternatives and to guide the Phase I/II survey strategy.• 
In our opinion, the Phase I/II testing strategy should be designed to test and further refine 
this model through testing some percentage of medium and low probability areas at a 15 
meter interval. We look forward to working with your staff and the consultant in 
developing such a testing strategy. Please provide 3 copies of this report (2 bound, 1 
unbound) for our files. If you have any questions regarding our review of this st~bmission, 
please contact Andrew Wyatt at (717) 772-0923. 

cc?R. Kennedy, DOT, Dist. 3-0 
D. Baublitz, DOT, BEQ 

KWC:AW 

Sincerely, 

' ... ~ '~ -. ~· .// 
.-~ '· ·· .·· ' LC . / ,. /7'i:~I _::; 
/" ~:__ 
Kurt W. Carr, Chief 
Division of Archaeology & 
Protection 



Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission 

Bureau for Historic Preservation 

Wayne W. Kober 
Bureau of Environmental Quality 
Department of Transportation 
555 Walnut Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17120 

Re: ER# 97-0475-042-N 

Post Office Box 1026 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17108-1026 

June 1, 1999 

11) EXPFn\T~ Rf\l!EW USE 
5·HP REFERENCE NUMBER 

FHW A, Summary of Geomorphological Studies Within the Floodplain, Central 
Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project S.R. 0015 Sect. 088, Northumberland, 
Snyder, and Union Counties 

Dear Mr. Kober: 

The Bureau for Historic Preservation (the State Historic Preservation Office) has 
reviewed the above named project in accordance with Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended in 1980 and 1992, and the regulations (36 
CFR Part 800) of the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. These requirements 
include consideration of the project's potential effect upon both historic and 
archaeological resources. 

We agree that the geomorphological studies performed to date will provide useful 
information both for the evaluation of alternative alignments and for developing a Phase I 
survey strategy. Although we concur with the need for coring on the West Branch 
floodplains and islands, an effort should be made to identify buried A horizons and obvious 
discontinuities in soil development while in the field. This information may be critical in 
the development of a Phase I testing strategy in alluvial settings. If you have any questions 
regarding our review of this submission, please contact Andrew Wyatt at (71 7) 772-0923. 

cc:R. Kennedy, DOT, Dist. 3-0 J 
D. Baublitz, DOT, BEQ 

KWC:AW 

Sincerely, 

1Utf/~ 
Kurt W. Carr, Chief 
Division of Archaeology & 
Protection 



Wayne W. Kober 

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission 

Bureau for Historic Pn:servation 
Post Office Box 1026 

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17108-1026 

September 13, 1999 

Bureau of Environmental Quality 
555 Walnut Street TO EXPEDITE REVIEW USE 

BHP REFERENCE NUMBER 7'11 floor 
Harrisburg PA 17120 

Re: ER# 97 0475 042 U 
SR 0015 S 088 
Archaeological Predictive Model 
Northwnberland, Snyder, & Union Counties 

Dear Mr. Kober: 

Thank you for submitting the final copies of this predictive model. Two 
copies will remain on file at this office. The other copies will be distributed to 
Temple University and the Carnegie Museum ofNatural History for research 
purposes. We concur that the coordination for the review of this document has been 
completed. We look fonvard to reviewing the testing that results from the use of this 
model. 

If you need further information in this matter please consult Noel Strattan at 
(717) 772-4519. 

ENV\RONWiENTAL QUAL\T\I 

...... 

Sincerely, 

p~~ 
Kurt W. Carr, Chief~ 
Division of Archaeology & 
Protection 

cc: R.T. Baublitz, BEQ, 7th Floor Forum Place 
KWC/DNS 

PennDOT BEQ Concurs. 
Please Proceed Accordingly. 
Initial RTn Date , u/ 1 /99 



Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission 

Bureau for Historic Preservation 

Department of TrnnsportMion 
Attn: Wayne W. Kober, Director 
l3ureau of Environmentnl Quality 
555 Walnut Street, t" Floor 
l-Jarrisburg, PA 17120 

Dear Mr. Kober: 

Post Office Box 1026 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17108-1026 

March 13, 2000 

RE: ER# 97- 0475-042-W 

E.N\J\RONMENTAL. QUAL~l'< 

S.R. 0015, Section 088, Nor1humberland & 
Union Counties 
Geomorphological Report 

The Bureau for Historic />reservation (the State Historic Preservation Office) has reviewed lhe 
above referenced report in accordance wiLh Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
of 1966, as nmended in 1980 and 1992, and the regulations (36 CPR Part 800) of the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation. Our comments are as follows: 

This report indicates that all three alternatives under consideration have varying levels of 
archaeological potential. We concur with this assessment. Once a preferred alternative has been 
selected, please provide a draft scope of work for our review and comment. We appreciate your 
cooperation in this matter. 

Please provide three additional copies of this report for our files and for distribution to the other 
report repositories. 

lf you have any questions or comments concerning our review of this project, please contact Noel 
Stratlan at (717) 772-4519 or me at (717) 783-9926. 

Cc: Dick Baublitz, PcnnDOT/BEQ 
Joe Vcrbka, PennDO'f District 2-0 

/~~ 
Kurt W. Carr, Chief 
Division of Archaeology & Protection 
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Agency Correspondence - Scenic Rivers 



Bureau of Recreation and Conservation 

Mr. Kevin J. Starner 
Environmental Planner 
Skelly and Loy, Inc. 
2601 North Front Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17110-1185 

RE: S.R. Reviews - Bridges/Highways 

Rachel Carson State Office Building 
P.O. Box 8475 
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8475 
July 21, 2000 

S.R. 0015, Section 088 -River Crossing #5 
Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project 

Dear Mr. Starner: 

JUL 2 8 2000 

717-783-8526 

The Scenic Rivers staff has reviewed the infonnation submitted concerning the proposed 
constrnction of a bridge to be located over the West Branch of the Susquehanna River between Union 
Township, Union County, and Point Township, Northumberland County. Since this segment of the 
Susquehanna River is a 1-A Priority waterway listed in the Pennsylvania Scenic Rivers Inventory, our 
staff is concerned about maintaining the scenic characteristics of the river and its immediate environs. 

Based on state agency consistency requirements of the Scenic Rivers Act, the following 
recommendations should be incorporated into the permit conditions: 

• The constrnction staging areas should be screened by vegetative buffer and set back as far as 
possible from the river's edge. 

• The materials in the bridge should reflect the natural character of the surrounding area as 
much as possible. 

• An approved erosion and sedimentation control plan must be utilized. 

• Native or local stone should be used in areas where riprap is needed. 

• Once constrnction is underway, river users shall be notified of constrnction activities 
upstream and downstream from the constrnction site by using appropriate signage. Signs of 
sufficient size should be appropriately located to notify all river users they are entering a 
construction area. 

• Since the West Branch of the Susquehanna River is a canoeable stream, an identification sign 
should be incorporated on the parapet on the upstream side of the bridge identifying it as the 

An Equal Opportunitv/Affirmar1ve Action Employer Printed 011 Recycled Paper 



Mr. Kevin J. Starner - 2 - July 21, 2000 

State Route 15 Bridge. The specifications of the sign should be developed so that canoeists 
can read the sign from the river. Final sign specifications need to be developed through 
consultation with PennDOT. 

• If a causeway is to be used as a temporary crossing during construction of the bridge, the 
Contractor must adhere to the requirements of DEP permit BDWW-GP-8 - Temporary Road 
Crossings. 

• During construction and cleanup, all debris entering the river shall be removed. 

In addition, several governmental agencies, municipalities, and non-profit organizations, 
including PennDOT, are exploring the possibility of studying the area for the potential development of a 
greenway along the Susquehanna River. You should coordinate with PennDOT to insure that access to 
the river and potential development for recreational facilities (such as a trail or greenway) is maintained. 

We do not have any other comments on the project at this time, but we would appreciate being 
kept informed of the progress of the design of the bridge. All future correspondence regarding this 
project should be sent to: 

Mr. Jim Mays 
Environmental Planner 
Greenways and Conservation Partnerships Division 

His address and telephone number are shown above. 

Please provide us with the following documentation during the preliminary design phase: 

• Description of the project. 
• An 8Yz'' x 11" (7 .5 minute quadrangle) sheet showing location of the project. 
• Preliminary plans for the design of the bridge, including elevations. 
• Description and methodology of the erosion and sedimentation control. 

Should you have any additional Scenic River questions or comments, please contact me at the 
above telephone number. 

Sincerely, 

J_ ~¥ Te~gh . 

Environmental Planner 
Grants Projects Management Division 

cc: Jim Mays, Environmental Planner 
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u.;::i. uepanment of Agriculture 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 
PART I (To be comoleted by Federal Aaencvl Date of Land Evaluation RAlluest October 1 B, 1999 

Name of Proiect S.R. 0015, CSVT Proiect, Section 1 Federal Aaency Involved U.S. DOT, FHWA 

Prooosed Land Use T ransoortation/Hiohway County and State Snvder Countv, Pennsvlvania 

PART II ITo be comoleted by NRCSl Date Request Received bv NRCS 11 / /()/<]'} 

Does the site contain prime, unique, statewide or local important farmland? Yes No Acres Irrigated Average Farm 
(If no, the FPPA does not apply·· do not complete additional parts of this form). '9(. 0 (j Size /l~ 

Major Crop(s) 

C.o~N 
Farmable Land in Government Jurisdiction Amount of Farmland as Defined 
Acres: I 21 s-;q % iP I in FPPA Acres: J 2 7SJ'I ''/o 

Name of _Land Evaluation or _Local Site Assessment System Le-s11 Date Returned by NRCS // Jzz.J,,. 
PART Ill (To be completed by Federal Agency) Alternative Site Rating 

OT2A OT 2B DAMA DAM Site E 

A. Total Acres to be Converted Directly (Preliminary ROW) 427.4 474.S 551.9 534.6 

B. Total Acres to be Converted Indirectly NIA, see text ... . .. ·-· ---
c. Total Acres in Site 427.4 474.5 551.9 534.6 ' 

PART IV (To be comoleted bv NRCS) Land Evaluation Information 

A. Total Acres Prime and Unioue Farmland <Direct Impact) 183.1 178.2 144.3 151.5 

B. Total Acres Statewide and Local Important Farmland 1o•ec1 lrrc:iac11 109.3 128.8 188.6 188.6 

c. Percentage of Farmland in County or Local Govt. Unit to be Converted -~~5"' • .3 77- • 'll.3 • 419 
D. Percentage of Farmland iri Govt. Jurisdiction With Same or Higher 

Lj~ ~q 4q 'i 9 Relative Value 

PART V (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Criterion S9 SS 47 40 Relative Value of Farmland to be Converted (Scale of Oto 100 points) 

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Maximum OT2A OT 2B DA Mod Avd. DA Mod 
Site Assessment Criteria . These criteria are Points 
explained in 7 CFR 658.5(b). 

. 

1. Area in Nonurban Use 15 0 0 8 8 

2. Perimeter in Nonurban Use 10 . ..... 2 2 6 6 
. :· ·'4 3. Percent of Site Beina Farmed 20 6 9 9 

4. Protection Provided by State & Local Govt. 20 0 0 0 0 

5. Distance from Urban Builtuo Area N/A --- --- --- --· 
6. Distance Urban Suooort Services N/A --- --- --- ---
7. Size of Present Farm Unit Comoared to Ava. 10 10 10 10 10 

8. Creation of Nonfarmable Farmland 25 25 25 25 25 

9. Availability of Farm Support Services 5 5 5 5 5 

10. On-Farm Investments 20 3 3 5 4 

I 11. Effecis of Conversion on Farm Supoort Services 25 6 7 10 10 

'. 12. Comoatibilitv With Existina Aaricultural Uses 10 5 5 5 5 

I TOT AL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 60 63 83 82 

I PART VII (To be comoleted by Federal Aaencvl 

I Relative Value of Farmland !From Part V) 100 59 55 47 +6 
I Total Site Assessment (From Part VI above or a 

local site assessment) 
160 60 ~;:i g3 <gz 

I TOT AL POINTS ITotal of above 2 lines) 260 t 19 1\ g 130 12.B 

I Site Selected: 
Date of Selection: Was a Local Site Assessment Used? 

I Yes - No -
I Reason for Selection: 

I 

I 

Form AD-1006 (10-83) 



u.:::;. uepartment ot Agriculture 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 
PART I (To be comoleted bv Federal Aaencvl Date of Land Evaluation Reauest October 18, 1999 

Name of Proiect S.R. 0015, CSVT Project, Section 2 Federal Agency Involved U.S. DOT, FHW" 

Proposed Land Use Transoortation/Hiahwav County and State Snvder Countv, Pennsvlvan, 

PART II !To be comoleted bv NRCS) Date Request Received bv NRCS I I f 1 oJ ~., 
Does the site contain prime, unique, statewide or local important farmland? Yes No Acres Irrigated Average Faw 
(If no, the FPPA does not apply -- do not complete additional parts of this form). ~o 0 Sizo / Z.(, ~ 
Major Crop(s) 

Co R tJ 
Farmable Land in Government Jurisdiction Amount of Farmland as Defined 
Acres: J 2 7S3q % 61 in FPPAAcres: /215"3? &/% 

Name of _Land Evaluation or _Local Site Assessment System L£SA Date Returned by NRCS fl/i.zJ . , 
PART Ill (To be completed by Federal Agency} Alternative Site Rating I 

' 
RC 1E RC 1W RC 5 RC 6 Site E ' I 

A. Total Acres to be Converted Directly Preliminary ROW 32.7 32.6 30.7 32.7 
I 

8. Total Acres to be Converted Indirectly NIA. see text --- --- --- --- 1 
c. Total Acres in Site 32.7 32.6 30.7 32.7 I 
PART IV !To be comoleted by NRCS\ Lar.d Evaluation Information I 

A. Total Acres Prime and Uniaue Farmland 8.7 8.8 5.4 8.7 . 
8. Total Acres Statewide and Local lmoortant Farmland 22.8 22.8 

I 
23.8 22.9 

c. Percentage of Farmland in County or Local Govt. Unit to be Converted • 01.lo ' 01-b .o·v+ , OZ.lo I 

0. Percentage of Farmland in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same or Higher 

4~ 41 '-11 '-/? 
I 

Relative Value I 

PARTY (To be completed by NAGS) Land Evaluation Criterion 

~7 ~1 ~~ ~7 I Relative Value of Farmland to be Converted (Scale of Oto 100 points) 

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency} Maximum RC1E RC 1W RC 5 RC6 I 
Site Assessment Criteria . These criteria are Points 

I explained in 7 CFR 658.5(b). 

1. Area in Nonurban Use 15 10 10 10 10 I 

2. Perimeter in Nonurban Use 10 10 10 10 10 I 
3. Percent of Site Beina Farmed 20 18 18 18 18 

4. Protection Provided by State & Local Govt. 20 0 0 0 0 

5. Distance from Urban Builtuo Area NIA ... I 
·-· -·· -·· 

6. Distance Urban Suooort Services NIA -·- ... --- ··- I 

7. Size of Present Farm Unit Comoared to Ava. 10 10 10 10 10 I 

8. Creation of Nonfarmable Farmland 25 25 25 25 25 ' 
9. Availabilitv of Farm Suoport Services 5 5 5 5 5 

I 
10. On-Farm Investments 20 0 0 0 0 

11 . Effects of Conversion on Farm Support Services 25 3 3 3 3 I 

12. Comoatibilitv With Existino Aaricultural Uses 10 5 5 5 5 I 

TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 86 86 86 86 I 

PART VII (To be comoleted bv Federal Agency) 

Relative Value of Farmland (From Part Vl 100 67 67 65 67 
I 

Total Site Assessment (From Part VI above or a 
I 

160 66 86 S6 Sb local site assessment) I 

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 linesl 260 153 153 151 1$3 

Site Selected: 
Date of Selection: Was a Local Site Assessment Used? 

Yes No I - -
Reason for Selection: I 

I 

I 

I 
Form AD-1006 (10-8::., 



U.S. Department of Agriculture 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 
PART I (To be comoleted bv Federal Aoency) Date of Land Evaluation Reauest October 18, 1999 

Name of Proiect S.R. 0015, CSVT Proiect, Section 2 Federal Aoency Involved U.S. DOT, FHWA 

Prooosed Land Use Transoortation/Hiahwav County and State Norlhumberland County, Pennsylvania 

PART II (To be completed by NRCSl Date Request Received bv NRCS 

Does the site contain prime, unique, statewide or local important farmland? Yes No Acres Irrigated Average Farm 
(If no, the FPPA does not apply·· do not complete additional parts of this form). Iii'.! 0 Q Size /79 
Major Crop(s) 

{!o~Al 
Farmable Land in Government Jurisdiction Amount of Farmland as Defined 
Acres:/67, -S"'-fl % ..57:f% in FPPA Acres:/J'.3, f'J'? %"'J 

Name of )(Land Evaluation or _Local Site Assessment System ,A/t;r-#ltM1 ~,,..!t;~dl' Qv,,,y Date Returned by NRCS 

PART Ill (To be completed by Federal Agency) Alternative Site Rating 

RC Site A 1E RC Site B 1W RC Site C 5 RC Site D 6 Site E 

A. Total Acres to be Converted Directlv 158.6 207.8 246.1 214.4 

B. Total Acres to be Converted Indirectly ... ... --- . .. 
c. Total Acres in Site 158.6 207.8 246.1 214.4 

PART IV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information 

A. Total Acres Prime and Unique Farmland 41.2 30.8 45.0 41.0 

B. Total Acres Statewide and Local lmoortant Farmland ~.s.zs ~'6.S :r&f3 11 ·~.S0.3 

c. Percentage of Farmland in County or Local Govt. Unit to be Converted -< o. 001.% <.o.oo/ % < 6.oo/ % < 0.001,% 

D. Percentage of Farmland in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same or Higher 
SI% 3/% 31% Si% Relative Value 

PART V (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Criterion 
61 53 s:z .S8 Relative Value of Farmland to be Converted (Scale of 0 to 100 points) 

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Maximum RC1E RC 1W RC 5 RC6 
Site Assessment Criteria . These criteria are Points 
explained in 7 CFR 658.5(b). 

1 . Area in Nonurban Use 15 14 12 10 14 

2. Perimeter in Nonurban Use 10 9 3 8 9 

3. Percent of Site Beino Farmed 20 6 5 7 5 

4. Protection Provided by State & Local Govt. 20 0 0 0 0 

j 5. Distance from Urban Builtuo Area NIA ... ... --- ... 

; 6. Distance Urban Suooort Services N/A ... ... ... ... 

'7. Size of Present Farm Unit Compared to Avo. 10 10 10 10 10 

1 a. Creation of Nonfarmable Farmland 25 25 25 25 25 

I 9. Availabilitv of Farm Suooort Services 5 5 5 5 5 

I 10. On-Farm Investments 20 5 19 3 2 

• 11. Effects of Conversion on Farm Support Services 25 4 4 6 3 

I 12. Comoatibilitv With Existino Aoricultural Uses 10 5 5 5 5 

I TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 83 8a 79 78 

I PART VII (To be comoleted bv Federal Aqency) 

1 Relative Value of Farmland (From Part V) 100 61 ..=,-_g 52. .S-8' 

l Total Site Assessment (From Part VI above or a 
local site assessment) 

160 B;? gg- 7<] 7~ 

l TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 linesl 260 I "t't I 't \ 13 l 136 

I Site Selected: Date of Selection: Was a Local Site Assessment Used? 

I 
Yes - No -

I 
Reason for Selection: 

I 

I 

Form AD· 1 006 (10-83) 



U.S. Department of Agriculture .D 1 o q 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 
PART! o be conolated bv Federal Aaencv\ Date of Ulnd EvaltJatloo Reauest Cktober 18, 1999 

Namec ~ s.R. 001s csvr Proleot Section 2 Federal Aaencv Involved U.S. DOT, FHWA 

Pl'ODOSl Land Uee Transo0fta1K1<V · ;~ ~~v t"".mlrlN and SUl1e Un4on Countv, Pennsvtvanla 

PARTI ~~eted !:!'z'. NRCS) Date Reouest Received bv NRCS 

Ooeali'. 
(If no, ti 

Ute caitiln prtme, unique, stmfl'tNlde or local Important fam1lal1d? Yes No ~lnigatad Awrage Farm 
FPPA d:i&S not appy - do not complete a.ctfltional perts or this form). Ii! D 0 Size J..!fiJ 

MajorC :i(S) 
t!~tJ 

Famiable Land In Government JOOsd~lon Amount of Farmland u Defined 

Acree: I 0'11 :$ J.J 8 % 'I '>~ in FPPA Acres: ?1>,8"'4·:38% -
Namec ~Land [valuation or .....:::~'~111111.t System tf Al ! (j.Jl} Cvtl~-''7f' Date Returned by NRCS -PAFITI To be completed by Federal Agency) Altomatlve Site Rating 

RC Site A 1E RC Site B 1W RC SiteC 5 RC Site D 6 Site E - --
A. To ~' be Col'lverted Direct~ Preliminary ROW 142.7 142.6 135.2 160.9 

B. To ~' be Col'lverted lndll'9cllv WA SEX! text - - - -
c. To ~·Site 142.7 142.6 135.2 160.9 

PART I ~>m21atect ~ NACS) Land Evalualon lntorrn:uton 

A. To 

B. To 

~rime and Unlaue Farmland 11.e 11.6 9.5 18.3 

AcrOG Statewide and Local lmcortant F11mnland !H.B~· "JI. 7 4e:i 'I.ii ~ l~.a.~ 
c. Pe. 11age ol F armlanc:I In Coumy or Local Gr;iv~ Urit ID be Convened <'{),CJ{){% (o.OO( 'J1~ < o. oat Ni <..:1. ~'1{ 3 -
D. Pe 

Re 
itage of Farmland in Govt. Jurlsdldlon Wllh Same or Higher 

:J :,2-. $.~ 912. :?2... 1e Velue -
PARTV 
Re!allve 

1 be corni:teted b"( NRCS) Land EwluGJion Critetricrl 'l~ ... 5'6 -~~r .-53 :ue of Fari•land ID tie Converted (Scale ot O IO 100 ponts) ....... ~ 

PART' To be Cl)moleted by Fe<latal Agency) MalClmum RC 1E RC1W RCS RC6 
Site /los• 1sm&nl Gritaria . These criteria are Points 
explelin1 In 7 CFH 65B.5(ti). 

1. An ~ban Use 15 5 5 7 4 

2. Pe ieter in I ~onurban Use 10 0 0 0 0 

3. Pe mt of Sue Beine Farmed 20 10 10 10 10 

4. Prt ~>vided bl/ State & Local Govt. 20 0 0 a 0 

5. Oh ~' Urban Builtuo Area NIA - - - -
6. DI: ice Urbon Sucaort Services NIA -· - - -
7, SlJ ~11 Fann Unit Comoared to Avo. 10 10 10 10 10 

8. Cn ~Jnfarmable Farmland 25 25 25 25 25 

9. Av iblllly of Farm Sunnnrt Services 5 5 s 5 5 

10. Ori in11 Investments 20 8 8 8 6 

, 1. EH• ; ol CoiM1rsion on Fann Su"""rt SeMr:es 25 2 2 2 3 

12. Co ratibitity With Existing A!!lcultural Uses 10 5 5 5 5 

TOTAL TE ASSl:OSSME"'1T POINTS 160 70 70 72 70 

PART\ (To be comole!ed bv Federal Aaen~l 

AelattVE ~=arm!and /From Part Vl 100 5f, 5'6 St;; !5'3 
Total SI 
local sit 

Assessment (From Part VI abovo or a 
160 

i ISSeSSlll sn1) 

TOTAL )INTS (l'otal of above 2 inesl 260 

Sile Sal led: 
Date ot Selec1lon: was a Local Site Assessment Used? 

Yes No 

A ea son r Selection: 

', , __ 

-- Farm AD·100B (1~) 
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81 

Includes Portions of Fabridam Park (Federally Funded) 
• See Page 3 ol 4 for Code Description 

CENTRAL SUSQUEHANNA VALLEY TRANSPORTATION PROJECT 
IMPACT SUMMARY TABLE 

PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES 

82 8A1 8A2 BE1 BE2 C1 f'. 

1093.2 1052.0 811.8 989.7 

DRAFT 

Volume reduction in% represents% reduction from the No Build estimate for lhe year 2020 lhe alternative will afford. The 2020 No Build eslimate can be calculated by dividing Iha (Traffic Volume Year 2020) +(Volume Reduction%). 
Nole: Impact numbers on this table include 61 Connector. To get total impact with 15 Connector, sublract 61 Connector numbers from "Conneclor Alternative" Table and add in the 15 Connector numbers (Alternatives A 1, A2, BA 1, and BA2). 

June 2, 1997 

Page 2 of 4 



COMMUNITY COHESION CODE DESCRIPTION 

A dissects Mill Rd. subdivision (Monroe Twp) 

B dissects Attig and Kingswood Road subdivisions (Monroe Twp) 

C dissects Colonial Drive/Fisher Road subdivisions (Monroe Twp) 

D impacts existing and planned subdivisions (05) along Old Sunbury Road (Monroe Twp) 

E impacts numerous small subdivisions (many along existing 15 and 147) until joining 147 
ROW 

F impacts entry area of planned subdivision along 147 (P1) (Point Twp) 

G dissects Ridge Road West subdivision (Point Township) 

H dissects planned subdivision along 147 (P1) (Point Twp) 

dissects subdivision along County Line Road (Monroe & Union Twps) 

J dissects Stonebridge Drive subdivision (Monroe Township) 

K impacts Peachtree Drive subdivision (Monroe Township) 

L nearly eliminates residential subdivision south of Kratzerville Road (Monroe Township) 

M nearly eliminates residential subdivision north of Shaffer Lane (Monroe Township) 

N substantial impact to Old Susquehanna Trail corridor (businesses & homes) (Monroe 
Township and Shamokin Dam Borough) 

0 forces relocation of Shamokin Dam Fire Company 

P impacts 2 subdivisions on Union~ East Buffalo Township line 

Q impacts subdivision along 147 at bridge crossing (Point Twp) 

R impacts a number of small subdivisions along 147 north before joining 147 ROW 

S impacts entry area and homes in Stonebridge Drive subdivision (Monroe Twp) 

T impacts Fabridam Park (federally funded regional recreation facility) (Shamokin Dam) 

U moderate impact to Old Susquehanna Trail corridor (businesses & homes) (Monroe 
Township and Shamokin Dam Borough) 

V limited access to regional commercial center 

W substantial impact to Rout'e 11/147 corridor (businesses and homes) (Point Township and 
Northumberland Borough). 

X substantial impact to Routes 15 and 45 (businesses and homes) in Lewisburg 
TSM/Upgrade area (Moore Avenue north along Route 15 to Hafer Road). 



CENTRAL SUSQUEHANNA VALLEY TRANSPORTATION PROJECT 
IMPACT SUMMARY TABLE 

TSM/UPGRADE ALTERNATIVE DRAFT 

* 
•• 

Includes Portions of Northumberland Boat Club and Pine Knotter Park. 
See Page 3 of 4 for Code Description . 

*** This number is only constraint that includes Lewisburg TSM/Upgrade area. 
the constraints mapping boundary. 

Other areas are beyond 

Page 3 of 4 

June 2, 1997 
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CENTRAL SUSQUEHANNA VALLEY TRANSPORTATION PROJECT 
™PACT SUMMARY TABLE 

CONNECTOR ALTERNATIVES 

Volume Reduction 
• On US Route 11 (Blue Hill Bridge) 
• On US Route 15 (between Connector and US 

Route 11 and US Route 15 intersection) 
• On PA Route 147 in Northumberland Borough 

See Page 3 of 4 for Code Description 
Based on information in-house to date 

11,500 ADT 
35,500 ADT 

8,500 ADT 

DRAFT 

10,500 ADT 
18,500 ADT 

7,500 ADT 

June 2, 1997 
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** 

DRAFT 

CENTRAL SUSQUEHANNA VALLEY TRANSPORTATION PROJECT 
IMPACT SUMMARY TABLE 

2 ON 4 LANE BUILD-OUT ROW (EAST) 
FROM THE CHILLISQUAQUE CREEK NORTH TO EXISTING 4 ON 4 (JUST SOUTH OF 1-80) 

• 
• Zone 2 

Impacts are only within new required ROW at the Chillisquaque Creek area where new road ties into 
existing 2 on 4 ROW. All others in existing plus new required ROW. 
See Page 3 of 4 for Code Description 

June 2, 1997 

Page 4 of 4 
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APPLICATION FOR DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY PERMIT 
(33 CFR 325) 

OMB APPROVAL NO. 0710-003 
Expires October 1996 

Public reporting burden for this collection of information is estimated to average 5 hours per response, including the time for reviewing instructions, 
searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send 
comments regarding this burden estimate of any other aspect of this collection of information, including suggestions for reducing this burden, to 
Department of Defense, Washington Headquarters Service Directorate of Information Operations and Reports, 1215 Jefferson Davis Highway, Suite 
1204, Arlington, VA 22202-4302; and to the office of Management and Budget, Paperwork Reduction Project (0710-0003), Washington DC 
20503. Please DO NOT RETURN your form to either of those addresses. Completed applications must be submitted to the District Engineer having 
jurisdiction over the location of the proposed activity. 

PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT 
Authority: 33 USC 401, Section 10; 1413, Section 404. Principal Purpose: These laws require permits authorizing activities in, or affecting, 
navigable waters of the United States, the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States, and the transportation of dredged 
material for the purpose of dumping it into ocean waters. Routine Uses: Information provided on this form will be used in evaluating the application 
for a permit. Disclosure: Disclosure of requested information is voluntary. If information is not provided, however, the permit application cannot be 
processed nor can a permit be issued, 

One set of original drawings or good reproducible copies which show the location and character of the proposed activity must be attached to this 
application (see example drawings and instructions) and be submitted to the District Engineer having jurisdiction over the location of the proposed 
activity. An application that is not completed in full will be returned. 

(ITEMS 1 THRU 4 TO BE FILLED BY THE CORPS) 

1. APPLICATION NO. 2. FIELD OFFICE CODE 3. DATE RECEIVED 4. DATE APPLICATION COMPLETED 

(ITEMS TO BE FILLED BY APPLICANT) 

5. APPLICANT'S NAME FHWA and PENNDOT 

See attached sheet for contact names. 

8. AUTHORIZED AGENT'S NAME AND TITLE (an agent is not required) 

N/A 

6. APPLICANT'S ADDRESS 

See attached sheet for addresses. 

7. APPLICANT'S PHONE NOS. WIAREA CODE 

a. Residence 

b. Business See attached sheet. 

11. 

9. AGENT'S ADDRESS 

N/A 

10. AGENT'S PHONE NOS. W/AREA CODE 

a. Residence 

b. Business N/ A 

STATEMENT OF AUTHORIZATION 

I hereby authorize to act in my behalf as my agent in the processing of this application and to 
furnish, upon request, supplemental information in support of this permit application. 

APPLICANT'S SIGNATURE DATE 

NAME, LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT OR ACTIVITY 

12. PROJECT NAME OR TITLE (see instructions) 

Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project 
(S.R. 0015, Section 088, Snyder, Union, and Northumberland Counties, Pennsylvania) 

13. NAME OF WATERBODY, IF KNOWN (if applicable) 

Susquehanna River and associated tributaries 

15. LOCATION OF THE PROJECT 
Snyder, Union, and 
Northumberland 

COUNTY 

Pennsylvania 

STATE 

14. PROJECT STREET ADDRESS (if applicable) 

16. OTHER LOCATION DESCRIPTIONS, IF KNOWN, (see instructions) 

See attached sheet. 

17. DIRECTIONS TO THE SITE 

See attached sheet. 

ENG FORM 4345, Feb 94 EDITION OF SEP 91 IS OBSOLETE (Proponent CECW-OR) 



18. Nature of Activity (Description of project, include all features) 

See attached sheet. 

19. Project Purpose (Describe the reason or pwpose of the project, see instructions) 

The purpose and need for this project are discussed in detail in Section I of the FEIS (Section I .D, 
in particular). 

USE BLOCKS 20-22 IF DREDGED AND/OR FILL MATERIAL IS TO BE DISCHARGED 

20. Reason(s) for Discharge 

21. Types of Material Being Discharged and the Amount of Each Type in Cubic Yards 

Earth and rock materi aLwil 1 be used as highway fi 11. DAMA and RCS wi 11 require the pl a cement of 
a total of 8.7 million cubic yards of fill. 

22. Surface Area in Acres of Wetlands or Other Waters Filled (see instructions) 

DAMA and RCS would have 3.1S hectares (7.77 acres) of impacts to wetlands. This includes direct 
and indirect impacts. More details related to wetland impacts are included in Section IV.F.2 of 
the FEIS and the Wetlands Technical Summary Memorandum (see Appendix A). 

23. Is Any Portion of the Work Already Complete? Yes __ No _X__ IF YES, DESCRIBE THE COMPLETED WORK 

24. Addresses of Adjoining Property Owners, Lessees, Etc., Whose Property Adjoins the Waterbody (If more than can be entered here, 
please attach a supplemental list). 

A list of names and addresses of all property owners within the project study area is included in 
Technical File 3 (Socioeconomic Consequences). Each list is sorted by parcel number and can be used 
with the project area tax maps which are also located in Public Involvement Technical Support Data 
File. These lists and maps are being provided to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers under separate 
cover. 

25. List of Other Certifications or Approvals/Denials Received from other Federal, State or Local Agencies for Work Described in this Application. 

AGENCY TYPE OF APPROVAL* IDENTIFICATION NUMBER DATE APPLIED DATE APPROVED DATE DENIED 

See attached sheet. 

Would include but is not restricted to zoning, building and flood plain permits 

26. Application is hereby made for a permit or permits to authorize the work described in this application. I certify that the information in this 
application is complete and accurate. I further certify that I possess the authority to undertake the work described herein or am acting as the 
duly authorized agent of the applicant. 

SIGNATURE OF APPLICANT DATE SIGNATURE OF AGENT DATE 

The application must be signed by the person who desires to undertake the proposed activity (applicant) or it may be signed by a duly 
authorized agent if the statement in Block 11 has been filled out and signed. 

18 U.S.C. Section 1001 provides that: Whoever, in any manner within the jurisdiction of any department or agency of the United States 
knowingly and willfully falsifies, conceals, or covers up any trick, scheme, or disguises a material fact or makes any false, fictitious or 
fraudulent statements or representations or makes or uses any false writing or document knowing same to contain any false, fictitious or 
fraudulent statements or·entry, shall be fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned not more than five years or both. 



APPLICATION FOR DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY PERMIT 

BLOCKS 5-7 APPLICANT CONTACT INFORMATION 

James A. Cheatham 
Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
228 Walnut Street 
Room 536 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17101-1720 
Telephone: (717) 221-3461 

James Kendter 
District Executive 
Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PENNDOT) 
Engineering District 3-0 
715 Jordan Avenue 
Post Office Box 218 
Montoursville, Pennsylvania 17754 
Telephone: (570) 368-4200 

BLOCK 16 OTHER LOCATION DESCRIPTIONS 

The Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project is proposed as a new highway to reduce 
congestion along a 12-to 13-mile section of U.S. Routes 11/15 and PA Route 147 between the 
northern end of the Selinsgrove Bypass and the existing PA Route 147 and PA Route 45 
intersection. The Preferred Alternative in Section 1, DA Modified Avoidance (DAMA), parallels 
existing U.S. Routes 11/15 to the west between Hummels Wharf and Winfield. The Preferred 
Alternative in Section 2, River Crossing 5 (RC5), crosses the Susquehanna River near Winfield and 
parallels existing PA Route 147 to its intersection with PA Route 45 near Chillisquaque Creek. 

BLOCK 17 DIRECTIONS TO THE SITE 

From Harrisburg: Take U.S. Routes 11/15 north from the Harrisburg area. Follow U.S. Routes 
11/15 past Selinsgrove on the Selinsgrove Bypass. The project begins at the end of the four-lane 
bypass. Follow U.S. Routes 11/15 and U.S. Route 11 through the project area. In Northumberland 
Borough, follow PA Route 147 north to the northern termini of the project near the PA Route 147 
and PA Route 45 intersection. 

BLOCK 18 NATURE OF ACTIVITY 

The Preferred Alternative, DA Modified Avoidance (DAMA) and River Crossing 5 (RC5), will involve 
the construction of a four-lane, limited-access roadway apart from the current U.S. Routes 11/15 
and PA Route 147 alignment. The Preferred Alternative includes interchanges in Monroe Township 
near Selinsgrove, PA Route 61 (Shamokin Dam Borough), U.S. Route 15 near Winfield, and PA 
Route 147. The Preferred Alternative will include two 12-foot wide travel lanes in each direction, 
a 12-foot wide right shoulder, and 8-foot wide left shoulder, and a 60-foot wide median. There will 
be 13.1 million cubic yards of excavation and approximately 8. 7 million cubic yards of fill 



embankment required to construct the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative will include 
the construction of new bridges across the Susquehanna River, Chillisquaque Creek, Rolling Green 
Run, Channel 23, Channel 42, and Wooded Run as well as culverting of 21 lesser watercourses. 

BLOCK 20 REASON(S) FOR DISCHARGE 

The construction of a new four-lane limited access facility on any of the alignments studied within 
the project study area would have unavoidable impacts to wetlands and watercourses regulated 
under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The placement of fill within wetlands and watercourses 
has been avoided and minimized to the extent possible, and mitigation measures are proposed for 
unavoidable impacts. Impacts to wetlands are discussed in Section IV.F.2 of the FEIS, and 
impacts to watercourses are discussed in Section IV.F.3 of the FEIS. A detailed tabulation of 
watercourse impacts is attached to this application. A Section 404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis is 
included in Appendix G of the FEIS. 

BLOCK 25 LIST OF OTHER CERTIFICATIONS OR APPROVALS/DENIALS 

In addition to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 Permit, the following permits, 
certifications, and/or authorizations are required for the Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation 
Project. 

• Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection Chapter 105 Permit 
• Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection 401 Water Quality Certification 
• Pennsylvania Individual NPDES Permit for Construction 
• Pennsylvania Agricultural Land Condemnation Approval Board (ALCAB) Approval 
• Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection Residual Waste Permit or Permit 

Modification 

NOTE: This list is also included in Section IV.S of the FEIS. 

Drawings and Illustrations 

Project overview mapping and environmental constraints mapping are located in Volume No. 2, 
Section X of the FEIS. More detailed engineering plans are contained in the Engineering Technical 
Support Data File (see File index in Appendix A). 



CENTRAL SUSQUEHANNA VALLEY TRANSPORTATION 
(CSVT) PROJECT 

SNYDER, UNION, AND NORTHUMBERLAND COUNTIES 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (DEIS) 

AUGUST 2000 

SECTION 404(b)(1) ANALYSIS 

The following Section 404(b )(1) analysis has been completed for the CSVT Project. The 
404(b)(1) analysis addresses 40 CFR Part 230 Subparts B - F, of the Clean Water Act. Subparts B 
through F include the following components. 

Subpart B -
Subpart C -

Subpart D -
Subpart E -
Subpart F -

Compliance with the Guidelines 
Potential Impacts on the Physical and Chemical Characteristics of the 
Aquatic Ecosystem 
Potential Impacts on Biological Characteristics of the Aquatic Ecosystem 
Potential Impacts on Special Aquatic Sites 
Potential Effects on Human Use Characteristics 

The following analysis addresses each of the different components of each subpart of the 
regulations. 

SUBPART B 

Subpart B deals with the aspect of the regulations commonly referred to as the Alternatives 
Analysis. The proposed transportation improvement project is not water dependent since the 
construction of a highway does not need to be located within waters to fulfill its basic purpose. In 
this analysis, it must be demonstrated that there are no practicable alternatives which would result 
in less adverse impacts on the aquatic ecosystem as long as the alternative does not have other 
significant environmental consequences. The development of practicable alternatives has been 
completed for the CSVT Project and are discussed in the following reports. 

Phase I -

Phase II -

Summary of the Development and Evaluation Process for the Preliminary 
Alternatives 
Alternatives Assessment, Section Ill of the DEIS 

The development of a preferred alternative will comply with Executive Order 11990. 
Wetlands are located throughout the project study area and each project alternative impacts 
wetlands. Avoidance and minimization measures have been incorporated into the development 
process for each alternative. There are no practical alternatives that avoid wetland impacts. The 
selection of a preferred alternative would incorporate measures to minimize impacts to wetlands. 

SUBPART C 

Subpart C deals with potential impacts to physical and chemical characteristics of the 
aquatic ecosystem. The individual components of Subpart C include Substrate, Suspended 
Particulates/Turbidity, Water, Current Patterns and Water Circulation, Normal Water Fluctuations, 
and Salinity Gradients. Each component is discussed below. 
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230.20 Substrate - The construction and operation of any of the proposed alternatives 
would have the potential to impact substrate conditions within the project area. Specific to this 
project, substrate impacts could include the following: 

• permanent impacts to wetlands from the direct placement of the roadway; 
• placement of culverts or piers within the stream course; and 
• sedimentation impacts from construction of the roadway. 

Wetland impacts are described in the CSVT DEIS: Section IV.F.2, Wetlands and in the 
CSVT Project: Wetlands Technical Summary Memorandum (July 2000). Impacts to surface water 
resources are discussed in CSVT DEIS: Section IV.F.3, Surface Waters/Aquatic Resources and 
in the CSVT Project: Surface Water Quality and Aquatic Resources Technical Summary 
Memorandum (July 2000). The design alternatives have been shifted and modified to minimize 
direct impacts. 

Summary of Impacts 

Impacts to wetlands associated with each alternative are listed in Table 1. Impacts to 
aquatic substrate from the use of culvert crossings associated with each alternative are also listed 
in Table 1. 

TABLE 1 
SECTION 404 ANALYSIS 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 

WATERCOURSES 

TOTAL 
PERMANENT BRIDGE CULVERT CHANNEL HYDROLOGIC 

TOTAL# OF 
LENGTH 

CONSTRUCTION CROSSINGS CROSSINGS RELOCATIONS ALTERATIONS 
ALTERNATIVE WETLANDS WATER· IMPACTS METERS 

COURSE 
(FE En 

CROSSINGS LENGTH LENGTH LENGTH LENGTH LENGTH 

II 

II 

II 

II 
NO. METERS NO. METERS NO. METERS NO. METERS NO. METERS II 

(FEET) (FEET) (FEET) (FEET) (FE En 

SECTION 1 

DA MODIFIED 1.94 Ha 16 2,294.1 23 5,012.4 2 121.9 14 2,172.2 3 1,804.9 4 
Avoidance (4.79 ac) (7,525) (16,445) (400) (7,125) (5,920.0) 

OLD TRAIL 2A 5.72 Ha 14 2,256.1 18 4, 197.1 0 0 14 2,256.1 4 1,942.1 0 
(14.13 ac) (7,400) (13,770) (7,400) (6,370) 

OLD TRAIL 2B 5.74 Ha 14 2,090.0 19 4,555.2 0 0 14 2,090.0 2 1,631.1 3 
(14.19 ac) (68.55) (14,945) (6,855) (5,350) 

SECTION 2 

River Crossing 1 E 1.25 Ha 10 1,588.4 12 2,197.6 3 196.6 7 1,391.4 0 0 2 
(3.10 ac) (5,210) (7,210) (645) (4,565) 

River Crossing 1 W 1.06 Ha 11 1,644.8 13 2,254.0 3 155.5 8 1,489.3 0 0 2 

River Crossing 5 

River Crossing 6 

(2.62 ac) (5,395) (7,395) (510) (4,885) 

1.21 Ha. 9 1,243.9 14 2,584-7 4 198.2 5 1,045.7 2 304.9 3 
(2.98 ac.) (4,080) (8,480) (650) (3,430) (1,000) 

1.69 Ha 10 1,471.0 12 2,080.3 3 167.7 7 1,303.0 0 0 2 
(4.18 ac.) (4,825) (6,825) (550) (4,275) 

Watercourse total impacts represent the direct and indirect impacts to Type I-IV watercourses for each alternative. The bridge crossing, culvert crossing, 
total number of watercourse crossings, channel relocations, and hydrologic alterations only report direct impacts for each alternative; the summation of these 
columns does not equal the total impacts. 

- 2 -

II 

914.6 11 
(3,000) 

0 
I 

835.2 I 
(2,740) 

I 

609.8 
I 

(2,000) J 
609.8 
(2,000) I 

1,036 I 
(3,400) 

609.8 

(2,000) 
I 



Proposed Mitigation Measures 

The following design and construction activities will be evaluated to mitigate potential 
impacts to substrate conditions of wetlands and waters of the United States in the project area. 

• Consider bridges rather than culverts on Type I watercourse crossings, 
where practical and feasible. Refer to the CSVT Project: Surface Water 
Quality and Aquatic Resources Technical Summary Memorandum (July 
2000) for the description of the stream "typing" classification completed for 
the project. 

• Proposed culvert crossing structures will employ fish passage strategies 
developed by PENNDOT, PF&BC, and PA DEP. The design of box culverts 
will include standardized construction details (i.e., BD632M or revisions 
thereto) including depression below stream bed and baffle geometry to allow 
for fish passage. 

• Use protective fencing and silt fence around wetlands located outside of the 
limits of disturbance but within or adjacent to the right-of-way. 

• Implement the Erosion and Sediment Pollution Control Plan to minimize 
sedimentation impacts to substrate conditions. 

• Direct surface water runoff from the roadway into stormwater management 
basins to minimize sedimentation impacts. 

There will be no cumulative impacts to substrate conditions of wetland and waters of the United 
States in the project area. 

230.21 Suspended Particulates/Turbidity and 230.22 Water - The construction and 
operation of any of the proposed alternatives would have the potential to impact suspended 
solids/turbidity and water quality conditions within the project area. Specific to this project, these 
impacts could result from the following: 

• sedimentation impacts to waters and wetlands from the construction of the 
roadway including earth disturbance and in-stream construction activities; 

• erosion and sedimentation due to the redirection or changes in flow 
patterns; and 

• accidental spill of toxic material resulting from vehicle accident on the roadway. 

Impacts due to potential sedimentation and the redirection or changes in flows are 
described in CSVT DEIS: Section IV.F.3, Surface Waters/Aquatic Resources and in the CSVT 
Project: Surface Water Quality and Aquatic Resources Technical Summary Memorandum (July 
2000). Section IV - Surface Water Resources. 

Proposed Mitigation Measures 

The following design and construction activities will be evaluated to mitigate potential 
impacts to suspended solids/turbidity and water quality conditions in the project area. 
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• Consider bridges rather than culverts on Type I watercourse crossings, 
where practical and feasible. 

• Limit disturbances to riparian vegetation. 

• Use silt fence around wetlands outside of the limits of disturbance but within 
or adjacent to the right-of-way. 

• Implement the Erosion and Sediment Pollution Control Plan to minimize 
sedimentation impacts to downslope wetlands or waters. 

• Direct surface water runoff from roadway into stormwater management 
basins to minimize sedimentation impacts. 

• Install culvert pipes for all perennial watercourses (or bridges on the 
selected Type I watercourses), to maintain the hydrologic distribution in the 
watershed traversed by an alternative. The cross culverts would maintain 
flow through the roadway embankment. Every effort will be made, where 
practical, to avoid or minimize the collection of flows from several water­
courses into a common culvert through the roadway. 

• Use clean rock material and filter fabric for all erosion and sedimentation 
control measures, diversion channels, and causeways. 

• Locate all construction fueling stations outside of the reaches of the aquatic 
habitat to avoid any accidental discharge of toxic pollutants. 

Particulates that are discharged to watercourses should not substantially increase the 
expected bed load capacity of the receiving watercourse; therefore, no cumulative sediment 
impacts to water clarity are anticipated. 

230.23 Current Patterns and Water Circulation and 230"24 Normal Water Fluctuations 
- The construction and operation of any of the proposed alignments would have the potential to 
impact current patterns, water circulation, and normal water fluctuations. Specific to this project, 
these impacts could result from the following: 

• changes to surface water drainage patterns which could affect hydrologic 
inputs to wetlands and waters; and 

• changes to stream course flow characteristics associated with bridge 
crossings and culvert installations. 

Current patterns, water circulation, and normal water fluctuation impacts to wetlands and 
waters are discussed in the following project documentation. 

• CSVT DEIS: Section IV.F.2, Wetlands 
• CSVT Project: Wetlands Technical Summary Memorandum (July 2000) 
• CSVT DEIS: Section IV.F.3, Surface Waters/Aquatic Resources 
• CSVT Project: Surface Water Quality and Aquatic Resources Technical 

Summary Memorandum (July 2000) 
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Proposed Mitigation Measures 

The following design and construction activities will be evaluated to mitigate potential 
impacts to current patterns, water circulation, and normal water fluctuations. 

• Each watercourse intercepted by an alternative will be (to the extent 
physically possible) culverted directly through the embankment of the 
alternative and discharged into its original channel downslope of the 
roadway. 

• Surface water runoff from the roadway area will be directed to stormwater 
management basins. The treated runoff will be discharged into the 
subwatershed or catchment of its origin. 

• The "hydrologic opening" of each major watercourse crossing will be 
designed to have minimal impact on the flow characteristics (including 
floodflow) of the watercourse. 

• The Hydrologic and Hydraulic Analysis would be used for the final design of 
bridges, culverts, and channel relocations to ensure that these structures 
are of sufficient capacity to accommodate the design year storm without 
obstruction and minimize estimated increases in water surface elevations. 

• Fill encroachment and pier placement in the floodplain will be minimized. 

• Conduct installation of structure during low-flow conditions, if possible. 

No cumulative impacts to water circulation and fluctuations are anticipated. 

230.25 Salinity Gradients - Not applicable to the CSVT project study area. 

SUBPART D 

Subpart D deals with potential impacts to biological characterizations of aquatic 
ecosystems. Construction of any of the proposed alternatives would unavoidably impact aquatic 
organisms (such as amphibians, reptiles, fish and macroinvertebrates) and food web conditions 
within the project area. Subpart D addresses impacts to Threatened and Endangered Species, 
Aquatic Organisms and Food Webs, and Other Wildlife. The individual parts of Subpart D are 
discussed below. 

230.30 Threatened and Endangered Species - Addressed in the CSVT DEIS: Section 
IV.F.1 -Vegetation and Wildlife and CSVT Project: Vegetation and Wildlife Technical Summary 
Memorandum (July 2000). 

Summary of Impacts 

No impacts to known Federal or State threatened or endangered plant or animal species 
are anticipated with any of the proposed alternatives. 
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230.31 Aquatic Organisms and Food Webs - The construction and operation of any of 
the proposed alternatives would have the potential to impact aquatic organisms and food web 
conditions within the project area. Specific to this project, these impacts could result from the 
following: 

• permanent impacts to wetlands from the direct placement of the roadway; 
• placement of culverts or piers within the stream channel; and 
• sedimentation impacts from construction of the roadway. 

Wetland and watercourse impacts are discussed in the following project documentation. 

• CSVT DEIS: Section IV.F.2, Wetlands 
• CSVT Project: Wetlands Technical Summary Memorandum (July 2000) 
• CSVT DEIS: Section IV.F.3, Surface Waters/Aquatic Resources 
• CSVT Project: Surface Water Quality and Aquatic Resources Technical 

Summary Memorandum (July 2000) 

Summary of Impacts 

Impacts to wetland habitat associated with each alternative are listed in Table 1. Impacts 
to aquatic substrate from the use of culvert crossings for the different watercourses associated with 
each alternative are also listed in Table 1. 

Proposed Mitigation Measures 

The following design and construction activities will be evaluated to mitigate potential 
impacts to substrate conditions in the project area: 

• Consider bridges rather than culverts on Type I watercourse crossings, 
where practical and feasible; 

• avoid in-stream construction activities from October 1 through December 31 
on all wild trout streams; 

• minimize to the extent possible, the length of stream relocations; 
• develop minor shifts in alignment and/or the position of the stormwater 

management basins to minimize direct impacts to wetlands; 
• use protective fencing and silt fence around wetlands outside of the limits 

of disturbance but within or adjacent to the right-of-way; 
• implement the Erosion and Sediment Pollution Control Plan to minimize 

sedimentation impacts to substrate conditions; and 
• direct surface water runoff from roadway into stormwater management 

basins to minimize sedimentation impacts. 
• Proposed culvert crossing structures will employ fish passage strategies 

developed by PENNDOT, PF&BC, PA DEP. The design of box culverts will 
include standardized construction details (i.e., BC632M or revisions thereto) 
including depression below stream bed and baffle geometry to allow for fish 
passage. 

Cumulative impacts to Aquatic Organisms and Food Webs are not anticipated with any of the 
proposed alternatives. 



230.32 Other Wildlife - The construction and operation of any of the proposed alternatives 
will result in unavoidable impacts to wildlife habitat and wildlife species that require terrestrial and/or 
palustrine habitat to fulfill life requisite requirements of food, cover, and breeding. 

Impacts to wildlife may include the following: 

• direct loss of habitat quantity and a reduction of habitat quality through 
physical encroachment; 

• increased wildlife mortality via vehicle collisions; 
• disruption and altering of wildlife movement patterns via construction and 

operation of a highway; and 
• changes to existing patterns of species distribution resulting from changes 

to landscape distribution patterns. 

Impacts to terrestrial wildlife habitat resulting from the construction of the proposed 
alternatives are discussed in the CSVT DEIS: Section IV.F.1, Vegetation and Wildlife. The section 
also discusses measures to minimize impacts to wildlife and wildlife habitat during final design and 
construction. 

SUBPART E 

Subpart E deals with potential impacts to special aquatic sites. Special aquatic sites include 
Sanctuaries and Refugees, Wetlands, Mud Flats, Vegetated Shallows, Coral Reefs, and Riffle and 
Pool Complexes. Sanctuaries and Refugees, Mud Flats, Vegetated Shallows, and Coral Reefs are 
not located within the CSVT project area and thus there are no impacts to these resources. 
Wetlands and Riffle and Pool Complexes of Subpart E are discussed below. 

230.41 Wetlands - There are 450 wetlands identified and delineated within the Project 
Study Corridors. The preferred alternative identified for the project is the DA Modified Avoidance 
Alternative in Section 1 and the River Crossing 5 alternative in Section 2. Table IV-1 summarizes 
the wetland impacts for each alternative. Wetlands are detailed further in following project 
documentation. 

• CSVT DEIS: Section IV.F.2, Wetlands 
• CSVT Project: Wetlands Technical Summary Memorandum (July 2000) 

Wetland impacts would be mitigated through habitat creation - replacement as described in 
Section IV - Wetlands. No cumulative or secondary impacts are anticipated from the construction 
and operation of any of the proposed alternatives. Each wetland impact for the DA Modified 
Avoidance-River Crossing 5 (DAMA-RC-5) alternative is discussed below and justification is 
provided for each unavoidable impact. 

Wetland Impacts 

Section 1 • DA Modified Avoidance (DAMA) 

The DAMA Alternative impacts 1.94 hectares of wetlands. The following section outlines 
the different wetland and watercourse impacts and discusses avoidance and minimization 
measures. The impacts are grouped and discussed by general locations; for example, the Route 
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11/15 interchange, S.R. 61 interchange, Ash Pond 2 and 3, and the crossing over U.S. Route 15. 
The discussion starts with the southern end of the alternative and proceeds northward. 

The DAMA Alternative originates from the existing S. R. 11 /15 interchange. The existing 
interchange is required to be renovated to accommodate an interstate grade interchange for a four­
lane, limited-access roadway. The renovations would occur in relatively the same area as the 
existing interchange. The location of DAMA at this location avoids numerous wetland resources 
located within the impact area for the Old Trail Alternatives, in addition to avoiding the 
Susquehanna Valley Mall located on the northern side of the interchange. There are several 
commercial, industrial and residential buildings avoided to the southwestern side of the proposed 
alternative. The proposed location of the DAMA interchange avoids and minimizes impacts to 
wetlands. Wetland impacts would occur to PJD-130, PJD-131, PJD-132, PJD-133, PJD-134, PJD-
135, PJD-136, PJD-137, PJD-203, DMG-084, DMG-085, and DMG-086, totaling 0.92 hectares. 
PJD-137 is a large palustrine emergent system that was constructed as a wetland mitigation area 
for the Susquehanna Valley Mall. The other wetlands are small pockets located between the 
interchange and the mall. The alternative also crosses CHN-17 which is a small Type II perennial 
stream. 

North of the interchange area the alternative swings to the east of an Historic Resource 
property, the Simon P. App Farm. The alternative proceeds toward the Penns Creek Valley and 
swings to the north prior to Penns Creek. The alternative is positioned to avoid the Heimbach 
Farmstead, the App Family Homestead historic resource property, and the different residential 
developments to the east of the alternative. The alternative crosses through CHN-18, a small 
Type II channel. A culvert structure would be used to convey flow through the alternative crossing. 

After the Heimbach Farm, the alternative is positioned between Penns Creek and the 
Captain J. Hehn Farm Historic Resource property to the west and residential development and the 
William Wagner Farm Historic Resource property to the east. The alternative crosses over CHN-
19 and CHN-20 along with Wetlands PJD 150, MSC-028, PJD-149, MSC-027, and PJD-151. CHN-
019 and CHN-020 are Type Ill watercourses with intermittent flow patterns. Culvert pipes would 
be used to convey flow through the alternative crossing. These wetlands are small riparian pockets 
with limited size and hydrology. Wetland impacts in this area would total 0.15 hectares. 

As the alternative continues northward, it is positioned along the hillside just west of 
CHN-20, Quarry Run. At this position, the alternative impacts wetland BTB-018 and crosses over 
several small headwater tributaries, CHN-02, CHN-03, CHN-04, and the upper reaches of CHN-20. 
CHN's 02, 03, and 04 are Type IV watercourses with ephemeral flow patterns. The alternative is 
positioned to avoid the agricultural lands, Monroe Township Municipal building, and residential 
development to the east and the Stonebridge residential development to the west. As the 
alternative continues to the east, toward the Rolling Green Creek, CHN-05 and wetland BTB-024 
would also be crossed. CHN-05 is a small Type Ill watercourse and BTB-024 is a small wetland 
pocket. 

At the Rolling Green Creek crossing, the alternative impacts wetlands PJD-157, PJD-158, 
PJD-159, PJD-160, DMG-024, DMG-026, and DMG-027, totaling 0.02 hectares. A bridge structure 
would be used to cross over the two main branches of Rolling Green Creek, CHN-22 and CHN-
023. Rolling Green Creek (CHN-22 and 23) is designated as a Type I watercourse. CHN-07 is a 
Type IV watercourse. 
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North of the Rolling Green Creek crossings, the alternative is positioned to avoid the 
abandoned landfill and minimize encroachment upon Colonial Acres to the west. A shift to the east 
is limited by the dam breast at Ash Pond 2. Shifting to the east would require the destruction and 
reconstruction of the dam breast. The alternative is positioned to cross through the central portion 
of the closed Ash Pond 2. This location allows the alternative to impact disturbed industrial land 
and avoid impacts to the surrounding habitats and farmlands. The crossing through Ash Pond 2 
results in an unavoidable crossing over the upper reaches of CHN-24 (Type I watercourse). After 
the crossing through Ash Pond 2, the alternative is directed toward a longitudinal crossing through 
Ash Pond 3. In order to get to Ash Pond 3, the Alternative crosses over Shreiners Creek, CHN-25. 
Shreiners Creek, a Type 11 watercourse, extends both upstream and downstream of the alternative; 
therefore, avoidance was not practical. At this location the alternative also impacts wetlands 
DMG-101 and DMG-100, totaling 0.06 hectares. After the Shreiners Creek crossing the alternative 
bends to the west and traverses up through Ash Pond 3. Ash Pond 3 is an abandoned 
sedimentation pond for PP&L. The pond is capped and is vegetated with a mix of grasses. In the 
Ash pond, there are a few small wetlands that have formed in the cap liner of the Ash Pond. 
Wetlands RLI -013, RLl-014, RLl-015, RLl-016, PJD-078, PJD-079, and PJD-080 are located in 
the Ash Pond area. These impacts total 0.54 hectares. These wetlands are small emergent 
pockets with limited hydrology. Because the alternative crosses over several different segments 
of CHN-26, it would be necessary to relocate CHN-26 along the eastern side of the alternative. 
CHN-26 is a Type I watercourse with perennial flow. CHN-09 and CHN-14 are also crossed by the 
alternative in the vicinity of Ash Pond 3. CHN-09 (Type IV) and CHN-14 (Type 111) are small 
tributaries to CHN-026. 

The State Route 61 interchange connection impacts several wetlands and requires a culvert 
crossing over CHN-28, a Type I watercourse. Wetland impacts include PJD-063, PJD-071, PJD-
072, PJD-064, PJD-065, PJD-066, and PJD-069, totaling 0.20 hectares. Wetland PJD-069 is a 
large groundwater discharge spicebush/skunk cabbage system located in a topographic low area 
below the existing S.R. 61 exit ramp. The 61 connector is positioned to make a connection with the 
existing Route 61 interchange with U.S. Route 11 and 15. 

Once through Ash Pond 3, the alternative heads north and crosses over CHN 15, CHN-34, 
CHN-35, and CHN-08. Wetland DMG-005 is also impacted by the alternative in this area, totaling 
0.01 hectare of impact. The alternative is positioned to avoid the Jacob Hoch Farm Historic 
Resource property to the west and upslope of existing S.R. 15 (to the east). A shift to the east 
would mix the CSVT traffic with local S.R. 15 traffic. This would not satisfy the need for the 
project. One of the goals of the project is to separate through traffic from local traffic. A shift in the 
alternative to the west would encroach upon several residential developments. CHN-34, CHN-35, 
CHN-15, and CHN-08 are small Type Ill watercourses with limited hydrology and habitat. Culvert 
crossings would be proposed to convey hydrology to the downstream resource, CHN-31 (Monroe 
Creek). 

Section 2 - River Crossing 5 (RC-5) 

The preferred alternative in Section 2 is River Crossing 5. The River Crossing 5 alternative 
is positioned to connect into the DAMA, cross over existing U.S. Route 15, and approach the 
Susquehanna River crossing south of Mulls Hollow. The River Crossing 5 alternative will impact 
1.21 hectares of wetlands. 

At the start of Section 2, the alternative is positioned to avoid the Brown Farm Historic 
Resource property. In the vicinity of the Route 15 Interchange/Mulls Hollow crossing, the 
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alternative impacts wetlands RLl-017 and RLl-018, and crosses over CHN-45. CHN-45 is a small 
intermittent Type Ill watercourse. From there, MSC-19, MSC-18, and MSC-17A are impacted, 
along with CHN-37 and CHN-36. CHN-36 is a Type I watercourse and CHN-037 is a Type Ill 
watercourse. The wetland impacts total 0.07 hectares. CHN-36 is impacted by both the 
interchange with existing Route 15, and by the new highway alternative. Wetland impacts in the 
vicinity of the CHN-37 and CHN-36 crossings include MSC-020, PJD-086, PJD-087, PJD-088, PJD-
089, PJD-090, PJD-091, and PJD-092, totaling 0.13 hectares. A culvert crossing would be installed 
to maintain hydrology through the alternative. 

The alternative is positioned to avoid Mulls Hollow Run in the west. The alternative crosses 
over the upper section of CHN-46 in the high ground above the Susquehanna floodplain. CHN-46 
is a small Type Ill watercourse. After the crossing of CHN-46, the alignment impacts wetlands 
AMB-022, AMB-023, PJD-114, and AMB-024 along the western floodplain of the Susquehanna 
River. These wetland impacts total 0.42 hectares. The alternative is positioned to avoid the 
campground to the north. The alternative crosses the floodplain at a relative perpendicular 
crossing. 

The alternative crosses the Susquehanna River (CHN-48) in a northern direction, and 
impacts several wetlands in the eastern floodplain. Wetlands PJD-123, DMG-015, AMB-059, 
DMG-016, and DMG-049 are located in the floodplain and will be impacted by the RC-5 alternative, 
totaling 0.17 hectares. An alternative shift to avoid wetland impacts in this area is not prudent 
because there are an equal amount of similar wetlands both upstream and downstream of this 
highway alternative. 

Once out of the river floodplain, the alternative crosses over S.R. 147 onto the western 
facing hillside area. The alternative is positioned to avoid the residential development along S.R. 
147 and the Gulick Farm Historic Resource property to the west. A shift to the east would impact 
additional woodlands, wetlands, and the Mertz Family Historic Resource property. On the western 
hillside, the alternative crosses over CHN-39 (Ridge Run) and CHN-40. CHN 39 and 40 are Type 
Ill watercourses. The alternative continues along the hillside in a northwest direction and crosses 
over CHN-42 and CHN-41 (Wooded Run). CHN-41 is a Type I watercourse that supports wild trout 
and CHN-42 is a small watercourse with intermittent flow. CHN-41, despite supporting individuals 
of wild trout, is exposed to many residential stream crossings and other land development 
encroachments in and along its drainage area. Wetlands AMB-038, AMB-047, DMG-034, and 
DMG-033 are also impacted, (totaling 0.05 hectares) by the alternative. 

Continuing farther along the hillside, in the same direction, the alternative crosses CHN-43 
(John Deere Run-Type-II), and impacts adjacent wetlands BTB-006, BTB-001, AMB-053, 
AMB-052, AMB-051, and BTB-005, totaling 0.26 hectares. The alternative continues in a northwest 
direction toward the Chillisquaque Creek (Type I) and begins to move off the hillside so that it will 
cross the Chillisquaque Creek parallel and adjacent to the existing S.R. 147. Wetlands PJD-189, 
AMB-056, PJD-190, AMB-057, DMG-047, AMB-058, DMG-048, and BTB-003 are all impacted by 
the alternative as it connects into existing S.R. 147. These impacts total 0.11 hectares, and occur 
to wetlands located just upslope and to the east of existing S.R. 147. CHN-52, a Type IV 
watercourse, will also be impacted by the RC-5 alignment in this vicinity. One new bridge crossing 
over the Chillisquaque Creek (CHN-44 - Type I) will be necessary, and will be installed immediately 
adjacent to the existing two lane bridge structure. After the crossing of the Chillisquaque Creek, 
and near the end of the work area, Wetland AMB-013 is impacted by the alternative, totaling 0.004 
hectares. 
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230.45 Riffle and Pool Complexes - The CSVT project area contains a wide variety of 
surface water resources, ranging from the Susquehanna River to numerous small first order 
ephemeral Type IV watercourses. Associated with the wide range of stream size and hydrology, 
these resources also contain varying qualities of aquatic habitats. The surface water resources in 
the CSVT project study area were considered not to contain sufficient physical characteristics to 
warrant the designation and afforded protection for Riffle and Pool Complexes, with the exception 
of the Susquehanna River. 

The Susquehanna River is the largest and most prominent surface water resource in the 
project study area. Within the project study area, the Susquehanna River is located within the pool 
elevation of Lake Augusta (the recreational pool created with the inflation of the Sunbury fabridam). 
The river is considered to contain pool characteristics in the project area during portions of the year 
when the fabridam is inflated. When the dam is lowered, the river is considered to contain 
riffle/pool complexes in the project area. A bridge structure would be used for a project alternative 
to cross the river. The use of the bridge structure will avoid and minimize direct impacts to the 
hydrologic flow characteristics and habitat features of the river through the study area for both the 
inflated and deflated condition associated with the Sunburyfabridam. Because the bridge structure 
avoids and minimizes impacts to riffle/pool complexes of the river, mitigation is not warranted. 

The other Type I watercourses were not considered to contain the physical characteristics 
to warrant a Riffle and Pool Complex designation. The Type II, Type Ill, and Type IV watercourses 
are small resources with limited hydrology and physical habitat features sufficient to support an 
aquatic community. Due to the lack of Riffle and Pool Complexes in the CSVT Project Study area, 
mitigation is not warranted for the project. 

SUBPART F 

Subpart F deals with potential impacts to human use characteristics. The individual portions 
of Subpart F have been analyzed as follows. 

230.50 Municipal and Private Water Supplies - The construction and operation of any of 
the proposed alternatives would have the potential to impact water supplies. These impacts could 
result from the following: 

• highway cut intercepting the existing water table impeding the flow to wells 
located down gradient; 

• highway cut intercepting spring discharges and existing water table; and 
• lowering the original water table by affecting the permeability of underlying 

bedrock. 

Impacts to municipal and private water supplies are discussed in the CSVT DEIS: Section 
IV.G, Public and Private Water Supplies. 

Proposed Mitigation Measures 

The preliminary highway designs for each alignment have been developed to minimize the 
depth of bedrock that would require excavation thereby minimizing potential impacts to 
groundwater sources and water supply. Impacts to both private and domestic water supplies will 
be mitigated by one or more of the following: 
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• provide connections to public water systems; 
• redrill existing wells to another water-producing zone; and 
• relocate a well within an adjacent water-producing formation. 

A detailed assessment of individual domestic wells will be undertaken during final design. 
PennDOT will ensure the maintenance of existing water supplies for homes and properties not 
acquired as part of the right-of-way areas. 

To prevent the possibility of highway runoff water impacting the well field, roadway 
stormwater runoff would be directed through an approved Stormwater Management Basin. 

230.51 Recreational and Commercial Fisheries and 230.52 Water-Related Recreation -
There would be no commercial fisheries affected by this project. The primary recreational fishery 
and water-related recreation within the project area is associated with recreational fishing and 
boating on the Susquehanna River. The Chillisquaque Creek also has adequate size to provide 
some recreational fishing. Additionally, there is a potential for minor recreational fishery associated 
with numerous small ponds within the project area. These ponds and adjacent palustrine wetlands 
provide limited opportunities for waterfowl hunting. The construction and operation of any of the 
proposed alternatives would have minor impacts to recreational fishing and other water-related 
activities. The proposed river crossing is located at the upper limits of the Lake Augusta pool. The 
bridge crossing would minimize the direct disturbance to the recreational opportunities. It is 
anticipated that staged rock causeways will be used for the construction of the selected bridge 
structure. The causeway would temporarily impact the bed of the river and the recreational uses 
of the river during construction. A partial width (or staged) causeway is preferable and would 
minimize the impacts to recreation. The proposed bridge crossing over the Chillisquaque Creek 
would avoid direct impacts to the stream and will not impact the fishing opportunity. 

There should be no impacts to waterfowl hunting potential within the project area. These 
impacts would be associated with the direct loss of target species habitat and/or the degradation 
of those habitats. Impacts to stream and wetland habitats are further discussed in the following 
project documentation. 

• CSVT DEIS: Section IV.F.2, Wetlands 
• CSVT Project: Wetlands Technical Summary Memorandum (July 2000) 
• CSVT DEIS: Section IV.F.3, Surface Waters/Aquatic Resources 
• CSVT Project: Surface Water Quality and Aquatic Resources Technical 

Summary Memorandum (July 2000) 

Proposed Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation measures implemented to protect riverine habitat and maintain water quality will 
mitigate potential impacts to recreational fishing and other water-related activities. These mitigation 
measures are detailed in the CSVT DEIS: Section IV.F.3, Surface Waters I Aquatic Resources and 
can be summarized as follows: 

• minimize physical encroachments on the Susquehanna River; 
• minimize encroachments in the other riverine habitats; 
• design and implement erosion and sedimentation control and construction 

operation procedures to protect benthic substrate (from sedimentation) and 
water quality; 
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• evaluate roadway embankment material for the potential of acid leaching 
and other water quality reducing runoff products; and 

• develop roadway drainage and stormwater management systems to help 
protect water quality and riverine habitat. 

230.53 Aesthetics - Addressed in the CSVT DEIS: Section IV.E, Visual Quality. 

Summary of Impacts 

With proper design and implementation of landscaping measures, impacts to aesthetics and 
visual landscape quality can be minimized. There are no park impacts. 

230.54 4 (f) Features - Addressed in the CSVT DEIS: Section IV.A.1, Social and Economic 
Considerations. 

Summary of Impacts 

Proposed Mitigation Measures 

Alternative selection, final design refinements, replacement lands (where applicable), and 
landscaping with vegetative plantings would reduce impacts to important recreational and cultural 
resources. 
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ENCLOSURE A 

ENCLOSURE B 

ENCLOSURE C 

ENCLOSURE D 

ENCLOSURES 

Wetland Delineation Report - Please refer to the Central Susquehanna 
Valley Transportation Project: Wetlands Technical Summary Memoran­
dum (July 2000), which will stand as the wetland delineation report for this 
project. 

Project Mapping - Please refer to the Central Susquehanna Valley 
Transportation Project DEIS (January 2001) and FEIS (September 2002) 
Volume #2, Section X, which includes mapping of project alternatives and 
environmental constraints at a scale of 1 ":400'. 

Description of Aquatic Habitat - Attached 

Project Impacts - Attached 



ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM 

CENTRAL SUSQUEHANNA VALLEY TRANSPORTATION (CSVT) PROJECT 
SNYDER, UNION, AND NORTHUMBERLAND COUNTIES, PENNSYLVANIA 

ENCLOSURE C - DESCRIPTION OF AQUATIC HABITAT 

A. Aquatic Habitats 

(1, 2) Aquatic habitats identified within the Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation (CSVT) 
Project area include both watercourses and wetlands. The project area is drained by three 
main watercourses: Susquehanna River, Penns Creek, and Chillisquaque Creek. There 
are numerous smaller tributaries throughout the project area which drain to the three main 
watersheds. In addition, 450 palustrine wetlands totaling 29.79 hectares were identified and 
delineated during the wetland field investigation (Spring - Summer 1998). Detailed 
information related to food chain production and general habitat of watercourses and 
wetlands can be found in the following documents prepared for the project. 

• Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project: Surface Water Quality 
and Aquatic Resources Technical Summary Memorandum (July 2000) 

.. Introduction/Overview 

.. Appendix A - Surface Waters and Aquatic Resources Map 

.. Appendix B - Historic Natural Resource Agency Reports 

.. Appendix C - Classification of Surface Water Resources within the Project 
Area by Type 

• Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project: Wetlands Technical 
Summary Memorandum (July 2000) (referenced as Enclosure A of this Environ­
mental Assessment Form) 

.. Section I - Existing Conditions 

.. Appendix A - Wetland Map 

.. Appendix B - Wetland Data Forms 

.. Appendix C - Existing Conditions Summary Table 

.. Appendix D - PA DEP Riverine Wetland Table 

(3) Threatened and endangered species coordination with State and Federal agencies was 
conducted for the project. No threatened or endangered species preferred habitat or 
individuals had been confirmed in the project study corridor at the end of the 1999 field 
survey season. Therefore, it is concluded that no impact to threatened and/or endangered 
species should occur as a result of the project. Information related to threatened and/or 
endangered species is documented in the following. 

• Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project: Vegetation and Wildlife 
Technical Summary Memorandum (July 2000) 

.. Threatened and Endangered Species Section 



• Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project-Vegetation and Wildlife -
Technical File 

" Technical file includes all coordination and correspondence between the 
project study team and agency representatives or experts on particular 
species of concern 

(4) The project study area does not serve as or include any part of a sanctuary or refuge. 

(5) Detailed information related to macroinvertebrate communities found within the project 
study area watercourses can be found in the following documentation prepared for the 
project. 

• Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project: Surface Water Quality 
and Aquatic Resources Technical Summary Memorandum (July 2000) 

" Table 2 - Benthic Macroinvertebrate Data - Collected from Selected Points 
within the Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project Area 

" Appendix B - Historic Natural Resource Agency Reports 

B. Water Quantity and Stream Flow 

(1-6) Descriptions pertaining to hydrologic regime, drainage patterns, stream flow/floodflow, and 
physical characteristics of the aquatic resources within the project study area are included 
in the-following documentation prepared for the project. 

• Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project: Surface Water Quality 
and Aquatic Resources Technical Summary Memorandum (July 2000) 

" Table 1: field collected stream flow data 
" Drainage areas are summarized for perennial watercourses in tabular 

form 
" Appendix B - Historic Natural Resource Agency Reports 
" Appendix C - Classification of Surface Water Resources within the Project 

Area by type of flow 

• Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project: Floodplains and Flood 
Hazard Areas Technical File 

• Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project: Wetlands Technical 
Summary Memorandum (July 2000) 

" Section I - Existing Conditions - Hydrogeomorphic and Functional Character­
ization (H FC) Classification: discusses hydrologic regime characteristics and 
functions and values evaluated for the project area wetlands 



C. Water Quality 

(1, 2, 4) Water quality data for the project study area watercourses were obtained through field 
investigations and historic reports. Discussions pertaining to functions and values of the 
project study area wetlands also provide information related to water quality. Information 
related to water quality of the aquatic resources is located in the following documentation 
prepared for the project. 

• Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project: Suriace Water Quality 
and Aquatic Resources Technical Summary Memorandum (July 2000) 

.,. Table 1 - Field collected water quality data 

.,. Appendix B - Historic Natural Resource Agency Reports 

.,. Appendix C - Classification of Surface Water Resources within the Project 
Area by type of flow 

• Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project: Wetlands Technical 
Summary Memorandum (July 2000) 

.,. Section I - Existing Conditions - Hydrogeomorphic and Functional Character­
ization (HFC) Classification: discusses hydrologic regime and landscape 
characteristics, including substrate and typical distribution of vegetation and 
functions and values 

(3) Salinity Distribution: Not Applicable 

D. Recreation 

(1-6) The CSVT project area contains several opportunities for recreation. The Susquehanna 
River provides opportunity for recreational fishing, boating, swimming, and other water 
activities. Within the project area, there is an inflatable fabric dam (Fabridam) on the 
Susquehanna River. When inflated, the fabridam creates a water pool referred to as Lake 
Augusta. The Shikellamy State Park provides recreational opportunities within the project 
area. Other areas not designated specifically for recreational use but could provide some 
recreational opportunity includes the diverse land cover compartments throughout the 
project area. These provide some opportunity for recreational hunting and fishing, as well 
as hiking and observation of wildlife and plant species. Information related to local parks, 
and to terrestrial and aquatic habitats providing opportunities for recreational activities is 
located in the following documentation prepared for the project. 

• Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project: Social and Economic 
Consequences/Secondary and Cumulative Impacts Technical File 

.,. Community Facilities Section 

• Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project: Vegetation and Wildlife 
Technical Summary Memorandum (July 2000) 

.,. Existing Conditions 



• Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project: Surface Water Quality 
and Aquatic Resources Technical Summary Memorandum (July 2000) 

.. Introduction/Overview 

.. Appendix B - Historic Natural Resource Agency Reports 

E. Upstream and Downstream Property 

Surrounding land use and watershed characteristics, including descriptions of upstream 
impoundments and downstream aquatic resources, are described for the major surface 
water resources in the project study area within the following documentation prepared for 
the project. 

• Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project: Surface Water Quality 
and Aquatic Resources Technical Summary Memorandum (July 2000) 

.. Introduction/Overview 

.. Appendix B - Historic Natural Resource Agency Reports 

Information on land use within and surrounding the project area is located in the following 
documentation prepared for the project. 

• Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project: Social and Economic 
Consequences/Secondary and Cumulative Impacts Technical File 

• Land Use Section 

• Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project: Vegetation and Wildlife 
Technical Summary Memorandum (July 2000) 

.. Existing Conditions 

F. Other Environmental Factors 

Existing conditions for other environmental resources within the project area are discussed 
in detail in the appropriate technical memoranda prepared for the project. All the technical 
memoranda are listed in the Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project DEIS 
and FEIS, Appendix A - Technical Support Data Master Index. 



ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM 

CENTRAL SUSQUEHANNA VALLEY TRANSPORTATION {CSVT)PROJECT 
SNYDER, UNION, AND NORTHUMBERLAND COUNTIES, PENNSYLVANIA 

ENCLOSURE D - PROJECT IMPACTS 

A. The following resources do not occur within the project study area; therefore, no impacts 
will occur to these resources as a result of construction of the Preferred Alternative 
(Alternative DAMA). 

2. Natural, wild, or wilderness area 
4. National natural landmark 
5. National wildlife refuge 
7. State Game Lands 
8. Federal, State, local or private plant or wildlife sanctuaries 

The following resources do occur within the project study area. Any impacts which would 
be anticipated as a result of construction of the Preferred Alternative are discussed below. 

1. National, State, or local park, forest, or recreation area - The RC-5 alternative crosses over 
the upper reaches of Lake Augusta of the Susquehanna River. This resource provides 
recreation opportunity for fishing, boating, swimming, and other water activities. A bridge 
would be used to cross the river. The use of a bridge would minimize impacts to the River. 
No impacts would occur to the local parks as a result of construction of Alternative DAMA­
RC-5. Impacts to community and social resources are summarized in the CSVT DEIS and 
FEIS, Section IV .A. Detailed information related to local parks and other community 
facilities is located in the following documentation prepared for the project. 

• Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project: Social and Economic 
Consequences/Secondary and Cumulative Impacts Technical File 

... Community Facilities 

3. National, State, or local historic sites - No National, State, or local Historic Sites are 
impacted by the DAMA-RC-5 alternative. Therefore, construction of Alternative DAMA-RC-
5 would have no effect on these historic properties. Historic resources are summarized in 
the CSVT DEIS and FEIS, Section IV .H. Detailed information related to historic properties 
within the project study area is located in the following documentation prepared for the 
project. 

• Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project: Historic Resources­
Determination of Effect Report 

... Evaluation of Potential Effects on NRHP-Eligible Resources 

6. Cultural and Archaeological Landmarks - Impacts to areas with known archaeological 
resources and to areas with varying levels of potential for archaeological resources are 
anticipated as a result of construction of the preferred alternative. Potential impacts and 



mitigation measures for prehistoric and historic archaeological resources are summarized 
in the CSVT DEIS, Section IV.H. Detailed information related to archaeological resources 
is located in the following documentation prepared for the project. 

• Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project: Archaeology Technical 
File 

9. Areas identified as Prime Farmlands - Prime farmlands are located throughout the project 
area. All of the project alternatives impact prime farmlands, including the DAMA-RC-5 
alternative. The farmland impact determination is described in the CSVT DEIS and FEIS, 
Section IV-D. More complete information related to Prime Farmland/FPPA compliance is 
located in the following documentation prepared for the project. 

• Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project: Farmland Technical 
Support Data File 

• FPPA Farmland Impacts 
• Appendix- Farmland Conversion Impact Rating (includes NRCS Correspon­

dence and complete analysis) 

B. Environmental Impacts 

1. Aquatic Habitats 

(a, b) Impacts to aquatic habitats include impacts to watercourses and wetlands. Because there 
are numerous watercourses and wetlands throughout the project area, impacts could not 
be avoided. The DAMA-RC-5 alternative crosses 37 watercourses, including a large bridge 
crossing over the Susquehanna River. Wetland impacts for Alternative DAMA-RC-5 total 
3.15 hectares. Impacts and mitigation measures for wetlands and surface waters 
(watercourses) are summarized in the CSVT DEIS and FEIS, Section IV.F.2 - Wetlands 
and Section IV.F.3 - Surface Water Resources. Detailed discussions are located within 
the following documentation prepared for the project. 

• Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project: Surface Water Quality 
and Aquatic Resources Technical Summary Memorandum (July 2000) 

• Section Ill - Impacts 
• Appendix D - Profile of Impacts to Surface Water Resources by Highway 

Alternatives 

• Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project: Wetlands Technical 
Summary Memorandum (July 2000) 

• Section II - Environmental Consequences 
• Appendix E - Wetland Impact Summary Tables 

(c) No impacts will occur to known habitat for threatened and endangered species as a result 
of the construction of Alternative DAMA-RC-5. Additional information related to the 
assessment of impacts to threatened and endangered species is located in the following 
documentation prepared for the project. 



• Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project: Vegetation and Wildlife 
Technical Summary Memorandum (July 2000) 

• Consequences and Mitigation (Impact Conditions); Threatened and 
Endangered Species 

2. Water Quantity and Stream Flow 

Impacts to water quantity and stream flow include construction and operational impacts to 
project area surface water resources, direct and indirect impacts to project area wetlands, 
impacts to groundwater recharge areas, and impacts to floodplains. Impacts and mitigation 
measures for these resources are summarized in the following sections of the DEIS. 

CSVT DEIS and FEIS: Section IV.F.2, Wetlands 
Section IV.F.3, Surface Waters 
Section IV.G., Public and Private Water Supplies 
Section IV.I., Floodplains and Flood Hazard Areas 

Detailed discussions are located within the following documentation prepared for the 
project. 

• Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project: Surface Water Quality 
and Aquatic Resources Technical Summary Memorandum (July 2000) 

• Section Ill - Impacts 
• Appendix D - Profile of Impacts to Surface Water Resources by Highway 

Alternatives 

• Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project: Wetlands Technical 
Summary Memorandum (July 2000) 

• Section II - Environmental Consequences 
• Appendix E - Wetland Impact Summary Tables 

• Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project: Public/Private Water 
Supply Technical File 

• Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project: Floodplains and Flood 
Hazard Areas Technical File 

3. Water Quality 

Impacts to water quality include construction and operational impacts to project area 
surface water resources, direct and indirect impacts to project area wetlands, and impacts 
to groundwater recharge areas. Impacts and mitigation measures for these resources are 
summarized in the following sections of the DEIS. 



CSVT DEIS and FEIS: Section IV.F.2, Wetlands 
Section IV.F.3, Surface Waters 
Section IV.G., Public and Private Water Supplies 
Section IV.I., Floodplains and Flood Hazard Areas 

Detailed discussions are located within the following documentation prepared for the 
project. 

• Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project: Surface Water Quality 
and Aquatic Resources Technical Summary Memorandum (July 2000) 

" Section Ill - Impacts 
" Appendix D - Profile of Impacts to Surface Water Resources by Highway 

Alternatives 

• Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project: Wetlands Technical 
Summary Memorandum (July 2000) 

" Section II - Environmental Consequences 
... Appendix E - Wetland Impact Summary Tables 

• Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project: Public/Private Water 
Supply Technical File 

• Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project: Floodplains and Flood 
Hazard Areas Technical File 

4. Recreation 

The DAMA-RC-5 alternative crosses over the upper reaches of Lake Augusta on the 
Susquehanna River. A bridge would be used to minimize the impact to the recreational 
use. No other areas which are specifically set aside for recreational use (i.e., State Game 
Lands, local parks, etc.) would be impacted by the DAMA-RC-5 alternative. The project 
will result in the direct permanent loss of some habitat which provides suitable settings for 
recreational hunting and fishing, as well as hiking and observation of wildlife and plant 
species. Impacts and mitigation to resources which provide opportunities for recreational 
activities in the project area are summarized in the CSVT DEIS: Section IV.F.1, Vegetation 
and Wildlife and Section IV.F.3, Surface Waters Resources. Temporary impacts 
resulting from the construction of the project which may affect recreational activities within 
the project area are summarized in the CSVT DEIS Section IV.O, Construction Impacts 
and Mitigation. Detailed information related to potential impacts to project area resources 
which may provide opportunity for recreational activities is located in the following 
documentation prepared for the project. 

• Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project: Vegetation and Wildlife 
Technical Summary Memorandum (July 2000) 

" Consequences and Mitigation 



• Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project: Surface Water Quality 
and Aquatic Resources Technical Summary Memorandum (July 2000) 

"' Section Ill - Impacts 
"' Appendix E - Profile of Impacts to Surface Water Resources by Highway 

Alternatives 

5. Upstream and Downstream Property 

With respect to aquatic resources, no adverse impacts are anticipated to upstream areas. 
Construction of the preferred alternative will have some impacts to aquatic resources 
downstream of the project area. Impacts to downstream properties associated with highway 
runoff area are summarized for surface water resources in the CSVT DEIS, Section IV.F.3, 
Surface Waters. Impacts to land use are summarized in CSVT DEIS, Section IV.A.3, 
Land Use and Section IV .F.1, Vegetation and Wildlife. Detailed information related to 
these impacts is located within the following documentation prepared for the project. 

• Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project: Surface Water Quality 
and Aquatic Resources Technical Summary Memorandum (July 2000) 

"' Section Ill - Impacts 
"' Appendix E - Profile of Impacts to Surface Water Resources by Highway 

Alternatives 

• Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project: Social and Economic 
Consequences/Secondary and Cumulative Impacts Technical File 

"' Land Use Section 

• Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project: Vegetation and Wildlife 
Technical Summary Memorandum (July 2000) 

"' Consequences and Mitigation 

6. Other Environmental Factors 

Impacts to environmental resources studied in detail are summarized in the CSVT DEIS 
and FEIS, Section IV - Environmental Consequences. Detailed discussions of the 
impacts to each resource are included in the appropriate technical memoranda prepared 
for the project. All the technical memoranda are listed in the Central Susquehanna Valley 
Transportation Project DEIS and FEIS, Appendix A - Technical Support Data Master 
Index. 

C. Impacts to Adjacent Land and Water Resources 

Potential secondary impacts which may be anticipated within the project study area 
following construction are discussed in the CSVT DEIS and FEIS, Section IV.L. 



D. Cumulative Environmental Impacts 

Potential cumulative impacts which may be anticipated within the project study area are 
discussed in the CSVT DEIS and FEIS, Section IV.L. 

E. Other Dams, Water Obstructions, and Encroachments 

No dams, water obstructions, or encroachments other than those discussed in this 
Environmental Assessment Form and/or in the CSVT DEIS and FEIS are anticipated to be 
necessary for fulfillment of the purpose of the project. 
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Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection 

Nortbcentral Regional Office 

rvlr. Ronald W. Carmichael 
Division Administrator 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Highway Administration 
228 Walnut Street, Room 558 
Harrisburg, PA 17101-1720 

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

August 8, 1997 

RE: Snyder, Northumberland and Union Counties 
Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Study 

Dear Mr. Carmichael: 

717-327-3695 
Fax 717-327-3565 

Thank you for your August 4, 1997, letter requesting our continued cooperation with the Federal 
Highway Administration and the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation in the Central 
Susquehanna Valley Project 

-
John Blacksmith of my office has been involved in the development of this project for quite some 

time. In addition, our Assistant Regional Director, Bill Parsons will be available to assist in the Analysis 
of the Environmental Impacts Statement and coordinating related permitting activities. Bill should be 
included on the mailing list for all cooperation agency meetings, field views, etc. He may .be reached at 
t.lie above address and his phone number is 717-327-3320. 

We look forward to our role as a cooperating agency to assist in the completion of this much 
needed transportation project. 

cc: Paul Heise - Penndot District Engineer 

Sincerely, 

~f.!:~r~ 
Regional Director 
Northcentral Regional Office 

.,..;. ..... .1.__...,, 

t>-;,..•.ci..-1 ,..,.. Qo..r- ..-1",..i o~ ............ 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
BALTIMORE DISTRICT, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

P.O. BOX 1715 
BALTIMORE, MO 21203-1715 

REP\.Y TO 
ATTENTION OF 

Operations Division 

Mr. Ronald W. Carmichael 
Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
228 Walnut Street, Room 558 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17101-1720 

Dear Mr. Carmichael: 

.. l. 

.. 
) ) )'- ·- _) ....... 

This is in reply to your letter dated August 4, 1997 
requesting the U.S Army Corps of Engineers to be a cooperating 
agency in the preparation of your Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Study in 
Snyder County, Pennsylvania. 

We look forward to working with you on this major 
undertaking, utilizing the NEPA/404 process. From my staff's 
involvement thus far, we are aware that this project could 
involve significant impacts to residences, aquatic resources, 
farmlands, and commercial property, and we understand the 
complexities of balancing these competing interests. We will 
rely on your expertise in providing the necessary documentation 
for our evaluation. 

If you have any questions regarding our involvement in the 
study, the point of contact is Mr. Michael Dombroskie of our 
State College Field Office at (814) 466-7796. 

Sincerely, 

;~,(,/J~~ 
Paul R. Wettlaufer 
Chief, River Basin Permit Section 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION Ill 

841 Chestnut Building 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107-4431 

Mr. Ronald W. Carmichael 
Division Administrator (HE-PA. 5) 
Federal Highway Administration 
Pennsylvania Division 
228 Walnut Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17101-1720 

FEB. 2 6 1998 

RE: Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project 
Snyder, Northumberland and Union Counties 
Cooperating Agency Request 
FPN: 315-x030-002 

Dear Mr. Carmichael: 

Thank you for your letter requesting our involvement as a Cooperating Agency for the 
above referenced project. EPA would be happy to participate thoroughly in this project. We 
agree with the scope of responsibility outlined in your August 4, 1997 letter. Our responsibilities 
will focus on our special expertise with respect to the National Environmental Policy Act, Section 
309 of the Clean Air Act, and the Section 404 (B)(l) guidelines. Depending upon the impacts 
incurred by this project, we may also have jurisdiction under other environmental regulations or 
programs implemeil1ed by our agency. 

If you have any questions regarding this correspondence, please feel free to contact Ms.· 
Denise M. Rigney at (2 l~) 566-2726. 

-~ 

Sincerely, 

~~c~~8-
Deputy Director 
Office of Environmental Programs 

HDA , 
2 

HE 

HN 

HPC 

HRP 

l-IR~ 

~ 

HAM 

MMt. 

LIB 
FILE 
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CSVT - CHRONOLOGY OF MAJOR EVENTS FOR CURRENT STUDIES 

Date Event 

October 1995 Traffic studies begin. 

December 5, 1995 Public Officials Meeting - Project purpose, study approach, and planned traffic studies are presented. 

December 6, 1995 Origin/Destination Study performed. 

June 1996 
Publication of CSVT, SR 0015, Section 088, Needs Analysis. Needs for CSVT include reduce congestion, 
improve safety, and increase capacity of network for future traffic growth. 

July 16, 1996 
Public Officials Meeting - Present results of traffic investigations and Needs Analysis present. Highlight 
problems with existing and future roadway network. 

July 22, 1996 
First meeting of Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC). Present results of traffic studies and Project Need 
Analysis presented. 

July 24, 1996 
Agency Coordination Meeting (ACM) No. 1 - Present Project Needs. Concurrence of Project Needs 
received from resources agencies. 

August2, 1996 Additional Origin/Destination Study performed in Lewisburg. 

October 28, 1996 
CAC Meeting - Discuss additional traffic studies, present environmental constraint mapping and review 
plans for Public Meeting No. 1. 

October 29, 1996 
First meeting of Public Officials Work Group {POWG). Present Project Needs, environmental constraints, 
and discuss additional traffic studies. 

November 7, 1996 First Public Meeting - Present traffic studies, Needs Analysis, and environmental constraint mapping. 

December 4, 1996 
ACM No. 2 - Present environmental overview mapping. Discuss critical features that will shape 
development of preliminary (Phase I) Alternatives. 

January 1997 
Publication of Historic Contexts and Summary of Historic Resources Windshield Survey, CSVT, SR 0015, 
Section 088 

January 1997 CSVT Newsletter Volume 1 distributed. 

January 28, 1997 POWG Meeting - Present conceptual alignment locations. 

January 30, 1997 CAC Meeting - Present conceptual alignment locations. 
~ 



Date 

March21, 1997 

March 24, 1997 

March 25, 1997 

April 15, 1997 

May 1997 

May 14, 1997 

May 19, 1997 

June 5, 1997 

July 23, 1997 

August25, 1997 

August27, 1997 

September 1997 

September 1997 

September 24, 
1997 

October 1997 

CSVT - CHRONOLOGY OF MAJOR EVENTS FOR CURRENT STUDIES 
(CONTINUED) 

Event 

First meeting with PP&L. Discuss present and future plant operations, transmission lines, and other 
activities that may shape development of preliminary alternatives. PP&L requests PennDOT modify 
preliminary alternatives to avoid impact to Sunbury facility and Ash Basin No. 1 (basin to south of plant). 

CAC Meeting - Use CAC input to validate traffic models, discuss preliminary (Phase I) Alternatives. 

POWG Meeting - Use POWG input to validate traffic models, discuss preliminary (Phase I) Alternatives. 

ACM No. 3 - Field view each preliminary (Phase I) Alternative; present preliminary environmental impacts. 

CSVT Newsletter Volume 2 distributed. 

ACM - Additional field view held for those agencies unable to attend 4/15/97 field view. 

First joint meeting of CAC/POWG. Present revisions to preliminary alternatives, discuss future traffic 
projections, review environmental impacts, and discuss public meeting plans. 

Second Public Meeting - Present preliminary alternatives including the No-Build Alternative and upgrade of 
existing facilities and present environmental impacts of each alternative. 

ACM No. 4 - Present upgrade of existing facilities alternative, discuss engineering and environmental 
impacts of upgrade, and review preliminary conclusions of Phase I Alternatives Analysis. 

CAC/POWG Meeting - Describe modifications to preliminary alternatives and present preliminary 
conclusions of Phase I studies. 

ACM No. 5 - Present additional Phase I Alternative, DA, developed in response to public input. 

CSVT Newsletter Volume 3 distributed. 

FHWA agrees to separate the build-out of the Two on Four section from the CSVT and advance the Two on 
Four as an independent project. This separation causes the northern project terminus of the CSVT to be 
redefined as the PA Route 147/PA Route 45 Interchange. 

ACM No. 6 - Present conclusions of Phase I Alternatives Analysis Report; plan field view. 

CSVT Newsletter Volume 4 distributed. 



Date 

October 1997 

October 2, 1997 

October 22, 1997 

October 27, 1997 

November 12, 1997 

November 26, 1997 

December 2, 1997 

December 3, 1997 

December 9, 1997 

January 1998 

CSVT - CHRONOLOGY OF MAJOR EVENTS FOR CURRENT STUDIES 
(CONTINUED) 

Event 

Publication of CSVT, SR 0015, Section 088, Phase I Alternatives Analysis. Study area broken into sections 
(Section 1 - southern terminus to interchange with existing US 15 near Winfield, Section 2- interchange 
near Winfield across river to reconnection with PA Route 147). Build-Out of the Two on Four section of 
Route 147 will be advanced as a separate project. Northern project terminus redefined to PA Route 
147/PA Route 45 Interchange. Report conclusions indicate two corridors will be carried into detailed 
(Phase II) analysis: In Section 1 - A-A Hybrid Corridor, Old Trail Corridor; In Section 2 - River Crossing 
(RC) 1, RC2, RC3. 

ACM No. 7 - Field view of two corridors in Section 1 (Old Trail Corridor, A-A Hybrid Corridor) and the 
potential river crossing locations (RC1, RC2, RC3) and interchange with PA Route 147 in Section 2 to be 
carried into detailed (Phase II) studies. 

ACM No. 8 - Present Phase I Alternatives Analysis. Two on Four section of CSVT (build-out of PA Route 
147 from 2 to 4 lanes) approved as a separate and distinct project. Northern terminus of the CSVT projec 
adjusted to just south of the interchange between PA Route 147 and PA Route 45. 

CAC/POWG Meeting - Review conclusions of Phase I studies (detailed studies on A-A Hybrid Corridor and 
Old Trail Corridor), present overview of Phase II (detailed) studies, and discuss right-of-way (ROW) 
acquisition process. 

Third Public Meeting - Present conclusions and recommendations of Phase I Alternatives Analysis Report. 
A number of public meeting attendees express opposition to the 61 Connector. Request PennDOT 
reinvestigate the 15 Connector as an option. 

Second meeting with PP&L. PennDOT presents preliminary (Phase I) alternatives. PennDOT explains that 
the modification to avoid Ash Basin No. 1 causes a substantial number of residences and businesses to be 
displaced in Hummels Wharf. PennDOT and PP&L discuss possibility of dual use of Ash Basin No. 1. 

Meeting with residents of Orchard Hills and Gunter development to discuss 61 Connector. 

ACM No. 9 - Discuss outcome of Third Public Meeting. Concurrence on Phase I Alternatives Analysis 
received from resource agencies. 

Meeting with residents of Colonial Drive to discuss A-A Hybrid Corridor Alternatives. 

Begin development of detailed (Phase II) Alternatives in Sections 1 and 2. PennDOT begins investigation 
of feasibility of a Route 15 Connector in conjunction with a new interchange on existing US 11 /15 in vicinity 
of Stetler Avenue. 



Date 

January 20, 1998 

January 28, 1998 

February 10, 1998 

February 13, 1998 

March 1998 

March 2, 1998 

March 25, 1998 

March 30, 1998 

March 30, 1998 

May 1998 

May 6, 1998 

May 8, 1998 

CSVT - CHRONOLOGY OF MAJOR EVENTS FOR CURRENT STUDIES 
(CONTINUED) 

Event 

Meeting with residents of Old Trail area to discuss Old Trail Corridor Alternatives. 

ACM No. 10 - Present Plan of Study for Phase II (detailed) studies. 

Meeting with Monroe Township officials and residents to discuss A-A Hybrid and Old Trail Corridor 
Alternatives. 

Third meeting with PP&L. PP&L representatives note that conceptually it would be possible to modify 
layout of Ash Basin No. 1. PP&L also notes pond modifications have technical and permitting issues 
attached and would be expensive. 

CSVT Newsletter Volume 5 distributed. 

CAC/POWG Meeting - Review traffic issues associated with 61 Connector, discuss recent community 
meetings, and present ideas for formation of Community Interest Focus Groups. 

ACM No. 11 - Discuss status of detailed (Phase I) studies and present ideas for formation of special interest 
Community Focus Groups. 

Convene first meeting of Point/Union Township Focus Group. Group to discuss concerns regarding river 
crossing locations and locations of interchange between the CSVT and PA Route 147. 

CAC/POWG Meeting - Convene panel of environmental resource agency representatives to present their 
mission statements and regulatory authority. Permitting issues also discussed. PennDOT announces that 
the Old Trail Alternative including the 15 Connector in conjunction with a new interchange with US Routes 
11/15 in the vicinity of Stetler Avenue appears to meet Project Needs. Will discuss further study with 
FHWA. 

PA SHPO concurs that the PP&L site is eligible for National Register of Historic Places. Boundaries o1 
eligible property include Ash Basin No. 1. Eligible historic properties must be avoided unless there is no 
prudent and feasible avoidance alternative. 

Convene first meeting of Monroe Township/Shamokin Dam Focus Group. Discuss concerns relative to 
impacts in Shamokin Dam and Monroe Township. Announcement made that the Old Trail Alternative, 
including the 15 Connector in conjunction with a new interchange with US Routes 11 /15 in the vicinity of 
Stetler Avenue, appears to meet Project Needs. Will discuss further study with FHWA. 

FHWA approves the addition of the Old Trail Alternative with the Stetler Avenue Interchange/Route 15 
Connector combination as an alternative to be studied in detail in Phase II. 



Date 

June 29, 1998 

June 29, 1998 

June 30, 1998 

July 1, 1998 

July 6, 1998 

July 22, 1998 

July 22, 1998 

August26, 1998 

September 1998 

September 23, 
1998 

September 28, 
1998 

September 28, 

CSVT - CHRONOLOGY OF MAJOR EVENTS FOR CURRENT STUDIES 
(CONTINUED) 

Event 

CAC/POWG Meeting - Present Phase II Alternatives (alternatives to be studied in detail) within the A-A Hybrid 
and Old Trail Study Corridors (Section 1) and in the River Crossing Corridor (Section 2). Discuss addition of 
alternative in Old Trail Corridor in response to public input. Alternative provides an option to 61 Connector. 
Alternative connects to existing network via Stetler Avenue interchange and 15 Connector. 

Point/Union Township Focus Group Meeting- Present Phase II Alternatives (alternatives to be studied in detail) 
in the River Crossing Corridor (Section 2). 

Meeting with Point Township officials to discuss the Phase II Alternatives in Section 2. 

Monroe Township/Shamokin Dam Focus Group Meeting- Present Phase II Alternatives (alternatives to be 
studied in detail) within the A-A Hybrid and Old Trail Study Corridors (Section 1 ). Discuss addition of alternative 
in Old Trail Corridor in response to public input. Alternative provides an option to 61 Connector. Alternative 
connects to existing network via Stetler Avenue interchange and 15 Connector. 

Meeting with Monroe Township officials to present the Phase II Alternatives (alternatives to be studied in detail 
within the A-A Hybrid and Old Trail Study Corridors (Section 1 ). Discuss addition of alternative in Old Trail 
Corridor in response to public input. Alternative provides an option to 61 Connector. Alternative connects to 
existing network via Stetler Avenue interchange and 15 Connector. 

ACM No. 12- Present Phase II Alternatives (alternatives to be studied in detail) in AA Hybrid Corridor, Old Trail 
Corridor (Section 1 ), and River Crossing Corridor (Section 2). Discuss addition of alternative in Old Trail 
Corridor in response to public input. Alternative provides an option to 61 Connector. Alternative connects to 
existing network via Stetler Avenue interchange and 15 Connector. 

Meeting with Hummels Wharf citizens to discuss Old Trail Corridor Alternatives. 

ACM No. 13 - Review preliminary impacts of Phase II Alternatives. 

Publication of Historic Resources Survey and Determination of Eligibility ReQort, CSVT, SR 0015, Section 088. 

ACM No. 14 - Present impacts of Phase II Alternatives. 

CAC/POWG Meeting - Present revised Phase II Alternatives and discuss impacts. 

Point/Union Township Focus Group - Discuss impacts of river crossing options and potential revisions to 



Date 

September 29-30, 
1998 

October 1998 

October 7, 1998 

October 28, 1998 

November 1998 

November 5, 1998 

November 12, 1998 

November 18, 1998 

December 10, 1998 

January 8, 1999 

January 13, 1999 

January 25, 1999 

January 25, 1999 

January 25, 1999 

CSVT - CHRONOLOGY OF MAJOR EVENTS FOR CURRENT STUDIES 
{CONTINUED) 

Event 

ACM No. 15- Field view to review Phase II Alternatives and discuss environmental and engineering impacts of 
alternatives in detailed study. 

Boundaries of PP&L site reevaluated. New boundary does not include Ash Basin No. 1. 

Meeting with West Chillisquaque Township residents and officials to discuss build-out of Two on Four section of 
PA Route 147. 

ACM No. 16 - Discuss impacts of Phase II Alternatives and impacts to 100-year floodplain of Susquehanna 
River. 

CSVT Newsletter Volume 6 distributed. 

Monroe Township/Shamokin Dam Focus Group Meeting- Discuss impacts of Phase II Alternatives, including 
impacts to 100-year floodplain of Susquehanna River. 

Fourth Public Meeting - Present results of Phase II (detailed) Alternatives Analysis. Impacts presented for DA 
West Alternative (A-A Hybrid Corridor Alternative) and Old Trail 1A (61 Connector option), 1A Ash Basin 
Avoidance, 1 B (Stetler Avenue lnterchange/15 Connector Option), 1 B Ash Basin Avoidance (Old Trail Corridor 
Alternatives) in Section 1 and four river crossing options (RC1-E, RC1-W, RCS, RC6) in Section 2. Study area 
residents expressed concern about impact of DA West on closed municipal landfill. 

Meeting with residents of Hummels Wharf/Shady Nook to address questions on dismissal of Phase I 
(preliminary) Alternatives and impacts of Phase II (detailed) Alternatives. 

First meeting with Orchard Hills Plaza businesses and other businesses in vicinity to discuss Route 61 
Connector interchange with existing US Routes 11 /15. 

Plan of Study discussed to investigate closed municipal landfill. 

Fourth meeting with PP&L. New historic property boundaries at PP&L discussed. PP&L still opposed to use o1 
Ash Basin No. 1 for any CSVT alternative. 

Second meeting with Orchard Hills Plaza businesses. New options for interchange discussed. 

CAC/POWG Meeting - Present and discuss 61 Connector interchange options, report on continued floodplain 
investigations, and discuss Phase II Alternatives status. 

Point/Union Township Focus Group Meeting- Discuss feedback from residents on Section 2 (river crossing) 
options. 



Date 

January 25, 1999 

January 26, 1999 

February 1999 

March 1, 1999 

March 2, 1999 

March 22, 1999 

March 23, 1999 

March 29, 1999 

March 31, 1999 

April 12, 1999 

May 1999 

May 1999 

May 10, 1999 

CSVT - CHRONOLOGY OF MAJOR EVENTS FOR CURRENT STUDIES 
(CONTINUED) 

Event 

Meeting with Monroe Township Planning Commission to discuss flooding issues associated with Old Trail 
Alternatives. 

Monroe Township/Shamokin Dam Focus Group Meeting - Present and discuss 61 Connector interchange 
options, report on continued studies at landfill, and discuss expansion of corridor to analyze landfill avoidance 
alternatives. 

PP&L willing to provide preliminary evaluation of impacts of CSVT alternatives to all PP&L facilities. 

Third meeting with Orchard Hills Plaza businesses. Review suggested modifications for 61 Connector 
interchange. Present computer simulation of traffic flow with various interchange options. 

Meeting with Point Township residents and officials to discuss Phase II studies and impacts of river crossing 
options and interchange locations in Point Township. 

CAC/POWG Meeting- View traffic simulation of Phase II Alternatives, update on 61 Connector and associated 
interchange options, report on continued studies at landfill, and discuss corridor expansion of ± 200 acres to 
analyze landfill avoidance alternatives. 

Meeting with Stonebridge Homeowners Association to review impacts of DA West Alternative on landfill and 
discuss expansion of A-A Hybrid Corridor. 

Monroe Township/Shamokin Dam Focus Group Meeting- Present new developments on 61 Connector and 
11 /15 interchange. Discuss impacts of DA West Alternative on landfill, and discuss expansion of A-A Hybrid 
Corridor. 

ACM No. 17 - Discuss expansion of A-A Hybrid Corridor and modifications to DA West Alternative due to 
impacts on closed municipal landfill. Detailed environmental impacts of Phase II Alternatives discussed. 

Fourth meeting with Orchard Hills Plaza businesses. All businesses agree to Sketch 8 as preferred option for 
interchange between 61 Connector and US Routes 11 /15~ 

CSVT Newsletter Volume 7 distributed. 

PP&L provides report indicating approximate cost to reconfigure Ash Basin No. 1 ($3 million). Benefit of saving 
additional residences and businesses justifies additional expense. Eliminates Ash BasinAvoidance Alternatives 
from further consideration. 

Meeting with Colonial Acres residents to discuss results of landfill testing and present alternatives under 
consideration. Original DA Alternative reinvestigated as a potential way to avoid landfill. 



Date 

May 17, 1999 

May 18, 1999 

May 24, 1999 

June 1999 

June 21-22, 1999 

June 22, 1999 

July 19, 1999 

July 20, 1999 

July 21, 1999 

August 1999 

CSVT - CHRONOLOGY OF MAJOR EVENTS FOR CURRENT STUDIES 
(CONTINUED) 

Event 

Monroe Township/Shamokin Dam Focus Group Meeting- Discuss elimination of DA West Alternative and Old 
Trail Ash Basin Avoidance Alternatives from further consideration, impacts comparison for 61 Connector 
options, and floodplain coordination. 

Meeting with Stonebridge Homeowners Association and residents of Colonial Acres - Discuss decision to 
eliminate DA West from further consideration due to cost and liability issues. Discuss reinvestigation of original 
DA Alternatives and a modification to the DA West Alternative to avoid landfill. 

CAC/POWG Meeting- Discuss decision to eliminate DA West from further consideration due to cost and liability 
issues. Discuss elimination of Old Trail Ash Basin Avoidance from further consideration due to use of Ash Basin 
No. 1. Also discuss alternatives remaining under study, ongoing studies on 61 Connector, and archaeological 
and geological study update for Section 2 Alternatives. 

Publication of Historic Resources Survey and Determination of Eligibility ReQort Addendum, CSVT, SR 0015, 
Section 088. 

Meeting(s) with Monroe Township Planning Commission Supervisors and residents to discuss impacts of Old 
Trail Alternatives on 100-year floodplain of Susquehanna RiveL 

ACM No. 18 - Discuss elimination of the DA West Alternative from further study due to impact to the landfill and 
cost and liability issues associated with the landfill impact Identify alternatives under study to avoid landfill (DA 
Alternative, DA West Modified Alternative). Discuss elimination of Old Trail Ash Basin Avoidance from further 
consideration due to use of Ash Basin No. 1. Discuss ongoing Section 2 archaeological and geological studies. 

CAC/POWG Meeting - Present draft environmental impacts of landfill avoidance alternatives in A-A Hybrid 
expanded corridor (DA, DA Modified, DA West Modified Alternatives). Discuss impacts of Section 2 
Alternatives. Elimination of Old Trail Ash Basin Avoidance Alternatives announced. 

Monroe Township/Shamokin Dam Focus Group Meeting - Present draft environmental impacts of landfill 
avoidance alternatives in A-A Hybrid expanded corridor (DA, DA Modified, DA West Modified Alternatives). 
Discuss impacts of Section 2 Alternatives. PennDOT announces elimination of Old Trail Ash Basin Avoidance 
Alternatives. 

ACM No. 19 - Present impact table for landfill avoidance alternatives in A-A Hybrid Corridor. 

Publication of additional Historic Resource Survey Forms as an addendum to the Historic Resources Survey 
and Determination of Eligibility Re12ort. 



Date 

August10, 1999 

August2S, 1999 

September 27, 
1999 

September 28, 
1999 

October 1999 

February 23, 2000 

February 28, 2000 

February 29, 2000 

March 2000 

April 6, 2000 

May 22, 2000 

CSVT - CHRONOLOGY OF MAJOR EVENTS FOR CURRENT STUDIES 
(CONTINUED) 

Event 

Meeting with Stonebridge and Colonial Acres residents- Present impacts of landfill avoidance alternatives in A 
A Hybrid Corridor. Based on engineering and safety reasons, announce DA Modified is alternative to be 
advanced for further study to avoid landfill. 

ACM No. 20 - Discuss decision to advance DA Modified as alternative to avoid landfill in A-A Hybrid Corridor 
and decision to dismiss DA due to environmental considerations and DA West Modified due to engineering and 
safety considerations. Discuss results of geological and archaeological investigations in Section 2. Distribute 
Phase II Concurrence Forms to resource agencies. 

CAC/POWG Meeting- Present environmental and engineering impact comparison of all Phase II Alternatives in 
both Section 1 and Section 2. 

Monroe Township/Shamokin Dam Focus Group- Present environmental and engineering impact comparison of 
all Phase 11 Alternatives in both Section 1 and Section 2. 

CSVT Newsletter Volume 8 distributed. 

ACM No. 21 - Phase II Concurrence Forms collected. Review alternatives studied in detail. Discuss 
Recommended Preferred Alternative. 

CAC/POWG Meeting- Present revised alternative impacts and costs. Announce DAMA/RCS as Recommended 
Preferred Alternative. 

Monroe Township/Shamokin Dam Focus Group Meeting - Present revised alternative impacts and costs. 
Announce DAMA/RCS as Recommended Preferred Alternative. 

CSVT Newsletter Volume 9 distributed. 

Meeting with Colonial Acres residents- Meeting held in response to Colonial Acres residents requests. Detailed 
information on the impacts of the DAMA Alternative on the neighborhood were presented. The recommendatior 
of DAMA as the Preferred Alternative was discussed. A 4-dimensional video animation was presented to 
visually clarify the impacts of the DAMA. Detailed information on the noise impacts was presented. 

CAC/POWG and Monroe Township/Shamokin Dam Focus Group Meeting - Meeting held to update the 
committees on modifications that were made to the DAMA Alternative in re~onse to concerns from residents of 
Colonial Acres. Visualizations of the DAMA and Old Trail Alternatives were presented. Feedback was received 
on the Recommended Preferred Alternative. Plans for future public meetings were discussed. 



Date 

May 25, 2000 

July 11, 2000 

August 23, 2000 

September 19, 2000 
October 2000 

December 6, 2000 
January 2001 

March 12, 2001 
March 29, 2001 

July 16-26, 2001 

July 25, 2001 
December 2001 
December 2001 

January 23, 2002 
January 28, 2002 
February 4, 2002 

February 5, 2002 

CSVT - CHRONOLOGY OF MAJOR EVENTS FOR CURRENT STUDIES 
(CONTINUED) 

Event 

Meeting with Colonial Acres residents - Meeting held to present modifications to the DAMA in response to 
citizens concerns. Detailed visual and noise presentations were given. 

Colonial Acres Residents - A field view was held with concerned residents to review existing and projected noise 
levels along various study area roadways. Additional modifications to the DAMA Alternative were discussed. 

ACM No. 22 - Review modifications of alternatives, review Recommended Preferred Alternative, present 
environmental impact and cost summaries for each DEIS Alternative, discuss mitigation options, and review 
project schedule. 
Meeting with Union Township Supervisors and residents. Discussed impacts of River Crossing options. 
Discussed potential Fish and Boat access ramp. 
CSVT Newsletter Volume 1 O distributed. 
Fifth Public Meeting - Meeting held to present the Recommended Preferred Alternative, announce the release of 
the Draft EIS and discuss how community input and ongoing engineering and environmental studies have 
shaped the alternatives. 
Draft EIS Circulated. 
Public Hearinq held. 
Meetinq with PA DEP to discuss impacts of Draft EIS alternatives on the Ash Basins. 
Indiana Bat Mist Net Survey performed. 187 bats captured; none was a federal or state listed or candidate 
species. 
ACM No. 23 - Update on mitigation planning, discuss comments on the Draft EIS and proposed responses to 
comments, and review project schedule. 
CSVT Newsletter Volume 11 distributed. 
First draft of proposed 2030 traffic volumes. 
ACM No. 24 - Update on mitigation planning, Indiana Bat Survey. 
Meetinq with review aqencies to discuss their comments and PENNDOT's draft responses to the comments. 
Suit filed by Monroe Township against the FHWA. 
Meeting with PA DEP to discuss dam safety and ground and surface water issues associated with the 
construction of a roadway and placement of excess earth on Ash Basins. 



Date 

February 11, 2002 
October 3, 2002 

January 28, 2003 
February 26, 2003 

August2003 

CSVT - CHRONOLOGY OF MAJOR EVENTS FOR CURRENT STUDIES 
(CONTINUED) 

Event 

Meeting held with agency representatives to field view proposed stream crossing locations and to discuss 
crossing options. 
Meeting held to discuss Susquehanna River Bridge design. 
Meetinq held to discuss yellow lampmussel. 
ACM No. 25 - Update on release of Final EIS and mitiqation planninq. 
Final EIS circulated. 
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CHANNEL NAME 

CH-17, Canal Run 

CH-18, Heimbach Run 

CH-19, Drill Rig Run 

CH-20, Quarry Run 

CH-4 

CH-3 

CH-2 

CH-20, Quarry Run 

CH-5 

CH-22, Rolling Green Run 

CH-23 

CH-24 

CH-25 

CH-26, Shreiners Creek 

CH-26, Shreiners Creek 

CH-9 

CH-28, Shamokin Dam Creek 

CH-28, Shamokin Dam Creek 

CH-14 

CH-15 

CH-34 

CH-35 

CH-8 

PROJECT TOTAL 

CENTRAL SUSQUEHANNA VALLEY TRANSPORTATION PROJECT 

PHASE 11 Al TERNATIVES 

PROFILE OF IMPACTS TO SURFACE WATER RESOURCES 

SECTION 1: DA MODIFIED WITH ROUTE 61 CONNECTOR 

CHANNEL 
STREAM TYPE WIDTH 

IMPACT TYPE 

PERENNIAL 4 CULVERT 

PERENNIAL 4 CULVERT 

PERENNIAL 3 CULVERT 

PERENNIAL 4 CULVERT 

INTERMITTENT 3 HYDRO LOGIC 

INTERMITTENT 2.5 HYDROLOGIC 

INTERMITTENT 2.5 HYDROLOGIC 

PERENNIAL 4 HYDRO LOGIC 

PERENNIAL 3 CULVERT 

PERENNIAL 7 AERIAL BRIDGE 

PERENNIAL 5 AERIAL BRIDGE 

PERENNIAL 4 CULVERT 

PERENNIAL 4 CULVERT 

PERENNIAL 6 RELOCATION 

PERENNIAL 6 CULVERT 

PERENNIAL 3 CULVERT 

PERENNIAL 5 RELOCATION 

PERENNIAL 5 CULVERT 

PERENNIAL 3 RELOCATION 

PERENNIAL 3 CULVERT 

PERENNIAL 3 CULVERT 

PERENNIAL 3 CULVERT 

PERENNIAL 2 CULVERT 

PERMANENT CONSTRUCTION 
IMPACTS 

LINEAR FEET OF 
SQUARE 

IMPACT• FEET OF 
IMPACT** 

530 2120 

425 1700 

530 1590 

680 2720 

800 2400 

800 2000 

1000 2500 

400 1600 

500 1500 

200 1400 

200 1000 

470 1860 

450 1800 

5100 30600 

1000 6000 

250 750 

570 2850 

450 2250 

250 750 

450 1350 

450 1350 

470 1410 

470 940 

16445 72460 

* Linear feet of impact was calculated by measuring the length of stream channel inside the cut and fill 

•• Square feet of impact represents the amount of watercourse surface area directly impacted by the alignment 

•••Aerial bridge crossing impact lengths represent the length of stream between terminus of bridge deckings 

TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION 
IMPACTS 

LINEAR FEET SQUARE FEET OF 
OF IMPACT* IMPACT** 

150 600 

150 600 

150 450 

150 600 

0 0 

0 o 
0 0 

0 o 
150 450 

0 0 

0 0 

150 600 

150 600 

0 0 

150 900 

50 150 

0 0 

50 250 

0 0 

100 300 

150 450 

150 450 

150 300 

1850 6700 



CHANNEL NAME 

CH-17, Canal Run 

CH-17, Canal Run 

CH·17, Canal Run 

CH-22, Rolling Green Run 

CH-24 

CH·25 

CH-26, Shreiners Creek 

CH-26, Shreiners Creek 

CH-27 

CH-28, Shamokin Dam Creek 

CH-28, Shamokin Dam Creek 

CH-26, Shreiners Creek 

CH-26, Shreiners Creek 

CH-14 

CH-15 

CH-34 

CH-35 

CH-8 

PROJECT TOTAL 

CENTRAL SUSQUEHANNA VALLEY TRANSPORTATION PROJECT 

PHASE II ALTERNATIVES 

PROFILE OF IMPACTS TO SURFACE WATER RESOURCES 

SECTION 1: OLD TRAIL 2A WITH ROUTE 61 CONNECTOR 

CHANNEL 
STREAM TYPE 

WIDTH 
IMPACT TYPE 

PERENNIAL 4 CULVERT 

PERENNIAL 4 CULVERT 

PERENNIAL 4 CULVERT 

PERENNIAL 7 CULVERT 

PERENNIAL 4 CULVERT 

PERENNIAL 4 CULVERT 

PERENNIAL 6 RELOCATION 

PERENNIAL 6 CULVERT 

EPHEMERAL 2 CULVERT 

PERENNIAL 5 RELOCATION 

PERENNIAL 5 CULVERT 

PERENNIAL 6 RELOCATION 

PERENNIAL 6 CULVERT 

PERENNIAL 3 RELOCATION 

PERENNIAL 3 CULVERT 

PERENNIAL 3 CULVERT 

PERENNIAL 3 CULVERT 

PERENNIAL 2 CULVERT 

PERMANENT CONSTRUCTION 
IMPACTS 

LINEAR FEET OF 
SQUARE 

IMPACT* 
FEET OF 
IMPACT .. 

1275 5100 

340 1360 

425 1700 

255 1785 

385 1540 

600 2400 

450 2700 

400 2400 

250 500 

570 2850 

450 2250 

5100 30600 

1000 6000 

250 750 

450 1350 

550 1650 

550 1650 

470 940 

13770 67525 

• Linear feet of impact was calculated by measuring the length of stream channel inside the cut and fill 

*' Square feet of impact represents the amount of watercourse surface area directly impacted by the alignment 

... Aerial bridge crossing impact lengths represent the length of stream between terminus of bridge deckings 

TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION 
IMPACTS 

LINEAR FEET SQUARE FEET OF 
OF IMPACT• IMPACT** 

150 600 

150 600 

150 600 

150 1050 

150 600 

50 200 

0 0 

150 900 

150 300 

0 0 

50 250 

0 0 

150 900 

0 0 

100 300 

150 450 

150 450 

150 300 

1850 7500 



CENTRAL SUSQUEHANNA VALLEY TRANSPORTATION PROJECT 

PHASE II ALTERNATIVES 

PROFILE OF IMPACTS TO SURFACE WATER RESOURCES 

SECTION 1: OLD TRAIL 28 WITH STETLER AVENUE AND ROUTE 15 CONNECTORS 

PERMANENT CONSTRUCTION 
IMPACTS 

CHANNEL LINEAR FEET OF 
CHANNEL NAME STREAM TYPE 

WIDTH 
IMPACT TYPE 

IMPACT* 

CH-17, Canal Run PERENNIAL 4 CULVERT 1275 

CH-17, Canal Run PERENNIAL 4 CULVERT 340 

CH-17, Canal Run PERENNIAL 4 CULVERT 425 

CH-22, Rolling Green Run PERENNIAL 7 CULVERT 255 

CH-26, Shreiners Creek PERENNIAL 6 CULVERT EXT. 170 

CH-24 PERENNIAL 4 CULVERT 385 

CH-25 PERENNIAL 4 CULVERT 600 

CH-9 INTERMITTENT 3 HYDROLOGIC 600 

CH-26, Shreiners Creek PERENNIAL 6 RELOCATION 5100 

CH-26, Shreiners Creek PERENNIAL 6 CULVERT 1000 

CH-14 PERENNIAL 3 RELOCATION 250 

CH-15 PERENNIAL 3 CULVERT 450 

CH-34 PERENNIAL 3 CULVERT 550 

CH-35 PERENNIAL 3 CULVERT 550 

CH-31, Monroe Creek PERENNIAL 6 CULVERT 170 

CH-8 PERENNIAL 2 CULVERT 470 

CH-28, Shamokin Dam Creek PERENNIAL 5 CULVERT 215 

CH-10 INTERMITTENT 2 HYDROLOGIC 640 

CH-11 INTERMITTENT 2 HYDROLOGIC 1500 

PROJECT TOTAL 14945 

• Linear feet of impact was calculated by measuring the length of stream channel inside the cut and fill 

"" Square feet of impact represents the amount of watercourse surface area directly impacted by the alignrnent 

- Aerial bridge crossing impact lengths represent the length of stream between terminus of bridge deckings 

SQUARE 
FEET OF 
IMPACT** 

5100 

1360 

1700 

1785 

1020 

1540 

2400 

1800 

30600 

6000 

750 

1350 

1650 

1650 

1020 

940 

1075 

1280 

3000 

66020 

TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION 
IMPACTS 

LINEAR FEET SQUARE FEET OF 
OF IMPACT• IMPACT .. 

150 600 

150 600 

150 600 

150 1050 

0 0 

150 600 

50 200 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

100 300 

150 450 

150 450 

150 900 

150 300 

150 750 

0 0 

0 0 

1650 6800 



CHANNEL NAME 

CH-45 

CH-37 

CH-36, Mulls Hollow Run 

CH-36, Mulls Hollow Run 

CH-47 

CH-48, W.Br.Susq.Riv. 

CH-39, Ridge Run 

CH-41, Wooded Run 

CH-41, Wooded Run 

CH-43, John Deere Run 

CH-52 

CH-44, Chillisquaque Creek 

PROJECT TOTAL 

CENTRAL SUSQUEHANNA VALLEY TRANSPORTATION PROJECT 

PHASE II ALTERNATIVES 

PROFILE OF IMPACTS TO SURFACE WATER RESOURCES 

SECTION 2: RIVER CROSSING 1 - EAST 

CHANNEL 
STREAM TYPE 

WIDTH 
IMPACT TYPE 

PERENNIAL 3 HYDROLOGIC 

PERENNIAL 4 CULVERT EXT. 

PERENNIAL 6 CULVERT 

PERENNIAL 6 CULVERT 

INTERMITTENT 2 CULVERT 

PERENNIAL 1615 BRIDGE"** 

PERENNIAL 5 CULVERT/EXT. 

PERENNIAL 5 CULVERT EXT. 

PERENNIAL 5 AERIAL BRIDGE-

PERENNIAL 4 CULVERT 

INTERMITTENT 3 HYDROLOGIC 

PERENNIAL 100 BRIDGE"** 

PERMANENT CONSTRUCTION 
IMPACTS 

LINEAR FEET OF 
SQUARE 

IMPACT" 
FEET OF 
IMPACT** 

1000 3000 

300 1200 

2000 12000 

680 4080 

510 1020 

170 274550 

250 1250 

100 500 

350 1750 

725 2900 

1000 3000 

125 12500 

7210 317750 

* Linear feel of impact was calculated by measuring the length of stream channel inside the cut and fill 

... Square feet of impact represents the amount of watercourse surface area directly impacted by the alignment 

... Aerial bridge crossing impact lengths represent the length of stream between terminus of bridge deckings 

TEP1o4PORARY CONSTRUCTION 
IMPACTS 

LINEAR FEET SQUARE FEET OF 
OF IMPACT* IMPACT ... 

0 0 

0 0 

150 900 

150 900 

150 300 

150 242250 

200 1000 

0 0 

0 0 

150 600 

0 0 

0 0 

950 245950 



CHANNEL NAME 

CH-45 

CH-37 

CH-36, Mulls Hollow Run 

CH-36, Mulls Hollow Run 

CH-47 

CH-48, W.Br.Susq.Riv. 

CH-39, Ridge Run 

CH-41, Wooded Run 

CH-41, Wooded Run 

CH-51 

CH-43, John Deere Run 

CH-52 

CH-44, Chillisquaque Creek 

PROJECT TOTAL 

CENTRAL SUSQUEHANNA VALLEY TRANSPORTATION PROJECT 

PHASE II ALTERNATIVES 

PROFILE OF IMPACTS TO SURFACE WATER RESOURCES 

SECTION 2: RIVER CROSSING 1 - WEST 

CHANNEL 
STREAM TYPE WIDTH 

IMPACT TYPE 

PERENNIAL 3 HYDROLOG!C 

PERENNIAL 4 CULVERT EXT. 

PERENNIAL 6 CULVERT 

PERENNIAL 6 CULVERT 

INTERMITTENT 2 CULVERT 

PERENNIAL 1615 BRIDGE-

PERENNIAL 5 CULVERT 

PERENNIAL 5 CULVERT 

PERENNIAL 5 AERIAL BRIDGE-

INTERMITTENT 3 CULVERT 

PERENNIAL 4 CULVERT 

INTERMITTENT 3 HYDROLOGIC 

PERENNIAL 100 BRIDGE-

PERMANENT CONSTRUCTION 
IMPACTS 

LINEAR FEET OF 
SQUARE 

IMPACT• FEET OF 
IMPACT .. 

1000 3000 

300 1200 

2000 12000 

680 4080 

510 1020 

170 274550 

425 2125 

130 650 

215 1075 

500 1500 

340 1360 

1000 3000 

125 12500 

7395 318060 

•Linear feet of impact was calculated by measuring the length of stream channel inside the cul and fill 

.. Square feet of impact represents the amount of watercourse surfaoe area direcily impacted by the alignment 

... Aerial bridge crossing impact lengths represent the length of stream between terminus of bridge deckings 

TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION 
IMPACTS 

LINEAR FEET SQUARE FEET OF 
OF IMPACT' IMPACT-

0 0 

0 0 

150 900 

150 900 

150 300 

150 242250 

150 750 

150 750 

0 0 

150 450 

150 600 

0 0 

0 0 

1200 247500 



CHANNEL NAME 

CH-45 

CH-37 

CH-36, Mulls Hollow Run 

CH-46 

CH-48, W.Br.Susq.Riv. 

CH-39, Ridge Run 

CH-40 

CH-40 

CH-42 

CH-42 

CH-41, Wooded Run 

CH-43, John Deere Run 

CH-52 

CH-44, Chillisquaque Creek 

PROJECT TOTAL 

CENTRAL SUSQUEHANNA VALLEY TRANSPORTATION PROJECT 

PHASE 11 ALTERNATIVES 

PROFILE OF IMPACTS TO SURFACE WATER RESOURCES 

SECTION 2: RIVER CROSSING 5 

CHANNEL 
STREAM TYPE 

WIDTH 
IMPACT TYPE 

PERENNIAL 3 HYDROLOGIC 

PERENNIAL 4 CULVERT 

PERENNIAL 6 CULVERT 

PERENNIAL 3 HYDROLOGIC 

PERENNIAL 2250 BRIDGE-

PERENNIAL 5 CULVERT 

PERENNIAL 3.5 RELOCATION 

PERENNIAL 3.5 CULVERT 

PERENNIAL 3 AERIAL BRIDGE-* 

PERENNIAL 3 RELOCATION 

PERENNIAL 5 AERIAL BRIDGE_. 

PERENNIAL 4 CULVERT 

INTERMITTENT 3 HYDROLOOIC 

PERENNIAL 100 BRIDGE-

PERMANENT CONSTRUCTION 
IMPACTS 

LINEAR FEET OF 
SQUARE 

IMPACT' 
FEET OF 
IMPACT-

1000 3000 

170 680 

2000 12000 

1400 4200 

170 382500 

510 2550 

900 3150 

150 525 

140 420 

100 300 

215 1075 

600 2400 

1000 3000 

125 12500 

8480 428300 

• Linear feet of impact was calculated by measuring the length of stream channel inside the cut and fill 

••Square feel of impact represents the amount of watercourse surface area directly impacted by the alignment 

*** Aerial bridge crossing impact lengths represent the length of stream between terminus of bridge deckings 

TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION 
IMPACTS 

LINEAR FEET SQUARE FEET OF 
OF IMPACT• IMPACT"" 

0 0 

150 600 

150 900 

0 0 

150 337500 

150 750 

0 0 

50 175 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

150 600 

0 0 

0 0 

800 340525 



CHANNEL NAME 

CH-45 

CH-37 

CH-36, Mulls Hollow Run 

CH-36, Mulls Hollow Run 

CH-47 

CH-48, W.Br.Susq.Riv. 

CH-39, Ridge Run 

CH-41, Wooded Run 

CH-41, Wooded Run 

CH-43, John Deere Run 

CH-52 

CH-44, Chillisquaque Creek 

PROJECT TOTAL 

CENTRAL SUSQUEHANNA VALLEY TRANSPORTATION PROJECT 

PHASE II ALTERNATIVES 

PROFILE OF IMPACTS TO SURFACE WATER RESOURCES 

SECTION 2: RIVER CROSSING 6 

CHANNEL 
STREAM TYPE 

WIDTH 
IMPACT TYPE 

PERENNIAL 3 HYDROLOGIC 

PERENNIAL 4 CULVERT 

PERENNIAL 6 CULVERT 

PERENNIAL 6 CULVERT 

INTERMITTENT 2 CULVERT 

PERENNIAL 1445 BRIDGE-

PERENNIAL 5 CULVERT EXT. 

PERENNIAL 5 Cl)LVERT EXT. 

PERENNIAL 5 AERIAL BRIDGE ... 

PERENNIAL 4 CULVERT 

INTERMITTENT 3 HYDROLOGIC 

PERENNIAL 100 BRIDGE*** 

PERMANENT CONSTRUCTION 
IMPACTS 

LINEAR FEET OF SQUARE 

IMPACT* 
FEET OF 
IMPACT** 

1000 3000 

170 680 

2000 12000 

680 4080 

550 1100 

170 245650 

50 250 

100 500 

255 1275 

725 2900 

1000 3000 

125 12500 

6825 286935 

• Linear feet of impact was calculated by measuring the length of stream channel inside the cut and fill 

.. Square feet of impact represents the amount of watercourse surface area directly impacted by the alignment 

... Aerial bridge crossing impact lengths represent the length of stream between terminus of bridge deckings 

TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION 
IMPACTS 

LINEAR FEET SQUARE FEET OF 
OF IMPACT" IMPACT** 

0 0 

150 600 

150 900 

150 900 

150 300 

150 216750 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

150 600 

0 0 

0 0 

900 220050 
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CENTRAL SUSQUEHANNA VALLEY TRANSPORTATION PROJECT 
NEW ALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES 

IMPACT SUMMARY (METRIC) 

Note: Impact numbers on this table include PA Route 61 Connector where applicable (Alternatives A, BA, DA). 
•• = 2 on 4 is within the existing ROW. 

t =Impacts are based on FHWA/PennDOT's Absolute (<66 dBA) Criteria and PennDOT's substantial increase above existing criteria. 

tt =The majority of the 2 on 4 area has been previously disturbed; however, an archaeological investigation will be conducted. 

*COMMUNITY COHESION KEY 

A dissects Mill Rd. subdivision (Monroe Twp) 
B dissects Attig and Kingswood Road subdivisions (Monroe Twp) 
C dissects Colonial Drive/Fisher Road subdivisions (Monroe Twp) 
D impacts existing and planned subdivisions (05) along Old Sunbury Road (Monroe Twp) 
E impacts numerous small subdivisions (many along existing 15 and 147) until joining 147 ROW 
F impacts entry area of planned subdivision along 147 (P1) (Point Twp) 
G dissects Ridge Road West subdivision (Point Township) 
H dissects planned subdivision along 147 (P1) (Point Twp) 
I dissects subdivision along County Line Road (Monroe & Union Twps) 
J dissects Stonebridge Drive subdivision (Monroe Township) 
K impacts Peachtree Drive subdivision (Monroe Township) 
L nearly eliminates residential subdivision south of Kratzerville Road (Monroe Township) 



CENTRAL SUSQUEHANNA VALLEY TRANSPORTATION PROJECT 
NEW ALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES 

IMPACT SUMMARY (METRIC) 

Note: Impact numbers on this table include PA Route 61 Connector where applicable (Alternatives A, BA, DA). 
•• = 2 on 4 is within the existing ROW. 

t =Impacts are based on FHWA/PennDOT's Absolute (;,66 dBA) Criteria and PennDOT's substantial increase above existing criteria. 

tt =The majority of the 2 on 4 area has been previously disturbed; however, an archaeological investigation will be conducted. 

*COMMUNITY COHESION KEY 

M nearly eliminates residential subdivision north of Shaffer Lane (Monroe Township) 
N substantial impact to Old Susquehanna Trail corridor (businesses & homes) (Monroe Township and Shamokin Dam Borough) 
O forces relocation of Shamokin Dam Fire Company 
P impacts 2 subdivisions on Union - East Buffalo Township line 
Q impacts subdivision along 147 at bridge crossing (Point Twp) 
R impacts a number of small subdivisions along 147 north before joining 147 ROW 
S impacts entry area and homes in Stonebridge Drive subdivision (Monroe Twp) 
T impacts Fabridam Park (federally funded regional recreation facility) (Shamokin Dam) 
U moderate impact to Old Susquehanna Trail corridor (businesses & homes) (Monroe Township and Shamokin Dam Borough) 
V limited access to regional commercial center 
W dissects Market Street subdivision in Union Township, Union County 
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PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN THE FEDERAL IDGHW AY ADMINISTRATION 

AND 
THE PENNSYLVANIA STA TE IDSTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER 

PURSUANT TO 36 CFR § 800.14(b)(l) 

REGARDING THE S. R. 0015, SECTION 088, CENTRAL SUSQUEHANNA VALLEY 
TRANSPORTATION PROJECT 

SNYDER, UNION, AND NORTHUMBERLAND COUNTIES, PENNSYLVANIA 

WHEREAS the Federal Highway Administration (FHW A), in order to relieve traffic congestion and 
to improve safety, proposes to construct anew highway along the existing S.R 0015, S.R 0011, S.R 
0011/0015, and S.R. 0147 roadways in Snyder, Union, and Northumberland Counties, Pennsylvania; 
and 

WHEREAS, the FHW A has involved and will continue to involve the public and Native American 
Tribes with cultural affiliations to the project area, as stipulated under the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended, in a manner consistent with Pennsylvania Department of 
Transportation's (PENNDOT) Public Involvement Procedures and the National Historic Preservation 
Act (NHPA) as amended [16 U.S.C. § 470], and its implementing regulations (36 CFR § 800); and 

WHEREAS the FHW A has established that the S .R. 0015, Section 08 8, Central Susquehanna Valley 
Transportation (CSVT) Project's area of potential effect (APE), as defined at 36 CFR § 800.16(d), 
includes all potential direct or indirect impacts to historic resources located within audible and viSual 
distance of the proposed construction area. This is an area extending south from the existing S.R. 
0147 and S.R. 0045 Interchange (the northern terminus) to the end of the existing Selinsgrove Bypass 
(the southern terminus). The Selinsgrove Bypass is where the existing S.R. 0011/0015 changes from 
a four-lane, limited access expressway to a five-lane (four lanes plus center tum lane), free access 
facility; and 

WHEREAS the FHW A, pursuant to 3 6 CFR § 800 .4( c ), has determined that the Simon P. App Farm, 
an historic property located within the APE, is eligible for inclusion in the National Register of 
Historic Places; and 

WHEREAS the FHWA has determined that the CSVT Project's preferred alternative in Section 1, 
the DA Modified Avoidance Alternative (DAMA), will have no adverse effect on the Simon P. App 
Farm, the only historic architectural resource that could potentially be affected by the preferred 
alternative, as detailed in the Determination of Effect Report (April 2000) prepared for the project; 
and 

WHEREAS the FHW A has determined that there are no architectural resources listed in or eligible 
for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places adversely affected by the proposed CSVT 
Project's preferred alternatives DAMA in Section 1 and River Crossing 5 (RC5) in Section 2; and 

CSVT Programmatic Agreement 5/15/03 



WHEREAS for purposes of this agreement, the term 'Tribe(s)' shall mean any Federally 
· Recognized Tribe that may attach religious and/or cultural significance to historic properties that 

may be located within the project APE; and 

WHEREAS Tribes that may attach religious and/or cultural significance to historic properties that 
may be located within the project APE have been invited to consult on this undertaking; and 

WHEREAS the FHW A has consulted with the Pennsylvania State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO) to develop and test a predictive model for archaeological resources (August 1999); and 

WHEREAS the model was applied to a large study area, through which a range of reasonable 
alternatives meeting the needs of the Project passed; and 

WHEREAS the areas identified by the predictive model as having a high sensitivity for archaeological 
resources were avoided, where possible, during the development of the alternatives; and 

WHEREAS the FHW A has requested the comments of the Tribes on the proposed predictive model 
for archaeological resources; 

WHEREAS the FHW A has determined that the Project may have an effect on NRHP-eligible 
archaeological sites; and 

WHEREAS archaeological studies have not been completed for the CSVT Project and the FHW A 
has elected to comply with the NHP A through execution and implementation of a Programmatic 
Agreement (Agreement) pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.14; and 

WHEREAS the FHW A has invited the Tribes to participate in the consultation and to concur in this 
Programmatic Agreement (Agreement); and 

NOW, THEREFORE, the FHW A, the Tribes and the SHPO agree that, upon FHW A's decision to 
proceed with the CSVT Project, the project shall be administered in accordance with the following 
stipulations so as to take into consideration potential effects to archaeological sites eligible for 
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. · 

Stipulations 

The FHW A shall ensure that the following stipulations are carried out: 

1. PENNDOT shall conduct an archaeological identification survey of the Selected Alternative of 
the CSVT project in a manner consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards and 
Guidelines for Ide.ntification ( 46 FR 44 720-23 ), also taking into account the National Park Service's 
publication The Archaeological Survey: Methods and Uses (1978: GPO stock #024-016-00091) and 
the Bureau for Historic Preservation (BHP)/Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission's 
(PHMC) Cultural Resource Management in Pennsylvania: Guide.lines for Archaeological 
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Investigations (July 1991). The archaeological predictive model developed for the CSVT Project 
(Archaeological Predictive Model Development and Testing, August 1999) as presented and/or 
amended through consultation with Tribes and other consulting parties will be used as a guide in 
conducting field investigations and subsequent site analysis. 

2. PENNDOT will evaluate archaeological resources identified within the APE in accordance 
with 36 CFR § 800. 4( c ), in order to recommend NRHP eligibility which will be made by FHW A in 
consultation with the SHPO and Tribe(s). If any archaeological sites are determined to be eligible for 
listing in the NRHP, PENNDOT will consider design alternatives that would avoid or minimize the 
project impacts on these resources. If eligible archaeological sites cannot be avoided the FHW A will 
ensure that they are treated in accordance with Stipulation 3. 

3. If eligible archaeological sites cannot be avoided, PENNDOT, in consultation with the SHPO 
and the Tribe(s) will apply the Criteria of Adverse Effect in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.5. If it is 
determined that the CSVT project will have an adverse effect on archaeological resources important 
chiefly for the information it contains and does not warrant preservation in place, PENNDOT will 
develop a data recovery plan or a plan for alternative mitigation in consultation with the SHPO and 
Tribe(s ). The views of the public will be considered in the development of the plan. Any data 
recovery plan will be consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards and Guidelines for 
Archaeological Documentation (48 FR 44734-37) and the BHP/PHMC's Cultural Resource 
Management in Pennsylvania: Guidelines for Archaeological Investigations (July 199 I). If 
archaeological resources are important chiefly for values other than for the information contained and 
do warrant preservation in place, then PENNDOT shall comply with 36 CFR § 800.6. 

4. If eligible archaeological sites cannot be avoided, PENNDOT, in consultation with the SHPO 
and the Tribe(s)may develop additional creative mitigation options. The views of the public will be 
considered in the development of any creative mitigation options. 

5. If archaeological data recovery or other alternative mitigation is necessary, PENNDOT will 
ensure that the mitigation plan includes dissemination of the results to the public and the Tribe(s). 
The materials for public distribution will be determined individually for each archaeological site and 
may include pamphlets, brochures, artifact displays, lectures, or exhibits. Drafts of all public 
education materials will be submitted to FHW A, the Tribe(s) and SHPO for comment during 
development and prior to distribution. 

6. PENNDOT will ensure that any human remains and grave-associated artifacts encountered 
during the archaeological investigations are brought to the immediate attention of the FHW A, the 
ACHP, the Tribe(s) and the SHPO. Notification will be within 24 hours of the discovery. A field 
view of the site will take place within 72 hours of notification. No activities that might disturb or 
damage the remains will be conducted until the FHW A, in consultation with the appropriate parties, 
has detennined whether excavation is necessary and/or desirable. All procedures will take into 

·account the guidance outlined in the National Park Service publication National Register Bulletin 41: 
Guidelines for Evaluating and Registering Cemeteries and Burial Places, the Native American 
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) of 1990 (PL 101-601) and the Pennsylvania 
Historical and Museum Commission's Policy for the Treatment of Burials and Human Remains 
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(1993). 

7. PENNDOT shall insure that all archaeological reports and public information materials 
resulting from actions pursuant to this Agreement will be provided to the FHW A, the Tribe(s) and 
the SHPO for review and comment. The review period will be 30 days. Reports may include a Phase 
I Identification Report, an Identification and Evaluation (Phase I & II) Report, a Mitigation Plan, a 
Data Recovery Report, and Management Summaries, as appropriate. Draft Data Recovery reports 
shall be submitted for review within two years of completion of archaeological :fieldwork. All final 
Data Recovery reports will be completed and provided to FlIW A, the Tribe(s) and SHPO within 
three years of the completion of the archaeological fieldwork. 

8. PENNDOT shall ensure that all records and materials resulting from the archaeological 
investigations that are not privately-owned shall be curated in accordance with 36 CFR 79 and the 
curation guidelines developed by the Pennsylvania State Museum. Curation will be arranged at an 
appropriate facility, after consultation with the FHW A, the Tribe( s ), the SHPO and the public. For 
artifacts recovered from privately owned land, PENNDOT shall ask the property owner to donate 
the artifacts to the Pennsylvania State Museum. 

Administrative Conditions 

A. Personnel Qualifications 

PENNDOT shall ensure that all archaeological investigations carried out pursuant to this Agreement 
will be by or under the direct supervision of a person or persons meeting at a minimum the Secretary 
of the Interior's Professional Qualification Standards/or Archaeologists (48 FR 44738-9). 

B. Archaeological Sites 

If an archaeological site is encountered during the project, an effort will be made to determine the 
cultural affiliation of any artifacts recovered from the site. Should cultural affiliation be linked with 
any federally recognized Native American tribes that might attach religious and cultural significance 
to the property, those tribes will be contacted. 

C. Late Discovery 

If any unanticipated discoveries of historic properties or archaeological sites are encountered during 
the implementation of this undertaking, work shall be suspended in the area of the discovery and the 
FHW A shall comply with 36 CFR. 800.13 by consulting with the Tribe(s) and the SHPO. The 
FHW A will notify the SHPO and the Tribe(s) within twenty-four (24) hours of the discovery. The 
FHw A will invite the SHPO and the Tribe(s) to meet at the location within seventy-two (72) hours of 
the initial notification to determine appropriate treatment of the discovery prior to the resumption of 
construction activities in the area of the discovery. 
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D. Amendments 

Any party to this Agreement may propose to the FHW A that the Agreement be amended, whereupon 
the FHW A shall consult with other parties to this Agreement to consider such an amendment in 
accordance with 36 CFR § 800.6(c)(7). 

E. Resolving Objections by the Signatory Parties 

1. Should any party to this Agreement object in writing to the FHW A regarding any action carried 
out or proposed with respect to the Project or implementation of this Agreement, the FHW A shall 
consult with the objecting party to resolve the objection. If after initiating such consultation, the 
FHW A determines that the adequately justified objection cannot be resolved through consultation, the 
FHW A shall forward all documentation relevant to the objection to the ACHP including the FHW A's 
proposed response to the objection. Within thirty (30) days after receipt of all pertinent 
documentation, the ACHP shall exercise one of the following options: 

• Advise the FHW A that the ACHP concurs in the FHW A's proposed response to the 
objection, whereupon the FHW A shall respond to the objection accordingly; or 

• Provide the FHW A with recommendations, which· the FHW A shall take into account in 
reaching a final decision regarding its response to the objection; or 

• Notify the FHW A that the objection will be referred for comment pursuant to 36 CFR, 800. 7, 
and proceed to refer the objection and comment. The FHW A in accordance with 36 CFR 
800. 7 ( c) ( 4) and Part 110( 1) of the NHP A shall take the resulting comment into account. 

2. Should the ACHP not exercise one of the above options within thirty (30) days after receipt of all 
pertinent documentation, the FHW A may assume the ACHP' s concurrence in its proposed response 
to the objection: 

The FHW A shall take into account any ACHP recommendation or comment provided in accordance 
with this stipulation with reference only to the subject of the objection; the FHW A's responsibility to 
carry out all actions under this Agreement that are not the subjects of the objection shall remain 
unchanged. 

F. Resolution of Objections by the Public 

Should an objection pertaining to historic preservation or implementation of the terms of this 
Agreement be raised by a member of the public in a timely and substantive manner, the FHW A shall 
notify the parties to this Agreement and take the objection into account, consulting with the objector 
and, should the objector so request, with any of the parties to this Agreement to resolve the objection. 

G. Review of Implementation 
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This Agreement is designed to implement final design and construction of the preferred alternative, 
DAMA/RCS or modifications thereto. Should this alternative not be selected or should FHW A not 
otherwise approve Federal funding for this alternative, this Agreement shall be null and void. Further, 
ifthe stipulations have not been implemented within three (3) years after execution of this PA, the 
parties to this agreement shall review the Agreement to determine whether revisions are needed. 
Periodic status reports will document implementation. If revisions are needed; the parties to this 
Agreement shall consult in accordance with 36 CFR. 800 to make such revisions. 

H. Sunsetting/Duration 

If the terms of this Agreement have not been implemented by five ( 5) years from date of signed 
Agreement, or if no significant action has taken place on the project in at least three (3) years, this 
Agreement shall be considered null and void. In such event the FHW A shall so notify the parties to 
this Agreement, and if it chooses to continue with the undertaking, shall reinitiate review of the CSVT 
Project in accordance with 36 CFR § 800. 

I. Termination 

1. If the FHW A determines that it cannot implement the terms of this Agreement or SHPO opinions 
that the Agreement is not being properly implemented, the FHW A or the SHPO may propose to the 
other parties to this Agreement that it be terminated. 

2. The party proposing to terminate this Agreement shall so notify all parties to this Agreement, 
explaining the reasons for termination and affording them at least thirty (30) days to consult and seek 
alternatives to termination. The parties shall then consult. 

3. Should consultation fail, the FHW A or the SHPO may terminate the Agreement by so notifying 
all parties. 

4. Should this Agreement be terminated, the FHW A shall either: 

a) Consult in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.6(a){l) to develop a new Agreement; or 

b) Request the comments of the ACHP pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.7(a)(l). The ACHP shall 
have forty-five ( 45) days to respond with comments. 

5. The FHW A and the ACHP may conclude the Section 106 process with an Agreement between 
them if the SHPO terminates consultation in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.7(a)(2). 

Execution of this Agreement by the FHW A and the SHPO, and implementation ofits terms, evidence 
that the FHW A has taken into account the effects of the undertaking on historic properties and 
fulfilled its responsibilities under Section 106 of the 1966 National Historic Preservation Act (as 
amended). 

FEDERALIIlGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
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PENNSYLVANIA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER 

PENNSYLVANIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

By: __,__L_---'-/l._. ~------ Date: _ __,,~;g--~----~_.3 __ 
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Bureau of Recreation and Conservation 

Mr. Kevin J. Starner 
Skelly and Loy 
2601 North Front Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17110-1185 

Rachel Carson State Office Building 
P.O. Box 8475 
Harrisburg, PA 17105-84 75 
February 6, 2002 

RE: Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project 

Dear Mr. Starner: 

We acknowledge receipt of your letter dated November 29, 2001 and the map 
delineating the Preferred Alternative for the proposed Central Susquehanna Valley 
Transportation (CSVT) Project. 

The only potential area identified was the Fabri Dam Park in Shamokin Dam, Snyder 
County. However, based on the meeting with you, our staff, and PennDot representatives 
on Monday, February 4, 2002, it appears that there is no impact on this public recreation 
area. 

If you have any questions or need further information, please feel free to contact me 
at your convenience. 

cc. Mary Vavra, NPS 

Sincerely, 

~w..&-
Larry d)Williamson 
Director 
Bureau of Recreation and Conservation 
Department of Conservation and 
Natural Resources 

Lori Kieffer Yeich, Recreation and Parks Adviser 

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Em plover Printed on Recycled Paper 
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List of all PNDI plants of concern: 

Wild blue lupine (Lupinus perennis), PA rare - habitat is alluvial sand and gravel bars, 
open fields, woods edges and roadsides in sandy soil. This plant was looked for each 
year in the area of Ash Pond No.3 wood edges, 61 connector area, river crossing area and 
forest edges above Route 147 in Point Township since these had best potential habitat 
and were little to undisturbed habitats. No plants have been found through 2001. Will 
check in 2002 late summer survey since did not get done in spring (vegetative parts will 
still be identifiable). 

Shooting-star (Dodecatheon arnethystinum), PA threatened- habitat is open woods, 
wooded slopes, bluffs and meadows, on calcareous soils. The confirmed site was below 
the Shikallemy State Park (one found in 1994 scoping for proposal and new one in 2001 ), 
but none found in the project area. The best potential habitat that was surveyed each year 
was the iiver crossing area at Winfield. No plants found through 2002. 

Broad-leaved Water Plantain (Alisrna plantago-aquatica var. americana), PA endangered 
- habitat shallow water of ditches, lake margins and stream edges. Wetlands that had this 
habitat were checked in 1998,and 1999 but no plants found. A few wetlands had 
potential habitat and were checked in 2000 and 2001 on the DAMA (Rolling Green and 
Fisher road creeks, Ash Pond No. 3 ditch, and river crossing wetlands). No plants were 
found and habitats not changed in four years, so not continued to be surveyed in future. 

Balsam Poplar (Populus balsamifera), PA endangered - habitat swamps, thickets, alluvial 
gravels and riverbanks. Wetlands were surveyed in 1998 and 1999 and none of this tree 
species were found, so not surveyed for in the future. 

Common hemicarpha (Hemicarpha rnicrantha), PA endangered - habitat wet, sandy 
shores and baITens. None have been found to date, but with the potential of seed moving 
down the river from the confinned site nmih of the CSVT project area at the Montandon 
Marsh, this species was surveyed for each fall in the river crossing area and will be 
looked for in 2002. 

Spotted bee balm (Monarda punctata), PA endangered - habitat is dry, open, sandy fields. 
This habitat was found in several areas of the CSVT project and each was surveyed every 
year and will be surveyed again in 2002. These areas are in the Ash Pond No. 3, 61 
connector area, along Route 15 just above Krautzerville Road, and above Route 14 7 in 
Point Township near the Chillisquaque. There were a few other areas that were either 
determined during earlier field surveys to not be habitat or have since been disturbed, 
therefore no longer potential habitat. To date no plants have been found. 

Eupatorium (Eupatorium rotundifolimn), PA tentatively undetermined - habitat is dry 
sandy fields, exposed sandstone rocks and serpentine barrens. The sandy fields were the 
potential habitat and a few areas of exposed rock (mostly shale so not coITect habitat). 
No serpentine baITens are in the project area. This plant was surveyed at the same sites at 



the spotted bee balm and the results were the same, there are three potential habitats that 
will be surveyed again in 2002, but to date no plants have been found. 

Slender Willow (Salix petiolaris), PA endangered - habitat is meadows and swales. All 
wetlands that had willows listed were surveyed in 1998 and 1999. No plants were found, 
so no continued field surveys. 

White water-crowfoot (Ranunculus trichophyllus), PA rare - habitat is lakes, ponds, and 
other slow-moving water. As per PNDI, this would only be a concern if impact to Penns 
Creek would occur. Since there was not impact during the study to date, no survey of 
Penns Creek was performed. Each creek crossing was surveyed in 1998 and 1999 and 
the DAMA crossings in 2000 to assure no plants were found. None were, therefore, no 
additional surveys were completed for this plant. 

Golden Corydalis (Corydalis aurea), proposed PA endangered - habitat roadsides. None 
site is along the Shikallemy cliffs, but none found during our survey since it is out of the 
project area along the old railroad trail below Shikallemy State park. No plants were 
found in the part of the shale cliff community in Winfield area, nor along other roads 
(other roads are maintained with spray and mowing, so too disturbed for this plant, 
therefore only re-surveyed in the Winfield River crossing areas. No plants found to date, 
but will be checked for in 2002. 

The plants that were carried through for all year surveys were the shooting-star, lupine, 
golden corydalis, eupatorium, spotted bee balm and hemicarpha. This was based on the 
presence of potential habitat that was not disturbed (all plants), and ifthere was 
confinned sites that could provide seed sources (hemicarpha). The water plantain and 
water-crowfoot potential habitats were surveyed into 2000 on the DAMA, but no plants 
were found and no habitat changes, therefore not continued beyond 2000. 

The one ecologically unique community listed by PNDI was the shale cliff community 
that runs from above Ted's landing along the river north to the Winfield River crossing 
area. The area impacted by the No. 5 crossing (one furthest to the east) is noted by PNDI 
in their December 13, 2001 update response letter as their least preferred alternative since 
plants of concern could be present, mainly the shooting-star and the corydalis. To date 
no plants have been found in this area and the cliff community is more disturbed by past 
logging then the area to the south near the Shik:allemy Park. This logging as allowed for 
very dense herbaceous cover to grow that could out compete the listed plants. 
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