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July 2,200

The Honorable Anne Qumlan, Acting Secretary
Surface Transportation Board
395 E Street, SW
Washington, DC 20423-0001 ptf"S

putffc &bQ*

;»
field

Re: R J. Gorman Railroad Company/Pennsylvania Lines. Inc. - Construction and
Operation Exemption Clearfield County. PA - Finance Docket No. 35116

R.J. Gorman Railroad Company/Pennsylvania Lines. Inc. - Acquisition and
Operation Exemption - Line of Norfolk Southern Railway Company
Finance Docket No. 35143

Conrail Abandonment of the Snow Shoe Industrial Track in Centre and Clear
Counties. Pennsylvania - Docket No. AB-167 (Sub No 1004N)

Dear Acting Secretary Qumlan:

Please enter an appearance for the undersigned on behalf of Resource Recovery, LLC in
connection with the pending STB proceedings in the above captioned dockets Also please
consider this letter a Notice of Intent to Participate filed on behalf of Resource Recovery, LLC in
connection with those same proceedings

Enclosed for filing in Finance Docket 35116, please find the original and ten copies of
Resource Recovery, LLC's Verified Statement of Support for the R J. Comian Railroad
Company/Pennsylvania Lines Construction and Operation Exemption which also responds to
various factual allegations filed by Ms. JoAnn Gillette on behalf of People Protecting
Communities.



The Honorable Anne Quinlan
July 2, 2008
Page 2

Please time stamp the copy of this letter as proof for filing and return it to the
undersigned in the enclosed self addressed, stamped envelope. Copies of this Entry of
Appearance/Notice of Intent to Participate and Verified Statement have been served on all
parties of record.

Very truly yours,

RICHARD R. WILSON, P.C.

Richard R. Wilson, Esq.
Attorney for Resource Recovery, LLC

RRW/bab
Enclosure
xc: Resource Recovery, LLC

Section of Environmental Analysis, STB
All Parties of Record
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BEFORE THE
SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD

FINANCE DOCKET No 35116

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

FINANCE DOCKET No. 35143

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

NORFOLK SOUTHERN RAILWAY COMPANY

DOCKET NO AB 167 (SUB-NO I004N)

CONRA1L ABANDONMENT OF THE SNOW SHOE INDUSTRIAL TRACK IN
CENTRE AND CLEARFIELD COUNTIES, PENNSYLVANIA

VERIFIED STATEMENT OF E.B ABEL. JR.
IN SUPPORT OF R J CORMAN RAILROAD COMPANY/PENNSYLVANIA LINES

AND IN RESPONSE TO DECLARATION OF
PEOPLE PROTECTING COMMUNITIES

My name is E B Abel, Jr, and I am the President of Resource Recovery, LLC

C'RRLLC") Resource Recovery. LLC has proposed to locate a landfill and associated

industrial facilities as part of an industnal park to be developed in Rush Township.

Centre County, PA The purpose of this verified statement is to advise the Surface

Transportation Board ("STB") of our strong support for construction of a railroad line to

serve our planned facilities and to briefly respond to the Declaration of Jo Ann Gillette

and her efforts to convince the Surface Transportation Board to grant the Petition by



People Protecting Communities ("PPC") to hold in abeyance any ruling by the Board on

pending motions filed by RJ Gorman Railroad Co.-Pennsylvania Lines ("RJCP") in

connection with exemption filings for the construction of the Beech Creek Branch line.

A. Rail Access is the Preferred Transportation Mode for the RRLLC Proiect

RRLLC has been planning for its proposed landfill and associated industrial

facilities since prior to 2003 Our project is founded on the principle that sustainable

svstems for rationale solid waste management and renewable energy production can be

obtained through the integration of multiple use technologies on a communal site of

sufficient scale RRLLC intends to maximize the recovery and recycling of resources

extracted from solid waste and to implement new technologies for the production of

renewable encrgv

The initial stage of this project invokes the design, permitting, construction and

operation ot a biorcactor-type landfill, associated v.a:»te processing and operational

support facilities which include Icachate and waste water collection, treatment and

disposal facilities and methane gas collection, treatment and processing facilities In

addition, waste sorting, shredding and screening will be conducted at this facility to

reco\er recyclable materials and eliminate the placement of those materials in the

landfill Thus. RRLLC will employ modern techniques of resource management where

waste products are seen as resources to be recaptured through recycling, reuse,

reprocessing and remanufactunng. These resource management techniques will reduce

the amount of waste going into the landfill and save resources which can be recaptured

for productive use. By applying these resource management techniques to the operation



and recycling of waste materials, the RRLLC landfill project represents an example of

sustainable economic and environmental development.

Despite the significant advances in resource management technologies over recent

years, the principle impediments to the commercialization of resource recovery and

renewable energy technologies have been the regulatory and societal barriers to the siting

of individual projects and the consequent financial risks, public hostility, prohibitive

development cost and protracted permitting process that confronts each such proposal.

The RRLLC project has been planned and developed to address regulatory and

environmental concerns by providing a communal infrastructure on a substantial scale

where compatible technologies can be co-located, resources can be shared, and

environmental impacts can be mitigated Accordingly, the RRLLC landfill and industrial

park seeks to be a prototype of 2Pl century ecologically sound development for solid

waste management and renewable energy production.

As pan of our plan for this project, transportation access is a critically important

consideration From the inception of our project, we have recognized that providing

appropriate and environmentally acceptable transportation to and from the landfill site

will depend upon using a combination of transportation modes, principally motor carrier

and rail At present, our plans for transportation access anticipate use of the existing

local highway system for motor earner transport to and from the landfill site and the

improvement of road facilities within the landfill site to accommodate that mode of

transport. In addition, we have proposed the construction of a separate, new interchange

facility on Interstate 80 which would directly serve the landfill site thereby removing

virtually all motor earner traffic from the local road network This application is



currently pending on deferred consideration by the Centre County Metropolitan Planning

Commission pending approval and permitting of the landfill operation by the

Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection.

However, the extent to which the project must rely on motor earner transportation

is directly related to our ability to provide rail access to and from the landfill site. Rail

access is RRLLC's preferred mode of transport because it provides the most

environmentally fhendlv, fuel efficient means of transporting the commodities to be

processed at the landfill and industrial park in sufficient volume to achieve the desired

economy's of scale and scope for this project We will, of course, develop our project

based on whatever level of transportation access is authorized by the STB and state

authorities However, we have determined thai rail access will provide the best means for

accomplishing project objectives while at the same time minimizing the impact of

transportation access on the environment, surrounding communities and highway

infrastructure For these reasons, RRLLC strongly supports RJCP's application for an

exemption to construct the Beech Creek Branch line to serve our project and the needs of

other shippers to be collocated in our industrial park and along this neu rail line.

B. RRLLC Response to PPC

Over the last several years, as indicated in her declaration, Ms Gillette and other

members of PPC have waged a vigorous campaign in opposition to the landfill facility

and industrial park which Resource Recovery, LLC has proposed to construct and operate

in Rush Township However, Ms Gillette's declaration is incomplete and inaccurate

because she has failed to include the documents prepared by RRLLC in response to

inquiries and information requests posed by reviewing agencies. (See E g. Exhibit A)



As outlined in her declaration, one option for motor carrier access to the RRLLC landfill

site in Rush Township is the construction of a new interchange on Interstate 80 to directly

serve the landfill site and industrial park RRLLC believes that this option offers the best

means for motor earner access to the project because it serves to insulate neighboring

properties and communities from motor vehicle traffic moving over local roads to and

from the project site. However, local opposition voiced by Ms Gillette and others

regarding the impact of the landfill site has caused the Centre County Metropolitan

Planning Commission to defer consideration of the Interstate SO interchange and as a

consequence, state and federal regulatory agencies have suspended consideration of

pending permit applications until transportation access to and from the landfill site can be

resolved (Exhibit B)

Under Section 14 of the Host Municipality Agreement, executed on May 28, 2004

by RRLLC and Rush Township, rail service to the project site has always been a

transportation option for the project The existing railbed between Wallaceton Junction

and Gorton. PA was certainly an important infrastructure criteria in the initial evaluation

for the purchase of the project property. The ability to transport raw materials and

processed goods by rail to and from the property opens many possiblities for companies

seeking to locate their operations in close proximity to this rail transportation corridor.

The former Conrail Snow Shoe line, a portion of which had been railbanked under

the National Trail Systems Act for interim trail use and future railroad use. is connected

to the RJCP Wallaceton line. The western segment of this line was abandoned by RJCP

in the 1990s and, although the track has been removed, the former railroad right of way

remains physically intact and the line can be reconstructed for railroad use. The eastern



segment of the line between Winburne, PA and Gorton, PA is railbanked. RRLLC

approached RJCP regarding the possibility of restoring common carrier rail service to the

Resource Recovery landfill site. After examining the right of way, discussing various

arrangements with its railroad connections and evaluating the likelihood for future

railroad traffic, RJCP decided to seek a Surface Transportation Board exemption to

reconstruct and operate the rail line between Wallaceton Junction and the Resource

Recovery landfill sue in Rush Township

Ms. Gillette's declaration states that the landfill and the industrial park would be

located at the eastern entrance of the "Pennsylvania Wilds" which is an area designated

by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania to promote rural heritage and tourism She

contend^ that the landfill site would be an inconsistent land use with the "Pennsylvania

Wilds" As indicated on Exhibit C, the "PcnnsvKama Wilds" is a huge area within

northcemral Pennsylvania consisting of more than 2 million acres of public land set aside

for public use and recreation However, the "Wilds" does not encompass private

property but rather includes state parks, state game lands, and state forests as \vell as

sections of the Allegheny National Forest A portion of the Beech Creek Branch line

extends from Windbume, PA along Moshannon Creek south of Interstate 80 and passes

through stale forest lands However, that section of the right of way was rail banked

under the National Trail Systems Act for interim trail use and future railroad use North

of Interstate 80, the attached Pennsylvania Wilds map indicates quite clearly that the

acreage which would be encompassed within the Resource Recovery landfill site is

outside of the public lands designated for recreational use as part of the "Pennsylvania

Wilds " At present, the rail banked portion of the nght-of-way is used primarily as a



private ATV trail by the Snow Shoe Rails to Trail Association. (See www.ssrt.org). one

of many ATV facilities in central Pennsylvania Furthermore, Ms. Gillette's declaration

which locates the Resource Recovery proposed landfill site as being at the "eastern

entrance" to this area is flatly wrong The eastern entrance to the "Pennsylvania Wilds"

is located in Lycommg County whereas the Resource Recovery landfill site is south of

the vast tracts of Pennsylvania Wilds public land and is located just north of Interstate 80

in Centre County

Moreover, central Pennsylvania is in the initial stages of significant economic

development and growth. As evidenced by the attention of several major news outlets

(the Wall Street Journal and the New York Trinea), gas exploration in the hills of western

and central Pennsylvania is the hot topic of the day Rising natural gas prices and

technological advances in natural gas exploration and recovery procedures have led to the

eastward migration of gas prospectors from Texas and Oklahoma, and has resulted in a

substantial nse in the price of leasing mineral rights in central Pennsylvania Although

the existence of natural gas in the Marc ell us Shale formation that extends through

western and central Pennsylvania has long been known, advances in drilling developed in

the Barnett Formation Shales in the Bend Arch-Fort Worth Basin in Texas now make

recovery of gas from the Marcellus Formation economically attractive A record 7,297

gas and oil drilling permits were processed in 2006, up 21% from 2005, according to the

Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection. The number of wells drilled

grew from 1,354 in 2000 to 4,183 in 2006 The new drilling techniques and gas recovery

processes open the door to the possibility that an area stretching from southern New York

state through central and western Pennsylvania to northern West Virginia and eastern



Ohio will permit access to vast amounts of natural gas contained in the Marcellus Shale.

The Marcellus Shale formations are thought to contain as much as 600 trillion cubic feet

of recoverable natural gas. RRLLC is now working with Rex Energy, Inc. on facilities to

be located in the industrial park which will engage in water treatment and purification

required for the gas recovery process. In addition, the Beech Creek Branch line is

extremely well placed to serve the equipment and matenal transportation needs of gas

well drillers and production companies in central Pennsylvania.

Finally. RRLLC has also been approached by various entities interested in coal

mining operations in Clearfield and Centre Counties. Driven by the sharp increase in the

price of crude oil, domestic coal mining projects are being proposed for reclamation of

coal remaining in previously strip mined properties Roughly S5% of ihe property on

which RRLLC proposes to site and operate its landfill and industrial park was previously

subjected to strip mining Other former coal mines and open pit facilities in the vicinity

of the Beech Creek Branch are also being evaluated for possible coal extraction. The

availability of rail service in connection with these developing coal projects will be

critical to the renaissance of the coal industry in central Pennsylvania

With these energy resource development projects coming online, fuel efficient

and environmentally friendly rail transportation can support the future economic growth

of these projects without significant adverse environmental impacts on local communities

and regional road networks. Reactivation of abandoned railroad lines to provide

environmentally acceptable rail transportation is precisely the farsighted purpose which

Congress envisioned when it enacted the National Trail Systems Act



Of course, proper environmental accommodation of these important energy and

economic development activities must be undertaken so that natural resources and

forested landscapes are not blighted by the development of these projects. However,

given the current intensive environmental reviews and regulatory permitting processes

required by state agencies, these resources will be protected and adverse impacts will be

mitigated. Indeed, as the RJCP rail line construction exemption notices clearly indicate,

careful consideration of environmental issues related to the reacqmsition and operation of

the Beech Creek Branch line will afford all interested parties an opportunity to have their

environmental concerns considered and evaluated by the Board's Section of

Environmental Analysis.

If the Board determines that the Beech Creek Branch line can be reconstructed

and operated in an environmentally acceptable fashion with appropriate mitigation

measures, then Resource Recovery. LLC will present that STB determination to other

state and federal agencies RRLLC will advise these agencies that transportation to and

from the Resource Recovery landfill and industnal park will be provided by common

earner rail service thereby specifying the principal transportation mode to be utilized As

a result, the state and federal agency permitting processes which are presently suspended

can then proceed based on the Board's determination regarding rail access.

VERIFICATION

I, E.B Abel, Jr., President of Resource Recovery, LLC declare under penalty of

perjury that the foregoing is true and correct

E. B Abel, Jr
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ARM Group Inc.
E . i r i h :irul CuMMili.ini ••

Dcccmbci 1.2006

Mr David W Gaig. PP
Solid Waste Supemsoi
Waste Management Pruguni
PennsyKama Dopaitniont ol \~n\ nonmenlal Protection
Noithccntr.il Region
208 West Tmid Si:eci. Sunc 101
Wilhamspoii. PA 17701-0448

Re Administrative Completeness Re\ lew
Rosoincc Rcco\cry Landfill Application
ID. No 10I6S5
Resuiucc Reco\ery, LLC
APS No 583150. Ai i thNo (i32IlJ3
Rush Tiiwnslnp Ccnlic Couniy
ARM PiojecKJ4ll7

Dcai Mi Gam

'I hnnk yrm foi vow leitci of Octohci 2. 2000, notifying us that the subject application is
aommistijlnely complete. On lidi;i]f ul'Rcsouicc Rcvo\uiy. LLC. ARM Gioup Inc
(ARM) submits heieuith docunK-nis piovidini; the leqiie^ieil nddnionnl inlbMniUion
icgaidmg the pioposcd Intcistale SO mieichangc. in accordance with the PuiiiwKania
Dep.irtmcnt ofEnvimninciHiil Piotetiion's (DF.P's) leilcr. dated Ociobci 2. 2006

The ihnd paiayiaph of the UEP's lettei lequesis (he rollowin^1

1 A dobcnpiion of ihc pioccsb for obtaining appro\ al ibi construction of the
mteichangc.

2 Infoimation that has been rvquusieil Horn peitincnt state and federal agencies, and
what deficiencies, il any, the agcnucb have noted in the mfoimation picviously
submiited to them by Resource Recovery

3 The anticipated length of time to obtain stale and fcdeial appio\al and when:
within ihat anticipated time, is Resource Recovciy in the udmimstiamc piocess

To addicss the above items, icier to Attachment I. which is a letici. dated Novembei 14.
JOOO fioin Retlew Associates. Inc , the Tiansportaiion IZnginccrmg fiim for the Pioject
Atlachnienl 2 contains a copy of a letter from Mr Kevin Kline. P H , Dibinct Fxccutivc.
Engmcenng Dislncl 2-U. Pennsylvania Ocpaitment of Tiansporlalion (PcnnDOT). which

I 1 1 0 W i * i O ii \ <. r n .1 r K ii i d • I1 O h.. \ 7 •» 7 • 11 « r < h « i . PA I 7 l
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A KM Projcci 04117 2 December 1. 2000

states thai the subject Point of Access Study (PCM) meets (he icquisite Design Manual
Guidelines, and requests lhal it be forwarded to the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA)forilsiCMCw.

The fbu nh paruginph of DlrP's lei lei requests that deficiencies icgaidmg the Uiuptci 105
pcimit be addressed, specifically .is indicated tn the fiisi sentence uflhe fouiih
paragraph and subsequently c Unified in a lollcm-up telephone call between ARM .uid
DEP, Resource Recovery was lo respond 10 the Waiei Management Piogium's loucrot
October 2. 200(>, Signed by Mi Ronald R Hughe}, refenincinij Anphcalion No. E14--W2.
ARM. on behalf of Resource Recovery, responded to the Waler Management Piogram's
Octobci 2. 2()0(> Idler \Mih an 11 -page lettei (with 6 attachments), dated October IV,
2006. This .submission \\as copied to the (allowing

• Ccntie County COIISLM\alion District
• US AmiyCoips of Engineers Slate College
• PA Fish and Boat Commission
• PA Stale Game Commission
• OF.P Ninth Cential Rc»ionjl Oiliee

l) l< Voweil. 2)G Bvmii. 3)D Spjdum. 4) D CJaiu. and. 5} J Figuied
• Ri-sh Township Ro.iid of hunei\isois
• CcniiL' C'oi.Mtv Commissione:*!
• [>KP Cenii.il OlTiee Municipal and Residual Wav.e Division

Since the Wasie Management Program \\as aluady pnmiied \\iih mulliplc copies ol the
t.kiohcr 19,1006 submission, we luuc not mt-Uiucdar. additional copy u'lh i:ns leiiei
I he Ocloboi I(J. JWJo >.ibmission. addicsnil to Mi Hu l̂my, compichensi\e.vaddiesses
tlie questions anil comments iaised by DFP ARM contacted Mi Slo\ jn D Means nt*
DbP's Wjici Management P.vgram on Nnicmhci 1. 2000 to foilow up on the CK-tubei
19, 2000 submission Mi V1e..ns <s ussiuned to '.his piojecl (c.isu), and he stated that the
Waler Management Pjogiam \\ill '-ic mot ing foiward with us tcchnicu! tevicw ol the
.ipp'ication and \\ill cor.Icr \\iih the Waste Management Pioui:im duimgits re\icv.'

\\ e L:ust iInn the inforniaiion puivided and/'oi refeiei'.ced herein is sufficient to allou
DLP to pioiecd uilh icvicu of'.lie Application. Ple;<sc contact the nnclci signed if you
have any questions.

Sincerely youis,

ARM Gioup IMC

William S nifuto.PE.
\'ice Pie&idcnt. Enuineciinu

R M



ARM Project 04117 * Dtxirmbcr 1. 2006

Attachments*
Aitachnient I - Noveinbc- 14. 2006 Letter from Rcttew Associates. Inc.
•XiLiehincnl 2 - December 1, 2000 Keller fiom PcnnDOT Engineering Disinct 2-(J

Riiih Township Board of Superv'.sui.s
Centre County Commissions s
DI£P Central Office - Municipal .nut RcsiJiuil Waste Division
DbP Noilh Central Regional Office

IjR ^o^\e^l, 2)G Byion, 3) D Sp.Kloin,-i) J Kigured
Mi fc B Abel Ji Rcsoiiice Ruuoicrv LLC

A R M O



ARM Group Inc.
E a r t h R c s o u i c u E n g i n e e r s mu i

October 19.2006

Mr Ronald E. Hughcy
Water Pollution Biologist III
Department of Envuonmemal Protection
208 West Third Street, Sune 101
Wilhamspon, PA 17701-644S

Re Preliminary Technical Review
Resource Recovery. LLC
Application No E14-41J2
Rush Township, Centre County
ARM Project 04117

Dc:ir Mr llughey

fins Icttci is ;i technical response to your Prelimmaiy '1 c clinical Review comments Ictlci dated
October 2. 2006, concerning the Joint Permit Application (Chaplei 105 pcrmil) foi the above-
relorenccil Pi eject The subject peinut application was submillcJ to the Department of
Envnonmcniai Protection (DEP) in May 2006 On behalf of the Project applicant. Resource
Recovery. LLC (RRLLC), ARM Giuiip Inc (ARM) has prepared this detailed icsponse to the
specific issues and comments presented in your October 2 letter, in addition, we have provided
bigiuficuni supplemental information, based on your request for additional information, as set forth in
your October 2 Icttei

Befoie we address the questions and comments that are presented in your letter, it is important (o
review and clarify some of the important backgiound uifoimuiion, events and circumstances
associated with eaiher stages of the Project Consideration of these idevant factors is essential to an
understanding of the scope and content of the technical response and supplemental information
presented herein Fin thennore, it is also important for us to present information that has been
conveyed to the various programs within DEP through a) direct, interactive meetings with various
DEP staff members, b) written correspondence over the period from June 2004 through Octobci
2006, and c) through (he numerous permit application documents that have been presented to DEP
VA hich describe all aspects of the Project On this basis, (he following relevant background
information is presented, in summary foim

The property is comprised of 5.758 acres However, the 3,300 acres (approximate) of the site that are
situated in Snow Shoe Township are zoned Forest Conservation This zoning district docs not permit
a land use for solid waste disposal RRLLC made formal application to Snow Shoe Township in May
2004 foi re -zoning to permit the construction and operation of a solid waste disposal site upon the
Snow Shoe Township portion of the property This application was disapproved b> Ihe Snow Shoe
Township Board of Supervisors in July 2004. Consequently, only the remaining acreage of the

1 1 2 9 W e s t G o v e r n o r R .1.1 J
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ARM Project 04117
Mr Ronald E Hughey

October 19. 2006

pioperty (Rush Township portion containing approximately 2,460 acres) remains under consideration
for solid waste disposal purposes, from a legal land use standpoint.

At this early stage of the Project (June 2004), ARM also conducted a preliminary Project review
meeting with DEP staff in Wilhamsporl At this very first meeting, DEP representatives stated
unequivocally that any project activities proposed within the Black Moshannon watershed would not
be viewed favorably because the Black Moshannon Cieck is a high quality stream and one of the few
waterways in the legion that is not adversely impacted by abandoned/acid mine drainage (AMD).
This guidance, interpicted by the applicant as an effective exclusion, reduced the remaining acreage
for project consideration within Rush Township by 187 acres. Moreover, Chapter 273 regulations
(fc273 202) require a 100-foot setback from peicnmal streams This restriction resulted in a loss of
approximately 100 acres within the Rush Township portion of the property In addition, within the
Rush To\\nship poition of the sue, there arc appioumntely 450 acres of land that arcdnectly
underlain by nn extensive and interconnected network of tunnel mines. Deep mining of two coal
seams and an extensive clay deposit was conducted on this property from the late 1800's though the
mid to late 1960's In particular, veiy extensive tunnel mining (coal) exists in the northeastern part of
the Rush Township portion of the site hi order to minimize concerns relative to stability and to abide
by the piovisioiib of §273 120{a), the undermined aiens were avoided for this permit application
because of landfill stability concerns Landfill stability over the existing workings of an undciginuiul
coal mine is among the most critical concerns of siting and designing the Project Thus as a
consequence, the landfill project area was correspondingly reduced by approximately 450 acre*

In addition, the Host Agreement executed beiuccn Rush Township and RRLLC icquires that RRLLC
iiuim.iin a buffer distance between the proposed landfill and the pioperty line of 1,000 feet (500 led
on the 1-80 bonier), this required buffci occupies an area of approximately 675 acres Morco\er, the
applicant actually me reused the buffer distances to picserve a potential rattlesnake denning habitat
After all of these factors are taken into account, only about 775 acres of land lem.un potentially
feasible foi landfill construction.

To assist you with visuali/mg the siting icstiicuons associated with (he placement of the proposed
land fill "footprint", we ha\c attached a new map (Attachment \) that illustrates exclusion areas,
including Zoning: Black Moshannon Watershed, Peienmal Slieam Setbacks, Areas of Undergiound
Mining, Host Agreement Buffer; and other specified lestiiLtions. Some ot (he setbacks coincide ituh
different setback criteria, they are, however, not double-counted in this analysis, a* cited heicm The
landfill footprint size and orientation were the:cby developed based on these mandatory and/or
otherwise critical setback and exclusionary criteria

The preceding information has been presented because of its unique and controlling iclcvancc with
inspect io the decisions that the design (cam ha* made concerning this, Pioject On the basis ot this
key information. ARM, on behalf of the Applicant, RRLLC has picpared the peimil applications that
have been submitted to the DEP, including the Joint Permit Application (JPA) which is the subject of
youi October 2 lettei This key background information is important context with respect to the
technical responses presented herein, enumerated as follows, in the sequence presented in youi lette:

R M o



ARM Project 04117 3 * October 19,2006
Mr Ronald E. Huyhey

1. Comment: Your project site selection depended heavily on interstate highway access
and yet youi alternatives analysis only considered two sites with direct interstate
access. How did you determine that there were only two suitable sites with direct
interstate access in your landfill service area?

Response- In the Alternatives Analysis (Tab q of the JPA), we presented Table 1 that
summarized the properties identified from a cutena-based search of Pennsylvania conducted
by RRLLC and its icpiescniativcs pnoi to selecting the subject property for the proposed
piojcct. This table find the accompanying text, entitled Site Selection (pages q-3 through q-
5). describe the extensive search and site selection pioccss, including the specific search
criteria, that was conducted by (hi? applicant You asked this same question concerning
alternative sites at a meeting held in (he DEP office :n Wilhamsport on December 8, 2004
The applicant responded \\uli information concerning the site selection process and the
alternative analysis with present at ions and responses provided at the following meetings:
Decembers. 2004, February 14, 2005. and May 13. 2005 Asa follow-up lo the meeting of
May 13, 2005 and subsequent telephone discussions with DEP personnel, ARM provided the
DEP with a letter authored by Mr E B ^bel, Jr (President of RRLLC). dated June 30,
2005, which detailed the real estate search conducted by ReMax Really and Cold\\ell
Banker, Inc on behalf of RRLLC mid its representative, Mr Abel The letter of June 30.
2005 «.as also submitted to DEP as an attachment to AKM's letter to DLP, dated July 5.
2005 Foi your reference, we aic presenting copies of these two letters (June 30 and July 5,
2005) as Attachment 2 to this letter

While iile selection was "heavily dependent" on limited access highway proximity, as sci
forth in the June 30. 2005 loiter in Attachment 2, and as stated in Tab q Alternatives
Analysis Section (pages q-3 and q-4)of the JPA, the site selection process also rcqunctl that
certain critical criteria he achieved in order for a site to gam favorahiluy as a prospective
site These specific bile cutena included the following

(a) Minimum size of 2,000 acres, consisting of one or more contiguous parcels .ind
available or potentially available foi purchase,

(b) Isolated from icsidcnlul areas (i c , gieatei than one mile from individual icsideiKcs).
(c) Mmcial rights must tiansler with the land;
(d) Minimal perennial stream coverage. \M(h favorable location where streams were

present,
(e) Small fractional coverage of NWI-mappcd wetlands (i c. <1% of gross land area).
(0 Centrally located within ihe Commonwealth of Pennsylvania,
(g) Zoning that did not specifically exclude propciiy use for solid waste disposal,
(h) Prex lously distuibed site (mining impacts, logging impacts, quarry impacts, and the

like) and m need of remediation/ieclamation,
(i) Size and configuration that would allow for development of the project with

substantial buffering from neighboring properties and environmentally sensitive
resources,

(j) Geologic and hydro logic characteristics that arc conducive to sale .and environmentally
sensitive development and operations; and

(k) Accessibility by rail utilizing existing rail beds and structures. t
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It is important 10 reiterate C men on (a) above that, aside from meeting most or all of the
other listed criteria set forth above for the search, the piospeciivc site must be available for
purchase; the existence of a property that cannot be acquired but which otherwise meets the
specified criteria is not a viable site and deserves no further consideration. Likewise,
multiple parcels collectively meeting (he cntciia arc also not viable if any one of the parcels
is not available for purchase Thus, as indicated by the information presented herein and .is
also presented in the JIJA's Tab q Alternatives Analysis, the applicant in fact exercised a
bonafide process through winch alternative piopcrlios were identified, from which one or
more sites could be reasonably obtained, utilized, expanded 01 managed to fulfill the basic
purpose of llie proposed project. The property search, conducted by multiple real estate
professionals, demonstrates the attempts made by RRLLC (o find a practical and favorable
alternative sue From tnesc efforts, the subject situ was identified as the best alternative fui
meeting the project purpose and objectives.

Finally, it is important to note that, although many projects may onginate Horn a landownci
puisuing a use for Ins/her property, and may attempt to force a use of siu.h property even if
the property is not suited to that use, this project is not one of those cases In the case of this
pioposcd piojcct, RRLLC docs not currently own the property and is not attempting to use
Us piopcrtv in an ill-suited manner Rather, RRLLC conceived this needed piojcct and
conducted a search for the property best-suited upon which to host the project
Subsequently, in a responsible and thorough process, RRLLC (hen spent substantial
resources which were necessary to characterize the bite for design and permitting purposes,
and considered all aspects of the site to picscrve rcsowces, including .iquahc. wildlife,
iccrcaiional, solace; and aesthetic

2 Comment: Youi alternatives analysis does not consider n "no-build" alternative. What
arc the consequences of nut building this landfill at tliis site?

Response. A "no build" alternative does not fulfill the Project Purpose The consequence of
not building at this site is the construction and operation of a waste disposal facility at an
alternate site with characteristics less favorable than the subject site As explained in the
response to Comment 1, RRLLC. through us alternative site selection procedure, was not
successful in identifying an alternate site with characteristics that were as favorable as those
of (he selected site in Centre County Selection of a site that is suitable foi a pi eject of this
type depends on numerous characteristics (summarized in the response to Comment 1.
above), many of which arc regulatory or otherwise specific to the type of project proposed
This project is proposed, and was developed as conceived, due to a need for a waste disposal
facility in the central and/or eastern part of Pennsylvania because of the dwindling capacity
and c I o;> me 01 near-term projected closure of several solid waste disposal facilities in eastern
Pennsylvania

The Pennsylvania Waste Industries Association (PW1A) has compiled data from
Pennsylvania landfills and determined that eastern Pennsylvania has limited disposal
capacity relative to waste generated, and will have a severe capacity shortage in 2009 An
illustration and accompanying tabulations of waste disposal capacity in Pennsylvania are
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provided as Attachment 3 to this letter, these tabulations are updated from those that we
provided to you during our May 13, 2005 meeting at DEP's office The effects of the recent
closures of some eastern and central Pennsylvania landfills are evident on these illustrations
as reduced waste tonnage accepted in :hc eastern and cenlral regions, and increased waste
tonnage accepted in the western pait of ihe state Based on PWIA's and DEP's Municipal
Wuste Capacity and Disposal Reports, both of which were presented at the annual SWAN A
conference on September 7, 2006 in State College, waste disposal in eastern Pennsylvania
has decreased dramatically ovei ihe past 3 vears . while waste disposal in western
Pennsylvania has increased. Doth the PWLA and DEP presenters concluded that wasic was
traveling, and will continue to travel to e\ en greater degiees, across Pennsylvania to disposal
sites in wesiein Pennsylvania unless other capacity more proximal lo central and eastern
Pennsylvania is constructed Until Ihcn. millions of additional truck miles across the I-SO
corridor and the Pennsylvania Turnpike w i l l be tiavcled from eastern Pcnn&vlvania through
cenlral Pennsylvania to western Pennsylvania, consuming fv.el and causing air pollution and
trafficking across Pennsylvania's highways

Locating a suitable disposal site in the cast em part of the state that incuts the neccssaiy
criteria for permuting and operation has been attempted, but no suitable sites were identified
Given the constraints that exist for landfill siting, and accounting fot the population density
in the eastern p.irt of the state as compared to the nortlicenlral and western part of Ihe state,
and othei factors c'ted in the foiegomg response discussions, it is logical that an acceptable
site \vould most likely be found in the iioiihccniral und'oi western pan of the state, and thai
the most suitable site is the one selected and proposal foi this project when considering
piaxinnly of the souice and hauling route What was being disposed of in eastern and
central Pennsylvania is now being disposed of in western Pennsylvania What (his piojecl
site offers is a well-suited alternative disposal site located on a pioperty with favorable sue
characteristics, situated in ccntial Pennsylvania along an interstate highway As compaicd lo
moic western locations, development of a waste disposal sue .it this location will result in
less travel, less fuel consumption, less pollution, less tialfic on local roads, anil provide
waste disposal at a facility designed with substantial buffcrnu and designed to handle Ihe
waste as an energy resource

Beyond the need for a disposal facility in this region, (here is a need to harvest energy,
using waste as a resource to till fill ihe Commonwealth's energy needs and meet the goals
of Governor Rendell's Alternative Energy Portfolio Standard (December 7, 7004)
Excerpts from the news release announcing Governor Rendell's energy standard are .is
follows "Govfiiior Cthvard G. Rcndcll ha* signed into taw legislation t/ntt creates a t\vo-
tmred nonfoliosttimiaid, ensuring that in /.5 \ean. IS percent of all of the energy
generated in ihe CvmmoMveahh conies from clean, efficient source* The Goveinoi /it it
urn eiit?it a pi oposaljoi a portfolio standard in his Ftsb 3 but/get nddt vss hectiuse of the
sigmftLunt benefits irpronmeifoi Penns\lvama. With a clean energy portfolio standard,
Pennsylvania has a unique opportunity to attract new investment in energy technology
that will stimulate our economy* improve electric system reliability, cut energy costs,
enhance national security and help to restore the state *s en vironment by ensuring mot c
electricity generation comes from en vironmentaUy beneficial resources The pot tfolio
slandaid uws two tiers to ensut c (he state's energy needs are met br advanced and
renewable resources Tier I requires 8 pat cent of electricity told at i etait tn the state to i*
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come from n aditional renewable sources such as solar photovoltaic energy; wind po\\\'r.
low-impact hydropower, geothermul enctg\'f biologically derived methane gas. fuel cells,
biomass energy or coal-wine methane. At least 0.5 percent of the Tier 1 electricity mu\t
come ft oni solar photovoltaic* Tier II require* 10 percent of the electricity to be
generated from \\tiste coal, distributed genet atiun s\ stems, demand-side management,
large-scale hydropower. municipal solid waste, generation fiom pulping and wood
manujactui ing byproducts, ami intcgi atcd continued coal gasification technology A
/ eeently published study by the global engineering fit in Slack and Veatch Corp Inc.
\\luch anal\'~ed the economic benefit of tit lean ener%\ portfolio standard. Jound
significant economic benefit* o\vr and abate puisuiw* business as usual \\ uh only
u tiditional fuel sources The benefit? include u SI-IQ million reduction in electricity put. c\
for residential, cowmeicial and induitt ml wnsuttwrs. SlObillion in increased out/nit Joi
our \ttite, S3 billion in additional Gainings and IHOIV than -1.000 news /oh\Joi our
t esitifnrs ovet the ne\t 20 \ cars The environmental benefits are significant The clean
energy portfolio standard a\ proposed would annually avoid 9.044,615 tons of carbon
dto\idc. 78.462 tons of sulfur dio\idc, rind *7. J°Q" tons of nitrogen OAJi/ev Pennwhtiniti
surface water and rural communities it /// enjm1 additional benefits Ji om (he continued
t uniL'diiifion of \\aste coal deposits around the \ttitz. thus eliminating dvtt tmental acid
Jtuhaigcs to out waterways and ri'Sfoiing the land tticv octu/ned A clean viieiyy
portfolio vtamhirtl also crrattiv incentive* for the u\e of enmgv i esoittce\ indigenous tv
Penns\l\ania, reducing the stale \ leiiunce onjutitm enctgy impon\ and mitigating
(i%'jinsi price \pikcs brought on b\ geu/wtittcal unccttaintv Penns\ Ivanui spends a:, much
•/% S30 billion per year—that's moic than the staid's cntiie $23 billion General Fund
budget—to nnpon cnprg\'Jneh Indigenous cncrgv development has tt multipliei etfeci in
,'oc al and i Atonal ec onomws that car- \ mid grvawi economic benefits than the \ ulue
Jcnvcdji om imported oil Keeping energy dollars in state is the first step in routining
and %*?nt*rating more join. "

A furtliui eonscqucnCL' of iiul buitdmu; llic project wil l be :hc Host coiniiiunity's lost
opportunity to icalize the numerous benefits that will atcrLic as a result of the piojeU
Moicovei, Rush Township will not :e:0izc its Conipichonswc Plan, \\uhin which is
specific mention of this project Attachment 4 includes a summary of benefits associated
with this project In the c\cnt thai (his project is not built, all ofthosc benefits, equating to
many millions of dollars to the community, region, and state, would be lost, and the
en vi rot in: en tal bcnetlts. including AMD remediation and mine reclamation, would not
occur

The above information demonstr.ucs a need for the project and that a "no-binId" altenume
docs nut achicxc ihe project purpose After piopcr due diligence, the applicant and Us
consultants lia\e determined that theie is no other available property that meets me suing
requirements

Comment: Your project bite selection depended heavily on interstate highway neccts
and "ample size to co-locate related facilities (recycling, renewable encigy, etc.)-"
These related projects bolder on priman impacts because they are part ol the project
objecti\es. Tliev are, at the verv least, highlv likelv secondary impacts. Chapter

* *
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105.14(b)(l2) requires the Department to consider the effects of secondary impacts
associated with, but not the direct results of, a proposed encroachment. You deal with
secondary impacts of future development of this 5,758-acrc site in two sentences on
page It - 8 of your application. You state that the 1-80 interchange and Penle Road
relocation will affect approximately 0.7 acres of emergent wetlands, and that there will
be no aquatic resource impacts involved with the Industrial Park portion of this
project. This is inadequate. The application must account for, and include all aquatic
resource impacts anticipated during construction of the 1-80 interchange.

Response RRLLC agrees that the construction of the I-SO interchange is pan of the overall
project relative to potential impacts to aquatic resources due to its connection wuh the
landfill However, the applicant Tor the Joint Permit Application for the I-SO Interchange is
different from the applicant for the landfill application Also, the schedule proposed For the
Interchange is different than the schedule pioposcJ for the kind fill development While
related, these two projects arc distinctly separate, this neccssaiy separation was discussed in
the prc-application meetings held at DEP's office in June 2004, and DEP acknowledged and
agreed Lh.it the applications would be separate, with two different applicants and two
separate icviews Accordingly, detailed plans and information undei .1 sepaiate application
will be submitted in concert wi'.h the 1-80 Interchange project schedule, which depends, in
pan, on the Point of Access (POA) Study review timeline Nevertheless, we recognize the
impacts involved \\ith the Inleichange as cumulative project impacts Tian&miitcd herewith.
.u> Attachment 5. is the wetland delineation icport for the identified wetlands within the
proposed Intcichangc pioject area for youi review and for information purposes

Comment Continued: Also, it must demonstrate how you will guarantee that there will
not be any aquatic resource impacts associated with the industrial de\ clop men t of the
remaining 4,200-acrc tract.

Response Continued As discussed above, the Snow Shoe Township poition ol the property
is not zoned for industrial use It is zoned Forest Conservation Accordingly, the zoning in
Snow Shoe Township excludes any iiulustual uses on approximately 3,300 acres of the
property Any future industrial development will thereby be limited to the Rush Township
portion of the property The aquatic resources in the Rush Township portion of the property
were identified and delineated, including wetlands .n the Black Mo shannon Creek
Watershed area of the property These wetlands, which arc of considerably highei quality
than wetlands identified elsewhere on the property in the Rush Township portion, weie
delineated and illustrated on mapping provided with the JPA as n pan of Enclosure A
(Additional Rush Township Wetlands, as illustrated by Figuie 1 [Wetland Areas Bl. 132. B3.
84, and B5J). Wetlands within the Black Moshannon Creek watershed were also described
by data forms wuhin Enclosure A, and by Enclosure C. Description of Aquatic Habitat
These Black Mo shannon basin wetlands were \isitcd during our Field View on September
20, 2006, at which time we collectively agreed thai the wetlands in this area of the properly
(i e. Black Moshannon Creek Watershed area) were of higher function and value than the
wetlands proposed to be impacted (within basins draining directly to the Moshannon Creek)
RRLLC will not seek a wetlands encroachment permit for the future industrial park
development in the Rush Township portion of the site RRLLC will agree to establish a
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conservation easement for these wctlnnds (Bl through B5). which encompass an area of
approximately 8.7 acres. This way, these wetlands will be permanently protected from
secondary impacts associated with (he proposed project.

Comment: To paraphrase Chapter 105J8a(b), the Department will not grant a permit
to encroach in non-exceptionnl value uetlands unless the applicant demonstrates that
the project will not have a significant nd \erse impact on the wetlands. Areal extent of
impact is one factor in determining significance. The Department contends that filling
10.6 of the 19.0 acres of wetland found within the 500-acre landfill permit boundary is
significant. Furthermore, the wetlands to be filled are mostly those unaffected by old
mining, while those to be atoidcd aie on the mine-scarred portion of the site.

Response Your statement that the project will impact mostly wetlands unaffected by old
mining and thai wetlands situated on mine-scarred portions of the sue have been avoided is
simply not accurate Nearly 100% of the area of the wetlands proposed to be impacted
exhibit obvious signs of past disturbance. For example, historical acnal photographs from
the 1940's to the 1970's clearly substantiate thai these areas were situated within disturbed
areas (disturbed by mining activities and by logging activities) and also immediately
downgiiidient of mine distuibancc areas where (hey received diamagc and runoff from mine-
imp acted areas Physical field evidence of past logging pi net ices is evident by the shape of
the clearings and many tree blumps exposed in \\etlands \V1. W2. W24 and W25 The
wetland function and values assessment (Attachment 6) which was provided as an
attachment (Attachment D-2) within the Envnomncntal Assessment within the Phase I solid
wttiatc disposal peinut application employed ihe WET Method (Opportunity Evaluation,
Soci.il Significance Evaluation, and Effectiveness Evaluation) Results were developed on
t lie basis of evaluations of the following characteristics

• (jiouiulwaicr rcchai gc/di&cliargc.
• flood How alteration,
• Sediment stabilization,
• Sediment/toxicant letcniion,
• Nutrient lelcntion/transformalion,
• Pioduction e\pon,
• Wildlife divcrsity/abundancc-brecding,
• Wildlife diversity/abundance-niigralion,
• Wildlife diversity/abundance-^mlcnng, ar.d
• Aquatic diversity/abundance

Results of these e\alualions are presented on Tables 1, 2 and 3 of Attachment 6 hereof
There you will note that the lelativc functions and values for these wetlands aic rated lo\\
with respect to gioundwatcr recharge and dischaige; flood flow alteration, sediment
stabilisation, production export; and each category of wildlife diversity (breeding, migration
and wintering) Functions and values were rated high only for two categories.
scdinient/toMcant retention, and nutrient retention/trans formation These high ratings were
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based on Lhc small size of the wetland areas and because there was lit tic'or no in flow, and
outflow from them, collectively.

As noted within the wetlands delineation report, most, if not all, of (he wetlands within the
project area (all upland wetlands) were formed by past mining and logging practices on the
sue, they arc NOT naturally-occurring. The depressions that lesulted from the stnp mining
on site formed isolated wetlands lhai have remained disconnected from surface water or
groundwater The hydrology of these features is derived entirely from surface water runoff
and corresponding accumulation and saturation thai occur due to the presence of dominamly
clay textures within the shallow soil These clays arc principally derived from alluvial action
associated \\ith runoff from -he previous mined areas where exposures of unclerclays and fue
clays associated with the coals were wasted, these clays weie subsequently eroded and
transpoited to the: wetland depressions. They serve lo pcich watci locally, within the
wetland area, and they arc typically dry during periods of extended dry weather and
frequently over the summer months Additional evidence in support of these conclusions is
also provided by the results of a watci quality sampling event (reconnaissance sampling)
conducted in Ociobci 2004 For example, water discharging from Wetland W-27 (near
Laurel Run lic.idwateis) had a pll of 3 00 (.tieId), with conductivity of 0 223 mS/cm and an
ORP of 450 Watci discharging from Wulland W 33 (intermittent tributary to Laurel Run)
had a pH of 5 56 (field), with conductivity of 0 230 mS/cm and an ORP of 165 Watci
discharging Irani Wetland W-9 (intermittent tnbuiaiy to Moshannon Creek) had a pH ol
1 S5 (field), with conductivity of 0 1U3 mS/em and an ORP of 350 Of the W-scncs
wetlands, these were those that evidenced surface water flows on that date and they c\lnbii
water quality that has been ad \erscly affected by mining re kited residuals wiihm the wetland
aieas These water quality characteristics are certainly consistent with the observed low
function and value characteristics associated with the W-scncs wetlands as described herein

To fuilher evidence these descriptions of the characteristics of the W-sencs wetlands, we
ha\c provided a Description of Aquatic Habitat within the JPA package (tab j
environmental Assessment, Enclosure C) that compares the W-scncs wetlands to the El-
se ncs wetlands located within the Black Moshannon Watershed. As discussed during our
field visit on Septembei 26, 2UU6. the functions and values of the wcllands located outside of
the landfill footprint (pamcularly those within ihc Black Moshannon watershed far outweigh
the functions and values of those of the project area due to increased area] extent, vegetative
and wildlife divcisity, topographic characteristics, (he presence of inlets and outlets in each
of the B-senes wetlands (providing increased ground water lechargc and suifacc water flow),
as uell as a direct hydrolouical connection between the B-senes wetland areas via a high
gradient stieam flowing directly to the Black Moshannon Creek.

Comment Continued: The application, in one sentence :md with little elaboration,
states that undermined areas were avoided. Yet the plans for design alternative -4
clearly indicate that undcrmiucd areas were considered as part of a landfill footprint
with a capacity double the proposed footprint. Also, at prc-application meetings, >ou
have stated that undermined areas may be considered in future landfill expansion.
Please explain in detail why the currently proposed 274-acre landfill footprint cannot
include toe mined areas, and thereby avoid the larger wetlands in the unmined areas.<g|
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Response Continued: As illustrated in Alternative 4, the applicant considered the currently
undermined areas for the landfill application, and for future expansion of the landfill, the
applicant may consider developing over areas that are currently undermined However, in
cither case, the area currently undermined would not be subject to disposal for approximately
30 years or more. Therefore, the borrow area was placed in this location to allow
undercutting of shallow voids (hat could potentially affect future landfill stability The
borrow area and borrow area expansions (vertical and lateral), as proposed, can be operated
over the next 30 years, facilitating investigation of the subsurface and ensuring stability of
any fuiuic land filling proposed in this area after the capacity of the pioposcd footprint is
exhausted This design and land use approach is consistent wiih the provisions of
§273 120(a), as discussed more fully on page 2 of this letter

Foi Alternative 4, the area currently undermined would have occupied cells beyond Cull 7.
sequentially, thus not be filled until the depletion of airspace in the landfill design as
proposed. Rather than attempt to permit a portion of the site for landfilhng that would be
potentially scrutinized for stability, which is among the most critical factors in siting ami
design, and to maintain compliance with §273 120(a), ARM ami the applicant shared the
opinion that it would be most responsible to defer permuting of the undermined aica until
a Her bonow area operations aic completed .uu! subsequent investigations ami analyses verily
stahihl> in these aieas

Comment Continued: And, while >ou aic at it, explain in detail \ \ \ \ \ the footprint
cannot be reduced to a\oid wetlands.

Response Continued As shown on the five phins that accompany the Alternatives Analysis,
there were no other alternative configurations that had less impact to aquatic resources than
the configuration proposed foi the project, while meeting the minimum pioject requirements
(project purpose) The pioject requires a minimum capacity of 40 million tons to achieve the
project purpose, which requires substantial investment in inhasirucuirc. 'I he institution that
wil l piovidc pioject financing, as sel forth in its letter, which was included m Form A of the
Phase I Solid Waste Permit Application, requests a minimum permit term of 25 years lo
finance the project The capacity is estimated to be 28 years, and the design footprint and
grading plan were optimized with the use of mechanically stabilized earth (MSB) benns to
:i\oid disturbing more area on the site, which would have been necessary using traditional
construction methods The applicant has proposed this measure to maintain buffers and
: educe impacts to natural resources. The orientations and positions of the wetlands are such
that the landfill cannot be designed with efficiency unless the proposed wetland
encroachments occur This conclusion concerning design efficiency is based on the physical
characteristics of the site, which would not otherwise peimil sufficient length and/or width to
gain geometric efficiency with respect to volume per unit area. In general, any alternative
design would require significantly more area of disturbance and significantly more landfill
disposal area (footprint aiea) to accomplish the same purpose Fiom an economic,
environmental and logistical standpoint, more disturbance and a larger footprint are less
practical and less desirable characteristics than those associated with the proposed
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alternative. Moreover, other alternatives would require intrusion onto parts of the site that
are excluded from development for the reasons cued in the foregoing discussions.

5 Comment: Please include n statement on water dependency as required by Chapter

Response* The project includes a wastcwatcr treatment plant Upon t re aim en l of the
wasiewatcr (Icaclute) from (he project, it will he discharged to a waterway, as is customary
foi nearly cvciy wasicwater ucntmcnt plant in the Commonwealth The pipject is located
proximal to the (Red) Mo shannon Creek, a creek with high flow and low quality, as u has
been impacted by AMD over the past scvcial decades. The DEP establishes discharge
criteria for wastcwatcr treatment plants based. in part, on the receiving waterway In this
regard, the project depends on proximity to a waterway

If you should have any additional comments or questions concerning the Project, please contact one
of the undersigned On the basis of this response, we respectfully request that you move forward with
n full technical review a! the JPA and the wetland replacement plans, along with the supplemental
information provided by this response letter.

Sincerely.

ARM Group Inc.

Ami M. Gulden, PWS
Senior Biologist

William STaf t i io .PE
Senior Engineer

Attachments:
Attachment 1. Landfill Project Aiea Restrictions Map
Attachment 2 Mr E B Abel, Jr Letter, dated June 30, 2005. and ARM Letter.

dated July 5, 2005
Attachment _V DCP Municipal Waste Capacity and Disposal Report and PW1A Municipal

\Vasic Processing and Disposal Facilities Daily Supply and Demand by Rcuion
as of January 2009

Attachment 4 Summary of Benefits Associated with the Proposed RRLF Project
Attachment 5 Wetland Delineation Report, Point of Access Study for the I-30/Gorton Road

Interchange
Attachment 6 Wetland Functions and Values Assessment
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cc Centre County Conservation Distnci
U S Army Corps of Engineers - State College
PA Fish and Boat Commission
PA Slate Game Commission
DEP Noitli Central Regional Office

I) R Yowcll, 2) G Byion. 3) D. Spadoni. 4) D Garg, and, 5) J. Figured
Rush Township Board of Supervisors
Centre County Commissioners
DEP Centra] Office - Municipal and Residual \Vasle Dmsion
Resource Recovery, LLC
NedE Wehler. PG (ARM)
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OKOUCW S. TK9T, KSQ.

i Moshannon Building- Room 311
j 203 North Front Street
[ P.O.Box706
; Pliilipsburg. Pennsylvania 16866-0706
• Phone (8ia) 302-4640
: Fax (814) 342-3775
. E-mail address:

Novcmhci 7, 2006

Mr. Robert Ytmcll. Regional Direetoi
Reginn

'iH \)j Lttvirttnrmtntul I'rttteUwn
208 West IhndSfwi
Williamspon.PA I/701-6W?

Re: Resource Recn\Gry Landfill actions taken contrary to
representation at the June 28,2006, LtVlIP Meeting

Dear Mr Yuwcll.

I am writing lu you as SuliLitorfor Rubh Townslup. Centre Coumy. Pcnnsylv:mi.i I he
isors attended the June 2X. 2000. LULU) Mumcipiil Invnlvcincnl Pinccss neeling when:

you suited, in rcsponNc in tlic tbllowin^ question

Q "II" access i1- nol completed or finalized in ihe H/U review period do we suspend nr
extend1'1' (Rob Jacobson)

A. "1C al the end nf the review of ihc Waste M;iii'î emciU permu nil other permits arc nol
rinali7ed then the pu1 mil sits until nil permits regarding this application linve been completed and
approved." (Hob Y»wcll)

Wiihm weeks of (his public siaiemem. you notified the Applicant Ihut you ^ould not
pioi.cs:, ihc nppbuatiun until the interchange issue was resolved, totally cumradiclinj; yuui pnhhc
sUilerticnt Tim Supuivisois would tike n wiUco cxphinatioii of the tolnl chanue in pOMiion.
I hey are outraged b> ynur "new" p îtion The logical thing IP do is uJiat you urigitul!\
promised to do, pu î-sj, tJic pcrnul but don't issue il until other issues me resolved To do
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Mr. Robert
Department of Environmental Protection

otherwise means a dcla> of several year-; when the interchange is appioved l> Ihis your puipose
in changing your position—intentional dclaj? IF you're not going to proceed whh ihc permit,
wliy did yuu lu>ld the 1 .Mil1 Meeting wasting cvcn'one's lime ftnd Ihc CommonweulthS rnonc>

I'lcasc ex pi.11 a

Sincerely,

Gl-URGFS IhSI.CSQUIRh
. Ruth

GSTx-w
ci. Rush lownship
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Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection

208 West Third Street, Suite 101
Wffliamsport, PA 17701-6448

December 1,2006

iVorthccntral Regional Office Fax 570-327-1420

Mr. George 5. Test, Esq.
Moshannon Building * Room 311
203 North Fronl Street
P.O. Box 706
Philinsburg. PA 1(5866-0706

Dear Mr Test

Thank you for your reccni correspondence ot November 7,2QOfi, regarding the Resource
Recovery Landfill and statements nude at the June 28, 2006, Local Municipal Involvement
Process meeting (LMIP). In your letter you indicate that the Department nf Environmental
Protection (DEI*) has acted contrary to statements made at the LMIP meeting: specifically you
reference ihc folio winy question and answer*

Q [f access ib not completed or finalized in the H/B review period do we
suspend or extend1' (Bob Jacobson)

A If at the end of the review of '.he Waste Management permit nil othw permits
are not finalized, then the permit sits until all permits regarding this
application have been completed ami approved. (Bob Yowell)

You then reference the Waste Manageinaut Program's October 2.2006,
later and state that it contradicts the above answer In answering the above
question I believe I failed to recognize that the person asking the question
was referring to just the Han us/Benefit review As you can sec by my
answer I was referring to the entire application review process which
includes the H/B review as well as the technical review 1 bchcvc that the
next question and answer listed in the LMIP summary document, which 1
have included below, addresses the situation at hand

Q [low will you do a review without taking into consideration the status of the
1-80 interchange? {Mike Savage, People Protecting Communities (PPC)

A. That is a question for the H/B meeting. (Bob Yowcll)

When our permitting staff started reviewing the environmental assessment, it was
determined iliat more information was required The October 2,2006, letter requests information
regarding the mterchiuige so that we can make an informed decision on how to proceed

/I*An Frniil Opportunity Fmplup.f WWW.aep.Mote.pa.il!> hmiH nn fbvyrird fifer '{g



JflN-04-2007 15*19 flBEL COfFftNIES 2852321 P.05

Mr. George S. Test, Esq -2- December 1, 2006

I trust this information adequately addresses the concerns raised in your letter. If you need
any further information please contact me at 570-327-3695 to discuss them.

Sincerely,

Robert C. Ymvcll
Regional Uii'cclor
Nurtbientral Regional Office

cc Jameb Miller
File

TOTPL P.05



Pennsylvania

WILDS

An Overview

Pennsylvania Wilds - A Region of Enormous Potential
Within the northcentral part of Pennsylvania you will find more than two million
acres of public lands set aside for the public's enjoyment Teeming with wildlife
and offering unlimited recreation opportunities, this 12-county region Includes
some of the most wild and scenic areas In the Northeast. This is the Pennsylvania
Wilds:

More than 16 million acres of state forest and game Lands
27 state parks
the 500,000-acre Allegheny National Forest
8 wild areas, and 24 natural areas that cover about 150,000 acres
the largest elk herd in the Northeast
hundreds of miles of backpacking trails, bike paths, trout fishing streams
the darkest skies in the East at Cherry Springs State Park

Pennsylvania
WILDS Ol ' ">Lvl Reoiri"Mi n '

There are over 6 5
million total acres in
the region. Roughly
80 percent of that
Land, 5 2 million acres,
is forestland The 21
million acres of public
land in the
Pennsylvania Wilds is
the largest block of
public land between
New York and
Chicago The southern
portion of the Wilds is
accessible from
Interstate 80, the
busiest east-west
interstate in the
United States To the
north it is accessible from Pennsylvania Route 6, rated one of America's most
scenic dnves by National Geographic magazine The region has approximately
660,000 residents

www.dcnr.state.pa.us

A Plan for Enhancing and Protecting the Region
The Commonwealth Is developing a strategy to encourage the growth of tourism
and related-businesses in Northcentral Pennsylvania based on these significant
outdoor experiences The goal is to enhance the visitor expenences in this region,
while protecting and conserving these treasured natural resources The focus
includes improvements to the natural resources, infrastructure and visitor
services of the region

To help guide this strategy, in 2003 Governor Edward G. RendelL established a
cabinet-level task force to coordinate state agency involvement In the
Pennsylvania Wilds. The task force, led by Conservation and Natural Resources
Secretary Michael DiBerardlms, has begun a planning process to examine outdoor
recreation resources, the region's lumber heritage, opportunities for private
concessions to support tourism; public facilities and staffing needed to support
the Pennsylvania Wilds, and opportunities to stimulate purchase of Pennsylvania
wood products and other Local goods and services through tourism.



Benefits to the Region and State
The public lands within the WfIds represent a potential for economic gain for Local
communities, many of which have struggled to thrive since railroading, oil and
other industries have disappeared. Investments and Improvements and a renewed
focus on this region will create more vibrant and Livable communities. Tourists
traveling to the region will spur the need for overnight accommodations, guided
serves, eateries and outfitters. Local citizens will enjoy the benefits from
Investments made in public lands' Infrastructure and environmental
improvements Development of a wood product industry will provide merchandise
to travelers and create value-added jobs in local communities.

Elk Watching
A core attraction (n this region Is the wild elk herd that
roams an 835-square-mile area of mostly forested and
mountainous land In parts of Elk, Cameron, Clinton,
Centre and Clearfield counties. Pennsylvania Wilds has its
roots in an early study based on elk watching
opportunities of the region The "Elk Watching and Nature
Tounsm Plan" recommended several initiatives to support
elk watching in these counties The first, most visible of
these to be completed is the Elk Scenic Drive - a 127-mile
route through the region, with distinctive signage Twenty-
three viewing sites along the Elk Scenic Drive are being
established to promote safe and easy visitation and
distribute travelers across the region The sites provide parking and alternatives
to viewing elk and other wildlife along the area's highways. Each site has been
chosen because of its outstanding wildlife viewing potential and scenic beauty

For more Information on
the Pennsylvania Wilds,
contact your local state
park or forest or log on to:

www dcnr state pa us/Info/
pawilds

www visitpa com/vlsitpa/wiLds

www fermatafnc.com/penn/
index html

Future Plans for the Wilds
Other initiatives under consideration or development for the Pennsylvania Wilds
include

• a gateway visitor center, with appropriate Lodging along 1-80 at SB Elliott
State Park

• a wildlife viewing/visitor center at Sinnemahonmg State Park
• an elk viewing center near Benezette in Elk County
• clean up of the acid mine drainage in the West Branch of the

Susquehanna River to Improve fishing and water sport opportunities
• incentives to encourage the growth and establishment of nature tourism

and related businesses in the region
• ways to encourage the development of locally-made products, with a

special emphasis on those made of Pennsylvania hardwoods, to
capitalize on the markets expected from increased visitation to the region

• a regional marketing partnership of the tounst promotion agencies,
representing the 12-county area, called the Pennsylvania Wilds (Formed
Fall 2004)

Pennsylvania
SIAIt UK INDtPfcNOENrE
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on this 2nd day of July, 2008, a copy of the foregoing

Verified Statement of E.B. Abel, Jr. In Support of R.J. Gorman Railroad

Company/Pennsylvania Lines and in Response to Declaration of People Protecting

Communities was served by first class mail, postage prepaid, upon

Kathryn H.S. Pett
Ballard Spahr Andrews & Ingcrsoll, LLP
One Utah Center, Suite 800
201 South Mam Street
Salt Lake Citv. LT 84111-2221

Ronald A Lane, Esq
Thomas Lilwiler. Esq
Mylcs Tobm, Esq
Fletcher &Sippel LLC
29 North W'acker Drive, Suite 920
Chicago, Illinois 00606-2832

Richard R Wilson, Esq.
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