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An Environmental Assessment and Harms/Benefits public meeting was held concerning the application for a proposed residual waste landfill, the Harmony Residual Waste Landfill, in Chest Township, Clearfield County.  The meeting was held on May 7, 2009 at the Harmony Area High School, 5239 Ridge Road, Westover, PA, Clearfield County.  Representatives of Eagle Environmental II, their consultants, Chest Township Supervisors, Clearfield County, and the Department of Environmental Protection (DEP), among others attended the meeting.  State Representative Camille “Bud” George was also in attendance.  The following is a summary of the meeting:

The meeting began at 6:30 p.m.  Mr. James Miller, Environmental Program Manager, DEP, Northcentral Regional Office, opened the meeting by introducing the DEP staff, the applicant’s consultants and Rep. George.
Rep. George was given an opportunity to speak regarding his objection to the permitting of the proposed landfill and the harms associated with it and provided a written copy of his statement.  
Following Rep. George’s statements, Mr. Miller described the Environmental Assessment process and gave an explanation of the purpose of the meeting.
Mr. Eric Chiado of Civil & Environmental Consultants, Inc., the applicant’s consultant, discussed recent developments in the application process using a PowerPoint presentation.  He explained the current status and recent revisions associated with the permitting process.  He outlined the plan to remove and replace wetlands, the box cutting process that will be used to remove coal, and the process of identifying and dealing with potential acid-producing layers on the proposed site.
In terms of the Harms/Benefits evaluation, the applicant identified approximately 55 potential harms, including acid mine drainage, truck nuisance, and additional traffic.  They also identified several environmental, social, and economic benefits relating to the proposed landfill and the surrounding area, including enhanced wetlands, the use of local contractors/vendors, and funding provided to the Harmony School District and local municipalities.
To conclude the PowerPoint presentation, Mr. Chiado explained that the harms have been thoroughly evaluated and that there are mitigation plans in place that can be readily implemented.  The applicant is confident that the benefits outweigh the harms.
Rep. George responded to Mr. Chiado’s presentation.  Rep. George expressed concern about the well–being of the local area and the impact for many years to come.

Mr. Joseph Figured, Environmental Engineer, DEP, Waste Management program, presented additional harms that were not necessarily outlined in the application, including stormwater runoff, noise from coal mining operations, and impact on Environmental Justice Communities.  He explained how DEP evaluates the overall balance of harms vs. benefits.  Mr. Miller explained the significance of Environmental Justice Communities and how this issue relates to the review of the application.
Mr. Miller then opened up the meeting for questions and comments from all attendees.  The comments, questions and the responses provided are as follows:
1.  Jodi Brennan – Clearfield County Planning and Community Development Director – provided a written copy of her statement.
a. Expressed concern over potential impact to the Exceptional Value watershed of Pine Run.
b. Concerned about pollution associated with the landfill, cost of repairing streams and the integrity of the ecosystem.
c. The landfill could adversely affect tourism, recreation investments, and the Pennsylvania Wilds initiative.
d. Concerned with heavy truck traffic, congestion, and the costs of increased emergency services.
2.  Arnold Smith
a. Can the applicant guarantee that the liner will not leak?
b. Future generations will be affected by the landfill.
c. Birds could potentially be a nuisance.
3.  Carl Michael – Chest Township Supervisor – provided written copies of his statements.
a. Asked about the timeline - is the clock running on the permit process?
b. Concerned about the availability of the permit application for Chest Township residents to review.
c. Inquired about the handling of discharge water, stormwater and leachate.
d. The Fish Commission assessment of Pine Run should be made public.
e. Regarding Routes 36 and 3014, are they widening the roads to three lanes to account for extra truck traffic?
DEP Response – The review process/clock is on hold because of this meeting.  Comments can be submitted throughout the review process.  
Response from Applicant’s Consultant – There are no plans to add turning lanes to those routes.
4.  Marvin Smith – Clearfield – Mr. Smith expressed concern that heavy trucks will create noise and will negatively affect school traffic and intersections.
5.  Tanya Kunsman – Chest Township – provided a written copy of her questions.
a. Are the current emergency medical services adequate to handle truck accidents, fires and hazardous spills?
b. School buses and farming equipment travel on the proposed truck route.

c. Who is responsible for payment of Hazmat services?

d. What is the difference between hazardous and non-hazardous waste?
DEP Response – The difference between hazardous waste and non-hazardous waste has to do with its chemical makeup, or if determined so by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), based on a process that the waste material is generated from (listed hazardous waste), or because of its characteristics.  The applicant is required to submit a Form R - Waste Acceptance Plan which outlines what kinds of waste they intend to accept.  The waste must be compatible with the liner.  If the permit is approved, the applicant must also do a Form U approval for each generator they intend to accept waste streams from, which includes chemical analysis for each individual waste stream.  DEP also explained more about how the financial benefits are weighed.
6.  A citizen asked if there would be any hazardous waste accepted.

DEP Response – No.

7.  A citizen asked about how stormwater will be handled, and about the treatment ponds for contact water from mining.

DEP Response – The infiltration zone around the perimeter of the site is designed to handle stormwater, which is not contaminated water.  The stormwater is handled through Erosion and Sedimentation Control Structures.  The contact water from mining operations goes to a treatment pond.  
Response from Applicant’s Consultant – The applicant’s consultant provided further information about various processes of water treatments, water testing, and drainage.  More detailed information on this aspect of the operation is found in the application.
8.  Carl Michael asked about the classification of bottom ash from a garbage incinerator.

DEP Response – That is municipal waste.  The proposed residual waste landfill would not be allowed to accept it.

9.  A citizen asked how the disposal of hospital waste would be enforced in the landfill and who would be held responsible.

DEP Response – There may be a host municipality inspector, as well as the spotter running the compacter to watch for that type of waste.  In terms of responsibility, the waste generator, the transporter, and/or the receiving facility could be fined.
10. A citizen asked if hospital waste had been found in any area landfills.

DEP Response – There is one commercial residual waste landfill in the northcentral region - White Pines Landfill in Columbia County.  No infectious waste has been found in that landfill.  DEP defined the types of waste that residual landfills can accept.

Applicant Response – There was an instance at one of their facilities where unauthorized waste was spotted and the facility notified DEP.  It was an issue with the generator.  Training programs for operators help them to recognize these types of problems.
11. A citizen
a. During dry spells in the summertime there is not a lot of water going down Pine Run.
b. Taking 50,000 gallons per day from Pine Run could kill the stream.
c. Are there problems with a leachate treatment pipe crossing wetlands?  Has that issue been resolved?
d. The mine floor will be groutted, will the grout be eaten by the lime used for treatment?

Response from Applicant’s Consultant – The landfill would be going through a dry spell also and would not generate as much leachate.  The application includes a leachate transmission pipe which runs from the landfill to the Westover Wastewater Treatment Plant.  With the process of directional drilling, the alignment of the pipe does not pass through any wetlands.  The potential for seepage will be taken into consideration.  Concrete also has lime in it so it shouldn’t be broken down by lime
12. A citizen asked about the possibility of the pipe under Pine Run leaking.
Response from Applicant’s Consultant – The proposed leachate transmission line uses a dual contained pipe system and witness manholes which would be monitored quarterly.
13. Joan Robinson McMillen, Clearfield County Commissioner– Could the proposed leachate transmission line leak between the times that it is checked?
Response from Applicant’s Consultant – Yes.
14. Kenneth Rowles – Chest Township Supervisor
a. Pine Run is dried up for portions of the summertime.
b. Some local residents are already dumping on the site of the proposed landfill.
c. The landfill is progress, it won’t hurt Chest Township.

15. Leroy Brink – Chest Township Supervisor
a. The additional truck traffic will not hurt the local area.
b. People don’t get sick from a landfill.
c. People will do their jobs to regulate the landfill properly.
d. The project will bring jobs and money to the area.
16. Dan Snyder – Chest Creek Watershed Alliance
a. Stressed the importance of clean drinking water and read the mission statement of the alliance.
b. The alliance is neither for nor against the landfill itself.  It is important to promote wise use of resources.
c. A watershed is a natural filter and the landfill interferes with the natural filtration system.

17. Joe Mazenko – Chest Township
a. Waste has to go somewhere.  There are other local facilities that could be considered hazards as well.  There are agencies in place to regulate these facilities properly.
b. The economic benefits would be good for the local area.
c. Punkin Ridge Road does not have congestion.
d. At times, Pine Run has no water for stretches of 100 feet and there are no big fish in the stream.
18. A citizen commented that a hydrogeologist from Chest Township said the landfill would pollute Pine Run.  Does DEP know if Chest Township has a hydrogeologist and who is it?   
DEP Response – DEP does not know if Chest Township has a hydrogeologist or who that person is if they do. 
19. Suzanne Snyder – Chest Creek Watershed Alliance – Ms. Snyder stated that water is an important resource and needs to be protected.
20. Larry Garner – Chest Township Secretary/Treasurer
a. The permit is located in the municipal building.  He has made arrangements for residents to view the permit.
b. In response to Rep. George’s concern about power plant ash possibly going into the proposed landfill, there is already fly ash being dumped into another facility without a liner.
c. Property value of homes in the vicinity of the landfill will not necessarily be negatively affected.
21. John Landry – Chest Township
a. One of the biggest harms is truck traffic.  The local roads already have issues with coal trucks.
b. Regarding the concerns about material coming into the landfill, strip mines bring in motor oil, how are they being serviced?
c. The project will bring a lot of money into the community.
22. Betty Lou Kunsman – Chest Township
a. How will fractured strata within the landfill floor be fixed?
b. Will leachate leak into the water table?

c. If the water table becomes contaminated, who will be held accountable?
Response from Applicant’s Consultant – The surface area that has been fractured by blasting will be removed by excavation, and the applicant will determine if additional fracturing exists below the base grade elevations.  To close off fractures, a grouting program will be used, which includes drilling borings and injecting fluid and cement grout.  To verify that fractures have been filled, the applicant will take core borings into the bedrock.  Regarding leachate, the landfill will use a double liner system with a leachate detection zone.  Accountability will be with the landfill owners.  They are responsible for the active life of the landfill plus at least thirty years after the landfill closes.
23. A citizen inquired about the potential harm from abandoned mines.  
DEP Response – There are bonding funds in place to account for potential incidents.
24. A citizen inquired about how often DEP would be at the location.

DEP Response – There would be periodic inspections and DEP is present at certain points throughout the construction process.  The liner has specific construction requirements and DEP would ensure that the specifications were met.
25. A citizen asked whether there would be bonding on roads.

Response from Applicant’s Consultant – Yes, there would be bonding on specific roads.
26. Sharon Michael – Chest Township
a. Would the trucks hauling waste be tarped?
b. Is there a truck wash station available on site?
DEP Response – For residual waste, if the load can be blown from the vehicle, it has to have a tarp which is water-resistant, not waterproof.  The landfill also has the option to establish waste acceptance criteria that are stricter than the regulations.
Response from Applicant’s Consultant – There is not a truck wash in the design.
27. Lee Ann Styber – What is the radius from the landfill for which they will check wells and springs?
Response from Applicant’s Consultant – The applicant is required to identify all private and public water sources within ¼ mile downgradient of the waste footprint.  The waste footprint is more than ¼ mile away from all private and public water sources.  They are also required to verify within three miles of public water sources.
28. A citizen asked if there are any test wells and whether any acid mine drainage had been found.

Response from Applicant’s Consultant – There are currently eight groundwater monitoring wells around the perimeter of the proposed footprint.  If the facility is permitted, there will be eight additional wells added, for a total of sixteen.  In terms of acid mine drainage, nothing problematic has been found.
29. A citizen inquired about the issue of no truck wash being available on site.  How do you prevent material from being carried in truck tires?
Response from Applicant’s Consultant – Before the trucks would reach a public road, they would travel approximately ¾ mile with the ability to get rid of material in the tires.  The facility must water and sweep the paved areas according to the Nuisance Control Plan.
30. Carl Michael asked if a flare stack is included in the application.
Response from Applicant’s Consultant – Residual waste landfills are inorganic and do not break down, therefore they do not generate much gas.  There is a Gas Management Plan in the application.  It does not include a flare.
31. A citizen asked about rain water dripping out of truck beds onto the roads, and whether or not the trucks would have liners.
Applicant Response – Regulations vary depending on the type of waste.

Response from Applicant’s Consultant – The Transportation Compliance Plan includes hiring a transportation compliance officer who will monitor landfill traffic.
32. A citizen asked if the landfill will be covered at the end of each day.

Response from Applicant’s Consultant – There is no regulation requiring it to be covered each day.  It is not organic and would not attract birds.
DEP Response – Although not stated at the meeting, the regulations do require the working face of the landfill to be covered at the end of each working day.  

33. Guy Kitchen
a. Made reference to existing landfills in Johnstown and in Washington County.
b. There are some benefits to having a landfill in the area.
34. Tanya Kunsman made reference to the judicial opinion of the appeal argued May 11, 2004 in Commonwealth Court, Eagle Environmental II, L.P. vs. DEP and Chest Twp.  She provided a written copy.
a. When was the Harms/Benefits analysis brought into law?
b. A person’s life is priceless, how can you put a value on it?

c. Are there funds available to buy out landowners along the truck route or adjacent to the landfill?

DEP Response – DEP provided information about how the Harms/Benefits analysis affects the permitting process.
Response from Applicant’s Consultant – The Harms/Benefits process was enacted in 1996 under Governor Ridge.  No, there are no funds available to nearby landowners.
35. Carl Michael and Tanya Kunsman asked about particulate dust and if it could be harmful.

Response from Applicant’s Consultant – It could be harmful.

Mr. Miller concluded the public meeting at 9:00 p.m.
This concludes the summary of the Environmental Assessment and Harms/Benefits public meeting.  If there are any additions or corrections to this summary, please send them to the following address:  

Mr. James Miller, Environmental Program Manager
DEP Waste Management Program

208 West Third Street, Suite 101

Williamsport, PA  17701
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