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Key-Log Economics is grateful to have had the opportunity to conduct this independent analysis with the help

of Delaware Riverkeeper Network. We owe a special thanks to the scores of volunteers who gave their time
reviewing comment letters. Without their effort this review would not have been possible.
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Policy Setting

The PennEast Pipeline proposed by PennEast LLC would carry natural gas from Luzerne County, Pennsylvania
to Mercer County, New Jersey. It would also carry a variety of adverse environmental and economic effects as
it crosses multiple Pennsylvania and New Jersey counties and hundreds of private properties. The PennEast
Pipeline will likely have a profound impact on the pastoral and scenic landscape of the region and on the
many businesses, livelihoods, and quality of life factors that depend on the natural benefits of that landscape.

Under the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”) FERC must consider the environmental effects of its
decision. Those effects include impacts on air and water quality, aesthetic value, wildlife, and others, as well
as how changes in the physical environment are reflected in effects on people, including through changes in
economic well-being. The NEPA process begins with “scoping” or “a scoping period,” during which any person
with an interest in the proposed federal action (in this case approval or denial for the PennEast Pipeline) has a
chance to tell the lead agency (FERC) what concerns them about the proposed action and what they think the
lead agency should include in its ensuing environmental review. FERC is obligated to consider this citizen input
when it sets to work on its Environmental Impact Analysis (“EIA”).

FERC reported the results of its analysis in a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (“DEIS”) released on July
22, 2016. A 90-day comment period ensued, giving citizens, public and private interest organizations, and
experts in many fields an opportunity to review, respond to, and suggest improvements on the DEIS and the
analysis behind it. The public provided input in the form of written letters, entries to FERC’s online eComment
site, petitions circulated by groups for or against the proposed pipeline, and verbally at a series of five scoping
meetings held in communities along the pipeline’s proposed route. Like the comments received at scoping,
FERC is expected to consider this input as it revises its analysis and prepares a Final Environmental Impact
Statement (FEIS).

Between the scoping and DEIS comment periods in 2015 and 2016, FERC received thousands of written
comments. They took the form of unique letters and eComments composed by individuals and organizations,
form letters submitted with or without modification by individuals, and petitions, in the form of a single
comment signed by many individuals. (FERC also received oral comments at public meetings held during
scoping and during the DEIS comment period, but we have not included them in this analysis unless they were
also submitted to FERC as written comments.)

Key-Log Economics, with the help of Delaware Riverkeeper Network, has completed an independent analysis
of the written comments. These comments include excellent information about the economic and other
effects that citizens, scientific experts, and various stakeholders expect to see, or are already seeing, as a
result of the proposed PennEast Pipeline.

The content of these letters is critically important for two reasons.

O First, the letters provide direct and clear information about the issues of concern to the people and
communities through which the pipeline would pass as well as to people who, as visitors, downstream
water users, business owners, and others, use and enjoy the directly affected landscape. Combined
with our review of existing economic studies and with our analysis of primary and secondary data on
property values, ecosystem service flows, human health and safety, economic development trends,
and community services, the comment letters help FERC understand the nature and extent of the
effects of the proposed pipeline.
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O Second, under the National Environmental Policy Act, FERC must consider the comments it has
received as it finalizes the Environmental Impact Statement. FERC must cover relevant issues raised in
comments, and this independent review of what citizens have said in public comments will help
ensure that FERC’s legal obligations to consider the full range of environmental effects of the
proposed pipeline are met.

Methods

The scoping period officially began on January 13, 2015 with FERC’s “Notice of Intent” to prepare an EIS* and
officially ended on February 12, 2015. The official DEIS comment period ran from July 22, 2016 to September
5, 2016. However, FERC accepted many comments submitted before and after these comment periods. Due
to the large number of comments submitted to FERC—a total of 7,543 comments’~we analyzed a sample of
comments submitted between September 25, 2015 and August 21, 2016.2

In total, our analysis covers 3,443 different written messages to FERC. The messages are of three types.

1. 2,175 individual or unique comment letters or eComments.
2. 1,263 copies of 16 different form letters.

There were between 2 and 241 copies of each form letter.
3. 5 petitions with a total of 8,918 signatures.

Signatures per petition ranged from 17 to 8,682.

See also “Comment Type and Commenter Location” graph under “Results.”

To review this volume of communication, we used crowdsourcing—that is, we enlisted the help of a crowd of
volunteers to complete the task via the internet. Our crowd consisted of 67 volunteers recruited by Delaware
Riverkeeper Network. Each of these volunteers reviewed at least one comment.

The reviewers’ specific task was to read through the comment letter and log details from the comment using
an online form. We developed the online form after reviewing a sample of comment letters so that we could
include check-off items for the most common concerns. These concerns included recreation, tourism,
agriculture, health, safety, and water quality. The form also included space where volunteers could record
commenters’ thoughts on items not covered elsewhere on the form. (A copy of the form is included as
Appendix A.) For each concern, the form asks whether the commenter views the proposed PennEast Pipeline
as likely to have a positive or negative effect. In addition, we asked reviewers to rate how strongly positive or
negative each commenter felt the effects would be in several overarching areas: economy; U.S. energy needs;
environment; and lifestyle/quality of life.

Once the form was set up, our process, in brief, consisted of the following steps:

1. Download all comment letters.

! Bose, K. (2015, January 13). Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for the Planned PennEast
Pipeline Project, Request for Comments on Environmental Issues, and Notice of Public Scoping Meetings. Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission.

2 This number is current as of February 17, 2017, after the official close of the comment period. However, people may continue
to submit comments to this docket. Comments were retrieved from FERC’s online elibrary from docket CP15-558.

3 This time frame was chosen by Delaware Riverkeeper Network as a way of managing the tasks of downloading and
distributing comment letters for review. We do not think there is reason to expect that comments submitted in this (or any)
window are any more or less likely to favor the pipeline proposal.
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2. Send a batch of three comment letters to each volunteer along with instructions (see Appendix B) and
a link to the online form.

3. Monitor the database linked to the online form and send reminders to volunteers who seemed to
have missed the initial email.

4. Send new batches to volunteers who requested them via a prompt that appeared after submitting
previous comments using the online form.

FERC received comments that varied widely in length, technicality, and the main concerns addressed. They
also came from commenters residing or owning property in one of the six counties the PennEast Pipeline
would cross®, from other counties in the two PennEast-crossed states (Pennsylvania and New Jersey), and
from other states. We were therefore able to stratify the comments according to commenters’ location as
well as to summarize the various concerns raised by people living nearer to and farther from the proposed
route.

As noted, we used a sample of comment letters to develop a survey-like online form for use by our volunteers
and our own team in their review of each comment. Based on the sample, we identified dozens of individual
factors grouped into four broad categories of economy, energy, environment, and lifestyle. The environment
category, for example, includes forests, wildlife, surface water, and erosion. For each category, the form asks
[for example] “Does the commenter mention any of the following environmental factors that they say will be
impacted either positively or negatively if the PennEast Pipeline is built?” For each factor in the category the
reviewer would indicate whether the comment letter writer indicated that the factor would be affected
positively or negatively, or that the factor had not been mentioned at all. Some comment letters mention
many issues while others mention only one.

After the economy, energy, environment, and lifestyle section, the form includes questions of the form
“Overall how does the commenter think the PennEast Pipeline will affect the environment? Please leave blank
if they seem to have no opinion.”® For comment letters that did indicate an opinion on the category, the
reviewer registered the direction and strength of that opinion on a 1-5 Likert scale with 1 being “Extremely
Negatively” and 5 being “Extremely Positively.”

The next section of the form addresses the compressor station proposed for Carbon County, Pennsylvania. It
asked “If the commenter mentions the compressor station proposed for Carbon, PA, do they mention any of
the following factors that they say will be impacted either positively or negatively if the compressor station is
built?” The factors included quality of life, health, and noise pollution.

We also asked reviewers if the comment mentioned environmental justice positively or negatively. A further
section provided space to record commenters’ concerns over general or systemic issues such as cumulative
impacts or the purpose and need for the project.

Additionally there was a question that asked “What is the desired outcome of the commenter?” We provided
choices of “Pipeline is built,” “Pipeline is not built,” “Unstated/Unsure”, and “Other.” There was also a
guestion that asked the reviewer “Overall what is the comment’s attitude toward the proposed PennEast
Pipeline?” The reviewer was asked to again use the 1-5 Likert scale.

* These are Luzerne, Carbon, Northampton and Bucks Counties in Pennsylvania, and Hunterdon and Mercer Counties in New
Jersey.

® The energy question was phrased slightly differently: “Overall how does the commenter think the PennEast Pipeline
contributes to US energy needs?”
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Reviewers aided Key-Log’s broader research by answering the question “In your opinion, does this comment
letter include a good personal story/testimony that illustrates one or more of the following effects?” The
effects included ecosystem services, human health and safety, property values, community services, and
attractiveness of the community/region. Details into the results of this research into the economic costs of
the proposed PennEast Pipeline can be found on Delaware Riverkeeper Network’s website.®

The form concludes with space to record references to statistical or other data cited by the commenter, a
free-response question for any other items not covered elsewhere in the form, and lastly, the reviewer’s
judgement regarding whether the comment appeared to be a form letter or a petition, as opposed to an
individual letter. (Please see Appendix A for the full form.)

One final note is that some individual comment letters were particularly lengthy and/or technical. We kept
that segment (270 comments) out of the pool for volunteer review and assigned their review to one of our
team members.

Reviewing the Reviewers

Another important role for our team was to evaluate the volunteers’ review of comment letters. To
accomplish that, we selected 183 (8.4%) of the individual comment letters at random and assigned a team
member to review those letters from scratch. We then compared the team member’s review to that of the
volunteer who had previously reviewed the same letter. We found that the reviews by volunteers and by our
team agreed in nearly all cases and nearly all aspects.

For almost 63% of our sample, our team found either no differences or few differences compared to the
review completed by a volunteer. For an additional 15% of our sample, our team found some differences, and
for the last 22% we found many differences.

“Few differences” was defined as 1 to 3 differences; “some differences” was defined as 4 or 5 differences;
“many differences” was defined as 6 or more differences. Our team did not count trivial differences between
volunteer and team member’s reviews. An example of a trivial difference would be if the volunteer reviewer
had inferred a concern for “forests” from a letter that mentions environmental, habitat, or landscape impacts
but where the commenter had not specifically said “forests,” per se. An example of a non-trivial difference
would be if the volunteer review indicated that a letter mentioned negative or positive effects on forests but
our team review of the comment letter found no evidence of the same opinion.

For the reviews where we found many differences between our comment analysis and that of a volunteer,
our team pulled all of that volunteer’s reviews and examined them for any signs of systematic bias, such as a
judgement by the reviewers in question that every comment they reviewed expressed a concern that the
pipeline would have either a positive or a negative effect. We found no evidence of such bias, and we are
therefore confident that the volunteers’ review provided information that is thorough, complete, and reliable
as a characterization of commenters’ concerns and opinions.

® Direct link: http://delawareriverkeeper.org/sites/default/files/EconomicCostsOfThePennEast_TechnicalReport_FINAL.pdf.
Also accessible by going to Delaware Riverkeeper Network’s homepage, then to resources, then to the link for “Economic Costs
of the PennEast Pipeline.”


http://delawareriverkeeper.org/sites/default/files/EconomicCostsOfThePennEast_TechnicalReport_FINAL.pdf
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Results

Based on the information from the comment letters, we can stratify comments according to the commenters’
location (or the location of their property) in a PennEast-crossed county (“PennEast County”), another county
in one of the the PennEast-crossed states (“Other County, PennEast State”), and other states (“Other”) (See
“Comment Type and Commenter Location”).

The results reported here include all types of comments submitted to FERC (i.e. individual, form, and
petition). In order to maintain a magnitude that fits on the following graphs, a petition is counted as a single
comment, instead of as the number of signatures on the comment. It is important to note that for the 5
petitions FERC received, 97.5% of the signatures were on petitions that opposed the pipeline.

Comment Type and Commenter Location
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Note: Each individual letter, each form letter, and each petition is counted as one comment. However, petitions were signed by more
than one person, and some of the individual and form letters were signed by more than one person (a husband and wife, or a pair of
business partners, for example).

Of the comments received as individual/unique comments, some 74% came from residents of Pennsylvania
and New Jersey. A strong majority (62%) of the individual letters came from commenters in PennEast-crossed
counties.

For any given issue, our analysis considers only those comments that mention the issue. Therefore, the base
for all percentages of comments expressing a particular view about the effect of the PennEast Pipeline in the
issue area (positive or negative) is total number of comment letters that mentioned the issue. We do not, in

other words, count comment letters that are silent on the issue in the percentage calculations.

FERC’s Notice of Intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement regarding the PennEast Pipeline!
includes a list of “several issues that we think deserve attention.” Not surprisingly, many commenters
addressed these issues directly or indirectly. Our survey included the issues identified by FERC as well as many
others. The following charts display the number of letters in which the commenter mentions a FERC-defined
issue as well as whether, in the commenter’s judgement, the PennEast Pipeline would have a positive or
negative impact on the issue. Furthermore, each chart provides separate subtotals of the number of
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comments from residents of, respectively, PennEast-crossed counties, other counties in PennEast-crossed
states, and other or non-PennEast-crossed states.

Each chart answers the question “How do citizens believe the PennEast Pipeline would affect forested areas”
(or “...surface water,” “...air quality,” etc.). As the charts indicate, the vast majority of commenters that
mentioned these issues believe there will be negative impacts if the PennEast Pipeline is built. Across the 13
categories, between 92.5% and 100% of the comments express a concern that the PennEast Pipeline would
have a negative impact on the critical issues. Eight of these categories are displayed below; the additional five
categories are displayed in Appendix C.
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