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The Honorable Patrick McDonnell. Chairman — 0

Environmental Quality Board
16th Floor Rachel Carson State Office Building a
P.O. Box 2063
Harrisburg, PA 17105-2063

Re: Proposed Rulemaking: Unconventional VelI Permit Fee Increase (#7-542) — via
electronic submission to eCornnienl(izpa.gov, RegCornrnentsizpa.gov and hand
delivery

Dear Chainnan McDonnell:

The Marcellus Shale Coalition (MSC) was formed in 2008 and is comprised of approximately
200 producing, midstream, transmission and supply chain members who are Fully committed to
working with local, county, state and federal government officials and regulators to facilitate the
safe development of natural gas resources in the Marcellus, Utica and related geological
formations. Our members represent many of the largest and most active companies in natural gas
production. gathering, processing and transmission in the country, as well as the suppliers and
contractors who service the industry.

Introduction

The MSC and its member companies recognize the importance of having a robust, professional
oil and gas program with sufficient resources to fulfill its statutory obligations and ensure the
protection of our shared natural resources. The unconventional natural gas industry has
expressed its understanding of the need for new revenues during both the 2009 and 2013 permit
fee increases, and supported each. Additionally, the unconventional natural gas industry has paid
nearly S 1.5 Billion since 2012 under the Act 13 Impact Fe& with $42 Million to date going to
the Department of Environmental Protection (DEP or department) for industry oversight.

I lowever, the proposed permit fee increase from the current $5,000 per unconventional well
application to SI 2,500 per unconventional well application — representing a 150% increase — is
excessive and not proportional to the costs incurred by the oil and gas program to oversee the
unconventional natural gas industry. Additionally, excluding the department’s $6 Million Impact
Fee allocation from the oil and gas program’s operating budget seems counterintuitive to the
purposes for which these revenues were intended.

‘Act 13 o12012
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The Pennsylvania Oil and Gas Act requires the department to issue an oil or gas permit within 45
calendar days. unless the permit fails to satisfy one or more specific provisions of the Act.2
l-lisconcally, the department has generally met this statutory obligation However, in recent years
— most noticeably calendar year 2017— permit issuance timeframes have increased
exponentially. For example, in 2013 the average time to issue an unconventional natural gas
permit was 37 calendar days. In 2017, this average time had increased to Ill calendar days. or
by 200%.

The chart below shows the average time to review and issue an unconventional
overlaid with the annual operating budget of the oil and gas program, since the
unconventional well pennit fee increase in 2010:
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This massive increase in permit review and issuance time Caine during a period of significant
economic decline within the natural gas industry, and a commensuratc decline in the number of
permit applications submitted to the department. For example, in calendar year 2013 the
department issued 2,966 unconventional natural gas permits; permits issued declined to a low of
1,321 in calendar year 2016, before rebounding to 2,020 last year. While review times have
improved in calendar year 2018, they essentially have returned to review times already mandated
by state law and if not properly managed, can revert to the significant delays of prior years.
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The following chart illustrates the annual number of unconventional natural gas permits issued
by (lie department since 2010. by calendar year:

As demonstrated in the two preceding
program historically have not reduced
permit review workload has decreased substantially.
a significantly higher fee under this proposal remain
improved permit review and issuance timeframes, as
review times experienced over the past several years
resources

The operators who will be required to remit
concerned that there are no assuranccs of
it is clear that the regression in permit
was not attributable to a lack of financial

Statutory Authority & Unconventional Industry Workload

The statutory’ authority3 for PA DEP to impose and collect a permit fee states the following:

Each application/br a iieII pet-mit s/ia/I be accompanied bi’ a permit fee, established by
the Environmental Qua/itt’ Board, which hears a reasonable relationship to the cost of
athniniste,-ing i/us chapter.

It is important to note that this statutory authority does not in itself distinguish between
unconventional arid conventional well permits: rather the department is granted authority to
collect a permit fee along with ‘-each application for a well permit.” The MSC believes it is
reasonable for the department to distinguish between conventional and unconventional pemiit
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application fees. 1 lowever. what the department cannot do is apply selectively the qualification
that such lee bcars a reasonable relationship to the cost ofachninisrering this chapter.”

The MSC contends that PA DEEP’s authority to levy a pennit fee to accompany unconventional
xvell pennit applications must bear a reasonable relationship to the costs of administering the
department’s obligations related to the unconventional natural gas industry and not subsidize the
department’s obligations related to the conventional industn’. The 3-Year Regulatory Fee and
Program Cost Analysis Report” submitted by the department to the Environmental Quality Board
(EQB or Board), and discussed at the Board’s April 2018 public meeting. provides a history of
the Pennsylvania oil and gas program. history ofpennit fee increases, workload analysis, new
policy initiatives, cost saving measures and finally the recommendation to increase the
unconventional pennit fee by 150%. to SI 2.500 per application. However, what is noticeably
absent from this report is a detailed analysis that examines the proportional costs incurred by the
department to oversee the conventional oil and gas program.

As the department is aware, the Commonwealth has a lbng history of developing conventional
oil and natural gas resources, and currently has over 65,000 active conventional oil and natural
gas wells. These wells require a host ofongoing oversight obligations for the department staff.
including site inspections to ensure the environment and local natural resources are protected,
review of new pennit applications, annual production submission, review of mechanical well
integrity and other requirements.

The following chart illustrates the inspection workload relative to conventional and
unconventional activities over the past live years:
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The \ISC believes that the program cost analysis prepared for the FQB, and available for review
as part of the consideration of this rulemaking. should examine not only the oil and gas
program’s total costs. hut the proportional costs as ‘ell which examine the costs borne by the
program for oversight of the unconventional industnc the conventional industry, and ongoing
legacy industry costs. For example. according to the departmen(s own data. in calendar year
2016 approximately 51% of all inspections were conducted on conventional oil and gas well
sites, demonstrating a significant resource commitment obligation of the program for non-
unconventional industry activity.

While acknowledging that the overwhelming majority of new permit review work is related to
unconventional well permit applications, it seems wholly disproportionate for the department to
generate over 99% of its overall oil and gas program revenue from just one sector of the
industry.4 The MSC does not endorse an increase in the conventional well permit fee — and
recognizes that doing so would generate little revenue anyway given the lack of new permit
applications. However, this reality strongly endorses the concept that some proportion of the oil
and gas program’s budget should be derived from sources other than the unconventional natural
gas industry. Indeed. no oilier program relies solely on permit fees from one seent of one
industry to fund its operations.

In summary, the costs borne by the unconventional natural gas industry’ to support the oil and gas
program should hear some proportionality to the revenue (permit fees and Act 13 Impact Fees)
the unconventional natural gas industry is required to pay. The MSC believes that the department
is statutorily bound to ensure that the unconventional oil and gas permit fee bear a reasonable
relationship to administering the unco,n’entional responsibilities of the department as outlined in
the Oil and Gas Act. This proportionality is not reflected in the current fee increase proposal and
not consistent with the statutory authority of the Oil and Gas Act to establish a permit fee for the
unconventional oil and gas industry.

General Fund Appropriation

Prior to the onset of significant Mareellus Shale activity in the Commonwealth, the oil and gas
program received approximately 15% of its revenue from well permit fees and 85% from
General Fund appropriations allocated to the program by DEP management. As significant
unconventional activity ramped up, around 2008 and continuing to the present day, the oil and
gas program transitioned to relying on permit fees, Act 13 Impact Fees, fines and penalties for
100% of its revenue. The program currently receives no General Fund support.

The MSC believes that some level of General Fund support for the oil and gas program is
warranted. Most if not all other programs within the department rely upon a General Fund
allocation, while relying upon permit fees from the regulated community for a portion of the
program’s operating revenue. For the current fiscal year, the General Assembly has appropriated

According to PA DEP, in 2017 conventional oil and gas permit revenue arrounted for approximately
$61,050, translating to the unconventional natural gas industry paying 99.76% of total program costs.

:eJ M A R C E L L U S
SHALE COALITION”



Puce 6

nearly $140 Million’ in General Fund general operating revenue for the department. Governor
WoWs proposed budget also included S2.5 Million in new General Fund appropriations to
support an additional 35 department employees dedicated to permit review and environmental
enforcement. None of these positions are allocated by PA DEP to the oil and gas program. It is
clear. therefore, that failure to allocate General Fund appropriations to the oil and gas program is
a policy choice of the Administration. This policy choice undermines the alleged need to raise
unconventional well permit fees by 150%. and should not result in one industry sector facing the
imposition of excessive and prohibitive pennit fees.

‘the MSC estimates that approximately 60% of the IA DEP Oil and Gas Program’s work is
related to the unconventional shale gas industry, with the balance of work related to oversight of
the conventional oil and gas industry and inspection of legacy wells that are the responsibility of
the department. lhe unconventional shale gas industry is already paying in excess of 99% of the
total costs to unclcnvritc the PA DEP oil and gas program. Therefore, from a practical
perspective, this means that the proposed permit fee increase lbr unconventional operators is
tantamount to undenvhting the costs associated with the conventional industry and legacy well
costs incurred by the department. While the MSC reiterates that its members do not support a
permit fee increase for conventional oil and gas permit applications, this reality does support the
case for allocating a portion of the department’s $140 Million General Fund appropriation to the
oil and gas program. Identifying an appropriate mix of funding sources, including General Fund
dollars. is all the more crucial considering the department has already acknowledged that even
this proposed 150% pennit fee increase may not he adequate to fund the program.6

Lack of Proper Reimbursement from Department Special Funds

Prior to imposition of higher pcnnitting fees on the unconventional natural gas industry, the
department should evaluate and provide transparent information to industry, the Independent
Regulatory Review Commission (IRRC). the standing legislative oversight committees and the
public regarding other potentially available sources of funding, including from special funds
administered by the department.

For example, the MSC understands that nearly half of the authorized employee complement of
the oil and gas program7 administers permit reviews and inspections related to the administration
of the erosion and sediment control and dam safety and encroachments programs8 (Cli. 102 and
Ch. 105 programs). According to the department, permits related to the Ch. 102 and Ch. 105
programs tied to the unconventional natural gas industry generate approximately S2-S4 Million
in revenue annually. These permits cover activities such as access road and well site
construction, pipeline and impoundment construction, and waterway encroachment and
crossings.

General Appropriation Act of 2018 [Act 1A of 2018):

bitIBidvaH&hiltl’n=H&hitlNhr=2 12] &PIE3flZ
6 PA DEP Regulatory Analysis Form Item (10): Thus, it is entirelyforeseeable that the current fee proposal will
not be adequate to fund the Program.” (pg. 3)
‘According to PA DEP, the oil and gas program has an authorized complement of 190 employees.
° 25 PaCode Ch. 102 & 25 PaCode Ch. 105, respectively
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The revenue generated from the Cl. 102 and Ch. 105 pennits is deposited in the Clean Water
Fund and the Dam and Encroachments Fund. respectively. While the costs incurred to review
and issue permits and conduct inspections and enforcement activities were borne by employees
of the oil and uas program. the MSC understands that none of this revenue was transferred to the
oil and gas program as reimbursement.

Conversely, other programs within PA DEP did request and receive reimbursement from the oil
and gas prouram for services rendered. For example, in Fiscal Year 2016-2017, nearly $795,000
was transferred from the oil and gas program to reimburse the Information Technology program
within the department. This inconsistency in how the department administers its special funds
and reimburses various programs from accounts segregated from an individual program’s direct
control should be thoroughly examined and rectified to ensure that all permit fees paid by the
regulated community are properly credited.

As currently understood, it appears that the oil and gas industry is paying several million dollars
in permit fees that are not being credited to the oil and gns program, thus in part necessitating —

in the department’s eyes — a 150% well permit fee increase. This lack of proper reimbursement
certainly influences and affects the pt-ogram’s revenue gap, and thus proposed permit fee
increase.

Many other industries retrulated by PA DSP. such as agriculture, timber, and certain construction
activities are able to obtain Ch. 102 and Cli. 105 program pennits through county conservation
districts. Most oil and gas operators do not have this option. Given that oil and gas program
employees conduct the bulk of these permit reviews, it maybe appropriate for the department to
consider allowing this option and thus freeing up the workload of oil and gas program
employees.

Adherence to Regulatory Review Act

The Regulatory Review Act (RRA) requires an agency promulgating a rulemaking to prepare
and submit a Regulatory Analysis Font (RAF) which shall consider the impacts of the proposed
rulemaking on small businesses.9 Included in the RAF is the requirement to prepare and submit a
regulatory flexibility analysis that minimizes the adverse impacts on small businesses. Under the
RRA. a small business engaged in natural gas extraction is defined as an entity which employs
1,250 or fewer employees.t0

The majority of companies engaged in unconventional natural gas extraction within
Pennsylvania. and thereffire subject to this rulemaking. meet the definition of a small business.
For example, nearly 74°, of the exploration and production companies which obtained an
unconventional well permit from PA DEP in 2017-20 18 meet the definition of a small
business.t I

‘Act 181 of 1982 §5(a)
10 Title 13 Code of Federal Regulations §121.201 - NAICS Code 211130
° MSC analysis ofPA PEP unconventional permits issued: January 1,2017 — June 30, 2018

I’
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Approximately 58% of the permits issued during this timeframe were to small businesses.’
Therefore. the deparimenis assertion in items (15) and (16) of the RAF is incorrect.
Moreover, the RAP does not include the requisite flexibility analysis related to these small
businesses; instead the department merely notes the (incorrect) percentage of affected industry
operators that it believes quali’ as small businesses under state law. As such, the RAP as
submitted by the EQB related to the obligations to minimize the impacts on small businesses has
not been addressed sufficiently and should be revised and resubmitted so that the regulated
community can properly understand the considerations to he made for these small businesses,
and comment accordingly. Additionally. failure to accurately represent the proportion of small
businesses affected by this proposed fee increase and to prepare the required flexibility analysis
raises questions regarding the depanmenCs appreciation of the impacts of its proposal on small
businesses.

Demonstration of Need

Item (10) of the RAP asserts that the lack of staff resources has led to important program
development initiatives being put on hold. However, just since 2016 DEP has finalized a
comprehensive re-write of its regulations pertaining to unconventional wells (Chapter 78a), an
Area of Review technical guidance document, a Replacement or Restoration of Private Water
Supplies technical guidance document, new Guidelines for the Development of Operator
Pressure Bather Policy, and new Guidelines for Chain (Coal) Pillar Development and Longwall
Mining Adjacent to Unconventional Wells among other initiatives. The MSC is hard-pressed to
understand the need to promote even more program initiatives given that the pace of new
policies and initiatives has only accelerated in recent years.

Additionally, the department appropriately has touted the improved efficiencies of utilizing iPads
and an associated online application for electronic field inspections. According to the
department. all 78 inspectors are either using the application currently or will be in the very near
future. The Governor’s Office estimates the savings from use of the electronic application to be
approximately $10,300 per inspector, which translates into a savings of over $800,000 for the
DEP oil and gas program)3

Ironically, the department fails to note the improved efficiencies and cost-savings of this
initiative in the RAF.

Competitive Impact

The RRA charges IRRC to consider the adverse economic or fiscal impacts of a rulemaking on
competition. 14 Under this proposed rulemaking. Pennsylvania would impose the highest well
permit fee in the United States.

Ibid
Governors 0111cc ni Translormation, Innovation, Management and Efficiency:

httns. //www.gelvernor.paLc)v /uot imenew i pad app ma kgs-dep-oiI-and—gssj EC-iflSflCCtiOfls-more
cfficieit/
‘‘ Act 181 of 1982 §5.2(h)(lflhi)
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The following illustrates oil and gas well permit fees imposed by several leading production
states that are competing with Pennsylvania for limited capital investment in oil and gas
extraction:

State Permit Fee
$1 2,500/proposed

Pennsylvarua
— S5,OO0JCUITIU -

Arkansas $300

Colorado FREE

New Mexico FREE

Ohio $500-$1,000

Oklahoma 5175

Texas $S00-$750
—- -

$10,000/initial
West Virginia $5,000/additional on pad

*The permit fee imposed by West Virginia for the initial well on a well pad represents the cost to
review the engineering design related to well site construction and storm-water management.
Pennsylvania reviews this work under a separate and distinct permit requirement, the Erosion
and Sediment Control General Permit,’5 which is subject to its own permit fee and preparation
costs.

The requirement to consider the impacts on Pennsylvania’s competitive economic climate
compared to other states is also contained in Executive Order 1996-I, related to Regulatory
Review’ and Promulgation. Specifically, the Executive Order requires agencies to adhere to the
principle that regulations “shall not hamper Pennsylvania’s ability to compete effectively with
other states.”1’

National reports on industry investments show clear trends of increased land acquisitions and
operations in the Permian Basin in Texas and New Mexico, where permit fees are substantially
less costly than Permsylvani&s existing well permit fee and permit turnaround is 5 days.
contrasted with the Ill day average review time Pennsylvania operators experienced in 2017.
Given the depanmenfs proposal to increase the fee by 150%, the net effect will only be to make
Pennsylvania more of an outlier and more poorly positioned from a competitiveness standpoint.
It is therefore questionable whether DEP performed its due diligence to catch this obvious red
flag and factor that into consideration of whether a 150% well permit fee increase would
ultimately result in more or less industry investment in the Commonwealth.

It is important to note that the RAF prepared by the department only examines the
competitiveness of fees in four states adjacent to Pennsylvania, two of which have legal

15 25 PaCode §102.5(c)
16 Executive Order 1996-1 §1(l)
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prohibitions on unconventional well development (New York and Maryland).’7 PA DEE’ has
failed to include relevant information, as cited in the chart above, of the Commonwealth’s
coTnpelitive balance relative to other unconventional oil and natural gas producing states.
Moreover. PA DEE’ failed to provide context to the EQB and to the public regarding the scope of
the permit fee imposed by West Virginia; notably that the first well permit application on a pad
also contains the erosion and sediment control review and other engineering criteria related to
slonnwater management for the well pad itselt and that Pennsylvania imposes a separate permit
requirement (and fee) outside of the well permit application for this process. namely the Erosion
and Sediment Control General Permit requircInent.X

Finally, from a competitive standpoint it is imperative to recognize that unconventional operators
in Pennsylvania are constantly striving to improve efficiencies and lower costs in an eflhrt to
overcome chronic price differentials in the Commonwealth, compared to other natural gas-
producing basins in the country. This fee increase, coupled with higher fees for air quality
permits and the imposilion of a new air quality permit for well sites (GP-5a), exacerbates the
competitive imbalance within basins.

Cost of Compliance Error

In addition to failing to represent accurately the competitive impact of the fee increase with other
states, Item (12) of the RAF incorrectly calculates the percentage increase of the proposed lee
increase on the overall cost of drilling an unconventional well. The department states that a
$7,500 permit fee increase on an approximate $8 million total well cost represents an increase of
0.001%. In fact, the increase is approximately 0.1 % meaning the department has understated the
cost implications in the RAF by a factor of 100. This error is repeated in items (24) and (26) of
the RAF.

Additional Department Permitting Fees

As this proposed rulemaking is evaluated, it is worth noting that the department intends to move
forward with a separate proposed rulemaking that also will increase permitting costs for
unconventional natural gas operators in Pennsylvania. On June 14111, PA DEP reviewed a
proposed rulemaking with the Air Quality Technical Advisory Committe&° that will increase
significantly air pennitting fees. Combined with the recent finalization20 of a new air quality

‘ PA DEP Regulatory Analysis Form Item (12):
http.//lilcs.den .staupaus/PuhlicParticioation/Puhlicx.2t1Particination’Y2OCenter/PyhPartCenterPorta1EjJj
s/EnvirorunentaR’100ualitvY2Ql3oard/2018/Mav’/n2016/7
5’12 LJnconvcn:ionaI.2oWellc.1OFees Proposed/pt 7-542 Unconventional%2OWeH%2OFees MF.ndi
III 25 Pacode §1025(c)
19 PA DEP Air Quality Technical Advisory Committee — June 14, 2018:
httL//HII’sdeflstatcpa.ns/Air/.4irOualiR/AQPnI talFiles/Advisn lvt.2flCn1nhirtecs/Air%20OLIalih%2flTt’c
hn-nI,:zoAclvisnryv2flcnmmittee/2n 1 A6- 14-1 8/6 ZOflLfjees AOTACEPT 6-14-2018 Icir postiugdi
‘ Pennsylvania Bulletin — June 9,2018: Issuance of General Plan Approval and/or General Operating Permit
No. 5A for Unconventional Natural Gas Well Site Operations or Remote Pigging Stations [BAQ-GPA/GP-SA);
Modified General Plan Approval and/or General Operating Permit No.5 for Natural Gas Compressor Stations,
Processing Plants and Transmission Stations (BAQ-GPA/GP-5):
https:J/www:pahulleiin.cornJseLurejdataJvol48J111-2JflOO.htmJ
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permit requirement that xviii affect many unconventional natural gas well sites, the proposal, if
adopted. will levy a S2.500 permit application fee along with an annual S2.500 annual operating
permit maintenance fee.

\Thiie these fees are being advanced by separate department programs for distinct purposes, each
is proposed and would he imposed by the department on the unconventional natural gas industry.
It is important that as the well permit fee increase is reviewed, it is evaluated in a manner that
gives some consideration to the totality of cost increases to the unconventional natural gas
industry. Individual policy choices by the department - for example. how to fund various
programs and the establishment ofpennitting threshold requirements — have a cumulative impact
that ought not be segregated hut rather considered in their totality.

Recommendations

Prior to moving forward on an increase in the amount of an unconventional well permit
application fee. the MSC recommends that the department and the (iovernors Office consider
the following recommendations:

• Allocate a reasonable amount of General Fund dollars to the oil and gas program, as the
department does for every other program it administers;

• Identify the total costs of the oil and gas program to the unconventional industry, so that
revenue generated from unconventional well permit fees and the Act 13 Impact Fee bear
a reasonable relationship to this total cost, in accordance with the statutory authority of
the Oil and Gas Act;

• Submit a revised and accurate RAF that properly considers the impacts of the proposed
rulemaking on small businesses, analyzes the competitive impact and establishes the
colTect cost of compliance;

• Align special ftnd reimbursement policy within the department so that hill credit and
revenue is provided to the oil and gas program with respect to permit fees related to the
Ch. 102 and Ch. 105 programs; and

• Include, and not totally dismiss, the 56 Million annual allocation from the Act 13 Impact
Fee in the base revenues utilized by the department to operate the oil and gas program as
has been allocated as general practice every year since the imposition of the Impact Fee.2’

Conclusion

More than sufficient revenues from the unconventional oil and gas industry’ are being paid to the
Commonwealth through the Impact Fee to support oversight of the unconventional natural gas
industry — nearly SI .5 Billion since 2012, including approximately S220 Million in 2018.
Moreover, the industry has paid billions of dollars directly to the state’s General Fund through
existing corporate and personal income, sales and use and other taxes imposed on businesses

item (10) of the RAP states that the $6 million Impact Fee allocation depends on the Department’s
immediate needs and is therefore not included in the well permit application lee analysis. As the department
notes throughout the RAP, one is hard-pressed to determine a more immediate need than funding the oil and
gas program.
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operating in Pennsylvania, much of which is then appropriated to state agencies, like the
department, üw general government operations.

Natural gas operators appreciate the constraints the oil and gas program currently faces to stretch
one-time permit application fees to cover ftiture activities related to the wells operation.
However, these constraints — many of them self-imposed by the Administrations refusal to
support a General Fund allocation or seek re-allocation of existing Impact Fee revenues — should
not be overcome at the expense of imposing unreasonable permit application fees on the
unconventional natural gas industry and deviate from the statutory authority of the department.
The department should examine and quantify the costs of the oil and gas program attributable to
unconventional natural gas operations, identify operational changes to address permit delays, and
ftilly exhaust alternate revenue options before moving forward with such a drastic permit fee
increase.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. The MSC stands ready to discuss any of
these concerns in greater detail.

avid J. Spige myer, President

cc: Scott Perry, Deputy Secrelary
Office of Oil and Gas Management

Senate Environmental Resources & Energy Committee
House Environmental Resources & Energy Committee
Independent Regulatory Review Commission
Environmental Quality Board
Honorable Eugene DePasquale, Auditor General of Pennsylvania
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