. o u 00 . Phone 717-642-6557
airfield Municipal Authority FAX 717-642-6163

Incorporated 1950 108 W. Main Street
P.O. Box 705
Fairfield, PA 17320

February 6, 2019

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
Department of Environmental Protection
Cambria District Mining Office

286 Industrial Park Road

Ebensburg PA 15921-4119

To Whom It May Concern,

In the summer of 2018, The Fairfield Municipal Authority entered into an agreement
with the Department of Environmental Protection, Source Water Protection Technical
Assistance Program to have a plan prepared for our system by the engineering firm
Spotts, Stevens and McCoy. We are in the middle of this process, with a first draft of
the plan completed and under review. ldentified in the process was the influence that
S.G.1. could have on the groundwater from which our four municipal wells draw for the
entire system.

Included with this letter is Figure 3-2 Source Water Protection Zones from the draft
plan. Language from the draft states “The groundwater that enters the wells is derived
from groundwater traveling northeast along the Toms Creek valley, which may act as a
partial recharge boundary. For this reason, Zone lll includes the entire upstream
portion of the Toms Creek watershed...“. Please consider this a formal request to have
this information part of the public record for your consideration during the review
process.

Any questions may be directed to our office by email: fairfieldmunicipal@comcast.net,
or telephone at (717) 642-6557.

Sincerely,

Patricia T. Smith

Secretary and Board Member
DEP CAMBRIA OFFICE

FEB 08 2019

The Fairfield Municipal Authority is an equal opportunity provider and employer.
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Sent: Sunday, February 10, 2019 9:54:50 AM
Subject: Re: SGI comments

Rock Martin DEP Technical Services 2-7-19
Matthew McClure SGI Director of Operations

At the recent meeting there was some concern about run off over flowing from the holding ponds into Tom'’s
Creek , and | believe that's the biggest concern , the community has concerning this permit request . It's a valid
concern but | believe it's a problem that can be resolved . I've worked at Flowserve Pump Company for 35
Years , 20 in the weld shop and 15 in the office as a application engineer , helping customers with selections ,
pricing and delivery , of vertical pumps

PA DEP has a requirement that the pumping systems must be capable of pumping the holding ponds dry in 7
days . I'd like to suggest each pond should have 2 pumps with enough combine pumping capacity to pump
each pond in 60 hours , the intent is to have the capacity should we ever need to use it . We can avoid the risk
of discharge into Toms Creek , if we should receive additional heavy rain during the 7 day period , NT1 it's full
storage capacity is 4,018,228 million gallons % by 60 hours = 66,970 per hour % by 60 minutes = 1,116 gpm. ,
NT2 it's full storage capacity is 6,810,018 million gallons % 60 hours = 113,250 per hour % by 60 minutes =
1,891 gpm .

I'd also suggest we should have a spare bowl assembly for each pump.

| believe SGI has done a great job presenting the facts and as long as they’re willing to address the problem of
pumping capacity , then there’s no reason why they shouldn’t be issued the permit.

Thanks Larry Hartlaub

From: "Martin, Rock" <martin@pa.gov>

To: "lhartlaub" <lhartlaub@centurylink.net>
Sent: Friday, February 8, 2019 10:59:48 AM
Subject: SGI comments

Larry,

Got your voicemail. You send me any comments that you have.

Thanks,

Rock Martin, PG|Acting District Mining Manager
Department of Environmental Protection
New Stanton District Office

P.O. Box 133 | 131 Broadview Road | New Stanton, PA 15672
2
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Phone: 724.925.5538 | Fax: 724.925.5555

martin@pa.gov

www.dep.pa.gov

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATION The information transmitted in this message is
intended only for the person or entity to whom it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or
privileged material. Any use of this information other than by the intended recipient is prohibited. If you
receive this message in error, please send a reply e-mail to the sender and delete the material from any
and all computers.



Paronish, Chadwick

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Mike Bruno <miketrain2@aol.com>

Sunday, February 10, 2019 5:16 PM

Martin, Rock

Paronish, Chadwick; hckeahey@verizon.net; Maggie Heyward

[External] Fwd: Some insignificant little creek ? Permit #01180301 / NPDES
#PA0279617

ATTENTION: This email message is from an external sender. Do not open links or attachments from unknown sources. To
report suspicious email, forward the message as an attachment to CWOPA_SPAM@pa.gov.

Dear Mr Sammarco and Mr Martin

I am in support of the efforts of Friends of Toms Creek and the concerned citizens of Adams and Franklin counties to at
the very least slow the progression of SGI in their plan to take our neighborhoods and progressively turn them into a
wasteland. | must admit | am a bit pensive in writing to someone with a title like , District Mining Manager in a District
Mining Office . Those titles alone make me feel like the deck is already stacked against us and that your priorities lie with
the mining industries and not preserving the environment. | guess | hope I'm wrong but that’s just a gut feeling .

From: Mike Bruno <miketrain2@aol.com>
Date: January 19, 2019 at 4:57:54 PM EST

To: miketrain2@aol.com

Subject: Some insignificant little creek ?

I’'m not real sure of why we’re here or at least what it is we hope to accomplish. Part of me says trying to
protect our environment from the over reaching of SGI ,and part of me says wasting my or our time .
How much of this is a lost cause ? Has this already been decided? Who are we up against ? SGlis
owned by Standard Industries . As for mining interests they have | believe they have 3 other plants
besides Blue Ridge Summit , Missouri, California, and Wisconsin . Now if that’s not big enough Standard
Industries also owns GAF ,roofing products _ BMI, a European equivalent to the American GAF, Siplast
,another European roofing manufacturer, Schiedel, a German manufacturer of industrial ventilation
products , a company called 40 North and a company called Winter , both some type of New York real
estate investment company’s. Standard seems to based in New York , claims to have 15000 employees,
operates in 80 countries , over 180 manufacturing plants worldwide , with headquarters in New York,
New Jersey, London, and Luxembourg. Have we been in this position before ? Have you tried to stop or
at least slow this steam roller down ? How'd that work out ? We're just a small handful of people ina 3
or 4 mile radius up against a Goliath that operates around the world . Do you honestly believe Mr.
Millstone is concerned about a creek in our community. As far as that is concerned why should the focus
be just on the creek ? There are square miles of destruction going on allaround us. ~ What does the
EPA protect ? | might go as far as to say they protect the company’s with vast enormous resources to
influence the right people . Who are we influencing? What resources do we have ? Can we afford
monetarily to go up against a steam roller of this size , and get any real results? ~We seem to be here
arguing over a hole in the ground that they propose to take deeper . | feel like we're already in that hole
. | come home around Charmian Rd , and at the turn before the tracks what is clearly in sight are two
small mountains being taken down stone by stone . How do you even get a permit for that ? When that
mountain is gone how deep will that hole need to go ? At what point does environmental protection
become a priority ? Or is it only a priority when something goes wrong and something needs fixing and
they level a fine against a company with hundreds of billions in assets . What will it take for the EPA to
actually step up to the plate and at least appear to protect the environment ? | don’t believe Standard
Industries has or will ever have any reason or inclination to consider slowing the growth of their
business . We've failed to slow them before and | would venture to say there are many more plans for

1



their future that we don’t even know about that their not worried about achieving when the time comes

I'm not a pessimist but | do live in the real world . | may have been born at night but it wasn't last
night and as for trusting a federal government agency to actually do their job and really protect the
environment and our community well Im sorry but | really don’t have much faith in that happening . |
wish | had a better solution other then writing some over lobbied governor or senator. If you have a
solution any solution please just do it. Your community is being dismantled stone by stone .



February 10, 2019

Cambria District Mining Office

District Mining Operations ‘

Department of Environmental Protection, Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
Attn: Daniel Sammarco, P.E,, District Mining Manager

Rock Martin, P.G., Permit Chief

286 Industrial Park Road

Ebensburg, PA 15931

Re: Comments on Large Surface Mining Permit No. 01180301 and NPDES No.
PAQ279617, Specialty Granules LLC

Dear Messrs. Sammarco and Martin:

[ write in support of the efforts by Friends of Toms Creek and concerned citizens of
Adams and Franklin counties to preserve our area.

[ have owned home above the mine in Blue Ridge Summit for almost 20 years. | am
deeply concerned about the abundance of trucks traveling just a few feet from my
home, every day, and large numbers of them. From what I see, many are traveling
with no covering over the contents they are hauling, which [ understand is
potentially toxic. This dust flies into the air, into my home, gets wet and flows into
my vegetable garden, coats my car (see attached photo of what my cars look like
from traveling by the mine entrance 4-6 times a day on the way to take my young
one to school) and flows into my yard (see attached photo of the road runoff into my
yard; as you can see this is all from contents of the mine).

I am so deeply concerned for the health of me and my family. I am concerned about
the destruction to our land and streams. I am concerned over the large amount of
heavy haulers on our residential roads all day, every day, traveling above the posted
speed limit and using brake retarders from the top of Charmian to the mine
entrance.

Please deny the above referenced permit applications for these listed reasons.
Sincerely,

Karen Jaeger

14946 Charmian Road

Blue Summit, PA 17214

karen.s.jaeger@gmail.com









February 10, 2019

Cambria District Mining Office

District Mining Operations Y

Department of Environmental Protection -
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania

Attn: Daniel Sammarco, P.E., District Mining Manager
Rock Martin, P.G., Permit Chlef

286 Industrial.Road

Ebensburg, Pennsvlvama 15931

‘Re: Comment on Large Surface Mmlng Permlt No 011180301 and NPDES No PA0279617
Specialty Granules LLC

" Dear Messrs. Sammarco and Martin,

We are writing to oppose the iésuance of the above-referenced permits that would allow
Speciafty Granules LLC {SGI) to mine an environmentally protected area. There are many reasons
to deny this permit application. The ones that rise {o the top.ofithe list for:us are:

1.This land (Pine Hill) —called the “Northern Tract” by SGi ~ was never supposed to be mined. It
was purchased with Adams County taxpayer money to be conserved to protect water resources
and the headwaters of Tom’s Creek and Mjddle Creek in perpetuity. Pine Hill fell into SGI's
hands as a result of a land swap that was carried out entirely in secrecy. Once it was disclosed to
the public, it was vehemently opposed by the vast majority of residents in the community.
Community residents have continued to express their opposition at every juncture. At the end
of January 2019, at a hearing with DEP, 18 out of 26 speakers opposed the issuance of permits.
With one possible exception, those in favor of the permits had a financial relationship with SG1 —
as employees, former employees, customers, etc. And very few of those'in favor actually live in
close proximity to the mine. The people who are directly affected in Adams County and Franklin
County have spoken clearly and repeatediy in opposition to the mine expansion:

2. We do not need to imagine what it will be like for residents if SGI expands to Pine Hill. The
impacts are already being felt by neighbors who have endured well-documented hardships and
hazards to health and safety as a result of SGI's existing operations: reduced levels of water in
drinking water wells, contaminants in drinking water wells, cracks in house foundations and
other structural damage from blasting, green dust covering houses and cars and outdoor spaces
noise at all hours of the night and day, light pollution, destruction of mountains and forest cover
that once attracted residents to the area, reduced flow to Tom’s Creek and its tributaries —all
from blasting and hydrologic changes to what was once Pine Mountain (now pits in the earth)
and vicinity. In addition, we need only look at Miney Branch to see what the discharge of storm
water from SG! has done to the aquatic life in that once beautiful creek. The damage is
Irreversible. - o
Prospective buyers of houses have decided not to buv in our area when they learn of
the quarry and its 24/7 operations and possible expansion. Property values are plummeting. The
negative impacts due to lost tax revenue from homeowners and lost opportunities from other

businesses related to recreation and tourism (for example) on the local economy are real and

growing. DEP CAMBRIA OFFIGE

FEB 14 2019



3. It is clear from the comments made in writing and in hearings with DEP that there has not
been adequate testing for naturally occurring asbestos {which is present in greenstone) in the
air, water and soil around the current guarry. Naturally occurring ashestos is a-human
carcinogen. These tests must be carried out properly and by an independent party perhaps
DEP or the EPA.

Other tests by SGI have also not followed protocols and should be carried out by
independent parties: surveying for bog turtles, timber rattlesnakes, Indiana bats and other
threatened/endangered species of flora and fauna on Pine Hill which need to be done-at the
proper times of year in the proper ways to vield accurate data.

Testing of macro invertebrates and other aguatic life in Tom’s Creek must be done to
insure that this pristine trout stream is protected by the most stringent standards — also by an
independent entity.

Testing of SGI's storm water discharge must include tests for metals and other harmful
pollutants such as copper, asbestos, selenium, titanium, barium, nitrogen, nitrates, color, etc.

Viewshed analysis and review of historic and cultural resources also need to be done at
the proper time of year in the proper way by an independent entity. There is amiple
documentation that the Confederates retreated from the Battle of Gettvsburg along !ron Springs
and Gum Springs Roads, arcund the base of Pine Hill. -

We are concerned that the state is privileging corporate profit over the will of the voters
and the health, welfare, and safety of the residents of the community and the Tom’s Creek
watershed. It is clear that the taxpayers of Adams County would not have turned Pine Hill over:
to the state to become part of Michaux State Forest if they had thought that the state would
turn around and put Pine Hill in the hands of SGI to expand its mining operations.

My family had a residence approximately-four miles from Pine Hill since 1964. Our land
is precious to us and we have worked hard to be good stewards there. Our land is in the Forest
Stewardship program and is Clean and Green. We feel we have done our part. Now we expect
that our rights to clean air and ciean water under the Pennsylvania Constitution will be
protected by the Department of Environmental Protection.

Slncerely,

N/\h/ho //W\/\é/;

Natalie Shivers

23 E. Delaware Ave.
Penningion, NJ 08534
609-303-0150 -
Natalieshivers@gmail.com



Paronish, Chadwick

From: Rhonda Myers <arSmyers@comcast.net>

Sent: Monday, February 11, 2019 11:11 AM

To: Martin, Rock; Paronish, Chadwick

Subject: [External] DENY Large Surface Mining Permit No. 01180301

ATTENTION: This email message is from an external sender. Do not open links or attachments from unknown sources. To
report suspicious email, forward the message as an attachment to CWOPA_SPAM®@pa.gov.

February 11, 2019

Cambria District Mining Office

District Mining Operations

Department of Environmental Protection, Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
Attn: Daniel Sammarco, P.E., District Mining Manager

Rock Martin, P.G., Permit Chief

286 Industrial Park Road

Ebensburg, PA 15931

Re: Comments on Large Surface Mining Permit No. 01180301 and NPDES No.

PAG279617, Specialty Granules LLC

Dear Messrs. Sammarco and Martin:

{ write in support of the efforts by Friends of Toms Creek and concerned citizens of Adams and Franklin counties to
preserve:

1. The exceptional values of Toms Creek and pure surface and subsurface waters, and the restoration of degraded
Miney Branch Creek;

2. The historic 1863 Civil War Retreat through our mountain passes —inciuding the natural contours of Pine Hill -
through which thousands of soldiers, teamsters, and wagons traversed on July 4-5, 1863;

3. The wetlands of Pine Hill which support fragile flora and fauna, including owls, bats, bears and foxes known to
inhabit the dense forests of Pine Hill, and an endangered colony of Nodding Trillium, a plant now extinct in Qhio;

1



4. Our quiet mountain heritage and pure mountain air, which we have enjoyed and cherished for many years
hefore the intrusion of vast surface (mountain top remaoval) mining; and most importantly

5. The families' health and weli-being who live on or near the mountain top and whose runoff has flooded their
properties multiple times this year.

Please deny the above referenced permit applications for these listed reasons.

Sincerely yours,
Rhonda S. Myers

717-778-1545




Paronish, Chadwick

From: Alison Hess <hess.alison@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, February 11, 2019 1:06 PM
To: Martin, Rock; Paronish, Chadwick
Subject: [External] Please no SGI expansion

ATTENTION: This email message is from an external sender. Do not open links or attachments from unknown sources. To
report suspicious email, forward the message as an attachment to CWOPA_SPAM@pa.gov.

As a concerned citizen of Adams County and resident living less than a mile from SGI, | am writing to ask you to not allow
SGl expansion. | have lived in Adams County my entire life; | literally grew up on the banks of Toms Creek near the
covered bridge and now live on Scotch Trail and | see the effects from SGI. We constantly have green dust on our house
and decks, we see the polluted water, we see the land being destroyed, we fear the harmful effects on our health. | have
seen SGI plant trees to fufill their "green part" and have watched many trees just die. | invite you to my property and
neighborhood to see the harmful effects. | ask that you not allow them to expand and take any more of our beautiful
County. Our waterways do not need the pollution. Our lungs do not need the pollution. Please think about the future of
the residents and the land and do not allow expansion!

Alison Hess

75 Scotch Trail

Fairfield

717-504-3828

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android




Paronish, Chadwick

R B
From: Lee Sturtevant <leesturtevant@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, February 11, 2019 5:11 PM
To: Martin, Rock; Paronish, Chadwick
Subject: [External] Pine Hill mining proposal

ATTENTION: This email message is from an external sender. Do not open links or attachments from unknown sources. To
report suspicious email, forward the message as an attachment to CWOPA_SPAM®@pa.gov.

February 11, 2019

Cambria District Mining Office

District Mining Operations

Department of Environmental Protection, Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
Attn: Daniel Sammarco, P.E., District Mining Manager

Rock Martin, P.G., Permit Chief

286 Industrial Park Road

Ebensburg, PA 15931

Re: Comments on Large Surface Mining Permit No. 01180301 and NPDES No. PA0279617, Spec1alty
Granules LLC

Dear Messrs. Sanumarcoe and Martin:

We are concerned about the long-term quality of the area west of Gettysburg and Fairfield: forest land is
important for air quality and natural habitat. In addition, as you know, that area also has historic
significance as part of the retreat from the Battle of Gettysburg. Of increasing importance: the entire
greater Fairfield area is attracting more and more recreational opportunities and tourism, with the
business advantages these represent for the township. Preservation of mountains and a clean
environment is important in attracting more visitors to what is becoming a desirable recreation
destination, as well as the historic Civil War trail.

Therefore, I write in support of the efforts by Friends of Toms Creek and concerned citizens of Adams
and Franklin counties to preserve:

1. The exceptional values of Toms Creek and pure surface and subsurface waters, and the restoration of
degraded Miney Branch Creek;

2. The historic 1863 Civil War Retreat through our mountain passes - including the natural contours of
Pine Hill - through which thousands of soldiers, teamsters, and wagons traversed on July 4-5, 1863;

3. The wetlands of Pine Hill which support fragile flora and fauna, including owls, bats, bears and foxes
known to inhabit the dense forests of Pine Hill, and an endangered colony of Nodding Trillium, a plant
now extinct in Ohio, and

4. Our quiet mountain heritage and pure mountain air, which we have enjoyed and cherished for many
years before the intrusion of vast surface {(mountain top removal) mining.



Please deny the above referenced permit applications for these listed reasons.

Sincerely yours,
Emily Sturtevant
Blue Ridge Summit, PA.

Phone - Address Email



Paronish, Chadwick

e T Re——"

From: Sturtevant, Lee <Isturtevant@stalbansschool.org>
Sent: Monday, February 11, 2019 5:20 PM

To: Martin, Rock; Paronish, Chadwick

Subject: [External] Pine Hill mine proposal

ATTENTION: This emaif message is from an external sender. Do not open links or attachments from unknown sources. To
report suspicious email, forward the message as an attachment to € WOPA_SPAM@pa.gov.

Date: February 11 , 2019

Cambria District Mining Office

District Mining Operations

Department of Environmental Protection, Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
Attn: Daniel Sammarco, P.E,, District Mining Manager

Rock Martin, P.G., Permit Chief

286 Industrial Park Road

Ebensburg, PA 15931

Re: Comments on Large Surface Mining Permit No. 01180301 and NPDES No. PA0279617, Specialty
Granules LLC

Dear Messrs. Sammarco and Martin:

I'write in support of the efforts by Friends of Toms Creek and concerned citizens of Adams and Franklin
counties to preserve:

1. The exceptional values of Toms Creek and pure surface and subsurface waters, and the restoration of
degraded Miney Branch Creek; '

2. The historic 1863 Civil War Retreat through our mountain passes ~ including the natural contours of
Pine Hill - through which thousands of soldiers, teamsters, and wagons traversed on July 4-5, 1863;

3.The wetlénds of Pine Hill which support fragile flora and fauna, including owls, bats, bears and foxes
known to inhabit the dense forests of Pine Hill, and an endangered colony of Nodding Trillium, a plant
now extinct in Ohio, and :

4. Our quiet mountain heritage and pure mountain air, which we have enjoyed and cherished for many
years before the intrusion of vast surface (mountain top removal) mining.

Please deny the above referenced permit applications for these listed reasons.

Sincerely yours,
Al Sturtevant
Blue Ridge Summit, Penna.



Paronish, Chadwick

- m N
From: cmickley@comsystems-llc.com
Sent: Monday, February 11, 2019 7:58 PM
To: Martin, Rock; Paronish, Chadwick
Subject: [External] Comments on Large Surface Mining Permit No. 01180301 and NPDES No.

PAO279617, Specialty Granules LLC

Importance: High

ATTENTION: This email message is from an external sender. Do not open links or attachments from unknown sources. To
report suspicious email, forward the message as an attachment to CWOPA_SPAM@pa.gov.

Date: 02/22/ 2019

Cambria District Mining Office

District Mining Operations

Department of Environmental Protection, Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
Attn: Daniel Sammarco, P.E., District Mining Manager

Rock Martin, P.G., Permit Chief

286 Industrial Park Road

Ebensburg, PA 15931

Re: Comments on Large Surface Mining Permit No. 01180301 and NPDES No. PA0279617, Specialty Granules
LLC

Dear Messrs, Sammarco and Martin & Chad Paronish

| write in support of the efforts by Friends of Toms Creek and concerned citizens of Adams and Franklin
counties to preserve:

1. The exceptional values of Toms Creek and pure surface and subsurface waters, and the restoration of
degraded Miney Branch Creek;

2. The historic 1863 Civil War Retreat through our mountain passes — including the natural contours of
Pine Hill — through which thousands of soldiers, teamsters, and wagons traversed on July 4-5, 1863;

3. The wetlands of Pine Hill which support fragile flora and fauna, including owls, bats, bears and foxes
known to inhabit the dense forests of Pine Hill, and an endangered colony of Nodding Trillium, a plant
now extinct in Ohio, and

4. Our quiet mountain heritage and pure mountain air, which we have enjoyed and cherished for many
years before the intrusion of vast surface {mountain top removal) mining.

5. llive less than 2 nautical miles from the new expanded mine operation. [ have seen 2 mountain tops
completely removed from the view on my property. | see constant smoke and grit in the air. | also
have felt extensively the ground vibration from the blast, over the past summer/fall almost every

1
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Friday about 1:30pm. From the comments | heard at the meeting over a week ago, it is clear that SGI

does not have appropriate readiness to server and protect the Toms Creek tributaries or downstream
needs.

Please deny the above referenced permit applications for these listed reasons.

Sincerely yours,

Charles Mickiey

2390 Mount Hope Road, Fairfield PA 17320
717-642-6338
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Environmental Legal Services

February 11, 2019
Sent via Certified First Class U.S. Mail and Electronic Mail

PA Department of Environmental Protection

Cambria District Mining Office, District Mining Operations

Attn: Daniel Sammarco, P.E., District Mining Manager
Gregory Aaron, P.G., Permit Chief

286 Industrial Park Road

Ebensburg, Pennsylvania 15931

Re:  Friends of Tom’s Creek Public Comment on Specialty Granules, LLC’s Permit
Application for Large Surface Mining Permit No. 01180301 and NPDES No.
PA0279617, also referred to as the “Northern Tract Quarry.”

Dear Mssrs. Sammarco and Aaron:

On behalf of Friends of Tom’s Creek (“FOTC”), and pursuant to the public
comment period referenced in the Department’s December 10, 2018 letter, [ respectfully
submit the following written comment on Specialty Granules, LLC’s (“SGI”) application
for a Noncoal Surface Mining Permit No. 01180301 and NPDES No. PA0279617
(“Application”) for noncoal surface mining on Pine Hill in Hamiltonban Township,
Adams County, referred to by the Applicant as the “Northern Tract Quarry.”

Following the informal public conference held on July 23, 2018 and the additional
written public comments received by the Department related to the Application, the
Department requested that SGI provide responses to specific concerns raised by
commenters, including FOTC. This comment is based on a review of the SGI Responses
submitted to the Department on November 16, 2018 as well as the original Application.
In addition, this comment references and incorporates the July 23, 2018 written
comment submitted by FOTC (attached as Exhibit A) and the January 29, 2019 Report of
Princeton Hydro (attached as Exhibit B).

At this time, and in consideration of the constitutional, statutory and regulatory
requirements at issue, FOTC strongly urges the Department to deny the Application
and return the Application to SGI because it does not pass constitutional scrutiny or

meet the criteria for permit approval, as expanded upon below.
P PP y P P DEP CAMBRIA OFFICE

FEB 13 2019

Pittsburgh wfy Akron
3495 Butler Street, Suite 102 Pittsburgh, PA 15201 AT A 159 S. Main Street, Suite 1030 Akron, OH 44308
Phone: (412) 742-4615 Fax: (412) 291-1197 = Phone: (234) 571-1970 Fax: (330) 319-8856



L Public Notice was Inadequate

As referenced in FOTC's July 23, 2018 written comment, both 25 Pa. Code § 77.121
(public notice of filing of permit applications) and § 77.123 (public hearings — informal
conferences) require that notice of a proposed noncoal surface mine and a public
hearing regarding the same be published in a “newspaper of general circulation in the
locality of the proposed mine.” 25 Pa. Code § 77.123(b)(2). This is relevant here because
the locality of the proposed mine includes both Adams County and Franklin County.
Even after FOTC raised this issue in previous comments, the hearing notice for the
January 30, 2019 public hearing, however, again failed to ensure residents of both
counties were notified.

The proposed Northern Tract development is physically located in Adams County,
Hamiltonban Township. Notice was published in the Adams County Gettysburg Times.
However, the notice indicated that the proposed Northern Tract is located in Blue Ridge
Summit, Franklin County which is likely to result in confusion for Adams County
Residents and uncertainty about the location of the proposed development. In Franklin
County, the Waynesboro Record Hearald did not publish notice at all. Those residents
were therefore never notified even though they will be impacted by this project, most
directly from facility traffic routed through Franklin County. FOTC incurred significant
expense and cost in an effort to notify these communities through additional direct
mailings. The responsibility of public notice, however, is statutorily entrusted to the
applicant and the Department, not to other concerned citizens.

II.  Naturally Occurring Asbestos Poses a Significant Threat to Environmental
and Human Health that SGI Failed to Disclose or Fully Evaluate

In a September 13, 2018 letter from Daniel Sammarco, Acting Director of the
Department’s Bureau of District Mining Operations, to FOTC Board Member Sue
DeVeer, Mr. Sammarco responded to four primary concerns raised by FOTC. One of
those concerns related to “the presence of naturally occurring asbestos in the metabasalt
proposed for extraction at the Northern Tract Quarry.” Mr. Sammarco stated that “the
Department has requested SGI to investigate and determine if naturally occurring
asbestos is present in the metabasalt and at what concentrations. SGI will submit their
findings to the Department for evaluation.” While FOTC appreciates the attention that
the Department paid to this important public health issue, FOTC wants to ensure the
Department follows through on this request of SGI and conducts a risk assessment fo
determine whether naturally occurring asbestos is present and, if so, whether the
concentrations of naturally occurring asbestos pose a risk to public health.: For FOTC,

1 See Pan, XL, et al., Residential Proximity to Naturally Occurring Asbestos and Mesothelioma Risk in California,
American Journa) of Respiratory and Critical Care Medicine, Volume 172 (2005}, available at:
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the Department’s attention to detail in this regard is particularly important and
necessary in light of the misleading and inadequate evaluation conducted by 5GI and
described in Section 7 of SGI’s November 12, 2018 Response to Public Comments
received at the July 23, 2018 Public Meeting. While this sampling and analysis on its
face responds to the community’s concerns and the Department’s request for further
investigation, it is entirely inadequate to ensure protection of community health, air,
water and safety for two major reasons.

SGI’s Method of Rock Sampling and Analysis is Inappropriate for the Site

First, the rock sampling and analysis was conducted using inappropriate methods.
SGI indicates that they drilled 17 rock cores during the exploration phase of the
proposed Northern Tract Quarry area and from these cores, SGI ultimately collected 40
rock samples that were sent for laboratory testing. Appendix 7.1 of 5GI's Responses
indicates that the laboratory utilized the Environmental Protection Agency’s Test
Method for the Determination of Asbestos in Bulk Building Materials (EPA /600/R-
93/116), rather than utilizing a method more appropriate for identifying naturally
occurring asbestos in rock or soil samples. The method used by SGI is specifically
designed for the purpose of identifying asbestos in bulk building materials such as
insulation, acoustic and thermal sprays, pipe and boiler wraps, plasters, paints, etc. It is
clear that this method is not suited for evaluating the rock samples collected by SGI and
evaluating whether naturally occurring asbestos poses a threat to public health. Rather,
FOTC directs the Department to two potential sampling methods that are more
scientifically and technically appropriate in this context.

The California Environmental Protection Agency Air Resources Board has published
Method 435 for Determination of Asbestos Content of Serpentine Aggregate: This
method is applicable to determining asbestos content of serpentine aggregate in storage
piles, on conveyor belts, and on surfaces such as roads, shoulders and parking lots. The
applicability of any particular sampling method is important because it outlines
procedures for everything from how to collect samples and the number of samples
required to appropriate sample preparation and analytical procedures. While Method
435 would likely be more appropriate than the EPA Bulk Building Materials Method
utilized by SGI, the EPA has also promulgated a method specifically designed for
sampling soils such as the Northern Tract samples.

https://www.nchi.nlm,nih.gov/pubmed/15976368 (concluding that residential proximity to naturally occurring
ashestos is significantly associated with increased risk of malighant mesothelioma).

2 5ep EPA Method for the Determination of Asbestos in Bulk Building Materials, EPA/600/R-93-116 (July 1993),
available at: https://www.nist.gov/sites/default/files/documents/nviap/EPA-600-R-93-116.pdf (last visited January
17, 2019).

3 gee California Environmental Protection Agency Method 435 Determination of Asbestos Content of Serpentine

Aggregate {June 6, 1991}, available at: https://www.arb.ca.gov/testmeth/vol3/m_435.pdf (last visited January 17,
2019).
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The EPA’s Elutriator Method is a method that is peer reviewed and the best method
for determining if soil contains respirable fibers.: This method also provides results
acceptable for risk assessment studies, which should apply at the Northern Tract Site.
Soil or bulk material is sieved and then gravimetrically tracked through separation into
coarse and fine fractions. The fine fraction is tumbled in a sample elutriator and any
dust or fibers are liberated into the air within the tumbler and then collected on air
cassettes for subsequent transmission electron microscopy analysis. Importantly, the
guidance document states “samples are collected in a manner suitable for providing
representative measurements of the releasable fraction of asbestos in the matrix
sampled.”

Both the California Environmental Protection Agency Air Resources Board’s Method
435 for Determination of Asbestos Content of Serpentine Aggregate and the EPA’s
Elutriator Method are technically more appropriate for investigating and determining if
naturally occurring asbestos is present in the metabasalt at the SGI site and at what
concentrations. Further, the EPA’s Elutriator method would actually help provide a risk
assessment which could be evaluated to determine potential impacts on human health
and the environment. Without appropriate sampling, the Department is not in a
position to evaluate if or how airborne asbestos may impact the community and
therefore SGI's application should be denied until further investigation and analysis is
conducted.

SGI's Ambient Air Monitoring Fails to Capture Impacts from the Northern Tract

The second reason that SGIs response to the Department’s request for further
investigation is inadequate is because the ambient air monitoring that SGI conducted
does not accurately identify or evaluate impacts from development of the proposed
Northern Tract. Appendix 7.3 of SGI's Responses describes the perimeter air sampling
that was conducted. As an initial matter, this sampling was conducted over a very
limited period of 8 days and only 10 samples were collected. Given operations at the
site, which have continued for several decades, this extremely limited time period and
limited number of samples is not sufficient to draw any reasonable conclusions.

4 See EPA Superfund Method for the Determination of Releasable Asbestos in Soils and Bulk Materials, EPA 540-R-
97-028 (1997), available at:
https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/7yNET.exe/100028 RW. TXT?ZyActionD=ZyDocument&Client=EPA& Index=1995+Thru+19
99&Docs=&Query=&Time=&EndTime=&SearchMethod=1&TocRestrict=n&Toc=& Tockntry=8&QField=&QFieldYear=
&QFieldMonth=&QFieldDay=&intQFieldOp=0&ExtQFieldOp=0&XmiQuery=&File=D%3A%5Czyfiles%5Cindex%20Da
£a%5Co5thru89% 5CTxI%5C0N0000079%5C100028RW. txt& User=ANONY MO US&Password=anonymous&Sortivietho
d=h%7C-
&MaximumDocuments=1&FuzzyDegree=0&mageQuality=r7588/r75g8/x150y150g16/i425&Display=hpfr&DefSeek
Pape=x&SearchBack=ZyActionl&Back=2yActionS&BackDesc=Results%20page&MaximumPages=1&ZyEntry=1&5ee
kPage=x&ZyPURL (last visited January 17, 2019).
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Further, over this limited 8 day period there were “several periods of rain.” While this
is certainly not unusual, neither are weeks without rain. Given that one of the primary
methods utilized for controlling asbestos dispersion is water, the periods of rain across
these limited 8 days indicate that it was not a true representative sample.

At the very least SGI must be required to indicate exactly how much rain fell and over
which specific time periods. In addition, Appendix 7.3 indicates that the “general
direction of the wind during this period was from the west to southwest blowing
toward the east/northeast.” However, according to Figure 1, the identified sampling
locations are primarily along the western or southern side of active mine operations.
Therefore, given that the wind was generally blowing particulates away from the
monitors, the results are not surprising. Overall, SGI's ambient air monitoring clearly
fails to capture impacts from the Northern Tract.

The Departient is Responsible for Protecting Citizens’ Environmental Rights

Finally, as indicated in FOTC’s July 23, 2018 written comment, the Department has a
constitutional responsibility to ensure that the peoples’ right to clean air is not
unreasonably degraded. Pa. Const. Art. I, § 27. At times, the Department may be
required to go above and beyond statutory and regulatory requirements to ensure that
unreasonable degradation does not occur. As noted in Cénter for Coualfield Justice, et al. v.
DEP, et al., treating the Article I, Section 27 Constitutional standard as coextensive with
compliance with statutes and regulations was “clearly rejected” by the Pennsylvania
Supreme Court in Pennsylvania Environmental Defense Foundation. 2017 Pa. Envirn. LEXIS
52 at *62. Accordingly, an evaluation of anticipated degradation to air quality may
include the consideration of air pollutants that are not specifically regulated, but may
have an adverse impact on the people’s right to clean air. In this case, naturally
occurring asbestos is certainly one such pollutant that has the potential to unreasonably
degrade air quality, resulting in severe health impacts for residents living, working or
recreating within close proximity to the Northern Tract development.

In order to fulfill obligations pursuant to Art. I, § 27 the Department must at a
minimum evaluate the impacts from SGI’s Northern Tract and make a determination
about whether those impacts constitute an “unreasonable degradation, diminution,
depletion or deterioration of the environment.” The Delaware Riverkeeper Network, et. al.
v. Commonwealth of Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection, et. al., EHB
Docket No. 2014-142-B, 2018 Pa. Envirn. LEXIS 34* (Opinion Issued May 11, 2018)
(articulating a two-step analysis for compliance with Article I, Section 27). In fact, the
Department has an obligation as trustee under Section 27 to act with prudence, loyalty
and impartiality. Id at *72. Therefore, in the context of asbestos emissions, this means
the DEP must require adequate and appropriate soils analysis and air monitoring to
evaluate environmental and health impacts. Given that naturally occurring asbestos
may also be carried by water, FOTC suggests that additional water testing be conducted
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for this parameter as well. Without such an analysis being completed, and a
demonstration and finding that naturally occurring asbestos will not harm or degrade
the environment or human health, SGI's application must be denied.

III. The Proposed Northern Tract Quarry will have Significant Adverse Effects
on the Watershed

Friends of Tom's Creek hired expert consultant, Princeton Hydro, to review 5GI's
proposed mine expansion and evaluate the anticipated impacts to the surrounding
environment and watershed. The resulting report from Princeton Hydro identifies
several different harmful impacts to the ecology of Tom’s Creek, points out inconsistent
monitoring practices, and explains that SGI’s mine expansion will drastically change the
hydrology of the watershed, harming habitat and aquatic life in Tom’s Creek.

Mine Expansion Will Harm the Ecology of Tom’s Creek- Further Sampling Required

Princeton Hydro evaluated the potential ecological impact that the Northern Tract
Expansion would have on the species and habitat supported by Tom’s Creek, including

potential for impacts to the Indiana Bat, the Timber Rattlesnake, the Bog Turtle, and
Nodding Trillium.

As noted in the Princeton Hydro Report, the PA Game Commission has identified
Adams County as summer habitat for federally endangered and state protected and
endangered Indiana Bat (Myotis sodalist). While SGI conducted mist net surveys to
identify the presence and evaluate potential impacts to these species, it is clear that
additional sampling is necessary. The Princeton Hydro Report states that, “[t]he mist
netting was done in early-mid October targeting the copper mine. Since Adams County
is documented summer range, and the woodland habitat that SGI will deforest for
mining activity would support Indiana bat roosting habitat, we would urge more
sampling to be done within the property boundary in the summer months.” Further
sampling is clearly necessary to ensure that mine expansion will not impermissibly
harm the Indiana Bat or its habitat.

Princeton Hydro notes that additional sampling data is also necessary for the
Timber Rattlesnake and the Bog Turtle. While SGI determined that potential rattlesnake
habitat is low within the area of disturbance, the testing only occurred on four occasions
from April-May rather than the warmest months of the year when foraging and basking
activity would be greater. Similarly, the report put together by Skelly and Loy for SGI
concludes that the property would not support typical bog turtle habitat conditions.
Yet, the photos taken do indicate the presence of supporting vegetative structure for
Bog Turtle habitat and Princeton Hydro suggests that a Phase 1l survey is warranted.
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In regard to Nodding Trillium species, Princeton Hydro concludes that the number
of plants affected by Mine Expansion is much greater than SGI anticipates. This is due
to the fact that more than half of the existing contributory drainage area to two hillside
associated wetland habitats will be removed as a result of mine expansion. “If the 2
wetlands are altered, then the tributary to Tom’s Creek and the Nodding Trillium
population will experience much more detrimental effects from Quarry development.”

It is clear that SGI has not adequately conducted monitoring and sampling to
identify important ecological species and habitat that may be affected by Mine
Expansion. Therefore, the Department must require SGI conduct additional monitoring
and sampling.

Water Quality Monitoring Data is Insufficient

SGI and predecessor companies have operated this mine site for decades. The
historic operations there are not only the best source of evidence for anticipated impacts
related to the Northern Tract Expansion, but also serve as an important source of data
that can be used to ensure SGI's mine expansion will not result in degradation of Tom’s
Creek. The SGI Pitts Quarry is an active mine site adjacent to the proposed Northern
Tract Expansion. As indicated in the Princeton Hydro Report, SGI's own application
notes that aluminum, nitrogen and iron were found in the stormwater runoff at the
active Pitts Quarry and could likely end up in Tom’s Creek if the Northern Tract is
disturbed for expansion.

Further, based on SGI's past operations, they anticipate Titanium, Barium, Nitrogen,
Nitrates or Color would be present, but fail to actually test for those same parameters in
the stormwater runoff. See Princeton Hydro Report at 8. According to Princeton Hydro,
“[a] specific pollutant that SGI noted to be present in their adjacent Pitts Quarry is
Selenium.” However, “[wlithout any background sampling on biodiversity in Toms
Creek or its unnamed tributaries, degradation from harmful pollutants like Se will not
be accurately quantified.”

Given this potential for harmful pollutant impacts, the Department must require SGI
to actually collect sufficient ecological and water quality monitoring data to establish a
baseline and ensure protection of the watershed. As pointed out by Princeton Hydro,
“SGI did not show any kind of macroinvertebrate or fish surveys to indicate any species
presence in Tom’s Creek, just the 2 monitoring samples that only tested for limited
parameters.”

More robust water quality monitoring and data collection has been conducted by
FOTC, however. That data suggests that Tom’s Creek should be classified as an
Exceptional Value Stream and must be protected. FOTC engaged Dr. Ben M. Stout III,
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Ph.D., to measure the biological conditions of Tom’s Creek and determine if it merited
consideration for classification as an Exceptional Value Stream. On April 27, 2016, Dr.
Stout issued a report following sampling (attached as Exhibit C). Dr. Stout sampled
benthic macroinvertebrates and compared the fauna in Tom’s Creek to (1) Carbaugh
Run, a nearby PA DEP Exceptional Value reference stream, and (2) an Exceptional
Value stream in Greene County within Ryerson Station State Park. He concluded that
“[blased on biological condition scores Tom’s Creek achieved Exceptional Value scores
(100% attainment) compared to both of the Exceptional Value streams.” Dr. Stout also
concluded that “[a]t the ecosystem scale these streams provide a link between the
surrounding forest and the downstream river ecosystem... {and] in addition to reptiles
and amphibians, aquatic insect emergence from these streams coincides with the return
of migratory birds during nesting and rearing season.”

Although the Department, by letter on May 18, 2016, ultimately informed FOTC that
the locations Dr. Stout used for sampling the reference streams were unacceptable, the
data he collected from Tom’s Creek is important for understanding the impacts that the
Mine Expansion will have on the surrounding environment. Further, FOTC engaged
Stephen P. Kunz, Senior Ecologist with Schmid & Company Inc., Consulting Ecologists,
to review Dr. Stout’s Report. Mr. Kunz relayed his findings to FOTC by letter dated
May 18, 2016 (attached as Exhibit D). Mr. Kunz stated that he believed Dr. Stout’s
findings were credible. Furthermore, he stated that, “I understand that PADEP had
investigated Tom’s Creek during November 2014, and did not find it to be meeting
“exceptional value” existing use at that time.” He concluded that “[t]he excellent
physical, chemical, and biological conditions that Dr. Stout found in Tom’s Creek this
spring, however, suggest that it is achieving EV existing use status. ] am confident that
if PADEP were to examine Tom’s Creek again it would concur with Dr. Stout’s
conclusion. In the meanwhile, I believe that it is extremely important, and 1 would
strongly recommend, that every possible effort be made to protect Tom’s Creek from
any and all activities that might threaten or degrade its EV existing use.”

Without further macroinvertebrate or biological testing from the Department or 5GI,
FOTC strongly believes that the northern tract expansion will end up degrading an EV
stream. This would be impermissible and the Department must consider the data that
FOTC has provided as part of this comment. The Department is required by 25 Pa.
Code § 93.4c(a)(1)(i) to protect the existing uses of surface waters and is required by 25
Pa. Code § 93.4c(a)(1)(iv) to make a final determination of existing use protection for
surface waters as part of a final permit or approval action. More specifically, the PA
Code states that “[e]xisting use protection shall be provided when the Department’s
evaluation of information (including data gathered at the Department’s own initiative,
data contained in a petition to change a designated use... or data considered in the
context of a Department permit or approval action) indicates that a surface water attains
or has attained an existing use.” §93.4c(a)(1)(i). Further, water quality in EV streams
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may not be reduced by a discharge, even with a social or economic justification. See §
93.4¢(b)(iii}{only HQ waters may be reduced with justification). Therefore, consistent
with the recommendations of Dr. Stout and Mr. Kunz, the Department must consider
that Tom’s Creek is achieving EV existing use status and ensure this is protected.

Mine Expansion Will Impermissibly Alter the Hydrology of the Watershed

The Princeton Hydro Report also concludes that SGI's own analysis indicates that
the hydrological changes caused by Mine Expansion pose a direct threat to the wetlands
and resident biota. The Report states:

Though it appears that the pollutant load decreases as the landscape
changes due to mine expansion, the underlying cause of load reduction
is the issue for concern, There is less nutrient loading not because the
amount of pollutant decreases, but because the water that conveys the
pollutants is being diverted along the landscape differently. Tom's
Creek itself is receiving less water from runoff, which is an indication of
a drastic overall hydrology change to the watershed. If the flow of
Tom’s Creck is jeopardized by diverting the water the creek would
normally receive to retention ponds, then the habitat that supports
migratory fish and other undocumented aquatic life will suffer due to
lack of habitat. Further, any receiving waters for the retention ponds
will experience increased pollutant loads.

Princeton Hydro Report at 11. The Department must require that SGI conduct a
thorough analysis to determine exactly how much water will be diverted away from
Tom’s Creek and toward the retention ponds and Miney Branch.

The Clean Streams Law protects all waters of the Commonwealth, including but not
limited to groundwater, rivers, streams, ponds, lakes, dammed water, springs, and all
other bodies or channels, whether natural or artificial, within the boundaries of the
Commonwealth, for all statewide existing and designated water uses. 35 P.S. § 691.1; 25
Pa. Code §8 93.4a, 93.9 and 93.6. In order to determine whether the existing and
designated uses of Tom’s Creek are protected, the Department must evaluate whether
SGI’s proposed diversion of storm water will impermissibly impair the uses of Tom's
Creek. As indicated by Princeton Hydro, if sufficient water is diverted, then the habitat
that is supported by that storm water may be impermissibly impaired.

The Capacity of SGI's Discharge Basins is Inadequate to Ensure Protection of Tom’s Creek

Under SGI's proposal, once the Northern Tract development is complete,
stormwater runoff will drain into Pitts Quarry and to the existing sedimentation pond
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prior to discharge. Generally, that sediment pond involves a passive discharge as water
reaches appropriate levels. It is clear that SGI already has to drain the pond by way of
pump just before a rain event is predicted. Since the sediment pond is normally a
passive discharge and pumping is required, this clearly suggests that the ponds are
under capacity and are not effective at removing solids. If SGI's proposal is approved,
however, they will be adding increased additional storm water from the expansion and
there will be more active pumping discharges. Based on Princeton Hydro’s review of
the sedimentation pond capacity, this additional active pumping would prevent solids
from adequately settling out and lead to additional unanticipated discharges to Tom’s
Creek, further impacting water quality. The Department must carefully review the
capacity of SGI's sedimentation pond to ensure Tom’s Creek is protected.

IV. SGI's Social and Economic Justification is Inadequate

Tom’s Creek and its tributaries provide important social and economic benefit to the
local community and larger surrounding region. SGI's Module 24, which describes their
Social and Economic Justification for potentially degrading discharges to Tom’s Creek is
misleading and inaccurate because it fails to account for the many significant social and
economic benefits that Tom’s Creek provides to the community and that would be
harmed if Tom'’s Creek is degraded.

For proposed discharges to special protection waters, if an applicant determines
there are no cost-effective and environmentally sound nondischarge alternatives, the
discharge must either result in non-degradation or the applicant must demonstrate that
the proposed degradation is socially or economically justified. 25 Pa. Code §§
93.4c(b)(1)1)(B); 93.4c(b)(1). The code clearly only permits a reduction of water quality
upon social and economic justification for HQ waters, whereas EV waters may not be
degraded. See § 93.4c(b)(iii). Based on sampling conducted by FOTC and others, Tom's
Creek clearly qualifies as an EV water and may not be degraded.

Even if Tom's Creek only qualified as an HQ water, however, the analysis done by
SGI is inadequate and fails to justify degradation. The Department’s Antidegradation
Guidance Document relies on the preamble to the DEP’s regulations published in the
PA Bulletin on July 17, 1999 and indicates that “the SEJ analysis should be a ‘balancing’
type evaluation. In such an evaluation, the asserted beneficial social or economic
development must be viewed in light of, and weighed against, the degree of water
quality degradation that the discharge and the proposed activity are projected to
cause.” The Department’s Antidegradation Guidance Document goes further and
identifies several SEJ evaluation factors, including: 1) water quality considerations such
as sensitivity of water uses, nature of pollutants, degree of change in water quality,
reliability of treatment technology, compliance records and other factors; 2) social or
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economic considerations such as effect on public services, on public health and safety,
on quality of life, on employment, on tax revenues, tourism and other factors.:

The fact that residents have turned out in significant numbers opposing this
proposed development is evidence itself that SGI's operations affect the local
community. SGI disingenuously states that, “The proposed mining project is
anticipated to have little effect on residents and visitors of the area except for providing
stable employment, good paying job opportunities , and tax revenues...” Module 24 at
5. SGI’s analysis clearly focuses on employment and taxes to the exclusion of the
remaining factors, which must also be considered.

There are, in fact, many ways that degradation of Tom’s Creek would impact the
social and economic values that having such a clean and beautiful stream brings to the
community. FOTC themselves hold several events each year where they rely on use and
enjoyment of Tom’s Creek. For example, FOTC recently held a hike with the Sierra
Club in the area of Michaux State Forest close to Tom's Creek with a picnic afterwards
at a local resident’s house. FOTC also holds a community event twice per year where
they conduct water quality testing of Tom’s Creek across the road from Pine Hill. There
are miles of hiking and horseback riding trails in Michaux State Forest in the near
vicinity of Toms Creck; the creek flows in Michaux; the Mt. Hope Rd., Gum Springs
Rd., Iron Springs Rd. "loop” is a great bicycling/motorcycling route. Tom’s Creek is also
stocked with trout in the area across from Pine Hill and is a popular fishing spot in the

spring.

In fact, Tom’s Creek is annually stocked with trout twice per year. The Pennsylvania
Fish and Boat Commission stocks Tom’s Creek with approximately 1,000 trout per year.
The Pa Fish and Boat Cooperative Fish Nursery stocks Tom’s Creek with approximately
an additional 600 trout annually. Further, the Mummasburg Sportsman’s Club also
stocks Tom’s Creek with approximately 125 trophy trout, meaning at least 16-24 inches
in size. Stocking starts at the covered bridge on Jacks Mountain Road and Zoo Road,
then proceeds to the bridge at Zoo Road and Iron Springs Road, proceeds upstream
along Iron Springs Road until Gum Springs Road and ends at approximately Gum
Springs Bridge and Mt. Hope Road Bridge.

In addition, the community holds an annual fishing derby at Caroll Valley Park, just
downstream of SGI's proposed operations. Each year approximately 80-125 families join
in for a day of fishing, supported by the Caroll Valley community and at least 250 trout
donated by the PA Fish and Boat Cooperative Fish Nursery. Tom’s Creek is also used to
create two lakes for the residents of Carroll Valley to use for boating and fishing. Toms
Creek flows through their golf course, also.

5 pA DEP Water Quality Antldegradation Implementation Guidance, 391-0300-002, avaitable at:
hitp://www.depgreenport.state,pa.us/elibrary/GetFolder?FolderlD=4664 (last visited Feb. 6, 2019},
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Finally, it is clear for residents that Tom’s Creek and surrounding area is

significantly important for tourists and the revenue they bring to the community. Local
tourism includes the Monterey Battle Field Group which is in the process of developing

a park related to a nearby civil war battlefield.

All of these important events and draws for community social and economic benefit
would be impacted by degradation of Tom’s Creek. Since SGI has failed to demonstrate

a sufficient social and economic justification for degradation of Tom's Creek, the
Application should be denied.

V. Conclusion

In conclusion, and based on the reasoning articulated above, SGI's Application is
severely flawed, and the Department should deny the Application.

Respectfully Submitted,

Rya?l E. Hamilton, Esq.

Fair Shake Environmental Legal Services
3495 Butler Street, Suite 102

Pittsburgh, PA 15201

(412) 742-4615
rhamilton@fairshake-els.org
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EXHIBIT

A

N

23 July 2018

Via Certified First Class U.S. Mail

Cambria District Mining Office

District Mining Operations

Department of Environmental Protection

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania

Attn: Daniel Sammarco, P.E., District Mining Manager
Rock Martin, P.G., Permit Chief

286 Industrial Park Road

Ebensburg, Pennsylvania 15931

RE: Comment on Large Surface Mining Permit No. 01180301 and NPDES No.
PA0279617, Specialty Granules, LLC
Submitted on behalf of Friends of Tom’s Creek
Noticed in 48 Pa. B. 885 (Feb. 10, 2018)

Dear Messrs. Sammarco and Martin:

On behalf of Friends of Tom’s Creek (“FOTC”), I respectfully submit the
following comment on Specialty Granules, LLC’s (“SGI”) application for a Noncoal
Surface Mining Permit No. 01180301 and NPDES No. PA0279617 (“Application”) for
noncoal surface mining on Pine Hill in Hamiltonban Township, Adams County,
referred to by the Applicant as the “Northern Tract.” Upper Potomac Riverkeeper
supports and signs on to this comment.

Pursuant to e-mail correspondence with Mr. Rock Martin, the Department will
accept comments pertaining to the application materials until August 6, 2018, or two
weeks following the July 23, 2018 public hearing. Accordingly, this comment is timely
filed.

As a preliminary matter, and to avoid unnecessary repetition throughout this
comment, in addition to the applicable statutory and regulatory requirements for the
issuance of a noncoal surface mining permit, the Department must also ensure
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compliance with the Pennsylvania Constitution. Article I, Section 27 of the
Pennsylvania Constitution (“Environmental Rights Amendment”) reads:

The people have a right to clean air, pure water, and to the preservation of
the natural, scenic, historic and esthetic values of the environment.
Pennsylvania’s public natural resources are the common property of all
the people, including generations yet to come. As trustee of these
resources, the Commonwealth shall conserve and maintain them for the
benefit of all the people.

Pa. CONST. ART. 1, § 27.

The people’s fundamental, human right to clean air, pure water, and the
preservation of the natural, scenic, historic, and esthetic values of the environment may
not be unreasonably degraded by either direct state action or the action of third parties.
See Pa. Envtl. Defense Found. v. Com., 161 A.3d 911, 933 (Pa. 2017); Center for Coalfield
Justice, et al. v. DEP, et al., Dkt. No. 2014-072-B, 2017 Pa. Envirn. LEXIS 52 (Pa. Env. Hrg.
Bd. Aug. 15, 2017). Public natural resources that must be protected include “not only
state-owned lands, waterways, and mineral reserves, but also resources that implicate
the public interest, such as ambient air, surface and ground water, wild flora, and fauna
(including fish) that are outside the scope of purely private property.” Robinson Twp. v.
Cont., 83 A.3d 901, 955-956 (Pa. 2013) (“Robinson II").

As an instrumentality of the Commonwealth, the Department serves as a trustee
of the public natural resources protected by the Environmental Rights Amendment and
is bound by the fiduciary duties of prudence, impartiality, and loyalty. The duty of
prudence requires the Department to “exercise such care and skill as a man of ordinary
prudence would exercise in dealing with his own property.” Pa. Envtl. Defense Found.,
161 A.3d at 931. In order to fulfiil the duty of prudence, the Department must engage in
pre-action analysis that is capable of informing the agency of (1) whether degradation of
the environment, and thus an intrusion into protected rights, is likely to occur as a
result of permitted activity and (2) the degree of that intrusion. See Robinson 11, 83 A.2d
at 983, n. 60 (noting that data is needed to access impact upon public natural resources
and describing trust beneficiaries’ right to information necessary to enforce rights or
trust limitations); see also Kenneth T. Kristl, “The Devil is in the Details,” 28 Georgetown
Envtl. L. Rev. 589, 592 (2016) ("[Alssessments of environmental effects before actions are
taken are key to providing the information critical to discharging the constitution’s
requirement.”).
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The duty of loyalty is owed to both present and future generations and requires
that the Department “manage the corpus of the trust so as to accomplish the trust’s
purposes for the benefit of the trust’s beneficiaries.” Pa. Envtl. Defense Found., 161 A.3d
at 933. The duty of impartiality requires “the trustee to manage the trust so as to give
all the beneficiaries due regard for their respective interests in light of the purposes of
the trust.” Id.

With these constitutional requirements in mind, in addition to applicable
statutory and regulatory requirements, the Department should deny the Application
and return the Application to SGI because it does not pass constitutional scrutiny or
meet the criteria for permit approval. There are numerous legal, technical and
procedural deficiencies, which are identified below. In the event that SGI submits a
revised application, the significance of the revisions merits a second public comment
period.

1.  Public Notice of the Application and Public Hearing Were Inadequate to
Ensure Actual Notification of the Proposal Surface Mine to Interested Parties

Both 25 Pa. Code § 77.121 (public notices of filing of permit applications) and 25
Pa. Code § 77.123 (public hearings — informal conferences} require that notice of a
proposed noncoal surface mine and a public hearing regarding the same be published
in a “newspaper of general circulation in the locality of the proposed mine.” 25 Pa.
Code § 77.123(b)(2). Following newspaper publication of the filing of a permit
application, the Department is further required to provide notice of the application in
the Pennsylvania Bulletin. 25 Pa. Code § 77.121(d).

As the Department is well aware, the general public does not regularly peruse
the Pennsylvania Bulletin. For all practical purposes, newspaper publication is the only
legally required means of notifying the public of mining projects that will significantly
impact quality of life for neighboring property owners and community members.
Accordingly, it is crucially important that not only is the selected newspaper one that
interested parties read but also that the information provided allows the public to
understand the nature of the proposed mining project.

The locality of proposed mine in this matter includes both Adams County and
Franklin County. While the proposed mine will be located within Adams County,
many business owners, property owners, and residents of Franklin County are located
within close proximity to the proposed Northern Tract and will be greatly impacted by
its development, should the proposal be approved.
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SCI and the Department published notice of the application and the public
hearing for July 23, 2018 in the Gettysburg Times. While residents of Adams County
regularly read the Gettysburg Times, residents of Franklin County rely upon the Record
Herald. Accordingly, for residents of Franklin County, the Gettysburg Times isnot a
newspaper of general circulation. When considering whether a newspaper selected for
public notification qualifies as one of general circulation in the locality of the proposed
mine, the Environmental Hearing Board considers the likelihood of the notice actually
reaching residents near the proposed site. See, e.g., Synder Twp. Residents for Adequate
Water Supplies v. DEP, Dkt No. 85-022-G, 1988 Pa. Envirn. LEXIS 189 (Pa. Env. Hrg. Bd.
Dec. 12, 1988). As residents of Franklin County do not rely upon the Gettysburg Times,
there is very low likelihood that notice published in that newspaper reached Franklin
County residents.

To alleviate this error, Friends of Tom’s Creek expended considerable funds and
time by sending postcards to individuals in both Franklin and Adams County to ensure
that actual notice was provided to the local community. While Friends of Tom’s Creek
voluntarily undertook this endeavor, the responsibility of public notice is statutorily
entrusted to the applicant and the Department.

II. Proposed Protection of Identified Endangered Plant Trillium cernuum
(Nodding Trillium) is Insufficient to Ensure Protection of the Plant Species

Pursuant to 25 Pa, Code § 77.126(a)(10), a permit application may not be
approved for noncoal surface mining activities unless the applicant affirmatively
demonstrates that “[t]he proposed activities [will] not affect the continued existence of
endangered or threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of
their known critical habitats . . .”. Additionally, the Department must fulfill its
responsibilities pursuant to the Environmental Rights Amendment to ensure that
unreasonable degradation to environmental resources, particularly threatened and
endangered species, does not occur. In order to assess whether unreasonable
degradation will occur, the Department must quantify the anticipated impact.

According to the Skelly & Loy, Inc. August 25, 2016 report provided within the
Application, a significant number of Trillium cernuum, or nodding trillium, was found
along the eastern and northern portions of the Northern Tract parcel. Nodding trillium
is an endangered plant species in Pennsylvania that requires patchy sunlight and will
not survive in full, direct sun. The plants found at the Northern Tract are particularly
important, as the nodding trillium population at that location is “the largest known in
the state,” Greg Podniesinski, Section Chief of PA Bureau of Forestry, to Andrew Nevin,
Skelly and Loy, Inc. (Sept. 22, 2016).

DEP CAMBRIA OFFICE

Friends of Tom’s Creek Public Comment on Permit No. 01180301
Page 4 of 15 R k1 2019



The nodding trillium found within the permit boundaries exist in both the
“operational buffer,” where quarry related activities such as access roads and
stormwater management will occur, and the “maintained buffer,” which will remain
forested. Eighteen individual plants will be destroyed, as they fall within the
“operational buffer.” A significant number of nodding trillium is located on the border
between the operational and maintained buffers. These plants are likely to be exposed
to direct sunlight and, thus, unable to survive. While the Department of Conservation
and Natural Resources has requested a fence be put in place along the border of the
operational and maintained buffers to avoid construction crews from directly damaging
or destroying nodding trillium, the fence will not provide the needed shade for the
plants along the buffer lines. SGI’s application materials do not quantify the anticipated
number of nodding trillium likely to be adversely impacted as a result of loss of habitat,
meaning that the degree of degradation is not known.

In order to comply with the Department’s duty of prudence pursuant to the
Environmental Rights Amendment and 25 Pa, Code § 77.126(a)(10), the Department
must require enough information in the application materials to assess the degree of
degradation. SGI's current application fails to affirmatively demonstrate that its
proposed mining will not result in the destruction of critical habitat. Considering that
the Northern Tract area is critical habitat within Pennsylvania for nodding trillium, the
Department should further require additional protections for the nodding trillium
found between the maintained and operations buffer, such as increasing the maintained
buffer, to ensure adequate habitat for the endangered plant.

III.  SGI's Application Must be Denied Because SGI's Socio-Economic Justification
was Approved without Public Participation and SGI Failed to Properly Assess
Impacts to Tom’s Creek as a Result of Proposed Discharges

SGI's NPDES application proposes discharging into Tom’s Creek and unnamed
tributaries of Tom’s Creek. As the Department is aware, Tom’s Creek is designated as
High Quality, Cold Water Fishes and Migratory Fishes (HQ-CWEF-MF). 25 P’a. Code §
93.9z.

Pennsylvania’s Anti-Degradation Policy requires that nondischarge alternatives
be evaluated prior to any new, additional, or increased discharge to a High Quality
stream. In the event that the applicant demonstrates that an environmentally sound
and cost-effective nondischarge alternative cannot be utilized, the applicant must
demonstrate that the discharge wiil maintain and protect the existing quality of
receiving surface waters. Id. at § 93.4c(b)(1)(i)(A)-(B). Water quality of a High Quality
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water may only be reduced if, “after full satisfaction of the intergovernmental
coordination and public participation provisions of the Commonwealth’s continuing
planning process, that allowing lower water quality is necessary to accommodate
important economic or social development in the area in which the waters are located.”
Id. at § 93.4¢(b)(1)(iii) (emphasis added).

SGI has proposed not only discharging into Tom’s Creek and its unnamed
tributaries, but also lowering the water quality of Tom’s Creek, as SGI has submitted a
Social or Economic Justification (“SEJ”) form as part of Module 24, The Department’s
May 18, 2018 review letter to SGI regarding the Northern Tract application states that,
“[i]t should be noted that the operator can discharge from these ponds since Specialty
Granules, LLC submitted an Anti-Degradation Supplement for Mining Permits and their
Social or Economic Justification (SE]) was approved.” Chad Paronish, DEP Geologic
Specialist, to Matthew McClure, Director EHB and Mining Permit (May 18, 2018} at p. 2.
Accordingly, it appears that the Department has already approved the SEJ and
authorized discharges into Tom’s Creek and its unnamed tributaries. However, there
does not appeat to have been any public notice or acceptance of public comment on the
SEJ prior to its approval, as required by § 93.4c. When the Department is required to
accept public comment, it must consider public comments received and make
appropriate changes prior to making a decision. See Pa. Water Industries Ass'n v. DEP,
2016 EHB 590, 637-38. To do otherwise renders public comments ineffectual.
Accordingly, the Department must provide for an additional comment period to allow
for full public participation prior to accepting SGI's SEJ.

Additionally, anticipated impacts to Tom’s Creek have not been adequately
evaluated. SGI proposes constructing two ponds capable of holding stormwater
equivalent to a 100-year/24 hour storm event, which will then be pumped to ponds at
the Charmian Quarry and discharged into Miney Branch. Notably, storms once
considered extreme and unusual are occurring on a much more frequent basis. See Tim
Craig & Angela Fritz, Extreme Weather: Massive Rains are Causing More Flash Flooding, and
Experts Say It's Getting Worse, WASH. POST. (June 24, 2018). The Pennsylvania
Department of Conservation and Natural Resources (“DCNR") has noted,
“Pennsylvania has seen measurable changes in temperature, precipitation, and storm
intensity.” PA DCNR Climate Change Adaptation and Mitigation Plan (June 2018) at 4.
Specifically, “{p]recipitation has increased about 10 percent over the past 100 years, and
heavy precipitation events also have increased significantly . . . precipitation is
expected to increase by 8 percent annually and by an additional 14 percent during the
winter.” Id. As a result of increased storms due to climate change, DCNR plans to
reevaluate 50-year, 100-year, and 500-year flood trends. Id. at 9. While SGI dismissed
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the likelihood of a 100-year storm event or the chances of smaller storms occurring over
the course of several days, such events are becoming increasingly common.

While SGI characterizes discharges into Tom’s Creek and its tributaries as
“extremely rare,” such discharges may occur on a more regular basis, and anticipated
impacts have not been fully scrutinized. First, SGI's application matetials do not
provide baseline data for Tom’s Creek and its tributaries. Without baseline data,
neither the Department, SGI, nor the public is able to evaluate whether proposed
discharges will degrade the quality of Tom’s Creek. Second, SGI's proposed
monitoring plan is insufficient. While SGI proposes to analyze monitoring samples for
some pollutants, important pollutants specific to SGI's operations are not included. To
properly monitor the unique impacts that SGIs operations may have on Tom’s Creek,
water sampling must also include analysis for asbestos and any chemicals or fungicides
used on site. Otherwise, impacts as a result of SGI’s operations will go undetected.

Additionally, SGI's permit application materials fail to adequately address
whether the proposed mining project is likely to result in loss of flow to Tom’s Creek or
its unnamed tributaries. According to SGI's groundwater assessment (Module 8), there
is very little hydrologic communication between surface and groundwater within the
permit boundary. By SGI's own evaluation, most wetlands and surface waters are
primarily fed by storm events. Module 8.3 (p. 8-9). Currently, Tom's Creek and its
unnamed tributaries are surrounded on all sides by mature forest. Should the Northern
Tract be developed for mining, Pine Hill will become barren landscape, save for a 300
foot buffer from the center line of Tom’s Creek and a 150 foot buffer from the center line
of unnamed tributaries to Tom’s Creek.! Additionally, all runoff from this barren
landscape will be directed to SGI's 100-year/24 hour detention basin. While holding
basins are necessary to protect surface waters from sedimentation, it also appears that
SGI's mining proposal will significantly impact the amount of surface water that Tom's
Creek currently receives, possibly resulting in the loss of flow.

As noted in Crum Creek Neighbors v. DEP, “[t]he principle that degrading a
stream by materially changing its movement, circulation, or flow is prohibited has been
repeated in numerous other cases and it is now beyond dispute.” Dkt. No. 2007-287-L,,
2009 Pa. Envirn. LEXIS 52 at *30 (Pa. Env. Hrg. Bd. Oct. 22, 2009). “A permittee may not
degrade a stream by altering its physical or biological properties any more than it may
degrade a stream by the direct discharge of pollutants.” Id. SGI's failure to quantify the
potential for loss of flow to Tom’s Creek is a critical oversight. The Department cannot

: Notably, SGI points the Department of Exhibit 9 to depict the 300 and 150-foot buffers around Tom'’s
Creek and its unnamed tributaries. Yet, Exhibit 9 only includes a 100-foot buffer around Tom’s Creek
and associated tributaries.
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evaluate whether Tom’s Creek will continue to support existing uses without this
information, and, therefore, cannot ensure that Tom’s Creek will not be degraded. The
Department’s duty of prudence requires a more thorough analysis of potential impacts
to Tom's Creek, particularly as Tom’s Creek is a high quality stream.

Finally, it is significant that SGI proposes transferring all water (less than a 24
hour/100 year storm event) collected in the Northern Tract ponds to the Charmian
Quarry to be discharged through NPDES No. PA0009059, which authorizes discharges
into Miney Branch. Prior to authorizing the current NPDES permit, the Department
must evaluate potential impacts to Miney Branch as a result of the additional water to
be redirected from the Northern Tract. Not only will the discharges from the Northern
Tract increase the quantity of water ultimately discharged into Miney Branch but may
also change the quality of the discharged water. The Department must ensure that
QOutfall 001, under PA0009059, has the capacity to store and properly treat stormwater,
as the SGI ponds have a history of overflowing, resulting in untreated, polluted
discharges. Authorizing the transfer of water from the Northern Tract to Miney Branch
prior to analyzing the potential environmental degradation to Miney Branch puts the
cart before the horse. Only once the Department is satisfied that Miney Branch will not
be unreasonably degraded as a result of increased discharges from the Northern Tract
may the Northern Tract be permitted to transfer its stormwater discharges.
Accordingly, Friends of Tom's Creek strongly urges the Department to evaluate
impacts to Miney Branch prior to taking action on NPDES Application No. PA0279617.

IV. SGUI’s Archeological Review is Insufficient as it Failed to Address Impacts to
Significant Civil War Historical Sites

Article I, Section 27 of the Pennsylvania Constitution protects not only the
people’s right to clean air and pure water but also the preservation of historic values of
the environment. In order to comply with the Department’s fiduciary duty of
prudence, the Department must fully evaluate whether its permitting decisions will
adversely impact historical resources and the extent of that impact. While the
Department may ordinarily defer to the findings of a more specialized agency, the sister
agency must have evaluated the historical resource that could be impacted. Where, as
here, there was no evaluation of a particular historical resource, the Department must
assess whether further investigation or consultation with a sister agency is warranted.

SGI’s archeological evaluation does not address the impact of mining operations
on Pine Hill upon the Confederate Army’s retreat path following the Battle of
Gettysburg (“Retreat from Gettysburg”). It is well documented that following the Battle
of Gettysburg, the Confederate Army retreated to Virginia following two routes: the
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first through Cashtown (northwest of Gettysburg) and the second through Franklin
(southwest of Gettysburg). The second route through Franklin brought the Confederate
soldiers through Hamiltonban Township, around Pine Hill. In Hamiltonban Township,
Confederate soldiers retreated following what are now named Iron Springs Road,
Lower Gum Springs Road, and Gum Springs Road - all following Tom’s Creek and
wrapping around Pine Hill. The Retreat from Gettysburg is a significant historical
resource in the area that is eligible for listing on the National Register of Historical
Places. See, e.g., Multiple Properties Nomination to the National Register of Historic
Places, Adams County, Pennsylvania for Properties Associated with the Battle of
Gettysburg, July 1-3, 1863, certified by the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum
Commission, April 11, 2000, and the Keeper of the National Register, May 18, 2000
(nomination quailable at
https://npgallery.nps.gov/NRHP/GetAsset/NRHP/64500520_text).

Yet, SGI's archeological evaluation does not even acknowledge that this
significant historical resource is within the permit boundary or is likely to be impacted
by surface mining. Surface mining of Pine Hill will significantly impact the Retreat
from Gettysburg, as it will fundamentally alter the surrounding environment. Whereas
the retreat route follows Tom's Creek through a pass between two mountains, SGI's
mining operations will essentially remove one mountain, thereby eliminating the pass
and permanently degrading the historical and esthetic value of the area.

Further, significant battles occurred during the Retreat from Gettysburg, and
battles or encampments are likely to have occurred within SGI’s permit boundary.
According to the Pennsylvania State Historic Preservation Office’s Guidelines for
Archaeological Investigations in Pennsylvania (“Guidelines”), “research specific to military
activities within the project area should be conducted when the project may be the
location of a military site. Information on the larger military campaign placing the
battle or encampment in its local, regional, or national context should also be
undertaken.” Guidelines at 13. There is no indication within SGI's application materials
that specific research into potential military activities was conducted. Furthermore, the
Pennsylvania State Historic Preservation Office notes that “[f]or area of military action,
such as a battlefield (the core battle area) and/or encampment sites, metal detector survey
should be used in all circumstances as it has been found that standard site identification
methods, such as shovel testing, are not adequate for location of these types of sites.” (emphasis
added). Guidelines at 19. SGI’s archeological assessment does not reference the use of
metal detectors.

SGF's archeological survey further did not assess the full permit site to determine
whether significant archaecological or historical resources exist. Rather, the
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archaeological assessment was limited to exploration of former copper mines, as they
are recorded in historical maps, and an assessment of a potential schoolhouse on the
property, based on informant interviews. However, an extensive site investigation was
not conducted to visually assess whether other significant historical resources, such as
cemeteries or structures, exist within the permit boundary. As the Guidelines note,
“there is no substitute for a detailed field examination . ..” Guidelines at 9, as not all
historical resources will be previously recorded.

As SGI's application materials fail to properly evaluate the historical value of
Pine Hill and immediately surrounding area, the Department should deny the
application. In addition, Friends of Tom’s Creek strongly urges the Department to
require an independent archaeological assessment of the permit site and/or engage in
further consultation with the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission to fully
assess the impact upon important historical resources.

V. The Application Must be Denied as Anticipated Noise Impacts Have Not Been
Properly Evaluated by the Applicant

Pursuant to 71 P.S. § 510-17(1)-(3), the Department has both the power and the
duty to protect the people of the Commonwealth from nuisances. The Environmental
Hearing Board has consistently held that the Department commits an abuse of
discretion when it does not consider noise generated by a surface mine and fails to
determine whether that noise constitutes a public nuisance. See Chimel, et al. v. DEFP, et
al., Dkt. No. 2011-033-M, 2014 Pa. Envirn. LEXIS 65 (Pa. Env. Hrg. Bd. Nov. 25, 2014); see
also, Plumstead Township v. DER, 1995 EHB 741, 789. Although “there are no applicable
statutory or regulatory standards that limit the operational noise from a surface coal
mine or quarry . . . the Department nevertheless has the clear duty to consider noise
impacts when reviewing an application . . . to ensure that the Department does not
permit an operation that constitutes a public nuisance.” Chimel, 2014 Pa. Envirn. LEXIS
at *69. Accordingly, the Department must not simply evaluate anticipated noise
impacts but must also deny a permit application when the noise to be generated would
constitute a public nuisance. Id. at*70. In Chimel, the EHB noted that the Department
considers “a continuous reading of over 68 decibels during the day and over 65 decibels
at night at the property line to be a public nuisance.” Id. at *81.

Further, in order to fulfill the Department’s duty of prudence pursuant to the
Environmental Rights Amendment, the Department must require enough information
from the applicant to assess whether the mining operation will constitute a nuisance for
neighboring property owners. The Environmental Rights Amendment mandates the
preservation of esthetic values of the environment, which includes the peaceful and
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quiet atmosphere that residents are currently accustomed to. An adequate noise
assessment should evaluate anticipated day and nighttime decibel levels at the property
line, when spikes in noise levels are anticipated, what measures SGI will or could take
to reduce noise impacts, and the noise environment that local residents are currently
accustomed to.

Noise impacts are particularly salient to SGI's permit application, as it is well
known that SGI's current mining operations at the Charmian and Pitts Quarries are
extremely loud and bothersome to neighboring property owners. Members of Friends
of Tom’s Creek living close to SGI's current operations have reported being kept awake
throughout the night, and members living over two miles from the current operations
report being able to hear the operations throughout the day. Noise levels at the
Northern Tract are likely to be similar, and, therefore, have the potential to constitute a
public nuisance. More so, the Northern Tract would bring SGI's mining operations
closer to residential property where residents and property owners are currently
accustomed to a quiet, rural environment — not the noises from industrial operations.

Unfortunately, the information provided in SGI's application materials is
inadequate to allow the Department to assess whether SGI's operations will constitute a
public nuisance. Notably, SGI did not identify or provide:

e Major noise sources to be utilized at the Northern Tract;

e Noise associated with truck traffic;

¢ Anticipated hours of operation for major noise sources;

¢ Anticipated day and nighttime decibel levels at the property line; or
e Current, ambient noise levels?

Although SGI asserts that “[v]egetated screenings” will be used to “help mitigate
noise levels,” see Module 17.3, SGI does not even attempt to quantify the noise
reduction that can be attributed to the vegetated screenings or identify where these
screenings will be located. SGI's Blast Plan, contained in Module 16, notes that buffers
of anywhere between 100 to 300 feet of “forestland” will be utilized; however, there is
no information on the location of this forested buffer or where the buffer will be 100 feet
versus 300 feet. Although SG! points to Exhibit 9 for mapping, the map provided as
Exhibit 9 does not depict a forested buffer.

2 The foregoing are provided as examples of critical information needed for the Department’s assessment
of noise impacts resulting from SGI's operations at the Northern Tract. The foregoing is not intended to
be a comprehensive list of necessary information for the Department to conduct a proper noise analysis.
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SGI further asserts that it will “use best management practices and blasting plans
to minimize noise levels (over pressure) associated with blasting,” see Module 17.3. Yet,
again, SGI does not identify what best management practices will be utilized or what
decibel reduction can be expected as a result.

Not only do the application materials fail to quantify anticipated noise levels, but
also the application materials do not provide current noise levels. Without this
information, it is impossible for the applicant, the Department, or the public to
determine whether the noise from the Northern Tract will create a public nuisance.
Aside from a conclusory assertion that SGI's blasting will comply with 25 Pa Code
Chapter 211.151(c), the Department has not been provided with any other information
regarding anticipated noise levels and the impact to the surrounding community.
Based on the information provided in the present Application, the Department is
unable to fulfill its obligation under 71 P.S. § 510-17(1)-(3) and Article I, Section 27.
Accordingly, the Application should be denied.

VI. The Application Must be Denied because Air Poliution as a Result of
Naturally Occurring Asbestos Has Not Been Properly Evaluated

In addition to anticipated noise impacts, Module 17 of the Application also
addresses air pollution concerns as a result of the mining activity. As discussed above,
the Department has a constitutional responsibility to ensure that the people’s right to
clean air is not unreasonably degraded. Pa. Const. Art. I, § 27. At times, the
Department may be required to go above and beyond statutory and regulatory
requirements to ensure that unreasonable degradation does not occur. As noted in
Center for Coalfield Justice, et al. v. DEP, et al., treating the Article I, Section 27
Constitutional standard as coextensive with compliance with statutes and regulations
was “clearly rejected” by the Pennsylvania Supreme Court in Pennsylvania
Environmental Defense Foundation. 2017 Pa. Envirn. LEXIS 52 at *62. Accordingly, an
evaluation of anticipated degradation to air quality may include the consideration of air
pollutants that are not specifically regulated, but may have an adverse impact the
people’s right to clean air.

The Department’s thorough analysis of anticipated air quality impacts is
particularly important in this Application, as SGI indicates in Module 17 that an Air
Quality General Permit for Portable Nonmetallic Mineral Processing Plants is “not
applicable.” Accordingly, the only evaluation of air pollution concerns occurring at the
Northern Tract would appear to be based on the information supplied in Module 17.
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Unfortunately, SGI’s Application fails to address the release of and exposure to
naturally occurring asbestos (“NOA”) as a result of mining for metabasalt. NOA occurs
in “[m]etamorphosed mafic extrusive rocks, especinlly metabasalt (greenstone). . . ” and
is “linked to a number of serious respiratory diseases and health problems . . . such as
asbestosis (scarring of the lungs), lung cancer, and malignant mesothelioma.” Bradley
S. Van Gosen, The Geology of Asbestos in the United States and Its Practical Applications,
Environmental & Engineering Geoscience, Vol. XIII, No. 1 (Feb. 2007) at 56, 57
(emphasis added). NOA is an air pollutant with the potential to drastically degrade the
people’s right to clean air, as it will be carried off site through dust in the ambient air,
on trucks, and workers’ clothing. As a result of the likely degradation of air quality,
NOA must be evaluated by the Department prior to authorizing surface mining
activities.

SGI's failure to address NOA hinders the Department from fulfilling its
responsibilities pursuant to the Environmental Rights Amendment. As a result, the
Department must deny the Application, or, in the alternative, require release and
exposure estimates of NOA to allow the Department to evaluate and quantify the
anticipated impact upon ambient air quality.

VII.  SGI's Reclamation Plan is Incomplete and Does Not Demonstrate Compliance
with the Noncoal Surface Mining Conservation and Reclamation Act and its
Implementing Regulations

Pursuant to 52 P.S. § 3307(c), each application for a noncoal surface mining
operation must include a “complete and detailed plan for the reclamation of the land
affected.” The reclamation plan must include a “detailed timetable for the
accomplishment of each major step in the reclamation plan” as well as the estimated
cost for each step and “total cost to the operator.” Id. at § 3307(c)(5). The Pennsylvania
Code further requires that reclamation procedures, to the greatest extent possible, occur
concurrently with the progression of the proposed operation. 25 Pa. Code § 77.595(a).

SGI's application materials do not provide a timetable for each step of
reclamation, estimated costs of reclamation, or a demonstration that reclamation will
occur concurrently with the progression of the mining operation. In light of the
longevity of the proposed operation and the reclamation status of other SGI in the same
area, the Department must particularly scrutinize reclamation plans.

First, SGI estimates that the Northern Tract will be in operation for anywhere
from 25 to 50 years, “depending on market demand.” Module 20.3(b). Unless the
Department requires concurrent reclamation, as is required by law, many surrounding
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residents will never see reclamation of Pine Hill. Second, SGl-owned quarries adjacent
to the proposed Northern Tract remain un-reclaimed years after mining has been
completed. SGI proposes stockpiling overburden soils from the Northern Tract in
“abandoned portions of the Pitts Quarry” as “an efficient method to incrementally
reclaim an area adjacent to the Northern Tract Quarry.” Id. Yet, SGI does not
acknowledge that mining in portions of the Pitts Quarry concluded by 1996 and remain
un-reclaimed. Without a clear timetable for reclamation of the Northern Tract, the
Department and the public have no assurances that reclamation will occur.

Further, even should SGI successfully complete reclamation of Pine Hill, SGI has
not proposed a higher or better land use for the mining area. Where an applicant
proposes restoring the parcel to something other than the approximate original contour,
as is the case here, the applicant must demonstrate that the reclaimed land will be
capable of supporting higher or better land uses than current. “A higher or better use is
a post-mining land use where the economic value or nonmonetary benefit to the
landowner or the community is greater than for the pre-mining land use.” Module 20.2.
Here, SGI has proposed restoring Pine Hill to its current use: forested habitat for
wildlife. This does not qualify as a “higher or better” land use because the proposed land
use is the same as the current land use. SGI suggests that “an unmanaged water
impoundment” could provide “recreational opportunities” such as fishing or boating;
yet, SGI does not acknowledge that the water impoundment would be located on its
own private property or commit to opening its private property to community use for
these recreational activities, Further, the application lacks documentary support that
the water impoundment will not contain toxic sediment and residual particulates
rendering the water incapable of supporting fishing or boating.

Due to the clear deficiencies in SGI's reclamation plans, the Department must
deny the application and return it to SGL.

VIiI. Conclusion

In conclusion, SGI's Application is severely flawed, and the Department should
deny the Application and return it to SGL If the Application is not returned, the
Department must issue the necessary deficiency letter to SGI in light of this comment
and its own evaluation. Due to the significant revisions that would be necessary, the
Department should make available for a second public comment period the next
version of the Application.

Respectfully submitted,
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Rose K. Monahan, Esq.

Fair Shake Environmental Legal Services
3495 Butler Street, Suite 102

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15201

(412) 904-1746 (office)

(412) 291-1197 (fax)
rmonahan@fairshake-els.org
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g Gr// PRINCEETON
SCIENCE ENGINEERING—DESI HYDRO

29 January 2019

EXHIBIT
Mr. Ryan E. Hamilton Esq.
Fair Shake Environmental Legal Services g
3495 Butler Street, Suite 102
Pittsburgh, PA 15201

tabbies”

RE: Client Confidential
Environmental Review of Proposed SGI Mine/Quarry of Toms Creek
By Email: rhamilton@fairshake-els.org

Dear Mr. Hamilton:

Princeton Hydro, LLC has done a review of the plans and documentation related to the
Proposed Mine Expansion for Specialty Granules, Inc. Specialty Granules Incorporated
(SGI) operates a surface mine/quarry within the watershed boundaries of Toms Creek
with the nearby town of Fairfield to the north in Hamiltonban Township, Adams County,
Pennsylvania. SGI has submitted a proposal and is seeking permits to expand the mine.
If so permitted, this will result in an environmental threat to the existing water quality and
environmental quality of Toms Creek, as well as the headwater tributaries, forested lands,
wetlands and riparian areas adjacent to and down gradient of the proposed expansion.
Toms Creek is a PADEP listed High Quality stream. The materials that were the subject of
Princeton Hydro's review consisted of the following:

1. Large Noncoal Surface Mining Permit Drawings and Site Plans, Northemn Tract
Quarry, Charmian Site, Specialty Granules, LLC prepared by D'Appolonia
Engineers 19 October 2016, Sheets Natural Features Plan, Sheet 1-43.

2. Large Noncoal Surface Mining Permit Application, Northern Tract Quarry,
Charmian Site, Specialty Granules, LLC, Modules 1-24, 15 December 2017 revised
17 April 2018.

3. PA DEP Northern Tract Quarry Review Letter to SGI of technical deficiencies, 6
March 2018.

4. PA DEP Letter to Friends of Toms Creek in response to concerns of SGI mining
expansion, 13, September 2018,

5. SGl response to public comments received at July 23, 2018 public meeting and
related period for submission of written comments; dated Nov 12, 2018.

We have also reviewed various other documents and materials listed in Section 6.0 Works
Cited. Princeton Hydro's technical review of all of the materials focused on the acute
and long-term environmental impacts of the proposed development stemming from site
clearing, grading, changes in stormwater runoff volume and quality, and other related
land development activities. Our review also encompassed the proposed
development’s projected impacts on off-site, downstream ecosystems.

1.0 Existing Site Conditions

Specialty Granules LLC (SGI) extracts non-coal materials through existing Pennsylvania
Department of Environmental Protection (PA DEP) Surface Mine Permits at the Charmian
Quarry complex located north of the town of Blue Ridge Summit in Hamiltonban
Township, Adams County, Pennsylvania. The Charmian Site generally consists of an
active quarry (Pitts Quarry - SMP 01930302), an inactive quarry (West Ridge Quarry - SMP
6477SM5, which is in the reclamation phase), stockpile storage areas, rock crushers,
manufacturing plants, and related erosion and sediment control/stormwater control
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features (e.g. sediment ponds and traps, collection ditches, and other best
management practices features). SGI extracts metabasalt and related lithologies at the
Charmian Site to produce multiple rock products for SGI customers. The main product is
manufactured roofing granules that are used to coat asphalt roofing shingles. SGI is
currently applying for a new surface mine permit to expand its permitted quarry
operations to the north onto the “Northern Tract,” an approximately 112-acre parcel
contiguous to the Pitts Quarry. The 112-acre Northern Tract permit area is intended to
serve as an expansion of the active Pitts Quarry.

The permit limits of the Northern Tract
Quarry are presented on the
Proposed Site Location Map (Figure
1). The proposed mineral extraction
area at the Northern Tract permit
area will be limted by two
surrounding buffers, referred to as a
maintained buffer and an
operational buffer. No activities other
than to add or replace
damaged/dead trees are permitted
to occur within this area. The
Maintained Buffer is a minimum
distance of 300 feet from Toms
Creek. Within the additional 150-foot
wide operational buffer, only non-
extractive mine support activities will
be permitted, such as
stormwater/erosion control systems,
access roads, and temporary
stockpiles. The location of these
buffer areas is supposed to limit the
area that will be disturbed for mineral
extraction activities.

.. USGS QUADRANGLE MAP

On N @PR!NCE_TO_N.HYDRU Figure 1 Proposed site location
B topographic map

Tom's Creek is a nearly 21-mile long tributary of the Monocacy River that flows from
Pennsylvania into Maryland and is part of the Potomac River watershed, ultimately
emptying into the Chesapeake Bay. Tom's Creek originates along South Mountain within
Michaux State Forest and flows southward through Adams County, PA to join the
Monocacy River in Frederick County, Maryland. The main stem of Tom's Creek and the
unnamed tributaries run on either side (to the North and Southeast) -of the proposed
Northemn Tract expansion. Tom's Creek is a pristine trout stream that is located in the
headwaters of the Potomac River Watershed, and is currently considered to be High
Quality (HQ) for cold water fish (CWF), though some consideration has been made
toward classifying it as one with Exceptional Value (EV). Much of the land is currently
forested upland or minorly developed open space. Disturbance to this land will have a
much more noticeable impact than if it were already designated for other land uses.
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2.0 Water quality, ecology, and general environmental status of Toms Creek, surface
water located within and immediately down gradient of the 5G| operation.

2.1 Tom's Creek as a Stream of High Quality-Cold Water Fishes:

As mentioned previously mentioned, Tom’s Creek is considered an HQ water and may
be considered further for EV status based on 25 PA Code § 93.4. The following outlines
that code:

25 Code § 93.4 (a) Qualifying as a High Quality Water. A surface water that meets one or more of the following
conditions is a High Quality Water.
(1} Chemistry.

(i} The water has long-term water quality, based on at least 1 year of data which exceeds levels necessary to
support the propagation of fish, shelifish and wildlife and recreation in and on the water by being better than the
water quality criteria in § 93.7, Table 3 (relating to specific water quality criteria) or otherwise authorized by
§ 93.8a(b) {relating to toxic substances}, at least 99% of the time for the following parameters:

dissolved oxygen llaluminum

iron ]|dissolved nickel
dissolved copper lldissolved cadmium]
temperature HpH |
dissolved arsenic ||ammonia nitrogen I
|dissolved lead Hdissolved zinc |

(i} The Department may consider additional chemical and toxicity information, which characterizes or indicates the
quality of a water, in making its determination.
{2} Biology. One or more of the following shall exist:
(W Biolagical assessment qualifier.

{A} The surface water supports a high-quality aquatic community based upen information gathered using peer-
reviewed biological assessment procedures that consider physical habitat, henthic macroinvertebrates or
fishes based on Rapid Bioassessment Protocols for Use in Streams ond Rivers: Benthic Macroinvertebrates
and Fish, Plafkin, et al., (EPA/444/4-85-001), as updated and amended. The surface water is compared to a
reference stream or watershed, and an integrated benthic macroinvertebrate score of at least 83% shall be
attained by the referenced stream or watershed.

25 Code § 93.4 (b) Qualifving as an Exceptional Value Water. A surface water that meets one or more of the following
conditions is an Exceptional Value Water:
{1) The water meets the requirements of subsection (a} and one or more of the following:
{i) The water is located in a National wildiife refuge or a State game propagation and protection area.
{ii) The water is located in a designated State park natural area or State forest natural area, Mational natural
tandmark, Federal or State wild river, Federal wilderness area or National recreational area.

As an HQ water, Toms Creek is protected. $GI notes that aiuminum, nitrogen, and iron
were found in stormwater runoff at their active Pitts Quarry and couid fikely end up in
Tom’s Creek if the Northern Tract is disturbed for expansion, It should be noted that 5GI
did not show any kind of macroinveriebrate or fish surveys to indicate any species
presence in Toms Creek, just the 2 monitoring samples that only tested for limited
parameters, This lack of data underscores the possible habitat that Tom's Creek provides
as an HQ water. Finally, the headwaters of Toms Creek occur in the Michaux State Forest
coutld make it eligible to being classified as being an Exceptional Value stream
according to 25 Code § 93.4(bj}.

Princeton Hydro, LLC 3
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2.2 Ecological Impact

In addition to affecting the waters of Tom's Creek, much of the surrounding habitat that
is supported by the stream would also be negatively impacted. Of particular note are
threatened and endangered species like the Indiana Bat, Timber Rattlesnake, and the
Nodding Trillium.

2.2.1 Indiana Bat

Almost a quarter (23.8%) of the more than 1100 described species of bats are classified
as threatened (Mickleburgh et al. 2002) and many threats to bat populations around the
world are linked to human activities. A major threat to bats worldwide is the loss of
roosting and foraging habitat, including loss or fragmentation of woodlands (Russell, et
al. 2009).

The Pennsylvania Game Commission has identified Adams County, PA as summer
habitat for nationally endangered and state protected and endangered Indiana Bat
(Myotis sodalist). The bat survey referenced by SGI reports mist nest surveys done at the
abandoned historic copper mine on the property to see if it qualified for potential
hibernaculum and if any bats were present. No Indiana bats were found; however,
Adams County is summer roosting habitat (PGC, 2018). Indiana bats roost in trees and
roosts have been reported within forests above and below the canopy and among
isolated trees or single trees in open areas such as wetlands, fields, and pastures with
correspondingly wide ranges in solar exposure (Cope 1977). The mist netting was done in
early-mid October targeting the copper mine. Since Adams county is documented
summer range, and the woodland habitat that SGI will deforest for mining activity would
support Indiana bat roosting habitat, we would urge more sampling to be done within
the property boundary in the summer months.

,,.»‘-”.15 CONFIRMED STATEWIDE RANGE
o S

=T

Dw

Figure 2. Confirmed Range of Indiana Bat in Pennsylvania

During the mist net survey, 1 tri-colored bat (Perimyotis subflavus) was collected. This
provides evidence as potential hibemaculum for this species of bat. P. subflavus is
currently under review for U.S. Endangered status. The PA Game Commission has
determined that cave bats have lost upwards of 97% of their historic populations in
Pennsylvania and their reproduction rate of one pup per female per year is not sufficient
to achieve population recovery (PGC, 2018).
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2.2.1 Timber Rattlesnake

The Timber Rattlesnake (Crotalus horridus) is listed on Pennsylvania's Wildlife Action Plan
as a species of immediate concern. It is one of seven reptiles in this highest priority tier. It
is therefore protected under specific regulations by the Pennsylvania Fish & Boat
Commission (PFBC). New regulations took effect in 2007 to increase the protection for the
species.

According to a timber rattlesnake habitat assessment conducted on the Northern Tract,
Wildlife Specialists determined that low potential/marginal potential denning and
gestating habitat for C. horridus does exist within the disturbance area of the proposed
Northern Tract Project. No timber rattlesnakes were observed during presence/absence
surveys of the identified potential denning habitat. Timber rattlesnakes do not appear to
be utilizing the proposed Project disturbance area for over-wintering/hibernacula.
However, it was noted in the findings that portions of the Project area may be utilized by
timber rattlesnakes for basking and foraging. The test only occurred on 4 different
occasions from Apri-May and not even in the warmest months of the year when
foraging and basking activity would be greater.

Figure 3. Potential denning habitat as indicated by Wildlife Specialists LLC (Blue
polygons).
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2.2.2 Bog Turtle: Review from Skelly and Loy

The bog turtle (Glyptemys muhlenbergif) is a habitat specialist that relies on eary
successional, groundwater-driven, emergent wetlands. Primary bog turtle habitat
typically consists of wetlands with wet, mucky soils, and open, sunny, emergent
vegetation. The classic example of bog turtle habitat is a spring-fed meadow with
dominant vegetation consisting of low pedestal-forming grasses and sedges, often
containing a scrub-shrub wetland component, and with soft mud or "mucky” soils. This
turtie islisted federally as threatened and in PA as Endangered.

Based on the landscape position and setting of these habitats, lack of supporting
vegetative structure, 80-100% canopy closure from the mature forest setting, and the
lack of supporting soil structure/subterranean tunnels, the aquatic resources identified
within the Northermn Tract were determined not to support typical habitat conditions for
the bog turtle. USFWS/PFBC Phase | Bog Turtle Habitat Evaluation Field Forms
documenting the characteristics of the identified wetland habitats on the Northern Tract
are included the field survey report; no amphibian or reptile fauna were observed during
the field investigation of December 16, 2015. However, most amphibian and reptile
aclivity is minimal that time of year and results would like be different had a survey been
done during warmer months. A cursory review of aquatic habitats within approximately
300 feet of the Northern Tract boundary identified potential supporting habitat conditions
for the bog turtle within sections of a large wetland complex associated with the riparan
corridor of Toms Creek on the Michaux State Forest property to the north.

A report by Skelly and Loy mentions that the Northern tract was determined not to
support typical habitat conditions for the bog turtle, however in their "Rationale of Phase
1 Bog Turtle Habitat fvaluation (p. 95 module 1)” it is indicated that for every Wetland
(A.B,C.& D) "Despite groundwater and marginal mucky substrate conditions, the habitat
was not regarded as potential species habitat due to the lack of supporting vegetative
structure, 80%-100% canopy closure from mature forest setting, and lack of supporting soif
structure/subterranean  tunnels”.  However, the presence of skunk cabbage
(Symplocarpus foetidus) or Jewelweed (Impatiens spp.) was noted and in Wetland D,
both of these species were present along with sedges, which have all been documented
to support bog turtie habitat (Barton and Price 1955; Arndt 1977; Taylor et al. 1984;
Herman and George 1986; Carter et al. 1999, 2000).

Photographs taken of Wetiand D do not show dense canopy cover and evidence
indicates the presence of supporting vegetative structure for Bog Turtle habitat. There
are alo year-round saturated soils based upon the surveyor's field sheets. We believe
that a Phase |l susvey is warranted based on the surveyor’s own indication of vegetative
and hydrological structure conducive to bog turtie habitat, especially for Wetland D. The
federal recovery plan for bog turtles mandates no impact to habitat.

2.2.3  Nodding Trillium

A large, previously characterized population of Nedding Trillium (Trifium cernuum) was
redelineated within the confines of the project study area associated with the SGI
Northern Tract Developmertt Project. The PA Biological Survey considers Nodding Triflium
to be a species of special concern and is protected. The previous Nodding Trillium survey
was undertaken to update information collected in 2012 by representatives of ALCOM
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and to map the current extent of the population. Results of this effort show a strong
overlap between surveys with a few minor exceptions.

Nodding Trillium is a “part shade-shade” plant; 18 out of the 152 individuals are in the
operational buffer and will be directly impacted (Figure 4). The excavation of the
deciduous forest for mining activity will severely jeopardize the habitat of the biggest
Nodding Trillium population in the state. However, the number of Nodding Trillium
affected may be much greater based on SGI's own indication on Page 14-7 of module
14 that “Approximately 65% of the existing contributory drainage area to two hillside-
associated wetland habitats within the Northern Tract Quarry mine permit boundary,
Wetland C and Wetland D, may be removed as a result of the ultimate quarry
development.” If these wetlands' associated drainages areas are removed, then so will
more of the Nodding Trillium but also hydrologic contributions to the unnamed tributary
of Toms Creek which runs directly through Wetland C and on the eastern border of
Wetland D. If the 2 wetlands are altered, then the tibutary to Toms Creek and the

Nodding Trillium population will experience much more detimental effects from Quarry
development.

from Un
Tributar]

® B-pol . 3
X dr
— faxze B

Figure 4. Nodding Trillil;lrﬁ locations on site

3.0 Capacity and functionality of the storm water runoff management system
proposed by SGI to properly treat and control runoff generated from the mine site
prior to its discharge to Toms Creek and its headwaters.

3.1 Hydrology

SGlI reports in Module 8-14 that possible hydrological consequences will occur as a result
of mining activities on the permit area and the adjacent area (includes Tom's Creek):

There is a potential for water loss as a result of both the reduction in the run-off area
(watershed) and the predicted decrease in elevation of the water table (especially in
the western edge of Wetland D) adjacent to Wetland D caused by the dewatering of
the proposed Northern Tract Quarry

Such changes in hydrology pose a direct threat to the wetlands and resident biota.

Princeton Hydro, LLC DEP GAMBRIA OFFICE 7



Environmental Review

SGI Proposed Mining Expansion, Northern Tract Quarry
Hamiltonban Township, PA

29 January 2019

28. Conventional and Nonconventional Pollutants. For each of the following constitusents, check the boxes for those that you
expect {o be present in the discharge. (EPA Table IV)

L1 Bromide Nitrogen, Total Organic [3 Sutfite B tron, Tota!

[0 Chlerine, Total Residual | £ Ol and Grease [ Sudactants {3 Magnesium, Total
Color 21 Phosphorus, Tolal B Aturninum, Totat O Molybdenum, Total
[ Fecal Celifomn 3 Radioactivity X Barium, Total B4 Manganese, Tofal
1 Fueride 4 sulfate 1 Boron, Total 3 1in, Total
Nitrafe-Nitrita {0 Sutfide [ Cobakt, Total B Titanium, Total

For new oulfalls, for each constituent checked above {those that you expect to be present) provide the estimaled daily maximum
concentration, daily average concentration and the source of the information on an aftachimenl  For existing outfalls, report
quantifative data for those checked.

The above-checked constituents have been detected in at least one sample of stormwater runoff at adjacent Pitts Quarry at
fow concentrations (in naturatly occurring ranges). No agricultural land use exists in the permit area and no municipal
wastewater is present which are the sources of many of these pollutants.

Figure 5. Poliutants anticipated on the project site by SGI; Medule 2, Pg 4 (8/2014)

SGHindicates that the selected pollutants above (figure 5) have been detected in "at
least one” sample of starmwater runoff. However in the revised modules (8.1(a)), water
tests are included but do not show tests for the pollutants that were marked as present in
their other quarry such as TJitanium, Barium, Nitrogen, Nitrates, or Color. In section 8.4 of
revised modules {(12/2014), it is reported as no contamination having occurred at the
West Ridge and Pitts Quarry. SGI indicates “natural ranges” of these polilutants are
accuring with no measured values. SGl also continually asserts that these pollutants are
from agricultural usage, but there is no agricultural activity within the area. The source of
the pollutants is unclear, since SGlis not located in an area with much agriculture.

A specific pollutant that SGI noted to be present in their adiacent Pitts Quarry is Selenium,
They estimate that <0.01mg/L {or <10pg/L) was present. EPA (2002) determined “Mn, Fe,
Al and Se can become further concentrated in stream sediments, and Se
bioaccumulates in organisms. A survey of 78 MIM/VE (Mountain-Top Removal/ Valley
Fills) streams found that 73 had Se water concentrations greater than the 2.0 ug/l
threshold for toxic bioaccumulation.” Some of the toxic effects of Se accumulations is
reproductive failure, physical deformity, and mortality of aguatic organisms. SGI/ Skelly
and Loy did not conduct any biclogical sampling of fish species or macroinveriebrates of
Toms Creek even though it is a high quality CWF/MF. Without any background sampling
on biodiversity in Toms Creek or its unnamed Uibutares, degradalion from harmful
pollutants like Se will not be accurately quantified. "Mountaintop mining (MTM) affects
chemical, physical, and hydrological properties of receiving streams, but the long-term
consequences for fish-assemblage structure and function are poorly understood.” (Hitt
and Chambers 2014).

further, copper is large component of SGIs processing and is present in the by products
that end up in the nearby waterways, even if fiist being discharged into a retaining
pond. Copper is used to kit algae and prevent it from growing on the shingles produced
from granules mined at this facility. Copper is a known highly toxic substance to more
than algae. but also fish and other aquatic organisms. Any inroduction of copper into
the environment would be significantly detrimental to the health of the ecosystem with a
stream of high guality.

Princeton Hydro, LLC 8
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Figure 6. A) Upstream sample from Tom's Creek B) Downstream sample from unnamed
tributary of Tom's Creek

The water monitoring reports indicate that Skelly and Loy had tested for flow (GPM),
static Water Flevation, Field pH, Laboratory pH, Suspended solids (mg/L), Total dissoived
solids (mg/l), specific conductance {uS/m), tield Temp (C°), Alkalinity (mg/f). Acidity
{mg/t}, Iron (mg/l), Manganese (mg/), Aluminum (mg/), and Sulfate (mg/). These tests
were conducted 6 different times from 7/2016-12/2016 and then 6 different tests were
conducted from 9/2017-2/2(18 that only included “Flow (GPM) or Static Water Elevation”
and no other parameters. Water quality testing should be consistent and those
parameters need to be collected and evaluated to show proper, accurate comparison,

3.2 Sedimentation Pond Capacity

The Northern Tract pond is intended to primarily serve as runoff contro!l during initial phase
on site development. 3Gl states in the Response to Public Comments that it is meant to
collect run-off from 43.4 acres of a 90-acre watershed, nearly half of all runoft that
normally goes to Toms Creek. This represents a significant change in hydrology, which is
not compliant with Chapter 93 HQ water protections. Once the development of the
proposed Northern Tract is complete, the collection ditches that are built to convey
stormwater to the ponds, and from the Northern Tract Pond to Pitts Quarry, will be
eliminated so runoff will drain just into Pitts Quarry instead of into Toms Creek. This creates
a long-term impact to Toms Creek and nearby wetlands by eliminating that runoff.
Further, the remaining runoff that drains to Pitts Quarry will eventually end up in existing
sedimentation pond. Calculations will show that the existing stormwater controt is not
designed for this new source of input and is undersized, making unintentional discharge
inevitable with storm events.

Currently, 5GI has to drain the sediment paond by way of pump just before a storm event
is predicted; the sediment pond is normally a passive discharge. If further inputs from
runoffs is added, as stated by SGI in the Response to Public Comment, then the
additional stormwater from the expansion will be require more active pumping
discharges. this will not allow for solids to settle out and create more materials to be
discharged to Toms Creek more frequently.
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3.3 Greenstone and metabasalt permeability

SGI emphasizes the lack of permeability of greenstone and metabasalt in the area. This
indicates that wells in the area may be affected if fractured, potentially as a result of
blasting; there is already poor permeability resulting in poor yields for wells thus making
them more sensitive to change. Disturbance by blasting and the existence of fault lines,
fissures, and cracks could result in leaching of contaminants that might affect not just
Toms Creek, but also water wells.

4.0 Modeling of existing condition pollutant (sediment, phosphorus, and nitrogen)
load and post-expansion (sediment, phosphorus, and nitrogen) pollutant load to
the creek from the mine site.

4.1 Methodology

Watershed based nutrient loading is often times the largest contributor of nutrients and
sediments to the receiving stream. The watershed area and land use, in conjunction with
the soils and slopes which comprise the watershed, are all prime determinants of the
magnitude of nutrient loading to a stream system. For the purpose of calculating the
watershed based nutrient load Princeton Hydro utilized the Unit Areal Loading (UAL)
approach. The UAL approach is the recommended pollutant modeling technique as
per 40 CFR Part 35 Appendix A, the USEPA's “Guidance for Diagnostic-Feasibility
Studies.”  This modeling approach is widely used by both USEPA and PADEP, and
Princeton Hydro has applied it to compute the nutrient and sediment loads for well over
200 waterbodies located throughout the mid-Atlantic and New England states. The unit
areal loading modeling
approach is based on the
premise that land use activities
throughout a watershed have a
direct impact on nutiient release
and ftransport to a receiving
waterbody. Essentially, those
land uses which are disturbed (.e.
urban, commercial, and
agricultural  lands) serve to
transport more pollutants to a
receiving waterbody than those
which are undisturbed (i.e. forest
and wetlands). For the
application of this model
Princeton Hydro first utilized
permit data (Figure 1, Site
Location Map, Module 1 of SGI
.‘ permit application) to recreate
ey the project site boundary.

[ wewmrirgTacteos ey
Land Use / Land Covir

Deckivows Farest {1074 Acres)

Figure 7. Project area Land
Use/Land Cover Map topography
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Following this delineation land use / land cover data was clipped to this boundary. The
land use data utilized for site characterization was the 2011 National Land Cover
Database (Amended in 2014) provided via the United States Geologic Survey (USGS).
This information was then utilized as the basis for the selection of pollutant export
coefficients, in the units of (Kilogram of pollutant / Hectare / Year), which were most
suitable for the project area given prevailing soils, slopes, geology, and climatic
conditions. Sources of export coefficients chosen for the project area were derived
primarily from the scientific literature which included but was not limited to those
published by Reckhow, 1980 and Uttomark et al, 1974.

4.2 Modeling Results
The results of the UAL analysis are hereby presented in tables 1 through 3:

Table 1: Existing Conditions Analysis

Existing Conditions Analysis | Coefficlent Load

Acres Ha TN (kg/hafyr) TP (kg/ha/yr) TSS(kg/ha/yr) TN (kg/yr) TP (kg/yr) TSS (kg/yr)
Developed, Open Space WU+ | (B 7 03 750, 15681 067 167963
Deciduous Forest 107.39 43.46 25 0.2 250| 108.65, 860  10,865.30)
Sum to Toms Creek 112,93 45.70 124.33 9.36 12,544.94)

Existing conditions analysis shows a load of 124.33 kg/yr of total nitrogen, 9.36 kg/yr of
total phosphorus and 12,544.94 kg/yr of sediment to Tom's Creek. After conducting the
existing conditions analysis, Princeton Hydro computed the nutrient load under a
‘transitional’ phase where all vegetation was removed over 34.4 ha (85 acres).
Stormwater derived under the disturbed area (34.4 ha) will be shunted to the Pitts Quarry
and subsequently treated via retention basins. The loading to Tom’s Creek and Miney
Branch, under the transitional phase, is described in table 2.

Table 2: Transitional Conditions Analysis

Transitional Conditions Analysis I Coefficient Load

LULC Acres Ha TN (ke/hafyr) TP (ke/ha/yr) TSS (kg/ha/yr) TN (kefyr) TP (kgfyr) TSS (ke/yr)
Developed, Open Space I 5.53) 224 7 03 750, 1568 067 167963
Deciduous Forest ! 2239, 906 25| 0.2| 250| 2266 181 2,265.73
Barren Land | 85.00, 34.40 10 0.6 4000 34398  20.64! 137,593.24
Sum | 112.93] 45.70 | | 382.32]  23.12] 141,538.60)
Sum to Tom's Creek: 27.93 11.30 B33 248  3,9453
SumtoRetentionBasin: | 8500 3440 | Lo | 338 2064 13759324
BMP Retention Basin: |Reductions (%): | | [-30%(NO,) | -60% -70%]
Net Loading to Miney Branch (kg/yr): 240.79 8.26  41,277.97

Under the transitional analysis, loading to Tom's Creek is shown to be reduced as a result
of redirection of surface water stormflow to Pitts Quarry which will subsequently be
discharged to Miney Branch. An additional load of 240.79 kg/yr of nitrogen, 8.26 kg/yr of
phosphorus and 41,277.97 kg/yr of sediment may be discharged to Miney Branch as a
result of the transitional operation. Please note, Princeton Hydro utilized reduction
coefficients for nitrogen, phosphorus and sediments ascribed to we retention basins via
the Pennsylvania Stormwater Best Management Practices Manual (PADEP, 2006). Finally,
Princeton Hydro computed nutrient load under the final phase of active mining (Table 3).
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Table 3: Operational Mine Analysis

Operational Mine Analysis I Coefficient Load

LULC Acres Ha TN (kg/ha/yr) TP (kg/hafyr) TSS (ke/ha/yr) TN (ke/yr) TP (ke/yr) TSS (kg/yr)
Developed, Open Space 4 553 224 7 0.3 750 15.68, 067 1,679.63
Deciduous Forest ] [ 2239, 9.6 25 02| 250 266 181 2,26573
Extractive Mining | 66.30, 26.83) 10 06! 4000 26831 1610, 107,322.73
Altered lands | 18.70. 7.57, 7.6 0.99 1255 57.51 749 9,497.37
Sum | 112937 45.70, | 36415 26.07 120,765.46)
Sum to Tom's Creek: 27.93 11.30 38.33 2.48 3,945.36)
sumtoRetentionBasin: | 8500 3440 Lol wsm 2359 1168010
BMP Retention Basin: i -30%(NO;) | -60% -70%)
Net Loading to Miney Branch (kg/yr): 228.07 9.44  35,046.03

Under the operational mine analysis, loading to Tom's Creek was again seen as reduced,
primarily as the result of re-directing inflow outside of the watershed to Miney Branch.
Loading to Miney Branch, under the active mining scenario, is estimated to increase
nitrogen by 228.07 kg/yr, phosphorus by 9.44 kg/yr and sediment by 35,046.03 kg/yr.

Though it appears that the pollutant load decreases as the landscape changes due to
mine expansion, the underlying cause of load reduction is the issue for concem. There is
less nutrient loading not because the amount of pollutant decreases, but because the
water that conveys the pollutants is being diverted along the landscape differently.
Tom'’s Creek itself is receiving less water from runoff, which is an indication of a drastic
over overall hydrology change to the watershed. If the flow of Toms Creek is jeopardized
by diverting the water the creek would normally receive to retention ponds, then the
habitat that supports migratory fish and other undocumented aquatic life will suffer due
to lack of habitat. Further, any receiving waters for the retention ponds will experience
increased pollutant loads.

SGI should identify where the water would go and how much water will be diverted to
the retention pond and Miney Branch that would result in this change in nutrient loading
to Tom’s Creek.

5.0 Summary

Princeton Hydro, LLC finds the SGI proposed mine expansion will create significant
disturbance to the project area and have significant adverse effects on the local
watershed. The proposed stormwater management measures are not enough to
mitigate negative impacts on the hydrologic, water quality, and ecological properties of
the affected waterways and wetlands. This in turn will impact and compromise Tom's
Creek, a C1 stream of high quality for cold water fish and migratory fish.

This project will add to the watershed stresses that have already resulted in documented
water quality impairments. There will be an increase in runoff, soil erosion, and pollutant
transport as a result of this development. As noted, the site’s native soils are particularly
sensitive to alteration and effects of development. Given the magnitude of this
development, the projected reductions in stormwater recharge and infiltration will have
drastic adverse impacts on the downstream wetlands and streams, further compromising
their ecological services and functions.

SGls own indication to possibly remove wetlands C and D and to breach Northern Tract
Pond 2 due to diminishment of tributary watershed assert that discharges will likely occur,
not just in the event of >100-year storm. Runoff being drained to various sediment ponds
at different points on the property alters the hydrology of the area for more than just the
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short-term and will maintain the negative impact to the Toms Creek watershed well
beyond the initial phases of proposed development,

Based on these indications and lack of biological sampling to Toms Creek and its
tributaries, any degradation will not be accurately quantified. Repercussions of this mine
will not only degrade Toms Creek but also the endangered flora and fauna on the
property directly by either destroying the individuals or their habitat.

As such, we conclude that if this project should proceed, it will be detimental to the
water resources and surrounding habitat of Tom's Creek.

Sincerely,

P~ 4

Jack Szczepanski, Ph.D.
Senior Aquatic Ecologist
Princeton Hydro, LLC

Princeton Hydro, LLC 13
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Executive summary

I measured the biological condition of Tom's Creek to determine if it merits
consideration for classification as an Exceptional Value stream. I sampled benthic
macroinvertebrates and compared the fauna in Tom's Creek to 1) Carbaugh Run, a nearby
PA DEP Exceptional Value reference stream, and 2) an Exceptional Value stream in
Greene County within Ryerson Station State Park. Based on biological condition scores
Tom's Creek achieved Exceptional Value scores (100% attainment) compared to both of
the Exceptional Value streams.

Introduction

I was retained by to assess the Friends of Tom's Creek (www.friendsoftomscreek.org) to
assess the biological conditions of Tom's Creek, Adams County, Pennsylvania. Tom's
Creek currently is listed as a High Quality Coldwater Fishery. The purpose of this study
was to determine if Tom's Creek might qualify as an Exceptional Value stream according
to Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (PADEP) methodology.

Methods
Experimental design

Tom's Creek and two PA DEP Exceptional Value "reference stream" were sampled using
standard Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection metrics and biological
sampling methods. Results of the biological sampling were used to compare Tom's
Creek to the two EV streams. The comparisons were standardized to determine
Biological Condition Scores which were then used to calculate Percent Attainment of the
EV reference conditions (PA DEP, 2003; PA DEP, 2009).
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FPhysical and chemical conditions

A YSI 556 MPS water quality meter was used to measure pH, conductance,
temperature, and dissolved oxygen in streams (Table 1). Water quality was measured
once at each site at the downstream end of a 100 meter stream reach coinciding with the
location of biological sampling. The meter had been checked against laboratory standards
for pH and conductivity prior fo sampling. Dissolved oxygen was recalibrated at each
site to adjust for changes in temperature and pressure.

Stream locations are depicted in Maps 1-3. These streams appeared to be in good hysical
condition with full canopy, cobble substrate, moss, and salamanders and fish as top
vertebrate predators.

Biological conditions

Standard Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection field and
laboratory methods were used for assessing water quality status of streams at each site
(PA DEP, 2003). The method consisted of collecting 6, 1 meter-square benthic
macroinvertebrate (500 micron mesh net) kick samples in cobble riffles at random
intervals along a 100 meter transect. The 6 samples were then composited into a single
container, numbered with inner and outer labels, preserved with 95% ethanol, and
returned to the laboratory for processing,

In the laboratory each sample was handled independently beginning with rinsing
the sample contents into a #30 sieve to remove the preservative. The contents of the
sieve were then placed into a 20x35cm white enamel pan gridded into 28, 5x5cm cells. A
goldfish bowl with 28 pieces of paper numbered 1 through 28 was used to randomly
select each grid for picking macroinvertebrates from the sample. For all of the streams 4
grids were picked (see appended laboratory data sheets) as needed to accomplish the
200+/- 20% number of the individuals required to complete the method. A 5x5cm grid
cutter was used to segregate the material in the randomly selected grid from the
surrounding sample.

Aquatic macroinvertebrate taxa were identified using Merritt & Cummins (1996)
as the primary taxonomic reference. Functional feeding group assignments and pollution
tolerance values were assigned based on Appendix D: Pollution tolerance values and
functional feeding group designations (PA DEP, 2009). Stewart & Stark (1988) and
Wiggins (1996), with my notes, were used as supplemental taxonomic references.

The metrics 1) Taxa richness, 2) Modified EPT, 3) Modified Hilsenhoff Index, 4)
Petcent dominant, and 5) Percent modified mayflies were calculated for each Site (Table
). Metrics from Tom's Creek were compared to Carbauch Run and the Exceptional
Value Reference Stream in Ryerson Station State Park.

Study sites
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Tom’s Creek was sampled at Friends of Toms Creek site #1 (N 399 46.173, W 77°
26.771, Map 1). The stream substrate in this reach is dominated by un-imbedded head-
size cobble, gravel, and sand. The forest canopy is closed deciduous.

Carbaugh Run was sampled upstream of Newman Road (39° 51' 43.2012" N, 77° 26'
7.6493" W), a gravel road in Michaux State Forest (Map 2). At this location Carbaugh
Run is refatively small and well-forested. Native brook trout and an eastern copperhead
were observed, both iconic species of an undisturbed reference condition. This EV
stream has a bolder/cobble dominated substrate with un-imbedded gravel and sand riffles.
The forest canopy is primarily deciduous and closed. An attempt to sample Carbaugh
Run in a reach further downstream was defeated by relatively high water conditions. It
was decided to add an additional EV stream that more closely approximates the
watershed size of Toms Run.

An additional EV comparison stream was sampled  days later as part of another
project. This unnamed tributary to North Fork of Dunkard Fork of Wheeling Creek
drains an undisturbed, forested watershed in Ryerson Station State Forest in Greene
County, Pennsylvania (Map 3). This stream is the finest remaining EV stream in
southwestern Pennsylvania, and one that I have sampled each year for the past five years.
The substrate is dominated by un-imbedded bolder and cobble riffles. The forest canopy
is mature deciduous and is closed over the stream.

°26'46.3"W .

e A A AP YO
Do CARRNGA OF e

FEB 138 2619



| J}" Uﬂ, 2000ﬂ 4000!!. :
gh Run Exceptional Value

oo s \'/ "{(/..
St Y L L NS
Map 2. Sampling location on Carbau
stream.

McDowell'right
McDowell left #ineveh

Henry West ffleenry East

M A Graysuvill

_‘Wind Ridge

o

K &Ryerson EV S 2014 Google
|5 9

Imagery Date: 9/5/2013 30°55'56.83" N 80°22'01.71° \‘." e
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Results

Physical and chemical conditions of study streams

Table 1. Physical (latitude, longitude, water temperature) and chemical (specific
conductance, conductivity, total dissolved solids, dissolved oxygen, pH, oxidation-
reduction potential, Orp) conditions during field sampling.

Stream Date Time Lat (399 Long (60°)
Location M/D/Y hour (Deg/Min/Sec) {Deg/Min/Sec)
Toms Creek
Carbaugh Run EV
Ryerson EV

Location | Temp { SpCond | Cond | TDS | Sal | DOsat | DO | pH | Orp
Location | € us mS g/l ippt|] % | mg/l my

Biological condition of study sireams

A total of 532 macroinvertebrates including 42 taxa were identified and
enumerated in study streams (Table ). Each stream require four grids to pick between
172 and 186 individuals per sample. Taxa common to all streams included midges
(Diptera: Chironomidae), the cranefly (Diptera: Tipulida) Hexafoma, the stoneflies
(Plecoptera) Allocapnia, Amphinemura delosa, and Sweltsa, and the caddisfly
(Trichoptera) Neophylax.

Only 3 individuals in all of the study streams had pollution tolerance values greater than
6 (Figure 1). Both Toms Creek and the Ryerson EV stream had multiple taxa with zero
pollution tolerance, dominated by the mayflies Epeorus and Ameletus. Both of these
streams also had a preponderance of taxa with poliution tolerance values of 6, primarily
midges (Diptera: Chironomidae) and the relatively tolerant mayfly Baefis
(Ephemeroptera: Baetideae).

In contrast to the other streams, Carbaugh Run had the buik of its taxa with poliution
tolerance values of 1-3, and had the fewest of any of the streams with pollution tolerance
values of 6. Carbaugh Run had a lot of midges and also larvae of the pollution tolerant
blackfly Stegopterna. Stegopferna is also notable as being a headwater specialist,
attesting to the smaller watershed drainage area compared to the other streams.
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Table 2. Total number of individuals collected in each taxonomic category, and in each

study stream.

Toms | Carbaugh | Ryerson
Order or Class Taxa Run Run EV EV Total #
Coleoptera Dubraphria 0 12 0 12
Coleoptera Stenelmis 0 1 0 1
Coleoptera Optioservus 9 0 0 9
Coleoptera Ectopria 0 0 1 1
Diptera Chironomidae 10 21 32 63
Diptera Ceratopogonidae 0 0 2 2
Diptera Hexatoma 6 2 i 9
Diptera Limnophila 0 1 0 1
Diptera Prosimulium 36 59 0 95
Diptera Antocha 1 0 0 1
Diptera Simulium 0 0 4 4
Diptera Stegopterna 0 12 0 12
Diptera Tipula abdonimalis 1 0 0 1
Diptera Dicranota 0 2 0 2
Amphipoda Amphipoda 0 2 0 2
Decopoda Cambarus 2 1 0 3
Ephemeroptera Ameletus 2 0 2 4
Ephemeroptera Baetis 2 0 24 26
Ephemeroptera Epeorus 26 0 28 54
Ephemeroptera Ephemerella 42 0 12 54
Ephemeroptera Paraleptophlebia 10 0 1 11
Ephemeroptera McCaffertium 21 8 0 29
Plecoptera Acroneuria carolinensis 2 0 4 6
Plecoptera Remenus hilobatus 1 0 0 1
Plecoptera Shipsa rotunda 1 4] 0 1
Plecoptera Allocapnia 1 6 12 i9
Plecoptera Amphinemura delosa 5 17 22 44
Plecoptera Nemora 0 15 0 15
Plecoptera Isoperla 0 0 3 3
Plecoptera Ostrocerca 0 0 1 1
Plecoptera Peltoperla 0 0 1 1
Plecoptera Sweltsa 0 5 5 10
Plecoptera Leuctra 0 0 2 2
Trichoptera Diplectrona 0 0 13 13
Trichoptera Hydroposyche 1 0 0 1
Trichoptera Cheumatopsyche 4 0 0 4
Trichoptera Psychomyia 0 i 0 1
Trichoptera Lepidostoma 0 2 8] 2
Trichoptera Neophylax 1 3 1 5
P CANBRRIA OFFICE
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Table 2 (cont.). Total number of individuals collected in each taxonomic category, and in
each study stream.

Toms | Carbaugh | Ryerson
Order or Class Taxa Run Run EV EV Total #
Trichoptera Rhyacophila 0 0 3 3
Trichoptera Cyrnellus 1 2 0 3
Megaloptera Nigronia serricornis 1 0 0 1
Total number 174 186 172 532
Taxa Richness 21 23 19
vl S
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Figure 1. A comparison of pollution tolerant individuals in study streams by plotting

the number of individuals collected at each pollution tolerance level.
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Do streams within the Study Area meet Exceptional Value standards?
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Table 3. Comparative metrics and Biological Condition Scores of the "candidate stream"
Toms Creek compared with two PA DEP Exceptional Value reference streams.

Biotic index:
Richness
modified EPT
Hilsenhoff index
Percent dominant
percent modified mayflies

Compare Tom Creek

Toms Creek
23
14
2.09
22.58
54.30

Toms Creek vs

Carbaugh Run

EV Ryerson EV
19 21
9 15
3.27 2.95
34.30 18.39
4.65 2471

Toms Creek vs

to EV streams:
Richness
modified EPT
Hilsenhoff index
Percent dominant
percent modified mayflies

Bigtic Conditions scores:

Carbaugh EV Ryerson £V
1.21 1,10
1.56 0.93
-1.18 -0.86

-11.72 4,19
-49.65 -29.59

Toms Creek vs

Toms Creek vs

Carbaugh EV

Ryerson EV

Richness

modified EPT

Hilsenhoff index

Percent dominant

percent modified mayflies
Sum Biotic Condition scores

Percent attainment:

indicated Stream
Classification:

Conclusion

=Y
D]OODOUOOOOO

Toms Creek vs

Slo o o0

Toms Creek vs

Carbaugh EV Ryerson EV
100% 100%
Exceptional Exceptional
Value (EV) Value (EV)

At the ecosystem scale these streams provide a link between the surrounding
forest and the downstream river ecosystem. The leaf shredder based communities in
these headwater streams provide energy and nutrient flow to the downstream ecosystem
by converting coarse leaves and sticks into fine particles that wash downstream.
Shredders also convert carbohydrates to fats and proteins that are exported back to the
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forest during emergence of the adult insect forms. These biomolecules are rare in the
forest ecosystem and highly utilized owing to their consumable size and high food value.
In addition to reptiles and amphibians, aquatic insect emergence from these streams
coincides with the return of migratory birds during nesting and rearing season.

10
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Credentials

Dr. Benjamin M. Stout I1I is a Professor of Biology at Wheeling Jesuit University
where he has taught and conducted stream ecosystem research since 1990. His
contributions to peer-reviewed literature address impacts from road building, forest
management, and mining on the structure and function of Appalachian headwater stream
ecosystems. Dr. Stout’s early studies contributed to the elimination of off road vehicle
impacts on wetlands and the creation of the Nation’s 500™ National Wildlife Refuge in
Canaan Valley, West Virginia. He has described the distribution of aquatic insect species
and their interactions with other species in wetland and stream ecosystems. His 1990
testimony in the case of Bragg ef al in United States Federal Court Southern District in
Charleston, West Virginia regarding valley fill impacts on streams catalyzed an on-going
national debate about the specific tenets of the Clean Water Act. His recent testimonies
before Legislative Subcommittee’s in West Virginia have contributed to water line
extensions for whole communities and a legislatively mandated study of environmental
and health impacts of coal slurry underground injection. Citing his work on water quality
issues critical to national policy, Dr. Stout was named an Environmental Steward by the
North American Benthological Society in 2007and received the 2013 Don Gasper award
from The West Virginia Environmental Council. Dr. Stout has recently attracted
significant funding to work with communities to address pressing environmental and
health needs in Appalachia.
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SCHMID & COMPANY INC., CONSULTING ECOLOGISTS
1201 Cedar Grove Road, Media, Pennsylvania 19063-1044

610-356-1416 fax: 610-356-3629
www.schmideo.com spkunzi@aol.com EXHIBIT

18 May 2016 D

Gary Gipe, President
Friends of Tom's Creek
P.O. Box 611

Fairfield, PA 17320-0611

In re: Exceptional Value Use of Tom's Creek

Dear Mr. Gipe

As you know, | have been working full-time as a private sector ecological consultant for
more than 35 years now. My primary focus has been on water quality and wetland
issues. | am certified as a Senior Ecologist by the Ecological Society of America, and as
a Professional Wetland Scientist by the Society of Wetland Scientists. | routinely deal
with state and federal water quality laws and regulations on projects throughout
Pennsylvania as well as other states.

| have reviewed the report prepared for you by Dr. Ben Stout entitled "Exceptional Value
Conditions in Tom's Creek, Adams County, Pennsylvania", dated April 27, 2016. | have
collaborated with Dr. Stout on a number of projects over the years, and | have always
found his aquatic biology expertise and stream assessment work to be of the highest
technical caliber. | believe that Dr. Stout's findings and conclusions regarding Tom's
Creek are credible.

I know that it is PADEP policy to not accept the findings of anyone (even someone such as
Dr. Stout whose assessment work they know and trust), but to always do their own stream
assessment before formally assigning an EV existing use designation to any stream.
Furthermore, | understand that PADEP had investigated Tom's Creek during November
2014, and did not find it to be meeting "exceptional value" existing use at that time.

The excellent physical, chemical, and biological conditions that Dr. Stout found in Tom's
Creek this spring, however, suggest that it is achieving EV existing use. | am confident
that if PADEP were to examine Tom's Creek again it would concur with Dr. Stout's
conclusion. In the meanwhile, | believe that it is extremely important, and | would
strongly recommend, that every possible effort be made to protect Tom's Creek from any
and all activities that might threaten or degrade its EV existing use.

Yours truly,

Stephen P. Kunz
Senior Ecologist
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John “Kip” Laramie
30 Lakeside Trail
Fairfield, Pennsylvania, 17320

Cambria District Mining Office

District Mining Operations

Department of Environmental Protection
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania

Mr. Daniel Sammarco, P.E.

286 Industrial Road

Ebensburg, Pennsylvania 15931

Dear Mr. Sammarco

Summary of our comments: As homeowners in an affected area, we oppose the issuance of a
permit for mining, Application PA0279617 by SGI. We oppose this permit due to the potential
severe negative environmental, recreational and economic impact that could result from its
issuance.

Thank you for reading this. My name is John Laramie, and with my wife Peg, we
recently purchased our dream retirement home on Lake Carroll, a picturesque, recreational lake
fed by Tom’s Creek in Carroll Valley. I’ve been coming to Carroll Valley since my family
purchased a weekend home near Lake Kay in 1974. We took family walks around the Tom’s
Creek fed lakes and played golf along its path. In 1980 I became the general manager of Carroll
Valley Country Club. Our patrons loved the natural setting and crystal water of the area. A
favorite was the family of otters that lived in the creek along the 14™ hole.

I moved back to the Washington D.C. area and opened a restaurant in Arlington,
Virginia. One of the occupants of a nearby office building was Trout Unlimited, a group who
knows where good, clean waters exist across the country. When I mentioned that 1 had lived near
a lovely creek by Ski Liberty in Carroll Valley there was immediate recognition of Tom’s Creek
and what a wonderful creek it was, Now thing have come around full circle and 35 years later
I’ve moved back to Carroll Valley and am fortunate to have lake frontage. The community has
grown as evidenced by the size of the school, the newer homes, the commuter traffic. But in
important ways it hasn’t changed. What originally drew my family and me to the area is what has
drawn more families and retirees to the Adams County, Carroll Valley area than ever before. It is
the parks, the farms, the markets, the trails, but also the natural God given beauty of Tom’s
Creeks and its amenities based on its purity, an entire planned community, Carroll Valley, very
successful businesses, a golf resort, a ski resort and all the local restaurants, contractors and
merchants supported by these large employers that need a continuous, unthreatened, natural
source of sustainable water for the lakes, the creeks, the wells and the natural beauty. Tom’s
Creek has been a natural beauty since far longer than any of us were even a thought in our
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parent’s minds and it should be for all of the future generations of yet unthought of residents and
visitors to our community.

Please do not allow our most precious natural asset to be threatened for a very large, non-
local corporation’s profits. They have many profit centers and options around the country, we
only have one pristine creek in our midst that supports our community, Tom’s Creek.

Sincerely,

p) Laramie
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Date: 21 .‘\. 2010

Cambria District Mining Office

District Mining Operations

Department of Environmental Protection, Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
Attn: Daniel Sammarco, P.E,, District Mining Manager

Rock Martin, P.G., Permit Chief

286 Industrial Park Road

Ebensburg, PA 15931

Re: Comments on Large Surface Mining Permit No. 01180301 and NPDES No.
PA0279617, Specialty Granules LLC

Dear Messrs, Sammarco and Martin:

I write in support of the efforts by Friends of Toms Creek and concerned citizens of
Adams and Franklin counties to preserve:

1. The exceptional values of Toms Creek and pure surface and subsurface waters,
and the restoration of degraded Miney Branch Creek;

2. The historic 1863 Civil War Retreat through our mountain passes - including the
natural contours of Pine Hill - through which thousands of soldiers, teamsters, and
wagons traversed on July 4-5, 1863;

3. The wetlands of Pine Hill which support fragile flora and fauna, including owls,
bats, bears and foxes known to inhabit the dense forests of Pine Hil], and an
endangered colony of Nodding Trillium, a plant now extinct in Ohio, and

4. Qur quiet mountain heritage and pure mountain air, which we have enjoyed and
cherished for many years before the intrusion of vast surface (mountain top

removal} mining.

Please deny the above referenced permit applications for these listed reasons.

Sincerely yours, q/@‘b& \_/(,Uéd\
NN 6% b St £ %am\a Q| 7720
Phone Address I )Email
f(\bvtm(; ayoil - (O

(TLJ-' LIONL @ il (om)




Date: T’-'/ i , 2019

Cambria District Mining Office

District Mining Operations

Department of Environmental Protection, Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
Attn: Daniel Sammarco, P.E., District Mining Manager

Rock Martin, P.G., Permit Chief

286 Industrial Park Road

Ebensburg, PA 15931

Re: Comments on Large Surface Mining Permit No. 01180301 and NPDES No.
PA0279617, Specialty Granules LLC

Dear Messrs. Sammarco and Martin:

[ write in support of the efforts by Friends of Toms Creek and concerned citizens of
Adams and Franklin counties to preserve:

1. The exceptional values of Toms Creek and pure surface and subsurface waters,
and the restoration of degraded Miney Branch Creek;

2. The historic 1863 Civil War Retreat through our mountain passes - including the
natural contours of Pine Hill - through which thousands of soldiers, teamsters, and
wagons traversed on July 4-5, 1863;

3. The wetlands of Pine Hill which support fragile flora and fauna, including owls,
bats, bears and foxes known to inhabit the dense forests of Pine Hill, and an
endangered colony of Nodding Trillium, a plant now extinct in Ohio, and

4. Our quiet mountain heritage and pure mountain air, which we have enjoyed and
cherished for many years before the intrusion of vast surface (mountain top

removal} mining.

Please deny the above referenced }ermit applications for these listed reasons.

Sincerely yours, “{47 ﬂ/\g <
(7’7) 5127 Y2 G—Uﬂaéw‘a‘ff ﬁ’ﬂ:eIJ é J7>2.6

Phone Address Email

Leflod@qrrad,Co7



Hazel C. Keahey

PO Box 328

Blue Ridge Summit, PA
717-794-0088
hckeahey@verizon.net

February 12, 2019

Cambria District Mining Office

District Mining Operations

Department of Environmental Protection, Commonwealth of Pennsylvania

Attn: Daniel Sammarco, PE., District Mining Manager Rock Martin, PG., Permit
Chief '

286 Industrial Park Road Ebenshurg, Pennsylvania 15931

RE: Comments on Large Scale Surface Mining Permit No. 01180301
and NPDES No. PA0279617, Specialty Granules, LLC

Dear Messrs. Sammarco and Martin:

I write, again, in strong opposition to the granting of the above-referenced permit
applications submitted by Specialty Granules, LLC. This letter supplements my

verbal comments on July 23, 2018, and January 30, 2019, and written comments
sent July 31, 2019.

The application under consideration must be denied by law:
Pa. Const. Art. 1, § 27

25 Pa. Code § 77.126(a)(3)

25 Pa. Code § 77.126(a)(6)

25 Pa. Code § 77.464

25 Pa. Code § 77.595



1L

Large scale surface mining by Specialty Granules, LLC (SGI) has
degraded and in some instances totally destroyed the natural,
scenic, historic, and esthetic values of our environment. Pa.
Const. Art. I, § 27. As trustee of these environmental constitutional rights,
PA DEP has the duty to protect our community from further degrading of
these critical rights. While all citizens have the right to enjoy economic benefits
from ownership of land, there is no right to destroy the fundamental, indeed
life-giving rights to clean air, pure water; and to the preservation of the natural,
scenic, historic and esthetic values of Commonwealth citizens. As PA DEP
ponders the complexities of SGI’s mountaintop removal and the destruction of
natural resources, we ask that our constitutional rights be given meaning, If
these permits are approved, the destruction of our rural mountain environment
and the air borne and downstream impacts will be disastrous for years to
come. These disastrous impacts will be borne by the Toms Creck, Miney
Branch, Monocacy, Potomac, and Chesapeake Bay watersheds and millions of
people. It simply makes no sense that PA DEP would approve permits for
destruction of 66 acres in view of the negative economic, environmental, and
health impacts. SGI should not be permitted to trample on our
constitutional rights.

SGI has failed to “affirmatively demonstrate * * ¥ that there is no
presumptive evidence of potential pollution of the waters of this
Commonwealth.” 25 Pa. Code § 77.126(a)(3) Thesc words have clear
meaning. There 1s an abundance of “presumptive evidence” of not just
“potential pollution”, but actual pollution. Properties along Miney Branch
Creek — the discharge point of waters from current SGI operations and the
proposed discharge point of waters pumped from Pine Hill — are clogged with
green grit. Itis confirmed that at one location along Miney Branch Creek the
green grit 1s 3 feet deep! Multiple citizens have produced photographs of thick
green grit in their yards. It doesn’t take a scientist to prove that the source of
this grit is from SGI operations. The green goop is a pollutant that has
destroyed the health of Miney Branch Creck and is threatening the health of
residents, their children, their pets, and wildlife. Who will be held accountable
for this immense damage to residents? Who will remediate the health of the
creek? It would be sheer folly to grant the permits under your purview in light



III.

Iv.

of actual, documented pollution by SGI. SGI has failed to meet the
explicit criteria of this statute, and in accord with the criteria for
permit approval, the permit must be denied. Any other action
distorts the clear meaning and purpose of the statute,

SGI has failed to “affirmatively demonstrate * * % [t]he applicant
or related party, as indicated by past or continuing violations, has
not shown a lack of ability or intention to comply with the act or
the Surface Mining Conservation and Reclamation Act (52 P 8.

§§ 1396.1—1396.19). 25 Pa. Code § 77.126(a)(6). Again, these words
have clear meaning. SGI and predecessor companies have been cited by PA
DEP for multiple violations of the act. Please cross reference the citizen
testimony by Jeff’ Dull in connection with the January 30, 2019 public hearing
for an abbreviated list of violations. The paltry fines imposed by PA DEP are
not a deterrent to SGI’s violative actions. I was personally informed by a PA
DEP employee that once the fine is paid, “the violation no longer exists”. That
interpretation of the law undermines the clear intent of the statute and ignores
the literal terms “as indicated by past or continuing violations * * *”  How else
could PA DEP determine “a lack of ahility or intention to comply with the act
* % #” without reference to records of past violations? These violations do not
disappear. Indeed, the downstream effects of green grit are horrifying, and we
do not know the long term repercussions of these discharges. With respect to
SGI, and predecessor companies, repeated violations are clear evidence of
“lack of ability or intention” to comply with the law. And, it is not just the
violations documented by PA DEP that must be considered under the clear
terms of the law. Citizens have documented numerous violations related to
pollution of air and water. SGI has failed to meet the explicit criteria
of this statute, and in accord with the criteria for permit approval,
the permit must be denied. Any other action distorts the clear

meaning and purpose of the statute.

In its application SGI failed to identify “historic places that may
be adversely affected by the proposed operations.” Nor did SGI



describe the measures to be used to minimize or prevent these
impacts and meet the requirements of this title. 25 Pa. Code §
77.464. What is stunning is SGI’s flouting of the laws of the Commonwealth
that protect historic resources and the National Historic Preservation Act.
Issuance of any federal license — whether the permit 1s 1ssued directly by the
U.S. government, or by authority delegated by a federal agency to the states —
triggers a “Section 106 review”. There are only a few statutory exceptions to
specified agencies, and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, is not
statutorily excepted. While the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania has been
delegated authority to issue NPDES permits, that delegated trust carries with it
the responsibility to adhere to National Historic Preservation laws. See overlay
of other applicable federal laws. https://www.epa.gov/npdes/other-federal-
laws-apply-npdes-permit-program. It is clear that SGI has failed in its
application to identify historic places and that SGI and predecessor companies
have flouted the application of Federal historic preservation laws for decades.
The National Historic Preservation Act was first passed in 1966. Had
predecessor companies operating under PA DEP permits followed the law, it is
likely that the archaelogical resources from a major Civil War skirmish that
occurred at the current location of SGI gates might have been identified and
preserved. Alas, the law was ignored and that historical place is lost forever.

We can not let the same flouting of the law continue. The appropriate remedy
for violations of law is to deny the pending application. It is submitted that it
would be appropriate to suspend issuance of all future permit applications and
revoke current permits until SGI recognizes the important historic places
impacted by its operations, including the Historic Monterey District (listed on
the National Register of Historic Places), the Thaddeus Stevens copper mines,
the Great Wagon Road, and the Civil War July 4-5 Retreat Path (documented
as having traversed across Pine Hill along Iron Springs and Gum Springs
roads). SGI has flouted the application of the National Historic Preservation
Act, and that flouting should be treated as a “continuing violation” under the
above-referenced statute, 25 Pa, Code § 77.126(a)(6), as well as a failure to
comply with 25 Pa. Gode § 77.464 pertaining to protection of historic places.
In the event PA DEP takes the position that the overlay of federal historic
preservation laws does not apply herein, the remedy for ordnary citizens, like
myself, is to petition directly to the U.S. Department of Environmental
Protection to revoke the Commonwealth’s delegated NPDES authority.



V. SGI has failed to concurrently reclaim land “disturbed” by its vast
surface mining operations as required by 25 Pa. Code § 77.595.
Google Earth is a valuable resource that reveals the horrendous pits wrought by
SGI operations. According to SGI, the Western Ridge pit ceased to be
quarried in 1996. That is over two decades ago! While SGI is fully able to
scrape and destroy in order to fulfill customers’ orders, it provides no
explanation whatsoever regarding its failure to reclaim the Western Ridge pit.
Two decades have lapsed: that hardly can be considered “concurrent”
reclaiming. Again, this is an example of SGI flouting the existance
of applicable law, and this flouting of law is a “violation” under

the above-referenced statute, 25 Pa. Code § 77.126(a) (6).

I have repeatedly stated in my oral and written comments that applicable laws must
be given effect. The words used by our legislators are wise, were carefully chosen,
and have meaning. It is clear that these laws were intended to protect citizens from
the tremendous nuisance, economic burdens, and environmental and health
hazards caused by SGI and other companies that grow be‘y()nd a community’s
human tolerance. We are at that tipping point: give meaning to the laws!

SGI urges approval of its permit application by arguing it 1s not degrading high
quality waters: yet, Miney Branch Creek is proven degradation. SGI urges that
even if there is degradation of high quality waters there are social and economic
justifications for degrading these resources: yet, consider the overwhelming burdens
citizens are bearing. Please address plummeting real estate values, destroyed view
sheds, toxic dust, dangerous traffic, lost flora and fauna, threatened wildlife,
nuisance noise, lost history, lost sustainable economic opportunities, and the
potential of lost lives caused by disturbance of naturally occurring asbestos.

Our mountains, rich in greenstone, are among the oldest in the world. As part of
5 g > 8 P
- your review of SGI’s social and economic justification to destroy Pine Hill, what
price tag will you assign to the loss of our prehistoric Green Giants?



Please consider that Parcel No. 18A16-0022-00 (Pine Hill) has an assessed land
value of $9,700 according to Adams County Assessor online records. The taxes on
that assessment are less than $2,000. Please compare that valuation with all
citizens’ parcels surrounding Pine Hill. Without doubt the public trust of the
community in government wheeling and dealing with SGI has been severely

compromised. So, exactly what benefits flow “to our area” that outweigh the
tremendous burdens?

Please consider citizen flight — the litmus test of a sustainable economy — away
from the nuisances wrought by SGI. While rural flight might be a delightful
benefit to SGI, nails would be driven in the coffin of Hamiltonban Township.

In conclusion, I implore that the laws outlined above be given meaning,

Respectfully submitted,

Hazel G. Keahey
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George G. B. Griffin
14621 Charmian Road
Post Office Box 425
Blue Ridge Summit
Pennsylvania 17214
February 12, 2019

Mr. Daniel Sammarco, P.E., District Mining Manager
Mr. Rock Martin, P.G. Permit Chief

Cambria District Mining Office

District Mining Operations

PA Department of Environmental Protection

286 Industrial Park Road

Ebensburg, PA 15931

Sirs:

Subject: Comments on Large Surface Mining Permit No. 01180301 and
NPDES No. PA0279617, Specialty Granules LLC

While I was unable to attend the public hearing on this issue on J anuary
30, I support the efforts of Friends of Toms Creek and concerned citizens
of Adams and Franklin counties to preserve the environmental values of
the waters of Toms Creek, and to restore degraded Miney Branch Creck;
Please deny the referenced permit applications.

Sincerely yours,

George G. B. Griffin




February 10, 2019

Cambria District Mining Office

District Mining Operations

Department of Environmental Protection
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania

Attn: Daniel Sammarco, P.E,, District Mining Manager
Rock Martin, P.G,, Permit Chief

286 Industrial Road

Ebensburg, Pennsylvania 15931

Re: Comment on Large Surface Mining Permit No. 011180301 and NPDES No.
PA0279617, Specialty Granules LLC

Dear Messrs. Sammarco and Martin,

We are writing to oppose the issuance of the above-referenced permits that would
allow Specialty Granules LLC {SGI) to mine an environmentally protected area.
There are many reasons to deny this permit application. The ones that rise to the
top of the list for us are:

1. This land (Pine Hill) - called the “Northern Tract” by SGI - was never supposed to
be mined. it was purchased with Adams County taxpayer money to be conserved to
protect water resources and the headwaters of Tom’s Creek and Middle Creek in
perpetuity. Pine Hill fell into SGI's hands as a result of a land swap that was carried
out entirely in secrecy. Once the swap was disclosed to the public, it was vehemently
opposed by the vast majority of residents in the community. Community residents
have continued to express their opposition at every juncture.

At the end of January 2019, at a hearing with DEP, 18 out of 26 speakers
opposed the issuance of permits. With one possible exception, those in favor of the
permits had a financial relationship with SGI - as employees, former employees,
customers, etc. And very few of those in favor actually live in close proximity to the
mine. The people who are directly affected in Adams County and Franklin County
have spoken clearly and repeatedly in opposition to the mine expansion.

2. We do not need to imagine what it will be like for residents if SGI expands to Pine
Hill. The impacts are already being felt by neighbors who have endured well-
documented hardships and hazards to health and safety as a result of SGI's existing
operations: reduced levels of water in drinking water wells, contaminants in
drinking water wells, cracks in house foundations and other structural damage from
blasting, green dust covering houses and cars and outdoor spaces, noise at ail hours
of the night and day, light pollution, destruction of mountains and forest cover that
once attracted residents to the area, reduced flow to Tom’s Creek and its tributaries
- all from blasting and hydrologic changes to what was once Pine Mountain {(now
pits in the earth) and vicinity. In addition, we need only look at Miney Branch to see

DEP CAMBRIA OFFICE
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what the discharge of storm water from SGI has done to the aquatic life in that once
beautiful creek. The damage is irreversible.

Prospective buyers of houses have decided not to buy in our area when they
learn of the quarry and its 24/7 operations and possible expansion. Property values
are plummeting. The negative impacts due to lost tax revenue from homeowners
and lost opportunities from other businesses related to recreation and tourism (for
example) on the local economy are real and growing.

3.1t is clear from the comments made in writing and in hearings with DEP that there
has not been adequate testing for naturally occurring asbestos (which is present in
greenstone) in the air, water and soil around the current quarry. Naturally occurring
asbestos is a human carcinogen. These tests must be carried out properly and by an
independent party - perhaps DEP or the EPA.

Other tests by SGI have also not followed protocols and should be carried out
by independent parties: surveying for bog turtles, timber rattlesnakes, Indiana bats
and other threatened/endangered species of flora and fauna on Pine Hill which need
to be done at the proper times of year in the proper ways to yield accurate data.

Testing of macro invertebrates and other aquatic life in Tom’s Creek must be
done to insure that this pristine trout stream is protected by the most stringent
standards - also by an independent entity.

Testing of SGI’s storm water discharge must include tests for metals and
other harmful pollutants such as copper, asbestos, selenium, titanium, barium,
nitrogen, nitrates, color, etc.

Viewshed analysis and review of historic and cultural resources also need to
be done at the proper time of year in the proper way by an independent entity.
There is ample documentation that the Confederates retreated from the Battle of
Gettysburg along Iron Springs and Gum Springs Roads, around the base of Pine Hill.

We are concerned that the state is privileging corporate profit over the will of
the voters and the health, welfare, and safety of the residents of the community and
the Tom’s Creek watershed. Itis clear that the taxpayers of Adams County would
not have turned Pine Hill over to the state to become part of Michaux State Forest if
they had thought that the state would turn around and put Pine Hill in the hands of
SGI to expand its mining operations.

We have had a residence just about four miles from Pine Hill since 1964. Our
land is precious to us and we have worked hard to be good stewards there. Our land
is in the Forest Stewardship program and is Clean and Green. We feel we have done
our part. Now we expect that our rights to clean air and clean water under the
Pennsylvania Constitution will be protected by the Department of Environmental
Protection.

Sincerel

Shivers; Peter and Maggie Heyward
(mail can be received at 3220 Morrison St. NW, Washington DC 20015
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February 11,2019

Cambria District Mining Office

District Mining Operations

Department of Environmental Protection
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania

Atin: Daniel Sammarco, P.E, District Mining Manager
Rock Martin, P.G., Permit Chief

286 Industrial Road

Ebensburg, Pennsylvania 15931

Re: Comment on Large Surface Mining Permit No. 011180301 and NPDES No.
PA0279617, Specialty Granules LLC

Dear Messrs. Sammarco and Martin,

We are writing to oppose the issuance of the above-referenced permits that would
allow Specialty Granules LLC (SGI) to mine an environmentally protected area.
There are many reasons to deny this permit application. The ones that rise to the
top of the list for us are:

1. This land (Pine Hill) - called the “Northern Tract” by SGI - was never supposed to
be mined. It was purchased with Adams County taxpayer money to be conserved to
protect water resources and the headwaters of Tom’s Creek and Middle Creek in
perpetuity. Pine Hill fell into SGI's hands as a result of a land swap that was carried
outentirely in secrecy. Once the swap was disclosed to the public, it was vehemently
opposed by the vast majority of residents in the community. Community residents
have continued to express their opposition at every juncture.

2. We do notneed to imagine what it will be like for residents if SGI expands to Pine
Hill. The impacts are already being felt by neighbors who have endured well-
documented hardships and hazards to health and safety as a result of SGI's existing
operations: reduced levels of water in drinking water wells, contaminants in
drinking water wells, cracks in house foundations and other structural damage from
blasting, green dust covering houses and cars and outdoor spaces, noise atall hours
of the night and day, light pollution, destruction of mountains and forest cover that
once attracted residents to the area, reduced flow to Tom's Creek and its tributaries
~ all from blasting and hydrologic changes to what was once Pine Mountain (now
pits in the earth) and vicinity. In addition, we need only look at Miney Branch to see
what the discharge of storm water from SGI has done to the aquatic life in that once
beautiful creek. The damage is irreversible.

Prospective buyers of houses have decided notto buy in our area when they
learn of the quarry and its 24/7 operations and possible expansion. Property values
are plummeting. The negative impacts due to lost tax revenue from homeowners

DEP CAMBRIA OFFICE
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and lost opportunities from other businesses related to recreation and tourism (for
example) on the local economy are real and growing.

3. Itis clear from the comments made in writing and in hearings with DEP that there
has not been adequate testing for naturally occurring asbestos (which is presentin
greenstone) in the air, water and soil around the current quarry. Naturally occurring
asbestosis a human carcinogen. These tests must be carried out properly and by an
independent party - perhaps DEP or the EPA.

Other tests by SGI have also not followed protocols and should be carried out
by independent parties: surveying for bog turtles, timber rattlesnakes, Indiana bats
and other threatened /endangered species of flora and fauna on Pine Hill which need
to be done atthe proper times of year in the proper ways to yield accurate data.

Testing of macro invertebrates and other aquatic life in Tom’s Creek must be
done to insure that this pristine trout stream is protected by the moststringent
standards - also by an independent entity.

Testing of SGI's storm water discharge must include tests for metals and
other harmful pollutants such as copper, asbestos, selenium, titanium, barium,
nitrogen, nitrates, color, etc.

Viewshed analysis and review of historic and cultural resources also need to
be done atthe proper time of year in the proper way by an independent entity.
There is ample documentation that the Confederates retreated from the Battle of
Gettysburg along Iron Springs and Gum Springs Roads, around the base of Pine Hill.

We are concerned that the state is privileging corporate profit over the will of
the voters and the health, welfare, and safety of the residents of the community and
the Tom'’s Creek watershed. It is clear that the taxpayers of Adams County would
not have turned Pine Hill over to the state to become partof Michaux State Forest if
they had thought that the state would turn around and put Pine Hill in the hands of
SGI to expand its mining operations.

We have had a residence justabout four miles from Pine Hill since 1964. Our
land is precious to us and we have worked hard to be good stewards there. Our land
is in the Forest Stewardship program and is Clean and Green. We feel we have done
our part. Now we expect that our rights to clean air and clean water under the

Pennsylvania Constitution will be protected by the Department of Environmental
Protection.

../'X \ \\"‘_ L _/\/—""“--__—«”/'/'-
Philip Shivers

47 Warrenton Road
Baltimore, MD 21210
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February 10, 2019

Cambria District Mining Office

District Mining Operations o

Department of Environmental Protectlon
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania

Attn: Daniel Sammarce, P.E., District Mining Manager -
Rock Martin, P.G., Permit Chief

286 Industrial Road

Ebensburg, Pennsy!vania 15931

Re: Comment on Large Surface Mlnlng Permit No. 011180301 and NPDES No PA0279617
Spec;alty Granules LLC

Dear Mes_srs-. Sammarcoand Martin,

We are writing to oppose the issuance of the above-referenced permits that would allow
Specialty Granules LLC (SGI)} to mine an environmentally protected area. There are many reasons
to deny this permit application. The ones that rise to the top of the list for us are:.

1.This fand (Pine Hill) — called the “Northern Tract” by SGI —was never supposed to be mined. It
was purchased with Adams.County taxpayer money to be conserved to protect water resources
and the headwaters of Tom's Creek and Middle Creek in perpetuity. Pine Hill fell into SGI's
hands as a result of a land swap that was carried out entirely in secrecy. Once it was disclosed to

“the public, it was vehemently opposed by the vast majority of residents in the community.
Community residents have continued 1o express their opposition at every juncture. At the end
of January 2019, at a hearing with DEP, 18 out of 26 speakers opposed the issuance of permits.
With one possible exception, these in favor of the permits had a financial relationship with SGI -
as employees, former employees, customers, etc. And very few of those in favor actually five in
close proximity-to.the mine. The people who:are directly affected in Adams County and Franklin
County have spoken clearly and repeatedly in opposition to the mine expansion..

2. We do not need to imagine what it will be like for residents if SG! expands to Pine Hill. The
impacts are already being felt by neighbors who have endured well-documented hardships and
hazards to health and safety as a result of SG{’s existing operations: reduced levels of water in
drinking water wells, contaminants in drinking water wells, cracks in house foundations and
other structural damage from biasting, green dust cavering houses and cars and outdoor spaces,
noise at all hours of the night and day, light pollution, destruction of mountains and forest cover
that once attracted residents to the area, reduced flow to Tom’s Creek and its tributaries — ali
from blasting and hydrologic changes to what was once Pine Mountain {now pits in the earth)
and vicinity. In addition, we need only look at Miney Branch to see what the discharge of storm
water from SGi has done to the aquatic life in that once beautiful creek. The damage is
irreversible. : :
Prospective buyers of houses have decided not to buy in our area when they learn of
the quarry and its 24/7 operations and possible expansion. Property values are plummeting. The
negative impacts due to lost tax revenue from homeowners and lost opportunities from other
businesses related to recreation and tourism {for example) on the local economy are real and
growing. '
DEP CAMBRIA OFFICE
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3. It is clear from the comments made in writing and in hearings with DEP that there has not
been adequate testing for naturally occurring asbestos (which is present in greenstone) in the -
air, water and soil around the current quarry. Naturally occurring asbestos is'a human
carcinogen. These tests must be carried out properly and by an independent party — perhaps ‘
DEP or the EPA.

Other tests by 5G| have also not followed protocols and should be carried out by
independent parties: surveying for bog turtles, timber rattlesnakes, Indiana bats and other
threatened/endangered species of flora and fauna on Pine Hill which need to be done at the
proper times of year in the proper ways to yield accurate data.

Testing of macro invertebrates and other aquatic life in Tom’s Creek must be done to
insure that this pristine trout stream is protected by the most stringent standards — also by an:
independent entity.

Testing of SGI's storm water discharge must include tests for metals and other harmful
pollutants such as copper, asbestos, selenium, titanium, barium, nitrogen, nitrates, color, etc.

Viewshed analysis and review of historic and cultural resources also need to be done at
the proper timeof year in the proper way by an.independent entity. There is ample
documentation that the Confederates retreated from the Battle of Gettysburg along iron Sprmgs‘
and Gum Springs Roads, around the base of Pine Hill.

We are concerned that the state is privileging corporate profit over the will of the voters
and the health, welfare, and safety of the residents of the community and the Tom’s Creék -
watershed. It is clear that the taxpayers of Adams:County would not have turtied Pine Hill over
to the state to become part of Michaux State Forest if they had thought that the state would
turn around and put Pine Hill'in the hands of SGI to expand its mining operations.

Our family had a residence approximately four miles from Pine Hill since 1964. Our land
is precious to:us and-wé have worked hard to be good stewards there. Qur land is.in the Forest’
Stewardship program and is Clean and Green. We feel we have done our part. Now we expect
that our rights to clean air and clean water under the Pennsylvania Constitution will be
protected by the Department of Environmerital Protection. A

s il \/—\

Frederick Jacobs

23 E. Delaware Ave,
Pennington, NJ 08534
frederickjacobsjd@gmail.com



Duane E. Williams
1091 Fairfield Station Road
Fairfield, PA 17320
717-762-6321
dwilllams@pa.net

February 12,2019

Cambria District Mining Office

District Mining Operations

Department of Environmental Protection, Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
Attn: Daniel Sammarco, P.E,, District Mining Manager

Rock Martin, P.G., Permit Chief

286 Industrial Park Road

Ebensburg, PA 15931

Re: Comments on Large Surface Mining Permit No. 01180301 and NPDES No.
PA0279617, Specialty Granules LLC

Dear Messrs. Sammarco and Martin:

['write in support of the efforts by Friends of Toms Creek and concerned citizens of
Adams and Franklin counties to preserve:

1. The exceptional values of Toms Creek and pure surface and subsurface waters,
and the restoration of degraded Miney Branch Creek;

2. The historic 1863 Civil War Retreat through our mountain passes - including the
natural contours of Pine Hill - through which thousands of soldiers, teamsters, and
wagons traversed on July 4-5, 1863;

3. The wetlands of Pine Hill which support fragile flora and fauna, including owls,
bats, bears and foxes known to inhabit the dense forests of Pipe Hill, and an
endangered colony of Nodding Trillium, a plant now extinct in Ohio, and

4. Our quiet mountain heritage and pure mountain air, which we have enjoyed and
cherished for many years before the intrusion of vast surface {mountain top
removal} mining,

Please deny the above referenced permit applications for these listed reasons,




February 12,2019

Cambria District Mining Office

District Mining Operations

Department of Environmental Protection, Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
Attn: Daniel Sammarco, P.E., District Mining Manager

Rock Martin, P.G., Permit Chief

286 Industrial Park Road

Ebensburg, PA 15931

Re: Comments on Large Surface Mining Permit No. 01180301 and NPDES No. PA0279617, Specialty
Granules LLC

Dear Messrs. Sammarco and Martin:

Written Comment submitted in follow up of oral comments at Public Hearing at Fairfield (PA) Fire and
EMS building on January 30, 2019,

I write in support of the efforts by Friends of Toms Creek and concerned citizens of Adams and
Franklin counties to offer the following information:

As a child, I grew up in Norfolk, VA and we lived close to a small freshwater stream which was part of
a larger backwater branch flowing into the Lafayette River. We used to play frequently in swamp there,
catching snapper, painter, and wood turtles, as well as box turtles once in a while in some adjoining
wooded areas. We kept some turtles (other than snappers) for extended periods as pets. Some of our
neighbors trapped for muskrats, which we saw a lot of there, as well as other various reptiles.

So | have some familiarity with turtle and other reptile species, and often seeing any kind of turtle or
snake piques my attention and interest, especially in my present community, or out hiking or

canoeing—both which ! have done (and still do) very frequently throughout Pennsylvania and
Maryland.

In August 2015, while heading out on my morning drive to work in Frederick, MD, where I work as a
vocational rehabilitation counselor with the state of Maryland, saw what I thought was a small
“immature painter” turtle walking from the left road shoulder into the road near the bottom of Valley
Trail, where it intersects with Pa. Route 16,

I stopped, walked over and picked it up, noticed large orange-yellowish splotches on both sides of its
neck behind the head. I hadn't seen any coloration like that on any turtle I've previously seen or
handled, no red-yellow lines, its shell was dark brownish-black and not as smooth as any painter turtles
observed in past, so these characteristics kind of stuck with me. This one was about 3-4” long. I didn’t
think much else about it at the time except possibly that it was an immature individual because of its
small size.

About 2 weeks later, I was coming home from work on PA Rt. 116/Fairfield Rd., just south of its
intersection with Stine Trail where I turn, and saw what looked like a small painter turtle in the
roadway, so I stopped and walked back to look at it. It was dead, but intact; I picked it up to look at it
as I noticed it had a large orange spot around its neck behind the head, the sheli slightly rough—no red
or yellow lines on its face or head whatsoever. it was roughly 3-4” long. After closely looking at it, I
lobbed it into some nearby roadside vegetation.



1 just thought these turtles were immature due to their size, with some color variation throughout
different life stages. It didn't pique my interest to check them out any further at the time.

The following June (2016), I saw a wood turtle crossing the road at the bottom of a long steep, wooded
hill on the road I live on in Carroll Valley (Meadowlark Trai). Istopped and moved it off the road and
onto the right side, off the road. I had seen another wood turile years earlier while hiking up to Flat
Rock on Flat Rock trail near Newville, PA, where it intersects with the Tuscarora trail.

In October 2018, I was hiking with my partner, Emily, around the Strawberry Hill nature center off Mt.
Hope Rd., when we came across an informational exhibit and signs on bog turtles in the abandoned
quarry there. I realized then these were the turtles I had seen earlier in 2015 in Carroll Valley, but still
didn't comprehend just how endangered these turtles are, until more recently.

When 1 spoke at the public meeting on January 30, 2019, 1 wasn’t aware that a Phase I bog turtie
survey (hereinafter referred to as “BT survey 1/8/15)) had been previously conducted on December 8,

2015, which it says under the applicable regulatory processes, information therein is valid for 2 years.
(Appendix 1)

In the Application Technical Review Letter providing The Geologic Specialist Response to Pre-
Application Technical Review Letter Northern Tract Quarry Specialty Granules LLC
Hamiltonban Township, Adams County, Pennsylvania (dated January 4, 2018 Project No.
152596A), cites how the BT survey 1/8/135 listed wetlands and indicated that the Northern Tract site
does not contain typical habitat which would support the bog turtle. Phase 1 Bog Turtle Habitat

Assessment and submitted the associated report, which was approved by the USFWS on May 11,
2016.

However, a USFWS supplemental information

«Wetland communities including fens, wet meadows, marshes, drainage swales, and shrub swamps can
all contain suitable bog turtle habitat; and, in many instances, swamps or forested wetlands
(i.e., >50%canopy) are utilized by bog turtles if underlying hydrology and soil criteria are present.”

(Phase 1 Bog Turtle Habitat Survey Data Form for the Northern Population Range, October 26, 2018,
ATTACHMENT 3)

The_Bog Turtle Survey

I am submitting three (3) objections to the information used in Module 1, USFWS/PFBC BOG
TURTLE HABITAT EVALUATION FIELD FORMS, Appendix D;

1. The information used in this bog turtle survey was from a field visit made on December 8,
2015, approved May 11, 2016 and is now over two (2) years. The BT survey 12/8/15 cites any
information therein is only valid for two (2) years and fails to address parcels containing
streams/ drainage ditches from adjoining properties, as well as any direct and/or indirect
impacts on any wetlands, forested wetlands, etc. therein.

2. A separate data form is required for each wetland within the project action area. (Phase 1 Bog
Turtle Habitat Survey Data Form for the Northern Population Range October 26, 2018
Supplemental Information):



©® There are 3 forms total submitted for the five (5) wetland sections A, B, C, D, and E;

® Wetlands A and C are both combined on a single form at page 155, and Wetlands B and
E are both combined on a single form at page 157,

3. I observed the wetlands in the SGI tract, walking along both sides of Iron Springs Road on
January 26, 2019 and observed the following:

There are two (2) culverts running under Iron Springs Road with small surface streams, with a
smaller road drainage ditch flowing into the stream on the immediate east side of the largest
culvert,

This seems to be the stream referred to as Channel 1downstream in the Northern Tract parcel—
it is not shown in any BT survey 12/8/15 documents; this surface stream flows through the
culvert and into SGI property approximately 300 feet south of the southeast corner of the SGI
Northern Tract along Iron Springs Road, it continues to flow into wetlands E, D, C, B, and A
downstream through the Northern tract property. (ATTACHMENT 1)

This stream had a standing pool approximately 4-6” deep and 10 feet long on the west of the
culvert flowing into SGI property and with mucky soil bottoms on January 26, 2019, with
adjoining mixed swale fields and steep forested hillsides across from the SGI Northern tract
property.

(ATTACHMENT 2)

There should be additional consideration involving wetlands information submitted for Large
Surface Mining Permit No. 01180301 and NPDES No. PA0279617, as any direct or indirect
impacts adjacent to the SGI Northern tract are not addressed nor provided for this application.

Respectfully submitted,

7

Stephen Roy
67 Meadowlark Trail, Fairfield, PA 17320
daytime phone: 301-629-7581

yorevetssec@protonmail.com



Attachment 1
photograph of west side of culvert under Iron Springs Road 1/26/19




Attachment 2

culvert facing east from Iron Springs Road 1/26/19




Phase 1 Bog Turtle Habitat Survey Data Form

For the Northern Population Range
October 26, 2018

Supptemental Information

Rattonate: This data form, to be used by consultants and agencies staff with training and expertise in
conducting Phase 1 bog turtie habitat surveys, is recommended to ensure consistency when collecting
information on suitable hydrology, solls, and vegetation to help determine the presence of suitable bog

turtfe habitat. A separate data form is required for each wetlond within the profect action area.
Attach additional pages if more space is needed.

Please note that this section does pot need to be submitted to your locol FWS Fleld Office or state
wildlife agency ~ for surveyor use only.

***Information collected on the data form should be transiated into a narrative form, included in
Phase 1 habitat assessment repost, and submitted to your local FWS Field Office and state wildlife

agency for review. Be sure to include any additional information/observations not captured on the
data form that may be pertinent for agency review.

**4This supplemental information was taken from the Guidelines for Bog Turtle Surveys for the
Northern Population Range, Phase 1 and 2 Surveys document {October 26, 2018). Please refer to that
document should you need additional details about conducting a Phase 1 habitat assessment.

Bog Turtle Habitat Criteria
Compare your Phase 1 hog turtle habitat survey observations to the habitat criteria helow:

Sultahte hydrology. Bog turtle wetlands are groundwater/spring-fed with shaltow surface water or
saturated soils present year-round, although in summer the wet area(s) may be restricted to near spring
head(s). Typically these wetlands are interspersed with dry and wet pockets, and there is often
subsurface flow', overland flow?, or surface runcff® present at varying times of the year. In addition,
small, shallow streams or rivulets {less than 4 inches deep) andfor flooded animal trails may be present
that bog turtles will use to maneuver through a wetland. Bog turtles have also been observed inhabiting
drainage ditches; therefore, ditches should not be overlooked during surveys,

Suitable soils. Usually a bottom substrate of permanently saturated organic’ or mineral soils®. These
are often soft, mucky-like soils (this does not refer to a technical soil type as defined by Corps {1987));
you wili usually sink to your ankles (3-5 Inches) or deeper in muck. Although, in degraded wetlands or
summers of dry years this may be limited to areas near spring heads or drainage ditches. In some
portions of the species’ range, the soft substrate consists of scattered pockets of peat instead of muck.

¥ Subsurface fiow i descilbed a3 pretipitated water that flows through the sou just below the ground surface (Mays 2010).

? Overtand tlow Is described as precipitated water that flows oves the graund surface {Mays 2010).

’ Suiface wnolfis described a3 precipitated water that becomes subsurface flow and vhen dacharges aboveground of 1t can flow on the ground surfage
(Mayt 2010).

' Organic soils aredefined as “{1) saturated for prolonged penods [unless astificially drained) and has more than 30 percent organic matter if the minerat
fraction is moea than 50 pereent ¢hay, of more than 20 percent orgam< matter if the menera! fraction has no <iay; or [2) never saturated with water for more
than a few days ard having mere than 34 percent organs matier” {Corps 1987)

Minaral seds are delined 25 "consisting predominantly of, and having ins propentles determ:ned predominantly by, mineral matter usuatly containing toss
than 10 parcent arganic satter” (Corps 1987}

Attachment 3



February 13, 2019

Cambria District Mining Office

District Mining Operations

Department of Environmental Protection
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania

Attn: Daniel Sammarco, P.E., District Mining Manager
Rock Martin, P.G., Permit Chief

286 Industriai Road

Ebensburg, Pennsylvania 15931

Re: Comment on Large Surface Mining Permit No. 011180301 and NPDES No. PA0279617, Specialty
Granules LLC

Dear Messrs, Sammarco and Martin,

i am writing to make some specific requests to your department to accompany the verbal comments
(attached below) | made at the January 30, 2019, hearing. And thank you for listening! My husband and
|, and so many others, fove this place, this watershed, and want to protect it!

1)

2.}

First is the water — Pine Hill {SGI's Northern Tract) encompasses the headwaters of Toms Creek
and its tributaries, all Chapter 93 Designated Streams, in a specially protected watershed. This
was Toms Creek’s existing use, and Pine Hill’s existing use, to shed its water into Toms Creek.
The hydrology cannot be permitted to be so permanently damaged. These are HQ trout waters!
The hydrology aiteration will adversely affect the existing wetlands, ENDANGERED Nodding
Trillium habitat will be lost at the very least, and probably Bog Turtle habitat as well. Alterations
in the hydrology will also affect the human neighbors who have a right to the existing use of
their wells. Water Water Water. Enough for the trout too??? Enough to support the
exceptional macro-invertebrates counted twice each year by volunteers from the Friends of
Toms Creek?

Bog Turtles —Was PROPER PROTOCOL observed during the search for these elusive
ENDANGERED turtles? f nat, it should be re-investigated! The turtles had the “existing use” of
these wetlands.

Bats — My mind also keeps coming back to the bats. The PA Game Commission has just
reclassified three species of bats from THREATENED to ENDANGERED: Northern Long-Nosed
Bat, Tri-Colored Bat and Little Brown Bat, ali decimated by white-nose syndrome in PA. |
request an updated consultation with the PA GAME COMMISSION, required for projects within
300 meters of a hibernaculum or summer roaost (here you can read “forest”) locations. New
hibernacula and summer maternity sites have been added to PNDI or PNHP. | understand that
PNDI certificates expire after 2 years. Therefore it is time for a new look at the bats. | request
that these investigations be carried out at the proper seasons with PROPER PROTGCOLS by
independent abservers. The bats had the “existing use” of Thaddeus Stevens’ old copper mine.

Respectfully submitted, Susan C deVeer and Willard P. Morrison

700 iron Springs Rd., Fairfield, PA 17320



Sue’s comments for PA DEP 1-30-201% (Attached for your convenience... | read these at the hearing.)

My name is Sue deVeer, and | live at 700 Iron Springs Rd, in Fairfield, PA. 1told you before that | am
refatively new here, and that | live in a house which contains a stone and log cabin which was here
during the retreat of Robert E. Lee’s troops after the battie of Gettysburg. 900 feet of Toms Creek flow
through the front our property. 1love Toms Creek and the huge trees and all the wildlife here which the
wetlands and woodlands support. We have deer, fox, squirrels and fox squirrels, turkeys, kingfishers,
great horned and barred and screach owls. In the spring we have a wild rumpus of green frogs, wood

frogs, grey tree frogs, toads and salamanders making music and tadpoles in the frog pond in front of our
house.

As | prepared my comments for tonight, | sometimes felt buried by wordy documents and data and
rebuttais. But to me the values of clean water and healthy environment make it important to persist. A
healthy community-wide participation in community issues is important to me.

in these days of rampant polarization, | would like to propose that we here, NONE of us are ot need to
be seen as enemies, Because all of our families need clean water, clean air, a healthy economy and
healthy environment to thrive, we can work together to make that happen beyond our differences of
opinion.

There are environmentalists here who work for the state, environmentalists here who work for the
mine, some who organize to speak up for the water and citizens’ rights in the PA Constitution to have a
clean environment. There are concerned citizens here who have to scoop out green dust grit when they
clean their roof gutters, they live so close to the operations. There are environmentalists here who live
further out, yet have stress and sleepless nights from 24-hour mine operations and truck traffic... And
some whose enjoyment of their meadow downstream from the mine has been imperiled and inundated
by green grit. There are discouraged people here. We need to keep talking and importantly, listening,
so please make your comments and please listen to your neighbors.

My main concerns are

1. COMMUNITY — That we keep working together to insist on the highest quality permitting and
safest/best mining practices. ‘

2. AIR — I ask for independent testing for Actinolite fibers Naturally Occurring Asbestos) The testing
needs to be done using the appropriate tests, up to federal standards.

3. WATER - } want the hydrology to be reviewed and verified to prevent degradation of Toms
Creek because Toms Creek is a specially protected watershed. | want to know that the wetlands
suppoerting the endangered species will still be watered, as well as Toms Creek still be flowing HQ, of EV.
And I want to know what the levels of copper and selenium in the runoff from the existing and the
proposed new mine to prevent the poisoning of the watershed.

Thank you.



P.O. Box 611, Fairfield, PA 17320 www.friendsoftomscreek.org

Date: February 11, 2019

Cambria District Mining Office
District Mining Operations
Department of Environmental Protection, Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
Attn: Daniel Sammarco, P.E., District Mining Manager, Rock Martin, P.G., Permit Chief
286 Industrial Park Road Ebensburg, Pennsylvania 15931

RE: Comments on Large Surface Mining Permit No. 01180301 and NPDES No.
PA0279617, Specialty Granules, LLC

Dear Messrs. Sammarco and Martin:

On behalf of Friends of Toms Creek, I write to ensure specified letters, attached hereto,
and additional documents, are made a part of the official record and addressed by you as
part of the necessary social and economic justification review that Pennsylvania
Department of Environmental Protection must undertake in connection with the above-
referenced permits. The letters are as follows:

1- Letter to Honorable Tom Wolf, Governor, Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, dated
August 30, 2018, by Friends of Toms Creek, Upper Potomac River Keeper Network, and
Historic Gettysburg-Adams County.

2- Letter to Honorable Tom Wolf, Governor, Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, dated
January 20, 2019, by Friends of Toms Creek.

3- Letter to Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources, dated
February 21, 2011, on behalf of the Board of Supervisors, Hamiltonban Township, dated
Feb 21, 2011.

DEP CAMBRIA OFFICE

FEB 13 2019



The aforementioned letters to Governor Wolf were written in opposition to the granting
of permits to Specialty Granules, Inc (SGI) to expand large scale surface mining that
inevitably will intrude upon or entirely destroy the wetlands of Pine Hill and high quality
streams, including Toms Creek and at least two unnamed tributaries. These water
resources are all within a “specially protected watershed” and classified as High Quality
waters by the Southwestern Adams County Planners. See Map 2-3, Southwestern Adams
County Comprehensive Plan, attached.

The third letter was written by the Hamiltonban Township Solicitor on behalf of the
Hamiltonban Township Board of Supervisors in clear opposition to the now infamous
land swap that ultimately resulted in a breach of public trust. While the Supervisors later
rezoned the controversial parcel and granted a conditional use permit to SGI, that
conditional use is explicitly dependent upon the issuance of necessary permits by you as
the protector of our environment. We request that you consider each of the points made
in the February 21, 2011 letter as part of your necessary review of social and economic
justification. The reasons to oppose the large surface mining of this controversial parcel
are as relevant today as in 2011.

Finally, I write to provide advance notice that Friends of Toms Creek and supporting
organizations will provide at the end of February an online petition to Governor Wolf
opposing SGI expansion. At this writing over 600 citizens have signed the petition and
many have written personal notes to the Governor expressing strong opposition to the
granting of permits to SGI. I request that these signatories be considered as timely voices
opposed to the permit, and their comments, attached hereto, be made a part of the official
record. Our community is not divided: an overwhelming majority of the community
opposes issuance of these permits.

Kindly consider this letter, and all attachments, as a timely supplement to earlier
communications from Friends of Toms Creek during your public comment period. We
respectfully request an opportunity to respond to any response by SGI to public
comments following the close of the comment period.

Sincerely yours,

) 7 /A
«4{/%7,{4 U\ dot/eer/

Sue deVeer,
Secretary/Treasurer

Attachments: 5 DEP CAMBRIA OFFICE

FEB 13 2019



OF TOM'S CREEK
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PO Box 611
Fairfield, PA. 17320
717.794.0088

Info@friendsoftomscreek.org
August 30, 2018

The Honorable Tom Wolf
Governor of Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania State Gapital
Harrisburg, PA 17105

Cc: Patrick McDonnell, Secretary, Department of Environmental Protection
Cindy Adams Dunn, Secretary, Department of Conservation and Natural Resources

Dear Governor Wolf:

The undersigned organizations write to request your assistance in a matter now draining critical
resources of the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (PA DEP) and
organizations like ours, representing citizens who seek to preserve and protect Pennsylvania’s
natural resources and scenic and historic values.

The matter concerns large noncoal surface mining. We write with specific reference to a large
noncoal surface mining permit (Permit No. 01180301) by Specialty Granules, LLC, that secks
expansion into a “specially protected watershed” area (Attachment 1) and puts Toms Creek, a

High Quality stream, with exceptional values, at risk of degradation. Pa. Code, Title 25 Chapter
93.4b(a).

The above-referenced permit is currently under review by PA DEP and is strongly opposed by
the surrounding communities. During this time of extremely constrained budgets, it makes no
sense that we, and these communities, are compelled to fight against permitting large surface
mining in a protected watershed and that we are compelled to write to you for assistance to stop
it. Itisindeed audacious that this permit — involving a watershed with High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams that flow directly to the Chesapeake Bay — is even under

consideration, much less being greedily pursued for the grinding of greenstone (metabasalt), a
rock known to contain naturally occurring asbestos.

The land we seek to protect is locally called “Pine Hill”. It consists of 112 acres of pristine,
verdant woodlands, wetlands that support fragile and rare flora and fauna, including the beautiful
Nodding Trillium, an endangered plant species now extinct in Ohio, and incredible wildlife. Pine
Hill stands tall at 1300 feet and stood as an obstacle to over 15 miles of troops, teamsters, and
wagon train on July 4-5, 1863, as Confederate Civil War troops sought to escape Federal Cavalry
following the Battle of Gettysburg. At the base of Pine Hill, a pristine High Quality stream
(Toms Creek), with exceptional values, quietly meanders and two historic roads, Iron Springs and
Gum Springs roads, merge. These roads are part of the Great Wagon Road. And, adding to its

DEP CAMBRIA OFFICE

FEB 18 2019



historic significance, Pine Hill was previously owned by Thaddeus Stevens, Pennsylvania’s most
famous abolitionist.

Pine Hill was itself in the news in 2011 when a “back door” deal resulted in the “swap” by PA
Department of Conservation and Natural Resources (PA DCNR) of Pine Hill —then part of
Michaux State Forest and previously part of the Glatfelter Tree Farm — for 3 small inholdings.
This PA DCNR swap, approved by the previous administration, continues to inflame the
taxpayers who fought to preserve the land from development. It is unfathomable that these same
taxpayers — who overwhelmingly approved a local bond to conserve the land — now face large
scale surface mining and total mountain removal.

A mountain is a precious resource with scenic, and in this case, important historical values.
These values are supposedly constitutionally protected under the Environmental Rights
Amendment. Pa. Const. Art.1 § 27. If protected, why must concerned citizens search the PA
Bulletin to ensure another back door deal is not in the works? Why must nonprofit organizations
be forced to independently monitor the surrounding creeks and streams for contaminants? Why
must historic preservationists battle Goliaths whose insatiable appetite for minerals puts history at
risk of being lost?

We simply should not be forced into the position of expending time, energy, money (all of which
are in abundant supply to large surface mining companies) when the asset at issue is located
squarcly within a protected watershed. That fact alone should slam the door!

We urge you to weigh in on this extremely important matter and provide a bright line rule to PA
DEP and PA DCNR: protected watershed = no mining! If that’s not enough, align with history,
a lasting and sustainable resource, and direct that large surface mining of Pine Hill is off limits.

Our organizations stand ready to work collaboratively with your offices and private industry.
Our goal — to preserve and protect natural resources and historic and scenic values — is one
that all industries should endorse.

Please contact Hazel Keahey (717)794-0088, hckeahey@verizon.net or
info@friendsoftomscreek.org for more information on this request. We would be pleased to
meet with you or a member of your staff to discuss this matter.

Sincerely yours, .

) ’ )
/s :/ gein ( . 4 {Zi/f/.(/ffﬁ"lx
Sue DeVeer, Friends of Tom’s Creek

/s

Brent Walls, Upper Potomac Riverkeeper, Potomac Riverkeeper Network

/s

Anne Zabawa, President, Historic Gettysburg Adams County (HGAC)

DEP CAMBRIA OFFICE
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Attachment: Map 2-3, Surface Water Quality, Southwest Adams County Comprehensive Plan,

Adopted April 7, 2015
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Friends of Toms Creek

1)1 PO Box 611
OF TOM'S CREEK Fairfleld, PA 17320
M\/\/

January 14, 2019

The Honorable Tom Wolf
Governor of Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania State Capitol
Harrisburg, PA 17105

Cc: Patrick McDonnell, Secretary, Department of Environmental Protection,
Cindy Adams Dunn, Secretary, Department of Conservation and Natural Resources,
PA Congressional Delegation

Dear Governor Wolf:

Again, we write to request your urgent attention to Permit No. 01180301, and related
permits, by Specialty Granules, LLC, hereafter SGI, that seeks to expand large surface
mining of greenstone — an ultra-mafic rock that contains concentrations of copper and
other potential contaminants, including ashestos—into a “specially protected watershed”
area. In addition to pristine waters and unique wetlands, the Toms Creek watershed
supplies water to the Borough of Fairfield, feeds the Chesapeake Bay, and is rich in
cultural and historic assets, including the location of the July 4-5, 1863 Civil War retreat
following the Battle of Gettysburg.

Friends of Toms Creek is a small grass roots, nonprofit organization representing the
rural community. Our community at every opportunity expressed its strong opposition to
SGI's destruction of Pine Hill - a property bordering Toms Creek and squarely within a
“specially protected water shed” as identified in the Adams County Comprehensive
Plan. Over 300 citizens have signed our petition to stop large surface mining in this
unique and fragile territory.

In our earlier letter we pleaded with you to direct your administration to enforce the law
that protects Toms Creek from degradation. A hearing is scheduled on January 30 at
which time the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (PADEP) will hear
again from this community. We are certain that citizens will overwhelmingly support our
concerns. Our plea to you is to require your administration to simply enforce the laws
that protect high quality water resources, historic assets, and our health.

Under our laws, intrusion into a specially protected water shed is not permitted in the
absence of social and economic benefits that justify potential degradation. Yet, PADEP
appears poised to accept an outdated justification proffered by SGI.

We request an INDEPENDENT social and economic study. We request that PADEP
reject SGI’s flawed justification for the following reasons:

1) NO NEW JOBS! Mountaintop removal operations do not produce new jobs and have

the practical effect of crowding out other employment related to tourism, the service
industries, health care, and support of growing retirement communities. Employment
by SGI (less than 150 employees) is not growing. We believe this is due to workers
being displaced by large scale mechanical excavation and off-site technology. We ask
that you consider how many of the current SGl employees are Pennsylvania

DEP CAMBRIA OFFICE
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residents. We ask that you also factor in the suppression of competitive employment
opporiunities that surely will serve only the purposes of SGI, not

Pennsylvania. Further, the final product — asphalt shingles — depends directly on
asphalt, 100% fossil fuel production. The market share for asphalt shingles is waning
as more and more people weigh the high environmental costs assaciated with asphait
as compared to environmentally friendly metal roofing.

2 HEALTH! Mining greenstone, which SGi suggests is “inert” and harmless, presents an
unacceptable level of health and environmental risks due to toxins and contaminants,
including copper, silicates, and naturally occutring asbestos. Nearby Miney Branch, an
unhealthy stream, is proof of SGi's degradation of water resources and downstream
pollution. Green grit and sludge have burled the natura! cobble that is necessary to
support macro invertebrates, fish, and other aquatic life. The green grit and sludge
are not life sustaining for any form of life. SGI states, “[t}here has been no claim from
a Charmian employee claiming to have acquired mesothelioma from working at the
mine.” Piease ask SGI: "Have SGI employees, including employees of predecessor
companies, or families of these employees, been paid undisclosed amounts for
illnesses or death caused by asbestes, silicates, or other toxins?" Members of our
community have lost loved ones to ashestosis, and SGI's parsing of words
suppresses the truth. We ask that you factor the value of fost life as you consider the
social and economic burdens of large-scale surface mining of greenstone.

3 POVERTYI Neighboring property owners are unable to leverage equity because equity
is disappearing! This is directly related to SGI aperations that depress property
values due to nuisances — air, light, and noise poliution — and a limited, fragile
aquifer. Homesteading in this area dates back to the 1700's. Families were able to
thrive on fresh air, abundant wildlife, and pure water from mountain springs and
refiable water wells. Today, many water wells are compromised and residents believe
this is directly attributable to blasting and/or water impoundment by SGI. Citizens are
being robbed of opportunities to use home equity for higher education or unexpected
medical costs, making the cycle of poverty difficult if not impossible to overcome,

4 WHO BENEFITS: MEGA CEOS! SGI, or predecessor limited liability companies, point
to over nine decades of operations, and yet NO WEALTH has been created in our
community. Wealth flows up the executive chain and out of Pennsylvania. Please
analyze the SGI payroll and consider whether nonresident, executive pay has any
positive impact on our community.

5 IMPACT ON HISTORIC, GULTURAL, AND NATURAL RESOURCES! Unigue assets
encircle Pine Hill, the location which SGI wilt destroy. The historic assets include the
Great Wagon Road, the July 4-5, 1863 Civil War Retreat Path, and an abandoned
copper ming which supports a variety of wildiife, including tri-colored bats. Thaddeus
Stevens, Pennsylvania's most famous abolitionist, sought to extend the nearby
tapeworm railroad to Pine Hill and onward o Monterey. The archaeotogical remnants
of this fascinating history can stlll be seen at the junction of Charmian and Furnace
Roads. Sadly, and in contravention of existing historic preservation law, SGt
predecessor companies failed to identify and protect important historic assets,
including a Civil War skirmish site that occurred at the location of its processing plant.
Over many decades SGI has flouted historic preservation laws, trampled on history,
and is about to do the same at Pine Hill. Stunningly, 8Gi denies that “Section 106
Review" applies to it. This explains why SGI tramples on historic resources. Please
tell SGi loud and clear: if a NPDES permit (a federal license authorized to be issued
by the State of Pennsylvania) or other federal license is required, Section 106 Review
is triggered! Existing NPDES permits held by SGI should be stripped because of
blatant violation of federal and state historic preservation laws.

e} IMPACT ON NEW TOURISM! Our community has three new and exciting tourism
venues: Monterey Batilefield Park, Liberty Mountain Resort {recently under new
management), and a new Qrvis upland shooting plantation. We must support these
opportunities for empioyment and tourist growth, There is nothing compatible
between healthful, sustainable tourism and unheaithful, unsustainable surface
mining. Hikers, bikers, equestrians, and sporting enthusiasts all seek out healthful,
scenic venues, and fresh air. Please vlew this video to independently assess whether

DEP CAMBRIA OFFICE

FEB 18 2019



SGI operations are compatible with these activities. hitps://youtu.be/8iDCaAkFWus

7 IMPACT ON VIEW SHEDS AND DEGRADATION OF NATIONAL REGISTER
HISTORIC PROPERTIES! A social and economic study must factor in the desecration
of the scenic view sheds that attracted thousands of tourists to our territory at the turn
of the last century. A view shed study of the historic Civil War Retreat Path and the
Monterey Historic District, which is adjacent to SGI, focused on views during July,
when trees are fully in leaf. SGI relies on that study as proof that view sheds are not
altered. Yet, a professional study is not necessary to conclude that during at least
three quarters of the year, SGI operations are in plain sight. And, please consider
view sheds in the late evening and at deep night when SGI operations eerily glow and
appear to be a scene from a Stephen King movie! Sadly, this nighttime horrar is real.
Furthermore, SGI has degraded the Historic District by failing to control the constant
flow of truck traffic on the historic roads. Property values are plummeting and there is
little incentive to invest in the Monterey Historic District as it is overrun by industrial,
heavy tonnage trucks and overlaid with green dust. Indeed, many additional
residential communities — Fountaindale, Greenstone, Zora, and Emmitsburg — bear
the brunt of heavy tonnage trucks transporting grit.

8 ENVIRONMENTAL CLEAN UP!1 By law SGl is required to reclaim at the same rate it
destroys. At this writing there are three vast visible pits. One pit, known as the
Western Ridge, has not been quarried since 1996. Its been over two decades since
active mining operations ended and yet the Western Ridge remains an eyesore. SGI
has no problem meeting customers demands for greenstone but fails to meet the
demands of the law. This is a pattern by SGlI, all driven by corporate profits and
greed. Please consider the costs associated with a massive clean up using taxpayer
dollars as part of the PADEP social and economic study. Google Earth reveals all and
this site is well on its way to superfund
status. https://earth.app.goo.gl/ypCxkP#googleearth

9 CLAMMING UP THE NEIGHBORS! In its response to community comments SGI
states, "SGI understands that the Department intends to hold a second public hearing
*** SGl supports this decision, and welcomes full public participation with respect to
the proposed Northern Tract Quarry.” They further state, “As the commenters’
advocate for the public's right to preservation of historic values, at the same time
recognition must be given to the rights of property owners, such as SGlI, to develop
and utilize their property for economically-beneficial purposes in a manner consistent
with applicable zoning. Here, under the applicable Hamiltonban Township Zoning
Ordinance, SGI holds a duly-authorized conditional use zoning approval allowing for
the Northern Tract quarry operation.” We invite you, Governor Wolf, and the public at
large to review the so-called conditional use hearing. SGI put a lid on citizens’ rights
by objecting to citizen and organizational standing to participate.
http://www.gettysburgtimes.com/opinion/letters to editor/article b2f02bc1-8770-5da4-
bb38-92b34a9¢3890.html This speaks volumes about SGI's regard for its neighbors!
We can all agree that property owners are entitled to use their property for
economically-beneficial purposes. But, we cannot agree that praperty owners,
irrespective of zoning, are entitled to use their property in a manner that destroys or
diminishes the rights of other property owners. SGI successfully quashed the voices
of citizens at the Conditional Use hearing. Further, during recent zoning hearings the
township supervisors shamefully directed citizens with complaints about SGI — to
SGI! The voices of citizens were CLAMMED, and oversight and accountability at the
local level must be questioned.

10) RESIDENT FLIGHT AND IMPACT ON TAX BASE! As residents try to escape SGlI
nuisances, property values plummet. New, lower assessments will be demanded by
the residents who cannot afford to escape. SGI stated it pays $255,000 in taxes, but
it is entirely unclear what portion of these taxes flow to support the community. The
social and economic study must calculate the inevitable loss of residential property
taxes. There are over 1,500 households surrounding SGI operations. SGI pays a
pittance in taxes when compared to the taxes paid by residents. The loss of
residential tax resources would drive nails into the coffin of our territory. B
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Trust, Historic Gettysburg - Adams County, Upper Potomac River Keepers Network,
Sierra Club, Trout Unlimited — Adams County, and Journey Through Hallowed
Grounds. Here's what the President of the Journey Through Hallowed Grounds
recently wrote:

“The Journey Through Hallowed Ground spans the region between Gettysburg,
Pennsylvania and Charlottesville, Virginia, and was founded to promote the
preservation of historic, cultural and scenic resources. In 2015, an independent
study found that the Journey annually generates $703 million in economic
impact, supports 8,401 jobs, and generates $51.1 million through tourism.
Therefore, in addition to the intrinsic value of preserving our country’s history for
future generations, resources such as those in the area of Lee’s Retreat are
valuable economic engines, bringing tourism and visitor dollars to the region.
This sustainable resource that will support local businesses for many years,
perhaps in perpetuity, should not be obliterated for the short-term profit of a large
international corporation.”

Contrast sustainable and exciting opportunities with mountaintop removal:

“Mountaintop removal is as near total destruction as you can imagine, because it
does away with the forest, it does away with the topsoil that sustained the forest,
it does away with the very topography —even people's family graveyards go. And
it's done in complete disregard not only of the land but of the people who live
downhill, whose lives are threatened, whose water supplies are destroyed,
whose homes are damaged. The people downhill, downstream, and ahead of us
in time are totally disregarded." - Wendell Erdman Berry, American novelist, poet,
environmental activist, cultural critic, and farmer.”

In summary, the social and economic costs associated with SGI mountaintop removal
are devastatingly immense. Our rural community is deserving of protection under the
law. Again, we ask only that the laws be given meaning. There simply is no social and
economic justification to permit SGI to further degrade our rural community.

We continue to advocate for a bright line test: NO LARGE-SCALE SURFACE MINING
IN ANY SPECIALLY PROTECTED WATERSHED.

Very truly yours,
af .. T B //,- o o
—gram (. ple/ et

Sue DeVeer, Secretary-Treasurer
Friends of Toms Creek
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HAMILTONBAN TOWNSHIP BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
23 CARROLLS TRACT ROAD. P.0. BOX 526

FAIRFIELD, PA 17320

(717) 642-8509

Fax (717) 642-9511

February 21,2011

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
Department of Conservation and Natural Resources

Bureau of Forestry

P.O. Box 8552
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8552

Attn: Mr. Dan Devlin

Dear Mr. Devlin:

The Board of Supervisors of Hamiltonban Township, Adams County (the Board) submits the
following comments regarding the proposed land exchange between the Pennsylvania
Department of Conservation and Natural Resource (DCNR) and ISP Minerals, Inc. (ISP).

This Board spearheaded the efforts to save the former Glatfelter Tree Farm #1 from development
when the property was put on the market for $12.5 million. Much effort and many man hours
and dollars by numerous local, state, federal, and international organizations, as well as private
individuals were devoted to this cause for over two years. When we finally realized our goal and
this property was deeded to DCNR to become part of the Michaux State Forest, the Board and
many of the involved citizens and organizations thought the property would be properly
managed and conserved to protect the water resources and headwaters of Toms Creek and

Middle Creek, forever HEP CAMBRIA OFFICE
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That is why we were both surprised and shocked to learn of this proposed exchange, leaving us
with a feeling of betrayal and broken trust. Hamiltonban Township residents and the Board that
represents them were not brought into the process. Only through legal notices and news articles

did this proposed land exchange come to our attention.

We understand and support DCNR's goal
of acquiring infill properties. We also understand the desire of ISP to continue to operate
profitably for many years into the future, but we feel this transaction is being more influenced by

the corporate fmancial goals of ISP rather than the benefit of the citizens of the Commonwealth.

We are very sensitive to the employment and economic impact that ISP has on our citizens and
our area. However, we also have a responsibility to protect the health and safety and the
environmental quality of the Township for our residents ..

As you know, we held a public meeting on the proposed land exchange on February 15, and the
overwhelming majority of the speakers opposed the exchange. Two Hamiltonban residents, one
of whorn works for ISP, made statements supporting the exchange, and about a dozen residents
made opposing statements, ISP has circulated a petition supporting the exchange among its
employees and a number of them signed the petition. This Board fully understands the reasons
ISP and its empioyees have for seeking this exchange, but as we stated above, we believe that
DCNR would be making a grave mistake in going ahead with the exchange. The Hamiltonban

Board of Supervisors opposes the land exchange for the following reasons:

DCNR is Misusing Taxpayer Funds for a Non-Intended Purpose

It wasn't DCNR money alone that paid for the purchase of the Glatfelter Tree Farm. Adams
County residents contributed $3.7 million to preserve it from development, plus donations were
received from many individuals and conservation-oriented organizations. If DCNR wants to

obtain infill lots, it shoutd have first contacted Adams County residents to see if they could raise
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additional money to purchase the infill properties, rather than surreptitiously entertaining a

potentially environmentally damaging exchange of property.

The 3 infill lots that DCNR will receive in the proposed exchange are worth a total of only a few
hundred thousand doflars at most, and it would not have been difficult for the residents to raise
the money to purchase them for donation to DCNR. The citizens of Harniltonban Township and
Adams County could have undertaken this had they known that the alternative was removing

part of the land from Michaux State Forest that they have worked so hard to protect.

In 2008, the voters of Adams County approved, by a 75% majority, the passage of a $10 million
bond issue to be used for the preservation of water and land in the County. The bond issue will
be paid for by taxes on the citizens of Adams County for many years. A sizeable amount of that
money, $3.7 Million, went toward the purchase of the 2572-acre Glatfelter Tree Farm. We
believe that it is quite likely that a bit more of that money, or other contributions from private
and charitable organization, could have heen obtained to purchase the infill fots that DCNR will
receive in the exchange. To their discredit, DCNR did not explore this possibility. At the very
least the taxpayers of Adams County and Hamiltonhan Township should have been made aware

of DCNR's desires and been given the opportunity to try to raise the money.

The Glatfelter tract could have been donated to a non-profit preservation group not associated
with DCNR, and could have been transferred with the stipulation that the Glatfelter plot would
be preserved in its entirety, and in perpetuity. We mistakenly thought that donating the land to
DCNR wouid accomplish this, especially since DCNR, in all the press accounts leading up to the
transfer of the Glatfelter Tree Farm, acknowledged the importance of the water resources of this

tract of land.
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if DCNR goes through with this proposed land exchange, and trades away land that the citizens
have paid to be protected, then Harniltonban Township, Adams County and all the people and
organizations that contributed to the Glatfelter purchase may think twice in the future about
donating money or property to DCNR. By completing this land exchange, DCNR wilt have

proven itself to be an unreliable steward of lands purchased with money from Adams County and
Harniltonban Township Taxpayers, and all the other organizations that contributed to the

purchase.

DCNR is Giving Up Far More Value than it Receives

The tand that DCNR is giving up has a much greater market value than the land DCNR is

receiving. The 110 acres of <u>mineable land is worth millions for its mineral deposits.</u>

Looking at comparable parcels, for example, in 2003, ISP purchased 7.3 acres of land for $225,000. ISP is
currently mining about half of that land, for which it paid $30,800 per acre 8 years ago. Also, ISP
in 2008 purchased 15.54 acres on Gum Springs Road for $390,000, a price of $25,000 per acre,
and that land is currently being used as a buffer.

At $25,000-$30,000 per acre, the 110 acre parcel that DCNR is giving up is worth $2,700,000 to
$3,300,000 for its mineral value alone. On the other hand, the steep and virtually inaccessible
infill lots that DCNR would receive in the exchange are worth nowhere near that in total. In fact,
one or two of them may not be buildable due to being too steep for a successful percolation test,
or without a deeded right of way. Just getting power to them would be extremely costly. Land of
that type is worth $1,000-$2,000 per acre in today's environment, if a buyer can be found. The
entire Glatfelter tract was purchased last year for under $5,000 per acre, and it has a paved road
running through the ceater of it. This means that DCNR is exchanging land worth about $3
million for land that is likely to be worth only a few hundred thousand at most, hardly a fair

exchange.
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Not even considering mineral rights, but just looking at the development potential value of the
lots being exchanged, the land that DCNR is giving up, with access to paved roads on 3 sides, is
worth considerably more to a developer than the landlocked, remote, infill iots that DCNR will
receive, Two of these lots may not be legally buildable for even a single residence, and are

certainly not buildable without considerable expense.

Also, the timber value of the mature forest on the fand to be removed from Michaux State Forest
has considerabie value, and can be easily accessed for logging. The timber on the 3 parcels that
DCNR would receive appears to be considerably less mature, and 2 of the 3 lots are much more

difficult to access, which also reduces their timber vaiue.

In doing this exchange, DCNR is not acting in the best interest of the Commonwealth as its
charter requires, hecause it will be giving up .land whose fair market value far exceeds the fair
market value of the land it will receive.

This is a clear violation of 17 Pa. Code A§ 25.1. Background, which states in part:

“In an exchange

of State Forest land, the following basic criteria under 32 P. S. A§ 131 shall be met:

{1) The value ofthe land acquired by the Department shall be equal to or greater than the value

of the land conveyed.

(2) The land acquired shall be at least equally adapted for State Forest purposes.

Mr. Devlin, you said at the February 15 meeting that DCNR has done an appraisal of the lands
involved in the exchange. That appraisal should be made available for public examination and

comment before DCNR goes forward with this land exchange.
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We cannot understand how such

an appraisal could possibly have concluded that the exchange was for lands of equal fair market

value. Therefore, we formally request a copy of all appraisals that have been conducted to show

that this exchange meets the law.

The DCNR Environmental Review is inadequate

The DCNR Environmental Review for the ISP Exchange is totally inadequate and unsatisfactory,
in that it focuses mainly on the land DCNR will obtain, but very little on the land DCNR will

give up.

In many areas, the environmental defects of the exchange are glossed over,
misrepresented, or ignored. i appears that DCNR cares very little about land that is outside State

Forests.

The 110 acres that DCNR proposes to transfer to ISP is termed by DCNR "disposed"
land, and DCNR appears to consider it environmentally expendable and only the concern of
other State and Federal Agencies. Here are some of the more obvious deficiencies of the

Environmental Review that this Board has observed:

1. Promotion of Goals. The environmental consequences to the "disposed" land ISP will
receive appears to be of no importance to DCNR. Neither is the conservation of
"disposed” land as a natural resource. This does not meet the Pennsylvania Public Trust
Doctrine or DCNR goals.
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2. Erosion and Sedimentation.

Not addressed for the "disposed” parcel, <span style="color: #FFQ000">DCNR wili let the
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (DEP} cover it later.</span> This is not
acceptable in an environmental report that should cover ALL the environmental impacts

of the proposed action.

3, Water Quality. <span style="color: #FF0000">Not addressed for the "disposed” parcel, DCNR will let
DEP cover it

later.</span> This is not acceptable in an environmental report. In fact the quality of the High-
Quality Cold Water Fishery, Toms Creek, may be adversely affected. DEP requirements

are not always met at present, especially when it rains. Current ISP settlement ponds
frequently overflow, and Toms Creek runs green. There are no longer any fish in it

except when it is stocked. There is no assurance that this will not continue or get worse

when ISP mines the "disposed” parcel.

4. Air Quality. DCNR expects no impact. This demonstrates an inadequate review. ISP
operations at present generate enough dust to color the snow green, which does indeed

impact air quality,

5. Water Quantity - The proposed exchange may jeopardize the water available for local

wells, but this has not been addressed.

6. Groundwater. <span style="color: #FFO000">Not addressed for the "disposed" parcel, DCNR will let
DEP cover it later.</span>This lack of examination is unacceptable in an environmental review.

7. Soils - no mention of the effect of mining on the soils of the "disposed" parcel. A gravel
pit is not equivalent to the existing topsoil on this parcel, nor is the fill that may
eventually be used to fill the pit.
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8. Unique and Unusual Geologic Features - no comment.

9, Aesthetic Values. The "disposed" parcel is next to a former mountain that is now a hole
in the ground, and the same will happen on this parcel, but that's aesthetically

acceptable? Not to the adjacent residents.

10. Noise. The study indicates that no effort has been made to address this issue for the
*disposed" parcel. In fact the existing ISP plant generates considerabie noise that can be

heard for miles, and expanding the quarry will expand the noise.

11. Archeological or Historical Sites. The Confederate Retreat from the Battle of Gettysburg
went up lron Springs Road and then up Gum Springs Road, right past the "disposed"
parcel. Surface mining will remove the mountain on the "disposed" parcel, and will

irrevocably destroy the historical appearance of this historical retreat route.

12. Recreational Sites and Opportunities. <span style="color: #FFO000">No mention of the adverse
effect <span style="color: #000000">0n hunting,

fishing</span> and hiking on the "disposed" parcel, but these recreational activities will no
longer be allowed, as is now the case for other ISP property.</span>

13. Public Heaith and Safety - no comment.

14. Transportation - no comment,

15. Energy Needs - no comment.

16. ExistinglPotential Land Use - no mention of the detrimental conservation effects that will
NEPE CAMBRIA OFFICE
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accrue to the "disposed" parcel.

17. Protected Animals and Plants - <span style="color: #FF0000">no investigation of protected animals
and plants on the

"disposed" tract</span>, or how they will be affected by the mining that will occur.

18, Habitat Diversity Interspersion - <span style="color: #£F0000">no mention of this on the "disposed”
tract.</span>

19. Biological Productivity - <span style="color: #FFO000">no mention of timber management on the
disposed tract.</span> in fact,

the "disposed" tract has a considerable stand of mature timber, unlike the tracts that

DCNR will acquire.

20. Vegetation - at least the report acknowledges the adverse impact of mining on the
"disposed" parcel. However, no evaluation has been done of the repair that iSP may
eventually do when the ore veins are exhausted. Typically, locust trees are planted on fill,
which is in no way comparable to the mature hardwood forest that is currently there, and

will take hundreds of years to regenerate after ISP is gone.

21. Non-Native Invasive Species - no mention of the fact that many invasive species are well

adapted to invading reclaimed mining areas.

22. Minerals - <span style="color: #FF0000">the minerals on the "disposed” parcel make it worth
considerably more than

the fair market value of the parcels DCNR is receiving in exchange.</span>

23. Others - no comment.

24. Permits - no comment,
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Further, in several areas that evaluate potential impact, the <span style="color: #ff0000">DCNR
evaluation finds that

"FURTHER REVIEW IS REQUIRED." </span>Untif this "further review" is completed, the evaluationis
clearly deficient.

Summary

The Hamiltonban Board of Supervisors acknowledges that ISP Minerals, Inc. has been a positive
community partner and is an important part of the employment and economic landscape of the
Township. That has never been in question by the Board and we wish to continue our positive
relationship with [SP. We want to make it clear that the Board is not opposed to the continued
operation of ISP. Furthermore, we do not fault ISP for initiating and pursuing this exchange,
because they are in business to make a profit, and the exchange would be quite profitabie for

them.

<span style="color: #FFO000">0ur comments are directed solely at the actions of DCNR. </span>

Over 200 people attended the public

meeting held at the Fairfield High School on February 15, and the ratio of speakers who opposed

the exchange was about 6 to 1. Telephone calls to the Township office by residents are
overwhelmingly against the exchange. As a Board, we must represent the majority voice of the
Township. We question whether this land exchange is fair and equitable for the taxpayers of the
Township and our surrounding communities, and for the people living near the ISP property or

near Toms Creek.

The citizens had a purpose in mind when DCNR was asked to accept the lands
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from the sale of the Glatfeiter Tree Farm as an addition to Michaux State Forest. That purpose
was to preserve the quality and quantity of our water resources, and in particular the headwaters
of Toms Creek and Middle Creek. The proposed land exchange is contrary to the objective and

purpose of the $10 million County Land and Water Bond and should not be approved by DCNR.

In addition to violating 17 Pa. Code A§ 25.1 as mentioned above, the Board believes that the
proposed DCNR land exchange would constitute a violation of the Pennsylvania Public Trust
Doctrine, which is found in Article 1 A§ 27 of the Pennsylvania Constitution (Section 27), which

reads:

"The people have a right to clean air, pure water, and to the preservation of the natural, scenic,
historic and esthetic values of the environment. Pennsylvania's puhlic natural resources are the
common property of all the people, inciuding generations yet to come. As trustee of these
resources, the Commonwealth shall conserve and maintain them for the benefit of all the

people."

The Courts (payne v Kassab) have ruled that Section 27 requires that DNCR, before executing

the proposed exchange, must answer the following in the affirmative:

1. Will the exchange be in compliance with all applicable statutes and regulations

relevant to the protection of the Commonwealth's public natural resources?

2. Does the record demonstrate a reasonable effort to reduce the environmental

incursion to a minimum?

3. Does the environmental harm which wili result from the exchange so clearly
outweigh the benefits to be derived there from that to proceed with the exchange

further would be an abuse of discretion?
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The Board maintains that DCNR has not adequately shown that it meets each of the above
criteria, and it shouid not complete the fand exchange without doing so. This would, of course,
include analyzing the effects of the planned mining operations that ISP will be conducting on the
110 acre "disposed” parcel. Although its Environmental Analysis cursorily mentions each of the
23 social, economic, and environmental factors as required by Section 13(b) of Article XX of the
Administrative Code of 1929, we believe that DCNR has not yet adequately addressed each
factor, as we have detailed above. In fact, the published DCNR Environmental Review bharely
mentions the environmental effects of future mining operations on the "disposed" parcel, and

thus DCNR has not met its responsibilities under Section 27 and applicable Pennsylvania law.

Mr. Devlin, the majority of the citizens of Hamiltonban Township are strongly opposed to the
proposed land exchange, and for good reasons. The Hamiltonban Board of Supervisors strongly

recommends that DCNR not approve the land exchange.

If DCNR goes forward with this exchange on the basis of the information publicly available at

this time, we would have to seriously consider a legai challenge to this action.

As requested by State Representative Dan Moul, and by the Adams County Conservation
District, a decision should not be made by DCNR until County-wide public hearings on this issue
are held, and a subsequent 30-day comment period is allowed. This will give the citizens of
Adams County who are being taxed to preserve naturai resources the opportunity to have their

say on what is done with their tax money.

Sincerely,
cc: Matthew R. Battersby, Esq.,
Township Solicitor

DEP CAMBRIA OFFICE

FEB £ 3 2018



{F;f“e,,g}z/ﬂ"?{}i> v /Mfﬁ-ﬁ-if'}-k:' |

A branch of Tom's Creek runs through my community on its way to the Maryland border and
the Chesapeake Bay. Also, close to my community is a community called Greenstone, within
which a greenstone mill is located, known colloquially as "the grit mill". One can see the
large clouds of smoke belching from the mill from quite a distance. Most assuredly, the
lovely streams around here are polluted from mill runoff. Please don't allow an expansion of
mining of this dangerous carcinogen! Also noticeable in my community lately is an increase
in the number of metal roofs. The Pa DEP should conduct a public service campaign
encouraging the use of metal roofs and avoidance of asphalt shingles due to the ashestos
content instead of contemplating approval of a permit to mine and process greenstone.

Virginia Ciliotta
PA 17320

As a resident of Blue Ridge Summit, PA, which is adjacent to the SGI mine, | am concerned
about the run-off water quality and also the amount of dust produced by the mining
operation. The greenstone being mined may contain actinolite, a sharp needle-like form of
asbestos. Grinding the greenstone releases the dust into the atmosphere and water. When
the run-off dries, the dust is re-released at the drying point.

Another major concern is the noise pollution and potential dust inhalation created by tractor
trailors from the mine running a regular trucking route through residential areas.

Catherine Dull
Blue Ridge Summit, PA 17214

Asphalt shingles are another petroleum based product that needs to be abandoned for other
less damaging solutions to our roofing needs.

R. Woodward
PA 19382

For the future of our children.

Maureen Muri
Fairfield, PA 17320

I have lived in Fairfield and Waynesboro since 2001. That does nothing but hurt the local
houses with the vibrations from blasting cracking concrete and destroys the roads not to
mention 90% of the truckers take up the whole road and drive like idiots. And wth
Battlefields right up here civil war history and tours come up here and have to dodge out of
the way of these trucks and they also create a ton of traffy. The place should be shut down if
they are out of work not expand and destroy more of the area thats making it nasty. Take it
somewhere else. And stop destroying the land.

Brandon Sours
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Wayneshoro, PA 17268
| hike in the Tom' Creek drainage and want to keep the area natural and unpolluted.

Tom Schwartzer
PA 17070

I live in this area; | have seen the damage. Please do not allow the degradation of the area to
continue.

Melissa Frey
PA 17320

I worked at the Penn StatemMont Alto campus for years and drove through this historic area
many times. Expanding greenstone mining here is completely unacceptable and contrary to
everything Dr. Maurice Goddard, former Secretary of Forests and Waters through five
different gubernatorial administrations and the father of today?s DEP, believed. ?Doc,?
whom | knew well, worked tirelessly to clean up mine pollution in Pennsylvania streams and
would be mortified to see mining in his area. Do not approve SGI?s permit.

Eileen Graham
PA 17324

I?m in this area multiple time a week? either biking or hiking. Please keep this place special
and pristine. It?s a form of therapy for me and my friends.

Kaitlin Wingard
PA 17013

I'd like to see our Pennsylvania government take a firmer stand against environmental
degradation. It's time we learned to work symbiotically with the environment instead of
seeking to exploit it.

Michael Rhodes
PA 17070

I've lived on a neighboring ridge to this mine for over 40 years.My windows rattle when they
are blowing up the mtn and I have seen the effects of runoff in Tom''s Creek.The mtn top has
been reduced a third since | have lived here.l can't believe they are still mining yet
expanding.When I first moved here the little village beside the mine all the windows and
homes were covered in green dust.Please do not let this happen!

Jack Handshaw
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PA 17320

If you cannot appreciate Pennsylvania?s natural beauty enough to look past money, power
and greed then you?re unfit to make any choice on this matter. This state needs to be
preserved for future generations rather than logged, mined, and developed to death.

Matthew Savino
PA 16601

it is time that Pennsylvania recognizes that it owes the citizens of this State the full protection
of its environmental laws and its constitution. Corrupt relationships between the
Pennsylvania environmental agencies and the corporations they are supposed to restrain
have to be a practice of the past. The only reason this permit is even an issue is that the
previous administration, specifically the Secretary of DCNR, worked a swap of what was
intended to be State Park land such that Specialty Granules illegally acquired it. Acquired it
to destroy it!

Sherry Rogers-Frost
Fairfield, PA 17320

It seems to me that Pennsylvania has turned a blind eye to the suspicious land swap dealings
between Michaux State Forest and Speciality Granuales Inc for the Pine Hill area that they are
attempting to mine. People donated money to the state to protect this land and somehow it
was traded anyway through dealings in a session closed to the public. In addition, it seems
that there is very little oversight by PA DEP on poliution generated by SGI's mining operations
even as they currently stand.This has caused many safety and noise problems for those living
in areas adjoining the quarry not to mention the danger and destruction of roads caused by
the truck traffic it generates. Please take a hard look at what is happening here.

Jeffry Duil
Blue Ridge Summit, PA 17214

Jonathan Iingram supports the initiative of the Friends of Toms Creek. Think Globally, Act
Locally.

lonathan Ingram
Cashtown-McKnightstown, PA 17310

Let's not forget our state constitution's guarantee of clean water for all state residents.

Frank Evelhoch
PA 17050
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Loss of ruins of Piney Hill school house that my family attended , loss of the Thaddeus Stevens
mine . My family has been in this area for nearly 300 years , and owned some of this
property it would be ashamed to loose this part of this history .

Keith Bigham
Fairfield, PA 17320

Mountain top removal is almost always awful, but it?s particularly bad in this case. It is
proposed in an area that is positioned between residential housing and the Michaux State
Forest. it would damage both these environments as well as damage the historic confederate
retreat route from Gettysburg. In addition it threatens endangered species, both flora and
fauna.

Clifford Frost
Fairfleld, PA 17320

Mountains don't grow back. When will we assign nature a higher value.

Jared Ferraro
Fairfield, PA 17320

Nobody voted for more pollution.

Natalie Kubiak
PA 16505

One of my favorite places to hike. Don't ruin it for many for the sake of a few.

Ronald Baker
PA 17055

Our earth and ecosystems are incredible fragile. The runoff from this project jeopardizes the
hard won gains of the Chesapeake Bay watershed. Please do not let this go forward.

Patricia Warehime
PA 17331

Please help protect the water quality of Tom?s Creek!

Stacey Solesha
Fairfield, PA 17320
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Please protect our waters and air by properly and fairly assessing the impact this mining will
do to our ecosystem. When in doubt ALWAYS err on the side of nature. Profits should never
more important than our health.

Aileen Cunningham
Youngstown, PA 15696

Please stop turning Pennsylvania into an over fracked , toxic air and water quality state by
putting industrial interests ahead of people fames M. Ebaugh

James Ebaugh
PA 17327

PLEASE, Governor Wolf, it is horrifying to see what Specialty Granules nc. (SGi) is doing to
the air quality, health and beauty of our community.

Thank you.

Kathleen (KATE) Carr
Blue Ridge Summit, PA 17214

Protect our water, our creeks, our bay!

Apryl Huster
Fairfield, PA 17320

Seriously, don't let this happen.

Thomas & Bonnie Osif
PA 17320

So many government agencies and citizens are working to clean up and restore the
Chesapeake Bay to its natural splendor. Why allow Specialty Granules, inc. to engage in
opposing activities that will only destroy the Chesapeake Bay clean up efforts??!! Where is
the common sense in this?!

Shay Jones
PA 17368

Some things are more important than the almighty doliar.

Heather Jenkins
Fairfield, PA 17320
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The assauit on the environmental has got to stop. Our world can not take it any longer.
Please consider our request and be an environmental champion.

Karen Beall
PA 17042

The least Pennsylvania?s government can do for the citizens who live near Tom?s Creek and
Pine Hill is allow an impartial, science-based assessment to take place to determine the
impact a greenstone mine might have on the community and the ecosystem. Pennsylvanians
are tired of our irreplaceable natural landscapes, ecosystems, and endangered species being
damaged and destroyed by corporations who extract natural resources for profit and leave us
to clean up their mess. If the assessment shows that irreparable harm would come to the
Tom?s Creek area from the mountaintop removal greenstone mine, then no mining should
take place there!

Linda McNair
Pittsburgh, PA 15235

The Michaux area has long been a hiking and hiking area for my family. My parents, children
and now grandchiidren have enjoyed this outdoor treasure. Please help us protect this area.
Thank you.

Brenda Webber
PA 17055

The mine is polluting our waters and killing our ecosystem. We see the overflow of the grit
into our streams and the disappearance of wildlife. The overall health of our entire area
including the humans that live there is jeopardized.

Michelie Scurfield
Blue Ridge Summit, PA 17214

the PFBC cooperative nursery in partnership with the McSherrystown F&G and the Fairfield
FFA has been rearing trout and stocking Tom's Creek annually since 1975. The protection of
this exceptional watershed is crucial to this program which is listed one of the approved trout
streams in Adam’s County especially more important affects in the upper reaches.

david swope
new oxford, PA 17350

There is a better way! Find it! How would you like to have someone blasting near your
home? Really! Is there no mercy these days. No mining in human neighborhoods and animal
preserves. Thank you for listening and acting for goodness.
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Vonny Eckman
PA 17015

This is a beautiful creek and ads tremendous value to the surrounding area. One of the
reasons | keep my house near there.

Keith Carr
Blue ridge summit, PA 17214

This is a terrible blight and an expansion will be devastating to the environment. We live
facing the site and have black dust everywhere which already means we must be hreathing
it.

Susan Lloyd
Biue Ridge Summit, PA 17214

This is a very serious concern. | live within walking distance of Tom's Creek though up Jack's
Mountain and my property borders the McCleaf farm and Tom's Creek runs through the
property they've farmed since the 1790s. My drinking water is the one part of Carroll Valley
that is not well water, but is now supplied by York Water. Pleasel No mineral run-off in our
water that we drink and bathe in.

Paul Spehr
PA 17320

Tom?s Creek, Michaux State Forest & it?s surrounding areas are of incredible value to myself
& all Pennsylvanians. That creek helps me to de stress while I?m the forest. it?s bubbling
sounds like mantra while { hike. it is a sacred place and should be treated as such, especially
when it is a contributor to the Chesapeake Bay.

The environmental impact of mining that site is beyond conceivable. Please do not allow such
an important area to be permanently tarnished.

Jillian Fulford
PA 17070

Tom's Creek is a wonderful wild trout stream. Please don't let this mining company ruin this
special resource. Also, Pine Hill is known to Civil War historians as the site of the retreat from
the battle of Gettysburg. That is another reason not to allow this site to be developed.

Pamela Greenwood
PA 17241 DER CAMBRIA OFFICE
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Tom's Creek is home to native brook trout, our state fish. Habitats like this are very delicate
and disappearing quickly. Please help preserve our native trout and this beautiful creek in
Adams Countyl

Ryan Orndorff
Fairfield, PA 17320

Tom's creek is one of the most pristine water areas in all of the state. Our children learn
about the environment by studying the aquatic and plant life here. This is a valuable
resource that cannot be replaced. Please preserve this beautiful place for future generations.

Betty Paddock
Fairfield, PA 17320

Tom's Creek needs to be protected from this mining activity. Keep this area in it's natural
state.

Richard Casaday
PA 16617

Toms creek runs through my back yard, its where | teach my children about how healthy our
creek is because of the diversity of life in it and around it. The salamanders, trout, blue
herron, and many larva, bugs and small fish are all things they have learned about just
observing this exceptionally clean creek. | cannot imagine what contamination will do to it's
biodiversity but | do know agqiatic life can be very easily damaged. it's not worth the money,
some things cannot be undone.

Daphne DeGennaro
Fairfield, PA 17320

We have lived within a few miles of this site for the past ten years. There is absolutely no
benefit to our local community in expanding the reach of $Gl. On the contrary, the continued
destruction of our beautiful mountains, forests and streams by SGl is creating irreversible
damage to the landscape and harming nature. Please do not allow Tom?s Creek to be ruined
?Hor profit.?

Christine Miller
Fairfield, PA 17320

We love the peace and quiet in our rural community and the abundant pure water. Please
protect our precious natural resources. There should be NO surface mining -- coal or non-coal
-- in a "specially protected watershed"! The Shivers Family (3 generations)
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Maggie Heyward
PA 17320

We need to keep our environment healthy for the next generations to come.

Heidi Zwyghuizen
PA 16823

We need to protect the pristine waters of Tom's Creek. And stop the destruction of the
historic landscape that Gen. Robert E. Lee and his Confederate troops used to escape back to
the South after their loss at Gettyshurg.

David Platt
Halifax, PA 17032

We need you to Protect our Environment! Clean Water and Air is Everyones right! We are sick
and tired of SGI damaging our Environment and Water! We are having problems with our
well for a few years because of them!!! Yes, From all the blasting they do! We are frustrated
with their deceptions!!! We have tryed to work with them and they have fix somethings. Any
damage they to our Home and Well they will fix. They are responsible to fix what they
damage from them blasting! Our drinking water has E-Coli now with copper and many others
things. Our Master bathroom looks like a Plumbing Factory, so that | can drink my Water! The
water in Toms Creek is all but gone from them. | haved lived here for 21 years, right across
from Toms Creek. We would go fishing, hiking and playing there with our sons. My younger
son Shane was born here in PA this is the only home he knows. He was fishing at the age of 2
years old down at Toms Creek. Our Wildlife needs your help too! PLEASE HELP US!H!|!!

Wetlands are precious and need protection. The mining will also pose dangers to human
health and property values. Please reject Specialty Granules, inc.'s permit.

Michelle Harn Richardson
Philadelphia, PA 19151

While 1 like to support jobs, it is more important to protect sensitive wildlife and forested
areas and streams that are critical for streams etc that flow into the Bay. There is a ripple
effect to their overall condition.

John Henty
PA 17403

While I understand the importance of having jobs available in this fairly poverty-stricken
region, it is short-sighted to allow further dedgradation of the surrounding forest. Where will
this stop? Additionally, the black dust that settles over the entire region as a result of the
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operation is very concerning. it seems like it has gotten worse over the last two years. |
wonder if it is carcinogenic?

Andrew Sargent
Blue Ridge Summit, PA 17214
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February 13th, 2018

Cambria District Mining Office’
‘District Mining Operations

Department of Environmental Protection
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania

Attn: Daniel Sammarco, P.E., District Mining Manager

Rock Martin, P.G., Permit Chief
286 Industrial Park Road
Ebensburg, Pennsylvania 15931

Re: Comment on Large Surface Mining Permit No. 01180301 and NPDES No. PA0279617,
Specialty Granules, LLC Submitted on behalf of Friends of Tom’s Creek and Sierra Club

Dear Mr, Sammarco and Mr. Martin:

Friends of Tom’s Creek and the Sierra Club have collected public comments submitted by our
 members and supporters responding to the proposed Specialty Granules, LLC’s application for a
Noncoal

Surface Mining Permit No. 01180301 and NPDES No. PA0279617 for noncoal surface mining on
Pine Hill in Hamiltonban Township, Adams County, referred to by the Applicant as the “Northern

Tract” : '
373 of our supporters have signed on in support of our comments:

As a concerned resident of the state of Pennsylvania, | oppose Specialty Granules, Inc., LLCs A
permit to mine and process greenstone in Pine Hill. 3reenstone is known to contain naturally
occurring ashestos, and the crushing process introduces contaminants into the air and water. If

oEP CAMBRIA OFFICE
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permitted, the project will blast and excavate right next door to residential properties, within
100 feet of scenic, historic roads, and within 300 feet of Tom’s Creek and four

ecologically-diverse wetlands containing unique and endangered species.

Pine Hill, the proposed mining site, is 112 acres of land with important scenic and historical
attributes, and is part of the “specially protected watershed” flowing into the Chesapeake Bay.
Blasting will also impact septic tanks and any toxins discharged into Tom’s Creek wilf leach
through ground fissures into the aquifer, which residents of the area rely on for drinking water.
Not only is the scenic and ecological value of Tom’s Creek at stake, but also the health, property,

and cuftural heritage of its human neighbors.

For these reasons, we oppose SGI’s permit to mine Pine Hill.

Below you will find the name, zip code, and emails of the 373 supporters. The first 62
supporters listed below also wrote personal comments in additional to the message they signed

on in support of, with those messages are visible on the righthand side.

Thank you for accepting our supporters’ comments|
Sincerely,

Susan C deVeer
Secretary-Treasurer
Friends of Tom's Creek

suedeveeer@iuno.com

Joanne Kilgour

Chapter Director

Siefra Club PA

joanne kilgour@sierraclub.org
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‘We need you to Protect our Environment! Clean

Water and Air is everyone’s right! We are sick and
tired of SGI damaging our Environment and Water!
We are having problems with our well for a few
years because of them!!! Yes, From all the bfasting
they do! We are frustrated with their deceptions!!!

~ We have tried to work with them and they have fix

somethings. Any damage they to our Home and
Well they will fix. They are responsible to fix what
they damage from them blasting! Our drinking
water has E-Coli now with copper and many others
things. Our Master bathroom looks like a Plumbing
Féctory, so that 1 can drink my Water! The water in
Toms Creek is all but gone from them. | haved
lived here for 21 years, right across from Toms
Creek. We would go fishing, hiking and playing
there with our sons. My younger son Shane was
born here in PA this is the only home he knows. He
was fishing at the age of 2 years old down at Tom’s
Creek. Our Wildlife needs your help too! PLEASE

QOur rural community and scenic territory are being
destroyed by SGI surface mining. At the turn of the
last century tourists and other visitors flocked to
our mountains to partake of fresh air, pure water,
and incredible mountain vistas. It is indeed ironic
that dust, green water, and vast pits now reverse
that tourist boom! Sadly, permits were issued and
expanded over the past nine decades which have
degraded or, in some instances, completely
destroyed these resources. How did that happen in
view of our so-called Environmental Rights
Amendment? How do these permits provide for a
cleaner environment in accord with PA DEP's
mission statement? Please give meaning to the
laws that were enacted to protect citizens from
these horrendous burdens. The economic burdens
placed squarely on your citizens far exceed the-
benefits that flow primarily to nonresident owners
of a privately held LLC and nonresident
executives. -
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Virginia

Ciliotta

Jeffry Dull Blue
Ridge
Summit

PA 17320

PA 17214

A branch of Tom's Creek runs through my
community on its way to the Maryland border and
the Chesapeake Bay. Also, close to my community
is a community called Greenstone, within which a
greenstone mill is located, known colloguially as
"the grit mill". One can see the large clouds of
smoke belching from the mill from quite a distance.
Most assuredly, the lovely streams around here
are polluted from miil runoff. Please don't allow an
expansion of mining of this dangerous carcinogen!
Also noticeable in my community lately is an
increase in the number of metal roofs. The PA
DEP should conduct a pubiic service campaigh
encouraging the use of metal roofs and avoidance
of asphalt shingles due to the asbestos content
instead of contemplating approval of a permit to

‘mine and process greenstone.

It seems to me that Pennsylvania has turned a
blind eye to the suspicious land swap dealings
between Michaux State Forest and Speciality
Granules Inc for the Pine Hill area that they are
attempting to mine. People donated money to the
state to protect this land and somehow it was

 traded anyway through dealings in a session

closed to the public. In addition, it seems that there
is very litlle oversight by PA DEP on pollution
generated by SGI's mining operations even as they
currently stand.This has caused many safety and

* noise problems for those living in areas adjoining

the quarry not to mention the danger and
destruction of roads caused by the truck traffic it
generates. Please take a hard look at what is
happening here. '



Linda Mcnair

Catherine
Dull

Brandon
Sours

Pittsburgh PA 15235

Blue
Ridge .
Summit

Waynes-
boro

PA 17214

PA 17268

The least Pennsylvania's government can do for
the citizens who live near Tom’s Creek and Pine
Hill is allow an impartial, science-based
assessment to take place to determine the impact
a greenstone mine might have on the community
and the ecosystem. Pennsylvanians are tired of
our irreplaceable natural landscapes, ecosystems,
and endangered species being damaged and
destroyed by corporations who extract natural

- resources for profit and leave us to clean up their

mess. If the assessment shows that irreparable
harm would come to the Tom's Creek area from
the mountaintop removal greenstone mine, then no
mining should take place there! ‘

As a resident of Blue Ridge Summit, PA, which is
adjacent to the SGI mine, | am concerned about
the run-off water quality and also the amount of
dust produced by the mining operation. The
greenstone being mined may contain actinolite, a
sharp needle-like form of asbestos. Grinding the '
greenstone releases the dust into the atmosphere

- and water. When the run-off dries, the dust is

re-released at the drying point.

Another major concern is the noise pollution and
potential dust inhalation created by tractor ftrailrs
from the mine running a regular frucking route
through residential areas.

| have lived in Fairfield and Waynesboro since
2001. That does nothing but hurt the local houses
with the vibrations from blasting cracking concrete
and destroys the roads not to mention 90% of the
truckers take up the whole road and drive like
idiots. And with battlefields right up here, Civil War
tours come up here and have to dodge out of the
way of these trucks and they also create a ton of
traffic. The place should be shut down if they are
out of work not expand and destroy more of the
area that's making it nasty. Take it somewhere
else. And stop destroying the land.
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Sherry
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Daphne
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Fairfield

Fairfield

PA 17320

PA 17324

PA 17320

[t is time that PennsyiVania recognizes that it owes
the citizens of this State the full protection of its
environmental laws and its constitution. Corrupt
relationships between the Pennsylvania
environmental agencies and the corporations they
are supposed to restrain have to be a practice of -
the past. The only reason this permit is even an
issue is that the previous administration,
specifically the Secretary of DCNR, worked a swap
of what was intended to be State Park land such
that Specialty Granules illegally acquired it.
Acquired it to destroy it!

| worked at the Penn State Mont Alto campus for
years and drove through this historic area many .
times. Expanding greenstone mining here is
completely unacceptable and contrary to

‘everything Dr. Maurice Goddard, former Secretary

of Forests and Waters through five different
gubernatorial administrations and the father of
today's DEP, believed. Doc, whom | knew well,
worked tirelessly to clean up mine pollution in
Pennsylvania streams and would be mortified to
see mining in his area. Do not approve SGl's
permit, - :

Toms creek runs through my backyard, its where |
teach my children about how heaithy our creek is

- because of the diversity of life in it and around it.

The salamanders, trout, blue heron, and many
jarva, bugs and small fish are ali things they have

- fearned about just observing this exceptionally

clean creek. | cannot imagine what contamination
will do to it's biodiversity but | do know aquatic life
can be very easily. damaged, It's not worth the
money, some things cannot be undone.



Jillian Fulford

Jack
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Andrew
Sargent

Paul Spehr

Biue
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PA 17320

PA 17214

PA - 17320

“Tom's Creek, Michaux State Forest & ifs

surrounding areas are of incredible value to myself
& all Pennsylvanians. That creek helps me to
destress while 'm in the forest. Its bubbling sounds
like manira while | hike. It is a sacred place and
should be treated as such, especially when itis a
contributor to the Chesapeake Bay.

" The environmental impact of mining that site is

beyond conceivable. Please do not allow such an
important area to be permanently tarnished.

I've lived on a neighboring ridge to this mine for
over 40 years.My windows rattle when they are
blowing up the mtn and | have seen the effects of
runoff in Tom"s Creek.The mtn top has been
reduced a third since | have lived here.l can't
believe they are still mining yet expanding.When |
first moved here the little village beside the mine all
the windows and homes were covered in green
dust.Please do not let this happen!

While | understand the importance of having jobs
available in this fairly poverty-stricken region, it is
short-sighted to allow further degradation of the
surrounding forest. Where will this stop?
Additionally, the black dust that settles over the
entire region as a result of the operation is very
concerning. It seems like it has gotten worse over
the last two years. | wonder if it is carcinogenic?

This is a very serious concern. | five within walking
distance of Tom's Creek though up Jack's
Mountain and my property borders the McCleaf
farm and Tom's Creek runs through the property
they've farmed since the 1790s. My drinking water
is the one part of Carroll Valley that is not well
water, but is now supplied by York Water, Please!
No mineral runoff in our water that we drink and
bathe in,
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Christine Fairfield
Miller

Clifford Frost  Fairfield

David Swope New
Oxford

Shay Jones

Pamela
Greenwood

PA 17320

PA 17320

PA 17350

PA 17368

PA 17241

We have lived within a few miles of this site for the
past ten years. There is absolutely no benefit to
our local community in expanding the reach of
SGI. On the contrary, the continued destruction of
our beautiful mountains, forests and streams by
SGl is creating irreversible damage to the

- landscape and harming nature. Please do not

allow Tom's Creek to be ruined for profit.

Mountaintop removal is almost always awful, but

it's particularly bad in this case. It is proposed in an
area that is positioned between residential housing
and the Michaux State Forest. it would damage
both these environments as well as damage the
historic confederate retreat route from Gettysburg.
In addition it threatens endangered species, both
flora and fauna.

the PFBC cooperative nursery in partnership with
the McSherrystown F&G and the Fairfield FFA has
been rearing trout and stocking Tom's Creek
annually since 1975. The protection of this
exceptional watershed is crucial to this program
which is listed one of the approved trout streams in
Adam's County especially more important.effects
in the upper reaches. '

So many government agencies and citizens are
working to clean up and restore the Chesapeake
Bay to its natural splendor. Why allow Specialty
Granules, Inc. fo engage in oppaosing activities that
will only desiroy the Chesapeake Bay clean up
efforts??!! Where is the common sense in this?!

Tom's Creek is a wonderful wild trout stream.
Please don't let this mining company ruin this
special resource, Also, Pine Hill is known to Civil

- War historians as the site of the refreat from the

battle of Gettysburg. That is another reason not to
allow this site fo be developed.



Betty : Fairfield PA 17320
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Michelle Harn Philadelp PA 19151
Richardson hia

Brent Walis Bunker W 21795
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Matthew PA 16601

S_avino

Maggie PA 17320

Heyward

Keith Bigham Fairfield PA 17320

Tom's creek is one of the most pristine water areas
in all of the state. Our children learn about the
environment by studying the aquatic and plant life
here. This is a valuable resource that cannot be
replaced. Please preserve this beautiful place for
future generations. ‘

Dear PA Department of Environmental Protection,

Wetlands are precious and need protection. The
mining will also pose dangers to human health and

- property values. Please reject Specialty Granules,

Inc.'s permit.

Sincerely,
Michelle Harn Richardson

- Philadelphia, PA

It is important to preserve places of high
importance in our natural world. Tom's creek has
value greater than that of the mineral ore taken out
of the ground by SGI. The Governor needs o hold
the value of our natural resources above the profits

. of a corporation.

If you cannot appreciate Pennsylvania’s natural
beauty enough to look past money, power and
greed then you're unfit to make any choice on this
matter. This state needs to be preserved for future
generations rather than logged, mined, and
developed to death.

We love the peace and quiet in our rural
community and the abundant pure water. Please
protect our precious natural resources. There
should be NO surface mining -- coal or non-coal -
in a "specially protected watershed"! The Shivers
Family (3 generations)

Loss of ruins of Piney Hill school house that my
family attended , loss of the Thaddeus Stevens
mine . My family has been in this area for nearly
300 years , and owned some of this property it
would be ashamed to lose this part of this history .

DEP CAMBRIA OFFICE

FER 15 201



Biue

Michelle

Scurfield Ridge
Summit

Vonny

Eckman

John Henty

David Platt Halifax

Aileen Youngs-

‘Cunningham  town

Ryan Fairfield

Orndorff

Michael

Rhodes

Brenda -

Webber

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

17214

17015

17403

17032

15696

17320

17070

17055

The mine is polluting our waters and killing our
ecosystem. We see the overflow of the grit into our
streams and the disappearance of wildlife, The
overall health of our entire area including the
humans that live there is jeopardized.

There is a better way! Find it! How would you like
to have someone blasting near your home? Really!
Is there no mercy these days. No mining in human
neighborhoods and animal preserves. Thank you
for listening and acting for goodness. '

While 1 like to supbort jobs, it is more important to
protect sensitive wildlife and forested areas and -
streams that are critical for streams etc that flow
into the Bay. There is a ripple effect to their overali
condition.

We need to protect the pristine waters of Tom's
Creek. And stop the destruction of the historic
fandscape that Gen, Robert E. Lee and his
Confederate troops used to escape back to the

- South after their loss at Gettysburg.

Please protect our waters and air by properly and
fairly assessing the impact this mining will do to
our ecosystem. When in doubt, ALWAYS err on the
side of nature. Profits should never more important
than our health.

Tom's Creek is home to native brook trout, our
state fish. Habitats like this are very delicate and
disappearing quickly. Please help preserve our

~ native trout and this beautiful creek in Adams

County!

I'd like to see our Pennsylvania government take a
firmer stand against environmental degradation.
It's time we learned to work symbiotically with the
environment instead of seeking to exploit it.

The Micbaux area has long been a hiking and -
biking area for my family. My parents, children and
now grandchildren have enjoyed this outdoor
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" treasure. Please help us protect this area. Thank

you.

This is a terrible blight and an expansion will be

- devastating o the environment. We live facing the

site and have black dust everywhere which already
means we must be breathing it.

Our earth and ecosystems are-incredible fragile.
The runoff from this project jeopardizes the hard
won gains of the Chesapeake Bay watershed.
Please do not let this go forward.

PLEASE, it is horrifying to see what Specialty
Granules Inc. (SGl) is doing to the air quality,
health and beauty of our community.

I'm in this area multiple time a week, either biking
or hiking. Please keep this place special and
pristine, It's a form of therapy for me and my
friends.

Please stop turning Pennsylvania into an
over-fracked, toxic air and water quality state by
putting industrial interests ahead of people.

The assault on the environmental has got to stop.
Our world can not take it any longer. Please
consider our request and be an environmental
champion.

There is nothing wrong with using reusable bags,
not only is it more beneficial to the environment,
but they are sturdier and hold more products.

Asphalf shingles are another petroleum based
product that needs to be abandoned for other less
damaging solutions to our roofing needs.

It would be outright immoral to approve this. The
demand for these products can either be
purchased elsewhere or met in some other way.

‘This is a beautiful creek and ads tremendous value

to the surrounding area. One of the reasons | keep
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my house near there.

Tom's Creek is a reat treasure close to a large
population that enjoys it. Please don't approve this
permit.

| live in this area; | have seen the damage. Please
do not allow the degradation of the area to
continue.

“Jonathan Ingram supports the initiative of the

Friends of Toms Creek. Think Globally, Act Locally.

Tom's Creek needs to be protected from this
mining activity. Keep this area in it's natural state.

Let's not forget our state constitution's guarantee
of clean water for all state residents.

| hike in the Tom' Creek drainage and want to keep
the area natural and unpolluted.

One of my favorite places to hike. Don't ruin it for

~ many for the sake of a few.

16823
17320
20036
17050
17320
20009

17320

We need to keep our environment healthy for the
next generations {o come.

Mountains don't grow back. When will we assign
nature a higher value,

Please consider the potential heaith impacts of
mining in Pine Hilll

Is nothing worth saving anymore?! The greed is
beyond pathetic!

Some things are more important than the aimighty
dollar.

Save Tom's Creek! it's important to your -
constituents. '

Please help protect the water quality of Tom?7s
Creek! '
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| WOULD LIKE TO PROTECT THE TOM'S
CREEK COMMUNITY

Protect our water, our creeks, our bay!

Seriously, don't let this happen!
Nobody voted for more pollution.

For the future of our children.

DEP CAMBRIA OFFICE

FEB 15 ZM9



Rachel
Mcvey

Jerry Holz
Troy Wastler
Frank Nagy

Carreannhe
Evier

Cynthia
Murray -

. Kristy Shriner
Emily Flohr

Dianne
Stadler

Susan
" Thomas

Kate Nagy
Lisa Sturges
Cheri Wojcik
Jenn Werst

Sarah
Harbaugh

Keith Crum

Brenda
Conaty

- Misty Long
Kelley Estes

Jaime
Buffington

Fairfield

Fairfield

Fairfield

Fairfieid

Fairfield

Fairfield
Fairfield

Fairfield
Fairfield

Fairfield

Fairfield

Fairfield
Fairfield

Fairfield

Fairfield

Fairfield

Fairfield .

Fairfield

 Fairfield

PA

PA
PA

PA

PA

PA
PA

PA

PA

"PA

PA
PA
PA

PA

PA

PA

PA
PA

PA

17320

17320
17320

17320

17320

17320
17320

17320
17320

17320
17320
17320
17320

17320

17320

17320

17320
17320

17320



Hunter Fairfield PA 17320

Buffington

David Fairfield PA 17320
Millstein

Deirdre Fairfield PA 17320
Mezger :

Lindsay Fairfield PA 17320
Payne

Beverly Fairfield PA 17320
Michaels ‘
Carrie Fairfield PA 17320
Shelton

Sue Seiferd Fairfield PA 17320

Jesse Fairfield = PA 17320
Brockmeier

Sheri Zajac Fairfield -~ PA 17320

Erhily Rudisilt Gettys- PA' 17325

burg
~ Jane Fairfield PA 17320
Clements ’
Kelly Fayette- PA 17222
Fitzgeraid ville
Michael Fairfield  PA 17320
Dennison
Lindsay | Faiffield ~ PA 17320
Collins

John Strahler Fairfield PA 17320
Heather Stahl Fairfield  PA 17320
Jared Huster Fairfield PA 17320

Mary Fairfield PA 17320 -
- DEP CAMERIA OFFICE



Sherman

Stacy
Shelton

Wendy Gray

Noel Heward

Amber -
Pritt-Smith

Brian
Lansford

Charles
‘Mickley

Rebecca
Lambert

Dawn
Bigham

. Hannah

Jordan
Vivian Fitez

Carissa
Phillips

Brittany Holtz
Tina
Shindledecke

r

Allison
Wagner

Anne Gageby

Deb
Bisenieks

Fairfield

Fairfield

Gettys-
burg

Fairfieid

Faifﬁeld

- Fairfield

Fairfield
Fairfield
New
Oxford

Fairfield

Fairfield

Fairfield

Fairfield

Fairfield

Fairfield

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

17320

17320

17325
17320
17320
17320
17320
17320
17350

17320

17320
17320
17320
17320

17320



Amy Baker

Elizabeth
Mickley

Emily Ridge
Kaylee Metz

Garrett
Young

Wendy
Wagner

William Smith

Don
Copeland Jr

Joseph
McBride

Chelsea
Cramer

John
Sherman

Matthew
Degennaro

Joe Alimon

Rebecca
Bequette

Lisa Baer

Henry
Garazo

Shaun Wolf

Fairfield

Fairfield

Faitfield

QOrrtanna

Fairfield

Blue
Ridge
Summit

Berwyn
Philadel-
phia

Montours-

“ville

Fairfield

Fairfield -

" Fairfield

New
Oxford

Fairfield

New
Oxford

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

17320

17320

17320

17353
17320

17214

19312
19148
17754

17320

17320

17320
17350
17320

17350

DEP CAMBRIA OFFICE

FEB 1L 200



Amy-Beth
Garazo

Kyris Boyle ‘

Robert
Rebuck

Anna
Heyward

l.ara Hakki

Catherine
Turvey

Steven Dyer
Philip
- Heyward

Jamie
Heyward

Kira
Bromwich

- Catherine
Heyward

Anna
Bernstein

Nick Plebani
Daniel
Adams

Annelise
Haskell

Emma
Fernandez

Fairfield

Fairfield

Millers-
burg

Washing-
ton

Washing- -

ton

Washing-
ton

Bethesda

Washing-

- fon

Baitimore

Washing-
ton

Washing-
ton

Washing-
ton

Washing-

ton

Washing-
ton

Washing-

fon

Washing-
ton

O oo oo oo OO0 00U OU UZT OW O 0OU OU 0O

PA 17320

PA 17320

PA 17061
20008
20007
20008
20814
20015
21231
20016
20008
20015
20001
20009
20008

20003



20009

Cristina Alba  Washing- D
ton C
Jessica Catto Washing- D 20009
ton C
Tess Washing- D ~ 20007
Lippincott ton C
Emily Washing- D 20007
Stephen fon C
Olisa Washing- D 20005
Onyiuke ton C
Kylie Washing- D 20009
Hiemstra ton C
MaryKate =~ Washing- D 20009
McErlean ton C
Daniella Washing- D 20009
Hubert ton C
Sophie Washing- D 20015
Feldman ton C
Adam Washing- D 20005
Glickman fon C
Eryn Terry Upper M 20774
Marlboro D -
~ Chae Kim Washing- D 20009
fon C
Maria Philip  Washing- D 20009
ton C .
Lucy Gibson  Washing- D 20007
ton C
D. Parker Bethesda M 20814
D
Lily Wang Washing- D 20009
ton Cc

DEP CAMBRIA OFFICE

i

A

FEB 1§ 2019



Rick Scurfield

Juliet Ewing
Henry Pitney

Christina
Sprague

Alex Brillman

“Alexandra
Alba

philip shivers

Priya Gaur
Rachet |

Sam Gerstle

Devon
Haynes

Margot
Sidman

Samantha
-Spalding

Audrey
Young

Nico_ie
Benneit

Georgine
Ahmad

Washing-
ton

Washing-
ton

Washing-
ton '

Washing-
ton

Washing-
ton

Baltimore

Washing-

“fon

Washing-
ton

Washing-
ton
Washing-
ton

'Washing—

fon

Camp Hill

Blue
Ridge
Summit

Fairfield

Bethesda

=

>

OU O OU OU OO0 U=z OO OO U OO OO

20011

20011

20016

20036

20016

21210 -

20008

20005

20002

20002

20015

17011

17214

17320

20816 -



Laura Pinsky Washing-

ton
Gwen Fairfield
Courtney-Chr
istensen
Patricia Waynes-
Gaffney boro
Chloe Washing-
Lerman fon
Katherine Biue:
Menz ~ Ridge
Summit

| Claire Amiel  Unknown
Marian Kerr
~ Jodi Cable Unknown

Ryan Bradley Greenbelt

Frank UnknoWn
Shivers

Sheryl
Aitkenhead

William Narberth
Rulon-Miller

David Young

Keith Carr

Robert Leahy
Steve lrvine
John DeHoff

donald fairfield

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA
M

M

PA

PA

PA

- PA

PA

PA

" PA

20002

17320

17268
20018

17214
17214

17325

20770
21217
19072
190?2

17214

- 20010

17214

17070

17320

17320

SEP CAMBRIA OFFICE

FEB 1§ 2018



Morrison
Rita Douglas

Tammy Fairfield
Keefer

Lisa Hartman
Timothy Wilton
Oswald Manors

Andrew
Myers

Danielle Mikesell-Redding

Kimberly
Connelly

Lindsey -
Holmberg

Catherine
Valentine

tan Strahler
- chris strickler
Jen Strahler

Samuel
Barbary

Kristin
Wagner

Natalie
Klinedinst

Judith
Hartman

Lionel
Whitcomb

PA

PA

FL

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA
PA
PA

PA

PA

-PA

PA

PA

17320

1‘7320
21740
33334
17320

17320

17320
17320
17320

17320
17402
17320

19518
17320
17353
17350

17320



Amanda
Whitcomb

Shauna
Snyder

Heather
Whitcomb

Laura
‘Oswald

Tracy
Woodward

Emily
Whitcomb

Joan Horak Gett'ys-
burg

Samantha
Raum

Jonathan
Moe

christina
Griffin

Aubrey
Kamppila

Jack Lynch

Haleigh
Bowen

Marvin
Rogers

Sam
Delaurence

Shane Miller

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

. PA

PA

o=

PA

PA

PA

PA

17320

19543

17320

17320

17320

17325

17320

17325

17214

17325

21769

17320

17320

17320

17320

DER CAMBRIA OFFICE

FEB 1§ 2008



Ally Spielman
Robyn Koons

Jared Brandt

Joshua Gray

Michelle
Spielman

Alexis
Packard

Matt Stahley

Michael
Tyson

‘Bronte
Fennimore

Jerrica Gray

Frederick
Horak

Abby Shope

Marina Fogle

Melissa
- Bishop

Jordan
grimsley

Anthony
Bruno

Paula Ziegler
Julia Budd

Ivana Lopez

PA

PA

Clarksville T

Canaan

Fairfield

Lewis-
berry

Fairfield

N
PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA
PA

PA

17320
17320

17046

17320

17320
17320

17268

17320
17325

17320

17325
17339

17320

17320
17320
17214

19512
17320

17325



Espinosa

Constance : PA 17214
Irons
Tracie Flood PA 17320
David Paolini PA 17320
David Metz | PA 17320
Lauren PA 17325
Shaak
Katie Shaak PA 17222
-Kayla Silko PA 17320
Erika PA 17320
Nordberg
Karen Jaeger PA 17214
Daniel PA 17268
Thompson '
Stephanie ~ PA 17325
Brian
Ashley Cool  Hagers- M 21740
town D
Geraldine M 21719
Otremba D
MAURA Lansdale PA 19446
CO_NLEY '
Chelsea PA 17320
Boggs
Terry Young PA 17320
Deanna VF’A 17320
_Painter
Jennifer - PA 17320

DiEP CAMBRIA OFFICE

FEB 1 5 2019



Andes

Rachel
Rogers

Bailee Shank

George
Griffin

Chet Andes

Shane
Clemens

Becky
Roberts

Kathleen Fairfield
Anderson

Nancysue
Phillips

~ Andrew Stout

Eric Naguski

Sanford And Washing;
Beth Ungar ton

Jack
Handshaw

LINDA HUNT

Leslie Bethesda
~Wharton

Edward Lingg

Tracey waldorf
Katsouros

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

v U U O

17320

17320

17214

17320
18944

17320
17320
21769
21701

17007

17320

17320

21901

20816

21727

20601



Kristina .Easton 21601

Herold

Joy - . Frostburg 21632
Kroeger-Map

pes

o=Z 0O=

Donna PA 17268
Swauger

Susanna

. 21702
Woodward

doris ‘ Jefferson 21755

Keil-shamieh

o 0Z

Jody
Benjamin

Parrie Washingt 20010

D
Henderson on C

Deb Wentling Fairfield  PA 17320

Vivian Moore Cumber- M = 21502
land D

‘Kevin baitimore M 21218

Kriescher D

Monica Frederick M 21702

Greene ) D

Karen PA 17320

Neiderer '

Andrea Gettys- PA 17325

Theisson burg

Vicki’ PA 17268

Stinebaugh

Nancy Annapolis M 21403

Plaxico ' D

Tyler Sturgill M 21157

D

DEP CAMEBRIA OFFICE

FEB ¥ & 2019



Michael
Shaffer

Danielle
Karppala

Scott D

Stephanie
Felton

Troy Smith

K Ba_wer

William
Leahy

"~ Rachel
Sturgili

Stephanie
Joyner

Crystal Helier
Jessica Wolf
Beth Ungar

THOMAS
RODGERS

Peter Russell

Ronda
Mcelroy

Rich
DeMartino

Linda Coe

paul norton

Washing-
ton

Brunswick

Rockville

Catons-
ville

Baltimore

Hagers-
town

Fairﬁeid

PA

PA

g

A

o< o o= O

PA
PA
PA

PA

PA

17320

17320

20016

121716

17268

20850
20815
21157
21228

17320
17350
17320

17214
21212
17320
17268-

17320

17268



Nathan
Mickley

. Cameron
Mickley

Kaitlyn
Blizzard

Maddie Sass
Wyatt Shorb

Sandra'
Bennett

Justine laea

Alivia Franco
Kendra Miller
Rich Mallory

irene Neff

Kat Hong .

Ponna Unknown
Sturtevant

Tresa Day Unknown

John Laramie Unknown

Marc Imlay Bryans
Road

Laura Wright. Hagers-

town
Nancy Culpeper
Halgren
Frank Nagy

PA

PA

PA
PA

PA

PA
PA

PA

PA

o 0O O=

PA

17320
17320
211568

17320
17320

17257

17320
17320

17320

17222

20010
20016

17202

17320

20616

21740

21207

17320

DEP CAMBRIA OFFICE

FEB T H 2018



Steve Roy

Anne
MacMillan

Josh Gastley

Charles
Christianson

Thomas M. Keahey, M.D.

Chi Pham

Daryl
Despues

Joe Painter

Owen
Courtney-Christensen

Eiizabeth
Miller

Arthur Henne

Duane E.
Williams

Charles
Frederick

Dianna
Henne

Michael E.
Pue, Jr.

Nicole
Glatfelter

Matthew
Simchak

Peter Boving

PA

PA

PA
PA

PA
PA

PA

PA

PA
PA

PA

PA
PA
PA
PA

PA

PA

17320

17214

17320

17320

17214
17320

17320

17320

17320
17320

17325

17320
17320
17325
17326
17320
17214

17320



Emily ' PA 17320
Faalasls .

Linda PA 17320
Williams ‘

~SusanC. - PA 17320
deVeer '

iathleen PA 17320
Frederick

DEP CAMBRIA OFFiCE

FEB 15 2ms



Shery fosecs - Frust
L

February 13, 2019

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

SGI’'s answers to the ANTIDEGRADATION and the SOCIAL AND
ECONOMIC JUSTIFICATION sections are stunningly inadequate
recompense for:

- The Tri-Colored Bat is now considered threatened in PA, and soon will
be on the U.S. endangered list. Also witness to bog turtle from hearing.
Also, the fact that it has been two years since original survey: the critical
species survey needs to be done again.

- THE DESTRUCTION OF A 300 MILLION YEAR OLD VOLCANIC
MOUNTAIN CREATED BY THE collision of ancient continents.

= The pollution of an HQ stream with sediment which will carry some
percentage of toxic asbestos and change the stream’s bottom contours
by filling it up with silt (this is what has happened to Miney Branch)

= the re-contouring of part of a PROTECTED WATERSHED (reversing the
present downhill shape);

= The harm to the health of one of only three birthplaces (headwaters) for
the Potomac River. “Health” is meant here not as a few chemical tests
but the whole ecology of a stream as determined by macroinvertebrate
indicators of healthy conditions.

- the probable serious harm during drought months of several wetlands
(two of which are nationally protected) if water volume of the west and
east tributaries are impacted.



- the compromise of health of the HQ segment during summer months
which carries a low volume of water under normal circumstances.
Restricting normal rain water runoff to this section would lower the
volume of the stream and increase the temperature.

ANTIDEGRADATION OPTIONS

The proposed site of this new quarry has to be the poster child of where
NOT to put a quarry. Would PADEP even consider this application if it
were not for the existing quarry behind it? The tract is surrounded on three
sides by HQ tributaries and stream, wetlands exist on both sides, and it is
situated within a residential area, across from a State Forest.

The only antidegradation option which prevents damage to an iconic

stream (Toms Creek is well known and loved because of its trout fishing
and its long stretch down through to Lake May and the Carroll Valley

Community Park), is the first: moving the site to a different location. |
was mistaken in my estimate of how much land SGI currently owns. ltis
not 1400 acres, but there is plenty of room within its current boundaries,
and ISP/SGI has deed recorded options to mine on adjacent properties.

SGIl even admits that if it were to move some of its infrastructure that it
could expand into those areas. And SGI has deed recorded mining rights

to an 130 acres parcel owned by Elizabeth Chase, continuous with the Pitts
quarry. (See Appendix A.)

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC JUSTIFICATION

The only rationale propounded by ISP/SGI is that permit approval will allow
ISP/SGil to continue a relatively high profit margin business beyond the
normal 15-25 years it will take for the mine to get to the 840 ft level of their
Pitts Quarry and finish the reclamation of both the West Ridge and Pitts
quarries.



No guarantees or timelines are stated for these activities and no
commitment made for future employment and tax revenue. The
employment of 156 persons is stated to not change by means of this permit
approval, and no mention of increased tax revenue.

Therefore, both of the (only) current economic advantages of ISP/SGI's
presence will not change, and the community will be betting on an unknown
future. Also, of course, there is the great fear is that SGI will start mining
the NT before they are finished at Pitts and before they have even finished
the reclamation of West Ridge.

Instead of offering any economic or social advantages for this permit
approval, ISP/SGI only makes a negative argument: a direct threat to
shut down the current operation at any time “depending on aggregate
demand” and on whether they get what they want from this permit
application! The company's sole economic ‘justification’ is to not close
down operations. In other words, if the State, County, Township do not let
them destroy the environment as they wish then they will punish them by
denying employment to 156 workers and denying local tax money to the
township.

Given the unlikely event that SGI would stop operation at a site with
millions of dollars of infrastructure and good 15-20 years of solid mineral
extraction ahead of it just from the Pitts Quarry, PADEP’s approval for this
new quarry would only serve to safeguard some future interest of SGl
beyond the normal lifespan of the present quarry.

The quarty’s usefulness to the County and Township as a source of tax
revenue, and its job generation should be much longer than this 15-20 year
estimate if total reclamation of the current quarries takes place. West
Ridge Quarry has been inactive for over 20 years (since 1996) and is still
only half completed!

If PADEP were to approve this permit solely to protect the profit making
interests of a private mining company into some unknown period of the
future it would be certainly against alf regulations, and probably
unconstitutional, given the legislative statutes which define DEP’s scope
and responsibilities.



As to the “Social” part of the justification, | hope that PADEP heard enough
of the social problems caused by the current quarry operation during two
days of public testimony to understand that a large scale quarry situated
within a residential community cannot but cause misery (and probably ill
health). The property on both sides of the quarry are zoned residential.
People have been living there for generations, and now many people’s
lives have been ruined by the quarry. The beauty and peace of mountain
land is why they came 1o live in the foothills of South Mountain, and both of
those things have been taken away from them.

LACK OF COUNTY, TOWNSHIP, COMMUNITY SUPPORT

A. Appendix B: -Letter from Hamiltonban Townshiip, dated February 21,
2011

Appendix C: -Letter from Adams County Feb 28, 2011

B. It should be clear to DEP, after hearing from people from Adams
County and Hamiltonban Township that SGl is not trusted because of the
devious secret swap of land it participated in to get the NT site. Also
promises are not believed since many were made in 2011 but none, such
as reclaiming West Ridge, were fulfilled. SGI will give $8-10K toward a
community park, or to Strawberry Hill, but that is “chump change” for a
company like SGI and people know it. Your process of forms and certified
letters does not allow you to understand how the company actually
interacts with local governance. Hamiltonban was worried about the threat
that SGI would shut down, but it doesn’t see its future tied to SGI.

B. SGI has made no actual investment in any community program: No
scholarships, no training programs, no sponsorship of 4-H, no partnership
for badly needed community programs such as an opioid consulting clinic,
etc. For all the many years of complaints lodged against the company
since it moved into the Stanley Pitts property and literally started ruining the
quality of life for so many people who had long lived in peace in the



wooded hills, SGI has consistently chosen to take complaints on an
individual basis, never creating a community outreach office.

EXTRACTIVE INDUSTRIES ARE NOT THE FUTURE

A. Extractive industries are by definition not sustainabie, and are not
desired by Adams County or any Township in Pennsylvania which is
looking to the future.

B. Usually these industries leave environmental cleanup to the
municipality or the state. In the case of a surface mine which is
contaminated with actinolite asbestos, the cleanup could easily end up as a
Federal responsibility (i.e. Superfund).

C. If the local tax base is too dependent on them it makes the
municipality fragile, subject to the kind of blackmail SG1 is now using to
further its own private interests. Nowhere in the Adams County or the
Hamiltonban Comprehensive plans is there any mention of mining as an
economic basis. The quote used by SGI about Industrial development is
about light industry, and surface mining is specifically noted only under
“Conditional Use Zoning”. (See Hamiltonban Township Zoning Ordinance.)

D. The Hamiltonban “Conditional Use Permit” provided to SGil
(NARRATIVE TO CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT APPLICATION (THE
“APPLICATION") UNDER THE HAMILTONBAN TOWNSHIP ZONING
ORDINANCE (THE “ORDINANCE")) contains a requirement which SGI has
chosen to ignore, but when enforced by the township wili make mining the
NT difficult, if not impossible:

4.n) “There shall be no vibration which is discernible to the human
sense of feeling beyond the immediate site on which such use is
conducted.”

E. The Adams County requirements include preserving Toms Creek.
(Appendix E)



UNCERTAIN ECONOMIC FUTURE FOR ROOFING SHINGLES

A. There is also the uncertainty of profit in the asphalt shingie roofing
business. Metal roofs are gaining market share quickly, due to
architectural acceptance, the ability to shape metal in many new ways, and
the increased occutrence of ‘major storm events.” Insurance companies
give discounts for metal roofs because of their strength and longevity.
(Even GAF, which is SGI's cousin within the Standard Industries company,
now offers metal roofing).

B. Solar roofs are just beginning to make an impact on the market, but
once the manufacturing infrastructure is in place there is a tremendous
demand which has developed and will continue to grow.

C. There is definitely an increasing market for producers such as
HASBRO who make an environmentally neutral granule (basically a
recycling) of coal combustion co-products. (Hasbro has manufacturing
plants in the Northeast, BTW. And 3M, the largest granule produce has a
plant in Pittsboro, N.C. with rail access for delivery farther north, so SGl’s
attempt to make it sound like the whole Northeast is dependent upon them
is kind of silly, and irrelevant since again we are talking about 15-20 years
in the future!

D. The 15-20 year natural future for the present Pitts quarry works out
to be about the period during which any roof shingle granule manufacturer
will be very profitable, since other types of roofing will probably be
dominating the market by that time.

ECONOMIC VISION FOR SOUTH MOUNTAIN AREA

A. The economic plans for Adams County and Hamiltonban Township’s
future are based on 1) preserving agricultural, 2) recreation, 3) tourism.
This is all carefully documented in their Comprehensive Plans.



B. Preserving the agricultural base of Adams County is primary to any
planning. The Fruit Belt (Fairfield area) is eligible for national historic
preservation. The demand for grass fed beef from our fertile fields is in
constant, increasing demand, as are organic produce, fresh eqgs and corn.

C. Hamiltonban is known for its recreational opportunities: Ski
Liberty, Strawberry Hill, all of the current and future hiking trails in Michaux
Forest and hiking along the connecting network of greenways between
towns and along abandoned railroads such as the old Tapeworm Railroad
built by Thaddeus Stevens. (Michaux trails across the road.) Trout fishing
along Toms and Middle Creeks provide months of pleasure in the spring
and bring anglers from all over. The Sportsman Club is a local institution
off Route 16. Recently the Orvis Company bought the old Evergreen land,
500 acres, for a hunting and fishing recreational site:
https://www.orvis.com/hillcountry

D. History Tourism is the key to the Adams County economy, and is
expected to be equally as important to Hamiltonban Township, particularly
when adding “Agricultural Tourism”. This shows again the limitations of
your approval process. Simply consuiting the PHMC about a particular
piece of land excludes all of the importance, as an economic pillar, of the
historic value surrounding the Great Wagon Road (yes, it came up what is
now lron Springs and Gum Springs Roads and connected to Nicol's Gap
tollhouse), the Confederate Retreat, and the old Maria Furnace Road which
is being developed as a hiking and picnic area linked to Monterey Pass in
conjunction with the local DCNR office.

E. These are the basis of a sustainable economic future for our corner
of Pennsylvania, and all of them are threatened by ISP/SGI creating
another quarry mess, one which will be so very painful to the community
which knew from the time the secret swap was announced that their values
and hopes for the future were being sacrificed to corporate greed and
government corruption.

F. Mr Paolini still farms his land next to the Pitts quarry, as you can see
from aerial views, and hopes to pass his farm on to the next generation.
The Appalachian Trail is only a few miles away. Trout fishing is as popular



as ever, and there is a plan to introduce native trout to Toms Creek. The
Thaddeus Stevens Society hopes to rebuild the iron furnace on lron
Springs Road. The Adams County Greenway Plan includes a route to
Gum Springs Road and Mount Hope Road.

G. Driving past a dusty, noisy, ugly quarry will hurt all of these
endeavors, Extending the quarry north to Gum Springs will cause
economic harm to the County and the Township by its presence exactly
where recreational opportunities and historic tourism is developing. Not to
mention the possible health hazards connected with asbestos fibers,
ashestos fibers which do not dissolve and stay in the ground of any hiking
paths. (Appendix D.)

ASBESTOS

A. The sampling which was done by RJlLee was not the kind which will
be done by the EPA, or OSHA, or MSHA, and shows SGI’s basic disregard
for its workers and the public. No standard sampling for asbestos is done
passively in an open air environment. Any description of air sampling
involves special cassettes and pumps which suck in a certain amount of air
(usually in liters) under conditions of live measurement of air currents and
weather conditions. In fact the kind of sampling which could be considered
appropriate would be that which is done for a superfund site. However, any
attempt to capture airborne fibers is going to be less than definitive. Only
water and soil samples, taken in areas of blasting and crushing, will provide
meaningful data.

Anyway, it shows how amateurish the RlJlee Company’s analysis was that
they attempted to compare their result with a national average! 97-98
percent of all asbestos identified in the U.S. is the commercial variety which
gets released by things like automobile brake linings. Conflating results
from intensely urban areas with our rural environment is deceptive and
unprofessional. And the assumption that breathing and swallowing the
average amount of asbestos is ok shows a perverse sort of aititude toward
public health!



SPECIAL QUALITIES OF LOCAL NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

A. The site resides within the area of the South Mountain Initiative /
South Mountain Partnership. Both the PA State Initiative, and its action
Partnership strive to preserve the forested wealth and healthy streams in
this area. The South Mountain Initiative is one of seven State recognized
areas of special conservation value.
https.//iwww.dcnr.pa.gov/Communities/ConservationLandscapes/SouthMou
ntain/Pages/default.aspx

B. This site was supposed to become part of Michaux Forest.
Rothrock, who is the father of forestry in Pennsylvania, created state
forests around watersheds, understanding the interrelationships of nature,
and Michaux was the first. There is a sad irony that this destructive quarry
exists so close to Mont Alto, the first forestry school, and almost touching
the first PA State Forest.

C. This area is part of the Michaux State forest Culp’s Hill LMU (Land
Management Unit}, known for its rich flora and fauna. Many threatened
and endangered species exist within this LMU.
http://www.docs.dcnr.pa.gov/cs/groups/public/documents/document/denr_2
0033649.pdf

OPERATIONAL AND DESIGN PROBLEMS WITH PERMIT.

A. Inflated size of HQ watershed. Technically it may be possible to
trace the watershed boundaries for the HQ portion of Toms Creek from its
origin to the bridge at Iron Springs such that somehow it comes up with
3,000 acres because Toms Creek starts so high up in the mountains.
However the volume of water produced from at least the first two thirds of
Toms Creek from that elevation cannot support anything except
macroinvertebrates. To use this large acreage of an exaggerated
watershed for comparison of impact to the 85 quarry acres in invalid.



B. A very important flaw of of SGI'S hydrology analysis was lack of any
measurement of stream volume (from what | understand this requires more
detail measurement than just flow.) It makes no sense to draw the
conclusion that because Pine Hill/Northern Tract has limited acreage and
that the watershed has much more acreage that somehow it means any
pollution will have a small effect! The watershed could cover a county but if
the resulting volume of water within the HQ portion is small, then any
amount of pollution will damage it.

C. The SGI application spends a lot of time on the analysis of excess
rainfall/stormwater but lacks analysis of low rainfall and drought conditions
on stream health and wetland survival. Given that the diversion of natural
rainfall will deny the tributaries and wetlands on the west and east side of
the NT of their normal water, the as proposed will greatly impact the
temperature of tributary and wetland water during the summer months.

The steepness of the mountain (up to 70 degrees) and the low permeability
of the soils means much more water is contributed to the watershed than
can be judged by the flat acreage of 85 acres.

D. SGI goes to great lengths to explain how the NT quarry will not
affect surrounding groundwater because of the nature of the metabasalt
rock. IT CONCLUDES THAT TOMS CREEK AND THE SURROUNDING
TRIBUTARIES AND WETLANDS ARE ALMOST COMPLETELY
DEPENDENT ON RAINFALL. So how can the watershed not be severely
affected by the impoundment and diversion of most of the natural rainfall
coming off of Pine Hili? How does the increased temperature of the
shallower water affect stream health? Monitoring is useless if it is not done
on such a frequent basis and thoroughly enough to catch the beginning
stages of decline. And what if the monitoring shows significant damage to
the Nodding Trillium colony and/or the wetlands (where there may very
likely be bog turtles)? What can be done once the impoundment and
pumps are in place? Will SGI commit to removing the barriers to allow
natural rainfall to return? THIS IS AN UNTESTED ALTERNATIVE.

IMPORTANCE OF DEP DECISION FOR THE FUTURE



A. If PADEP were to approve this permit application which includes
discharge to an HQ rated stream without an adequate Social and Economic
Justification (in fact it is socially and economically harmful), it would be
undermining the whole PA State system of stream classification. It would
make the HQ classification meaningless if companies can discharge
without any compensating benefit to the community.

B. If PADEP were to approve this permit application despite the strong
opposition of the community, despite the written restrictions of both Adams
County and Hamiltonban Township which make it clear that a normal
surface mining operation is not acceptable, and despite the conflict with
County and Township Comprehensive plans for the social and economic
future, despite the conflict with goals of the South Mountain Initiative and
Michaux Forest, PADEP would so discredit itself that its role in future
decisions would be considered meaningless.
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OPTION 1O PURCHASE AND SELYL REAL PROPERTY

THIS AGREEMENT of Option to Purchase and Sell cortain
real estate ontered into this ﬂ[;ﬁ day of

Z 1g¥ « 1989, by and betveen the partien whose

algnatures are hercinaftay subscribad, WITHESSETH:

WHEREAS Harry Jamos Ecksteln, widowad, and & tesldant of

Hontgomery County, Maryland, died intestate May 27, 1985,

f survived by five children here named: !
Elizabeth E. Chase, 308 Clayton Road, Chape} Hil1, H.C.

. Harry J. Eckstein, P.O. Box 615, Herrifield, V.A,
Maggie Winn-Jones, 2529 Waterside Drive, Washington, p,C,
Kathryn E. Johnson, 612 Willow Drive, Thonasville, N.C.
Frances E. Roboerton, 7521 Tarpley Drive, Rockville, H.D,

and no other childron having been born and predeceased himg

and

l WHEREAS, Harry James Eckstein, doceased, vas the owvner
’ of racord of tvo parcels of real estate in Pennsylivania:

THE FIRST being raal estato improvaed by a frame
Baster’'s dvelllng and thrae detached guest housas,
situate {n Charmian, Hashington Township, Frankiin
County, Pennaylvania, further Known as. “Camp Charmian®,

and containing |30 acre;,]llfy perches of land, more or

[ less, as racarded in Book 423 Page 647 et meq of the

bl

steco ‘of Poune. }S.E.
waply of Fraoklin

K ¢ Y. Deads, etc.
Lincordnd in the oflice for Heco m e ﬁ bl

i tyin . LA
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Wituesa iy haod and scal of the geui o »
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. Recorder's Oftfice of Franklin County, Pennsylvania, the
. 23rd day of January 1951

THE SECOHD bring a tract of rea} ustate lying
partly in Mashington Tovwnghip, Franklin County, Pennasylvania,
and partly in Hamiltonban Tovnship, Adams County,
Pannsylvanla, and containing[g;ﬂzz:;;} 80 perches, more or

A less, as recorded in Book 486 Page 95 ot s6q of tha

PR

Recorder's office of FPrankiin County, Penngylvania the 9th
day of November 1956; and also recordad in Vol. 218 Page 160

of the Recorder's office of Adam's County, Pennsylvanla the

—— i

4th day of Deceaber 19%6; both of which tvo sforesaid

pArcoln. together coneinting of 117 acres, more or lean, ara

part of hls distrlbutable cstater and

& WHEREAS, we the undersigned helrs of Harry James
Eckstein, doceased, by & Walver of Hereditary Right an4d

| Consent dated /v1a ¢+ 1989, provided for the
i
t

conveyance by Deeds of Distribution dated MQV b )
{

1989 of the FIRST and SECOND parcels of real astate aforesaid

‘ to:

Elfzabath E. Chase and Charles L. Chase, her hugband
' Frances £. Roberton and Craig L. Roborton, her hushand,
and Maggle Winn-Jonts, individoally,

grantees, as tenants in common; and,

WHEREAS, it {s the present fntent and purpose of the

aforesaid hafre of the late Harry James Eckptein and thoir

2
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Appendix B: -Letter from Hamiltonban Townshiip, dated February 21,
2011
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HAMILTONBAN TOWNSHIP BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
2ZYCARROLLS TRACT ROAD PO Bux 574
FAIRFIELD, PA 11320
(N1 642.8453
Fra (2175 642-584 1

February 21, 2011

Commmnwealth of Peansyivanin

Bepartment of Conscrvation and Natucal Resources
Ruzeas of Forestry

PO Box 8532

Hureisbireg, PA J 71058552

At M Dan Dovlin

ixar Mr byeviin

The Toard of Sapaivison of Hamiitontue Fosashing, Adiems Connty (the Bowdy subinits the
fnilewing  conarents repading the proposed  Jand exthange between the Pernsylvania
Prpattnent of Conservation and Fatet Resow e HUNID aud i51 Mineals, ne fingy,

Fhia Board spearheaded e clors to save 1he Torarer Clatielter Tree Yarm 61 fom developme
WhOn Uie property was pit on the markel for §12 5 millive. Ml effurn eany whn s
aad deilars by nwsereas logst, state, federad, and intemational onanizations, as well oy prvae
irlividuals were devoted to this cause for pyee [wer yesrs Wlen we Gnally sealived snr goal and
tes propaty wass decded 1o DORR 10 Become pert of The Michsux S11e Farest, the Board ang
many of the dnvalved eitivens and orpari st fhoupht the Propery would b propery
managed usd conserved Wopretect the water wanirees and headwaters of Tome Creek and
Middle Creck, forever,

That is why we yware Bath st a0, lraving uy
with o feeling ol brtrayal and bioken s, Hamitonban Pownsship residemts and the Deosnd that
wpresents than were ot bt inte tie proess Only theough fepal sotives and news articles
did this propesed land oxchasge come to o atienzon, We sidersiand snct wpport DONRY pond
of acquiting il propedies We also wndsstaed the desite of BSP w0 continee 0 apes
profitably for many years inte the future, It we feol i mmsaction o b shng miore inliuenced by
the vorporate tinaecial goals of ISP rather than the buerefit of the citizens of e Commonwealth,
We are very sensitive to the cinployinest and evoranic impzet hat ISP has on owr civizens und
our deed However, we also have a iesponsibility 1 proteat e heaith ang =afety and the
envitonental quality of e {oy nhip for o residente

cintd and shoeckad to eern of this propesed excln

As vou ki, we keld a public mecting on the Progased land exchange on Febraary 15, and the
vverwhelming majority of the sprakers oppoved the exchange Two Hamiltonban residents, one
of whoens works fin ISP, made statesmietids supporting the exchange, and about a qozen residents

NES CAMRRA NFTICE
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wiide opposing statements. ISP has cirevlated s ptition supporting the oxchange among its
cployees and a number of them signed the petition. This Board folly understands the easons
ISP wnd jus employees have for seeking this exchange, but as we stated ahove, we believe et
PONR would bz meking a grave mistake in poing shead with the exchange, The Hamillonban
Board of Supervisars apposes the land exchange for tie fullowing ressons:

et BONR murey 2lone that paid fn the purshise ef the Glatfelter Tree Farm. Adsms
Lounty residents contibuted $3.7 millian ro preserve it lrom developmen:, plus donations were
teceived Trom riany individualy aed conscivation etiented organizations. i DUNE wents o
obtubininfili lots, it shonld have first conticted Adams Cannly residents to tee if they conld ruise
additiveinl money to punchase the wlil propentics, ralber Dyan surrcplitiously entertaining a
potentiatly eavironmentally damaging schange of propeny,

Fhe 5 infill tats that DONR will reecive in the proposed eNCBEInge Bre worth p tolal of anly & fow
hundred ousand dobaes at most, and @2 would por have bwen defticutt for the residents to miice
the tmoney (o purchase them for domtion 1 DORNIL The citivens of Hamiltonlan Towaship and
Adains County could Fave undedaben this Bad they hnown that the slcmative was moving
pettof the Fand from Michauy Stefe Forest that they Luve warked so bard o pratect.

T 2008, the vetees of Aduns Connty appitoves
haml Bsue ta be used for ke preservision of w ard Tand e the County. The bond issue will
b paid Jor by taxes on the citivens of Adams Cr anty for pany years. A sizeable amount af that
meney, B3 Miliion, word toward the pschase of the 25722000 dlatfelier Tiee Farg We
Briteve that st s gquite Hikeiy that & bit ez of that woney, o other contiboticns fram pivite
and eharitable orzanization, coudd have bees olsainet e prcchace the infidd fors that DONER will
reeeve s the exchange. To thelr discredit, DONR ded no explore this passilility. At the very
least tha taxpayers of Aduae County #nd Familtinba Feewnship should have been nunle gware
of DUMRs desires and bees piven the eppertinity 1o fey B raise the soney,

R0y majenty, the passope of a $H milion

Phe Glatfelies tat coull have been donnted Lo« BEn-profil preservition group not assaciated
witly DONI and coutd Bave boen vansioned with the stipufation thit the Glatfeler plot waonld
be preserved dn its entirety, and in pemeiine. We mistakenty (hought that dosating the lamd 1o
DENR would accamplish this, especintly since DONR. i all the press aceounts leading up to the
tansfer of the Glattelier Tree Far, acknowleiped the impartance of the water resonfees of tis
tiact of tand.

IDCNR goes thiouph with this propeeed 1mnd exclmnae, and trades away Lol that e citizens

{ Y prap \
have paid to he protected, then Hamiiltoahaen Fowship, Adans Courty sud all the peuple and
i i H ¥ Py
nrgatzations that contriduted 1o the Glattelier puchase may think twice i the future uhout
¥ h ) ) )
dostating ineiey or property to DONIL By con: Meting s Bl exchange, DUNKE will futve
B Jroperty J i ¥ : g 3
proven itsed{ o be an wnreliable stevard of Tands purchased with money from Adams County and
Hamtilonban Township Taxpavers, snd all the ather otganizations that contributed 1o the
prrchase,

DEPOAMARY OFFICE

AG 26 zam

Ee




DERR s Giving Up Far More Value than it Recejves

Ehe dand that DONR is giving up las & much greater mnarket value than the land DUNR s
weeeiving, The 13t acres of mineable famd is worth mitlions foy its wineral depasits. Looking at
compazubic peecels, for example, in 2008, ISP purchased 7.3 acres of land for $225,000 18P i«
currently mining about hatf of st ard, for which it paid $30,800 per acre § yeurs ago. Ao, ISP
in 2088 purchased 15,59 acres on G Sprittgs Road for $300,000, & price of $25,000 per nere,
e that bund b5 Comently Deing vsed as u buficr,

ALEZS 000830000 per acre, the 11} acte paree that DUNR is giving up 15 worth $2,700000 10
33,300,000 for ats mincial vales wlore. On the otfwer hand, the steep and vinuatly inaccessible
intil] s that TIONR would reecive in the exchunpe se worth newhere near fha in total I fagi,
cae o bwo of them iy tat be Poildshle dise 1o bheing 100 steep for 3 snecesslul percolation test,
e withaut a decded right of wiy. Just gelling power o them wonld be extremely costly, Land of
tat type i owort $1,000.82 008 per aone iy today’s environmeny, if 2 buyer <an be found, The
ritiee Cilintfelier et was purchased st year for wnder $5004 per acre, and it hos o pavedd road
rurmibg thrsugh the coiter of i1 This means thzt DUNR s exchanging land worth about $3
million for Tand that is Lkely 1o be woeth unly a few hundred thousand b e, Ly 1 fai
cruvhimge,

Not even considering minesb rights, bt Just looking at the developnsen: poteats! vaiue of the
tots belng exchaiged, the bl that DOME Eiviig up, with acvess to paved roeds nn 3 sides, is
winth considerably more 1o a developer then the badioeked, remate, infil Jots that DONR will
weeive. e of these Iots may ol be fegatly nuildable for even a single tesidence, and are
certaialy not buitdzble without censiderable experse.

Also, the timber value of the mature forest en the Land 1o be removed from Michaux Stae Forest
Pt considerable value, and cun be easily aecessed T lopping. The timber on the 3 parcels that
DONR winibd 1ecsive appears o he eomihlerably toss mature, sad 2 of e 3 Jats a1e nych mere
difficelt lo arcess, which aled reduces their tinbet valug,

In doing this exchinge, DOMR i o wctivg in the best inteled of the Cormenwealh as s
chirter reyuires, becmite 1t wit be pivieg wp Id whose Fzir market value Far exceeds the faie
ket vidlue of e land it will peceive.,

Thists a clesr vielation of 17 Pa Code B30 Backproond, which states in part: I on exchunge
ol State Forest Land, the Sollowing basic aritesia urder 320§ § 13 shall be ey

(1) The vilue of the T scguired by the Erepartment shall be equal ta o preater than the viatne
ol the fund vanveyed
{23 Fhe lard acquired shnll be a1 feaw equally adapted o State Forest purpeses

Me Devlin, veu said st the Debruary 15 wreeting thal BUNR has done an nppraisal of the Yands
imvabved i the exchange. Tt appraisal should be made mailable for public examination and
comment Lefore DUNR goes forward with 1his tand exchabge, We cannot undderstand Bow sk
anappraizal conld possibly have concluded that the exchanpe was for lands of equal fair market

(TP CAMPRIA CEFICE

! AG B & 200




vatue. Therefore, we formally request o copy of all wppraisals that have been comiueted to show
that this exchange moets the Jaw,

The DONR Enviropmental Review §s Inadeguade

The DUNR Enviconmentat Review for the ISP Faehange is tonafly ing

LT

sguzte and upsatisfectory,

e that it focuses mainly on the land DONE will abtain, bub very Bittde on the tand DONR will

Eve up Inomany awess, the eaviromrental defects of the ex

e we plossed vver,

misrepresented, of iprored 1 appears hat DUNR carey very Hetle sbout Tasd thet is sutside Stefe

Fores

Fhe 30 sores thet DONR FROPGses to transfer to IS i teomed Ly DONR e

fand, and DUNR appears to consider i cavitemmentally ogeadable snd only the concern of
othict State and Federal Agencies. Here we some of the mere abvious deficivnsies of the
Fuvioumental Review that this Doard has observed:

O

1¢

=

Promotion of Goals. The environmenal vohsequenCes 1 the Udirposed”™ Lnd ISP will
reecive appras to be of no impartance to PXONR Nether is e conspvation o
“dispased” fand /s @ natuead sesource. This dues po megt the Penrsylvania Public Trust
Paoctrine or DUNR goats,

Baosion snd Sedimentation, Not addressed for the “ispesed” parcel, DENR will ot the
Penmsybvinia Deparbmert of Envirenments) Pratection (P cover it later, This 1s nat
acceprable i e emvirenmental repon that showdd cover ALL the crvironmmemal impacts
af the proposed aclies

Water Quality. Net addiessed for the Slisposed” parcel, DUNR will et DEP cover it
later Fhis bs pat srceptable in s eavironmead report. In fect the gaadity of the High.
ity Cold Water Fishery, Toms Creck, may be siversely allocied, DFE requirements
A aot vy met sl puesent, espreintly when B osins, Cureat 1S5 settlentent ponds
frequently overfion, and Toms Creck funs preen Fhere are no fofper any fish i i
exeept whan it is stosked There i5 o nnarance that this wil] o coplinie or get worse
whes ISP mines the “dixpased” parcel,

Adr Quadity. DONR expects no hopset, Fhis denotsiretes o insdequate roview. ISP
aperEtions it present penecite saogh dist (o color the snow srecn, whivh does indesd
It air quatity,

Waler (haantity  The preposed exvhange may jeopadize the wider availahle o tocal
webls, but this has not been addressed,

Grousdwater, Nat eddeessed for the “disposed™ pureel, DUNR will fet DEP cover it later,
Ehis fack of examination is unseceptzhle inan cnvirommental yeview

modls o eention of the effect of mining on e soils of e Pdisposed” pureed A praved
pit is not equivalerd 1o the existing twpwoit an this parcel, wor o the 11 that tnay
eventuslly be used w Bl the pin,

Ynique wnd Uewsual Geolegic Peatures - 10 vomnment.

Aesthietie Vadues. The “disposed” paree! is vent to & farner mountan that s now a hole
in the ground, and the wine will Papgen on s pareel, bur that's acsthetically
accepable? Nt w the adiseent jesidents.

Noise. The study indicates that no ¢[fort has been muade 10 iddress this issue for the
“disposed” pmeel. In fuct the existing ISP plant gencrates considerable notse hat can he
beard for miles, and expanding the quarry will expand the noise

pee casanree DTFCE
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. Archeologival or Hiswrical Sites. The Confederate Retzeat from the Battle of Giettysburg
weat up Jron Springs Road snd thea up Gum Springs Raoad, right past the "disposed”
parvced. Surluce mining will remove the incumtaia o the "dispesed” parcet, rnd will
irrevacably desteoy e historiog] appearance of this historical retieat 1oute,

¥ Reerestional Sites and Opportimities. No prention of the advorse effect on hunting,
fishing 2nd kg on the “disposed” parcel, but theee recreational activities will no
tonger be sllowed, a5 is now Gie case for other ISP property,

13, Poblic Health and Salety - no conanent,

N

S Transpostaticon - no comment

P, Energy Needs - no comment.

1o, Faisting/Potentiol Eand Use  no mentien of the det et conservativn ellears that will

acetue listhe “disposed”” parcel.

7. Protected Anhinals and Plants - no ivestipation of pritected anitrals and plants on the

“disposed” tract, o how they will be nffected by the mining that will oeour,

8. Hubitet Diversly Inteispersion  na mention of this on the “disposed” tract.

FS Biotogical Productivity - ne mention of Faber malzgemient on the disposed tact. b Tact,
the “dispased” tract has a censhderable sund of mahue tinber, untiks the teavts tha
DONR will acanie,

20 Vegemation bt Jesst the report sknowledies the sdverse impact of mining on the
“dispostd™ prtvel However, no evaluation 1as boen done of the repair that IS may
eventuslly do when the ore weing gre exhgasicd Typicathe, lotust rees are planted on it
which is inno way comparable to e inaiire Tardwond forest that i« currently there, and
wiil take Rundreds of yomes to regenetate after 'SP s gonge,

AE MNon-Natisve hivasive Specics - po srention of the fact thi ity invasive species ate well

adspted t invading recluimed mining aress,

Minzals the minceds oo the “disposed" parevl mske 1t woth considerabty more tha

the fair masket value of the prreels DOWT s tecatving in exchange.

M3 hars po comment

24 Permits no comment,

et
[

Purther, fn several areac that evaluate potential tipaect, the DOHR evalusgtion fpds that
CPURTHER REVIEW IS REQUIREDY Uil this “Bortier roview™ iscompleted, the eviduation
pcleardy deticlont,

Supppary

Phe Hamihonben Boand of Supesvisors ackiawe dgey et (8P Mineals, Ind. has been a pesitive
cominunily partngr and is an impoctunt piart of the coployient anid eanombe lamebsnape of the
Townskip, That has never Baen in Guestien by the Bosrd and we wish o continue our positive
eeintionship with 18P, We want toinate 31 clear shat the Doan i wet apposcd to the contineed
aperation of 18P, Funtbeneore, wi du not fauls 'SP for Beitknling and prosuing tis exchange,
hecanse they are in business to make a profi, and the exchange would be guite profitaide foy
thermn.

Our comunents ae direetes) solely at the actisas of DUNR. Uwer 200 peaple atterded the public
meeting beld al the Fabfield High School on Febraary 15, and the ratio of speakers who opposed
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the exchange was shont 6 o | Telephone calls to the Township office by residents are
avervdiehningly against the exchangs, Ax a Boaxd, we must epresent the mgorily voice of the
Foweship. We guestion wiether ths land exchenge is fudr and gquitable for the Laxpayers of the
Towsship and cur serroundivg communities, and o the people bving near the 18P property o
near Toms Creek, The oi ad a purpose b mind when DONI was ssked o accep! the lands
from the sale of the Glatfelier Tree Fary a3 an addition to Michaux State Forest, Inat pRIpose
Was to priserve the quatity and quantity of our water resodrees, and in particular the hepdwaters
of Toms Creck and Muddle Creck, Tie proposed land exchange is contrasy to the abjective und
patpdse of e $10 million County Fand rnd Weter Bond and should not be approved by BUNR

I addition o viokating 17 Pa. Code § 251w mentioned sbove, the Reard kelicves that the
prapased DONK lad exchange would constitute o viofation of the Pennsylvania Public Tras
Doctrine, which is found in Article | § 27 of the Peonsyivania Constitutios (Section 273, whick
1eads:

“The people have a right 1o clep air, prire wiiter, nnd o the preervation of e natural, scenic,
hstovic sed esthetic values af the cirvirenment Penngyivania's pubtic natuzal fvswries we the
CHamon guopeity of ali the peaple, including Bensations yol o come. As fHuster of thees
tesutrees, the Comonvealth shall conserve and rasintain themy for the benefit of o0 the
propie

f:N

The Camls (Payre v K asnabt) hive raled that Seotion 27 requires thst DNCR, before executing
e preguosed exchange, Must znswer the fallowing in the affiemative:

1, Vitl the exchiarge be in comipliomes with al! spplicable statres and repudations
televant W e pratection of the Commanwealth's public natus 1esources?

2. Does the 1pee denonsiiate & reswnsble offort o jeduce the coviomental
BCULEan f0 minimun?
1 Dovs the eaviienmenial hern which witl resalt frony the vachanpe o clearly

outweigh the bonefis o be derived There from that ta proceed with the exchange
frrther would be anabuise of diseretion?

the Bowrd msdntaing tiat DONR has no sdegeately shown that Jt secls each uf the ahave
criteris, and it should ren resnplete e lend exehange withen doding w9, This wonld, of course,
elude anulyaing e citects of the plansiesd mining operations that ISP will be vondueling on the
Pt acre “disposed" parcel, Although i3 Frviromnental Analysis
23 social, o :

chesonly mentions el of the
e, whd ehvionnental 1200008 08 required by Svction $3gh) of Anicke XX of the
Adminiseative Code of 1929, we believe that DONR his ot yer adequately adiiesed cacl)
tnctor, 03 we have detailed sbove. In fact, the published DONR Envisimmental Review haely
mentions the envitommen'al offects of Gture ing operations un the “disposed” parcel, wnd
thas DONR Jas not met it ressonsiolities o der Seetion 27 and spplicanle Pennsylvania b

Mr. Devlin, the msjority of the citizens of Hariltonbas Township are strongply appased to the
pruposed Tand excluuge, and for good 1easons. 1he Hamiltonban Board of Supersisors strongly
reconumends that DONR nat approve the lane exchange.
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[EBCNR goes forwerd with this exchange on

1e busis of the infonnation publicly available st
this time, wo would have 1o scriously consider

alepid challenge 10 this action,

As tequested by State Representative Dan Moul, amd by the
District, a decision should not be made by DCNR witil Co
e held, snd w subsequent 30-day connnent rariod i3 &
Adams County who are kaing faxed to preserve
say of what is done with their tax money.

Adamis County Conservation
unty-wide public hearings on 1his jssue
Howed, This will give the citizens of
natural rezources the opportiunity to have their

Sincerely,
Ep— #
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Appendix C: -Letter from Adams County Feb 28, 2011
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Appendix D: Appalachian-Blue Ridge Forest Ecosystem

The Appalachian-Blue Ridge forests is an ecoregion in the Temperate
broadleaf and mixed forests Biome, in the Eastern United States. The
ecoregion is located in the central and southern Appalachian Mountains,
including the Ridge-and-Valley Appalachians and the Blue Ridge
Mountains. It covers an area of about 61,500 square miles (159,000 km?)
in: northeast Alabama and Georgia, northwest South Carolina,

eastern Tennessee, western North Carolina, Virginia, Maryland, and
central West Virginia and Pennsylvania; and small extensions

into Kentucky, New Jersey, and New York.

They are one of the world's richest temperate deciduous forests in
terms of biodiversity; there are an unusually high number of species
of both flora and fauna, as well as a high number of endemic species.
The reasons for this are the long-term geologic stability of the region,
its long ridges and valleys which serve both as barrier and corridors,
and their general north-south alignment which allowed habitats to
shift southward during ice ages. The mountains also contain a large
variety of diverse landscapes, microclimates and soils all constituting
microhabitats allowing many refugia areas and relict species to
survive and thrive.[?

Areas of intact forest, mostly in public ownership, include:

Michaux State Forest is the location of several "firsts" in Pennsylvania
Forestry. The first state nursery was established at Mont Alto in 1902.
Rothrock opened the first forestry school in Pennsylvania and the second in
the United States at what is now Penn State Mont Alto. Michaux State
Forest saw the first wooden fire tower in 1905 as well as the first steel fire
tower in 1914.



Michaux State Forest is now a thriving second growth forest. It is open to
recreational hunting, fishing, hiking and mountain biking. It is crossed by
the Appalachian Trail. Remnants of the charcoal days can still be seen in
the state forest as the land where the kilns burned for so many years has
yet to fully recover. Visitors to the park will notice these areas as large
grassy meadows that are surrounded by the woods of Michaux State
Forest.?



Appendix E Letter Committing to preservation of Tom’s Creek
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Paronish, Chadwick

From: Martin, Rock

Sent: Tuesday, February 19, 2019 7:46 AM

To: s.rogersfrost@gmail.com

Subject: FW: [External] Actinolite Asbestos Fibers Polluting the Air
Sherry,

DEP received your February 8t comment regarding the mining permit application for Specialty
Granules, Charmian, PA,

The Cambria District Mining Office has been in consultation with DEP’s Air Quality Program
regarding the issue of naturally occurring asbestos. As part of our ongoing dialogue with the Air
Quality Program, they promptly forwarded your comment to this office.

Please be assured that DEP is directing, and will continue to direct, appropriate resources to
investigate your concerns. The Cambria District Mining Office has been, and will continue to be the
lead office regarding the Specialty Granules, LLC mining permit application. All comments received
regarding this application will be formally responded to in the Comment/Response Document prior
to any permitting decision regarding this application.

Thank you,

Rock Martin, PG|Acting District Mining Manager

Department of Environmental Protection

New Stanton District Office

P.O. Box 133 | 131 Broadview Road | New Stanton, PA 15672
Phone: 724.925.5538 | Fax: 724.925.5555

martin@pa.gov

www.dep.pa.gov

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATION The information transmitted in this message is
intended only for the person or entity to whom it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or
privileged material. Any use of this information other than by the intended recipient is prohibited. If you
receive this message in error, please send a reply e-mail to the sender and delete the material from any
and all computers.

From: S. Rogers-Frost <s.rogersfrost@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, February 8, 2019 1:02 PM

To: EP, air <RA-epair@pa.gov>

Subject: [External] Actinolite Asbestos Fibers Polluting the Air

ATTENTION: This email message is from an external sender. Do not open links or attachments from unknown sources. To
report suspicious email, forward the message as an attachment to CWOPA SPAM@pa.qgov.

This is a serious air pollution issue, possibly a crisis. Actinolite is one of the five Amphibole forms of
naturally occurring asbestos (NOA). It exists in certain igneous rock, in particular, ultra-malfic metabasalt,

1



oI "greeristone”. There is a very large surface mine near us which blasts and crushes this rock. Since the
actinolite exists within the rock (this is the Catoctin Formation), showing as thin striations or bands, it is
impossible to avoid the release of these fibers into the air when the rock is crushed. Amphibole asbhestos is
needle-like and very dangerous since once inhaled it lodges forever in the lungs, or if swallowed, in the
digestive system. This is NOT the commercial form, Chysolite.

We have been trying to deal with this public health problem through PADEP Mining, Cambria Office, since
they are reviewing a permit to allow the expansion of this mine owned by Speciality Granules, Charmian,
PA. But they do not appear to have the expertise or agency scope to deal with the Actinolite asbestos as a
public health problem, which is why I am trying to reach the right/responsible party within DEP,

Please respond by letting me know who to contact directly.

Respectively, Sherry Rogers-Frost



Paronish, Chadwick

From: Martin, Rock

Sent: Wednesday, February 20, 2019 7:54 AM

To: s.rogersfrost@gmail.com; Paronish, Chadwick; Sammarco, Daniel
Cc: Cliff Frost

Subject: RE: FW: [External] Actinolite Asbestos Fibers Polluting the Air
Sherry,

Thank you for your comments. As part of its review of the permit application, Cambria is consulting
with variety of experts within DEP, including the air quality program. The Pennsylvania Non-Coal
Surface Mining Act and the Pennsylvania Air Pollution Control Act, which DEP enforces, specifically
discusses the protection of public health, safety and well-being of the citizens. The questions and
documents submitted by you and others are being considered by the Department as part of its review
of the permit application and in its ongoing assessment of quarry operations.

If you choose, you can certainly contact the Pennsylvania Department of Health as well.

Thanks,

Rock Martin, PG|Acting District Mining Manager

Department of Environmental Protection

New Stanton District Office

P.O. Box 133 | 131 Broadview Road | New Stanton, PA 15672
Phone: 724.925.5538 | Fax: 724.925.5555

martin@pa.gov

www.dep.pa.gov

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATION The information transmitted in this message is
intended only for the person or entity to whom it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or
privileged material. Any use of this information other than by the intended recipient is prohibited. If you
receive this message in error, please send a reply e-mail to the sender and delete the material from any
and all computers.

From: S. Rogers-Frost <s.rogersfrost@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, February 19, 2019 2:26 PM

To: Martin, Rock <martin@pa.gov>; Paronish, Chadwick <chaparonis@pa.gov>; Sammarco, Daniel
<dsammarco@pa.gov>

Cc: Cliff Frost <cliffordfrost@gmail.com>

Subject: Re: FW: [External] Actinolite Asbestos Fibers Polluting the Air

Hi Rock,

My intention with the February 8 communication was to try to bring the public health issue of actinolite
asbestos to a broader audience.

It is my own fault, since | mentioned the permit, that it got bounced to you. The problem is that there are
two separate issues which need to be addressed:



P.O. Box 133 | 131 Broadview Road | New Stanton, PA 15672
Phone: 724,925.5538 | Fax: 724.925.5555

martin@pa.gov

www.dep.pa.gov

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATION The information transmitted in this message is
intended only for the person or entity to whom it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or
privileged material. Any use of this information other than by the intended recipient is prohibited. If you
receive this message in error, please send a reply e-mail to the sender and delete the material from any
and all computers.

From: S. Rogers-Frost <s.rogersfrost@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, February 8, 2019 1:02 PM

To: EP, air <RA-epair@pa.gov>

Subject: [External] Actinolite Asbestos Fibers Polluting the Air

ATTENTION: This email message is from an external sender. Do not open links or attachments from unknown sources.
To report suspicious email, forward the message as an attachment to CWOPA SPAM@pa.gov.

This is a serious air pollution issue, possibly a crisis. Actinolite is one of the five Amphibole forms of
naturally occurring asbestos (NOA). It exists in certain igneous rock, in particular, ultra-malfic metabasalt,
or "greenstone”. There is a very large surface mine near us which blasts and crushes this rock. Since the
actinolite exists within the rock (this is the Catoctin Formation), showing as thin striations or bands, it is
impossible to avoid the release of these fibers into the air when the rock is crushed. Amphibole asbestos is
needle-like and very dangerous since once inhaled it lodges forever in the lungs, or if swallowed, in the
digestive system. This is NOT the commercial form, Chysolite.

We have been trying to deal with this public health problem through PADEP Mining, Cambria Office, since
they are reviewing a permit to allow the expansion of this mine owned by Speciality Granules, Charmian,
PA. But they do not appear to have the expertise or agency scope to deal with the Actinolite asbestos as a
public health problem, which is why | am trying to reach the right/responsible party within DEP.

Please respond by letting me know who to contact directly.
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February 12, 2019

Cambria District Mining Office

District Mining Operations

Department of Environmental Protection, Commonwealth of Pennsylvania

Attn: Daniel Sammarco, P.E., District Mining Manager, Rock Martin, P.G., Permit Chief
286 Industrial Park Road Ebensburg, Pennsylvania 15931

RE: Comments on Large Surface Mining Permit No. 01180301 and NPDES No. PA0279617, Specialty
Granules, LLC

Dear Messrs. Sammarco and Martin:

We own a house on Charmian Lane, Blue Ridge Summit Pennsylvania, close to the SGI existing plant

and proposed new quarry and new road. The attraction for us of this area was the countryside, history,
and people.

We agree with the varied and serious concerns raised at the public meeting we attended on January 30
and believe that this application should be rejected.

Liberty Valley already is a major employer in the area. Orvis is moving in.

Michaux Forrest and Tom’s Creek are natural highlights of this part of country, and the Monterey
Battlefield Park and current focus on the retreat route from Gettysburg have drawn increasing interest to
the area so that the potential for growth in tourism for sport, history and recreation is high.

This is not consistent with SGI's proposed new “NT Quarry”.

SGI states in its handout to the January meeting “Frequently Asked Questions about the Proposed
Northern Tract Quarry” that it will protect water quality in Miney Branch. Based on testimony and
photographs at the hearing, water quality in Miney Branch is already very poor, thanks to past and
existing SGI operations, We gather SGI does not intend to make a bad situation worse, This is not a

reason to approve the NT Quarry.

DEP CAMBRIA OFFICE

FEB 15 2013
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Despite the opposition expressed by many members of the community over the most recent and past
hearings, if DEP nevertheless decides to allow SGI to proceed, we believe it imperative that such
approval inciude the following provisions:

e SQI states that its plans will protect Tom’s Creek “under normal operating conditions.”
However, as shown by the last year extreme weather seems to be on the increase. If its
application is approved, it should require that SGI not increase either storm water runoff or
suspended solids in Toms Creek under any circumstances.

o With the potential for life threatening actinolite contamination that could affect the entire
community, with potentially severe health and economic consequences, SGI must retain outside
experts to regularly monitor and publicly report on asbestos fibers at the existing and new site,
and the experts shouid use methodology reflecting the criticisms at the January public meeting,

e Any DEP action to approve NT Quarry must also require that an escrow fund for reclamation be
established at the outset of work, increased annually to cover any impact of inflation, and SGI
should undertake reclamation of the old quarry as the work proceeds, not decades in the future.
SGI should also proceed to restore Miney Branch.

* SGI's proposed road to connect its facility with Route 16 could be a substantial contribution to
reducing the air and noise pollution and safety threats from the large number of trucks hauling
product to and from the SGI facility. SGI has presented the plan as in effect partial mitigation
for the impact of the opening of the new mining operation. Therefore the plan for the road
should be considered as part of the overall application by SGI, and its adequacy addressed along
with the adequacy of the other parts of its petition. The road will concentrate truck traffic in a
new portion of the community which also has homes and residents who also are entitled to their
privacy and quiet. SGI has a legal obligation to make every reasonable effort to reduce the
adverse impact of the new road. Accordingly the plan for the new road must be assessed as to
whether it has been adequately designed to minimize noise, air pollution and other effects from
the construction, and from truck traffic once it is in operation. SGI as a condition of any
approval of its petition should be required to commission independent modeling studies of the
impact of the new road, and the study should be submitted to the appropriate authorities and
made public before final plans and permits for the road are approved. SGI should be required as
a condition of approval of its petition to take all steps indicated by the study that are possible and
reasonable to reduce the adverse effect of the new road on the immediate neighborhood where it
will be built. DEP should require monitoring of noise levels along the proposed new road to 16,
as well as the existing and new quarry areas.

e The D.L. George truck depot along Highway 16 has been a recurring and irritating source of
noise and light to the neighborhood. SGI should agree to use its influence as contractor to have
D.I. George reduce this noise and light pollution.

DEP CAMBRIA OFFICE

FEB 15 2019
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e SQGI states in its application that “The modifications to the Charmian Facility operations
proposed as part of this Northern Tract Quarry permit application are not intended to increase
production capacity at the Charmian Facility nor result in increased truck traffic.” [p.43] DEP
should require that neither production nor traffic should increase, and that the permit is cancelled
if they attempt to do so.

Sincerely yours,
)

ot /}// / / /

Pa:L‘ll}I:IOff : /
-/, .f' = / ‘v. /

/

Ellen }fgff /o / v

DEP CAMBRIA OFFICE
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February 11, 2019

Expanded Comments on SGI Mine Expansion

Permit
Clifford Frost, 301 Mount Hope Rd, Hamiltonban Twp, 17320.

Background: | hold a Bachelor’s degree in Statistics, and a Master’s degree in
Biostatistics, both from the University of California Berkeley. This is relevant
to my comments below.

Underlined comments are additions to the oral presentation | gave at the
January 30, 2019 hearing.

These comments and questions are directed to the relevant PA DEP officials.
It’s fine with me if SGI responds as well, but | am explicitly asking PA DEP to
respond. Many questions were asked of PA DEP at the July 2018 hearing, and
the only responses | have seen were from SGI, with no indication of PA DEP’s
opinion. Does this mean PA DEP endorses SGI’s responses?

This leads to a very confusing situation for the public—we are addressing
guestions and comments to PA DEP, the agency that is supposed to be looking
out for our interests, and hearing nothing back. Of course SGI should be
allowed to respond, but they have a huge conflict of interest and, just as
importantly, SGI is not the decision maker.

Why hasn’t PA DEP provided responses to the questions directly addressed to
it last July?

Three brief comments:

1) SGI used inappropriate testing methodology for Asbestiform fibers.

a. The air sampling covered approximately 1/10-trillionth of the site’s
air column (see footnote in Appendix A for the calculation). For
this to generalize, you have to assume all the dust is absolutely
uniformly distributed, and that there are no wind patterns at the




February 11, 2019
mine site other than the prevailing winds measured miles away.

There is no evidence for either assumption, just the opposite.

RiLee defends their wholly inadequate test (full text of their email is Appendix
A of this document) partly by saying their sensors were placed at the
downwind perimeter of the mine property. This is not terribly relevant to the
fact that the local wind patterns in this area are gusty, frequently changing
direction, and seriously affected by the local topology. Anyone who hikes in
these hills would understand this, and frankly it's obvious from looking at a
topo map of the area that local wind currents could be significant given the
uneven terrain at the site and the surrounding area.

RiLee says the dust is assumed to be “homogenous {well-mixed)” throughout
the air column. This assumption implies a Uniform Distribution of toxic
particles throughout the air, and anyone knowledgeable of the art will
understand how ridiculous this assumption is under the specific circumstances
of this test. This test was performed in a mountainous gusty region; during
the rainiest season in living memory: with no attempt made to measure and
guantify the microclimate wind conditions; with all sensors 10’ off the ground;
performed under place and time conditions set by the party with the
strongest incentive to obtain a certain result {(which, miraculously they

obtained!).

RlLee also claims they are using EPA methodology for measuring air pollution.
in some ways this may be true, but it ignores the fact that it isn’t a particularly
good approach for the specific issue they are supposedly studying. Air
pollution measurements are often trying to gauge the effects of pollution that
comes from thousands of separate sources {e.g. automobiles), or that may be
coming from miles away {e.g. blown off a desert), etc. None of this applies to
the SGI mine site. They know exactly where the suspected pollution sources
are and could measure them directly, rather than place a tiny number of tiny
sensors all ten feet off the ground. How high is the relevant air column?
Could a toxic dust cloud be blown up to 20 ft off the ground and bypass the
sensors? '
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What realistic physical model of nearby dust dispersion supports the claim

that the measurements here are in any way representative of the overall air
quality? How on earth can such a model be realistic in the absence of any
local wind measurements?

Most importantly, however, the whole test is disingenuous because it
assumes that 8 days in August of 2018 (8 days chosen by the mine operator)
are forever and always representative of all other days, past and future—even
though the mine processes new rock constantly. Each time the mine processes
rock it risks releasing toxic waste, so an 8 day measurement can have no
bearing on past and future days.

The best that can be said about this test is that it was a Public Relations stunt
rather than a good faith effort to address the community’s often expressed,
valid concerns.

b. A one-time sample (even over a few days) is also inappropriate.
Even if this one sample had been perfect it would not apply to the
ongoing nature of the issue.

Why did PA DEP let SGI present such a poor test without pointing o