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Arange of alternatives, including the No-Build Alternative, was developed for the Central Susquehanna
Valiey Transportation Project, S.R. 0015, Section 088 in Snyder, Union, and Northumberland Counties,
Pennsylvania. A reasonable range of alternatives that would correct the problems defined as the project
needs were developed. These alternatives include three Build (New Alignment) Alternatives in the
southern section of the project area (Section 1) and four Build (New Alignment) Alternatives in the
northern section of the project area (Section 2) including new river crossings across the West Branch
of the Susquehanna River. All Build Alternatives are four-lane, limited access highways. This Final
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) describes the social, economic, environmental, and cultural
impacts of the project alternatives. Mitigation measures are recommended. This Final EIS also
documents consideration of all substantive comments received on the Draft EIS. The DA Modified
Avoidance {DAMA) Alternative is being recommended as the Preferred Alternative in Section 1; the
Liifr Crossing 5 (RC5) Alternative is being recommended as the Preferred Alternative in Section 2.

For Further Information Contact:

Mr. James A. Kendter, P.E. Mr. James A. Cheatham
District Executive, District 3-0 Division Administrator
Pennsylvania Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration
Post Office Box 218 228 Walnut Street, Room 536
Montoursville, Pennsylvania 17754-0218 Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17101-1720
Phone: (570) 368-4390 Phone: (717) 221-3461

Comments on this Final EIS/Section 404 Permit Application are due by SEP 1 0 2083 and should be directed
to the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation, as noted above.
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SUMMARY

WHAT IS THE PROJECT?

The Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation (CSVT) Project is proposed as a new high-
way to reduce congestion on study area roadways, improve safety and accessibility, and support the
expected population and economic growth in the Central Susquehanna Valley area of Snyder, Union,
and Northumberland Counties, Pennsylvania.

It consists of a new four-lane, limited access facility that extends approximately 19-20 kilome-
ters (12-13 miles) from the existing Selinsgrove Bypass (US Routes 11/15) in Monroe Township, Snyder
County, just north of Selinsgrove, to the interchange between PA Route 147 and PA Route 45 in West
Chillisquaque Township, Northumberland County (see Figure I-1).

WHAT IS THIS REPORT?

This report is Volume 1 of a two-volume set of reports that make up the Final Environmental
Impact Statement (Final EIS or FEIS) for the proposed CSVT Project. The Pennsylvania Department
of Transportation (PENNDOT) and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) have prepared this
report to fulfill the requirements set forth by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969. An
EIS is required by NEPA when a Federally sponsored, funded or permitted project could have a signifi-
cant effect on the human environment. This report also complies with the regulations established by
the Council on Environmental Quality (40 CFR 1500-1508) and the FHWA's Environmental Impact and
Related Procedures (23 CFR 771).

The Draft EIS presented the need for the project, reasons why alternatives were carried for-
ward or eliminated from detailed study, environmental consequences of the alternatives studied in
detail, and mitigation measures for potential adverse impacts. It also identified a Recommended Pre-
ferred Alternative. The purpose of this Final EIS is to document consideration of all substantive com-
ments received on the Draft E|S, to discuss the recommendation of the Preferred Alternative, and to
present the conceptual mitigation and enhancement measures to be incorporated in further project
development. This Final EIS has been prepared and distributed to the public and to the federal, state,
and local resource and planning agencies.

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
have been compiled on topics including Project Needs, Social and Economic Considerations, Natural
Resources, Cultural Resources, Farmlands, Floodplains, Noise, Air Quality, Waste Management, Traf-

S-1



Summary

fic, Engineering, Public Involvement, and Agency Coordination. These technical support data are
available for review at the PENNDOT, District 3-0 Office in Montoursville. Readers desiring more
information about the data and methodologies employed are encouraged to review these files.

The Final EIS also includes:

. Documentation in support of a permit application for involvement with the waters of the
United States (including wetlands) that is required under Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act; and

. The Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection’s Environmental
Assessment Form (PA DEP EAF), which is in support of a Section 401 Water Quality
Certification.

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 (Volume 1) contains the following sections as presented in the Table of Contents.

. Summary

. Table of Contents

. Section | - Purpose and Need for Action

. Section Il - Affected Environment

. Section |l - Alternatives

. Section IV - Environmental Consequences and Mitigation

Volume 2 contains the following sections:

. Section V - Comments and Coordination

. Section VI - Recommendation of the Preferred Alternative
. Section VII - List of Preparers and Reviewers

. Section VIII - Distribution List

. Section IX - Appendices

. Section X - Constraint Mapping

This document is available in a hard copy or CD ROM format. The document is available for
review in either hard copy or CD format at the following locations.
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. PENNDOT District 3-0 Office, Montoursville

. Snyder County Planning Commission

, Union County Planning Commission

. Northumberland County Planning Commission

. Monroe Township Building

. Shamokin Dam Borough Building

. Union Township Building

. Point Township Building

. West Chillisquaque Township Building

. Selinsgrove Community Center Library

. Union County Public Library

. Priestley Memorial Library

. Degenstein Community Library (previously known as the John R. Kauffman, Jr. Public
Library)

. Milton Public Library

. SEDA Council of Governments (SEDA COG)

. Central Susquehanna Valley Chamber of Commerce

. Union County Chamber of Commerce

. Selinsgrove Chamber of Commerce

. Milton Area Chamber of Commerce

. PENNDOT Maintenance District Office 3-4 (Northumberland County)*

. PENNDOT Maintenance District Office 3-5 (Snyder County)*

. PENNDOT Maintenance District Office 3-8 (Union County)*

* = hard copy only

WHY WAS THE STUDY CONDUCTED?

The regulations for implementing NEPA ensure the development of all reasonable alternatives
as part of the environmental evaluation process for a transportation project. In addition, a cooperative
process with participating agencies is required in the consideration of the range of alternatives. The
Draft EIS documents the project needs, preliminary alternatives development and review, and detailed
alternatives development and review.

The Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ’s) regulations for Implementing the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) state that the lead agency shall “identify the agency’s preferred
alternative or alternatives, if one or more exists, in the draft statement and identify such alternative in
the final statement”. Therefore, although a recommended preferred alternative is not always presented
in a Draft EIS, it was decided to include a recommendation on a preferred alternative in the CSVT Draft
EIS.




Summary

This Final EIS has been prepared to document consideration of all substantive comments
received on the Draft EIS, to continue to discuss the recommendation of the Preferred Alternative, and
to present the conceptual mitigation and enhancement measures to be incorporated in further project
development.

WHAT IS A COOPERATING AGENCY?

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is the lead Federal agency and PENNDQT is the
sponsoring agency for the project. The US Army Corps of Engineers (US ACOE), the US Environ-
mental Protection Agency (US EPA), and the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection
(PA DEP) are cooperating agencies in the project development. A cooperating agency is any agency,
other than the lead agency, with jurisdiction by law or with special expertise with respect to any envi-
ronmental impact involved in a major Federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human
environment. The cooperating agencies also agree to work with the lead and sponsoring agencies
through a project’s development. The US ACOE has jurisdiction by law for the Clean Water Act Sec-
tion 404 Permit and determines compliance with Section 404 (b)(1) guidelines. The US EPA has
discretionary veto authority over the Section 404 Permit under Section 404(c), and special expertise
with respect to NEPA and the Clean Water Act Section 404 (b)(1) guidelines. The PA DEP has jurisdic-
tion for Chapter 105 of Pennsylvania’s Dam Safety and Waterway Management Regulations, Chapter
106 of Pennsylvania’s Floodplain Management Regulations, and Section 401 Water Quality Certifica-
tion. Therefore, these three agenices (the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the U.S. EPA and the PA
DEP) have agreed to be cooperating agencies for the CSVT Project (see letters in Appendix J).

To link similar environmental procedures and to enhance the environmental review process, it
is intended that the Draft EIS (DEIS) and Final EIS (FEIS) wili 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.

PROJECT NEEDS

The project needs were identified early in the transportation project development process.
Documentation of the needs formed the foundation for subsequent environmental and engineering
studies. One of the central criterion used for evaluating, comparing, and screening alternatives is how
well the alternatives would satisfy the needs for the project.
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In 1994, PENNDOT District 3-0 received authorization to proceed with a renewed effort to
investigate improvements to the roadway network in the Central Susquehanna Valley. Inlate 1995 and
1996 a needs analysis was performed to determine if existing and future transportation requirements
warrant improvements to the traffic network in the study area. The documentation and conclusions of

that analysis were presented in PENNDOT Report, Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project,
S.R. 0015, Section 088, Needs Analysis, June 1996.
The project needs analysis identified transportation problems in the roadway corridor.

. High levels of traffic congestion exist. These high levels are due, in part, to the large
percentage of trucks present in the traffic stream.

. Safety problems exist including high numbers of injury and fatal crashes and crashes
involving trucks. Many of the crashes are rear-end, angle and sideswipe collisions
caused by free access from driveways and local roads.

. The origin and destination survey conducted to determine travel patterns indicated that
over half of the autos and over 90% of the trucks surveyed did not have an origin or a
destination within the study area. Thus, one of the conclusions of the needs analysis was
that high truck volumes and through traffic cause conflicts on study area roadways. The
separation of through and local traffic was therefore identified as an objective of the
project.

. Over the past 20 years the Central Susquehanna Valley has been a growth region in
Pennsylvania. All indicators predict this growth will continue. By the year 2020, traffic
is anticipated to more than double on study area roadways. Thus, another identified
project need is to ensure sufficient capacity on study area roadways for the growth in
population and employment that is expected in the area.

The completion of the needs analysis served to define the logical termini for the CSVT Project.
Logical termini are the rational endpoints for a proposed transportation improvement project, and they
are the basis for study area boundaries. The southern project terminus is the end of the Selinsgrove
Bypass, where the existing US Routes 11/15 roadway changes from a four-lane, limited access facil-
ity to a five-lane (four lanes with center turn lane), free access facility. The northern project terminus,
originally defined as the interchange between PA Route 147 and I-80 north of Milton was subsequently
refined during the Phase | (preliminary) Alternatives Analysis. The revised northern terminus is the
interchange between PA Route 147 and PA Route 45 (see Figure |-2).
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DETERMINING ENVIRONMENTAL CONSTRAINTS

Prior to developing reasonable alternatives to meet the project needs, environmental studies
were undertaken to locate sensitive environmental features in the study area. These features include:
the local roadway system and travel patterns; socioeconomic resources such as homes, businesses,
neighborhoods, and communities; natural resources such as wetlands, streams, forest areas, and
threatened and endangered species and other vegetation and wildlife; cultural resources such as
historic properties and historic and prehistoric archaeological sites; and agricultural security and pro-
ductive farmland areas. Locating these resources on project maps aided in the development of a full
range of reasonable alternatives. Working with this environmental information, planners, engineers,
and environmental specialists located improvement alternatives to avoid and minimize impacts to im-
portant resources.

ALTERNATIVES

The engineers and environmental specialists worked jointly to develop a full range of prelimi-
nary alternatives that could satisfy the transportation requirements and avoid or minimize impacts to
important community, natural, and cultural resources.

Phase | (Preliminary) Alternatives Development
(Figures llI-1 and 111-2)

In the southern section of the study area, Section 1 (Section 1 extends from the end of the
Selinsgrove Bypass [southern terminus] to just west of the new interchange with U.S. Route 15 near
Winfield), seven preliminary alternatives were developed to provide access and connection choices
while avoiding major engineering and environmental constraints (Alternatives A through G). Various
combinations of these alternatives (Alternatives BA, BE, and DA), suggested through local public
input, expanded the number of alternatives under consideration in Section 1 to ten. Four different river
crossing options and connections to existing PA Route 147 in the northern section of the study area,
Section 2 [Section 2 extends from just west of the Winfield area interchange with U.S. Route 15 to PA
Route 147, just south of the PA Route 147/PA Route 45 interchange (northern terminus)], were also
developed (River Crossings 1, 2, 3, and D). Connections from the new alignment alternatives to the
local roadway system were also developed. These connections between the new alignment alterna-
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tives and the existing local roadway system were made in one of two ways: 1) by a direct connection
through an interchange; or 2) through new two-lane side roads (i.e., 61 Connector and 15 Connector)
that connect to the existing roadway system.

All of the preliminary alternatives under investigation were four-lane, limited access facilities. In
addition, all preliminary alternatives included a connection at their northern end to the section of PA
Route 147 which is currently two lanes of roadway built on a four-lane right-of-way. This section of
limited access roadway, extending approximately 12.87 kilometers (8 miles) from the Chillisquaque
Creek north to 1-80, is proposed to be “built out” from two lanes (one lane in each direction) to four
lanes (two lanes in each direction) to increase capacity and improve safety. The build out of the “Two
on Four” Section was proposed with all Phase | Alternatives.

The preliminary alternatives were evaluated based on their ability to meet the transportation
needs of the project, their environmental impact, and their engineering feasibility and practicality. The
development and evaluation of the preliminary alternatives were documented in the Phase | Alterna-
tives Analysis Report dated October 1997. The following general points summarize the conclusions.

. The No-Build Alternative does not address the project needs.

. The TSM/Upgrade Alternative does not fully address the project needs and would have
substantial socioeconomic impacts that would adversely alter the social environment of
the CSVT study area.

. A connection to PA Route 61 is a critical element of any alternative to fully address the
project needs.

. All New Alignment Alternatives have the potential for environmental impacts to social,
natural, and cultural resources. There is no minimum environmental impact alternative.

. The build out (widening of S.R. 147 from two to four lanes) of the Two on Four Section
of PA Route 147 represents the only practical and feasible alternative to connect the
alternatives to |-80. This project was officially separated from the CSVT Project and
advanced on its own merit, because it has independent utility from the Section1 and
Section 2 Alternatives.

The preliminary alternatives evaluation process resulted in a narrowing of the scope of alterna-
tives. Some alternatives were carried forward for further detailed study and some were not. The
following provides information on the results of the preliminary alternatives evaluation in Sections | and
Il (see Figure Ill-11). Please see page 111-31 for a detailed discussion of the section limits.
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Section 1
Alternatives Carried Forward Alternatives Not Carried Forward

for Detailed Study for Detailed Study
Alternative A Alternative B

Alternative BA Alternative BE
Alternative DA Alternative C (portions)
Alternative C (portions) Alternative D

Alternative F Alternative E

61 Connector* Alternative G

15 Connector*

* The 61 Connector and 15 Connector serve as connecting roadways linking the proposed alterna-
tives to the existing roadway network. Both connector roadways are located in Shamokin Dam Bor-
ough. The 61 Connector serves as a direct connection to PA Route 61 and US Routes 11/15. The 15
Connector serves as a direct connection to US Route 15 and an indirect connection to PA Route 61.
Both the 61 Connector and the 15 Connector could be used in conjunction with multiple alternatives.

Section 2
Alternatives Carried Forward Alternatives Not Carried Forward
for Detailed Study for Detailed Study
River Crossing 1 (RC1) River Crossing D (RCD)

River Crossing 2 (RC2)
River Crossing 3 (RC3)

Since multiple alternatives were carried forward for detailed study in Section 1, these alterna-
tives were melded into two different corridors, designated the A-A Hybrid Corridor and the Old Trail
Corridor. These two corridors became the basis of the Phase I, or detailed, engineering and environ-
mental studies. These Phase 1l study corridors are shown on Figure llI-12 and are described as
follows.

. A-A Hybrid Corridor - The goal of this corridor analysis is to take the best features of
Alternatives A, BA, and DA and refine the resultant alternative as much as possible to
minimize impact.

. Old Trail Corridor - The goal of this corridor analysis is to take the best features of
Alternatives C and F and refine the resultant alternative as much as possible to minimize
impact.
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Separation of the Two on Four Section from CSVT

On October 7, 1997, FHWA granted approval to separate the Two on Four Section from the
CSVT Project and advance the widening of this section of PA Route 147 as an independent project.
The widening of PA Route 147 from the PA Route 45 Interchange north to 1-80 is needed even if the
CSVT Project is not constructed. Additionally, this widening does not presuppose the construction of
any CSVT alternative since all of the preliminary alternatives evaluated in the CSVT Phase | study
(including all new alignment alternatives and the TSM/Upgrade Alternative) included the widening of PA
Route 147 from 2 to 4 lanes. The regulatory agencies and the public were also in general agreement
that the widening (or build out) of Route 147 from 2 to 4 lanes represents the most practical and
reasonable way to connect the CSVT Alternatives with [-80.

The widening of PA Route 147 has independent utility because it satisfies the following trans-
portation needs. The build-out of PA Route 147 from 2 to 4 lanes would improve the safety of PA Route
147. The Two on Four Section of PA Route 147 currently carries between 7,000 - 8,000 vehicles per
day, including a very high percentage of heavy trucks (>25% during peak hours). Peak hour traffic is
expected to increase by 71% in the future. The CSVT Needs Analysis Report (June 1996) indicated
that between 1990 and 1994 there were more than 120 crashes on PA Route 147 in the Two on Four
Section, including 4 fatal crashes. All of the fatal crashes and a high percentage of the non-fatal
crashes involved trucks. Of the four fatal crashes in this area, three were head-on collisions. The
limited passing opportunities on this limited access but two-lane stretch of roadway are a factor lead-
ing motorists to take unnecessary chances to get by slower-moving vehicles.

in summary, the widening or build-out of PA Route 147 was separated from the CSVT Project
in October of 1997 to improve safety and better accommodate existing and future traffic growth. Addi-
tionally, the build-out of the Two on Four Section would not increase traffic problems in Northumberland
Borough since the widening would not be a “draw” to new traffic, but would simply better accommodate
the traffic already using this section of PA Route 147.

The build-out or widening of the Two on Four Section of PA Route 147 was granted environmen-
tal clearance in March 1999. Final design followed. The first phase of the project, which included
construction of three of the four new northbound bridges has been completed. The remainder of the
project was let in May of 2002. The remainder of the construction includes construction of the fourth
new northbound bridge and new northbound roadway, as well as improvements to the existing inter-
changes, overpasses, and portions of the southbound roadway on PA Route 147. This construction
began in July of 2002. Itis expected that construction will be completed on the 2 on 4 project in 2004.
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Phase Il (Detailed) Alternatives Development
(Figure 1lI-11)

The development of the Phase |l Alternatives within the identified study corridors began in

January 1998. Following the delineation and mapping of the Phase Il study corridors and the detailed

environmental investigations, possible alternatives in the corridor were evaluated. The alternatives
that best met the engineering criteria (AASHTO and PENNDOT Design Manual criteria for a limited

access, rural arterial roadway), while minimizing environmental impacts, were identified. Numerous

issues were addressed in each corridor including the following.

Option to the 61 Connector - Substantial opposition to the 61 Connector prompted
PENNDOT and the study team to develop and investigate additional alternatives that
incorporated options to the 61 Connector. As a result, a new option was developed in
the Old Trail Corridor. This new alternative included a Route 15 Connector and a new
interchange with existing US Routes 11/15 near Stetler Avenue. Based on preliminary
traffic figures, this alternative appears to meet the project needs (reduce congestion,
improve safety, and ensure sufficient capacity for the growth of the region) nearly as well
as the other alternatives that include the 61 Connector.

Use of PPL Ash Basins 1, 2, and 3 - Preliminary alternatives, originally designed to avoid
the use of the Ash Basins, were redesigned to make use of the Ash Basins based on
public and agency comment.

Historic properties were avoided wherever prudent and feasible - Sites that are eligible
for the National Register of Historic Places are afforded special protection under Section
4(f) of the US Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (amended 1968). This act
requires that this project avoid use of publicly owned public parks, publicly owned
recreational lands, wildlife and waterfowl! refuges, and publicly or privately owned historic
or archaeological resources listed on or eligible for the National Register of Historic
Places. Avoidance of these sites is mandatory unless:

1) there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of such land; and
2) all efforts have been made to minimize harm to these resources.

As a result, whenever an alternative affects these protected resources, an alternative to
avoid this impact is also investigated.

Study river crossings further north and further south - For a variety of environmental and
engineering reasons, alternatives further to the north of RC1 and south of RC3 were
suggested for further detailed evaluation.

S-10
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Between January of 1998 and November 1998, alternatives in the Phase Il study corridors
were developed and continuously refined. By November of 1998, the following alternatives were iden-
tified for detailed study in the Draft EIS (see Figure 1ll-12).

Section 1

Section 2

A-A Hybrid Corridor

- DA West (includes 61 Connector)
- DA West Avoidance (includes 61 Connector and avoids historic farmstead)

Old Trail Corridor

- OT1A (includes 61 Connector)

- OT1A Avoidance (includes 61 Connector, avoids PPL Ash Basin 1, a historic
industrial site)

- OT1B (includes 15 Connector and Stetler Avenue Interchange)

- OT1B Avoidance (includes 15 Connector, Stetler Avenue Interchange, and
avoids PPL Ash Basin 1, a historic industrial site)

RC1-East
RC1-West
RC5

RC6

Refinements to Phase Il Alternatives

Following the fourth Public Meeting in November of 1998, a series of issues arose that neces-
sitated additional refinements to the Phase |l Alternatives. These issues and refinements include the

following.

61 Connector/US Routes 11 and 15 Interchange - Eight different options for the
interchange between the 61 Connector and US Routes 11/15 were developed. Based
on input from the public and businesses in the vicinity, one of the interchange concepts,
Sketch 8, was advanced for further detailed study (see Figure 11I-13).
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Additional Ash Basin Modifications - Originally (May 1998) the historic property boundary
at the PPL site included Ash Basin 1 within its limits. Subsequently, the Ash Basin
Avoidance Alternatives were developed. These alternatives necessitated numerous
residential and commercial acquisitions.

A letter to PENNDOT dated October 30, 1998, from the Pennsylvania Historic and
Museum Commission (PHMC), who serves as the State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO) in Pennsylvania, indicated that the SHPO had re-evaluated the boundaries for
the National Register eligible, PA Power and Light Steam Electric Station. The SHPO
suggested that the boundaries at the PPL site should be revised to an area 2,000 feet
northand 2,000 feet south (4,000 feet north to south) of the main generating facilities. The
SHPO indicated that an area of this size would encompass all the eligible resources
present at the site. A further investigation of the site followed, and in late November of
1998 the FHWA made the determination that the boundary of the PPL site would be
revised to omit the coal storage yard to the north of the main generating facilities and the
Ash Basin to the south of the main generating facilities. The SHPO examined this
boundary modification and concurred with the FHWA'’s assessment on December 14,
1998 (see Appendix C).

Although Ash Basin 1 was no longer part of the historic property boundary, Old Trail
Alternatives 1A and 1B still impacted a small portion of the property within the revised
historic property boundary. As a result, a “hybrid” of the Old Trail Alternatives that
impacted the historic boundary (OT1A and OT1B) and those alternatives that avoided
the historic boundary (OT1A Avoidance and OT1B Avoidance) was developed. This
hybrid alternative was called Old Trail 2. Old Trail 2A included the 61 Connector and Old
Trail 2B included the 15 Connector and Stetler Avenue interchange (see Figures 1l1-14,
ll-15, and I11-16).

Landfill Issues - At the November 1998 Public Meeting, members of the public raised
concerns about the DA West Alternative and potential impacts to a closed municipal
landfill. These concerns were accurate, and due to the expense and potential future
liability of impacting the landfill, the DA West Alternative was not advanced for further
study. Other options to avoid the landfill were studied. Three options around the landfill
were investigated. The original DA Alternative was restudied. In addition, an option to
the southeast and northwest of the landfill, DA Modified and DA West Modified,
respectively, were developed (see Figure llI-17). During the spring and summer of 1999
four meetings were held with property owners affected by the alternatives in the area of
the landfill. The DA Modified Alternative and DA West Modified Alternative were closely
refined to minimize impacts. In August 1999, it was decided not to carry the DA West
Modified forward for further evaluation due to engineering considerations. The DA
Modified Alternative was carried forward for detailed analysis in the Draft EIS.

Historic Properties - Alternatives continued to be studied to avoid impacts to historic
properties.

Colonial Acres Concerns - At the request of residents in the Colonial Acres
neighborhood, several special purpose community meetings were held to discuss the
impacts of the DA Modified (DAM) Alternative and DA Modified Avoidance (DAMA)
Alternatives and to listen to community concerns. Three meetings were held throughout

S-12
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the spring and summer of 2000. Inresponse to requests received at these meetings, the
DAMA Alternative was modified to relocate Colonial Drive and move the alignment further
south on Colonial Drive, closer to the intersection of Colonial Drive and Fisher Road (see
Figure IlI-19). Residents expressed a desire for this shift to minimize the impacts of
bisecting the neighborhood. The height of the bridge and roadway embankment were
lowered through the development and surrounding areas. Additionally, the alignment
was shifted from the western to the eastern side of the ridge just east of Colonial Acres
and Fisher Road. These modifications would increase the residential impacts in Colonial
Acres, but decrease the residential impacts in the area of 11" Avenue.

Draft EIS Alternatives

As a result of continual refinement to the Phase Il Alternatives, the following set of alternatives
was evaluated in the Draft EIS.

Section 1

. DA Modified Avoidance (DAMA) - includes 61 Connector

. Old Trail 2A (OT2A) - includes 61 Connector

. Old Trail 2B (OT2B) - includes 15 Connector and Stetler Avenue Interchange
Section 2

] River Crossing 1 East (RC1-E)

. River Crossing 1 West (RC1-W)

. River Crossing 5 (RC5)

River Crossing 6 (RC6)

Following the full consideration of all substantive comments received to date on the Draft EIS,
it was determined that this same set of alternatives was appropriate for investigation in the Final EIS.
Therefore, the set of alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIS is identical to the set of alternatives evalu-
ated in the Final EIS.

CONSEQUENCES AND MITIGATION

The alternatives carried forward for detailed study were evaluated in the Draft EIS and Final
EIS. Impacts were studied in the following areas.

S-13
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. Community and Social Issues

. Economic.Issues

. Land Use

. Noise

. Air Quality

. Agricultural Resources

. Visual Quality

d Wetlands

. Vegetation and Wildlife (including Threatened and Endangered Species)
J Surface Waters/Aquatic Resources

. Geology and Soils

. Public/Private Water Supplies

. Historic Structures

. Archaeological Resources

. Floodplains

. Waste Sites

d Energy Consumption

. Secondary and Cumulative Impact Assessment
. Traffic and Transportation Network

. Scenic Rivers

Table S-1 summarizes impacts associated with the alternatives carried forward for detailed
study. Section IV of the Draft and Final EIS, Environmental Consequences and Mitigation, discusses
these impacts in greater detail.

Environmental protection measures to reduce impacts, referred to as “mitigation measures”,
are also identified. These include, but are not limited to, designing the roadway to avoid or minimize
disturbances to the resource, relocating residents whose homes are displaced, financial compensa-
tion to farmers, businesses, and residents whose lands are acquired, construction of wetiands to
replace those wetlands that are filled or dredged, and special designs to reduce impact of water im-
pacted by leachate from the Ash Basin areas.

COMMENTS AND COORDINATION

NEPA requires that the lead Federal agency provide the opportunity for other agencies and the
public to participate in major steps of the project development process through timely and relevant
input. In addition, PENNDOT’s Public Involvement Handbook, Publication 295, suggests public and
agency participation throughout the project development process to build consensus regarding major
project issues. Continuous cooperation and communication among agencies, the public, and the project
team ensure that all parties stay abreast of issues at every step and promote consensus-building.

S-14
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TABLE S-1
Section 1 (Southern) Alternatives Section 2 (Northern) Alternatives
DA Modified | OId Trail 2A | OId Trail 2B RC1-W RC1-E RC5 RC6
Avoidance
TOTAL AREA (ACRES) 561.22 423.23 470.69 389.95 403.49 400.48 415317
DiSpraceernts (No.)
Residential 33 43 46 46 28 25 26
Commercial 7 2 12 10 7 0 8
Agriculture {Acres)
Agricultural Security Area (In Production) 71.2 20.70 20.90 126 2.6 255 2.6
Productive Farmiand 151.60 74.00 76.70 140.1 162.4 165.6 142.6
Hebitat {Acres)
Wetlands (Direct and Indirect) 4.79 14.13 14.19 2.62 3.10 2.98 4.18
Forest Land 183.89 81.93 123.68 164.47 208.43 181.13 209.99
Od Field (Herbeceous and Shrubland) 157.02 118.81 124.26 21.77 33.64 38.92 35.17
Waste Sites (NG.) 5 5 10 3 T 0 2
Surface Water Resources
Stream Relocations (No.) 3 4 2 0 0 2 0
Bridge Crossings (No.) 2 0 0 3 3 4 3
Culverts (No.) 14 14 14 8 7 5 7
Total Length of Impact (Ft.) 16,445 13,770 14,945 7,395 7,210 8,480 6,825
Cuitural Resources
Historic Properties (No.) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Prehistoric Archaedogical Resource
Potential (Acres)
Hgh 14,93 49.79 47.30 10.03 9.59 8.25 15.59
Moderate 155.26 103.42 92.08 57.62 54.18 44.40 62.36
Low 164.12 106.00 120.88 136.56 134.58 151.88 134.67
Historic Archaedlogical Resources
Potential (Acres)
Hgh 11.14 10.10 14.78 3.02 1.28 1.26 1.40
Moderate 32.83 66.50 73.98 56.61 38.80 23.91 41.50
Low 44 .64 20.88 40.92 56.58 52.92 51.89 62.56
Noise Tmpacts (No.)
Residences Impacted 109 234 209 37 36 42 35
Residences with Reasonable 32 192 167 15 15 15 15
Mitigation
Earthwork (Net C.Y") 2,357,000 -949,000 -8,000 -175,000 1,505,000 2,108,000 1,246,000
Segment Length {Fi./Mile) 35,984/6.82 | 32,333/6.12 32,333/6.12 28,816/5.46 28,94375.48 29,196/5.53 1 29,7677/5.64
Total Project Cost (3) 122,275,129 | 173,049,069 | 186,233,028 | 152,498,574 | 163,872,588 | 140,619,592 | 161,349,258

An extensive public outreach program was conducted for the CSVT Project. Approximately

150 meetings were held between December 1995 and June 2003. These meetings ranged from full

public meetings where a variety of issues were discussed with a broad spectrum of meeting attendees

to special purpose meetings held to discuss issues specific to individual property owners, neighbor-

hoods, or communities. Four standing committees were also established for the project, including the
Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC), Public Officials Work Group (POWG), Monroe Township/
Shamokin Dam Borough Focus Group, and Point Township/Union Township Focus Group. Coordina-

tion with these committees continues to be provided on a regular basis to furnish project updates and

answer questions. A breakdown of Public and Committee meetings held for the CSVT Project is as

follows:
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. 5 Public Meetings

. 1 Public Hearing

. 4 Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) Meetings

. 5 Public Officials Meetings/Public Officials Work Group (POWG) Meetings

. 14 Joint Citizens Advisory Committee and Public Officials Work Group Meetings
. 10 Monroe Township/Shamokin Dam Borough Focus Group Meetings

. 4 Point Township/Union Township Meetings

In addition, several meetings were held with environmental resource agencies to keep them
abreast of project developments. In all, 50 meetings, including 20 field views, were held with the
environmental resource agencies. The Public and Agency Involvement Programs are discussed in
detail in Section V of this Final EIS.

AREAS OF CONTROVERSY

Throughout the transportation project development process for the CSVT Project, active in-
volvement has been maintained 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 appropriately through discussion at meetings and through other methods of pub-
lic input and communication. The primary areas of controversy are listed below, and they are de-
scribed in more detail in Section V of this document.

. Balancing of Social, Natural, and Cultural Resources - The public has expressed
concern that the transportation project development process protects natural and
cultural resources more than their homes and businesses. It hasbeen explained that the
process identifies all potential impacts and then seeks to avoid, minimize, or mitigate
impacts to the greatest extent possible. Since avoidance is not always possible, the EIS
explains the impact to a resource when a decision is made to avoid one resource and
impact another.

Concerns were also raised regarding the level of protection afforded properties
determined eligible for the Nationai Register of Historic Places relative to other resources
impacted by the project alternatives. Any property listed or determined eligible for listing
on the National Register of Historic Places is 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 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, recreation area,
refuge or site) only if:
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. 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, recreation area, wildlife refuge, or historic site resulting from the use.”

Section 4(f) requires that a feasible and prudent alternative that avoids the use of Section
4(f) resources be selected as the Preferred Alternative, if such an avoidance alternative
exists. Alternatives can be found to not be feasible only if they cannot reasonably be
constructed. Alternatives can be found to not be prudent if they do not meet the
established project needs, or if they would result in unique problems or environmental
(natural and socioeconomic) impacts of an extraordinary magnitude.

Some members of the public commented that the burden for the protection of National
Register eligible historic structures is placed disproportionately on the community.
Multiple questions raised on the application of Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of
Transportation Act of 1966 (as amended 1968) are addressed in the responses to
comments section of this Final EIS (see Section V - Comments and Coordination).

61 Connector - The proposed 61 Connector passes between the neighborhoods of
Orchard Hills and the Gunter Development. Its location has caused considerable
controversy within these neighborhoods. The issues of concern include the following.

- Maintaining community cohesion
- Noise impacts

- Reduction in the developable land and the resultant impact to the future tax
base of Shamokin Dam Borough

- Interchange between the 61 Connector and US Routes 11/15

These issues were discussed with community members. To help maintain community
cohesion and to provide additional emergency access, an access road crossing over the
61 Connector (Courtland Avenue Extension) has been proposed to connect the two
neighborhoods. Noise impactinformation has been presented to give residents an idea
of the impact and to explain where and why noise mitigation is and is not feasible and
reasonable. Also, representatives of both the residential communities and business
communities in the area worked through a collaborative process to develop an option for
an interchange with US Routes 11/15. Additionally, tax base impacts are presented in
the Draft EIS. Both of the options in Section 1 that use the 61 Connector do have an
impact on the tax base in 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 than the DAMA or OT2A
Alternatives.

Floodplain Impacts - The Old Trail Alternatives impact the Susquehanna River
floodplain. The DAMA Alternative does not. Concerns about impact to the floodplain
were continually raised by the residents in the Old Trail Corridor.
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. Community Issues - Residents in neighborhoods impacted by all project alternatives
have raised issues with regard to “quality of life” issues within their communities.
Concerns such as the visibility of an alternative, decreased air quality, increased noise
pollution, decreased community cohesiveness, and potential decreases to property
values have been frequently discussed. Alternatives were continually refined to
minimize community impacts to the greatest degree possible.

. Legal Issues - On February 4, 2002, Monroe Township filed a law suit against 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 has 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. On November 26,2002, Monroe Township
filed a motion to withdraw their complaint. On November 29,2002, a court order approved
Monroe Township’s Motion to Withdraw (without prejudice) the law suit filed in February.

OTHER GOVERNMENT ACTIONS IN STUDY AREA

The US Army Corps of Engineers (US ACOE) is studying the feasibility of constructing levees
along the Susquehanna River in various locations upstream of the study area. Specifically, these
projects include levee projects in Athens, Duryea, Wyoming Valley (Wilkes-Barre area), Danville,
Bloomsburg (potential project), and Lock Haven and the Tioga Hammond and Cowanesque Dam
projects. The local communities along the river in both Snyder and Northumberland Counties have
expressed concern about the future impact to flooding in the area with the advent of the levee raising
projects upstream. The cumulative effect of the Wyoming Valley Levee Raising Project in conjunction
with US ACOE studies on the feasibility of a floodwall/levee in the Bloomsburg area (also upstream)
has prompted local public officials and area residents to ask the US ACOE to perform a comprehen-
sive study of the impact from all upstream flood protection projects.

At the request of the Northumberland, Snyder, and Union County Commissioners, the US
ACOE conducted a cumulative study of these projects in the CSVT Study Area. Based on the US
ACOE’s work, the net result of the aforementioned flood control and flood protection projects is as
follows.

. Northumberland and Snyder Counties will see no increase in 100-year flood stages.
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. Sunbury and Shamokin Dam Borough will see an increase of 0.4 feet for recurrence of
a storm event similar to the magnitude experienced during Hurricane Agnes in 1972.
During Hurricane Agnes in 1972, the Susquehanna River had a gauged flow rate in the
Sunbury area of 620,000 cubic feet per second (cfs). As measures of comparison, the
100-year storm event on the Susquehanna River in Sunbury has a flow rate of 540,000
cfs; the 500-year storm event has a flow rate of 790,000 cfs, as provided by the US
ACOE. ,

. Riverside Borough, Point Township, and Northumberland Borough will see a decrease
of 0.7°,0.8’,and 0.8’, respectively, for recurrence of a storm event similar to the magnitude
of Hurricane Agnes as defined above.

The potential placement of the CSVT Old Trail Alternatives on the floodplain in Snyder County
caused additional concern. Some local officials and the public living along the Susquehanna River are
concerned about increases in water surface elevations.

Unrelated to the CSVT project, 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 West Branch and main stem Susquehanna River. This en-
deavor, known as the Susquehanna River Greenway Project, is being spearheaded by the Pennsyl-
vania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources (PA DCNR). PENNDQT is coordinating
with the study team for the Greenway Project by providing them with various data gathered through the
CSVT environmental investigations, and other projects along the river corridor, to assist in the planning

effort for the greenway.

RECOMMENDATION OF THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE MADE IN THE DRAFT EIS

A Preferred Alternative was recommended in the Draft EIS. The Recommended Preferred
Alternative includes:

Section 1

. DA Modified Avoidance (DAMA) - includes the 61 Connector
Section 2

. River Crossing 5 (RC5)
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The DAMA/RC5 combination is identified as the Recommended Preferred Alternative for the
reasons summarized below.

DAMA
. Least impact to residences (33)
. Least impact to travel patterns on the existing network during construction
. Least impact to wetlands (4.8 acres)
. Noimpact to Susquehanna River floodplain, including the canal wetland systems located
on the floodplain
. Least impact to high probability archaeological areas
. Minimizes impacts to communities
. Lowest total project cost
RC5
. Least impact to residences (25) and businesses (0)
. Does not require the placement of a river bridge pier on a geologic formation prone to
sinkholes
. Best avoids areas of high probability archaeology
. Best design for the interchange east of river (with PA Route 147)
. Lowest total project cost

The findings of the Draft EIS indicated that the Recommended Preferred Alternative is the most
environmentally sound alignment when all components of the study area environment are considered.
The Recommended Preferred Alternative will provide safe and efficient travel while minimizing impacts
to valuable community, natural, and cultural resources.

The Recommended Preferred Alternative was subject to further and full evaluation of com-
ments received after the circulation of the Draft EIS, the Public Hearing, and public and agency re-
views. The final selection of an alternative will not be made until consideration is given to all substan-
tive comments received on the Final EIS.
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS

The Federal Highway Administration and PENNDQOT received comments from over 90 indi-
viduals, organizations, municipalities, government agencies, and political officials. These commentors
provided a wide range of comments related to the technical accuracy of the Draft EIS, the adequacy of
the mitigation proposed in the Draft EIS, and the rationale for the Recommended Preferred Alternative
discussed in the Draft EIS (DA Modified Avoidance or DAMA in Section 1, River Crossing 5 or RC5 in
Section 2). This Final EIS documents consideration of each of the substantive comments, amends the
environmental analysis where necessary, and makes a final recommendation concerning which alter-
native should be advanced to final design and, ultimately, construction. The comments received on the
Draft EIS generally related to the following issues.

. Historic Property Issues and the Application of Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department
of Transportation Act of 1966 (amended 1968) - Numerous comments (approximately
30% of the total comments received) were opposed to the avoidance of the Simon P. App
Farm Property with the DA Modified Avoidance (DAMA) Alternative, the designation of
the property as eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places, and the
determination of the boundaries for the historic property. These comments are
discussed in Sections lll, IV.H and V of the Final EIS,

. Property Issues related to Acquisition and/or Access - Various individuals who are
directly and/or indirectly affected by the Recommended Preferred Alternative
commented to express their concern regarding the acquisition of their property, access
issues related to their property, or the potential for decreased property values. These
issues are discussed in Section V.

. Engineering Issues - Concerns were expressed regarding the placement of
alternatives, the relocation of County Line Road, the potential impact of stormwater, and
the placement of excess excavated material. Various alignment modifications were
considered. However, each suggested modification had more environmental impacts
associated with it and each was less desirable from an engineering perspective.
Therefore, none of the suggested alignment modifications were recommended for further
study and none of the Draft EIS Alternatives has changed. These design modifications
and the rationale behind the decision not to consider them further are discussed in
Section V.

. Opposition to the 61 Connector - Issues were raised regarding the need for the 61
Connector. Property values, noise, aesthetics, and quality of life were concerns
expressed regarding the placement of the Connector. These issues are discussed in
Section V.

. Economics - Individuals wrote to express their concern regarding the economics of the
various alternatives. Impacts to the tax base as well as the overall costs and benefits
to the region were discussed. These are discussed in Section V.
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. Public Boat Access Ramp - Letters in opposition to and in support of the proposed
public boat access ramp along RC5 in the Winfield area were received. Other locations
forthe boat ramp were suggested. Other areas were considered by the PA Fish and Boat
Commission and PENNDOT for the ramp, but no other area provided a location as
desirable as the location proposed along RC5. Therefore, the public boat access ramp
along RC5 remains a component of the proposed mitigation package to mitigate for the
possible impacts to the recreational potential of the river in this location.

. Mitigation Proposal - Several comments received from the regulatory and review
agencies indicated that more information is needed on the mitigation plan for natural
resource impacts. More information has been added to Section IV to discuss the status
of the mitigation proposal to date.

. Updated Traffic Studies - To address comments received on the Draft EIS and to
determine when a third lane may be needed (in each direction), additional traffic studies
were conductedin 2001 for the entire CSVT study area. In addition, to be consistent with
FHWA policy to design projects based on a 20-year traffic projection from the time of
construction, traffic volumes were developed for year 2030. The change in the design
year and the resultant 2030 traffic projections are discussed in detail in Section IV.M -
Traffic and Transportation Network.

. Environmental lssues - Issues were raised regarding future noise levels and air quality,
potential impacts to water supplies, secondary development resulting from the new
roadway, and impacts to productive farmland. These issues are discussed in Sections
IVand V.

It is important to note that the noise, air, and energy sections of the Draft EIS were prepared
using the traffic volumes projected for the year 2020. The traffic projections for this Final EIS have
been updated to the year 2030. As a result, the noise, air quality, and energy sections of this Final EIS
have been modified based on the 2030 traffic volumes. The results are shown in Sections IV.B (Noise),
IV.C (Air Quality), and IV.K (Energy).

RECOMMENDATION OF THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE MADE IN THE FINAL EIS

The same alternative that was recommended in the Draft EIS is recommended as the Pre-
ferred Alternative in this Final EIS. The Recommended Preferred Alternative includes:

Section 1

. DA Modified Avoidance (DAMA) - includes the 61 Connector
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Section 2

. River Crossing 5 (RC5)

The findings of the Final EIS indicated that the Recommended Preferred Alternative is the most
environmentally sound alignment when all components of the study area environment are considered.
The impacts and costs of the Recommended Preferred Alternative (DAMA/RCS) are shown on Table
Vi-4 on Page VI-15. The final selection of an alternative will not be made until thorough consideration is
given to all substantive comments received on the Final EIS.

UNRESOLVED ISSUES

The mitigation proposal for wetlands, surface water resources, and terrestrial habitat continues
to be discussed. The FHWA and PENNDOT are attempting to provide a total ecosystem approach to
natural resource mitigation in that attempts are being made to provide replacement of wetland and
terrestrial habitat, reconstruction/restoration of streams, enhancement of wetlands and terrestrial habi-
* tat, and preservation of existing wetlands, streams, and wildlife habitat in one location. Currently, a site
is being investigated for the completion of all the components of the proposal. The ultimate selection
and development of the mitigation site or sites will be coordinated with the natural resource agencies.
Once a site (or sites) is selected, a draft mitigation plan will be prepared. Appropriate agencies will be
included in the further development of the mitigation plan.

A Programmatic Agreement between the FHWA and the SHPO has been prepared. This pro-
grammatic agreement will guide the future archaeological investigations for the Selected Alternative.

Due to the substantial controversy concerning the eligibility determination (for the National
Register of Historic Places) and the boundaries of the Simon P. App Farm Property, the FHWA elected
to raise the questions of eligibility and boundaries with the Keeper of the National Register (Keeper).
The Keeper is the individual delegated the authority by the U.S. Department of Interior, National Park
Service to list properties and determine their boundaries and eligibility. 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. However, the controversy remains. Property owners impacted by the
avoidance alternative and Preferred Alternative (DAMA) as well as the local township and other politi-
cal and municipal officials continue to be opposed to the property’s eligibility and boundaries and the
alternative to avoid the property.
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The impact to agricultural areas continues to be an issue. Coordination with the Pennsylvania
Department of Agriculture will continue as the options to avoid and/or minimize impact to productive
tarmland are evaluated.

Additional lands may be impacted as a result of utility lines and towers that will need to be
relocated as a result of this project. Coordination with PPL and other utilities is ongoing to ascertain the
impact of the relocated towers and power lines.

In August of 2002, PENNDOT received a letter from the Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commis-
sion (PFBC) indicating that a species of concern, the yellow lampmussel (a rare freshwater mussel),
was identified in the project area. The yellow lampmussel is not currently listed as protected in Penn-
sylvania, nor is it a Federally listed endangered or threatened species, but the PFBC noted that it is a
species of concern to them and may be listed for protection in the future. The PFBC noted that mus-
sels have the potential to be adversely impacted through in-stream structures and associated con-
struction activities, both temporary and permanent. Mussels are also vulnerable to various types of
water pollution. As such, the PFBC requests that a mussel survey be completed within the zones of
direct and indirect effects associated with both the Susquehanna River Bridge and the Chillisquaque
Creek Bridge.

A meeting was held with representatives of the PFBC as well as representatives of the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers and the PA Department of Environmental Protection to discuss this request.
Coordination regarding the mussel survey request will continue.

FEDERAL OR STATE ACTIONS REQUIRED

The construction and operation of any of the Final EIS Alternatives for the CSVT Project may
require the following Federal and State actions.

FHWA Record of Decision (ROD)

. US Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 Permit

. Executed Programmatic Agreement for cultural resources

. Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection Chapter 105 Permit

. Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection 401 Water Quality Certification
. National Pollutant Discharge and Elimination System (NPDES) Permit - This permit is

issued by the affected County Conservation Service
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. Pennsylvania Agricultural Land Condemnation Approval Board (ALCAB) Approval
. Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection Residual Waste Permit
Modifications

NEXT STEPS IN PROJECT DEVELOPMENT

The Draft EIS has been circulated and public and agency comments have been received.
These comments have been considered in this Final EIS. The same Preferred Alternative is recom-
mended in this Final EIS. This Final EIS has been made available for public review and copies have
been sent, upon request, to all people and organizations that provided substantive comments or testi-
mony on the Draft EIS.

The general public and the review agencies will be afforded an additional chance to comment
on the Preferred Alternative, and all other project issues during the circulation of the Final EIS. The
project study team will consider all substantive comments received during the 30 day review period.

Once the FHWA is satisfied that all substantive comments on the Final EIS have been ad-
equately considered, a Record of Decision (or ROD) will be issued. The ROD will determine the
Selected Alternative. The Selected Alternative is then advanced to final design and construction.

Parallel to completing the EIS process, the US Army Corps of Engineers will determine whether
it is in the public interest, under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, to issue a permit for the Preferred
Alternative.

A mitigation report will be prepared and finalized after the Record of Decision (ROD) is ob-
tained. This report will address unavoidable impacts to socioeconomic, cultural, and natural resources.
All properties used for mitigation will be obtained amicably and/or will be remnant parcels associated
with other land obtained for roadway purposes. Mitigation activities for individual resources are sum-
marized in the appropriate parts of Section IV of this Final EIS.

ADDITIONAL PROJECT INFORMATION

PENNDOT has prepared two project videos. The first video describes the project purpose, the
transportation project development process, and each alternative evaluated in the preliminary phase,
Phase |. The second video describes the alternatives studied in detail (Phase Il), the impacts associ-
ated with each alternative, and concludes by presenting PENNDOT’s Recommended Preferred Alter-
native and the rationale for the preference. Both videos are available at the municipal buildings and
libraries as noted on Page S-3.




Summary

A third video is currently in production. This video discusses the comments received on the
Draft EIS and the responses to those comments. This third video will present a further detailed ratio-
nale for the Preferred Alternative.

For additional information on the availability of project information, please contact the CSVT toll
free informational hot line at 888-878-2788. This line is answered between 7:30 AM and 4:30 PM,
Monday through Friday.
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I. PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Central Susquehanna Valley [ = e

P—

Transportation (CSVT) Project is pro-
posed as a 19.3 to 20.9 kilometer (12 to More detailed purpose and need information can be
found in the Purpose and Need Technical Support
Data* as well as the Central Susquehanna Valley
way from the existing Selinsgrove Bypass Transportation Project, S.R. 0015, Section 088,
Needs Analysis, June 1996.

13 mile) four lane, limited access high-

(US Routes 11/15 Expressway) in Mon-

roe Township, Snyder County, just north * Technical Support Data Index is located in Sec-
of Selinsgrove, to PA Route 147 in West tion IX, Appendix A.

Chillisquague Township, Northumberland

County, just south of the interchange be-
tween PA Route 147 and PA Route 45.

The CSVT will reduce congestion, provide better access to the region, improve safety by
reducing conflicts, and support population and economic growth that is expected in the region.

The proposed project has been the subject of years of support by local governments, organi-
zations, and political officials. Detailed planning, engineering, and environmental studies for the pro-
posed project have been undertaken by the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation, in coopera-
tion with the Federal Highway Administration. The results of these extensive studies are presented in
the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements.

1. Regional Setting

The Central Susquehanna Valley is located in the central part of Pennsylvania. The valley is
situated along the West, North, and Main Branches of the Susquehanna River and forms a natural
north-south transportation corridor serving points south of Pennsylvania to points north including New
York State and Canada (see Figure I-1). Three major north/south routes go through the study area -
U.S. Route 15, U.S. Route 11 and PA Route 147.

US Route 15 begins in South Carolina and extends into New York State, where it connects with
highways serving New York and Canada. In Pennsylvania, US Route 15 travels through the mid-state.
It is the only major north-south corridor in central Pennsylvania and one of the major north-south
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highways in the Commonwealth. The location of US Route 15 makes it strategically important, not only
to Pennsylvania, but to the entire northeast and Canada.

US Route 15 is called upon to serve the long distance travel demands of motorists traveling
through central Pennsylvania. The use of US Route 15 for long distance travel stems from its strategic
location. It provides the most direct route between the Baltimore-Washington metropolitan area and
Harrisburg to the south and Rochester, Buffalo, and Canada to the north. For this reason, a significant
proportion of traffic is interstate and international, and it is a vital route for long distance carriers.

Not only does US Route 15 serve intrastate, interstate, and international traffic, it is the eco-
nomic lifeline of Central Pennsylvania.

US Route 11 begins in Louisiana and extends northward to Canada, serving major cities along
its route. In the northeast, it serves Harrisburg, Wilkes-Barre, and Scranton, Pennsylvania and
Binghamton, New York. US Route 11 has been supplemented by Interstate 81. However, through
Pennsylvania, US Route 15 traffic is not served by an interstate highway. This is particularly true in the
Central Susquehanna Valley. Significantly, the study area is not served by an interstate highway,
except Interstate 80 to the north.

PA Route 147 begins just north of Harrisburg, in Clarks Ferry, and travels through Millersburg,
Sunbury, Northumberland, and Milton before it interchanges with Interstate 80. At Interstate 80, PA
Route 147 changes designation to Interstate 180 (I-180) and serves the Williamsport metropolitan

area.

2. Study Area

The initial study area for the Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation (CSVT) Project, known
as the Needs Study Area, extended from Selinsgrove in the south to Interstate 80 (I-80) in the north, a
distance of approximately 32 kilometers (20 miles). In addition, the Needs Study Area was also roughly
8 kilometers (5 miles) wide. (The size of the Study Area was reduced later in the Phase | Alternatives
Analysis. This reduction in the Needs Study Area is discussed in detail in Section lll, Alternatives.)
The main north-south travel corridors include US Route 15, US Route 11, US Routes 11/15, and PA
Route 147. The Needs Study Area is situated within a three county area that includes Union and
Snyder Counties on the west side of the West and Main Branches of the Susquehanna River and
Northumberland County on the east side of the Main Stem Susquehanna River and surrounding the
Main Stem Susquehanna River

The roadways in the corridor bind together the towns of Selinsgrove, Shamokin Dam, Sunbury,
Northumberland, Milton, and Lewisburg and serve a Needs Study Area population of 73,000 persons
and 35,700 jobs. The Needs Study Area is shown in Figure |-2.
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The corridor also serves a substantial amount of through and commercial or truck traffic trav-
eling from Harrisburg and the south to Williamsport, New York State, and Canada. In addition, the area
contains a large number of industries that generate truck trips, such as businesses located in the
Milton Industrial Park, which include: BRT, Inc.; Weis Markets Warehousing; ConAg (Chef Boyardee
Company); Crest Homes (modular homes manufacturer); Leer Products; and Professional Truck Driver
Service and Academy. Other industries in the area that generate a large number of truck trips include
AFC Industries, Milton Steel, Milton Transportation (Trucking Terminal), International Home Food Prod-
ucts, H. Warshow and Sons, Woodmode, Inc., Bingman Lumber, Phillips Industries, Apex Homes,
Conestoga Wood, Penn-Lyon, Thor Industries, Pennsylvania House Furniture Company, JPM Com-
pany, Inc., BBA Nonwovens, Kuhns Brothers Lumber Company, Moore North America, and Playworld
Systems, Inc. These industries are located throughout Snyder, Union, and Northumberland Counties.

B. PROJECT BACKGROUND AND HISTORY

Improvements to US Route 15 have been under study for many years. At any given time since
the 1960’s, a section of this roadway has been under study, in design, or under construction. The
current status of improvements to the US Route 15 Corridor between Harrisburg and Williamsport are
shown in Figure 1-3.

The improvements to US Route 15 also continue to the north of Williamsport into New York
State. At this time, all sections of US Route 15 between Harrisburg and Corning, New York, are either
a four-lane expressway or are under construction, in final design or in preliminary design with plans to
complete a four-lane expressway.

For years, the citizens, public officials, and business interests of the Central Susquehanna
Valiey have been petitioning for relief from increasing traffic congestion and the high volume of trucks
on their roadway network. To this end, several sections of US Route 15 have been improved within
Pennsylvania, from the Maryland to the New York borders. However, US Route 15 continues to have
problem areas along its length.

One such problem area occurs in the Central Susquehanna Valley along US Routes 11/15
between Selinsgrove and the US Routes 11 and 15 split. This stretch of highway was originally con-
structed as a three-lane highway in 1944 and consisted of three 3.35-meter (11-foot) lanes. In 1959,
this roadway was widened to a four-lane highway. In the early 1970’s, PENNDOT designed a
Selinsgrove-Shamokin Dam bypass, but only the Selinsgrove portion was completed in 1977,

Through the 1970’s, the section of US Routes 11/15 through the Shamokin Dam area devel-
oped into a heavily traveled commercial area, with businesses of every type lining both sides of the
highway. With the opening of the Susquehanna Valley Mall in 1978 serving as an additional catalyst for
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further development, the so-called “Golden Strip” was born. The “Golden Strip” now serves as the
new Main Street of the Central Susquehanna Valley.

Consequently, in 1982, US Routes 11/15 through Shamokin Dam was line striped to provide
for five 3.05-meter (10-foot) lanes to allow for a continuous left turn lane. In addition, truck traffic was
restricted to the right lane because of narrow lane widths. Through the 1980’s and 1990’s, US Routes
11/15 in the Golden Strip area remained a free access, four-lane roadway.

Since US Routes 11/15 serve as a free access roadway, the numerous businesses and resi-
dences lining the highway have driveway access. For example, a 1999 field view indicated 51 drive-
ways along the southbound lanes and 50 driveways along the northbound lanes of US Routes 11/15
between the Selinsgrove Bypass and the split between US Routes 11 and 15 just north of Shamokin
Dam. Several side roads also intersect with US Routes 11/15. There are 24 intersections from the
Selinsgrove Bypass to the 11/15 split. Twelve of these intersections are “T” intersections; the remain-
ing 12 are full intersections. Nine (9) of these intersections are signalized.

Transportation planning, as it is currently performed in Pennsylvania, is a cooperative venture
between the state, regional agencies, local governments, and the public. Regional transportation
plans are created to reflect the long-term transportation policies of the region. This planning process is
what leads to the identification of transportation projects that are ultimately funded for study.

Transportation Improvement Programs (TIP’s) are four-year outlooks that are cooperatively
developed by local, regional, and state transportation officials. TIP’s identify specific projects and the
resources needed to implement them in a given region. In the Central Susquehanna Valley region the
TIP’s are developed by the Northern Tier Regional Planning Commission and the SEDA Council of
Governments (SEDA COG). TIP’s are compiled into a Statewide Transportation improvement Pro-
gram (STIP). The STIP is required by the U.S. Department of Transportation and it includes all highway
and transit projects to be implemented, statewide, over a four-year period. The Twelve Year Transpor-
tation Program, a mid-range plan required by Pennsylvania law, incorporates the STIP as the plan for
the first four years. The Twelve Year Program also identifies other projects to be implemented beyond
the four-year range of the STIP.

Local citizens and public officials, concerned about the continued residential and economic
growth in the Central Susquehanna Valley, and the subsequent traffic congestion that resulted, insti-
tuted efforts to have the Shamokin Dam Bypass project restudied. As a result, in July 1993 the
Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation (CSVT) Project was added to the TIP, the STIP, and the
Twelve Year Program. As a result, in 1994, approval was given to study improvements to the roadway
system in the Central Susquehanna Valley, particularly US Routes 11/15, 11, 15, and PA Route 147.
The CSVT Project has been continuously maintained on the TIP, the STIP, and the Twelve Year Pro-
gram as a result of ongoing public and legislative testimony relating to the need for the improvements
to the roadway system.
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The importance of US Route 15 to Central Pennsylvania is also evidenced by continual main-
tenance improvements to the Golden Strip, even as plans to improve the overall roadway network in
Central Pennsylvania are ongoing. Approximately three kilometers (two miles) of the Golden Strip,
from the Selinsgrove Bypass stub north past the Susquehanna Valley Mall were improved in 1997. US
Routes 11/15 was widened from five 3.05-meter (10-foot) lanes to five 3.66-meter (12-foot) lanes, and
the entire roadway was resurfaced. The underground utilities were relocated and drainage was im-
proved. Curbing was provided and, where possible, shoulders were added. However, access re-
mains free and multiple points of conflict remain.

An additional problem area exists in the Central Susquehanna Valley east of the river in
Northumberland County. The topography US Route 15 follows between Shamokin Dam and 1-80 has
caused the diversion of substantial truck traffic onto US Route 11 just north of Shamokin Dam and
across the Susquehanna River into Northumberland Borough. Once in Northumberland Borough,
traffic must maneuver through the intersection of US Route 11 (Water Street) and PA Route 147 (Duke
Street). Both streets are lined with residences and businesses at this intersection. Delays and traffic
stacking occur at this intersection due to maneuvering trucks. From Northumberland, traffic follows
PA Route 147 north through the Milton area toward 1-80. By default, PA Route 147 has become part of
the US Route 15 corridor.

From 1-80 south to the Milton area, PA Route 147 is a four-lane, limited access highway. How-
ever, in the Milton area, PA Route 147 transitions from a four-lane, limited access highway to a two-
lane, limited access highway. And, as PA Route 147 continues into the Borough of Northumberland,
the network again changes from a two-lane, limited access highway to a two-lane, free access road-
way. Entering Northumberland, the traffic must funnel into a two-lane residential street lined with
residences and businesses. Once again, the high traffic volumes, the substantial number of trucks
and the numerous access points combine to create a situation where local traffic competes with through
traffic, particularly heavy truck traffic. The lack of continuity of access control (free access/two-lane to
limited access/ two-lane to limited access/four-lane) also causes motorist confusion and adds to the
safety issues associated with this roadway section.

C. PROJECT NEED

As a result of the continual public and legislative support for relief from increasing traffic con-
gestion and the presence of trucks on the roadway network, studies were reinitiated for the CSVT
Projectin 1994. One of the first steps taken on this large, complex project was the identification of the
“Project Needs”. The purpose of a Needs Study is to determine if existing and/or future transportation
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requirements warrant improvements to the traffic network in the project area. These transportation
requirements constitute the need for improvements.

A comprehensive Needs Analysis conducted in 1995-96 revealed substantial current and fu-
ture transportation problems in the Central Susquehanna Valley. The study determined that the con-
cerns of the community leaders and residents are well-founded, given the current levels of congestion,
high volume of trucks in the traffic stream, and multiple access points that serve as potential points of
conflict (see Figure 1-4). In addition, continued growth is anticipated for the Central Susquehanna
Valley causing greater impediments to safe and efficient traffic flow throughout the entire Needs Study
Area.

Traffic volumes are typically expressed as Average Daily Traffic (ADT) or 24-hour traffic vol-
umes of any average day. Current (1996) traffic volumes along each major roadway in the Needs
Study Area vary based on the adjacent land uses and the traffic volumes carried on the intersecting
roadways. Therefore, a range of ADT volumes are shown for each Needs Study Area roadway. Traffic
volumes on US Routes 11/15 in the southern part of the study area range from 29,750 to 42,100
vehicles per day. On US Route 15 daily traffic volumes range from 15, 950 to 18,000 vehicles per day.
US Route 11 in the Northumberland area carries approximately 13,100 vehicles per day. Volumes on
PA Route 147 range from 13,100 vehicles to 14, 750 vehicles per day near the PA Route 147/PA Route
45 interchange. These ADT volumes are shown on Figure |-5.

Truck traffic volumes also vary. Truck volumes on US Routes 11/15 in the southern part of the
Needs Study Area range from 3,300 to 5,100 trucks per day. On US Route 15 daily truck volumes
range from 2,000 to 2,200 trucks per day. US Route 11 in the Northumberland area carries approxi-
mately 1,400 trucks per day. Volumes on PA Route 147 range from 1,600 to 2,100 trucks per day near
the PA Route 147/PA Route 45 interchange. These volumes are shown on Figure I-6. Overall, trucks
represent approximately 13% of the vehicles on the Needs Study Area roadways throughout the day.
As overall traffic volumes vary throughout the day, the level of trucks in the traffic stream remains
constant, representing a larger percentage of the overall traffic volume during non-peak periods. Trucks
account for 1 out of every 5 vehicles on PA Route 147 from 10:00 AM to 11:00 AM and 1 out of every
6 vehicles on US Routes 11/15 from 6:00 AM to 7:00 AM and 9:00 AM to 10:00 AM.

Initially, crash data for the Needs Analysis Report (June 1996) discussed crash data for the
years 1990-1994. Crash data for this 5-year period is summarized as follows. Nearly 1,000 crashes
including 22 fatal crashes occurred on the study area roadways in the five year period ending in
December of 1994. Sixteen percent of the 59.7 kilometers (37.25 miles) of major roadways in the
Needs Study Area exceeded the statewide average crash rate for similar roadway types, and 21% of
the major roadway miles exceeded the statewide average fatal crash rate for similar roadway types.
Nearly half (46%) of the total number of crashes involved a truck; more than half (54%) of the fatal
crashes involved a large truck.
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Updated crash data for the years 1995 through 1999 was obtained in October 2000. This data
was analyzed to determine whether or not the crash patterns identified in the Needs Analysis were still
the same. This analysis included comparing the locations of high crash rates, crash cluster areas, and
the causes and types of crashes along the study area roadways.

There were nine more crashes during the 1995-1999 period (990 crashes) than during the
1990-1994 period (981 crashes). Table 1-1 summarizes the distribution of crashes along study area
roadways for the two five-year periods. Table I-1 shows that the distribution of crashes along study
area roadways has not changed substantially between the last two five-year periods either for overall
crashes or for fatal crashes.

TABLE I-1
CRASH LOCATION COMPARISON*

1990-1994

1995-1999

ROADWAY

TOTAL
CRASHES

PERCENT

FATAL
CRASHES

PERCENT

TOTAL
CRASHES

PERCENT

FATAL
CRASHES

PERCENT

US ROUTES
11115

323

33

2

371

37

2

15

US ROUTE 11

N

10

64

23

US ROUTE 15

45

31

PA ROUTE 147 12 31

* Based on “reportable” crashes. Reportable means the crash involved a fatality or injury, or “property damage only” where at
least one vehicle was damaged to the extent that towing was required.

There are also similarities in crashes that involve a truck. The number of crashes involving a
truck in the previous crash study was 451, and the number of fatalities was 12. From 1995 through
1999, there were 483 crashes involving a truck, and 10 fatalities. Table I-2 compares the truck crashes
between the two analysis periods.

It is important to note that nearly half (46% in 1990-1994 and 49% in 1995-1999) of the total
number of accidents in the study area involved a truck. In the 1995-1999 period, all of the fatal acci-
dents on US Routes 11/15 and PA Route 147 involved a truck.

The 1996 Needs Analysis reported that over 320 crashes within the five year study period
(1990-1994) occurred on US Routes 11/15 in the Shamokin Dam area, which is a free access, urban-
ized section of roadway. On this short, 7.2-kilometer (4.5-mile) section of highway, numerous drive-

|- 14
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TABLE I-2
TRUCK CRASH SUMMARY

1

1990-1994 1995-1999

ROADWAY CRASHES FATAL TRUCK | CRASHES INVOLVING | FATAL TRUCK

INVOLVING A TRUCK CRASHES A TRUCK CRASHES

US ROUTES 11/15 136 1 184

US ROUTE 11 43 2 29

US ROUTE 15

PA ROUTE 147

TOTAL

ways and traffic signals exist. In this free access urbanized section of the study area, 84% of the
crashes occurred at or because of intersections and driveways. This high percentage represents the
conflict among traffic patronizing businesses, local traffic, and traffic passing through the Needs Study
Area because through traffic is accustomed to higher speeds and has trouble adjusting to the quick
and frequent stops and starts of the local traffic.

The analysis of crash data from the five-year period 1995-1999 verified this situation. Six of the
top ten crash cluster areas occur on this same portion of US Routes 11/15 in the Shamokin Dam area,
which is free access. The crash types are also similar. Angle crashes, rear-end collisions, and hitting
a fixed object collisions were the top three crash types for both five-year analysis periods.

The study area roadways were also compared to current design standards for major arterial
highways for both rural and urban roadway areas. The goal is o maintain the roadway network to an
acceptable level to meet the transportation needs. Accordingly, the roadways of the Central
Susquehanna Valley have been improved over the years. However, there are design deficiencies that
are becoming undesirable.

An analysis of the physical condition of the roadways in the transportation system indicated
that US Route 15 has 28 horizontal curve locations and 44 vertical curve locations that do not meet
current criteria. Most of these locations exist with an approximate 11.2 kilometers (7 mile) section of
US Route 15 beginning just north of the US Routes 11 and 15 split at Tedd's Landing and extending
north to the Lewisburg area. In this area, almost 3.2 kilometers (2 miles) of roadway were above the
statewide average fatal crash rate.

On US Routes 11/15, access control is another key issue affecting the traffic carrying capacity
of the roadway. A review of the number and types of crashes on the existing roadway system indi-
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cates that a number of the crash types occurring are rear-end collisions, angle collisions or side-
swipes. These types of crashes can often be associated with conflicts between through and local
traffic. The two distinct types of users (through trips and local trips) on US Routes 11/15 expect
different access control. Local traffic desires unrestricted access to facilities and services along the
corridor while through vehicles desire uninterrupted high speed traffic flow with little or no cross traffic.
Due to the high usage and different types of roadway users, conflicts between through and local trips
are prevalent. Regional and through traffic often does not expect traffic traveling in front of them to
slow down to turn off the roadway, often resulting in rear-end accidents. A similar situation exists when
vehicles turn onto a roadway and an angle accident results.

The free access nature of US Routes 11/15 creates multiple conflict points as vehicles turn off
and onto the roadway, contributing to the high crash rate in the study area. Additionally, the mix of local
and through traffic is an additional contributor to the crash situation in the study area. Therefore, the
separation of through and local traffic is important not only to reduce congestion, but to improve safety.

In addition, another access control issue exists on the east side of the river. In Northumberland
Borough, observations indicated that trucks had difficulty negotiating the intersection of US Route 11
(Water Street) and PA Route 147 (Duke Street) causing delays in excess of two minutes. These
delays and the resulting vehicle queues limit access to PA Route 147 from many of the side streets
and driveways lining the roadway. Again, the separation of through and local traffic is highlighted as an
important issue.

An origin/destination (O/D) survey was conducted as part of the Needs Analysis to determine
travel patterns. It identified that over 50% of the autos and over 90% of the trucks surveyed did not
have an origin and destination within the Needs Study Area. In addition, 71% of the traffic in
Northumberland, in the vicinity of the Blue Hill Bridge (US Route 11 Bridge over the Susquehanna
River), did not have an origin and/or destination within the borough. With over half of all trips traveling
entirely through or beyond the limits of the Central Susquehanna Valley, accommodating these through
and regional trips is a key element of the project. The O/D survey also indicated that twice as many
trucks use PA Route 147 as use US Route 15, due to the major truck generators located on the east
side of the river in the Milton Industrial Park, such as BRT, Inc., Weis Markets Warehousing, ConAg
(Chef Boyardee Company), Crest Homes, Leer Products, and Professional Truck Driver Service and
Academy. The more severe topography of US Route 15 west of the river between Shamokin Dam and
[-80 also encourages more trucks to use PA Route 147 over US Route 15. Travel through
Northumberland represents the primary route for trucks to and from the south to the major truck gen-
erators to the north and east of Northumberland.

Over the past 20 years, the Central Susquehanna Valley has been a growth region in Pennsyl-
vania. All indicators predict that this growth will continue to occur. Approximately 1,500 new housing
units are in the approval process or under construction. Also in the development “pipeline” are 290
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motel/hotel rooms and approximately 1.3 million square feet of commercial/office/industrial develop-
ment, which will provide jobs for over 3,000 people. By the year 2020, almost 5,700 housing units are
estimated to be built and approximately 9,300 new jobs are expected to be generated in the study area.
This growth will lead to increased traffic.

Some of the local planning entities have realized the need to update their comprehensive plans
to accommodate the projected growth. Snyder County recognized that their existing comprehensive
plan, dated 1974, is out of date and has begun the process of completing an updated county-wide
Comprehensive Plan. Union County completed a plan for their future development (the Union County
Vision 21 Plan) in 1996. Improvements to Route 15, 45, and 192 are listed as important issues for
Union County. Northumberland County does not have a Comprehensive Plan nor is any currently
being developed.

The existing Comprehensive Plans in effect for a majority of the local municipalities were pre-
pared in the mid 1980’s and early 1990’s (Monroe Township, Snyder County - 1986, Shamokin Dam
Borough, Snyder County - 1984, Point Township, Northumberland County - 1985, West Chillisquaque
Township, Northumberland County - 1992). Both Monroe Township’s and Shamokin Dam Borough'’s
Comprehensive Plans make references to improvements to US Routes 11/15 or the Shamokin Dam
Bypass as ways to accommodate the anticipated growth. Among other techniques encouraged to
accommodate future traffic growth, the West Chillisquaque Comprehensive Plan specifically addresses
the completion of a new PA Route 147 connection to US Routes 11/15 on the west side of the
Susquehanna River. However, there are no references to major improvements to PA Route 147 in the
Point Township Plan. Union Township, Union County does not have a Comprehensive Plan in effect.

By the year 2020, traffic is anticipated to increase on US Routes 11/15 in Shamokin Dam
Borough from 36,900 to 79,000 vehicles daily. Similarly, increases are expected on PA Route 147
which is anticipated to grow from 13,550 to 29,500 vehicles per day. On US Route 11, traffic is
expected to double to 26,550 vehicles daily. Significant growth on US Route 15 is expected to in-
crease volumes from 15, 950 to 44,500 vehicles per day.

During the morning and evening peak hours an additional 6,500 and 10,000 new trips, respec-
tively, are anticipated. The major Needs Study Area roadways are expected to increase between 65%
and 160% during the morning and evening peak hours.

Due to the high usage and conflict of through and local traffic, safety along this facility is a major
concern.

Regarding the current traffic operations of the Needs Study Area roadways and intersections,
all of PA Route 147, several intersections on US Routes 11/15, and the intersection of King and Water
Streets in Northumberland operate at undesirable levels of service (LOS) during most of the afternoon
and evening peak hours. LOS is a qualitative measure describing operational conditions within a traffic
stream and the perception of the condition by motorists. Six levels of service (A-F) exist for certain
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types of facilities. The definitions of these different LOS can be found on Figure I-7. Generally, as the
actual traffic volumes increase, the LOS decreases with LOS E indicating a facility near capacity and
with LOS F indicating a facility that is over capacity. If only the developments that are approved or in
the development process are built, undesirable levels of service will occur on US Route 15 in Lewisburg,
most segments of US Routes 11/15, and all of the study area intersections in Northumberland Bor-
ough. Please refer to Figure |-7 (page I1-20, 21) for the definitions of desirable and undesirable LOS. By
the year 2020, 90% of the Needs Study Area roadways and intersections will operate at undesirable
levels of service for most of the afternoon including the evening peak hour (see Figure I-7).
Currently, 35.73 lane-kilometers (22.2 lane-miles) of the 123.44 lane-kilometers (76.7 lane-
miles) in the Needs Study Area operate at undesirable levels of service. This is expected to increase
to 111.37 lane-kilometers (69.2 lane-miles) operating at undesirable levels of service by the year 2020.
The conclusion of the CSVT Needs Analysis indicates there is a need to reduce congestion,
provide for future growth, and improve safety for the users of the roadway system through better
accommodation of all traffic, with particular attention to trucks and through traffic, because of the

following.

. Nearly all of the primary traffic routes in the Needs Study Area will be congested by the
year 2020

. 9.66 kilometers (6 miles) of the Needs Study Area primary roadways currently exceed
the statewide average crash rate

. 12.87 kilometers (8 miles) of the Needs Study Area primary roadways currently exceed
the statewide average fatal crash rate

. 46% of the 981 crashes involved a truck

. High truck volumes and through traffic cause conflicts on study area roadways

D. PROJECT PURPOSE

Given the historical growth and development in this major transportation corridor in central
Pennsylvania, PENNDOT is undertaking this project to accomplish the following.

1. Reduce current congestion on study area roadways.

2. Improve safety for the users of the roadway system through better accommodation of all
traffic, with particular attention to trucks and through traffic.

1-18
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3. Ensure sufficient capacity for the growth in population and employment that is expected
for the study area.

E. CURRENT PROJECT STUDIES

As discussed in Section I.B, Project Background and History, the CSVT Project received
authorization to proceed with an investigation of improvements to the roadway network in the Central
Susquehanna Valley in 1994. In late 1994, a team of consultants was selected to perform traffic,
engineering, and environmental studies. In late 1995 and 1996, a Needs Study was performed, includ-
ing an Origin and Destination Survey. The documentation and conclusions of the Needs Study are
presented in the PENNDOT report, Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project, S.R. 0015

Section 088, Needs Analysis, June 1996. The results of this study are summarized in Section I.C,

Project Need.

In July of 1996 the project was presented at an Agency Coordination Meeting (ACM). These
meetings are sponsored by PENNDOT, and they are held monthly with Federal and state environmen-
tal regulatory and review agencies, including the following.

Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture

Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection

Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission

Pennsylvania Game Commission

Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission

Pennsylvania Department of Community and Economic Development
US Army Corps of Engineers

US Environmental Protection Agency

US Fish and Wildlife Service

These meetings are a vehicle for interagency communication and cooperation. They provide a
means to provide transportation project information and receive input on the project studies from the
resource agencies through discussions and workshops.

Following the July 1996 ACM, the agencies concurred that there are existing transportation
problems that need to be addressed for US Routes 11/15, US Route 15, US Route 11, and PA Route
147 from the Selinsgrove Bypass to 1-80.

The current studies also include an extensive, ongoing public participation program to provide
for continuous public input. The participation process has evolved around a series of meetings with
the general public, local government officials, and special interest groups. Two special committees
have also been formed as part of this public participation effort. A Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC)
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EXISTING

BALDWIN BLVD.
8TH AVENUE

MALL ENTRANCE
9TH STREET

SELINSGROVE
BYPASS STUB

LEGEND:
>—< ROADWAY LINK

o SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION
—o DESIRABLE LEVELS OF SERVICE (LOS A-D***)
RURAL AREAS = A-C; URBAN AREAS = A-D
~—o UNDESIRABLE LEVELS OF SERVICE (LOS E-F)

FUTURE (1996)WITH DEFINED
DEVELOPMENT*

BALDWIN BLVD.
8TH AVENUE

P

16TH STREET
MALL ENTRANCE
9TH STREET

SELINSGROVE
BYPASS STUB

SELINSGROVE BYPASS

Level of Service "A":***(****)
Represents free flow. Individual motorists are unaffected by

the presence of other vehicles on the roadway. The
individual can select speed and maneuver (pass a slower
vehicle) without interference from other vehicles. At
signalized and unsignalized intersections, average vehicle
delays of between O and 5 seconds (0 and 10 seconds) are

expected.

Level of Service 'B'":***(*****)

Represents slightly less freedom to maneuver. The presence
of other motorists in the traffic stream is now noticeable,
but desired speeds can still be selected freely and
maneuverability is now impeded occasionally. At signalized
intersections, delays of 5 to 15 seconds (10 to 20 seconds)
are expected. At unsignalized intersections, average vehicle
delays of 5 to 10 seconds (10 to 15 seconds) are expected.

Level of Service 'C": ****(**++¥)
Represents stable flow. Motorists now become significantly
affected by interactions with others in the traffic stream.
The selection of speed is influenced by others and
maneuverability is achieved through careful decisions.
However, overall traffic flow is still relatively smooth. At
signalized intersections, delays of 15 to 25 seconds (20 to
35 seconds) are expected, and at unsignalized intersections,
average vehicle delays of 10 to 20 seconds (15 to 25

seconds) are expected.

Level of Service 'D": ***(**++)
Represents occasional unstable flow. Speed and freedom to

maneuver are restricted. Any additional traffic causes
operational problems at this level. Delays at signalized
intersections range from 25 to 40 seconds (35 to 55
seconds). At unsignalized intersections, average vehicle
delays of 20 to 30 seconds (25 to 35 seconds) are
expected.
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TOTAL FUTURE (2020)**
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* Defined Development - development already under construction, approved or planned
Undefined Development - remainder of development needed to accommodate the

** Defined and Undefined development included
*** Note level of service 'D' is undesirable in rural areas
*»+ Level of Service Defined In Transportation Research Board, 1994 Highway Capacity Manual (2020 Analysis)
* | evel of Service Defined In Transportation Research Board, 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (2030 Analysis)
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projected growth in population and employment

Level of Service 'E"; ****(*****

Represents unstable flow. Breakdowns occur with increasing
frequency. Operating conditions are at or near full capacity
level. Speeds are typically reduced. Passing opportunities
and gaps in traffic are infrequent. At signalized intersections,
delays ranging from 40 to 60 seconds (55 to 80 seconds)
are encountered. Delays at unsignalized intersections range
from 30 to 45 seconds (35 to 50 seconds).

Level of Service 'F": ****(*****)

Also represents unstable flow. Traffic flow is normally forced
or broken down. This condition exists when the amount of
traffic approaching a section along the roadway exceeds the
amount which can pass through it. Long queues form at
such locations. Stop and go waves also form within the
queue. In many cases, however, traffic downstream from the
point of congestion operates adequately, but backups or
delays occur for other upstream vehicles. At signalized
intersections, delays in excess of 60 seconds (80 seconds)
are encountered. At unsignalized intersections, average delays
in excess of 45 seconds (50 seconds) can be expected.

Central Susquehanna Valley
Transportation Project

Figure 1I-7

Current and Future Traffic Conditions
Level of Service (LOS) Comparison

0 2 4 6 0 1 2 3 4

Scale in Kilometers

Scale in Miles
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and a Public Officials Work Group (POWG) were formed and include representatives from affected
municipalities, planning organizations, economic development groups, Chambers of Commerce, and
other citizens groups. Additionally, two special focus groups were formed as the project progressed.
The CAC and POWG meetings, special focus group meetings, and Public Meetings serve as forums
for direct exchange of information and to ensure the public’s involvement in the project development
process. This public involvement effort is described in more detail in Section V, Comments and Coor-
dination. In addition, a chronological summary of events, including milestones and important meetings
for the CSVT Project, is presented in Appendix K.

The Project Needs were presented publicly to the Public Officials and CAC in July 1996 and at
a Public Meeting in November 1996.

The completion of the Needs Study in November of 1996 served as a springboard to begin the
next phase of the project development process, the identification of preliminary (Phase 1) alternatives
to meet the Project Needs. This next phase of the process is discussed in detail in Section lll, Alterna-
tives.

1. Project Logical Termini

The completion of the Needs Analysis also served to define the logical termini for the CSVT
Project. Logical termini are the rational end points for a proposed transportation improvement project
and are the basis for the study area boundaries established for this EIS, discussed in Section |.A,
Project Description. Logical termini can be identified through the concurrent assessment of the project
needs and of known features (population centers, cross route locations, land uses, etc.) in the trans-
portation corridor under study. Logical termini have been identified.

The southern terminus is the end of the existing Selinsgrove Bypass, where the existing US
Routes 11/15 roadway changes from a four-lane, limited access expressway to a five-lane (four lanes
with center turn lane) free access facility (see Figure 1-2).

The northern project terminus was initially identified as the interchange between PA Route 147
and |-80 north of Milton (see Figure I-2). In this location, PA Route 147 widens from a two-lane, limited
access facility on a four-lane right-of-way, to a four-lane, limited access roadway once it crosses |-80.
In this location, north of 1-80, PA Route 147 becomes 1-180 and serves the Williamsport metropolitan
area.

As aresult of the Phase | (preliminary alternatives) analysis, the northern project terminus was
revised to just south of the PA Route 147 and PA Route 45 Interchange (see Figure I-2). This subse-
guent revision to the northern project terminus occurred in October of 1997, because the Two on Four
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Section of the project in the northern part of the study area was advanced as an independent project
on its own merits as discussed in more detail in Section Ill, Alternatives. The Two on Four Section
received environmental clearance in March of 1999. The Two on Four Section is currently under
construction. Construction of the build out of the Two on Four Section from 2 to 4 lanes is scheduled to
be completed in 2004.

2. Project Status

At this time, the CSVT Project is in the Final EIS stage of development. Project Scoping,
Project Needs, Phase |, and Phase Il studies have been completed. Detailed engineering and environ-
mental studies have been completed, and extensive public and agency reviews have been conducted.
A Draft EIS was circulated in February 2001 for public review and comment and a Public Hearing was
held on March 12, 2001. Substantive comments received on the Draft EIS are considered and docu-
mented in this Final EIS.

The Draft EIS for this project presented a Recommended Preferred Alternative (DAMA in Sec-
tion 1, RC5 in Section 2). At this time the FHWA is recommending a Preferred Alternative in this Final
EIS. The Preferred Alternative is DAMA in Section 1 and RC5 in Section 2. This is a recommendation

and should not be confused with the final decision. This recommendation is presented for public and
agency consideration and review.

The public and the review agencies are afforded another opportunity to review this recommen-
dation, and all aspects of the study, during the 30 day review period for the Final EIS. The project study
team will consider all substantive comments received on this Final EIS. Once the FHWA is satisfied
that all substantive comments on the Final EIS have been adequately considered, the FHWA will issue
a Record of Decision (ROD). The ROD will determine the Selected Alternative. The Selected Alterna-
tive is advanced to final design and, eventually, to construction.

A Public Hearing was held on March 12, 2001, 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. Written comments were also solicited from
agencies and the public during the Draft EIS comment period which lasted from February 9, 2001, to
March 26, 2001. All testimony and comments are contained in Section V of this Final EIS. Responses
to comments are documented adjacent to copies of testimony and comment letters.
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3. Updated Traffic Studies

To address comments received on the Draft EIS and to determine when a third lane was needed
(in each direction), additional traffic studies were conducted in 2001 for the entire CSVT study area. In
addition, to be consistent with FHWA policy to design projects based on a 20-year traffic projection
from the time of construction, traffic volumes were developed for year 2030.

New traffic counts were taken in July 2001. The 2001 existing traffic volumes for the system
are on average 20 percent greater than the traffic volumes that were counted in 1995. This equates to
a 3 percent annual increase. Between the years of 1995 and 2020, the traffic volumes were projected
to increase at a much greater rate. The previous traffic projections for design year 2020 showed that
the traffic volumes were expected to grow 133 percent over the 25 years (1995-2020). This equates to
a 5% annual increase. The year 2000 census data showed that the population and the resulting
development did not increase as greatly as originally anticipated.

Population growth and traffic volume increases are not directly proportional. Even though
population growth slowed, traffic continued to increase at a slightly slower rate because employment
continued to increase as projected in the Draft EIS, and through traffic increased faster than projected
in the Draft EIS (1.5% per year as opposed to 1% per year). As aresult, traffic is now expected to grow
at approximately a 4% annual rate between 1995 and 2030. This means that the 2030 projected traffic
volumes are approximately 13% higher than those projected for 2020, resulting in traffic volumes
approximately 120% greater than they were in 2001. Thus, the need for the separation of through and
local traffic, especially truck traffic, and the need for improvements to the current transportation net-
work still exists.

The change in the design year and the 2030 traffic projections are discussed in detail in Section
IV.M - Traffic and Transportation Network.
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Il. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The affected environment section of the Final EIS

provides a concise overview of the existing environmen- o ] o
More detailed information pertaining

to the Affected Environment can be
methods used to identify critical environmental features. found in the Technical Support Data.
An index of the Technical Support

o _ _ ) Data can be found in Section IX, Ap-
within the project study area is contained within the Tech- pendix A.

tal conditions within the project study area and the study

Detailed information concerning environmental features

nical Files and Memoranda associated with each indi-

vidual environmental topic area. An index of the Techni-
cal Files and Memoranda is contained in Section IX, Appendix A. The Technical Files and Memoranda
are available for public review during the comment period.

A. GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT STUDY AREA

The Central Susquehanna Valley is situated in the central part of Pennsylvania where the West
Branch and North Branch of the Susquehanna River merge to form the main stem Susquehanna
River. The study area for the Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation project extends from
Selinsgrove northward for approximately 16 kilometers (10 miles) to West Chillisquaque Township in
Northumberland County. The study area is composed of parts of Snyder, Union, and Northumberland
Counties, Pennsylvania (see Figure 1-1).

The study area lies within the Appalachian Mountain Section of the Ridge and Valley physi-
ographic province, which is characterized by long, continuous, high-crested ridges separated by nar-
row, intervening valleys. The Central Susquehanna Valley is located in the heart of the widest portion
of the Ridge and Valley Province, an expanse of approximately 128.75 kilometers (80 miles) along the
Susquehanna River Basin between Williamsport and Harrisburg, in central Pennsylvania. Within the
study area the linear ridges and valleys generally trend west to east and are cross-cut by the north-
south path of the Susquehanna and West Branch Susquehanna Rivers. The major stream tributaries
to the rivers gather the waters from the flanks of the ridges and wind through the linear east-west valley
bottoms to join the Susquehanna River on its way southward. Differential erosion of the resistant
sandstones and dolomites versus the less resistant limestones and shales has created a topography
of rolling (sometimes karstic) valley floors and high, steep-sided and knife-edged mountains. More
gently sloping terrain is found in the low lying areas associated with the river floodplain and terraces, or
along the major tributary streams.
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The Susquehanna Valley region exhibits an active prehistoric record spanning the last ten
thousand years, from Paleoindian to European Contact. Throughout the Paleoindian Period (12,000-
8,000 B.C.) and the Archaic Period (8,000-1,000 B.C.), inhabitants survived exclusively through hunt-
ing and gathering of wild resources. Within the study area, these hunter/gatherers would typically set
up base camps in the floodplain and terrace areas along the Susquehanna River, where they would
dwell temporarily. A shift in activities toward agricultural subsistence occurred during the Woodland
Period (1,000 B.C.-A.D. 1700). Evidence connected to settlement patterns indicates that inhabitants
eventually began to occupy areas in more concentrated population groups for longer periods of time.
Villages began developing near or within areas of high fertility soils in lowlands during the Late Wood-
land Period (A.D. 1000-1700).

Although Europeans began arriving in the Susquehanna Valley in the early to mid-1700’s, con-
flicts with area Indian tribes kept European habitation sparse until well after the American Revolution.
After the war the atmosphere of the region became more stable, and soldiers claiming land grants
followed by others seeking property began to settle in the area. Population growth was steady into the
1800’s, and the transition from a subsistence agriculture based existence to a cash and trade based
economy spurred the development of a primitive transportation system which allowed merchants to
obtain supplies needed by pioneers. Development of early roads and ferries encouraged the estab-
lishment of local inns and taverns in the areas near stores and trading posts, thereby forming the
nucleus around which the towns of Lewisburg, Northumberland, Selinsgrove, and Sunbury devel-
oped.

Growth flourished in the Central Susquehanna Valley during the mid-1800's with the advent of
the canals, used for transporting goods on a national scale by way of major rivers. Urban development
in the study area was concentrated along the river, and the cash based economy was in full swing.
Although agriculture remained important, farming activities mainly focused on export for profit rather
than subsistence. The late-1800’s saw the construction and development of the railroads, which spawned
erratic growth patterns in the area. Urban development along the river was reinforced at major railroad
junctions, because tracks were often laid along or near the old canal beds. Remnants of the canal
system and railroads remain as distinctive features of the study area even today.

The introduction of the automobile in the early 1900’s preceded a major shift in the character of
the study area. Major population centers began to disperse as people began relying heavily on auto-
motive transportation in the second half of the twentieth century. By the early 1970’s over half of the
residents in the region of Northumberland, Union, Snyder, Columbia, and Montour Counties lived in
rural areas. Modern suburban residential developments continue to be constructed throughout the
once predominantly rural hillsides and valleys to the east and west of the river floodplains. Through the
1970’s, the section of US Routes 11/15 through the Shamokin Dam area developed into a heavily
traveled commercial area, with businesses lining both sides of the highway. With the opening of the
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Susquehanna Valley Mall in 1978 serving as an additional catalyst for further development, the so-
called “Golden Strip” was born. The “Golden Strip” now serves as the new Main Street of the Central
Susquehanna Valley. Many of the local roadways are lined with single family homes and businesses.

Residential and commercial growth within the communities in and surrounding the project study
area has been inseparably linked to the development of the transportation system throughout the area.
Together these factors have contributed significantly to shaping the landscape patterns which exist in
the project study area today. Currently, the Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation project area is
a mosaic of vast expanses of farmland intermixed with patches of forest land, old fields, residential,
commercial, and industrial developed areas, wetlands, streams, and rivers. Figures lI-1 and II-2 graphi-
cally illustrate the current land use and landscape patterns of the project study area.

B. OVERVIEW OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL STUDY PROCESS

Under guidelines established by numerous state and Federal laws [including the National Envi-
ronmental Policy Act (NEPA) and PA Act 120], environmental studies conducted for transportation
projects are generally completed in two distinct phases. These two phases are referred to as Phase |
and Phase Il. The alternatives are narrowed during Phase |, and those alternatives that are carried
forward into Phase Il are studied in detail.

Phase | Study - is an evaluation of preliminary alternatives based primarily on existing or secondary
environmental data. The purpose of this evaluation is to narrow the field of preliminary alternatives to a
reasonable range of feasible alternatives for detailed study in Phase 1. The results of the Phase |
studies are documented in the “Phase | Alternatives Analysis” (October 1997) .

Phase Il Study - is an evaluation of the feasible alternatives identified during the Phase | studies based
on detailed environmental data collected through field surveys. The purpose of this evaluation is to
examine, in detail, the most reasonable preliminary alternatives and to recommend a “preferred” alter-
native, if one clearly exists. The “preferred” alternative is the alternative that PENNDOT is initially
recommending to the FHWA to be built. This recommendation is not “final” until after the Final Environ-
mental Impact Statement (FEIS) and the FHWA Record of Decision (ROD). The results of the Phase
[l Studies are documented in the Draft EIS and Final EIS.

The environmental studies conducted as part of the Transportation Planning Process include a
wide range of social, economic, cultural, and natural resource topic areas. The following specific
environmental topic areas were investigated as part of the environmental studies associated with the
Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Project.
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Transportation Project

Figure 1i-1
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Land Use Patterns

Community and Social Resources

Economic Resources

Noise

Air Quality

Vegetation and Wildlife Habitat

Threatened and Endangered Species

Visual Resources

Wetlands (Swamps, Marshes, Meadows)

Surface Waters and Aquatic Resources (Rivers, Streams, Ponds, Lakes)

Public and Private Water Supplies

Floodplains and Potential Flood Hazards

Hazardous and Sensitive Waste Sites (Dumps, Salvage Yards, Asbestos, Underground
Storage Tanks)

Farmlands and Agribusiness

Energy Analysis

Parks, State Forest, Game Lands, Wildlife Management Areas, and Wildlife Refuges
Geologic Formations and Soils

Cultural Resources (Historic Sites and Archaeological Areas)

Secondary and Cumulative Impacts

The study methods of the environmental investigation associated with each of these areas are

overviewed in Table II-1 and discussed in detail in the appropriate Technical File and Summary Memo-

randum. An index of these files and memoranda is contained within Section IX, Appendix A.
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TABLE II-1

CENTRAL SUSQUEHANNA VALLEY TRANSPORTATION PROJECT
OVERVIEW OF PHASE | AND PHASE I

AREA OF STUDY

ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES

LEVEL OF STUDY

PHASE | METHODOLOGY

PHASE ||l METHODOLOGY

Land Use Patterns

Land use was documented ihrough tax records
and aerial photographs. Preliminary land cover
map created.

Maps ™ and information were updated from field
surveys and interviews with community officials
and business persons.

Community and Social Resources

a) | Population and Housing

Review of U.S. Census data was conducted 1o
determine population statistics.

Population  projections” were calculated by
consultants using long-term historic growth trends
and modified based on presence of changing
industrial and commercial projects.
Displacements were determined for houses within
the cut / fill lines of alternatives.

Community Cohesion

field
locate

Review of 1fax maps, and Tlimited
reconnaissance were conducted to
community resources.

Field views and interviews with community
leaders and local residents were conducted to
determine the locations and boundaries of distinct
communities and neighborhoods in the project
study area.

Community Facilities and
Services

tield
locate

Review of fax
reconnaissance were
community resources.

maps, and Timited
conducted to

Field views, and interviews with- community
leaders were conducted to identify all community
facilities and services.

Environmental Justice

Review of U.S. Census daia was conducted 1o
determine presence of low income and minority
populations in the study area.

Review of more detailed census data and feld
reconnaissance was completed to more
accurately identify low income concentrations in
the project area. Extensive coordination was held
in areas with concentrated displacements.

Economic Resources

a) | Business Resources

Economic” conditions for — the region were
evaluated from employment data obtained from
local planning commissions and chambers of
commerce. Local employment data was
extrapolated from tax records.  Employment
projections were calculated and reviewed with
local agencies.

Businesses located in project study area were
identified through field views.

Business displacements were 1dentified through
detailed field views. Inventory of businesses was
compiled for a mail survey (December 1998).
Impacts to existing businesses resulting from
bypass were analyzed.

Tax Base Resources

Property 1ax rales and area properly values were
obtained from local taxing bodies.

Property iax Tosses were calculated for each
alternative using actual tax rates and percent take
of each affected parcel. Projected tax losses
were compared to annual property tax revenues.

Sensilive Receplors were identified through field
investigation.

Monitoring was conducted for existing conditions.
Modeling of alignments and existing roadway
network was conducted using FHWA STAMINA
2.0 1 OPTIMA Traffic Noise Mode!l. Impacts were
calculated by alternative.

Air Quality

Sensitive” Receplors were ideniified through field
investigation,

Modeling of alignments and existing roadway
network was conducted using CAL3QHC and
Mobile 5a computer programs.
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AREA OF STUDY

TABLE 11-1
(CONTINUED)

LEVEL OF STUDY

PHASE | METHODOLOGY

PHASE Il METHODOLOGY

Vegetation and Wildlife Habitat

A review was conducted of existing documents
related to land coverfand use, ecological
communities, and habitat distribution and
classification. Aerial photographs were reviewed
to identify main habitat types and preliminary
maps were created.

Detailed field investigations were conducted (May
-October 1998). Descriptive information related
to vegetative cover, vegetative and wildlife
species, and human disturbance were recorded,
and the extent of the communities was verified to
update the mapping. Data forms were completed
for all compartments. . Terrestrial community
mapping was completed and used to identify
landscape features important for wildlife habitat.
Terrestrial community and landscape feature
information was evaluated by biologists to assign
areas to wildlife habitat classification categories.
Impacts to terrestrial communities, landscape
features, and wildlife habitat classification
categories were assessed for the alternatives
using Geographic Information Systems (GIS).
Agency coordination was ongoing throughout the
process.

Threatened and Endangered Species

The potential presence of threatened and
endangered species was determined through
coordination with state and federal agencies. A
review of the Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Index
(PND})  database was  conducted and
correspondence was filed with the PGC, PFBC,
and US FWS. Initial correspondence began in
December 1995, and agencies were contacted
yearly for updates until May 1999.

Preferred habitat characteristics for species of
concern were researched and confirmed with
resource agencies and biologists knowledgeable
about the particular species. Field surveys were
conducted through 1998 and 1999 by qualified
biologists for wildlife and vegetative species
habitat. Detailed information was recorded for
areas with potential for preferred habitat.
Selected areas throughout the project area will
be revisited in 2000.

Visual Resources

The general visual character of the project study
area was observed through field investigations.

Visual resources and viewer groups were
identified, and viewscapes were evaluated for
each alternative. A detailed assessment of the
potential impacts to residents and travelers within
the project study area was conducted. The
assessment included simulated views of affected
areas which show the alternatives and possible
mitigation options.

Wetlands

Review of aerial photographs, US NRCS soil
surveys, US FWS National Wetlands Inventory
(NWI) maps was conducted to determine known

wetland areas.
conducted.

Limited field investigation was

Detailed field investigation was conducted to
identify and delineate wetlands within the study
corridors of the alternatives. Field investigation
was completed in accordance with the
procedures detailed in the US ACOE 1987
manual. Wetlands were surveyed using Global
Positioning Systems (GPS) and wetland locations
were mapped. Potential impacts were analyzed
using GIS.

Surface Waters and

Resources

Aquatic

USGS maps, US FWS NWI maps, US ACOE List
of Navigable Waterways, US DO} Nationwide
Rivers Inventory, and historic Susquehanna River
Basin Commission resource reports, and
documentation were made available by state
agencies. PFBC, PA DEP Bureau of Water
Quality Management (water quality data and
protected water use regulations), PA DCNR
(Scenic Rivers Program information).

Field investigations were conducted in 1998 and
1999 to assess water chemistry, physical habitat
conditions, and fish and macroinvertebrate
communities for streams not documented in
existing reports.  Classification system was
developed based on flow, quality of
macroinvertebrate habitat, and drainage area.
Impacts to surface water resources were
calculated for alternatives.
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AREA OF STUDY

TABLE I1-1
(CONTINUED)

LEVEL OF STUDY

PHASE | METHODOLOGY

PHASE Il METHODOLOGY

Public and Private Water Supplies

Groundwater patterns for the project study area
were researched from existing literature.
Consultation of secondary source data was
conducted. Data was collected from the PA DEP
and PA DCNR files, and from municipality officials
and utility companies.

GIS techniques were used to graphically present
the areal distribution of private and public water
supplies. Impacts were calculated for
alternatives.

Floodplains and Potential

Hazards

Fiood

Copies of Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Studies, Flood
Insurance Rate Maps, and Flood Hazard
Boundary Maps were obtained for all
municipalities in the project study area. The maps
were used to locate floodplains and floodways
along the waterways in the study area.

Technical backup data for the FEMA studies was
purchased for available waterways to more
accurately estimate the effect of potential
floodplain encroachments. Backup data, which is
in the HEC-2 format was imported into HEC-
RAS, analyzed, and used to estimate the effects
on the floodpiain.

Hazardous and Sensitive Waste Sites

A Preliminary Area Reconnaissance (PAR) was
conducted in 1995 and early 1996 to evaluate the
potential presence of hazardous or other
environmentally sensitive materials in the project
area. The PAR included background research of
state and federal environmental files, aerial
photographs, and correspondence with state and
local agencies. A windshield survey was
conducted to identify potential areas of concern.
Areas which warranted further study were
recorded.

An Initial Site Assessment (ISA) was conducted
in 1998. The ISA included a more detailed
review of existing files, maps, and photographs.
Detailed field reconnaissance was conducted for
possible areas of concern, and a report was
prepared (January 1999). A Preliminary Site
Investigation (PSl) was conducted in early 1999
for sites requiring further characterization. The
PS| included groundwater sampling and a
geophysical investigation, in addition to more
detailed investigation of historic site data.

Farmlands and Agribusiness

Farmlands in the project study area were
identified using aerial photographs and limited
field investigation.  Secondary sources were
consulted including  Union, Snyder, and
Northumberland County soil surveys and Farm
Services Agency Crop Reports.

Tax records were consulted to verify parcel
boundaries, property owners names and
addresses. Meetings with property owners were
held to verify agricultural uses and extent of
farmland on properties within the alternatives.
Farmers / property owners were interviewed to
compile information related to protection status.
Mapping was created to reflect Federal Farmland
Protection Policy Act (FPPA) farmland and
Productive Agricultural Land, and impacts were
calculated using GIS.

Energy Analysis

Energy usage estimates were calculated for the
entire roadway system using CORSIM, a micro-
simulation software package developed by the
FHWA, CORSIM generated measures of
effectiveness; one of the things measured was
fuel consumption. Fuel consumption was
calculated for all individual vehicles (autos and
trucks) in the system and summed for each
roadway segment.

Parks, State Forest,
Wildlife Management
Wildlife Refuges

Areas,

Gamelands,

and

Review of US Geological Survey (USGS) maps,
aerial photographs, tax maps, and limited field
reconnaissance was conducted to locate public
parks, gamelands, and wildlife areas. Background

information was obtained from PA DCNR
regarding forest lands in state or federal programs
as well as habitats designated for the protection of
wildlife.

Coordination  with municipal officials was
completed to more accurately identify the
locations and boundaries of public parks. The
locations of these parks were then analyzed in

comparison to all project alternatives.
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AREA OF STUDY

TABLE II-1
(CONTINUED)

LEVEL OF STUDY

PHASE | METHODOLOGY

PHASE Il METHODOLOGY

Geologic Formations and Soils

Soil  surveys for Union, Snyder, and
Northumberiand Counties were reviewed to
identify soil types and major soil associations.
Information was compiled on the underlying
geology of the project study area from the USGS,
PA DCNR, PA Topographic and Geologic Survey,
PA DEP, and US Department of Agriculture,
NRCS. Aerial photographs were reviewed.

Problematic geological areas , including potential
sinkhole areas, were identified within the
alternatives. Sinkhole formation information was
obtained from the PA Topographic and Geologic
Survey, Eastern Industries, Inc., and the Point
Township Municipal Authority. Limited field
investigations were conducted to locate sinkhole
features. Recommendations were  made
regarding possibie construction in these areas.

Cultural Resources

a) | Historic Resources

As part of a historic resource survey performed in
accordance with Pennsylvania Historical and
Museum Commission (PHMC), acting as the State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), published
guidelines, background information regarding
historic structures was compiled from previously
filed Pennsylvania Historic Resource Survey
forms, PHMC files, local survey files maintained
by the county planning commissions, archived
material and maps from public, university, and
government libraries. Researched information
was used to develop historic themes which would
be used as a basis for presentation of historic
information. A windshield survey of the project
study area was conducted to verify the
identification of potentially historic resources
(February, March 1996). During this survey
resources were photographed. Results of
windshield surveys were tabulated and evaluated
for correspondence with established historic
themes. Individual resources were analyzed. A
Historic Contexts and Summary Report was
prepared and circulated (January 1997).
Recommendations were made regarding eligibility
for the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP).

An historic resources survey was undertaken and
circulated that evaluated the historical and
architectural significance of 258 properties
according to National Register (NR) criteria. The
results were presented in a Historic Resources
Survey and Determination of Eligibility Report
(September 1998) and Addendums (June,
August 1999).  Through report review and
ongoing coordination with the PHMC, the project
team determined there are 24 resources in the
study area determined eligible for the NRHP.

Archeological Resources

Background research was conducted on the
cultural history of the area. Secondary source
data was researched at the PHMC (Harrisburg).
A computer  generated database for
archaeological sites on the PA quads was
provided by the PHMC. PASS forms were
reviewed for selected sites. A literature search of
published information pertaining to prehistoric
cultural remains was conducted.

A more detailed review of PASS forms was
conducted, as related to areas in the alternatives.
A predictive model for the project study area was
created using GIS. A draft report discussing the
predictive model was prepared and circulated in
November 1998 (finalized August 1999). The
mode! utilizes a combination of inductive (known
site data) and deductive (archaeological theory)
methods, including statistical analyses, and maps
the potential for prehistoric site locations within
the project study area. In addition, preliminary
geomorphological investigations were undertaken
from July of 1998 through October 1999. These
investigations focused on the floodplain settings
of the Susquehanna River at Hummels Wharf,
Snyder County and at the crossings from the
Winfield area, Union County across the West
Branch of the Susquehanna River to SR 147
north of Northumberland in Northumberland
County. The investigations included the
excavation of backhoe trenches, reconnaissance
studies, the archaeological excavation of test
units and shovel test pits, and the drilling of
sediment cores. The results are documented in a
Geomorphological Studies document dated
November 1999.
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AREA OF STUDY

TABLE 111
(CONTINUED)

LEVEL OF STUDY

PHASE | METHODOLOGY

PHASE Il METHODOLOGY

Secondary and Cumulative Impacts

a

Secondary Development

General land use patterns were identified at
preliminary interchanges and project termini.

Plans for proposed interchanges were examined,
and areas determined to be prone to increased
growth potential were analyzed with respect to
environmental constraints, zoning, and
infrastructure availability. Potential impacts to
key resources were identified by comparing
unconstrained land areas close to interchanges
to projected development demand.

Cumulative Impacts

Current patterns in land use, zoning, and water
and sewer service throughout the project area
were studied.

Following the secondary impact methodology,
cumulative impacts were assessed by identifying
areas where actions by others were necessary to
facilitate development.
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lll. ALTERNATIVES

This section of the Final EIS documents the de- —

velopment of alternatives for the CSVT Project. This
More detailed information pertaining
. to Alternatives can be found in the
the major evolutionary events that resulted in the set of Technical Support Data. The Tech-
alternatives that were evaluated in both the Draft EIS nical Support Data index can be
found in Section IX, Appendix A.

section is divided into several subsections that trace

and Final EIS. Detailed engineering and environmental

information and analysis is contained within the project |
Technical Files (Appendix A).

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires the development and evaluation of all
reasonable alternatives as part of the environmental impact statement process for a major transporta-
tion project. In accordance with NEPA, PENNDOQOT’s Transportation Project Development Process
includes a systematic, two-phased approach to implement this regulatory requirement and develop
alternatives. In Phase |, a wide range of preliminary alternatives are examined, some of which may be
dismissed from further study while others are recommended for additional study. In Phase Il, a smaller
set of alternatives is further evaluated in detail. During both phases, alternatives are evaluated for
effectiveness in satisfying the project needs, engineering feasibility, and sensitivity to the environment.

The following sections overview the alternatives development process for the CSVT Project,
which began in the Fall of 1996 and extended through June of 2002. The alternatives development
process involved an extensive level of public and agency involvement. The affected public and regu-
latory agencies were involved in the development of preliminary alternatives, the identification of pre-
liminary alternatives for detailed analysis, the identification of alternatives for examination in the Draft
EIS, proposed modifications to the Draft EIS Alternatives, and the identification of the set of alterna-
tives examined in this Final EIS. Table Ill-1 overviews the alternatives development process and
graphically illustrates major activities associated with the alternatives development.

A. DEVELOPMENT OF PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES

The preliminary alternatives development process generally consists of the following steps.

. Identify objectives to meet needs
. Establish the limits of the project study area

. |dentify environmental and engineering constraints within the project study area
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Section Il

TABLE IlI-1

ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT AND EVALUATION

Identified project needs
based on the existence
of problems in the CSVT
study area

ASSESS ENVIRONMENT

Established project area
boundaries. Conducted

Engineering and Environmental
Overview to define important

features and resources

Project Needs
Identified

Identified Environmental
Constraints

@ Compiled information from
existing sources, field
investigations and data
analyses

DEVELOP ALTERNATIVES

Considered a range
of reasonable alternatives

NO-BUILD ALTERNATIVE

TSM/UPGRADE ALTERNATIVES

New Alignment Alternatives

e A e F

e B G

e C ® BA

D ® BE

e E @ DA —

® 61 Connector
@ 15 Connector
@ River Crossing (RC) 1
® RC2
® RC3
® RCD

2 on 4 Section

@ Build out of PA Route 147
from 2 to 4 lanes from PA |——

Route 147/PA Route 45
Interchange to [-80

PUBLIC AND AGENCY INVO‘,VEMENT

7/16/96 - PO*
7/22/96 - CAC*
7/24/96 - ACM*

10/28/96 - CAC
10/29/96 - POWG*
11/7/96 - PM #1*
12/4/96 - ACM

1/28/97 - POWG

1/30/97 - CAC

3/24/97 - CAC

3/25/97 - POWG

4/15/97 and 5/14/97 - ACM (Field Views)
5/19/97 - CAC/POWG*

6/5/97 - PM #2
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TABLE llI-1

ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT AND EVALUATION (CONTINUED)

REVIEW AND EVALUATE
ALTERNATIVES

Dismissed alternatives that
would not meet the need, would
be environmentally harmful, or
would have insurmountable
engineering concerns

NO-BUILD ALTERNATIVE

TSM/UPGRADE -

New Alignment Alternatives

e A ®oF
® B - Dismissed ® G - Dismissed
® - @ BA

® D - Dismissed ® BE - Dismissed
® F - Dismissed ® DA

@ 51 Connector
® 15 Connector - Dismissed

RCD - Dismissed

Portions Dismissed

2 on 4 Section

@ Separated from CSVT and
advanced as an
independent project

Presented alternatives to
Public and Resource
Agencies

(Continued
on next

page)

Alternatives
for Additional
Analysis
Identified

Section 1
A-A Hybrid Corridor
e A
e BA
e DA
@ 61 Connector
Old Trail Corridor
® C (portions)
® F
@ 61 Connector

Section 2
® RC1
e RC2
e RC3

KEY

PO - Public Officials Meeting

CAC - Citizens Advisory Committee Meeting

ACM - Agency Coordination Meeting

POWG - Public Officials Work Group Meeting

PM - Public Meeting

CAC/POWG - Joint Meeting of Citizens Advisory
Committee and Public Officials Work Group

SPM - Special Purpose Meeting

UPFG - Union Township/Point Township Focus
Group

MSFG - Monroe Township/Shamokin Dam
Borough Focus Group

SPM’ - Meeting with Orchard Hills/Gunter
Development Residents

SPM’ - Meeting with Colonial Acres Residents

SPM° - Meeting with Old Trail Residents

SPM" - Meeting with Monroe Township
Officials and Residents

SPM° - Meeting with Point Township Officials

SPM' - Meeting with Monroe Township Officials

SPM® - Meeting with Hummels Wharf Residents

SPM" - Meeting with West Chillisquaque
Officials and Residents

SPM' - Meeting with Hummels Wharf Residents

SPM' - Meeting with Monroe Township Planning
Commission

SPM" - Meeting with Point Township Officials
and Residents

SPM' - Meeting with Stonebridge Residents

SPM" - Meeting with Colonial Acres Residents

SPM" - Meeting with Stonebridge and Colonial
Acres Residents

SPM° - Meeting with Monroe Township Planning
Commission, Supervisors and Residents

SPM’ - Meeting with Stonebridge Residents and
Colonial Acres Residents

SPM* - Meeting with Colonial Acres Residents

SPM' - Meeting with Colonial Acres Residents

SPM® - Field View with Colonial Acres
Residents

SPM' - Meeting with Union Township
Supervisors and Residents

SPM" - Meeting with Susquehanna Valley
Mall Developers

SPM"' - Meeting with Union Township Officials

PUBLIC AND AGENCY INVOLVEMENT

7/23/97 - ACM

8/25/97 - CAC/POWG

8/27/97 - ACM
9/24/97 - ACM

10/2/97 - ACM (Field View)

10/22/97 - ACM

10/27/97 - CAC/POWG

11/12/97 - PM #3
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TABLE IlI-1

ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT AND EVALUATION (CONTINUED)

REFINE AND EVALUATE
ALTERNATIVES

Refined alternatives to be more

sensliive to environmental concerns
using findings from detalled site
Investigations, data analysls and
public/agency Input. Compared Impacts
of each alternative.

FURTHER REFINEMENTS TO
ALTERNATIVES

Contlnued modifications to
minimize Impact

NO-BUILD ALTERNATIVE

New Allgnment Alternatives
Sectlon 1

A-A Hybrid Corridor

® DA West Avoidance - Same as above

DA West - Composite of Alts. A, BA,
DA. Includes 61 Connectar.

but avoids histaric App Property

Qld Trall Corriclor

("1T1 A - Composite of Alts. C and F.
Includes 61 Connector.
OT1A Avoidance - Same as OT1A
but avoids PP&L Ash Basin 1.
OT1B - Composite of Alts. © and F
Includes Stetler Ave. Interchange
and 15 Connector

OT1B Avcidance - Same as OT1B but |

avolds PP&L Ash Basin 1

l_

|
|
|
|
|
I
l

NO-BUILD ALTERNATIVE

New Alignment Alternatives

Section 1

A-A Hybrid Corridor
DA West -
DA West Avo;dancc - Disrnils
DA West Maodified - Dismiszad
DA West Modmed Avondance
DA - Dismissead
DA Avoidance - Dismissed
DA Modified - Dismiss
DA Modified Avoidance

Dismissed

2u

Old Trail Corridor
® OT2A (61 Connector) -
OT1A Avoidance

Hybrid Alt. of OT1A and

Sectlon 2 N .
® RC1-E (modification of RC1) e OT2B (Stetler Ave. Interchange/15 Connector) -
® RC1-W (modification of RC1) Hybrid Alt. of OT1B and OT1B Avoidance
® RC2 - Dismissed

e . Sectlon 2
& RC3 - modified {renamed RCS) e BCi-E
e RC4 - New river crossing to north of ® RCi-W
RC1. Modified and renamed RCE. ® RC5
e RC5 (modification of RC3) ® RCEH
® RC6 (modification of RC4)
PUBLIC AND AGENCY INVOLVEMENT
12/2/97 - SPM” Tieiag - sP I 1/25/98 - CAGPOWG 99 - CAGFOW
: 7/22/38 - ACM 1/25/99 - UPFG 32 ‘a8 - SPM°
7/22/98 - SPM° I 1284 /a9 - ACN
8/26/98 - ACM 1428/ /o9 - CACPOWG
gy ',"Q - ACHK % .-"' /89 - MSFG
a/98/98 - CACPOWG I 383/ 7421/98 - ACK
3. O.‘CIB CAGPOWG Q/2a/as - UPFG 3/23/9 g/ 0/99 - SPI*
3/25/38 - ACM a29/9d - MSFG 3/249/9 g/28/a9 - ACK
/30/98 - UPFG” 9/29, 30/98 - ACHK (Field Yiew) | 34319 8/27/99 - CAGPOWG
3/30/98 - CACPOWG  10/7/98 - SPM" 51049 8/28/98 - MSFG
5 10/28/58 - ACK I 51749 10427499 - ACH
B/29/98 - CAGPFOWG  11/5/98 - MSFG 5/M8/g9a SPIH
62238 - UPF G 1142/88 - P #4
£/30/98 - SPI° 11/18/38 - SMP |
7H/98 - MSFG
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TABLE llI-1

ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT AND EVALUATION (CONTINUED)

Interchange5 Connector)

Sectlon 2
® RCI-E
® RCI1-W
® RCS
® RCOH

IDENTIFY ALTERNATIVE FOR
DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION

Identify alternatlve that wiil
provide the maximum benefit
to the majority of people
combined with the least adverse
Impacts at the lowest possible cost

P

) \ o - \\m /,/ . _,-“"'/ \,.\n‘
22 " ) r P ”'\,‘\- A;/ y Mo z-\‘ B _;"/ . .
_~Recommended . e N * Preferred ™
p Alternatives 5 P Preferred ™ " e Alternatives \“\_‘ yd Alternative N
——\' Studied in Draft I;,' f\Alternaﬂve Presented ln}——&/\ Studied in Final >—~r Recommended in :}"
EIS P “\_ DraftEIS (see EIS rd . Final EIS (see -
. _Ssectlon V1)~ AN . SectionVi) 7
..:\__\\ P e ~ ,/'/ -M.\\ p - -4\\ . /—-"/
N e e M,/ “ P . A
No-Bulld Alternative No-Build Alternative
sectlon 1 Sectlon 1 Sectlon 1 Sectlon 1
A-A Hybrid Corridor DA Modifled A-A Hybrid Corridor DA Modified
® DA Modifled Avoldance Avoldance DA Modified Avoidance ® Avoidance
Old Trall Corridor P — Old Trail Corridor soction 2
® OT2A (61 Connector) —i’.——‘i'lLs OT2A (61 Connector) —2;9—'3—
® OT2B (Stetler Ave. RG OT2B (Stetler Ave. RCS

Interchange/15 Connector)

Sectlon 2

® RC1-E
RC1-W
RCS5

®
L ]
® RC6

2/23/00 - ACM
2/28/00 - CACPOWG
g/00 - MSFG
f00 - SPL?
00 - CACPOWG/MSFG
/00 - SP
/00 - SR
/00 - ACH
/00 - SP
(00 - P #5
{01 - Public Hearing

o

G =m oo oo
e e o

o=

2

TEE/01 - ACM
1118/01 - SPM"
1/23/02 - ACK
211/02 - SPM°
2/28/03 - ACH
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Section lll

Develop a range of preliminary alternatives that satisfy the transportation requirements
of the project area and are sensitive to the environmental constraints

Evaluate the preliminary alternatives based on ability to meet the transportation

objectives of the project, engineering feasibility and practicality, and probability to impact
important environmental resources

1. Identify Objectives to Meet Project Need

The conclusions of the CSVT Needs Analysis indicate there is a need to reduce congestion,

improve safety, and ensure capacity for the expected future growth. As a result of these needs, the

following transportation objectives must be met by the alternatives under consideration.

The alternative must reduce congestion on study area roadways.

The alternative must improve safety for users of the roadway system through better
accommodation of all traffic, especially trucks and through traffic. This was taken a step
further inthe Alternative Development step in the process, where the decision was made
that the safest way to accommodate through traffic and trucks was to separate them from
the regional and local traffic. The rationale for this decision follows.

The origin/destination (O/D) survey undertaken as part of the Needs Analysis (1996)
indicates that traffic through the entire study area, without an origin or destination in the
study area, (“through” traffic) represents 17% of the suveyed autos. Additionally, auto
trips that either began or ended in the study area account for 35% of the surveyed autos
(“regional’ traffic). The remaining 48% of the auto trips began and ended in the study area
(“local” traffic).

Almost 58% of the trucks had neither an origin nor a destination in the study area
(“through” traffic). Trucks having only one trip end in the study area account for another
34% of the trucks surveyed (“regional” traffic). The remaining 8% of the trucks had
origins and destinations within the study area (“local” traffic).

The two distinct types of users (through trips and local trips) on US Routes 11/15 expect
different access control. Local traffic desires unrestricted access to facilities and
services, while through traffic desires uninterrupted, high speed traffic flow, with little or
no cross traffic. Regional and through traffic often does not expecttraffic traveling in front
of other vehicles to slow down to turn off the roadway.

In order to determine if the vehicle mix of through and local traffic contributes to the crash
rate in the area, crash frequency and types were evaluated. The conclusions of the
review of crash data indicates that a number of the crash types occurring are rear-end,
angle, and sideswipe types of collisions. These types of crashes are often associated
with conflicts between through, regional, and local traffic.
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Additionally, nearly half of the total number of crashes in the study area involve a truck.
Trucks generally take longer to stop than automobiles. Therefore, trucks do not respond
as well to the free access situation on the roadways in the study area.

Due to the high percentages of “through” traffic, both autos and trucks, the high
percentage of heavy trucks in the traffic mix, and the free access nature of the roadways
in the study area, ithas been determined that the best way to improve safety is to separate
through and local traffic, especially through truck traffic, and to design the new roadway
as a limited access facility.

. The alternative must ensure sufficient capacity for the expected growth in population and
employment. A Level of Service (LOS) C in the Design Year (2020) is the minimum
desirable design year Level of Service for this limited access, rural arterial roadway.

2. Delineation of Project Study Area

Early in the study, the boundaries of the project study area were delineated. The study area is
the area in which the project engineers could develop transportation improvement alternatives. Using
the knowledge of the project needs and other physiographic features of the project region, the bound-
aries were established.

The study area length is influenced by the locations of the logical termini as described in the
project Purpose and Need (Section |). These termini are: in the south, the end of the existing Selinsgrove
Bypass (US Routes 11/15 Expressway) just north of Selinsgrove; and in the north, the interchange
between PA Route 147 and Interstate 80 (I-80). This is a distance of approximately 32 kilometers (20
miles).

The width of the study area varies and is mostly defined by physiographic features that would
affect the technical and economic reasonableness of an alternative. In addition, the width of the study
area is dependent on the travel desires and patterns that are a component of the project need. The
width of the study area, in comparison to its length, should not be so wide, that it fosters the develop-
ment of circuitous alternatives that do not service the traffic desires in the area. In general, the width of
the CSVT study area is guided by the main stem Susquehanna River to the east and Penns Creek to
the west. At its widest, the study area is roughly 8.05 kilometers (5 miles) wide. In the northern section
of the study area, after crossing over the West Branch Susquehanna River, the study area narrows to
an area directly adjacent to PA Route 147. The study area is shown on Figure lil-1.
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Section Il

3. Environmental and Engineering Overview

In accordance with State and Federal laws and regulations, a broad range of environmental
factors must be considered in the planning of a transportation project. Studies of the “environment”
include not only natural resources, such as wetlands and forests, but also community and cultural
resources such as homes, historic buildings, churches, and water supply wells. The specific environ-
mental factors considered and mapped for the CSVT Project include the following.

. Land Use and Development Patterns

. Community Facilities

. Parks and Recreational Facilities

. Historic Structures

. High Probability Archaeological Areas

. Farmlands (Productive Farmlands/Agricultural Security Areas)
J Hazardous/Sensitive Waste Areas

. Public and Private Water Supplies

. Geological Formations

. Noise Sensitive Areas

. Floodplains and Potential Flood Hazard Areas

. Surface Water Resources

d Wetlands

. Vegetation and Wildlife Habitat

. Threatened and Endangered Plant/Animal Species
. Title VI/Environmental Justice

. Air Quality

. Cumulative and Secondary Impact Areas

Each of these areas was investigated to develop a cumulative and comprehensive overview of
the environmental conditions and resources in the study area. These investigations were primarily
limited to the use of existing and secondary data sources, with limited field verification. These areas
were investigated and mapped between July 1996 and November 1996. This mapping represents
environmental, social, and cultural features within the study area that may be impacted by the con-
struction and operation of the transportation solutions.

From an engineering standpoint, other “features”, such as terrain and floodplain areas, were
overviewed. The steep terrain of the ridges and valleys in the study area played a significant role in the
development of the preliminary alternatives. Likewise, the design criteria for speed, roadway width,
median width, and grades are primary considerations for the development of safe roads.
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4. Preliminary Alternatives Considered

In general, the goal of the study team is to develop possible routes or “preliminary alternatives”
that meet the engineering design criteria (AASHTO and PENNDOT Design Manual criteria for a four-
lane, limited access, rural arterial highway) for safety and solve the transportation problems in the
region (meet the project need) while avoiding as many sensitive “features” as possible. When it is
impossible to avoid an impact to a “feature”, the study team attempted to minimize the impact as much
as possible.

During the preliminary alternatives development, the broadest possible spectrum of improve-
ments is examined. The concept is to narrow the field of preliminary alternatives to a few reasonable
alternatives for detailed examination. Thus, reasonable alternatives must meet the following require-

ments.
. Does the alternative meet the project need?
. Does the alternative have reasonable environmental impacts in comparison to the other
alternatives being considered?
. Does the alternative represent a reasonable engineering solution in light of the

established design standards and construction costs?

Any potential preliminary alternative that did not meet these requirements was dismissed at the prelimi-
nary level.
Two major groups of alternatives are examined during the Project Development Process:

. On-Line Alternatives - alternatives that use the existing roadways in the study area; and

. New Alignment Alternatives - alternatives in new locations.

In addition, the No-Build Alternative is also considered.
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Section 1l

a. No-Build Alternative

The No-Build Alternative assumes no action is taken other than minor repairs to the existing
roadway, such as resurfacing. It is considered in both the preliminary and detailed evaluation of alter-
natives. The No-Build Alternative also serves as a basis for comparison - does the public benefit of
highway improvements outweigh the probable environmental impacts.

b. Mass Transit Alternative

Typically, the mass transit alternative provides an option to the use of single occupancy ve-
hicles for travel and the construction of and/or improvements to highways. Mass transit alternatives
include the implementation or expansion of bus and/or light rail systems.

Currently, there is no light rail transit operating in the study area. Therefore, the creation and
maintenance of a light rail option was not considered a reasonable alternative to the construction of
and/or improvements to the highway system.

Coordination with the project area municipalities indicated that the Rohrer Bus Company (a
private bus company) is the only public transportation service provider in the study area. Presently,
Rohrer operates one route from Selinsgrove to Sunbury. The service operates daily and buses run
hourly from 8 AM until 6 PM. The Rohrer Bus Company has no plans to expand its service into other
parts of the study area or add more buses to the route.

Improvements to the existing transit system were not considered a reasonable option since
such a small part of the study area is currently served. To adequately p