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1. Call to Order

Mr. Corman,acting as Chair, called the meeting to order at 6:00mp and led the Committee in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

2. Approval of Minutes

Mr. Spychalskimade a motion to approve tivay 28, 2009 Coordinating Committee minutes. Mall
seconded the motion, which was approved unanimously.

3. Citizen Comments
There were no citizen comments.
4, Centre County Long Range Transportation Plan(LRTP)

Mr. Bloom presented the dragfirojectranking criteria, which were discussed at the May 23 meeting.
The currentdraft of thecriteria reflecé commentsreceivedfrom the'Coordinating ‘Committeat that
meeting

Mr. Bloom explainedthat a Goals and Objectives survey was sent to members in #gritesults of
which set the framework for the project ranking criteria. He reviewed the prioritized goals resulting
from tha survey.The project ranking committe@PRC)has recommended a new scorgygtem, on a
Likert Scalefrom 03, replacing the previous-B5-10 system.® They have also recommended a
weighting of factors based on the prioritized goals and objectives.

At its May 23 meeting, the Coordinating Committee suggested adding a local priority goal. Mr. Bloom
saidthe PRC.is still working through statistical analysis to determine hdvestachieve this. There
will be either .5 or 1 point bonggven for the requési n g é&ppriarity prajest.

A suggestionwas mae to add two components to Criterion #3 (Efficient System Management and
Operations):

e Reduces our cost of living in the county
e Reduces the cast of doing business in the county

The PRC did not remnmend adding these components because thexrdifficult to quantify.

Further, it was proposed to add the compot#ent A
(Integration and Connegity). @ The PRC recommended adding this compaonemtd this
recommendatiors reflected in the draft criteria.

Last, a suggestion was made to add the componer
environment 0 Qouosisté€cyiwithePlanoeGrowth &nd Development Areas)lhe PRC
recommended adding thcomponenas well.

Mr. Eich referred to the local priority bonuand asked ithis bonuswould be added to the raw or
weighted score. Mr. Bloomeplied that the bonuwould bean increasdo the weighted score. He
addedhata half-point bonusis probably morestatisticallyviable than the full point.
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Mr. Lee asked if, pior to the project rankinggrowth forecasts were being sent to municipalitésng

with questions about where they want growth. Mr. Bla@mpliedthat the forecasts and questions are
being sent to municipalitiesMr. Lee asked about the refinement of the priority order relative to funding
sources, noting that this is another way to weight prajeds. Bloomreplied withthe example of a
bridge, which is onleligible for bridge funding. That bridge may be ranked number 50 overall, but it
may be the number one priority for that typebdtigefunding.

Mr. Lee explained that block transportation funding is important to-Centre Cobetausevithout it,
policy decisions arbeingmade outside the county byose who control individudlinding sources.

Mr. Buckalewnoteda wide distribution of the criteria as far as which ones wédose and which were
far apart, asking whethehis could put too much weighhesmall differences. Mr. Bloomepliedthat
the Coordinating Committeasked forthe raw scores in addition to the weighted scatetheir last
meeting He further noted thapolicymakers wouldstill have: an opportunity to. make changeghe
overall ranking.

Mr. Miller made a motion to approve the project ranking criteria, including the weighting component,
to be used for the LRTP. Mr. Spychalski seconded and the motion passed unanimously.

I-80/Route 26 Section A18 Local Access Interchange

Ms. Michael explainedthat last October, Marion Township officials expressed conadwout the
location of theLocal Access Interchange at a Coordinating Committee meeting. The MPO received
additionalcorrespondence from Marion Township in December. PennD@QT™HO staff attended the
Nittany Valley Planning.Commissiomeetingin‘January and the MPOTechnical and Coordinating
Committeegdiscussed the issue in January and February.

Ms. Michael identified thévoth the Local Access and High Speed Interchamggcts on a map, along
with environmentalfeaturesin the area. When thelLocal Access Interchangegroject wasinitiated,
PennDOT first looked afjeographical constrainia the project area These constraints includgald
Eagle Mountain, the Nittany Criean the median of Interstate 8@gearby quarriegsthe Lyonstown
residential area, historfeaturesagricultural security areas, and wetlands.

Ms. Michael then reviewed theproject timeline, starting in 1996 witlan environmental inventory.
Several pblic meetings were held starting in September, 1999. -fthivds of participants at these
meetings stated that a local accesgsrchange betweer80 and Route 2@/as neededand 80%of these
were in favor of an access just east of Walnut Ridge Roadulyni2002 the Environmental Evaluation
Report wagompleted for the project

Further, Ms. Michael identified area crash locations presented average daily traffom area roads
from 1999 and 2003.

Ms. Michaelexplainedthat theNational Environmetal Policy Act NEPA) process which PennDOT
is requiredto follow i is based on federal guidelin@esd mandatethatthe agencyollow all applicable
federal environmental lawsThis process is naompletedn a vacuumrather,PennDOTis required to
solicit public input at each step, so the decis®made with the besind most completeaformation
available. She also noted that the M&g@proveda Route 26 btterment project from existingxit 161
to the proposed local accesgerchange, an®ennODT also plans tosolicit public input before these
improvements commence
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Reviewing thecurrent status of the interchange projedis. Michael noted the Local Access
Interchange ifully ready to go to constructipand the High Speed Intdrange is abut 80%ready for
construction.

Ms. Michaelexplained contingency plais the eventof an emergenci80 closure. Jacksonville Road
is not permitted for oversize loads atalln d t hat wi || cont i nutlecurenPennD
Lamar and Mileburgexitsas detour points.

Mr. Zilla explainedt h e MP Qid the profedt moting that the bodyapprovesthe expenditure of
federalfunds for surface transportation projectthe Local Access.and High Speed Interchanges are to
move forward, ie next action by the MPO will be to secure funding for ¢laeh project If funding is
secured the MPO must then add the projedts the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and
Long Range Trammrtation Plan (LRTR) Mr. Zilla explained that the MP®@as considered several
potential funding sourcdser the projects

Mr. Zilla explained thathere are two options for the MRO consider

e Option 1: Proceed with thdigh Speed and Local Access Interchapggects as planned
e Option 2: Stop the curremtrojects, reopen the environmental clearance documents for both
projects, and evaluate alternatives.

These options were presented to the Technical Committee at the beginning of June. That Committee
made the following motions:

e Motion #11 The TechnicalCommittee recommended. that the Coordinating Committee approve
Policy Option 1-and proceed with the Lkocal Access Interchange project as planned.

e Motion #21 The Technical Committee recommended that the Coordinating Committee give
priority to making improveents on Route.26 between the High Speed and Local Access
Interchanges, and from the Local Access Interchange to Route 150 near Howard Borough.

Mr. Ray Gutshall, Marion Township Supervisorhanked t he MPO f omeetilganl di ng
Howard. He poke first to the desires of the overwhelming majority of the local communityfurkheer

explained thahe had nothing personal-to gdiom the construction of the Local Access Interchaiage
opposed to others who havepresented this same constituerat previous times The Marion
Township Comprehensive Plaaptureshe essencef what the people want from the Supervisarsd

that is to maintain a safe, rural community.

Mr. Gutshallexplainedt h a t by i omapntyy heeis maferring to aecentpetition of 384
signaturesThis is a largeproportionof the local residents. Haotedthat 95% of thessignaturesare
against theconstruction of thd.ocal Interchangeiccess Interchangat its currently planned location
nearShay Lane.. Heommitted toprovide the CCMB and PennDOT with copies of tipgtition. He
further explained thatits petitionfeatureda direct question, with a direct yes or no answeée. stated
that a previous petition contained a hidden questimnch is now the saue of dispute. Mr. Gutshall
further noted that the Supervisors and a majority of local residentsoaragainst the High Speed
Interchangéd this will reduce the presence of extra lotalffic i but they are opposed tbe Local
Access Interchange ah8y Lanefor a variety of reasons One of thee issues i#mergency vehicle
traffic.
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Mr. Bose, President of the Howard Fire Company, referred letter drafted by the organization
regarding the concerns they have about Routac2gss Since theopening of 99, theincidentsof
emergency rescue and respongseRoute 26 have skyrocketedTheincreasingcrashfrequency inthe
vicinity of existing Exit 161 isduplicated furthemlongRoute 26into Marion Township and Howard

Mr. Bose explained thabf those who tdithe opportunity to drivRoute 26 on the way to this meeting,

it is easy to see the inability of that roadntandle increased traffiwith the opening ofocal access at
Shay Lane. This deficiency is compoundedtlhy impendingopening é the quarry in Jacksonville,
which has alreadybeen permitted ang awaiting the construction of the Local Access Interchange.
According to Mr. Bose, hte original plan was for the quarry owner to. construct the Local Access
Interchange near the Hublerdgie; his planwas rejected by the FHWA.

Mr. Boseexplained thathere has already been somewhat of a delay in emergency response time due to
traffic concerns on Jacksonville Road. There are erond or shoulder®n which to pull off,and
emergency vahles have a difficult timeccessing those in need his is a great concern. The project

the MPO proposed is the improvement of Route 26 from Shay Lane t®@%hiatierchange at Route 26.

He said the worst part iactually from Shay Lanethrough the arrows andinto Howard The Fire
Companybés concern is<the increased traffic with
community onRoute 26 Another item of concern is the increased traffic and the speed of traffic on
Route 26 through &in Street in Howard Borough. There are children who have to cross this road to
get to the elementary school. With increased traffic, the Fire Companytheapossibilityof more
pedestriarvehicleaccidents. Mr. Bosaotedthat if the MPO is going toonsider upgrading Route 26,

they should not forget the Howard Borough erdr. Bosefurther notedthat neighboring emergency
response companies have the same concerns.

Mr. Gutshall stated that Marion, Walker, and Howard Townships, along with Howenaugh, are

going to bethe areas most impactég this interchange. They do not have any representatiarvote

on the MPQ Those who are designated to represent.these municipalities have already stated their
positions in favor of the Locaccessinterchange. He asked why Marion, Walker and Howard should
have to accept this positiorSince they do not have proper representation, Mr. Gutshall requested that
those who are assigned to represent them refrain from voting. aféty ssue is one of thferemost

issues regarding this project. IHeted that local'elected officials and resideaitohave the following

issues:

1) Additional traffic placed oRoute 26, which is ilequipped to handle it;

2) School buses;

3) Amish families and their lgygies

4) Farm traffic with implements, hay, and salvage wagand

5) Cattle crossing whictvill require additionalpeople to cross cattle into pasture safeRoute 26 is
improved.

Mr. Gutshallexplained thatecisioamakers on the CCMPO would besponsible for placing people in
jeopardy. The CCMPO is currently considering safety and security as their number one priority in
ranking projects for the new LRTPThis local interchangeMr. Gutshall explained;ertainly does not
increase safety Moreover, PennDOT has launched a new method of integrating Smart Transportation
principles into projects One of theprimaryfactors is coordinatingrojects withlocal governments and
communities. Mr. Gutshakxplainedthat 95% of localesidents opposea tthis projectshouldmerit

some sort of consideration. THecal constituents ask the CCMPO #approvethe High Speed
Interchange, but to eliminate the Local Access Interchange at Shay Lane and maintain the present local
access interchanges of Milesbdiog westbound traffic, Lamar for eastbound traffic and Bellefonte/Zion
interchanges for immediate traffic to that arédr. Gutshall also noted that lives and money could be
savedby eliminating the Local Access Interchange at Shay | eagtioning MPO mmbers that ithere
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is a horrific accidentelated to local accesthis will be on their collective consciencéle fearsRoute

26 becoming thesame acciderprone deathtrap that Route 322 Potters Mills to State College is at this
time. Mr. Gutshall furher noted thale has already had local residents tell him thttafLocal Access
Interchange is constructed at Shay Lahey will divert toRoute 64 because of the high risk.

If the flesser of two evildtakes place, as stated previous meetingand the Shayaneinterchange
moves forwardMarionTownshid s r e g u e ghat Reute 2bedupghaded for the propeolume

of traffic from theLocal Accessnterchange to Route 158nd that this be completed previous to any
funds béng designatedo the F99/I-80 High Speed InterchangeThe upgradeof Route 26between
current 80 Exit 161 and the Local Access Interchangih the promise of upgrading Route 26 to
Route 150 toward Howard in the futusgould not be acceptableMr. Gutshall noted tht & the June
Technical Committee meetinthere was a comment that this project should move forlvaa@use of
the money already spentle explainedhat Marion Townshiglisagrees with that sentimentf we, in
good conscience, make the correct denisio save lives and propertthat should be considered
progress Spending money just becausmec a n < d o e s nthetrightmadisien Mrt Gutshall
guestioned bw much more money will be spent' whiertal decisionmakers and residents realize the
Local Access Interchange was a bad decision-that puts livesiand property in jedparstyongly urged
each and every oratending the meeting voice their opinionsOnly a fewofficials have represented
the people for the last eight monthad now is théime for the people to be heard.

Mr. Richard Watters, Howard Borough Councigted that a letter frorthe Council was included with

the agenda. Council is not in favor of the. Shay Lane interchange. He said the only thing he wanted to
emphasize wasde hazard of truck traffic in the school zone, where some childgaonhome for lunch.

Council members did not see how the roads in the Borough could possibly be widened to accommodate
the changes that would be required for a large increase in traffierefore, Howard BorougBouncil

highly recommends an.alternative to the ShayLane interchange.

Mr. Lee asked what the impact elsewhexmuld beif there wasno Local Accessnterchange. He asked
where the traffic would go. Mr. Klineeplied thattraffic would use local roads such as Musser Lane.
The Local Access Interchange was located to minimize impatt®se other local roads

Mr. Leeasked ifthe existing-80 Exit 161would no longer be a local interchange. Mr. Klnepliedin
theaffirmadive, that it would be the High Speed Interchange.

Mr. Kline notedthat the recent traffic counts on Jacksonville Road have shodetrease in traffic in
recent years.

Mr. Halderman said that if the cattle crossing and farm impleisués are takesut, what is left is the
same reasons that Bellefonte does not want the extra traffic pushed down ttodhkistreets
Bellefonte cannot and will not support thenstruction of thédigh Speed Interchange without the new
Locd Access InterchangeHe alded that it was unfair of Mr. Gutshall to blame the CCMPO for any
future accidents that might occur.

Mr. Miller noted that there has beariot of discussion about increased traffic through Howard Borough
andadjacent areasHe asked ifraffic would ircrease or decreasathout any local access. Mr. Watters
replied that a great deaf local trafficis travelingup the valleyfrom Lock Havento BeechCreek and
onto the State College are&dloward Borough iseeing much more traffic through townpesially on
weekends.Local residentsee Howard and theoute 26narrows as a shortcut to State College. Right
now, a 16room hotel is being buiih the Bald Eagle State Paind he isvitnessingincreased activity

at the park. The elimination of tHeocal Access Interchange, in his opiniompuld force people
traveling to State Collegaa 1-99 to the Lamar or Milesburg exits of80. In the latter case, Route 150
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is a wider road and does not need such substantial improvemensavwHeirtually no diference in
distance between taking Route 150 as opposed to taking RautMi26/Nattersalso pointed out that
Howard Borough does not haaeolice forceand relies on the State Police for speed control.

Mr. Steve Dahm, Boggs Townshigxplained thahe had no vested interest in how things are decided,
but hoped thatlecisions are mada a sensible and safe way. When he hadablit the progress made
on planning for theLocal Access Interchange, it did notake sense to him. He showed a jrea
explaned thatthere did not seem to be a particular need for a Local Access Interéhagelocation

Mr. Dahmshoweda line on the map thamakes more sense to him as<a solutible explained that ih

is traveling on Route 26 southbouytke road travis right underneath the existineg8D, toward thel-99
Zion Road Interchange. If another thame roadwas built to parallelto I-99 and connected tdion
Road near the existing interchange, that wanitigate the problem of increased traffic, including
trucks He showed other possibilities on the map, dogtlained that heid not think they would be as
feasible.

Mr. Duane Gardner, Howard, reiterated that the‘Local Access Interchange would be a detriment to the

areadue to increased traffic arghfey issues. Hexplained thathe improvements necessary to bring
Route 26 into compliance with tlamticipated volume diraffic would create a financial obstacle that is
beyond whahas been committed to the interchanges solfé. Gardneexplained thg in his view, the
situationwould be simpler if the High Speed Interchamngas constructed without the Local Access
Interchange

Ms. Barb Saulsbury, Jacksonville Roaésident explained that, in“her opinion, a Local Access
Interchange imecessary. Shnoted thatone of the reasongeople uselacksonville Road from the
Howard area is because thaisting [-99/I-80 interchange.is so dangerous. otfe tries toexit at
Bellefonte,one must wait for cross traffic to cleanpeople are taking the backaas dowrRoute 260
travel straightthrough the areavithout waiting. One of th&e problems may be eliminated when the
High Speed Interchange is builMs. Saulsburnyfurther noted thaMarion Township has three stone
guarries permitted, so they are gpito haveincreased truck trafficand mustfigure out the safest way
to get them wherever they want to g8healso explained thatacksonville Road is the safesition
compared to Forest Avenue, Musser-Lane, Sandy Ridge or HulmgiRoads. In her opnion, if we
step back and look at what is best for the whole communitypatjdu st our own yar d,
Local Access Interchange is necessary.

Ms. Amy Shawver, Howardexplainedthat she was a resident of Marion Township for 51 yeard
was around when-80 was constructed One thing she was sorry to see was when Nittany Ridge
closed off by the Interstatbecause local farmers used that a Ititwould be abig help to the Amish
Community.if Nittany Ridgewould reopen. Ms. Shawvenoted thatshe was noinitially against the
Local Accessinterchange on Hublersburg Roath her opinion, lhe traffic couldmore easilybe dealt
with in that location,and it would have been the shortest and cheapest route. Howevhgsstong
consideed how tomitigate the traffic, especiallirucks using the Shay Lane locatioiGiven that the
Lamar and Milesburg exitare already in placehe explained thait would be safer and cheaper to just
eliminate the Local Accedaterchange entirely

Mr. David Sandy, resident along Jacksonville Road, saiddmsern was safetyHe did not feel that the
Local Access Interchange will do anythit@improve safety, but might make things much workte
noted thahis house isery close to the rogdindthathe isopposed tahe Interchange.

Mr. John Dillon, Jacksonville Roaéxplained his understandinigat PennDOT was going to eliminate
oversized vehicles on Route 26 ndtmdindinto Howard. He thanked PennDOT fthris action He
further noted that B hadalreadysent a letter to the CCMPO expressing his concerns. Mr. Dillon said

W
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that F99 has been constructegh the Route 220 valley, gone under the mountain along RouteaB@2
has affected Route 26 in Pleasant Gape ddestiord whether traffic ha actually increaseadr
decreasedn thoseotherroads. His opinion is that the Local Access Interchangght do whatimilar
facilities havedonein the other communitiesand actually alleviate traffic olocal roads Mr. Dillon
noted thahe has talkd to three School Board members in Bellefpat®l he is concerned ab@ahool
bus routegelative to ingress andgressat the quarries. Theuarry trucks and school buses mate
about the same timesAt existing F80 Exit 161, the latest traffic cats indicate that approximately
8.5% of all traffic is truck traffic.Mr. Dillon said he counted trucks dtoute 26from his yard. In one
period, hecounted 75 vehicles dRoute 26,and only twoof thesewere triaxle trucks. Hedlid notea
recent influxin truck trafficdue to some agriculturailctivities in the‘area. MoreovefRI trucks have
been using the road mofeequentlydue to work in Grove, which is further up the road. Mr. Dillon
explainedthat, in his opiniona lot of the traffic is local.

Mr. Brian McCauley, Marion Townshipgexplained that he has talked to HRI to better gauge the level of
truck traffic in the area According to HRI,80 trucksmakefive trips a dayin and out of the quarrids

that isa total of800 trips. HRI has alreagl assumed thatas part of interchange constructiéorest
Avenue will be shut off, they will not be allowed to use Musser Land they will not-be allowed to
use Jacksonville Road toward Bellefonte. Mr. Mualéy asked if there was a way fovide truck
access at the present location, where the quarry islasé to-existing-BO Exit 161 ‘Heexplained that
when he talked tdHRI superintendants today, thégdicated that75 loadsare sentevery dayinto
Clinton County. That is 150 HRI tricks &outke 26every day right nowand the trucks travel that road
because ivieldsthe shortest distancdn summary, Mr. McCauley indicated that of 800 truck trips per
day, 150 travel through Howard on Route 26

Moreover,Hanson put 133 trucks across theiales today. If those trucks are not given access right at
their current location, we know for sure that today there would have 26 truck tripsplus the 800
traveling on the thremile road to the local access. There would have been 1,066 trgpg dadthat
road. Mr. McQuley noted that the situatioworsensin the fall. HRI has 120 trucks and they do ten
trips a day. Hanson, if they looked at doing three times the volwmad account fo798 trips. That
threemile stretch oRoute 26would have to carry 3,198 trucks a day.

Mr. McCauley notedthat the CCMPO should find a way to give the quarry trucks acuess the

current interchange so that they do not have to utilize local roatthe Alignment meetingn the 18,

members witnessdfie volume of truck traffic beneathe currentinterchange.Trucks had to trave200

feet. to get orl-80, travel west,exit at Milesburg andiseRoute 150.But every single truckontinued

down Route 26. Mr. Mc@lley challenged th€oordinatingCommite e t o respect Mari c
zoning and the Comprehensive Plan. htged that the Townshipined the Nittany ValleyJoint

Planning Commissioto insulate themselves against problems like this

Ms. Debra Herman, Howard Borough, asked about the hdmaéste very close to the road. She did
not see hoviroute 26could be widened without taking out those homes.

Mr. Gutshall expressed interest i85t eve Dahmés presentation and al
Interchange. Haoted thaothers have come upith the same idealn his opinion, a frontage road to
access-B0O Exit 161 at & present locatiowould be an ideal solution

Ms . Mi chael responded extplaninyithat Perh®0Thveas dveuef @ loteob t | o n
concern about the Bettermentofact planned for the three miles Route 26 between the existing
interchange and Shay Lan&henotedthat as PennDOProgresse# the design of the improvements,

they propose twoisit Marion Township withseveraloptions with the goal of minimizingmpact to local

residents Thecurrentproposal is to widen thadortion of Route 260 include two 1Zoot lanes and



CCMPO COORDINATING COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES
Thursday, June 23, 2009
Page9

two 6-foot shoulders. Design standards do not redghieefacility tobe that wide. MrMcCauleyasked
what such a facility would lookKe, notingthat itwould bewider than Route 64. Ms. Michaedplied
thatit depends on the area. There would be 36 dégavement Shefurther explained that thiwas
just an initial proposaland PennDOT would hold a public meeting so thaal residents could actually
look at the plans. When asked about the current width of Route 26, Ms. Miepkedl that the current
facility consists otwo 10foot lanes.

Mr. Eich referred tdhe entire section dRoute 26betweenRoute 150and1-99. Heasked what would
happen if theRoute26 designation were taken off the section frRiwute 150to where the proposed
Local Access Interchange would; lspecifically,would thattake any.of the trucks off the raaat would
drivers use it anyway based mtd knowledge Ms. Michaelnoted that she was unsure of the answer
but speculated that sindbe quarry and businessase located along Route 26, drivers already have
local knowledge of the road

Mr. Kline notedthat if a portion of the road were no l@rglesignated dRoute26, the possibility exists
for turning that portion backio the Marion Township and he road wouldthereforebe under the
jurisdiction ofthe Township.

Mr . Kl'ine al so addr es drenthgefdad,.notinythdtan presenpedt owquideuta | f o |
through the Curtin ore banks and the James Hoy farmstead. These are two areas Fenedu@&d to

avoid under the National Environmental Policy ActNEPA) becauseof historic and agricultural
designatios.

Mr. Duane GardnerHoward,referred to theplannedimprovements on Route 2fetween the current
interchange and Shay Lanelis opinion is thanone of the traffic would be laviated within that three
mile stretch Hefurther.explainedhat anyplannedimprovements shodlcover all of Route 26om I-
99 toRoute 150

Mr. Cormanended the public comment period of the meetamgl asked memb&for discussion.

Ms. Spenceexplainedthat, driving through the area tonight, she noted that #8@/F99 area was very

busy ancconfusing, with not a lot of root® move around. Jacksonvillo&d is very pristine and rural.
Sheexpressed interest sobme sort of acceswar the current80 Exit 161,because it woulthe much

less expensive than an interchange at Shay Laviereover, once any road is widenethe traffic
problem can get worse becausafic is able to move fasterMs. Spencenoted that truck traffic was a
serious issueand asked if Marion hadonsideredhat when they approvatie quarriesat that level of
adivity. -~ She further noted thattruck traffic would be an issue whether not a Local Access
Interchange was constructedNevertheless, she explained that there seems to be more cons associated
with the interchange than there are prds is very expenwe, and Lamar and Milesburgare viable
alternae routes In her-opiniona Local Access Interchangeould not make conditiorsafer.

Mr. Savage summarized the status of the interchanmges)g that the Local Access Interchange is
finished in terms of @sign and that the High Speed Interchange is 60% complete in its dekiign.
understanding othe spacing requirements of the interchariggbat they havehanged from two miles
to three miles apart. If there were to be a reconsideration of the adglygm High Speed Interchange,
the new requirements would be appligdr. Nanovof FHWA explainedthat thespacingrequirement
was three miles when the desigork was done. Héurther noted thaF H WA prisnary interest is in
completing the interchangeWhen FHWA approval signing 99, it was with the understanding and
commitment that the High Speed Interchange will be construct®tt. Nanov alsonoted that
environmental studies demonstrabe need fotocal accessand he has not seen any new issihes
would be sufficient to change that findingde did ask where truck traffic woulgb without the Local
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Access Interchangandif local officials think that eliminating local access will alleviate truck traffic

Mr. Nanovfurther explained thateud er st ood Mar i on T oalso moted thafhere ¢ on ¢
are other communitiesith an interestn local accessas well. He questioned whethéne Township had

traffic numbers to support the assumptafran increase in trafficandn ot e d t hsantmbérsgtbWA 6

not point to an increase.

Mr. Watters stated that Marion Township does not havefittaacial resourcedo completea traffic

impact study. He acknowledgedthat PennDOT has said there has been a decrease in traffic on
Jacksonville Road, biite has yet to see when that study wasductedand does not know the duration

of the study Howard Borough is sensitive the concerns oBellefonte Boroughandthose ofother

similar municipalitiesbutMr. Watters also noted th#tosemunicipalities have the ability to put weight

limits on their roads and govern traffiRoute 26 is a state highway. Howard Borough has never been
contacted by PennDOT abotite Local Access Interchangand to his knowledge, they have never
conducteda traffic studythrough Howard Borough. When the Borough asRetinDOTfor help to

control speed limitelong Route 26they were toldthat hi's was n ot bastrintetest.dle Bor o L
averagespeed wouldecome the posted speed lipahd might actually be highenan current posted

speed limits Mr. Wattersfurther expressedconcesni t h PennDOT6s t'r eatement o
PennDOT tells them what they can and cannot do mititive tostate roads, and yet the municipalities

do not get any substantial squt.

Mr. Haldermannotedthat all the main_roads in Bellefonte (Allegheny Street, Bishop Street, Howard
Street) are state roads. The residential streets are the onlpromdschthe Borough can set weight
limits. Mr. Royerexplainedthat the main rads in-Spring Township are also state roads.

Mr. Eich referred to the mobile speed limit signsthat were put.on Routed@2sked ifthesecould be
placed on thesection of Route 2& question. Mr. McCauley replied thatoneis being placean July
13.

Mr. Eich thenasked if the environmental documents wereogened, thenoneyexpended up to this
pointwould have tdepaid back to FHWAandhow much money this was. Mr. Klimepliedthat $5.5
million has been spérno date on the Local Access Inthange and $28 million has been spent to date
on the High Speed Interchandér. Nanov further explained that regulatory provisiomappliesas part

of the agreement when FHWA funds projects for the preliminary engineering diidise projectdoes

not moveto a rightof-way acquisition or construction within ten years, FHWA requests a payback of
funds. As both of these projects have progressedgtat-of-way acquisition the applicable regulatory
provisions stipulat@0 years from the time rigittf-way is acquired until construction, or elsgpayment

is required. He further explainethat if the project is withdrawn, FHWA would requestagment now.

This wouldbe arepayment of the state funds, not the federal funds.

Mr. Miller commented that aot of the discussion ha®cused onsafetyissues There has been a
suggestion that the Local Access Interchange couldifménatedand the High Speed Interchange could
be kept. He stated thanh his opinion,this was not an option. The options aresithher go with the
projects as they are nowar to start overcompletely Hestated thahe could not think of anything less
safe than having two interstates and three quarries worth of tiwwhksling traffic into the facility that
exists now. Mr. Miler said thaif nothing is donevith the interchangeshis situation would continue
for the foreseeable future.

Mr. Royernoted thathe couldidentify with traffic volume and safetgoncerns. In Spring Township,
Route 144 ovefCentre Hall Mountairwas subject to a great deal of truck traffiatil it was closed to
trucks. There were major problemgith this action He explained thaRoute 26 in Spring Township
washeavily congestedntil I-99 opened, then there was a dramatic reduction in traffrmm@&Township
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also has amh-99 interchange. He asked how many more people had to be injured or killed théfore
project is completed.

Mr. Royer made a motion to proceed with the Section A18 Local Access Interchange afé/H3® |
Section B18 High @ed Interchange as planned, and to give high priority to making safety
improvements on Route .26/r. Koll seconded the motion.

Mr . Savage referred to the Technical Commi tteed

Route 26mprovements. Mrion Township hastatedthat they would like the improvements to be made
before the Local Access Intercharigeconstructed He explained thait would only be fair tgprovide
more specific commitments. Mr. Cormegpliedthat specific improvements witlicome back through
the MPO as part of the normal process.

Mr. Zilla reviewed that any commitment of funtis the interchange projectdll be made through the
Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) and Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). d®ight n
the only funding on the TIP is for thpeliminary engineering phase of Routei@frovements between
the two proposed interchanges. ebplainedthat it will take some time for PennDOT to get through
this work Until preliminary engineering is compéal, and the project comes through the CCMPO,
there is no estimate for how muthe improvements will cost. Mr."Zilladded thathe CCMPO can
indicate their preferencest any time butactual financiacommitments cannot bmadeuntil a specific
proposahis presented. There are implications in terms of the Wit types of funding are utilizednd
how both affectthe timing of the projects.

Mr. Rosenberger asked if tledorementionedmprovements on Route 26 would bempletedafter the
Local Accesdnterchange. Mr. Zillaeplied that this is unknown ‘at the current time, because cost and
schedule information has.not been completedfor the Route 26 prdjeistinformation depends on the
outcome othe preliminary engineering phase.

Mr. Kline explainedthat PennDOT haalreadylooked at Route 2Bnprovements Before the project is
advance, PennDOTWill. present theseptions and work with MarionTownship on the specific
configuration. Hdurther noted thathis type of project takes two or tlergears. Heeiteratedhat there
is currently no fundingto completeeither of the interchange projectsThey may be eligible for
economic stimulus moneynd PennDOT could work with the MPO complete funding applications.
If funding is awardedthe High Speed.Interchange still needs to be built. Mr. Khdeledthat the
improvements to Route 26ereally a separate proje@dependent ofhe interchange projects.

Mr. Rosenberger asked tifuck traffic was driving the desire for the Local Accessgelchange. Mr.
Kline repliedthat the local wick traffic isan issuaegardless of accessiet question is where to put that
traffic. NEPArequires thatthrough the environmental proceBegnnDOTIook at all options, and strive
to put highway projects the least objectionable spd¥ir. Nanov added thathe environmental process
identified many needs in the area, not all of them related to truck traffeanbdrsof the local business
community for exampledemonstrated that a local access was ee@aind supported the project

Mr. Eich expressed a need toseme that the improvements to Route 26 between the two interchanges
are underway and completeoncurrently withLocal Access Interchange construction, or at a minimum,
beforeroads are closea ttonstructhe High Speed Interchange. Mr. Hall asked how the CCMPO could
accomplishthat. If the money wasurrently available for each of these projetit®y still needo go
through theMPO process. Haotedthe public hada chance to providmput during the environmental
process for both interchanges over 10 years ddihough different people may be taking an interest in
the projects now, PennDOT and the MPO performed due diligence in terms of soliciting limbus
opinion, te choices ardo stop both interchanges, @roceedas planned. But to linlRoute 26
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improvementgo the interchange projecis not possible. Mr. Eicktressed that the MPO could do its
best to make sure that Route 26 improvements are completed before, or congurveit] the
interchanges

Mr. Savagenotedthat earlier in the meetingnembers approved a process by whie MPO isgoing to
entertain proposals for improvementsRoute 26. Safety is the number one criteria. The CCMPO
cannot commit priority to the Route 26 improvementdjecause that process does petmit that
Marion Townshipmust involve themselves the process that will start irbaut two months, state what
specific improvements amesired and if it is possiblgtheseimprovementsould befunded before the
interchanges. Hexplained thathis was the best thdPO coulddo.

A vote was taken on the above motion. The motion passed by a vote of 16 in favor and 2 against (J.
Luck, B. Spencer).

6. Route 322 Corridor Safety Improvements (Harris and Potter Townships)

Ms. Michael reported that PennDOT came to.the Coordinating Comnaitifdéovemberandhadmany
meetings with thenunicipal entitiesnvolved in the Route 322 improvements. Sxplained that the
information included withthe ageda package wasssentiallythe same informatioprovided to the

MPO in the pastbut with a few small changes. For examplee seferred to Item | on the Proposed
Project Summarypoting that this project was changedtthhe fipossi bl e kl oBoaeé. of

Ms. Michaelexplained thathe CCMPO votedh Januanto have PennDOProceed with the vicinity of
Church Hill and Dogtown Roadsst. However the infermation circulating through thmublic was that
PennDOT was going to close Dogtown Rptds is not the casePennDOT is looking to improve the
Dogtown Road intersectipandat the possible closure @hurch Hill Road. She wanted ¢tarify this
point for the MPO.

Ms. Michael noted that her intent was to provide an updatehe Route 32Zorridor between
Boalsburg and Potters Mills?rojectsshown on the Summary in blue haaleeady been completeand
projects designated &sgh priority arealreadyprogrammed on the TIPThe safety study is completed,
and this information comes frorhe final report.

Mr. Lee asked if construction funds were programmed in 200P. Ms. Michaeteplied that the TIP
does not yet reflect the total amount needddr understanding is that there is curreotyy $2 million
onthe TIP. After preliminargesign is finisheda total estimate will be establishethdany additional
amounts can be programmed through a TIP update

Mr. Eich explained thahis perceptioris that the number and severity of accidentshian Route 322
Corridorare down this'yea Ms. Michaeladded that PennDOT believes all the improvements made in
the corridor over the past yedrave made aositivedifference. The biggest differencetedis in terms

of vehiclespeed. Whether tHaal numbers will bear this ouemains to b seen

7. American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) TIGER Discretionary Grant Program

Mr. Zilla reported that theTransportation Investment Generating Economic Recov@iEHER)
discretionary granprogram is a potential source of funding f@gional projects. $1.5 billion is
allocated nationwide for this prograrand will be distributed through a competitive grant process.
Projectsare subject to &20million minimumanda $200 millionmaximum although the minimum may
be waived. TIGER graxt funds must be obligated by September 30, 2011. Mr. Efjalainedthat
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project selection criteria are extremelgorous,and applications must be submitted by September 15,
2009. Hethenreviewed the selection criteria.

Potential candidate projectgereinitially identified by staff These projestare in the design phase, can
meet the September 2011 deadline, and do not currently have suffizidintg for construction. The
projects include:

e [|-80/Route 26 Local Access Interchange ($43 million)

e [-99/1-80 High Speed Interchange ($69 million needed)

e Route 322 Safety Improvement ($10,952,500)

e CATA Maintenance Facility Improvements ($5,000,000)

¢ Whitehall Road/University Drive Extension Widening ($8,500,000)

Mr. Zilla explained that theeadline forapplicationss short,and-the applications are the most detailed
that he has ever worked withide noted that one of the issues is determining the lead émtispme of
these candidate projectS$taff has been told that this responsibility would faliite MPO. The level of
support from PennDOT is a concegiven the amount of technical support thaty be needed. Due to
the application requirements and deadline, Mr. Zékplained thahis preference would be tpply
only for the two interchanges

Mr. Luck asked if it was possible for the MPO to commit moneyiteconsultants to prepare additional
applications. Mr. Cormareplied thatthe question is whether PennDOT would have the resources to
assist in preparinthese applications. Mr. Klineommitted District 20 resources$o help the MPO in

any way they can

Mr. Cormanagreed withMr... Zi | brastaff angh RennB@T effort and timéle asked about Mr.
Luckds suggestion of bringing i n epiedthat&#mdndya nt
existsin the current budget, that is an option.. If there is no money, the procsssusingmoney in

time would probablype too lengthyMr. Zilla added thahe could check othe availability of funds to

hire a consultant

Mr. Eich made a motion to authorize MPO staff to work with PennDOT to determine the feasibility of
submitting an application through the TIGER program and if feasible, to submit an application to fund
the construction of both the Local Access and High Speed liateges with either the state or the MPO

as the project sponsor. Mr. Hall seconded and the motion passed unanimously.

Pennsylvania Community Transportation Initiative (PCTI)

a. Moshannon Valley Park and Ride Study

Mr. Zilla explainedthat the PCTIProgram was announced in October 2008 as an initiative of the
Pennsylvani&ecretaryof Transportation The CCMPO discussed the program in November 2008
applications were submitted in Decemi#H08 He noted that two Centre Countyprojects were

appoved for funding

e CCMPO/North Central RPO Moshannon Valley Park and Ride Study ($100,000)
e Ferguson Township Old Gatesburg Road Extension ($2,970,000)

Mr. Zilla explained the Moshannon Valley Park and Ride Study, which has been a priority for several
years. Mr. Kauschadded thathis project wouldcomplementthe work being done to establish a
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commuter bus line between the Moshannon Valley and State College. It would also fit nicely with
CATAG6s Rideshare Progr am i npotertia gites for Rak and RideHoes, st u
evaluate those siteand prioritize themwith input from local stakeholders. Mr. Zillaxplainedthat in

order to make this funding available, the MPO must amend the Unified Planning Work Program
(UPWP).

Mr. Hall made a motion to amend the CCMPO FY 2009UPWP to include $100,000 from the PCTI
for the project. Mr. Buckalew seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.

b. Old Gatesburg Road Extension
Mr. Zilla explainedthat the award for funding will finandbe construction phase of the Old Gatesburg
Road projectand Ferguson Township will fund the prenstruction phasewith local and private
money This project, because it involves a new road‘on a new alignment, will require an Air Quality
Conformity Analysis. Moreover, the extension wilhave to be added to the Federal Aid/Functional
Classification System. In additiothe projecwill have to beincluded orthe LRTP and TIP.
Mr. Kunkle explained that this project will cost $3.7 million The PCTIfunding will be usedfor
construction, with the balanaef the projectbeing funded. through a partnership between Ferguson
Township and a developer. ldgpressed confidence that funds could be obligayeSeptember 2010.
Mr. Spychalski made a motida authorize MPO staff to complete an Air Quality Conformity Analysis
and public input efforts for the projednd include the project on the LRTP and TIP. Mr. Buckalew
seconded and motion passed unanimously.

9. Announcements
Mr. Zilla introduced the ew Planning Director, Mr. Jim May.
Mr. Corman reviewed upcomirtge dates, times, and locations of upconmmegtings.

10. Adjourn

The meeting adjourned &t55p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Lori Shingler
Recording Secretary
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Item 5: 1/80/Route 26 Section A18 Local Access Interchange

Centre County MPO Coordinating Committee Meeting
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