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

 

Catherine Reuscher 
Mid-Atlantic Policy Associate 


