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Comments entered: 

No text comments were provided as part of this comment submittal. Please refer to attachments 
below. 

These links provide access to the attachments provided as part of this comment. You are 
advised to save the attachments to your local computer or a network share when prompted by 
your browser. 

Comments Attachment: 2 —Recommendations to the EQB Board concerning new Oil and Gas 
Surface regulations 2.docx 

Please contact me if you have any questions. 
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Hayley Book 
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PA Department of Environmental Protection 
Rachel Carson State Office Building 
P.O. Box 2063 
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February 15, 2014 

Recommendations to the EQB Board concerning new Oil and Gas Surface regulations 

Thank you for this opportunity to share my concerns and recommendations regarding the proposed 

changes to Chapter 78 ofthe Pennsylvania Code. I write as a concerned citizen who has been following 

the issues surrounding unconventional gas drilling since 2008. I'm particularly concerned about our 

state's water resources and have been monitoring streams as a member of Potter County's Water Dog 

group for several years. In 2012,1 attended two ofthe meetings ofthe Technical Advisory Board (TAB) 

with DEP in Harrisburg and observed part ofthe process by which these new regulations have been 

developed. 

Most ofthe following recommendations have been previously submitted and explained by the coalition 

of Berks Gas Truth and other environmental organizations. I would like to fully endorse all their 

recommendations, as well as those given by Penn Future. I would also like to endorse the letter 

submitted to the EQB by the Potter County Board of Commissioners (dated January 13, 2014). 

Protecting public water supplies is, of course, essential, as the recent catastrophe in Charleston, West 

Virginia, has clearly demonstrated. But I am just as concerned about our ground water, our private 

water sources, and Pennsylvania's beautiful streams and rivers. 

Your responsibility for protecting the Commonwealth's natural resources (and thereby its citizens) is 

tantamount in this process of revising Chapter 78. I understand that your final recommendations will be 

subject to further review by TAB and the legislature—a process that will surely lead to compromise. But 

as advocates for the environment, you must lead with dedication to the mission of DEP. 

At the hearing in Williamsport on January 13,1 listened to the broad range of comments. Strong 

convictions were on display, and I'm sure the subsequent hearings have been similar. I am pleased that 

you have provided additional hearings and have extended the comment period. This process will give 

you an appreciation, I hope, for the serious concerns of citizens who have been personally and even 

adversely affected by oil and gas activity in our state. But you are also hearing from citizens who 

understand that it is not just our right but our responsibility to speak out in defense of public health and 

safety, as well as the environment. Although the power of special interests and the play of politics in 

our state may constrain your efforts, I hope that these hearings have given you a renewed sense of 

responsibility to uphold Pennsylvania's Environmental Rights Amendment, which, thankfully, the 

Pennsylvania Supreme Court has recently and unequivocally endorsed in its decision on Act 13. 

Here, then, are my recommendations: 

1. The final Chapter 78 rules should apply to companies drilling both conventional and 

unconventional oil and gas wells in Pennsylvania. If conventional wells create fewer impacts, as 

operators claim, the regulations should not be so difficult for them to follow. Oil and gas wells are 



so numerous and widespread, all operators must be held accountable for safe development and 

maintenance. More importantly, to quote John Walliser ofthe Pennsylvania Environmental Council 

in his previous comments to your board (January 22, 2014), "The risks of hydraulic fracturing are 

arguably greater in shallow formations." 

2. Abandoned wells near drilling operations should not only be identified but plugged. PA's 

estimated two hundred thousand abandoned and orphaned wells (and this is a conservative 

estimate) are inherited from conventional drilling operations. According to DEP's own report on 

methane migration from oil and gas wells, these old unplugged wells can be conduits for drilling 

fluids and methane and have been responsible for explosions and loss of life. Such migration is also 

harmful to soil, water, and air and must be prevented. 

3. Since the current bonding of unconventional wells is inadequate to assure that these wells will 

be plugged once they are no longer producing profitably, the regulations should require plugging 

of the wells and proper restoration of drilling sites before releasing operators from liability. 

Surely we do not need to add these huge wells to our already existing inventory of unplugged wells 

in the state. 

4. There should be no burial or land application of drill cuttings or other residual waste. The ability 

of liners to last indefinitely and prevent pollution of soil and ground water is not proven. In effect, 

the burial of any waste from operations represents an unacceptable risk to our water supplies and, 

as one critic stated, also creates an untold number of "brown fields" for future generations. 

5. Processing of residual waste should be done in a 'closed-loop system' to prevent contamination. 

Open pits should not be permitted for regulated substances or for water from mining or sewage. 

All drilling fluids should be stored and transported in secure containers to be recycled for future 

drilling at permitted recycling facilities or to be disposed of at licensed landfills where adequate 

monitoring is provided. 

6. Neither brine from Marcellus wells nor brine from conventional wells should be spread on roads. 

Despite the fact that DEP currently allows brine from conventional wells to be used on the 

Commonwealth's dirt roads for dust control, there is inadequate oversight of this activity. The 

brine itself is not consistently or comprehensively tested to assure that it does not contain 

dangerous pollutants, and township supervisors may not follow DEP's current guidelines for brine 

application. Without more stringent oversight, current policy poses unacceptable risks, 

7. Wastes from drilling operations should be tested on site for radioactivity. It doesn't make 

logistical sense to permit radioactive wastes to travel to recycling centers, only to be turned away; 

nor does it make sense to send them to landfills that are not licensed to handle such waste. Haulers 

of drilling waste should be directed to the nearest appropriate disposal site. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Respectfully, Mary Anne Heston 


