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While this TGD has significantly improved from the first draft and good work completed by PA DEP and the AOR workgroup members, I still have some issues this document. I have listed my concerns in the following:

· On page 10 under the “Landowner Coordination/Surface Access” section, there needs to be a verifying statement in this section regarding the “precise location of offset wells”. The TGD language should be added that if the precise location can’t be verified by the landowner, the Operator does not have responsibility to conduct further investigations to find/discover any potential wells.
· On page 10 under the “Landowner Coordination/Surface Access” section, the TGD states that landowner questionnaires can be used for 3 years for reference and possibly an additional 2 years with Department approval. Why not make this a 5 year retainage across the board? The landowner records and personal information is likely to get decrease in value as time goes forward.
· On page 10 under the “Use of DEP Landowner Survey Form” subsection, the TGD states that certified mail receipts and questionnaires should be kept for 5 years, yet the Department is only allowing for 5 year retainage under the development plan option. The Department should consider the 5 year retainage for both options in accordance with my comments above.
· On page 12 under the “Use of Development Plan Form” subsection, allowing 30 days for the receipt of forms is far too long, especially when there may be short term well drilling and stimulation plans. I would suggest utilizing the 10 business day time frame for receiving certified mail receipts and questionnaires.
· On page 13 under “Other Considerations”, the 3rd bullet item discusses documenting conditions at a well prior to hydraulic fracturing, even if the risk is low, in case a false claim is made. Is there any retribution to someone that makes a false claim in this case? These claims and false information were brought up during the workgroup meetings as a means to slow down well drilling and stimulation projects.
· On page 25, under “Incident Reporting and Resolution”, there needs to be further clarification regarding a “communication incident”. It is well known that unconventional wells and laterals are located and drilled to capture as much available gas as possible. It states that a communication incident includes “any change in a well required to be monitored” and “confirmed well communication incidents associated with the well’s stimulation activities”. The slight changes in well conditions are considered normal, not an infringement on regulatory obligations and should not be considered a communication incident. Otherwise, it is likely that the unconventional operator will be reporting most every well having a communication incident. A true incident should be reported as something that has had a negative impact in the subsurface or impacted surface activities. 
· The “Incident Reporting and Resolution” section should be rewritten to simplify the process regarding timelines and also remove the language of “communication incidents” that have no surface or subsurface impacts.

[bookmark: _GoBack]My overarching conclusion regarding this technical guidance document is that I fear that the Department has occasionally gone above and beyond the regulations that are spelled out in 78a.52a and 78a.73. Please review portions of the TGD (especially regarding the assignment of risk and incident reporting) that vary from the regulatory language promulgated on October 8, 2016.
