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P.O. Box 502
Williamsport PA 17703-0502

December 29, 2015

Secretary John Quigley
Department of Environmental Protection
400 Market Street
P. O. Box 2063
Harrisburg, PA 17105-2063
http://www.ahs.dep.pa.gov/eComment/Comments.aspx

RE:  PITF Draft Report Comments

Secretary Quigley and Pipeline Infrastructure Task Force Members:

The Responsible Drilling Alliance (hereafter referred to as RDA), a 501(c)(3) education and advocacy coalition based in the region above the confluence of the west and north branches of the Susquehanna River appreciates the opportunity to submit the following comments on the PITF draft report:

Priority Recommendation #1
With its legacy coal industry, its agricultural and manufacturing base, and now the advent of economically viable shale gas and liquids resource exploitation, Pennsylvania’s contribution to worldwide greenhouse gas emissions far exceeds that of most of the world’s political entities of comparable area or population. In order to be responsible members of the world community in the 21st Century, at the very least we must endeavor to minimize atmospheric methane emissions from all shale gas operations. RDA therefore supports the following cluster of Environmental Protection Work Group Recommendations as first in our top priority list. These recommendations also serve a dual purpose: when fully implemented by all operators, they will lead to increased safety and health benefits:

(Environmental Protection Work Group):
20. Use dry seals for centrifugal compressors 
21. Minimize methane emissions during compressor state shutdown periods 
22. Use pump-down techniques before maintenance and repair 
24. Implement directed inspection and maintenance program for compressor stations 
33. Minimize methane emissions 
49. Properly use and maintain pipeline components 
50. Implement leak detection and repair for all above-ground components of pipeline    
      infrastructure 


RDA commends the Work Group for their efforts on these recommendations. All of them make long term economic sense for the Commonwealth and in most cases for the operators as well. Unfortunately, the oil and gas industry is often short sighted, squawking reflexively at any extra up-front expenses, especially at a time of low prices for their commodities. We urge the task to see all these recommendations through in whatever manner makes them mandatory requirements as soon as possible. 

Most nations of the world take the climate crisis seriously. The beginning of the end of the fossil fuel era for the world, coinciding with the early years of the shale resource exploitation in the Commonwealth, is a fact that does not bode well for our future if an overreliance on production and usage of those resources is not at the very least accompanied by vigilant efforts and oversight of all potential sources of emissions from the extraction, processing, delivery and end use systems of the methane, a very potent greenhouse gas.  

All necessary justifications for these recommendations are found in the draft:  
Dry seals have a much lower emission rate, because they do not require degassing, as wet seals do…Dry seals also require less power to operate… Compressors must be taken off-line at times to conduct regular maintenance and repair. Often during shut-down, operators vent high pressure gas remaining in the pipeline either to the atmosphere or to a flare. These emissions can be minimized…Significant methane emissions occur during blowdowns for routine maintenance or pipeline upsets…The volume of gas released to the atmosphere during these processes can be reduced if pipeline operators use pump-down techniques to decrease the pressure of the pipeline segment before they evacuate the remaining gas from the segment…Implementing a thorough Directed Inspection and Maintenance Program for compressor stations will help operators recoup the profits that would have been lost as a result of fugitive emissions, while also helping to reduce greenhouse gas emissions to the atmosphere…Methane…is a potent greenhouse gas that, pound for pound, has a 25 times greater impact on climate change over a 100-year period than does carbon dioxide. Oil and natural gas operations are the largest source of methane emissions in the United States… approximately 27% of methane emissions from the oil and gas industry in 2012 occurred during transmission and storage…Faulty hatches, seals, and valves can lead to fugitive pipeline emissions, which may include greenhouse gases, volatile organic compounds, or hazardous air pollutants. These system components should be maintained regularly to minimize emissions…It is recommended that audible, visual, and olfactory (AVO) inspections be conducted at least monthly on any above-ground components of natural gas pipelines. These above-ground components should include, but not be limited to: metering sites, pig launching and receiving stations, release valves, and custody-transfer stations. 

RDA notes that industry opposition to something as simple as a request for information by the Commonwealth on emissions from “pigging operations” is often met with a legal onslaught by an industry that never seems short of money for these challenges.  We are referring to the appeal by attorneys for Anadarko Marcellus Midstream LLC of the November 13, 2015 Administrative Order by DEP requiring Anadarko Marcellus Midstream to provide previously requested information on emissions of VOC’s, HAP’s, methane and other contaminants including release of liquids during pigging operations.
How is it that operators (the Commonwealth’s “partners” as we are so often reminded) cannot comply without an expensive fight? How can they fail to understand that the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania is not Texas or Oklahoma, or any other major gas producing state with little forest cover, mainly flat topography, meager in natural surface seeps, springs, vernal ponds, wetlands, and watercourses? How do they fail to understand that we have a Constitutional Amendment that requires our Governor and our Agencies to exercise a fiduciary duty to protect our basic rights to clean air, pure water, and to the preservation of the natural, scenic, historic, and esthetic of our environment? How much money that could be going to reducing emissions is going to Babst Calland and their word parsing ilk? Is it any wonder that major environmental and grass roots groups across the Commonwealth are throwing up their hands at the thought of 30,000 more miles of mostly unregulated, often cheaply and hurriedly constructed high pressure gathering lines littering the Commonwealth, and essentially refusing to participate in the PITF process by challenging the whole procedure via Article 1 Section 27? 
We who live in the shale fields, while understanding the principle the other groups are pushing and support their efforts, don’t have time to waste with legal wranglings. We are up against corporate entities that often behave, in our view, like pigs. We understand that polls indicate about 80% of the population in this region supports gas development, that over $500 million has been distributed in our county in royalties alone since 2007, that we represent only 20% of so of the population who view the advent of shale resource exploitation as a tragedy for the long term interests of the Commonwealth, and see it as present term nightmare. In many cases, we have seen friends and family move “off the shale” to get away from these corporate “people” and their disgusting transformation of an environment we love. We get that this industrialization of our fields and forests will not be stopped by our political system. And so we fight, warlike, over inches of ground, while dreaming of moving far away from the operations of the Anadarkos of the world.
Priority Recommendation #2
(Pipeline Safety and Integrity Workgroup)
 7. Require Best Practices and Standards for Production Lines Located Beyond the Well Pad and Gas Gathering Lines in Class 1 Locations. Instead of waiting for PHSMA or the end of 2016 deadline, the Commonwealth needs to move ASAP on this recommendation. The reasons are elucidated in the comment submitted on 12/28/15 by the group COGENT (Connection for Oil and Gas in the Northern Tier) on this recommendation. The rush to build gathering lines has led to much trepidation for residents of Class 1 areas who are paying attention to the antics of the gas industry and the legislature’s failure to give rural residents proper protection. Occasional use of composite pipe and frequent use of the method of compression/fused pipeline joining shows a blatant disregard for the rural families who live close to those potential explosive impact zones from the many high pressure, large diameter pipelines running throughout the shale fields.
The very language in the recommendation is only there due to the much appreciated efforts of Emily Krafjack, COGENT founder and President who exposed to Pennsylvanians the kind of stunt the industry pulled when Texas attempted to regulate gathering lines: they changed references to them as “ Production Lines “ and thus were exempt from the new regulations. These kind of sleazy maneuvers lead to not just anger with the operators but anger with our politicians who seem not to care about anything but the money the industry brings in, our regulators who are overwhelmed and tired after 8 years of dealing with nothing but gas issues and industry threats and palaver, as well as judges who appear politically motivated to overturn any decent decision of jurists with the wisdom and integrity to understand our state Constitution.
Priority Recommendation #3
(Pipeline Safety and Integrity Work Group) 
5 Require An Integrity Management Program (IMP) for (what are now called) Gathering Pipelines. “An Integrity Management Program is a risk assessment strategy that requires pipeline operators to determine their pipeline operating risks and subsequently plan to mitigate these risks. This program would identify areas where anomalies could pose a risk to people and the environment and allow timely remediation to ensure integrity of the steel pipe.” Is there any reason to oppose this recommendation? Any possible reason why integrity management is not included under the PSandIM Work Group recommendation #7 is a complete mystery to us. 
Priority Recommendation #4
(Siting and Routing Work Group)
7. Expand PA1Call for All Classes of Pipelines. “To improve safety and assist in siting and routing of all pipelines in Pennsylvania broader participation in the PA1Call system is necessary and in the public interest.” RDA agrees. How many more tragedies (like the one in Armstrong County this past summer due to non-participating operators) can we anticipate over the upcoming decades? How many miles of gathering pipeline is not even known to DEP or the PUC? Statements such as, “It may not be possible to have all existing pipelines in the Commonwealth located and submitted to the PA1Call system because of lack of documentation on pipeline locations, absence of cost-effective technology for locating older pipelines, etc.”, do not give us much confidence in what the oversight of gathering lines all over rural Pennsylvania has wrought thus far. 



Priority Recommendation #5
(Conservation and Natural Resources Work Group)
18. Minimize Aesthetic Impacts in Pipeline Development. “Pipeline rights-of way can have unappealing or intrusive visual effects on the landscape, particularly along roadways, vistas, or trails.” This statement gives us no cause for argument. Ideally, we would like to see an example of a concentrated, currently productive shale gas well field that has been fully built out, exploited until every possible recoverable molecule of methane has been extracted, all the wells plugged according to the highest standards, pads reclaimed, land put back to its contours prior to being excavated, vegetation planted to mimic what was there before, and all associated infrastructure reclaimed or shut to the best possible standards. We would like a glimpse a few decades or possibly centuries into the future to see what that all looks like before permitting one more new well pad and the associated pipelines that will be required to serve it. Unfortunately, minimizing the aesthetic impacts of pipeline development will have to do for now.
Priority Recommendation #6
(Public Participation)
5. Require Publication of Intent to Apply for DEP Permits Association with Pipeline Development. “By publishing a notice of a company’s intent to apply for permits in local newspapers, the public would be afforded a better opportunity for public comment.” Correct. The real problem is the fact that there is actually no opportunity for public comment to influence a decision on pipeline approval anyway, at least outside of the municipality of State College. For all classes of pipelines, it is comparable to most all other permitting applications in PA; cross your t’s and dot your i’s, follow the procedures correctly and the project is approved. It would be a vast improvement if, before a single well pad is built in an area, the whole plan for development of that area, well field, or leasehold area of one operator, or whatever it could be determined to be, the public could view the entire development plan and comment in a way that would be part of the determination of approval or denial. This is what is known as a pipe dream in today’s Pennsylvania where, once millions (if not hundreds of millions) of dollars is put into the ground, the Commonwealth is then asked to approve the necessary pipeline to get the gas on its way to market. Ask a developer of a mere housing tract how it goes for his plan to build a few dozen houses taking up a few dozen acres. Why the gigantic footprint of shale resource development, which the draft report says will touch every county in the Commonwealth, was allowed to proceed piecemeal with not even an attempt at comprehensive planning will be a great mystery for future historians to unravel.
Priority Recommendation #7
(Conservation and Natural Resources)

24. Prevent Invasive Plant Species Establishment. This is a critical component of all aspects of gas development. 



RDA SUPPORTS THE FOLLOWING WORKGROUP RECOMMENDATIONS: 
RDA views numerous recommendations as self-evident/basic responsibilities that need little elaboration. In the draft report, frequently noted under “challenges to achieving recommendation” objections allude to various reasons, nearly always coming down to money. This is particularly frustrating for many of us living with the visual assault of pipeline development on the landscape we love, as well as the various well-documented nuisances and potential dangers.  Many original developers of pipelines and infrastructure of all classifications, especially those in Class 1 areas, were primarily operators of investment vehicles rather than primarily operators of infrastructure designed to move gas in a safe and non-invasive manner. This fact does not engender acceptance of the numerous negative impacts of the development. 

It can be argued that the pipeline business in the shale gas era has been a huge boon to the national economy in difficult times. Gathering investors, building a system as inexpensively as technically and legally possible, reaping the benefits from serving as the “general partner”, and flipping the asset has been a highly lucrative endeavor for out of state developers and many high net worth investors. These opportunities have come at a time when short term double or triple digit percentage returns were hard to come by for those accustomed to such profits. 

RDA fails to see why either the initial rush for production of shale gas or the current market conditions are any excuse for less than world class oversight and protection for those of us living in the rural areas that make up the shale fields. If the Commonwealth is serious about building a comprehensive, science-based and regularly updated pipeline system - we are off to a very questionable start. This is especially true of construction in Class 1 areas where original developers no longer have any control or responsibility. 

Among those proposals we endorse as basic common decency include the following. These are listed by number in the draft report, under the work group that proposed them, with short commentary and/or quotations from the draft report itself.

Agriculture and Conservation and Natural Resources 

1. Develop Best Management Practices Manual for Pipeline Development on Agricultural Operations. For most property owners in the shale fields, it’s already too late for the promised “world class pipeline infrastructure system”.  Instead of, “a guide for what a lease should contain to protect the farm operations to the maximum extent possible,” the Commonwealth should require the developers of all new pipelines on agricultural property to practice the BMP’s outlined in this comment. The onus should not be put on the land owner. 
	
Conservation and Natural Resources 
4. Give Special Consideration to Protected / Designated Lands in Pipeline Siting. The key phase in the draft of the recommendation under “issues to be addressed” is: “…from the competing but legitimate social needs of energy and conservation”. “Conservation” of gas and oil resources is a term that has been co-opted by the industry since the 1930’s to essentially mean “optimum production for the operator now”. This use of the verb is a far cry from the true meaning of conservation: a careful preservation and protection of a natural resource to prevent exploitation, destruction, or neglect of animals, plants, water, air and ecosystems.  
The fact is, Pennsylvania and other states have done the industry no favor by permitting wells and associated infrastructure in such an accommodating manner that price for gas as a commodity has been driven near or even below cost of production. When considering the complete short and long term impacts on public land and publically accessible private land, determining what is a “legitimate” social need for a pipeline vs. a desire of developers for themselves and investors is not a simplistic calculation.

5. Mitigate the Loss of Public Use of Public Lands Resulting from Pipeline Development. RDA commends the Work Group for raising awareness of the concept of “Loss-Use” and making a strong case for the “impacts to citizens from irretrievable losses in perpetuity resulting from the development of infrastructure on public lands and waters”.  If the development of pipeline related infrastructure cannot be avoided due to short-sighted prior agreements, fairly calculated contributions to a land acquisition stewardship fund is a sensible attempt at compensation.

6. Avoid Geological Hazards During Planning. This “Justification” statement is the critical point. “To knowingly place a pipeline in even a low seismicity zone when a lower risk zone is available would be irresponsible”. The comment also raises another important point under, “Challenges to achieving recommendation”, that of “Overcoming the assumption that there is zero risk”. When it comes to properly regulating many aspects of shale resource development, this false assumption of zero risk applies to most business people and most politicians at all levels in our Commonwealth 

7. Implement Full-Time Environmental Inspections During Pipeline Construction. Again, the recommendation highlights what must be understood by all Pennsylvanians: “Pipeline contractors may not be knowledgeable on environmental regulation.”, and, “the DEP is inadequately staffed to provide the oversight required to insure that environmental regulations are complied with.” Much of the justification for the need to expedite shale gas development has been based on its job creation potential. Inspection work, paid for by the industry, should be recognized as a vital part of the job creation matrix for citizens of our Commonwealth and not dismissed as an unnecessary expense that will be passed along to the consumer. Of equal importance, the concept of adequate inspections remains unclear. This lack of clarity must be addressed. Is there one inspection per day on the entire length of the project area? Are inspections carried out at key times? Is there specific training required for all contractors?  Specific parameters regarding inspections must be defined and implemented.

8. Monitor Water Quality During Construction. “There is a general lack of information regarding the effectiveness of BMPs that are currently implemented during pipeline construction”. BMP’s are vital, but if no one is on site or could be on site at any unknown moment to check, there is no way of knowing how effective they are executed, if they are being followed at all.  More jobs for Pennsylvanians from the transportation of commodities that are mainly exported out of our Commonwealth. 



9. Require Post-Construction Monitoring for 5 Years. Why only 5 years?  “There are thousands of examples of legally approved resource extraction projects that have resulted in taxpayer costs of billions of dollars for negative results discovered at a much later date.” As long as the project is utilized and in the case of shale gas, long after that, monitoring must occur. Pipes decay, the earth shifts.

12. Reduce Forest Fragmentation in Pipeline Development. No further comment is needed.

13. Promote Biodiversity in Pipeline Development. Many species have value to society and the health of the ecosystem that are only marginally understood.  As noted in the recommendations, promoting biodiversity… “benefit(s) threatened and endangered species, pollinators, small mammals, songbirds, game species, reptiles, amphibians and natural plant communities.” 

14. Develop Rare Species Work Windows to Avoid Impacts. The gas and oil industry is always in a rush to increase margins. Work should proceed when it is best for the needs of the Commonwealth, not the developer.  The industry has successfully habituated the Commonwealth to cater to its desires. Beyond that, there is absolutely no valid justification to rush activities that threaten protected and endangered species at this stage of the shale play.


15. Minimize Impacts to Riparian Areas at Stream Crossings. “Riparian areas are sensitive habitats that must be protected and restored. Pollution or sedimentation from construction can silt in stream beds to the detriment of aquatic ecosystems. The appropriate management of riparian areas is crucial in the protection and enhancement of Pennsylvania’s water resources.” In addition to the stated need for riparian protection, the enormous risk of invasive species becomes particularly critical at stream crossings and must be addressed. 

21. Reseed Right-of-Ways Using Native Plants. We had enough problematic invasive plants to deal with before we started turning the wildest of Penn’s Woods into Penn’s woodlots. Let’s let the industry help the problem by planting native plant species and not aid the invasives in acquiring more territory.

22. Use Pennsylvania-Sources Plant and Seed Vendors and Landscape Services.  More jobs for actual Pennsylvanians.

23. Require Performance-Based Metrics for Long Term Maintenance of ROW’s.
“Maintenance needs to be recognized as a necessity not an option.”  

County Government 

 7. Develop Advisory Standards for Pipeline Setback and Buffers. “State should develop advisory standards “…”Provides non-arbitrary standards..” In Lycoming County, the setback requirement from a compressor station to a property line is a whopping 25 feet. Where does a figure like that come from?  What a rotten deal that could be for a neighbor.  


8. Amend Municipalities Planning Code to Empower County Comprehensive Plan. 
“County comprehensive plans should be taken into consideration as part of the pipeline planning process.” Make sure the counties are aware they have the ability and the duty (under the MPC) to challenge the operators and the industry on poor pipeline siting plans. Currently, it appears that many decisions are made based on a fear of being sued by operators rather than the safety and long term welfare  of communities.

12. Require Pipeline Abandonment Plans.  Leaving a window open for abandonment that would expose local taxpayers is not a choice future generations will look upon kindly. The Commonwealth cannot be naïve about the ways in which corporate entities in the oil and gas business are experts at socializing costs at every opportunity. This is especially true of potential future costs.  

Emergency Preparedness 

3. Require Infrastructure Mapping (Also County Government #3). Bradford County regularly updates an infrastructure map on its County Planning website. As recently as last spring, Lycoming County refused to disclose a map of pipelines and infrastructure citing “security” issues. This is utter nonsense given what other counties make public and the availability of google earth photography to show pipeline corridors in forest areas, which is most of the shale fairway in the county. The only conclusion is that the county does not want the public to have the information because it is hard to see from the surface how much the landscape has been altered. It requires a map or aerial view to get the full picture of what is occurring. 

11. Assigning a 9-1-1 Address to Pipeline-Related Facilities.  Who is ignorant enough not to understand the potential issues and frequency of problems with compressor stations? Is this another example of the zero risk assumption? That is hard to imagine with compressor stations. It is far more likely that operators in remote locations would rather cover up incidents if and when they can get away with it. 

12. Authorize a Fee for Emergency Response to Pipeline Incidents.  Why should the burden of response to incidents fall on the taxpayers? Why is the Commonwealth and municipal government always more concerned with “unreasonably impeding” the industry than the welfare of all the public, not just those profiting from the gas industry? When is Pennsylvania going to grow up when it comes to the ways of this industry? This is a good step forward. 

Environmental Protection 

2. Establish Early Coordination with Local Non-Governmental Groups. Yes. 

7. Sponsors Should Perform Alternative Analysis to Avoid/Minimize Impacts. Absolutely.
10. Sponsors Should Use Landscape Level Planning.   True landscape level planning with the actual ability to deny permits.

12. Do Not Locate Pipelines Parallel to Streams Within its 100-Year Floodway. RDA is incredulous that this and many other Environmental Protection Work Group recommendations even need be stated. Sadly, this is what happens when your home is just a flat map on a wall in an office in Houston or Denver or Dallas or Oklahoma City – where employees with no connections or knowledge of the locale put together well field development plans that lead to pipelines in areas where they should not be. 

13. Employ Smart Timing of Construction. Harsh winters, flood prone months, planting, and harvesting. What strange concepts.

14. Assess Potential Subsurface Hazards in Planning.  Mine subsidence, mine fires, karst topography? Welcome to Pennsylvania.

15. Route Pipelines to Minimize Disturbance to Forest Interiors. “Pipelines should be planned and constructed in a manner that minimizes disturbance of intact forests having extensive interior forest habitat. Create canopy overhang when possible. Whenever possible, route pipelines through meadows, successional shrublands, and agricultural fields.” This is a sensible recommendation. Do we really need to water it down by dragging in industry lawyers parsing over the definition of a “core forest”? There is a difference between wood lots and a forest. Nothing can create wood lots faster than a mess of pipelines and wide access roads in the development of a gas industry well field. A few narrow roads, some trails, even a carefully considered timber sale all pale in comparison when it comes to disturbance.

16. Avoid Steep Slopes and High Erodible Soils. The trouble is, even if a municipality or county has a slope ordinance, these things can and do get waived if the operator complains or threatens enough. The full power of the Commonwealth needs to be behind this and much more.

17. Share Rights-of-Ways.  “Pipelines that share existing corridors reduce the amount of disturbance and fragmentation that would otherwise occur with a separate pipeline corridor.” In principle, a good idea, but it must be looked at carefully so as not create extremely wide corridors. We have examples of pipelines in Lycoming County that run very close to each other in an unacceptable manner. In the Tiadaghton State Forest, we see extremely wide corridors that serve both gathering lines and access roads, resulting in a disturbing industrial park like setting on a ridge top. We are left with a choice between “death by a thousand cuts”, or by gigantic swipes. Neither is palatable. The ideal answer lies in a much slower well permitting process and a full well field pad and infrastructure development plan submitted for public comment before approval of the first well pad. While it is too late for most of the development, any future well pad building permits should be subject to such a review. 

19. Establish Setbacks from Wetlands and Watercourses. Glacial till soils are frequently found near streambeds in northern PA.  At the very least, let’s avoid building pipelines in them. 

29. Develop Plans for No Net Loss of Forests in Headwater Watersheds. This is simple: stay out of what is left of our headwater stream watersheds. Figure out a system that allows the Commonwealth to deny well pad permits that will lead to an industrial build-out in our headwater seeps, springs and streams. Leave that gas the in the ground until it can economically and safely be reached from far off site. The industry is clever, and when motivated financially will figure out how to do that. Right now the economics are not there.  This could be a means to long-term conservation, conserving the gas for another time when it may be needed to supplement other energy sources. 
This applies to the following recommendations:

30. Develop Plans for No Net Loss of Forested Riparian Buffers 
31. Develop Plans for No Net Loss of Wetlands 
32. Study Long-Term Impacts of Pipeline Infrastructure on Water Resources and Sensitive 
       Landscape
34. Minimize Impacts of Stream Crossings

37. Use Dust Suppression Controls Near Water Resources. We have a particular concern with this recommendation because we do not know exactly what various operators use for dust control and winter anti-freezing applications. These substances must be thoroughly vetted by the DEP and spot checked for variances. Effects on vegetation, animals and water quality should be monitored. One of our active members lives within an inholding in the Tiadaghton State Forest. He served as his township’s Roadmaster at a time when heavy gas related traffic was on the township’s roads for multiple years as large state leased tracts were being developed. At one point he was very perplexed by a very hard and sticky substance that accumulated on his and his neighbors’ trucks. He took a sample into a lab to be analyzed, but the results were inconclusive. Earlier this year, he was diagnosed with a very rare cancer in his sinuses. There is no way to tie his illness to the substance or the dust control substances used in the areas where he spent many hours on township heavy equipment, grading and smoothing roads and ditches. We have all see the thick, dusty coating on plants near heavy gas traffic areas in the summer time. The operators cannot be relied on to police their employees or contractors. Many toxic substances that can be expensive to dispose of could mysteriously be utilized for dust suppression or winter ice control.  If no one is checking, these could easily reach water resources.

38. Test Efficacy of Silt Fencing. Why limit options, especially better or less expensive ones?

RDA also would like to note support for the following Environmental Protections among others we feel need little or no comment:

43. Soften Forest/Right-of-Ways Edges and Promote Canopy Closure 
46. Ensure Ecologically Sensitive Revegetation of Right-of-Ways 
48. Conduct Regular Site Maintenance
49. Properly Use and Maintain Pipeline Components 
52. Establish Forest Mitigation Program 
53. Implement Electronic Permit Submissions for Chapters 102 and 105 
57. Ensure Adequate Agency Staffing for Reviewing Pipeline Infrastructure Projects 
58. Evaluate DEP Retention and Attrition of Staff and Succession Planning
64. Consider Limited Permit Review Assistance Using Qualified Contractors 
67. Incorporate Cumulative Impacts into Applications and Review Process 


Local Government

2. Minimize Impact on Local Roads. Please! It’s not just the roads, it’s the vehicles that travel them and the safety of the passengers that ride on them. 

Historical/Cultural/Tribal 

1. Improve Communications with Landowners. What is more frustrating than not being in the loop when something occurs on your family’s land - land that you worked hard to earn, land you pay taxes on, land that provides your sense of place? This frequent occurrence is an extreme source of frustration to many living in the shale fields.

Pipeline Safety and Integrity 

3. Establish Publicly Available Pipeline Inspection Information. Why should this information be withheld from easy access by the public? Are authorities concerned that the information would not be clear enough, or perhaps that too few or no inspections are being done? Give us the whole story. Transparency, not protection of shabby standards.

4. Require A Cathodic Protection Program. Hard to believe any developer is so cheap and so callus as to not put cathodic protection on gathering lines that go by our homes and families, but it happens a lot.

The following are in need of no elaboration:

8. Establish Mapping/GIS for Emergency Response 
10. Enhance Public Awareness via Mapping/GIS 
12. Enhance Public Awareness of Pipeline Location

Recommendations RDA Opposes Outright

Environmental Protection

64. Consider Limited Permit Review Assistance Using Qualified Contractors.  Consider and reject. See below #3. Assess Requirement of Consulting Services for Permitting under For Other Work Groups.

Natural Gas End Use 

2. Create Regional Energy Corridors and Energy Action Teams. “Build off of Philadelphia, Pittsburgh and Williamsport’s strategic plan to develop energy hubs and energy corridors across the Commonwealth”. From our viewpoint, Williamsport’s plan to develop into an energy hub is a joke, an energy corridor, a disaster to be headed off. Beside the assumptions of no risk, we add the assumption of no consequences from an energy corridor. Texas has a nice energy corridor in the Houston shipping channel. Has anyone from the Williamsport Chamber of Commerce checked out the air quality or cancer rate in Beaumont? Texas also has the Gulf of Mexico directly downwind of its chemical and refinery plant mess. We have half of Pennsylvania and 20 million people in metropolitan New York.

We represent that majority of the population that believes climate change is real and that sustainability, not wild and unchecked growth, should be the goal of our community. We have a pretty nice thing going here, not horrible air quality too often yet, not much traffic, affordability of housing and living costs, access to public land and world class water resources.  We appreciate some of the benefits from the shale gas boomlet: more bar-b-que options, more Mexican food, better quality liquor options, a one-year upswing in home values, the fact that some small businesses and landlords were able to capitalize on the development, create some jobs, and bring in some interesting outsiders. But we politely say “No thank you” to an energy hub or to becoming any more of a corridor than we are now. Let’s share the bounty and the negative consequences with other communities. You really think big time energy executives want to live in the middle of north central PA?  Think again. Most of us muddled through here quite nicely before the Lycoming County Energy Task Force decided to look at only the “positive economic benefits”. Good for them, they did a good job attracting a reasonable amount of new businesses and the associated messes in the 4 major areas of the county where the wellfield service contractors are huddled. We say, “Enough!” Let’s keep on with the lesson we learned decades ago after the lumber boom - diversify. We are proud of our various specialized manufacturers, our diversified industries and niche market specialists like our goldsmiths and wonderful local restaurateur families. “No thank you” to an overreliance on the latest, greatest, and debatably “cleaner” fossil fuel. 

We see no need to waste valuable Commonwealth resources on any of the following. If Pennsylvania is determined to be a short-term massive producer of natural gas, that is a big enough burden on our environment from gasses of any sort. We need to figure out how to capture more of the wealth flowing out of here into the larger capital markets and build a clean, healthy, sustainable future for a well-educated, trade, craft, professional or technically oriented workforce. That is what want for our children, not sitting around on some rig in the heat or cold, waiting for some apart to arrive or a drill bit to be fished out. 

Therefore we say “No thank you” to all of the following:

 3. Creation of Energy Opportunity Zones and all below recommendations:

Economic Development

2. Coordinate Project Management for Projects Using Natural Gas in PA
3. Create Last Mile Funding
4. Expand Distribution System Improvement Charge (DSIC) to Cover Pipeline Payback Period 
     Extension, Advertising Cost
5. Encourage Natural Gas Use in Ports
6. Develop Targeted Investment, Business Attraction Effects and Regional Energy Hubs
7. Collaborate to Promote Downstream Shale Manufacturing Opportunity
8. Encourage Virtual Pipeline (Trucking) Delivery Systems
9. Allow Creation of Natural Gas Municipal Authorities
11. Support Natural Gas for Compliance with Pennsylvania’s Clean Power Plan (CPP)

For Other Workgroups 

1. Assess Requirement of Consulting Services for Permitting. Assess it and decide against it.  The legislature needs to grow up, step up, and tax the industry commensurate with other states. Fund a full DEP staff that can be properly trained and compensated to represent the Commonwealth’s interests in all aspects of gas development. 

3. Reform Application of the Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Index (PNDI). Once again, what is the rush about? The PNDI policy had a public comment period before adoption a few years ago. Everyone, including the industry, had an opportunity to comment. The current policy works for the best interests of the Commonwealth. If it is problematic for the industry, too bad. Give them an inch and they have proven time and again they will take all they can grab. Leave the PNDI policy alone.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments.
Responsible Drilling Alliance
[bookmark: _GoBack]Ralph Kisberg, RDA Working Group 
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