


The Council extends a special thank you to all the individuals and organizations who 
assisted us with the arrangements for our field visit to the Bedford area.  Their 
knowledge of, and enthusiasm for, this region's rich history and resources provided 
Council with a better understanding of the issues impacting this unique corner of the 
Commonwealth. 
 
Photo courtesy of Council member Burt Waite: 
 
Council members tour one of Broad Top Township’s sewage treatment lagoon 
systems. 
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Introduction 
The Citizens Advisory Council (Council) was legislatively created1 in 1971 and charged with 
reviewing all environmental legislation, regulations and policies affecting the Department of 
Environmental Protection (DEP). It is mandated to review the work of DEP and make 
recommendations for improvement, to study major environmental issues facing Pennsylvania, 
and promote sound environmental legislation. The Council reports its recommendations to DEP, 
the Governor, the General Assembly, and the public. 

Each year, Council holds a regional meeting in a different part of the state to hear from citizens 
in the selected region about environmental issues confronting that area and about DEP's work 
there. On October 9-11, 2007, Council held site visits and public meetings in the Bedford area to 
hear from residents of this area of Pennsylvania, particularly those in Bedford, Blair, Franklin, 
Fulton and Huntingdon counties. Our goal is to bring attention to these concerns, comment 
on how they might be addressed, and encourage their resolution. 

Watershed Panel and Site Visits 
On Tuesday evening (October 9), Council hosted an informal meeting with several local 
watershed groups.  Each group’s representative gave a brief presentation on their 
accomplishments, challenges and funding issues followed by discussion.  The following 
watershed groups were represented at the meeting: 

• Shoup’s Run Watershed Association (SRWA) - Gracie Angelo and Becky Dolte said the 
1996 flood prompted her to form a citizens group to alert government officials on the flood’s 
life-threatening potential and also on the extensive environmental degradation caused by past 
mining activities.  That citizens group evolved into the SRWA in 1998.   The SRWA has 
made use of more than $1 million in Growing Greener and Section 3192 monies for several 
projects, including abandoned mine drainage mitigation, flood plain property buy-outs, 
illegal dump clean-ups and stream bank stabilization.  Ms. Angelo and Ms. Dolte attribute 
their success to perseverance and never taking “no” for an answer. 

• Trough Creek Watershed Association (TCWA) - Roy McCabe reported that the mission of 
the TCWA is to return Trough Creek to its natural flow (which was disrupted by mining); 
plug the flow of water into the deep mines; and return the creek to its natural state.  Mr. 
McCabe said the group was launched with the help of a $5,000 grant from the League of 
Woman Voters.  The group is small (four members), but they get much needed assistance 
from Andy Patterson, manager of the Huntingdon Conservation District.  One of their current 
projects is stabilizing a streambank before a township road washes away. 

• Huntingdon County Conservation District - Andy Patterson said that partnerships are the 
key to the success of watershed groups.  Partners such as conservation districts and 
government agencies can provide essential technical and financial assistance, while the 
groups themselves can best apply that assistance because they are most familiar with their 
watershed, neighbors, local concerns, etc.  On the issue of workload, Mr. Patterson said it’s 
very difficult for the district to retain good employees because they can usually earn more 
money elsewhere.  He said his district is currently responsible for handling 20 programs with 

 
1 Act 275 of 1971 
2 Nonpoint Source Implementation Program Grants, funded through Section 319(h) of the federal Clean Water Act. 



a staff of five people.  He also mentioned that the state often delegates additional 
responsibility to the districts, but without the necessary funding for implementation. 

• Six Mile Run Area Watershed Committee (SMRAWC) - Dan Fluke reported that the 
SMRAWC’s main goal is to improve water quality impaired by acid mine drainage, and the 
vehicle they use to reach that goal is education.  Mr. Fluke said it’s important for people to 
know how their actions affect the local watershed.  He said the committee has been working 
with local schools in order to get young people involved, e.g., twice a year the committee 
conducts educational tours for the students.  He also said their efforts have resulted in the 
creation of a junior watershed group in the Tussey Mountain School District.  Mr. Fluke said 
he would like to see more coordination and collaboration among the watershed groups in the 
area. 

• Broad Top Township/Coaldale Borough Watershed Advisory Committee - Ernie Fuller 
said the township’s biggest problems are acid mine drainage and dumping in abandoned 
mines.  He said the township has accomplished a lot because they do most of the work 
themselves.  This not only saves them money, but it provides jobs for local residents, who 
would otherwise have to commute.  Mr. Fuller mentioned some problems they have 
encountered over the years, such as inconsistency and turnover among DEP staff, permitting 
costs, lengthy Growing Greener process and the Growing Greener 15% match.  He also said 
that many watershed groups burn out from all the paperwork and requirements for grants. 

On Wednesday, October 10, Council visited several sites of environmental interest in Bedford 
County: 

• Broad Top Township Supervisors Ernest Fuller, Donnie Hedge, Bob Figard and Jack Decker 
(ret.) gave a presentation on their Act 537 Sewage Plan and tours of selected facilities.  
DEP accepted the township’s plan in 1995 as a demonstration model for other municipalities.  
The township’s goal when developing their plan was to provide sewage treatment for all 
residents at a low monthly cost.  There are currently 550 residents on-line, 140 waiting to be 
hooked up and 200 potential customers.  Initially, the monthly cost for residents was $10, it 
is now $13.  Four specifically designed community systems were used to lower costs by 
reducing piping and keeping future development costs down.  On-lot systems are designed 
for low operation and maintenance cost (lagoons & sand filters).  The township builds, owns 
and operates the community and on-lot systems, which keeps costs to a minimum, creates 
local jobs and ensures continued safe and efficient operation of the systems. 

• Mark Gutshall3 gave a presentation on the stream and floodplain restoration at the 
Bedford Springs Resort and Golf Course.  When renovations began on the historic 
Bedford Springs Resort in 2003, one of the challenges was restoring the golf course, one of 
the first in the country.  Shober’s Run Stream, which comes into play on 12 of the course’s 
holes, was eroding its banks and flooding since its floodplain had been filled in by legacy 
sediments. 

LandStudies restored the stream to its natural flow pattern and excavated the floodplain down 
to its historical elevation.  Native plants were installed and wetland areas were recreated 
along both banks of Shober’s Run, returning the stream system to full function and stability 
and providing improved wildlife habitat and aesthetics.  Mr. Gutshall said that 6,500 linear 

                                                 
3 Mr. Gutshall is president of LandStudies, an environmental consulting firm based in Lancaster County. 
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their concerns about the effect that wind turbines would have on Shaffer Mountain’s HQ and EV 
streams, which are home to native brook trout. 

Mr. McNair asked CAC to examine the process by which DEP has arrived at the policy decision 
to support this project. 

Ms. Harshberger submitted a memo from the U.S. Department of the Interior regarding 
guidance to avoid/minimize wildlife impacts from wind turbines.  She stated that the wind 
industry has been operating in secrecy and against known guidelines in order to install turbines 
in undeveloped areas.  According to Ms. Harshberger, Gamesa has stated that it was working 
closely with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on the Shaffer Mountain project.  At DEP’s 
public hearing on August 28, Ms. Harshberger referred to a document issued by the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service, “Interim Guidelines to Avoid and Minimize Wildlife Impacts from Wind 
Turbines.”  The guidelines recommend that wind turbines should not be located in “known daily 
movement flyways (e.g.,  between roosting and feeding areas) and areas with a high incidence of 
fog, mist, low cloud ceilings, and low visibility.”  Ms. Harshberger said the Gamesa 
representatives at the hearing were unaware of the guidelines and the fog on Shaffer Mountain.  
In addition to her concerns about wildlife, she also provided Council with information about the 
negative effects of noise on public health as it relates to sound emissions from wind turbines. 

Dave Sewak, representing Mountain Laurel Trout Unlimited (MLTU), believes that Council 
should recommend to DEP that any development in an HQ or EV watershed should be reviewed 
with more scrutiny in the areas of sedimentation, thermal pollution, canopy disturbance and 
stream bank erosion.  MLTU recommends the following: (1) Extractive industry, excluding 
forestry practices, should not be permitted in any HQ/EV streams on state-owned lands; (2) EV 
streams should be afforded a designation yet to be determined, and DEP should create 
parameters for conservation districts that clearly outline development permits in high value 
streams; (3) DEP should advance a multi-agency task force charged with identifying/monitoring 
all HQ/EV streams in the Commonwealth; (4) No permits should be issued in HQ/EV streams 
until the physical conditions of the streams are assessed by the multi-agency task force; and (5) 
DEP’s duty and mission is to provide all the tools, training and expertise to conservation districts 
and other agency land managers to ensure that HQ/EV streams will survive and thrive for future 
generations. 

The above-mentioned testifiers also testified that the Shaffer Mountain site is a migratory path 
for bald and golden eagles and the Indiana bat.13  Mr. Buchan provided Council with a copy of 
a report on summer bat species in the vicinity of Shaffer Mountain.14  In addition, he said a state
designated Wilderness Trout Stream, Piney Run Stream, is located in the middle of the project 
area.  Mr. Buchan said that according to the Fish and Boat Commission (FBC), “Wilderness trout 
stream management is based upon the provision of a wild trout fishing experience in a remote, 
natural and upspoiled environment where man’s disruptive activities are minimized.”  Mr. 
Buchan feels that proposed development in a wilderness trout stream watershed is contrary to the 
FBC’s stated goals. 

-

                                                 
13 The Indiana Bat is listed as an endangered species by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  It lives primarily in 
eastern and midwestern states and in parts of the south. 
14 “Summer Woodland Bat Survey, Shaffer Mountain Wind Project,” June 2-August 16, 2007, Bat Conservation and 
Management, Inc., Carlisle, PA. 
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Ms. Jackson feels that DEP should take an active role in regulating this new industry.  She 
would like the department to develop site-based criteria so an area must be examined from an 
ecologically-based assessment, not just the impact on water pollution.  She said the only 
regulations to date that assess the impact of wind turbines on the rural landscape deal with water 
pollution under the NPDES permitting system.  Ms. Jackson said the state Game Commission 
has developed a voluntary system of guidelines to help protect our wildlife, but state wildlife 
biologists have stated that the pre-construction and post-construction monitoring protocols are 
too weak.  She feels that DEP, by its very name and image, should be taking an active role in 
regulating this new industry and recommends that DEP develop site-based criteria so an area 
must be examined from an ecologically-based assessment, not just the impact on water pollution. 

Several testifiers spoke in support of placing wind turbines on Shaffer Mountain.  Michael 
Barton, from Sidman, is a consulting forester and has worked with Gamesa on forestry, 
environmental and educational issues.  He said that Gamesa’s Allegheny Ridge Wind Farm, 
which is currently being constructed on the Blair-Cambria county line near Blue Knob, is a 
perfect example of how the company designs and builds its projects in the most environmentally 
sound manner, and how its developers go well beyond requirements to protect water sources, 
natural habitats and the communities around them.  He said the turbines impact about an acre per 
tower site for construction, and a large portion of this acre of impact is then replanted with 
species designed to stabilize the soil from runoff and to improve wildlife habitat.  Mr. Barton 
feels that Gamesa has demonstrated that they can and do properly site and construct their wind 
farms.  Mr. Barton feels that the benefits of wind energy far outweigh the negative impacts of 
properly sited wind farms. 

Dennis C. Beck, secretary of the Portage Municipal Water Authority, said the authority was 
among the first property owners to be approached by Gamesa concerning the Allegheny Ridge 
Wind Farm.  He said that Gamesa agreed to seven additional clauses in the agreement to protect 
the integrity and quality of their watersheds.  He also received confirmation that Gamesa had 
done their due diligence concerning the birds, bats and wildlife studies required by DEP.  Mr. 
Beck said the erosion and sedimentation (E & S) plan, which was reviewed by the Cambria 
County Conservation District, was more stringent than most.  According to Mr. Beck, the 
conservation district has found no violations of the E & S plan to date.  He said that Gamesa also 
agreed to additional testing of the surface and well supplies to establish a baseline data for water 
quality parameters. 

Timothy B. Vought, senior project developer for Gamesa in Johnstown, said that when Gamesa 
came to Pennsyslvania in 2004 to construct the Allegheny Ridge Wind Farm near Portage there 
were no ordinances at the local level regulating the process.  He said Gamesa representatives 
worked in a public process with four townships in Cambria and Blair counties to agree to 
regulations that protected the interests of the nearby residents and allowed their development to 
proceed.  Since there was an EV stream located within the project area, Gamesa had to apply for 
an individual NPDES permit, which requires more stringent review and prohibits any adverse 
impact to the stream or its watershed.  As part of the NPDES permit process, Gamesa has to go 
through the PNDI review process, which required coordination with the Fish and Boat 
Commission, Department of Conservation and Natural Resources, Game Commission and the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  These agencies identified migrating birds, bats, timber 
rattlesnakes, Allegheny woodrats and several plant species to consider.  Gamesa performed 
surveys to prove that the project would not adversely impact these species.  The company also 
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performed wetland and waterbody delineations to identify all aquatic resources near the 
disturbance areas.  After completing the surveys and designing their project so that it met the 
requirements to address erosion, sedimentation and post-construction stormwater management, 
Gamesa was granted an NPDES permit from DEP. 

Frank V. Maisano, from the firm of Bracewell & Giuliani in Washington, D.C., said that 
partnerships have blossomed in Pennsylvania as regulators, industry, environmentalists and 
conservationists collaborated to produce wildlife guidelines that help better protect wildlife and 
allow wildlife and clean energy to co-exist.  In other partnerships, he said the state, local tax 
assessors and county officials joined with environmental groups and developers to draft model 
ordinances for siting and tax revenue that are fair, consistent and provide certainty for 
developers, landowners and communities. 

Some of the testifiers recommended a nearby abandoned strip mine as an alternate site for the 
proposed Shaffer Mountain wind farm.  Ms. Moore said the strip mine is one mile south of 
Piney Run Stream, sits on high ground and is windy.  She said the land has already been 
destroyed and has access roads.  According to Ms. Moore, Gamesa is not considering this 
location because it does not generate wind.  However, she said there is a wind plant on the next 
ridge that is at the same elevation.  Mr. Barton said that Gamesa is not considering the above-
mentioned strip mine because it is not viable.  He added that the site has been leased to another 
company.  However, Mr. Barton said he would support another site if an appropriate location 
could be found.  Concerning the placement of wind turbines in general, some of the testifiers 
offered the following suggestions:  off-shore, strip mine areas, along the Susquehanna River, 
farm fields, brown fields and degraded forests where high-quality, biologically diverse areas do 
not exist. 

Council comments:  The protection of Pennsylvania’s HQ and EV waters is addressed in DEP’s 
“Water Quality Antidegradation Implementation Guidance,” which was published on November 
29, 2003.  The guidance states, “With regard to HQ and EV waters, existing quality must be 
protected by applicants proposing discharges directly to these waters or upstream from these 
waters.”   DEP’s point source review process includes a pre-application meeting with 
appropriate staff from the department’s regional office and the county conservation district.  At 
this meeting, the antidegradation regulation will be described in detail to the applicant, who, in 
turn, will provide a detailed description of the project.  Once this information is exchanged, the 
parties will discuss the applicability of the regulations to the specific proposed project, including 
the evaluation of nondischarge alternatives.  DEP encourages all applicants to seek input from 
the affected public, local government, watershed groups and other interested parties related to 
what alternatives are most likely to be successfully supported by the public in the future public 
comment periods.  The guidance document states, “The importance of early and meaningful 
public involvement cannot be overstated.” 

Regarding siting criteria, the Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code provides 
municipalities with the authority to regulate land use within their borders, which includes siting 
for wind turbines.  In April 2004, Somerset County adopted wind tower regulations,15 which 
addressed setback distances and decommissioning/removal of wind towers that are no longer 
useful. 

                                                 
15 On April 6, 2004, Somerset County adopted wind tower regulations as Ordinance No. 1 of 2004, which was an 
amendment to the county’s Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance. 
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In December 2006, the Commonwealth issued three model ordinances for wind energy facilities 
in Pennsylvania:  (1) Zoning Ordinance Amendment; (2) Subdivision and Land Development 
Ordinance Provisions; and (3) Free Standing Ordinance (erection, operation and 
decommissioning).  These ordinances were updated versions of documents originally developed 
by the Governor’s office, DEP, Department of Conservation and Natural Resources, Pa State 
Association of Township Supervisors, County Commissioners Association, Wind Energy 
Associations and Penn Future with the assistance of the Department of Community and 
Economic Development.  The ordinances were intended to be used as templates for 
municipalities to review and adapt to their individual needs.  Enforcement of the ordinances 
would be at the discretion of the municipalities. 

The Pennsylvania Wind & Wildlife Collaborative (PWWC), which is led by the Department of 
Conservation and Natural Resources, is a partnership of federal and state environmental 
agencies, nongovernmental conservation organizations and the wind industry.  Convened in 
spring 2006, PWWC’s mission is to collect, share, review and use the best available science, 
data and professional expertise to address how best to assist in the development of wind energy 
in the Commonwealth in an environmentally responsible manner. 

On April 18, 2007, the Game Commission, with assistance from the PWWC (see above), signed 
cooperative, voluntary agreements with 12 companies, including Gamesa, to avoid, minimize 
and potentially mitigate any adverse impacts the development of wind energy may have on the 
state’s wildlife resources.  Under the agreement, a developer must notify the Game Commission 
at least 14 months in advance of wind energy site construction to ensure the agency has 
sufficient time to assess the land’s importance to wildlife and whether species of special 
conservation concern traverse, nest, feed or rest in it throughout the year or during spring and 
fall migrations.  The agreement also requires post-construction bat and bird mortality 
monitoring.  If high mortality is occurring on a site, or at a particular turbine, discussions about 
remedial action would follow. 

Pennsylvania was remiss in not taking steps to set the stage for the operation and acceptance of 
wind power before encouraging its development.  There was a five-year gap from the time the 
state’s first turbines went online until the Governor convened a workgroup to develop siting 
criteria.16  During that gap, another five wind farms were constructed and went online.  The 
model ordinances that were developed in 2006 did not address wildlife or environmental 
requirements; and it wasn’t until last year that the Game Commission developed a voluntary 
agreement for the monitoring and protection of the state’s wildlife resources with regards to 
wind turbines.  Based on the concerns raised about placing wind turbines on Shaffer Mountain, 
i.e., a watershed with HQ and EV streams, Council recommends that a collaboration of relevant 
state agencies and stakeholders be convened to consider statewide siting criteria and operating 
guidelines for the protection of sensitive sites and sites critical to habitat and migration. 

Additionally, the siting criteria and guidelines should also have some form of adaptability for 
each site.  As an example, one of the testifiers suggested that an agreement be negotiated in 
which the wind farm developers would provide a gypsy moth spraying program when needed.  In 
certain areas of the state, this could prove very beneficial. 

                                                 
16 See Attachment A, “PA Wind Power Timeline.” 
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Several testifiers referred to a nearby abandoned strip mine as an alternate site for the Shaffer 
Mountain wind farm.  According to DEP, that site does not have the elevation for adequate wind 
velocity and also has an unstable soil bed.  Nevertheless, Council was encouraged that testifiers 
on both sides of the Shaffer Mountain issue supported the exploration of an alternate site.  
Council promotes the exploration of alternate sites, especially when it can be established that 
proposed locations pose a threat to the environment. 

2. Public Participation Process 

In addition to their concerns regarding the placement of wind turbines on Shaffer 
Mountain, many of the testifiers were disappointed and frustrated with DEP’s public 
participation process, i.e., the public meeting/hearing on August 28 at Shade High School, 
Cairnbrook, Somerset County.  One testifier said it was only after DEP received a petition 
containing more than 300 names that the meeting/heating was scheduled. 

Several testifiers, Dennis M. McNair, Ph.D., Christine Harshberger, Kim Moore, Karin 
Sedewar, all felt that DEP did not represent itself as a “neutral” party at the meeting but, rather, 
appeared to support and be “in partnership” with Gamesa.  One testifier said that the public has 
developed a lack of trust in DEP and believe they are promoting wind energy, instead of 
regulating it.  Another testifier said that the meeting was “for the citizens opposing this project to 
present testimony,” but that DEP allotted Gamesa 30 minutes for a PowerPoint presentation and 
to set up an information table, whereas the public was limited to five minutes each to make 
statements and were not permitted to bring outside material into the meeting location. 

The testifiers said the only time they were able to meet with Gamesa was on August 28.  Gamesa 
scheduled another meeting after the 28th, but the testifiers said it was located too far away for 
them to attend.  The Shaffer Mountain opponents then scheduled their own meeting, but they 
said that Gamesa wouldn’t attend. 

One testifier said that the hearing “should have been limited to a presentation of the permitting 
regulations and processes by DEP and how Gamesa would comply, instead of a Gamesa 
commercial with time for citizens’ commentary.” 

Council comment:  As mentioned earlier regarding siting criteria, it appears that more could 
have been done to engage the public prior to promoting wind power.   DEP’s policy17 states that 
“Public involvement in the permitting process should occur as early as practically possible…”  
The introduction of a new, alternative technology with potential impacts on the environment 
warranted such early involvement, i.e., informational meetings, targeted mailings (watershed 
groups), etc. 

The lapse of time between the first public notification of the NPDES application and the public 
meeting was several months, enough time to fuel speculation and increase the public’s 
perception of risk to the environment from the proposed wind farm.  How the public perceives 
risk is affected by a number of factors, such as familiarity, the lack of alternatives, whether it is 
voluntary or involuntary, lack of trust in the agency, etc.  “Perceptions of risk play a prominent 
role in the decisions people make, in the sense that differences in risk perception lie at the heart 

                                                 
17 DEP’s “Policy on Public Participation in the Permit Application Review Process” was published on July 16, 2005. 
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• Sprawl - Growing bedroom communities for commuters to Maryland, Washington D.C. and 
Philadelphia are resulting in more development pressures in the region than elsewhere in the 
state.  This sprawl/development pressure has an impact on water supplies, e.g., incompatible 
uses (farms vs. industries) and conflicts between local and state responsibilities (zoning, 
sewage, etc.).  Ms. Diamond referred to the new stormwater BMP manual. 

• The region has 16 landfills, 25% of which are in Berks County (close to the borders of New 
Jersey and New York).  One of the landfills in Lancaster County implemented the first 
multiple-customer landfill-gas-to-energy project in the state.  The state provided financial 
and technical support, e.g., Energy Harvest Grant, for the Lanchester Landfill Gas Utilization 
Project, which takes methane gas produced at the Lanchester Landfill and pipes it to four 
major manufacturing companies to fuel their facilities. 

• Staffing/Workload – DEP is shorthanded on staff generally, but particularly with engineers.  
The department is working with PennDOT (which is also short on engineers) to adjust the 
salary scale for engineers. 

Council Comment:  This was a very informative report. Council commends the Southcentral 
Regional Office on its proactive and innovative efforts to address its region’s environmental 
issues. 

Workload Issues.  Council continues to be concerned with staffing and workload issues out in the 
various regions, particularly with allocation of ‘on the ground’ DEP program specialists and 
inspectors.  Our Administrative Oversight Committee continues to monitor these issues. 

Energy.  Council feels that Pennsylvania is moving in the right direction by encouraging 
technologies that present opportunities for energy production and use with a lesser 
environmental impact than our traditional sources such as fossil fuels.  We need to view waste 
management as cyclical, like natural systems. 

We were pleased to hear that waste management companies are looking at distribution of 
landfill gas to end users as well as generating energy on-site, as it makes use of a by-product 
that otherwise poses an emission.  Utilizing landfill gas (previously an unwanted end-product of 
the landfill) not only reduces the emission of greenhouse gases, it reduces the cost of obtaining 
other fuels to generate the same power. 

Similarly, the use of manure digesters at CAFOs should be encouraged.  Based on information 
received from DEP, it appears that digesters have between a 3 and 15 year payback.  This 
timeframe is influenced by how much advantage the owner takes of support through USDA and 
Energy Harvest grants, proceeds from the sales of GHG credits to Native Energy, and net 
metering. 

In each of these cases, DEP needs to give careful consideration on how to minimize 
unanticipated outcomes from such technologies and uses.  For example, we are concerned that 
having gas distribution infrastructure in place at landfills may discourage overall waste 
reduction efforts and may encourage increased importation of out of state waste. 

Chesapeake Bay.  Council continues to monitor implementation of the Chesapeake Bay Strategy, 
particularly the effectiveness of nutrient trading vs. implementation of the Resource 
Enhancement and Protection Program as mechanisms to reduce non-point sources of pollution to 
the Bay watershed. 
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ATTACHMENT A 
PA Wind Power Timeline 

 
Date Online Location and Owner 

December 1999 The state’s first wind turbines at the Humboldt Industrial Park, Hazleton 
(Luzerne County) - Energy Unlimited, Inc.  

May 2000 Green Mountain Wind Farm, Garrett (Somerset County) – FPL Energy 
November 2001 Somerset Wind Power Project, Somerset (Somerset County) – FPL Energy 
November 2001 Mill Run Wind Project, Mill Run (Fayette County) – FPL Energy 
October 2003 Waymart Wind Farm, Waymart (Wayne County) – FPL Energy 
December 2003 Meyersdale Wind Power Project, Meyersdale (Somerset County) – FPL  
Fall 2005 Governor’s Workgroup (state & local government and private sector) began 

meeting to craft model ordinance to help clarify siting rules for wind farms 
in the state.  

February 2006 Bear Creek Wind Project, Bear Creek (Luzerne) – Babcock & Brown and 
Central Hudson Energy Group, Inc. 

April 2006 Governor unveils model ordinance, which is designed as a template that 
local governments can adjust to their specific needs.  The model ordinances 
addresses the following issues: visual appearance of turbines & related 
infrastructure, sound levels, shadow flicker, minimum property setbacks, 
interference with communications devices, protection of public roads, 
liability insurance, decommissioning and dispute resolution. 

May 2006 First meeting of the Pennsylvania Wind Farms & Wildlife Collaborative. 
December 2006 Above-mentioned model ordinance for wind energy facilities was revised 

and now includes three templates: (1) Zoning Ordinance Amendment; (2) 
Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance Provisions; and (3) Free 
Standing Ordinance (erection, operation and decommissioning). 

April 2007 Game Commission signs cooperative, voluntary agreement with 12 wind 
energy companies regarding protection of wildlife.  

April 2007 Shaffer Mountain Wind, LLC, submits NPDES construction permit to DEP 
Southwest Regional Office 

May 12, 2007 PA Bulletin public notice and comment for Shaffer Mountain 
June 2007 Locust Ridge Wind Farm, Mahanoy Township (Schuylkill County) - 

Iberdrola 
June 20, 2007 Town Hall meeting in Johnstown sponsored by Gamesa on proposed 

Shaffer Mountain Wind Farm. 
July 28, 2007 PA Bulletin public notice for Shaffer Mountain public meeting and hearing. 
August 28, 2007 DEP Public meeting/hearing on Shaffer Mountain 
October 9-11, 2007 CAC regional meeting in Bedford; received testimony on Shaffer Mountain 

proposed wind farm. 
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Pennsylvania Constitution 
Article I, Section 27 

 
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 trustees of these 
resources, the Commonwealth shall conserve and maintain them for the benefit of all the people. 
 
If after reading this report you would like to receive more information about the Council or 
would like to be added to our electronic mailing list, please use the form provided below and 
send it (i.e. mail, fax or electronic mail) to: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Citizens Advisory Council 
P.O. Box 8459 

Harrisburg, PA  17105-8459 
Phone No. (717) 787-4527 
Fax No. (717) 787-2878 

Email:  epcontactcac@state.pa.us

 
 - YES, I would like to be added to the CAC’s electronic mailing list. 

 
 - YES, I would like to receive more information about the Council or a particular issue. 

 
  I am interested in   
 
    
 
 
Name     Organization    
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mailto:epcontactcac@state.pa.us


 

 
 

MISSION STATEMENT OF THE 
CITIZENS ADVISORY COUNCIL 

  
  
  
  
  

  
  
  
  
  
  
It is the mission of the Citizens Advisory Council to strive to ensure that all people of the Commonwealth enjoy 
the benefits included in Article I, Section 27 of the Pennsylvania Constitution. 
It is the mission of the Citizens Advisory Council to strive to ensure that all people of the Commonwealth enjoy 
the benefits included in Article I, Section 27 of the Pennsylvania Constitution. 
  
This mission specifically states that the Council is to carry out the mandates of Act 275 of 1971 and Act 95 of 
1992, by: 
This mission specifically states that the Council is to carry out the mandates of Act 275 of 1971 and Act 95 of 
1992, by: 
  
► performing non-partisan, independent oversight of the operations, management and policy of the 

Department of Environmental Protection; 
► performing non-partisan, independent oversight of the operations, management and policy of the 

Department of Environmental Protection; 

► evaluating environmental issues and laws; ► evaluating environmental issues and laws; 

► participating in the development of environmental regulations; and ► participating in the development of environmental regulations; and 

► providing advice concerning environmental matters to the Department, the Governor, the General 
Assembly, and the Commonwealth’s federal representatives. 

► providing advice concerning environmental matters to the Department, the Governor, the General 
Assembly, and the Commonwealth’s federal representatives. 

  
The Council strives to represent all people of the Commonwealth and endeavors to bring a collective view of 
the public interest in environmental protection and natural resources, forged from the Council’s own diversity 
of personal experiences and perspectives. 

The Council strives to represent all people of the Commonwealth and endeavors to bring a collective view of 
the public interest in environmental protection and natural resources, forged from the Council’s own diversity 
of personal experiences and perspectives. 
  
  
  
  
  

Unanimously Adopted: November 20, 1989; Unanimously Adopted: November 20, 1989; 
Amended: November 12, 1996; Amended: November 12, 1996; 
Reaffirmed: March 15, 2005; Reaffirmed: March 15, 2005; 
Amended:  April 17, 2007 Amended:  April 17, 2007 
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GOVERNOR’S APPOINTMENTS 

 
Jolene E. Chinchilli - Lancaster Co.; B.S. Biology, Chatham College; M.S.P.H., Environmental Science and Engineering, University of North Carolina; Former 
Executive Director, Pennsylvania Office of the Chesapeake Bay Foundation; appointed June 27, 1996; term expires January 2009. 
 
Jack Lebeau, Ph.D. – Montgomery Co.: B.S. University of Akron, M.D. Case University; Union of Concerned Scientists; Reclamation Advisory Board, Willow 
Grove Naval Air Station; appointed February 2007; term expires January 2010. 
 
Gail M. Conner, Esquire - Delaware Co.; JD, Widener University School of Law; B.S., University of Wisconsin; Founder and President of G&C 
Environmental; appointed June 17, 2005; term expires January 2008. 
 
Brian J. Hill – Dauphin Co.; M.S., Natural Resource Management, University of New Hampshire; B.S., Environmental Resource Management, Allegheny 
College, Meadville, PA; President and CEO of the Pennsylvania Environmental Council (PEC); appointed July 7, 2006; term expires January 2009. 
 
S. Pat Lupo, O.S.B. - Erie Co.; B.A. Elementary Education, Mercyhurst College; M. Ed. Science Education, Clarion State University; Director, Lake Erie 
Allegheny Earth Force; appointed June 29, 1988; term expires January 2010. 
 
Richard J. Manfredi - Bucks Co; M.S. Public Administration, Marywood College; former Director of Public and External Affairs for Haines and Kibblehouse, 
Inc.; President & CEO of RJM Public Affairs; appointed June 13, 2002; term expires January 2008. 
 

PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE OF THE SENATE APPOINTMENTS 
 
Cynthia Carrow - Allegheny Co.; B.S. University of Pittsburgh; Executive Vice-President of Western Pennsylvania Conservancy; President of the Board of 
Directors, 
Conservation Consultants, Inc.; appointed February 11, 1997; term expires January 2010. 
 
Joyce Hatala – Lackawanna Co., B.A. Anthropology, University of Notre Dame; M.A. Anthropology, University of Minnesota; Environmental Institute 
Director, Lackawanna College; appointed June 2005; term expires January 2008. 
 
Walter N. Heine, P.E. - Cumberland Co.; B.S. Civil Engineering, Drexel University; M.S. Sanitary Engineering, University of Michigan; Chief Executive 
Officer, Walter N. Heine Associates, Inc. and Township Supervisor; former Director of the Federal Office of Surface Mining, U.S. Department of the Interior; 
and former Associate Deputy Secretary for Environmental Protection, PA DER; appointed August 11, 1983; term expires January 2010. 
 
Bernard Hoffnar, Ph.D. – Bedford Co.; B.S., General Agriculture, Southern Illinois University; M.S., Agriculture Economics, Pennsylvania State University; 
Ph.D., Agriculture Economics, Michigan State University.  Owns and operates a Christmas tree farm in Broadtop Township, Bedford County; appointed April 
24, 2006; term expires January 2009. 
 
Curtis N. Kratz – Montgomery Co.; Kellogg Rural Leadership Institute at Penn State; Consultant – Environmental and Government, elected to Board of 
Directors for the PA Farm Bureau, represents members from Berks, Chester, Delaware and Montgomery Counties; appointed June 2005; term expires 
January 2008. 
 
Burt A. Waite - Crawford Co.; B.A. Geology, College of William & Mary; M.S. Geology, University of Vermont; Senior Geologist in charge of environmental 
services for Moody & Associates; appointed November 17, 1998; term expires January 2009. 
 

SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE APPOINTMENTS  
 
De Etta A. Antoun - Franklin Co.; B.S., Education, Shippensburg University; Director, Citizens for a Quality Environment; appointed August 22, 2006;  term 
expires January 2008. 
 
Janet B. Keim - Lehigh Co.; B.S., Elementary Education, Kutztown University.  Retired Substitute Teacher for 24 years; appointed August 22, 2006; term 
expires January 2010. 
 
Thaddeus Stevens - Tioga Co.; Paul Smith’s College of Paul Smiths, New York; Associate Applied Science, Forestry; Active with PA Association of Realtors, 
Legislative Committee; Delegate to North Central Sewage Agency for Gaines Township, Tioga County; appointed April 9, 1997; term expires January 2008. 
 
David Strong - Jefferson Co.; B.S. Chemistry, Mansfield University; Independent Environmental Scientist; appointed October 31, 1996; current term expires 
January 2010. 
 
Bruce M. Tetkoskie — Schuylkill Co.; Bloomsburg University - Principles of Industrial Safety & Health; Northampton Community College - Finance & 
Accounting Principles; Consultant in the environmental field; appointed July 28, 2004; term expires January 2009. 
 
Margaret Urban - Mercer Co.; B.S. Chemistry, Pace University; M.S. Pharmacology and Experimental Therapeutics, Albany Medical College of Union 
University; appointed April 25, 2000; term expires January 2009. 
 

SECRETARY OF THE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
 
Kathleen A. McGinty - Cumberland Co.; Saint Joseph’s University, Bachelor of Science in Chemistry; Columbia University School of Law, Juris Doctor; 
served as Chair of the White House Council on Environmental Quality, Deputy Assistant to the President and Director of the White House Office on 
Environmental Policy, served as Counselor, Vice President Al Gore; served as Vice President, Asset Management, Natsource LLC; currently serving as 
Secretary, PA Department of Environmental Protection, appointed January 15, 2003; confirmed June 3, 2003. 
 
Executive Director - Susan M. Wilson Administrative Assistant – Patty Davenport 
Program Analyst - Janis Dean
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	The Council extends a special thank you to all the individuals and organizations who assisted us with the arrangements for our field visit to the Bedford area.  Their knowledge of, and enthusiasm for, this region's rich history and resources provided Council with a better understanding of the issues impacting this unique corner of the Commonwealth.
	Photo courtesy of Council member Burt Waite:
	Program Analyst - Janis Dean 
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