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                                                                                                                February 27, 2015 

 

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary  

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission  

888 First Street, NE  

Washington, DC 20426 

                                

Re: Docket PF15-1-000  

      PennEast Proposed Natural Gas Pipeline  

 

Dear Secretary Bose, 
 
The Appalachian Mountain Club (AMC) is a non-profit organization whose mission is 
to “promote the protection, enjoyment, and understanding of the mountains, forests, 
waters, and trails of the Appalachian region.”  The protection of our outdoor 
resources is of great importance to our over 100,000 members and supporters, who 
reside largely in the Northeast, including New Jersey and Pennsylvania. 
 
AMC has significant concerns about the proposed PennEast pipeline and asks the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission to evaluate a broad range of build and no-
build alternatives to this project within the Environmental Impact Statement.  
 
Additionally, we urge FERC to evaluate the impacts of the pipeline and associated 
infrastructure cumulatively with other projects under FERC’s jurisdiction rather 
than in isolation. For more on the importance of cumulative evaluation, we direct 
FERC to the precedent set by Delaware Riverkeeper Network, et al. v. Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission, wherein the D.C. Circuit found in favor of Delaware 
Riverkeeper, stating that FERC’s Environmental Assessment (EA) failed to include a 
meaningful analysis of cumulative impacts. In the decision’s conclusion, Circuit 
Judge Brown states that “the practical effect of the Court’s segmentation holding— 
now that several of the projects are complete—can only be FERC’s need for a more 
thorough cumulative impacts analysis.” FERC’s responsibility to avoid segmentation 
through a cumulative review of other related projects and impacts is clear.  
  
 
 
 



 

 

 

The comments below are focused on three topic areas:  
 

1.  Impacts on recreational areas including parks and nature preserves including 
Appalachian Trail, Sourland Conservancy, and other state-managed and 
preserved lands; 

2. Air quality 
3. Climate change  

 
The first two topic areas were suggested within the January 13th, 2015 Notice of 
Intent. The third topic area, climate change, is an additional topic area which AMC 
strongly believes should be added as part of the scoping discussion and ultimately 
analyzed within the EIS.   

 
1. Impacts on recreational areas including parks and nature preserves including 

Appalachian Trail, Sourland Conservancy, and other state-managed and 
preserved lands 
AMC believes public lands are the last place where energy transmission projects 
should be sited, because these projects threaten the ecological and recreational 
values for which these lands were originally protected. The PennEast Pipeline 
Company has not demonstrated appropriate strategies to avoid damages to 
recreational and natural resources as part of the initial route-planning process 
under pre-filing, requiring FERC to further develop such strategies within the EIS. 
Alternatives must be developed that avoid all impacts to recreation areas, minimize 
impacts only after avoidance has been deemed impractical, and include mitigation 
plans for each alternative that fully offset all negative impacts where avoidance is 
not practical and where all possible minimization efforts have been fully 
incorporated.  
 
AMC is particularly concerned with the PennEast pipeline’s proposed crossing of the 
Appalachian National Scenic Trail (the AT), a beloved unit of America’s National 
Park system and an outdoor recreation destination for millions of hikers. The 
National Trails System Act states that National Scenic Trails must be “so located as 
to provide for maximum outdoor recreational potential and for the conservation 
and enjoyment of the nationally significant scenic, historic, natural or cultural 
qualities of the areas through which such trails may pass.”  The protection of the 
trail’s scenic, historic, natural and cultural values must be considered within the 
draft EIS statement.  
 
AMC and our members are deeply invested in the long-term preservation of this 
iconic recreation resource.  Our volunteers maintain over 350 miles of the 
Appalachian Trail, and devote over 1,000 hours annually to maintaining the section 
where the pipeline is proposed to cross.  AMC’s Delaware Valley Chapter serves as 
the trail maintaining club for the section of the Appalachian Trail from Lehigh Gap to 
Wind Gap, where the currently proposed PennEast project would cross the AT. A 36-
inch natural gas pipeline combined with a 50-foot right-of-way would cause 
significant adverse impacts to the trail and to the experience of those hiking there. 
Those impacts range from damages to the landscape and ecosystem - forest 



 

 

 

fragmentation, noise pollution, habitat destruction and the propagation of invasive 
species, to negative impacts to the outdoor experience of the AT’s many visitors - a 
loss of the scenic beauty, quiet solitude, and sense of wilderness which makes the 
trail such a popular hiking destination for so many. These losses are amplified when 
considered cumulatively with the negative impacts of other energy transmission 
projects which cut across the AT. 
 
The applicant has failed to propose meaningful measures that would avoid or 
minimize these damages to the AT.  AMC believes that co-alignment with existing 
transportation corridors, such Interstate 476 and/or Route 33, could greatly reduce 
the overall impact to AT and other public lands used for recreation. To minimize 
impacts, if co-alignment with existing transportation corridors is not feasible, AMC 
suggests that FERC should include an alternative siting location that co-aligns the 
project with the existing power line west of the Delps Trail, rather than creating an 
entirely unnecessary new right of way. 
 
AMC urges FERC to explore a broad range of alternatives to avoid or minimize 
negative impacts to the trail, and to present detailed mitigation strategies within the 
EIS wherever those impacts are unavoidable.  These alternatives and mitigation 
measures should be considered both in the context of existing pipeline projects and 
related infrastructure as well as in context with other existing mitigation measures. 
We suggest that the following alternatives could help to minimize damages: the 
applicant should adopt an August through April construction schedule, which would 
avoid the months of May through July, peak times for hikers to traverse 
Pennsylvania; and the applicant should disallow any use of either the trail corridor 
or adjoining trails as access roads or of trailhead parking lots as parking or staging 
areas for construction vehicles. 
 
The proposed pipeline also crosses several other important recreation areas, 
including 30 parks, like Hickory Run State Park and the D&L Trail, as well as nearly 
90 waterways, including the Lehigh River (a state-designated water trail), and the 
Lower Delaware National Wild and Scenic River. Alternatives that avoid all impacts 
to these locations should be considered by FERC within the EIS. Where impacts are 
unavoidable, additional alternatives that minimize impacts to these places should be 
evaluated, including a full disclosure of planned mitigation efforts to offset the loss 
of public values. 
 

2. Air Pollution 
Because hikers, skiers, paddlers, and other people who spend time exercising in the 
outdoors risk increased exposure to methane emissions, particulates, and other 
hazardous air-borne substances which threaten their cardiovascular and pulmonary 
health, AMC urges FERC to examine potential air quality degradation from this 
project in relation to health impacts to these user groups and to the public, both 
independently and cumulatively along with other projects with open FERC dockets.  
Potential air pollution associated with the PennEast pipeline includes methane, 
ethane, benzene, toluene, xylene, carbon monoxide and ozone from the compressor 
station and pipeline; and diesel emissions from construction vehicles. NOx and VOCs 



 

 

 

contribute to ozone formation, which can travel downwind.  The project’s proximity 
to the AT and other recreation areas makes these areas vulnerable for increased 
levels of ozone pollution. This is particularly dangerous for children and young 
adults who have higher ventilation rates.1  It is important to note that if the EPA’s 
proposal to reduce the current ozone standard to between 65-70 ppb becomes law, 
the majority of the counties traversed by the pipeline will be pushed into non-
attainment, even without the additional emissions of VOCs and NOx which would be 
contributed by this project.   
 
We are especially concerned about the project’s proximity to public lands, where air 
quality may not be currently monitored, but where it could be negatively impacted.  
The EIS should include requirements for air quality monitoring that ensure these 
areas are monitored. The compressor station proposed by the applicant is of 
particular concern as it poses significant air pollution risks to the outdoor 
recreation community and visitors nearby recreational destinations, such as the 
Army Corps of Engineers’ Francis E. Walter Dam Recreation Area and Jack Frost Big 
Boulder Ski Resort.   
 
In addition, the following alternatives should be considered in order to minimize 
potential air pollution risks to the outdoor recreation community: powering the 
compressor station turbine with an electric motor instead of natural gas, something 
which could be accomplished by tapping into the high-voltage lines currently 
serving Jack Frost Ski Resort; including zero emission pneumatic control features in 
plans for the compressor; and supporting other measures that ensure that the 
pipeline and associated storage tanks and compressor stations can meet or exceed 
the standards set in EPA’s new regulations controlling volatile organic compound 
emissions from the oil and gas industry, which apply to all projects starting after 
January 2015.   
 

3. Climate Change 

In addition to providing an analysis of on-the-ground effects of the proposed 
pipeline as discussed above, AMC strongly urges FERC to consider the potential for 
climate change impacts from the PennEast pipeline. The Council on Environmental 
Quality (CEQ) recently issued draft guidelines on the process for federal agencies to 
evaluate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions when conducting reviews under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). This guidance supersedes the previous 
2010 guidance and directs agencies to address the potential climate change impacts 
of a proposed project as indicated by its GHG emissions.  It dictates that the EIS 
should consider both long and short term effects and benefits based on what the 
duration of the generation of emissions. Once formalized, these rules will apply to all 
federal agencies, including FERC.  

                                                           

1
 United States Environmental Protection Agency Office of Air and Radiation, Office of Air Quality 

Planning and Standards, Health and Environmental Impacts Division Ambient Standards Group, 

2014 Policy Assessment for the Review of the Ozone National Ambient Air Quality Standards, 

(Research Triangle Park, North Carolina) p. 3-81. 



 

 

 

 
These recommendations will likely be formalized during the permitting process for 
the PennEast project. For FERC to include climate change as a discussion item in 
their final record of decision, they should demonstrate due diligence by fulfilling 
these requirements early in the process and including the topic of climate change 
impacts and opportunities for mitigation within the draft EIS. In this way, FERC can 
ensure that the public has had a fair opportunity to comment on potential impacts 
and proposed mitigation measures throughout the lengthy public permitting 
process. 
 
The guidance also directs federal agencies to consider the implications of climate 
change impacts, including potential adverse environmental effects.  The potential 
impacts of a project of this scale are wide-ranging and include contributions to 
global sea level rise and changes in avian migration patterns, as well as localized 
impacts that have the potential to hit more close-to-home, for example, an increased 
occurrence of intense storm events and extreme flooding along the Jersey Shore and 
the Delaware River.  Both local and cumulative climate change and air quality 
impacts should be thoroughly evaluated, and alternatives to avoid or minimize these 
impacts should be presented and analyzed.  In addition to outlining the potential 
impacts of carbon dioxide, nitrous oxide, methane and diesel emissions from the 
project, it is imperative that the EIS also consider the loss 350 acres of forested 
lands as an impediment to the landscape’s natural ability to sequester carbon. The 
analysis should pay special attention to the proposed compressor station, given that 
recent studies show compressor stations account for 25% of the methane emissions 
from the oil and gas industry, much of which is leaked.2  
 
In conclusion, AMC urges FERC to give consideration to every alternative that would 
avoid or minimize the negative impacts the proposed pipeline and related 
infrastructure could have on our members and the places where they recreate, and 
to present options for mitigation where those impacts are truly unavoidable.  
Thank you for the opportunity to express our thoughts on this matter. 

Sincerely,  

 

Catherine Reuscher 

Mid-Atlantic Policy Associate 

Appalachian Mountain Club 
creuscher@outdoors.org 

610-868-6903 

                                                           

2
 Mccabe et al, 2015: Waste Not: Common Sense Ways to Reduce Methane Pollution from the 

Oil and Natural Gas Industry, (Washington, DC) p. 19 
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                                                                                                                May 19, 2015 
 
Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary  
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) 
888 First Street, NE  
Washington, DC 20426 
                                
Re: PennEast Pipeline Company, LLC, Docket PF15-1-000  
      Deficiencies of the Applicant in Response to Public Comment Documents filed 

03/13/2015, 03/26/2015 and 04/27/2015 
 
Dear Secretary Bose, 
 
The Appalachian Mountain Club (AMC) is a non-profit organization whose mission is to 
“promote the protection, enjoyment, and understanding of the mountains, forests, 
waters, and trails of the Appalachian region.” The protection of our outdoor resources is 
of great importance to our over 100,000 members and supporters, who reside largely in 
the Northeast, including New Jersey and Pennsylvania.  
 
On February 27th, 2015, AMC submitted comments on the above referenced docket for 
the proposed PennEast pipeline, urging FERC to evaluate a broad range of build and no-
build alternatives within the draft Environmental Impact Statement (dEIS) and also citing 
FERC’s responsibility to evaluate the project’s impacts cumulatively along with other 
projects under FERC’s jurisdiction.1 The latter suggestion was made in light of recent 
legal proceedings that establish a precedent of requiring federal agencies to conduct a 
meaningful analysis of project need and cumulative impacts.2 The remainder of our 
comments focused on three areas: negative impacts to the Appalachian National Scenic 
Trail and other lands used for outdoor recreation; potential threats to air quality; and 
climate change.  
 

                                                           

1
 Appalachian Mountain Club to Kimberly Bose, February 27

th
, 2015, Federal Energy Regulatory 

Commission E-Library, Docket PF15-1-000. 

2
 Delaware Riverkeeper, et. al v. Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Tennessee Gas 

Pipeline Company, (D.D.C. 2014), http://www.cadc.uscourts.gov/ 



 

 

 

AMC notes Omissions and Inaccuracies in Applicant’s Responses 
 
In March and April of 2015, the applicant submitted several documents to FERC 
responding to the comments received to-date, a response to scoping comments on 
March 13th, a supplemental response to scoping comments on March 26th, and another 
supplemental response to scoping comments on April 27th.345  In response to these 
filings by the applicant, the AMC notes that the applicant failed to meaningfully respond 
to the comments submitted by the AMC and other stakeholders, and failed to 
adequately consider the comments received in re-routing portions of the preferred 
alternative, most notably, regarding the crossing of the Appalachian National Scenic 
Trail.  
 
Re-Route of Appalachian National Scenic Trail Crossing Fails to Address the Comments 
of the National Park Service and Stakeholders 
 
In the comments AMC submitted in February, it was stated that the applicant had not 
demonstrated appropriate strategies to avoid and minimize damages to recreational 
and natural resources of public lands, particularly the Appalachian National Scenic Trail, 
and provide for mitigation where impacts were unavoidable. AMC asserted that the 
preferred route should be realigned adjacent to existing infrastructure which would 
minimize disruption and fragmentation of the Appalachian National Scenic Trail by a 
new right-of-way.  In particular, we recommended that the project cross the 
Appalachian National Scenic Trail adjacent to an existing power line west of the Delps 
Trail as one example of a location where co-alignment could be achieved to minimize 
impacts. The National Park Service (NPS), the agency that owns and manages the 
Appalachian National Scenic Trail, offered similar suggestions for re-routing the 
proposed project, and even included maps illustrating preferred routes adjacent to 
existing infrastructure at four different places nearby the original route.6  
 
The applicant seemingly ignored these recommendations in moving the preferred route 
to the west of its original route, at location that was not suggested by the National Park 

                                                           

3
 PennEast Pipeline Company, LLC to Kimberly Bose, March 13, 2015, Federal Energy 

Regulatory Commission E-Library, Docket PF15-1-000. 

4
 PennEast Pipeline Company, LLC to Kimberly Bose, March 26, 2015, Federal Energy 

Regulatory Commission E-Library, Docket PF15-1-000. 

5
 PennEast Pipeline Company, LLC to Kimberly Bose, April 27, 2015, Federal Energy Regulatory 

Commission E-Library, Docket PF15-1-000. 

6
 See figures 2 and 3, National Park Service to Kimberly Bose, February 27, 2015, Federal 

Energy Regulatory Commission E-Library, Docket PF15-1-000. 



 

 

 

Service, AMC, or Appalachian Trail Conservancy7 (the commenters).  In the applicant’s 
Supplemental Response to Scoping Comments, dated April 27th, PennEast gives a 
summary, one-sentence response to the concerns of the commenters: “The proposed 
crossing of the Appalachian Trail has been realigned to avoid federal lands and sensitive 
habitats.”.8 

 
AMC disputes the applicant’s claim that the realignment avoids federal lands and 
reiterates the previously submitted comments on the docket of the AMC, NPS and ATC 
in that the preferred route should be realigned to be adjacent to existing infrastructure 
where it is proposed to cross the Appalachian National Scenic Trail.  Despite the 
applicant’s statement that the realignment avoids federal lands, the realigned route still 
crosses Federal lands as illustrated by the maps submitted on the docket by NPS9, and 
still violates 30 U.S.C. § 185, appearing to cross the Appalachian Trail at tract #331-09, a 
National Park Service owned easement.  Title 30 does not exempt eased lands.  As NPS 
stated in their comments on the docket in February, 2015: 
 

Title 30 of the United States Code (U.S.C.) Section 185, Rights of Way for 
Pipelines through Federal Lands, specifically excludes units of the national 
park system and many other specifically protected federal properties from 
the Secretarial authority to issue rights-of-ways for petroleum product 
pipelines and associated facilities. 
 
 The NPS has no authority to permit the proposed pipeline crossing; 
therefore, the NPS recommends the assessment of existing utility corridors 
and crossings of the Trail in areas without NPS ownership as potential 
pipeline route alternatives to the proposed route.10 

 
The preferred route realignment would create a new right-of-way crossing the 
Appalachian National Scenic Trail, a condition that the commenters seek to avoid and 
which the applicant appears to have dismissed without response. A new right-of-way 
crossing comes with steep costs: forest fragmentation, noise pollution, habitat 
destruction and the propagation of invasive species, and negative impacts to the 
outdoor experience of the Appalachian National Scenic Trail’s many visitors, including a 
loss of the scenic beauty, quiet solitude, and sense of wilderness which makes the trail a 

                                                           

7
 Appalachian Trail Conservancy to Kimberly Bose, February 27

th
, 2015, Federal Energy 

Regulatory Commission E-Library, Docket PF15-1-000 

8
 PennEast Pipeline Company, LLC to Kimberly Bose, April 27, 2015, Federal Energy Regulatory 

Commission E-Library, Docket PF15-1-000. 

9
 See figures 2 and 3, National Park Service to Kimberly Bose, February 27, 2015, Federal 

Energy Regulatory Commission E-Library, Docket PF15-1-000. 

10
 National Park Service to Kimberly Bose, February 27, 2015, Federal Energy Regulatory 

Commission E-Library, Docket PF15-1-000.  



 

 

 

national treasure for long-distance and day hikers. The applicant should be required to 
propose a preferred alternative during pre-filing that is realigned to avoid the creation 
of a new right-of-way, as was suggested by AMC, the Appalachian Trail Conservancy, 
and the National Park Service.  
 
Response Neglects to Address Negative Upstream and Downstream Impacts of 
Pipeline Proposal 
 
PennEast responds to comments about the cumulative impacts of the proposed project  
but fails to address the requirements under 40 C.F.R. 1508.25, an assessment of the 
range of dependent actions that are connected to the project, including natural gas 
development in the gas producing Marcellus Shale Region and the consumption of gas 
at the endpoint.11 AMC agrees that the applicant has a responsibility to address 
“cumulative impacts of reasonably foreseeable projects that will impact the same areas 
as the PennEast Project in its Resource Reports,”12 however, AMC assets that the 
applicant is required to acknowledge the project’s dependent impacts, including 
previously taken, simultaneous and future natural gas development and natural gas 
consumption, which include air pollution and contributions to climate change. National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations are clear about which actions are 
considered to be connected to a project’s scope, including actions which:  
 

(i) Automatically trigger other actions which may require 
environmental impact statements. 
(ii) Cannot or will not proceed unless other actions are taken 
previously or simultaneously. 
(iii) Are interdependent parts of a larger action and depend on the 
larger action for their justification. 13 
 

On both page 14 and page 11 of the March 13th and March 26th documents, 
respectively, the applicant states that: 
 

The impacts of natural gas production are not generally considered by 
FERC in its assessment of pipeline projects and we expect that PennEast 
will be treated similarly. The impacts from the exploration, drilling, and 
processing of natural gas should not be considered because the timing of 
such development is uncertain, the activities are in different regions, 
involve different types of physical processes, and the production and 
processing of natural gas prior to shipment in a pipeline is regulated 

                                                           

11
 PennEast Pipeline Company, LLC to Kimberly Bose, April 27, 2015, Federal Energy Regulatory 

Commission E-Library, Docket PF15-1-000. 

12
 Ibid. 

13
  Scope, 40 C.F.R. 1508.25 (a)(1)(i-iii) (1969). 



 

 

 

separately by federal, state, and any local regulations where the gas 
processing plant is located. 

 
The applicant’s statement above defies the requirements of 40 C.F.R. 1508.25, in 
which dependent, connected, related, similar, and cumulative actions are to be 
considered in the development of an environmental impact statement. The 
production and consumption of natural gas are clearly dependent actions.    

 
The scale of the proposed pipeline, capable of transporting up to one billion gallons of 
natural gas daily, would have an effect on the natural gas production market by 
increasing the quantity of natural gas available to be transported. Accelerated 
development of natural gas drilling, along with its impacts, is a connected action as 
defined by NEPA. AMC asserts that the pipeline is a trigger for the development of 
additional natural gas resources.  Under 40 C.F.R. 1508.25 (a)(1) (ii) the development of 
the pipeline is dependent upon previous development of natural gas, and under 40 C.F.R. 
1508.25 (a)(1) (iii), the pipeline is interdependent with the natural gas industry.14 This is 
the exact logic used by PennEast in their job growth prediction where they credit future 
economic growth to a larger supply of natural gas available due to the construction of 
the pipeline: “Even greater economic impact from ongoing operations would be realized 
from the new supply of natural gas to PennEast customers in the Pennsylvania and New 
Jersey markets.”15 If the applicant is willing to take credit for the jobs they anticipate to 
be created along with anticipated growth in natural gas development related to the 
construction of the proposed pipeline, it stands to reason that they also ought to 
acknowledge at least some responsibility for air quality and climate impacts of natural 
gas development associated with that same growth in natural gas development, and 
should be required to provide an assessment of those impacts in the draft resource 
reports and ultimately in the draft environmental impact statement. 
 
Inaccurate and Misleading Citations of Nearly Decade-Old Research 
 
AMC also voiced concerns in February’s comments about specific air pollutants 
associated with natural gas development and transportation and their effects on climate 
and hiker health. One of the alternatives which AMC suggested to help minimize these 
impacts was powering the compressor station turbine with an electric motor instead of 
natural gas, something which could be accomplished by tapping into the high-voltage 
lines currently serving Jack Frost Ski Resort. In response to this suggestion, the applicant 
has provided in Appendix L to their draft resource report a chart (Table L-2) which 
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 Ibid. 

15
 “PennEast Pipeline Expected to Drive $1.6 Billion Economic Impact, Supporting More Than 

12,000 Jobs,” Penn East Pipeline Company, LLC, accessed May 6
th
, 2015, 

http://penneastpipeline.com/penneast-pipeline-expected-drive-1-6-billion-economic-impact-
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compares natural gas-fueled compressors and compressors powered through the 
electrical grid and the contaminants and greenhouse gas emitted by each type of 
compressor.16 The chart shows a lower level of both categories of emissions when using 
natural gas to power the compressor, however, the source of the table itself, a nearly-
decade old report from the National Renewable Energy Laboratory, is incorrectly cited. 
The table which the report cites does not illustrate a comparison of natural gas and 
electric-powered compressor turbines, but instead gives a comparison of total emissions 
by electrical grid. The table which the applicant likely meant to cite is B-3, not 3.  In 
addition to these materials being incorrectly cited, the age of the data is problematic. 
The applicant should be required to provide current data to support their claims and to 
cite their data accurately.  
 
The table which the applicant provides in Appendix L (Table L-2) illustrates a comparison 
between total emissions from onsite gas-powered compressor stations and compressor 
stations powered by the electrical grid.17 The authors of the report which the applicant 
references in their citations for the table have included the emissions both on site and 
at the source. This sort of cumulative analysis of both upstream and downstream 
impacts is not represented elsewhere in the applicant’s resource reports, and by citing a 
report that uses this kind of cumulative analysis only in this instance and not when 
discussing cumulative climate impacts (see above), the applicant is, proverbially 
speaking, comparing apples to oranges. By shifting the attention to cumulative impacts 
in this specific instance, the applicant has also avoided directly addressing AMC’s 
concerns about the onsite air quality impacts to hikers, skiers, paddlers and other 
recreationists in the immediate vicinity of the proposed compressor station. AMC 
asserts that the applicant should be required to respond directly and meaningfully to 
AMC’s request that the compressor station be powered by electricity. 
 
Elsewhere in the applicant’s FERC submissions the citations are missing entirely. In a 
chart at the end of the comment response document, the applicant indicates that 
certain pollutants, for example, the carcinogen benzene, aren’t a problem, asserting 
that “it is not expected to be emitted at emission rates that would trigger additional 
requirements or evaluation other than estimating the trace amounts.”18 The document 
does not provide citation for this assertion.   
 

Applicant Dismisses Pending Guidance to FERC on Greenhouse Gases and Climate 
Change 
 
                                                           

16
 PennEast Pipeline Company, LLC, Appendix L: Noise and Air Appendices, April 27, 2015, 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission E-Library, Docket PF15-1-000. 

17
 Ibid. 

18
 PennEast Pipeline Company, LLC to Kimberly Bose, April 27, 2015, Federal Energy Regulatory 

Commission E-Library, Docket PF15-1-000. 



 

 

 

In the comments AMC submitted in February, we strongly urged FERC and the applicant 
to consider the potential for climate change impacts from the PennEast pipeline, noting 
that the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) had issued draft guidelines on the 
process for federal agencies to evaluate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions when 
conducting reviews under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). This guidance 
would direct all agencies to address potential long and short-term climate change 
impacts of proposed projects as indicated by their GHG emissions. Because these 
recommendations are likely to be adopted during the permitting process, we suggested 
that the applicant and FERC include climate change as a discussion item in their final 
record of decision, and that PennEast demonstrate due diligence by fulfilling these 
requirements early on by discussing climate change impacts and opportunities for 
mitigation.  
 
PennEast neglected to include a meaningful discussion about carbon emissions in their 
response or resource documents. In the document dated April 17th, the applicant states 
that “Although there are currently no regulatory requirements in place (either at a 
federal or state level) that limit carbon dioxide emissions from a facility, proper 
combustion techniques combined with high efficiency equipment can minimize the 
production of carbon dioxide and the emissions of associated GHGs.”19 With this 
statement, the applicant demonstrates a lack of understanding that the CEQ guidelines 
will very likely be finalized before the conclusion of the permitting process. PennEast’s 
response documents should acknowledge these guidelines and outline a plan for 
addressing direct carbon emissions from the pipeline project, such as the compressor 
station, as well as the cumulative GHG impacts of the project factoring in natural gas 
extraction and consumption. By neglecting to address climate change in pre-filing, the 
applicant and FERC risk the adoption of the CEQ’s GHG and climate change review 
requirements, which may lead to considerable deficiencies in the environmental impact 
statement and meaningfully delay the issuance of a record of decision.  
 
Substantive Responses Outstanding to Public Comments Received 
 
In conclusion, the responses to the comments of AMC by the applicant are incomplete 
and misrepresent the recent realignment of the Appalachian National Scenic Trail 
crossing as a meaningful response to public comments received. The applicant should 
be required to follow the recommendations of the AMC, NPS and ATC in realigning the 
Appalachian National Scenic Trail crossing to be adjacent to existing infrastructure and 
provide substantive responses to the other issues raised by the AMC and the thousands 
of other individual citizens, stakeholder groups and agencies who took the time to write 
comments or to speak at hearings.20 AMC requests that the applicant submit a more 
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20
 Approximately 1,400 letters and approximately 3,400 scoping comments were received, 

according to a letter from PennEast Pipeline Company, LLC to Kimberly Bose, May 6, 2015, 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission E-Library, Docket PF15-1-000. 



 

 

 

comprehensive response to these concerns in the docket before the conclusion of the 
pre-filing period.  
 
 
Sincerely,  

 

Catherine Reuscher 
Mid-Atlantic Policy Associate 
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                                                                                                               September 15, 2015 
Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary  
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission  
888 First Street, NE  
Washington, DC 20426 
                                
Re: Docket PF15-1-000  
      PennEast Proposed Natural Gas Pipeline  
 
Dear Ms. Bose, 
 
The Appalachian Mountain Club (AMC) is a non-profit organization whose mission is to 
“promote the protection, enjoyment, and understanding of the mountains, forests, 
waters, and trails of the Appalachian region.”  The protection of our outdoor resources 
is of great importance to our over 100,000 members, supporters and advocates, who 
reside largely in the Northeast, including New Jersey and Pennsylvania. 
 
AMC has previously commented twice in Docket PF15-1-000 for the PennEast Project – 
first on February 27th in scoping comments, and again on May 19th to comment on 
PennEast’s scoping comment responses. AMC wishes to highlight the failures of the 
applicant in accurately portraying the project’s planned Appalachian National Scenic 
Trail crossing, and to request that FERC require the applicant to address this deficiency 
before issuing a Notice of Application.  
 
On page 8-121 of the Resource Reports, the applicant states the following:  
 

“Through coordination with the NPS, the Appalachian Trail, the 
PGC and private stakeholders, PennEast has identified a suitable 
location for the crossing of the Appalachian Trail that will avoid 
crossing lands owned by the NPS. PennEast will bore under the 
Appalachian Trail and no tree clearing will occur over the pipeline 
within 150-feet of the trail. Therefore, no impacts to the 
Appalachian Trail are anticipated to occur as a result of the 
construction of the Project.  
 
PennEast will develop a site-specific crossing plan in coordination 
with NPS and other stakeholders for the crossing of the 



 

 

Appalachian National Scenic Trail, and the crossing plan will be 
included in PennEast’s application anticipated to be filed in September 
2015.”1 

 
Contrary to the applicant’s claim, as currently proposed, the construction of the project 
will undeniably result in negative impacts to the Appalachian National Scenic Trail, both 
during construction and from the long-term operations of the project. The proposed 150 
feet zone of vegetation will be insufficient in avoiding the impacts of boring equipment 
and other pipeline installation activities from negatively impacting the Appalachian 
National Scenic Trail.  
 
AMC welcomes the opportunity to review a crossing plan, which we expect to identify a 
comprehensive list of alternative Appalachian National Scenic Trail crossing locations, as 
well as construction alternatives that may further minimize impacts to the Appalachian 
National Scenic Trail, and including mitigation measures that may be implemented to 
offset realized impacts. With the planned clear cutting of locations near, but not 
adjacent to the Appalachian Trail, as well as the expected drilling of the project 
underneath the trail, as currently proposed within a close proximity to the trail corridor, 
it is undeniable that short-term and long-term impacts to the Appalachian Trail will be 
realized and which should be accurately portrayed in the draft resource reports and 
forthcoming Appalachian National Scenic Trail crossing plan.  
 
AMC requests that the applicant submit an updated draft resource report identifying 
the negative impacts on the Appalachian National Scenic Trail from construction and 
operation of the project. AMC welcomes the opportunity to review and submit 
comments after reviewing an updated draft resource report, as well as the forthcoming 
Appalachian Trail crossing plan, and seeks to provide these comments in advance of 
FERC issuing a Notice of Application.  
 
Please do not hesitate to contact me to discuss this matter further.  
 
Sincerely,  

 
Catherine Reuscher 
Mid-Atlantic Policy Associate 
Appalachian Mountain Club 
creuscher@outdoors.org 
610-868-6903 
 

                                                           

1
 PennEast Pipeline Company, LLC to Kimberly Bose, July 31st, 2015, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission E-

Library, Docket PF15-1-000, pages 8-121 through 8-122.  (Accession number: 20150731-5266.)   



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

BEFORE THE 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 

 

( 

PennEast Pipeline Company, LLC   (  Docket No. CP15-558-000  

      ( 

 

MOTION TO INTERVENE 

ON THE APPLICATION AS SUBMITTED 

BY THE APPALACHIAN MOUNTAIN CLUB 

 

Pursuant to Rules 212 and 214 of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission's (“Commission”) Rules of 

Practice and Procedure, 18 C.F.R. § 385.212 and 385.214 (2007), the Appalachian Mountain Club 

(“AMC”) files this motion to intervene in this proceeding.  

 

On September 24, 2015, the PennEast Pipeline Company, LLC (“PennEast”) filed its application under § 7 

of the Natural Gas Act, 15 U.S.C. § 717f, and § 157 of FERC’s regulations, 18 C.F.R. § 157.1 et seq., for 

the proposed PennEast Project (“Project”), FERC Docket No. CP15-558-000. PennEast states that the 

proposed Project is a new greenfield 114 mile long pipeline project with laterals.  

 

COMMUNICATIONS AND SERVICE 

 

All communications, pleadings, and orders with respect to this proceeding should be sent to the following 

individual: 

 

Catherine Reuscher 

Mid-Atlantic Policy Associate 

Appalachian Mountain Club 

100 Illick’s Mill Road 

Bethlehem, PA 18017 

Tel: 610-868-6903 

creuscher@outdoors.org 

 

INTERESTS  

 

The AMC, headquartered at 5 Joy St., Boston, MA 02108, is a private, non-profit organization whose 

mission is to “promote the protection, enjoyment, and understanding of the mountains, forests, waters, and 

trails of the Appalachian region”. We encourage respect for the natural environment, provide research and 

leadership in its protection, offer recreational and educational programs and facilities for the enjoyment, 

and conduct hands-on trail and campsite stewardship throughout the northeast. Our 100,000 members, 

supporters, and advocates reside largely in the Northeast, including 5,000 members in our Delaware Valley 

Chapter. The Delaware Valley Chapter leads trip for both members and many non-members who visit the 

Delaware Valley region and its public lands, including the Appalachian National Scenic Trail on a regular 

basis to participate in outdoor recreational activities. Overall, AMC maintains over 1,800 miles of trail, 

including 350 miles of the Appalachian Trail. 

 

The Appalachian National Scenic Trail (ANST, also known as the A.T.)—our nation’s first and foremost 

national scenic trail—is a continuous, 2,179-mile footpath extending across 14 states from Maine to 

Georgia. Following passage of the National Trails System Act in 1968, federal and state agencies launched 

one of the most ambitious land conservation efforts in our nation’s history—including the acquisition of 

more than 3,360 parcels of land and 190,000 acres. Today those efforts which have spanned 32 years, have 

formed a publicly owned greenway connecting six national parks, eight national forests, and more than 60 

state parks, forests, and game-management units. Those lands are remarkable not only for their scenic 

qualities but also for their extraordinary diversity of natural and cultural resources. The project, as 
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proposed, would cross the ANST at mile 51.5, within the section of the A.T. that is maintained by the 

AMC, and could negatively impact the ANST corridor and the experience of ANST users.  

 

AMC’s Delaware Valley Chapter maintains the 15 miles of the Appalachian National Scenic Trail between 

Lehigh Gap and Wind Gap in Pennsylvania, including the Leroy Smith Shelter. AMC works in partnership 

with the National Park Service, Pennsylvania Game Commission, Keystone Trails Association and the 

Appalachian Trail Conservancy to maintain this section of the ANST. The Appalachian Trail Conservancy 

(ATC) is a private, nonprofit, educational organization founded in 1925 with responsibilities delegated by 

the National Park Service for management of the Appalachian National Scenic Trail, and the AMC is the 

designated maintaining organization of the ATC for the section of the ANST that would be impacted by the 

project. .  

 

AMC submitted comments on the Project in pre-filing (Docket PF15-1-000) on February 27, 2015; May 

19, 2015 and September 15, 2015 and maintains an interest in the topics raised in these submissions related 

to the route selection at the ANST crossing; impacts on other natural and recreational areas including parks 

and nature preserves; air pollution; climate change; and the National Environmental Policy Act process. It 
is in the public’s interest that AMC takes part in this proceeding as a full participant. 

 

STATEMENT OF POSITION 

 

The AMC takes no position on the Project, though may take a position in the future as aligned with its 

interests. The AMC has a standing policy to view as highly problematic the use of recreationally and 

ecologically sensitive open space and public lands for infrastructure needs that are not congruent with the 

primary purposes for which these lands were set aside. 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

Wherefore, the Appalachian Mountain respectfully requests that the Commission to grant its Motion to 

Intervene as a party with full rights to participate in all further proceedings. 

 

Respectfully submitted,  

 

 
 

Catherine Reuscher 

Mid-Atlantic Policy Associate 

Appalachian Mountain Club 

100 Illick’s Mill Road 

Bethlehem, PA 18017 

Tel: 610-868-6903 

creuscher@outdoors.org 
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May 31, 2016 
 
Mark Wejkszner 
Air Quality Program Manager 
Department of Environmental Protections 
2 Public Square 
Wilkes-Barre, PA 18701  
 
Re: PennEast Pipeline Project Air Quality Plan Application for Kidder Twp. Compressor Station 
 
Dear Mr. Wejkszner: 
 
The Appalachian Mountain Club (AMC) is a non-profit organization whose mission is to “promote the 
protection, enjoyment, and understanding of the mountains, forests, waters, and trails of the Appalachian 
region.” The protection of our outdoor resources is of great importance to our over 100,000 members, 
supporters and advocates who reside largely in the Northeast including in New York, New Jersey, 
Pennsylvania, and Delaware. 
 
AMC has serious concerns about PennEast’s application to build a compressor station in Kidder Township, 
many of which we have voiced in previous correspondence with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission in 
addition to our concerns with the larger pipeline project. Our concerns are focused on the compressor’s 
potential to have a negative impact on the health of outdoor recreation users, as well as it’s potential to be a 
source of greenhouse gas emissions. AMC opposes the use of a natural gas-fired turbine at the compressor 
station site proposed in Kidder Township in favor of an electric-powered, zero emissions facility, which we 
believe is both feasible and practicable.  
 
Because hikers, skiers, paddlers, and other people who spend time exercising in the outdoors risk increased 
exposure to methane emissions, particulates, and other hazardous air-borne substances which threaten their 
cardiovascular and pulmonary health, AMC urges DEP to examine potential air quality degradation from this 
project in relation to health impacts to these user groups, especially considering the proximity to the 
Appalachian National Scenic Trail, the Army Corps of Engineers Francis E. Walter Dam, and Jack Frost Big 
Boulder Ski Resort. The applicant should be required to provide a detailed plan to ensure that these areas are 
monitored for negative impacts on air quality, and to mitigate for those impacts when they are detected.  
 
In addition to threats to outdoor recreation users, emissions from the proposed compressor station, in 
particular methane, are contributing to climate change, which harms Pennsylvania through contributing to an 
increased occurrence of intense storm events and extreme flooding along the Delaware River.  To minimize 
these emissions, the proposed compressor station turbine should be powered with an electric motor instead 
of natural gas, something that could be accomplished by tapping into the high-voltage lines currently serving 



 

 

Jack Frost Ski Resort, and should include zero emission pneumatic control features. DEP should also require 
that the applicant’s plans include voluntary participation in the Environmental Protection Agency’s Natural 
Gas STAR program to reduce methane emissions as well as measures to ensure that the proposed compressor 
station would meet or exceed the Environmental Protection Agency’s new standards for controlling volatile 
organic compounds, which have been in effect since January of 2015.  
 
In conclusion, the Appalachian Mountain Club urges the Department of Environmental Protection to require 
significant changes to PennEast’s proposal for a compressor station. As it stands, the application should not be 
approved due to threats it poses to outdoor recreation users and Pennsylvania’s climate. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to express our thoughts on this matter.  
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Catherine Reuscher 
Mid-Atlantic Policy Associate 
Appalachian Mountain Club 
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June 14, 2016 
 
Via E-mail: Robert.w.phillips@usace.army.mil 
 
Re: Applications to alter U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Civil Works Projects, pursuant to 33 USC 408, of 
PennEast Pipeline Company, LLC, regarding the Beltzville & Francis E. Walter projects 
 
Dear Robert Phillips, P.E.; Section 408 Coordinator: 
 
On April 21, 2016, the Army Corps of Engineers published two notices regarding applications to alter US Army 
Corps of Engineers Civil Works Projects at the Beltzville and Francis E. Walter dam and reservoirs (the projects) 
respectively, application numbers: CENAP-EC-EG-16-408-01 and CENAP-EC-EG-16-408-02. The Appalachian 
Mountain Club submits the following comments and concerns regarding the applications and their review by 
the US Army of Corps of Engineers (the Corps) as they relate to the potential impact of the alterations 
proposed in the applications to the authorized purposes of the projects.  
 
The Appalachian Mountain Club (AMC) is a non-profit organization whose mission is to “promote the 
protection, enjoyment, and understanding of the mountains, forests, waters, and trails of the Appalachian 
region.” The protection of our outdoor resources is of great importance to our over 100,000 members, 
supporters and advocates who reside largely in the Northeast including in New York, New Jersey, 
Pennsylvania, and Delaware. Our members frequently visit and utilize the project lands and waters at both 
Beltzville and Francis E. Walter for recreational purposes, pursuant to in-lake recreation, downstream 
recreation, as well as riparian and non-riparian based recreation. The AMC has been a participant in 
stakeholder groups to guide the management of these resources, notably in regards to water storage and 
flows downstream of Francis E. Walter to meet the congressionally authorized purpose of providing recreation 
under The Water Resources Development Act of 1988.  
 
The proposed alterations in permit application CENAP-EC-EG-16-408-02 to the Francis E. Walter project 
must be constrained to a specific construction period or the project will threaten the ability of the Corps to 
meet its authorized purpose of recreation 
 
Any impact to water storage capabilities at the Francis E. Walter project will negatively impact recreational 
uses authorized for the project, and may be injurious to the public’s interest. It must be required that the 
applicant limit the construction period to the period of time from approximately mid-October to late February 
in order to avoid any impact to water storage utilized for recreation.   
 
The schematic included in the application notice illustrates a Lehigh River crossing of 445 feet, proposing the 
edge of the water body at 1372 feet above sea level, and the crossing itself to be below 1370 feet above sea 



 

 

level. The cross section clearly identifies the pipeline to be installed at a depth of no less than five feet and 
expressly states that the pipeline will be constructed using an open cut method. 
 
If the project is constructed as proposed, it is reasonable to extrapolate that the bottom of the trench to be 
cut crossing the Lehigh River will be located at a height above sea level of 1365. In order for an open trench 
method to be practicable, the level of the lake at the time of construction will need to be equal to or lower 
than the lowest point in the trench. The Congressionally authorized recreational management of the Francis E. 
Walter project site for in-lake and downstream recreation occurs from April 1, 2016 to October 10, 2016. It is 
possible that the lake level may be at or even slightly above a level of 1370 feet above sea level for the 
entirety of the recreation season to meet planned obligations for in-lake and downstream flows. 
 
Any reduction in the water storage level of 1370 feet above sea level during the recreation season will 
threaten the likelihood of meeting all planned recreational water flow targets primarily for whitewater rafting 
and fisher interests, and will therefore negatively impact the Corps’ ability to meet Congressionally authorized 
project purposes and will be injurious to the public’s interests.  
 
AMC requests that the Corps require that the applicant avoid all project lands at Francis E. Walter during the 
recreation season of April 1 through the middle of October. A construction schedule was not included in the 
notice provided.  
 
Impacts to recreational uses at the Francis E. Walter project that occur outside of the planned recreation 
season must still be minimized and mitigated 
 
Since the project lands, waters and riparian areas both in-lake and downstream are utilized for recreation 
outside of the planned recreation season, the applicant should be required to minimize and mitigate for all 
impacts to recreational users for construction activities and long-term project operations which includes 
permanent tree-clearing and other non-compatible activities. Construction and long-term operation may 
include the degradation of water quality which may impact the quality of fishing and boating experiences; 
noise, traffic and light pollution of construction and routine maintenance of the right-of-way; and the 
temporary as well as permanent loss of project lands utilized by hikers, wildlife watchers, and others. AMC 
suggests that monetary compensation of these impacts should be made to the Corps for utilization in 
enhancing recreational opportunities at the project above and beyond existing support for recreation 
management. A stakeholder group of impacted users should be advised to oversee the expenditures of these 
funds to offset impacts through visitor use improvements elsewhere proximate to the project site.   
 
The proposed alterations in permit application CENAP-EC-EG-16-408-01 to the Belzville project concerns the 
AMC 
 
AMC utilizes the project lands and waters at the Beltzville Dam & Reservoir site for outdoor recreation. The 
proposal to horizontally drill some 6,100 feet beneath the project is audacious. A number of recent industry 
publications for pipeline installation services have noted a significant increase in the risk of failure for 
horizontal directional drilling of pipelines 36 inches or larger in diameter and over 5,000 feet. AMC is 
concerned that the application lacks confirmation of geotechnical feasibility and that project lands may be 
significantly impacted if the proposal is ultimately not deemed to be practicable as proposed and therefore 
requiring open trenching or similarly more impactful installation techniques.  
 
AMC is concerned about impacts to recreational users as a result of the 1.4 acre bore pad proposed off 
Pohopoco Drive between the Christman and Wildcreek trailheads. The sites utilized for drilling will need to 



 

 

accommodate significant traffic of construction equipment as well as pipe sections, usually no less than forty 
feet in length. The Wildcreek and Christman trailheads are very popular, well utilized locations for recreation 
and proximate to the applicant’s proposed bore pad.  
 
Significant conflicts with existing recreational uses at Wildcreek and Christman Trailhead area of the project 
are likely. Avoidance, minimization and mitigation strategies regarding the bore pad site, related traffic and 
vehicular use, as well as noise and light pollution have not been addressed by the applicant, of concern to 
AMC.  
 
AMC requests that considerably more detailed materials be submitted by the applicant and that the Army 
Corps require that a no net loss standard be reached by either avoiding project lands and waters or 
including robust mitigation if it is determined that project lands cannot be avoided. 
 
AMC has noted herein a number of direct and indirect potential impacts to the authorized purposes of the 
project lands and waters, with a number of unaddressed needs in regards to the avoidance, minimization and 
mitigation of these impacts. Furthermore, AMC notes that the application will negatively impact the public’s 
recreational uses of the projects if the applications are approved as proposed due simply to the fact that the 
project will require tree-clearing and other activities that are not consistent with the recreational 
management objectives of the projects.  
 
AMC requests that the Army Corps require the applicant to submit an alternatives analysis that includes a 
variety of alternatives that avoid project lands and water entirely, as well as alternatives that further minimize 
impacts, as well as a mitigation strategy for each alternative where impacts to project lands and waters are 
proposed. Additionally, AMC requests that all impacts associated with the application be fully mitigated, 
including the taking of project lands and the widening of the right-of-way corridor. Tree-clearing and other 
activities will negatively impact the viewshed and enjoyment of the projects by the public. The loss of the 
quality of the recreational experience can be appropriately mitigated through a compensation fund that 
should be established and for which its purposes should be to provide visitor use improvements to the 
projects. Mitigation should only be allowed to offset unavoidable impacts, after avoidance and minimization 
strategies have been fully exhausted.   
 
Thank you for the opportunity to express our thoughts on this matter. I am available to discuss these 
comments further at your convenience.  
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Mark Zakutansky 
Mid-Atlantic Policy Manager 
Appalachian Mountain Club 
 
CC: FERC docket CP15-558-000 
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                                                                                                                July 20, 2016 
Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary  
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) 
888 First Street, NE  
Washington, DC 20426 
 
Re: PennEast Pipeline Company, LLC, Docket No. CP15-558-000 
      Deficiencies and Concerns in Response to the Applicant’s June 8, 2016 Filing,  
      Responses to Environmental Information Request  
 
Dear Secretary Bose,  
 
The Appalachian Mountain Club (AMC) is a non-profit organization whose mission is to 
“promote the protection, enjoyment, and understanding of the mountains, forests, 
waters, and trails of the Appalachian region.” The protection of our outdoor resources is 
of great importance to our over 100,000 members and supporters, who reside largely in 
the Northeast, including New Jersey and Pennsylvania. AMC has previously filed a 
number of comments related to the portion of the project proposed to cross the 
Appalachian National Scenic Trail (Appalachian Trail). The AMC - Delaware Valley 
Chapter is the maintaining club for the portion of the Appalachian Trail for which the 
project proposes to cross. 
 
On June 8, 2016, the PennEast Pipeline Company submitted to FERC responses to an 
Environmental Information Request (EIR) dated June 2, 2016, wherein Response #8, 
alternative Appalachian Trail crossings were identified by the applicant for the project 
and the applicant provided other information related to the Appalachian Trail.   
 
AMC is concerned the applicant’s preferred route of crossing the Appalachian Trail will 
create a new right of way crossing of the Appalachian Trail corridor, negatively 
impacting the integrity of the Appalachian Trail and the user’s experience. As included in 
past comments, the Appalachian Mountain Club, National Park Service, and numerous 
other organizations have strongly suggested that the applicant meaningfully pursue 
alternatives that would avoid impact to the Appalachian Trail entirely, as well as 
alternatives that would minimize impacts to the Appalachian Trail through co-location 
within or adjacent to an existing right of way (ROW).  



 

 

 
AMC is concerned that the EIR Response #8 submitted on June 8, 2016 does not 
evaluate any no impact alternatives, and provides a very limited review of only a few 
alternatives that would minimize impacts on the Appalachian Trail crossing through co-
location. A number of additional deficiencies remain in the information provided by the 
applicant, specifically in regard to the scope of its considered alternatives and the level 
of detail included in the “crossing plan” provided for each alternative.  
 
Applicant States Safety Concerns Related to Co-Locating Adjacent to Product Pipelines 
without Justification 
 
PennEast’s EIR Response #8, dated June 8th, 2016, states the Buckeye West and Buckeye 
East alternative locations would “pose significant operational safety concerns due to 
proximity to existing products pipelines”. However in the March 13, 2015 PennEast 
response to scoping comment under comment FSL 14, the applicant maintains that 
“PennEast has co-located the construction ROW adjacent to or in proximity to existing 
utility ROW wherever possible (e.g. gas pipeline, transmission line, or product pipeline).”  
The applicant cites efforts to co-locate wherever possible, even suggesting opportunities 
to co-locate adjacent to product pipelines, yet in this instance, dismissed an opportunity 
to co-locate noting unsubstantiated safety concerns not previously suggested by the 
applicant.  The Appalachian Mountain Club suggests that an additional, detailed analysis 
and justification of why these proposed alternatives pose an increased safety concern 
should be provided on the docket. Additionally, the relative risk of co-location adjacent 
to other linear energy products should be included in the analysis for a comparison of 
associated risk.   
 
Consideration of Additional Appalachian Trail Crossing Alternatives Needed, Including 
No Impact Alternative 
 
On February 27th, 2015, the National Park Service (NPS) filed comments to FERC under 
the pre-filing docket (PF15-1) suggesting alternative Appalachian Trail crossings for the 
proposed pipeline. Eight crossings alternatives were provided by the NPS, while only six 
alternate locations were evaluated by PennEast in the June 8th EIR Response #8. In order 
to have a more robust and meaningful alternatives analysis, the applicant should 
explore all alternatives suggested by the NPS, as well as additional alternatives 
suggested by AMC and other commenters.   
 
Additionally, stakeholders involved in the proposed project have requested and again 
request that the applicant meaningfully evaluate a no build as well as other no impact 
alternatives. A variety of no and low impact alternatives have been suggested by AMC 
previously and would include alternatives such as routing the project along existing 
highways and other similar linear infrastructure that currently crosses the Appalachian 
Trail in an area of disturbance.  
 



 

 

Appalachian Trail Alternatives Presented Lack Practicability and Must be Evaluated 
Further 
 
The alternative Appalachian Trail crossing locations provided by the applicant do not 
include interconnecting lateral pipelines between the project and Blue Mountain Resort, 
a purported direct customer of PennEast, questioning the seriousness by which these 
alternatives are proposed. As such, the applicant has broadly stated that the 
alternatives do not meet the project purposes, AMC presumes because the applicant 
has not included the necessary component of each alternative that would connect the 
project to the Blue Mountain Resort. The applicant should be required to demonstrative 
how each alternative could be designed, constructed and operated to meet the project 
purpose.  
 
For example, in regards to co-locating the PennEast project next to Blue Mountain Drive, 
an existing road crossing of the Appalachian Trail, the applicant states, “PennEast did 
not select this crossing and the associated route variations as the preferred crossing 
because it would not satisfy the Project’s purpose and need of delivering to the proposed 
UGI interconnection necessary to serve the Blue Mountain ski resort.” AMC asserts that 
the applicant unjustly dismisses this alternative due to their own failure to cite a lateral 
interconnection as part of the alternative.  
 
Additionally, the alternatives presented cannot be meaningfully compared lacking the 
details of interconnecting laterals route, therefore the possible impact of each 
alternative to the Appalachian Trail is uncertain. For the existing alternatives to be 
meaningfully considered, interconnection laterals must to be planned and considered 
for each alternate location.  
 
Appalachian Trail Alternatives Should Include Additional Crossing Plan Specifics 
 
Lastly, a thorough crossing plan for each alternative should be required in the 
applicant’s alternatives analysis in addition to stating the crossing technology planned to 
be utilized. Crossing plans should include detailed construction schedules, access road 
delineations, traffic and vehicular management plans, hiker and recreational user 
management plans, a discussion of visual and audible impacts, and other specifics, 
which are crucial for meaningfully considering proposed pipeline locations that would 
cross the Appalachian Trail.  
 
Conclusion 
 
In conclusion, the Appalachian Mountain Club requests further information from the 
applicant regarding the details and alternatives provided regarding the crossing of the 
Appalachian Trail. Although alternative pipeline locations are identified and discussed in 
the applicant’s alternatives analysis, each plan has numerous deficiencies and lacks 
crucial information needed to thoughtfully evaluate a project of this scale.  
 



 

 

Further, AMC requests that the applicant provide the information requested and allow 
AMC the opportunity to respond in advance of the issuance of a Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS), such that the alternatives analysis and crossing plans can be 
meaningfully incorporated into the DEIS.  
 
Thank you for your attention to these items. Please feel free to contact me at your 
convenience.  
 
Sincerely,  
 

 

 
Mark Zakutansky 
Mid-Atlantic Policy Manager 
610-868-6915 
mzakutansky@outdoors.org 
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BLUE MOUNTAIN RESORT - SUMMIT MASTER PLAN
4June 2016 

Introduction
THE BLUE MOUNTAIN RESORT STORY 
Blue Mountain is located in Carbon County, Pennsylvania, north of the Lehigh 
Valley and Philadelphia and south of the Poconos. The resort opened for skiing as 
“Little Gap” ski area in 1977, and was renamed Blue Mountain in 1986. As the resort 
approaches a 40 year anniversary, the ski area has grown from fi ve trails and two lifts 
on 269 feet of vertical, to the mountain it is today:

• 1,082’ vertical

• 39 trails

• 13 lifts

• 39tubing lanes

• 5 lodges

• 400,000 annual visitation

Within the Poconos, Blue Mountain Resort holds the enviable position as having the 
most vertical in the region. It is also the fi rst ski area encountered when heading north 
from Philadelphia. New guests are always surprised how BIG Blue Mountain is. 

Throughout its history Blue Mountain Resort has continually optimized the physical 
potential of its location in response to market opportunities. As it looks to the future, 
the resort is positioned to continue this trend, and evolve into a true four-season 
regional destination.

THE BLUE MOUNTAIN VISION
The vision for the future of Blue Mountain serves as a unifying banner under which 
the Blue Mountain team can continue to implement development strategies. The 
components of this vision include:

• Maintain the successful day-use winter visitation while expanding into a multi-
season destination.

• Balance future development intensity, character and style to improve the 
quality of the overall resort experience.

• Enhance the natural beauty and respect the rural community character of 
Carbon County.

• Provide accommodations that will take advantage of the “work & play” 
opportunities provided by the resort setting, and increase midweek/shoulder 
season visitation. Additional residential development will also benefi t from 
these opportunities.

• Focus on becoming a family-oriented resort, where multi-generational traditions 
are fostered.

• Expand seasonal recreation opportunities that are adventure-mountain based.

• Redefi ne the Valley base area on day-use visitation and the Summit area for 
overnight guests and day skiers who are familiar with the resort.

To realize this vision, it is important to identify the compelling characteristics that 
defi ne Blue Mountain.  These are:

 • NATURE 

 • FAMILY 

 • ADVENTURE 

 • RECREATION 

 • DESTINATION 

 • RETREAT

THE BLUE MOUNTAIN MISSION
Blue Mountain Resort has defined a mission statement tied to providing remarkable 
guest experiences. Specifically, it is tied to giving guests and employees an 
Experience that lasts a lifetime and  keeps them coming back. Blue Mountain has 
further defined the types of experiences it will offer as outlined in the following 
graphic (center).
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THE EXPERIENCE WE SELL 
AND PLAN TO SELL

COMING TO BLUE MOUNTAIN = BEING PART OF THE BLUE FAMILY EXPERIENCE

Winter Sports

(Skiing, Boarding, 
Tubing, Luge, Ice 

Skating)

Mission:
 Give our guests and 

employees

 a wonderful 

experience that lasts a 

lifetime and keeps them 

coming back

Health, Well-being, 
Aquatic Recreation

-Aquatic Park
-Nordic Bath

- Yoga

Mountain Living

-Accommodations
-Second Home

-Primary Residence

Weddings & 
Meetings

(Proms, Reunions, 
Milestone Parties, and 

Corporate Events)

Hospitality

(Slope side Pub & 
Grill, Hotel)

Mountain Sports

(Biking, Disk Golf,  
Camp, Lazer Tag, 

Action Archery, Rope 
Courses, Zip Lines)

Special Events 

(Mothers Day, 
Spartan, Blue’s 

Festival, Wine Me Up 
Festival, Bike Night)
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Blue Mountain Today
WINTER AT BLUE MOUNTAIN
Blue Mountain’s winter customers come primarily from Philadelphia , New York and 
New Jersey. The latter is a growing market. Only 10% of Blue Mountain’s visitation 
comes from Lehigh Valley locals. Blue Mountain currently has two primary customer 
groups: youth and families.

The two primary customer groups are attracted to Blue Mountain for diff erent reasons, 
and are looking for a diff erent experience when they arrive. The youth market, always 
looking for a scene, is attracted by the “Big and Bold” nature of Blue Mountain’s 
terrain. Families, striving for quality time and memorable experiences, are coming to 
Blue for “Family Fun.” Even so, it is important to remember that as defi ned in Blue 
Mountain’s mission statement, that coming to Blue Mountain = being part of the Blue 
family experience.

Big and Bold

Communicating to the youth market is achieved primarily through social media. 
The look, feel and tone of this communication is “edgy,” and speaks to the sign and 
complexion of Blue Mountain’s terrain.

Maintaining the quality and diversity of the on-mountain product, including terrain 
parks is the primary focus for the youth market. Blue boasts the best terrain and most 
vertical in the region, which allows for easy delivery of this promise.

Guest services are targeted toward ease of access (e.g., purchasing and reloading 
tickets online), and providing appealing places to “hang out.” This includes having fi ve 
bars, live entertainment, and “TV’s everywhere.”

Blue Mountain is challenged by a defi cit of indoor guest services space, which makes 
it diffi  cult to fully deliver on providing space for youth to gather après ski/ride. This 
should be considered in future development plans.

Family Fun

Families research and coordinate their leisure time activities online. Communicating 
with this market is primarily through the website. The site is “family-friendly,” and 
speaks to skiing as a lifestyle activity that allows families to “make memories.”

Children and family oriented lesson programming, with an emphasis on learn-to ski/
ride, is the primary focus for the family market. In addition, tubing is a major attraction 
for families.

Blue responds to this focus by continuing to develop their lesson programs, and 
making the base lodges comfortable for parents and family groups. Free WiFi is 
available everywhere, there are cubbies for storage, and picnicking is allowed in the 
seating areas.

The new Terrain Based-Learning (TBL) area and program specifi c “Frontier Center” 
has enabled the resort provide high quality volume and beginner lessons.  There is 
still a lack of tubing capacity and the family experience is hard to deliver when things 
get busy. Additionally, the lack of on-mountain lodging at the resort prevents families 
from choosing Blue Mountain as a vacation destination. These limitations should be 
considered in future development plans.

SUMMER AT BLUE MOUNTAIN
The summer operation at Blue Mountain includes a combination of recreation 
(mountain biking, disc golf, children’s activity camps, aerial adventure park, extreme 
laser tag, action archery), events (festivals, weddings, races) and restaurant service 
at the Summit Lodge. The recreational off erings continue to target the winter user 
groups, namely YOUTH (mountain biking, disc golf) and FAMILIES (children’s activity 
camps). The events and restaurant service target a broader demographic.

Summer visitation is primarily from the Lehigh Valley (population 1 million), with the 
exception of the big Spartan races which draw 20,000 participants over 3 days. The 
Appalachian Trail hikers also take advantage of the Summit Lodge food service, as do 
paragliders who launch off  the mountain.
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Establishing the Blue Mountain Brand
DEMOGRAPHIC AND USE
Critical to achieving the Blue Mountain vision is a clear understanding of demographics 
and market demands, and how they inform the Blue Mountain brand. Brand is the 
quality that communicates the value proposition, or what defi nes Blue Mountain in 
the marketplace. Brand works on guests on both emotional and intellectual levels, 
creating true loyalty to a place or enterprise. It’s not just about logos, signage, or a 
short-serving marketing gimmick. Brand is what gets a guest to say...”Blue is diff erent. 
It represents a part of my life and I want to go back there (over somewhere else).”

Brands are about people, so it’s important to understand the people side of the 
equation, and what guests expect or want out of an experience at Blue Mountain. 
When defi ning the Blue Mountain brand it is important to understand consumer 
behavior and the kind of guests Blue Mountain wants to attract.

DELIVERING ON THE BRAND PROMISE
Satisfying the diff ering needs and desires of the existing and future Blue Mountain 
customer is and will continue to be a focus for Blue Mountain, in both establishing the 
brand (achieved through marketing) and delivering on the brand promise (through 
the resort’s guest services and facilities).

What will continue to unify the Blue Mountain experience is its mission, which can 
also be seen as the resort’s overall brand promise: to provide ALL guests a wonderful 
experience that lasts a lifetime and keeps them coming back. No matter what age or 
demographic, a trip to Blue Mountain will be fun and memorable, and bound to be 
repeated!

Delivering on this promise requires an understanding of what defi nes a “wonderful 
experience” for each user group, and ensuring that each experience may be delivered 
without compromising the others.

The Summit Area plays a critical role in delivering the brand promise and unique 
experience as it holds the most valuable land with respect to views and access to 
recreation.  It is the PRIME spot. The land use zoning of the Summit Area outlines the fi ve primary districts or areas that will support the brand delivery. 
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PLAN KEY

3

4

5

7

8

SUMMIT VILLAGE
 - (290) Units(2 bdrm, 900 sf ave.)
 - (24) Townhomes
 - 1300 Parking spaces

RESIDENTIAL LIVING
 - (50) Duplex Units

SUMMIT HOTEL AND BATHS

CONNECTOR LIFT

AQUATIC VILLAGE
 - (195) Units (2 bdrm, 900 sf ave.)
 - (7) Cabins
 - Restaurant
 - Aquatic Park
 - 155 Preferred parking

1

2

VISTA LODGE HOTEL
 - 81 Units
SUMMIT LODGE 
 -91,500 sf

6 AQUATIC PARK ENTRY

Blue Mountain Tomorrow
The development envisioned in the Summit Master Plan builds on the area’s unique 
long distance views, access to a balance of nature and year-round recreational activity, 
and the resort’s successful investments in upgrades to the existing Lodge. 

The vision anticipates growth that will benefi t from the resort’s location and proximity 
to south east Pennsylvania & New York City as a destination for resort activities and 
special events. The goal of the plan is to create an environment that attracts and 
accommodates phased growth in sales and visitors, and affi  rms the unique value of 
the site.  

The recent improvements to the Lodge elevate the Summit area as a natural location 
to pursue development with a focus on the resort’s higher end demographic. The 
complexion of the Summit Area customer will further evolve with the establishment 
of lodging, residences, multi-season recreation and wellness-oriented amenities in this 
location.
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Overall Summit Concept Master Plan

1

2 3

4

8

7

5
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The Summit Village
The plan for the Summit Village off ers a range of development opportunities over 
the existing day skier parking area. The popularity of the Summit area has strained 
its parking capacity, and these parking lots represent a valuable development area 
within the constrained terrain of the Summit. To address both the parking defi cit 
and the inherent value of this land, the Summit Village plan provides development 
opportunities for hotel and residential units over structured parking. Parking capacity 
within this area accommodates residential demand, and addresses current & projected 
demands for day use parking (both winter and summer). 

The plan is designed to aff ord phased, incremental growth, responding to future 
residential demand and resort priorities. The plan provides for varied residential 
product types that respond to both the site and the potential owners and guests. 
The variety of residential products include a hotel similar to the Vista Lodge Hotel, 
multi-level high density condominium buildings and townhome condominiums, 
complemented by individual duplex units within the adjacent Residential Living area.  
The residential buildings are located on top of a stepped parking structure, which 
provides multiple on-grade access points to the Summit Lodge and Vista Lodge Hotel.

The Village structures follow the existing grades, minimizing earthwork volumes 
and facilitating uninterrupted views of the Poconos. The higher density of this 
area preserves valuable open space, reduces infrastructure costs, and provides 
opportunities for retail and residential services within the village area. The Village and 
broader Summit Area is linked by outdoor spaces, terraces, pathways and streets, and 
a potential aerial shuttle that encourages residents to abandon cars and connect to 
the outdoors. 

KEY CONCEPTS
• Varied residential products

• Connectivity within Village 

• Connectivity with Summit Lodge and Vista Lodge Hotel

• Density & Amenities 

• Improved site circulation 

• Improved resort parking 



11

The Summit Village Concept Plan

1

2

3

10

PHASE A PHASE B PHASE C

5

4

8

9

6

7

PLAN KEY

3

4

DAY SKIER ARRIVAL/DROP OFF

BUILDING A - 50 UNITS

1

2

VISTA LODGE HOTEL - 81 UNITS

SUMMIT LODGE - 91,500 sf

7

8

TOWNHOMES - 24 UNITS

BUILDING D - 74 UNITS

5

6

BUILDING B - 50 UNITS

BUILDING C - 50 UNITS

9

10

BUILDING E - 66 UNITS

CONNECTOR LIFT

*UNITS = 900 SF AVERAGE
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SUMMIT VILLAGE SECTION DIAGRAM
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SUMMIT VILLAGE PARKING & PHASING DIAGRAM

PARKING PHASE AREA SPACES

PHASE A
LEVEL 1 52,400 140
LEVEL 2 65,200 174
LEVEL 3 48,000 128
SUB-TOTAL 165,600 442

PHASE B
LEVEL 1 68,500 183
LEVEL 2 91,200 243
LEVEL 3 45,600 122
SUB-TOTAL 205,300 547

PHASE C
LEVEL 1 58,100 155
LEVEL 2 58,100 155
SUB-TOTAL 116,200 310

TOTAL 447,600 1299

COUNTS ARE APPROXIMATE AND REFLECT 375 SF PER SPACE

BLUE MOUNTAIN SUMMIT
PARKING SUMMARY

Summit Village: Parking and Phasing Diagram
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Summit Lodge
The Resort’s recent improvements to the Summit Lodge building have included 
expanded food & beverage services and plans to off er additional visitor amenities 
(seasonal lockers, performance equipment and rentals). Additionally, the resort has 
expanded its multi-seasonal outdoor activities and facilities for private events.  The 
successful growth has resulted in a need for additional food and beverage service for 
day users and an opportunity to host yet more weddings and private functions.  

Entry Level: enhanced guest services, expanded rental and retail areas and food and 
beverage outlets clustered around a central lobby and boot-up area.  The resort’s 
administration space will be relocated from the lower level, which in the long-term 
plan will become much desired seasonal lockers with direct access to the ski slopes. 

Upper Level: expanded food service and banquet facilities, emphasizing fl exibility and 
multiple uses within a limited amount of space. The Vista Room and the redesigned 
Summit Room area can be used for both day use dining and private events.  The 
expanded and effi  cient food service builds off  the existing core kitchen and a 
dedicated “scramble” style day use venue. An additional stand-alone function room 
with a separate entrance allows private events to occur during day use activities. All 
event spaces will celebrate the views of the mountains and ski terrain, and outdoor 
spaces will be an essential part of the events. 

KEY CONCEPTS
• Lodge-Hotel Connectivity 

• Improved Arrival 

• Expanded F&B service 

• Dining & Event spaces

• Multi-use & Flexibility 

• Views 

• Outdoor Spaces 

Vista Lodge Hotel
The recent feasibility study for a hotel adjacent to the Summit Lodge and ski slopes 
generated overwhelming public interest in a condominium building that off ers hotel 
services. The Vista Hotel concept plan off ers a range of condominium sizes from 
studios to 4 bedroom penthouses, allowing the resort to attract extended stay 
owners and guests from a wider geographical range. 

The immediate adjacency of the Hotel provides access to the Lodge’s expanded food 
service and event spaces, allowing each to support the other with the ability to be 
operated separately. The Hotel shares the Lodge’s proximity to the slopes, off ering 
ski in & ski out access, while creating a strong connection that links the Lodge with 
the Hotel’s residents and guests. This creates a strong of sense of arrival, as well as 
additional terraces and venues that extend the private events to the outdoors. 
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Vista Lodge Hotel and Summit Lodge Concept Site Plan
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Summit Lodge: Lower Level (Elev. 1272’)
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Summit Lodge: Arrival/Snowfront Level (Elev. 1284’)



BLUE MOUNTAIN RESORT - SUMMIT MASTER PLAN
18June 2016 

Summit Lodge: Upper Level (Elev. 1296’)



19

Vista Lodge Hotel and Summit Lodge 3D Perspective
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Aquatic Village and Park
Located on the western edge of the Summit, the Pool Park development area 
introduces an alternative recreational experience to Blue Mountain. Focused on 
combining the relaxing nature of a mountain setting with the restorative power of 
water, this area provides a unique multi-season attraction with a multi-generational 
appeal. Families can delight in the “back-to-nature” orientation of the pool park, 
coming for the day or spending the night in the adjacent accommodations. 

Summit Baths
The Nordic Baths/Spa, by contract, features the time honored therapeutic cycle of 
hot, cold, relax, allowing guests to escape the bustle of everyday life. A signature 
hotel, perched on the edge of the mountain, anchors the resort and provides adjacent 
accommodations for Spa guests who wish to savor a multi-day experience.

KEY CONCEPTS
• Cluster of low density and fl exibility in unit type to respond to market 

conditions

• Off  the beaten track, seperate from the day use condition

• Aerial lift for enhanced connectivity between Summit Village

• Pool Park diff erentiates from the market place

• Nordic Baths builds the health and well-being aspect of the resort

Residential Living
The resort anticipates a strong market for second home and transient visitors from 
the Philadelphia area and the northeast.  In addition, Blue Mountain is positioned 
within the primary home marketplace, based upon the Lehigh Valley economy and 
metropolitan centers within 1 ½ of the resort (both Philadelphia and New York). 

Within the Summit Area the resort can off er buyers a unique residential community 
within a natural setting, with recreational and hospitality services. The Village area 
off ers a higher density resort experience, with proximity to the mountain and resort 
services. As an alternative, the Residential Living area provides a more tranquil 
lifestyle experience. Off  the beaten track, and nestled into the woods, the duplexes 
in this area will appeal to those seeking a second home in the mountains as well as 
those who want to make Blue Mountain their primary residence.  There remains 
fl exibility to adjust the type of unit in this area; whether the market is trending 
towards single family lots or clustered townhome units 
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Aquatic Village Concept Plan

PLAN KEY

3

4

5

CONNECTOR LIFT

PREFERRED PARKING

AQUATIC PARK ENTRY

1

2

RESIDENTIAL LIVING

NATURAL GAS STEP DOWN STATION 10

5

6

8

7

1

4
3

2

9
6 HOTEL A W/ RESTAURANT - 75 UNITS

7 HOTEL B - 45 UNITS

8 AQUATIC PARK

9 HOTEL C - 75 UNITS

10 SUMMIT BATHS

*UNITS = 900 SF AVERAGE
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Aquatic Park Concept Imagery
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Summit Baths Concept Imagery




