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Local News "What's Up With The Shamokin Dam Power Plant" presented by Deirdre Lally.
Deirdre runs a sustainable farm on family land in central PA, holds a degree in community organizing from the U of
Massachusetts. She is a Shale Gas organizer with the Clean Air Council. She will cover available information about the
proposed Shamokin Dam Power Plant, currently set to convert from coal to gas power over the next 4 years. She will
also speak to the potential health and pollution impacts from natural gas power plants, as well as information on the
proposed Sunbury Pipeline, which would feed natural gas from the Marcellus Shale into the Shamokin Dam plant.
There will be time for questions and brainstorming on possibilities for community involvement.

Regional News “Update on Shale Gas Development in Lycoming County and potential impact
downstream” presented by Ralph Kisberg. Ralph is a Williamsport native, has worked in various
environmentally related positions and currently operates an energy conservation lighting business for commercial
clients. He helped found and remains active in the Responsible Drilling Alliance (RDA). He will cover current activity in
Lycoming and how the gas extraction process is growing and how the increased deforestation can affect flooding and
have other downstream impact.

State and Global News “News about Climate Projects- Locally and Globally” presented by Kathy Straub
Kathy Straub is a Professor and Chair of the Earth and Environmental Sciences department at Susquehanna
University in Selinsgrove. She has been active in sustainability issues at Susquehanna for over a decade. Kathy
teaches courses in meteorology, climate change, and environmental science. She will focus on how climate change
discussions expand to include economics and politics. She will explain some of the implications of the China/ US
Treaty on climate change and local initiatives to deal with the gas extraction industry in Pennsylvania.
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What if you think “renewables” instead of “gas”?
When you are able to think outside of the box, you can see new possibilities.
Let’s Do the Numbers
By Gloria Fultz, The Energy Gleaner

Last fall after attending the Keystone Energy
Efficiency Alliance (KEEA) conference in Harrisburg, I had
a vision (or nightmare) of an Energy Vortex that will be
forming in north central Pennsylvania in 2015 – all high
pressure forces that have the potential to affect the
Susquehanna River and our energy future.
In addition to the Atlantic Sunrise Pipeline
mentioned in the last newsletter, we now are seeing more
about– the Sunbury Pipeline, set to cross the River above
Sunbury bringing natural gas to the Sunbury Generation
Plant (SGP) at Shamokin Dam. While it is great that this
plant is no longer burning coal, it is important to look at the
proposed costs of these two projects in light of other
energy options and the effect on the River and climate
change.
The figures I was able to quickly glean from recent
articles cite a figure of at least $250 - $300,000,000 for the
pipeline. The cost of converting coal plants to gas is cited
to be as much as $1 billion, although it wasn’t certain that
SGP would be that much. This is a lot of money!
Authorities tout a benefit for the homes and businesses
along the pipeline that could use the natural gas, but it’s
not clear how many that would be. Plus they would all
have to pay to connect to the line. Proponents tout that the
cost of electricity will go down, but so far there is little
evidence for such a drop. Also, it’s hard to imagine that
such a large project could be done without government (i.e.
taxpayer) support, so it is our dollars on the line.
A less expensive and more beneficial investment
would be to make homes and businesses energy efficient,
and put solar photovoltaic (PV) systems on homes and
businesses in the region. With $250 million, you could put
a small PV system ($8,000) on 30,000 homes in the five
county region that borders the proposed route. (About 1/3
of the 90,000 households in the region.) For another $12
million, you could put larger systems on 3,000 of those
homes. Major energy retrofits for 30,000 homes would
take about $90 - $150 million. All these homes would
definitely see their energy costs go down, and if part of the
savings were reinvested, funds would be available to do
more homes.
Investing in renewable energy and energy efficiency
instead of building another pipeline and burning natural gas
would have much less impact on the Susquehanna River
and air quality in the region. There are also other forces on
the horizon that could make a gas-fired plant less
rd
desirable. The PUC is finalizing plans for the 3 phase of
Act 129 which requires electric utilities to encourage
energy efficiency. The US has now signed a Climate
Change agreement with China.
The Environmental
Protection Agency is requiring all states to implement
Clean Power Plans, which will need to include renewable
energy. Pennsylvania is also poised to finally join the
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Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative (RGGI) which will
provide a marketplace for clean energy.
When you consider these forces and the
potential risks to the Susquehanna River of building
the pipeline, it is hard to justify this huge expenditure,
especially when much of the electricity will be sent to
other regions or states. There is a lot of “big money”
behind these projects, so it is important to do the
numbers, have all the facts, and speak up before it
goes too far. The Sierra Club has just formed a
“pipeline
committee.
Contact
Jack
Miller
st
(jmiller1018@yahoo.com) for details on the 1
meeting. For more information on clean energy
issues, email me at energlean@embarqmail.com.

DID YOU KNOW?.......
(1) There are an estimated 230,000 miles of pipelines
across the US that are not covered by state and
federal pipeline safety laws? The smaller gathering
pipelines, which take gas from rural well pads to
processing plants are unregulated. PA has 20,000 mi.
of gathering lines. Linda Daugherty of the federal
pipeline agency said. “Right now, there are a whole lot
of gathering lines out there that no one is inspecting.
There are no safety standards applicable to those lines
and no safety agency or regulators looking at them.”
Gathering lines that run through heavily populated area
fall under the same regulation as other pipelines.

(2) It’s not just a gas pipeline. Where there is a pipeline
there must be compressor stations to move the gas
along. These stations not only pour out toxic pollutants,
but are so noisy neither people nor animals can stand
to live near them. Even more insidious is the low
frequency noise (LFN-beyond human hearing) emitted
by these stations causing damage to the nervous
system and other health problems. Living near a
compressor station or within a mile of a pipeline causes
property values to plummet to virtually nothing.
(3) A pipeline incident (accident, explosion, leak)
occurs every 30 hours with 2,452 recorded incidents in
a span of 1,522 days ending March 2014 with 58
deaths, 269 injuries and over $2.5 mil in property damage.

Like us at: Facebook.com/RivertownCoalition

Rivertown Coalition for Clean Air and Clean Water

Volume 4 Issue 1

What’s the Worst that could Hap pen?
A rational response to the climate change debate

by Greg Craven

YouTube videos available (Google: YouTube Craven worst that could happen)

In this book Craven’s does not try to prove or disprove anything about the topic of climate change.
He approaches it instead as a risk management topic. “Risk Management is making decisions about what to do in an uncertain
situation by estimating risks and payoffs. It is how insurance companies and casino’s stay in business despite paying out huge
sums of money based on uncertain outcomes.”(p. 4-5)
He creates a credibility scale and then a matrix to enter the people and organizations whose opinions have been published by both
“warmers” and “skeptics” so that he could get more information to better decide how to manage this potential problem and
evaluate the risk management profile.
Craven explains why he puts each category in its place on the credibility scale. He describes the sources he is using and seeks out
sources with both viewpoints. He encourages readers to create their own credibility scale and find their own resources to
supplement or replace his findings.
This is the resulting diagram on page 183 of his book.

K ey to ac ro nym s:
USCAP –US Climate Change Partnership, a collection of companies that issued a report centered around a call for a government imposed
mandatory carbon emissions cap on their own industries. Includes BP America, Shell, ConocoPhillips, Ford Motor, General Electric, General
Motors, Chrysler, Deere, Caterpillar, Dow Chemical, DuPont, Johnson & Johnson, PG&E, Alcoa, and Siemens. P.115
NIA – National Intelligence Assessment. This is a joint report by all 16 US Intelligence Agencies to include CIA, FBI, and NSA. The report
warns that the economic and environmental pressures of climate change are likely to push already fragile nations over the edge, leading
to more wars, which in turn will create millions of refugees and frequent humanitarian crises. The US military would be strained as it was
increasingly drawn in to such conflicts, reducing our national security “readiness posture.” P. 111
NAS – In 2005, the NAS and the science academies of the other industrialized nations jointly issued an official statement claiming that
“the threat of climate change is clear and increasing.”
AAP G – American Association of Petroleum Geologists was the last professional scientific organization to abandon its official statement
skeptical of global warming and it changed its stance in response to pressure from a significant number of its members. The original
statement said that any projected climate change was natural, and if the globe did warm, it would be beneficial to humans. The new
statement in 2007 said that the globe is warming but the membership is divided on the degree of human influence. It also acknowledged
that other professional organization state that humans are significantly changing the climate to negative effect. However, the authors
pointe out that it might still be natural and that the worst-case predictions of some computer models are not necessarily true.
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What would l ife be like without
the Halliburton Loophole?
The loophole refers to the Energy Policy Act of
2005, which exempts the hydraulic fracturing process, also
known as fracking, from federal oversight under the Safe
Drinking Water Act of 1974. Then Vice President Dick
Cheney had a hand in getting the exemption put into the
Energy Policy Act. He chaired President Bush’s Energy Policy
Task Force, which recommended fracking be excluded.
Cheney is a former Halliburton executive. Halliburton began
fracking in the 1940’s to extract for oil. But the use of
fracking, combined with horizontal drilling, has only recently
been used to mine shale gas. The loophole does have an
exception. If drilling companies use diesel fuel to frack a
well, they have to get a federal permit.
Also amended in the 2005 Energy Policy Act was
the Clean Water Act. Congress enacted the CWA back in
1972 as a way to regulate discharges into the country’s
rivers and streams. The CWA was amended in 1987 to
include storm water run-off. But oil and gas production are
exempted from those regulations. And in the 2005 Energy
Policy Act, those exemptions included oil and gas
construction. Environmentalists worry about run-off from
well pads, pipelines and construction sites.
Without federal oversight, it’s up to the
states to regulate gas drilling.

Volume 4 Issue 1
It’s not just the Clean Water Act, and the Safe
Drinking Water Act that exempt the oil and gas industry. The
Clean Air Act passed by Congress in 1970, exempts oil and
gas wells from aggregation. That means, each well site is
considered an individual source of pollutants and does not
take into account of all the well sites in a specific area.
When it comes to the handling of waste or frack
water, that too is exempt from a federal statute called the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act. The RCRA tracks
industrial wastes from “cradle to grave.“ But when it comes
to the oil and gas industry, as long as the waste water is on
the drill site, or being transported, it Is not considered
hazardous. This also applies to drilling mud. That’s why
trucks carrying waste water, which contains high levels of
salts, toxic chemicals, as well as radioactive material, may be
labeled “residual waste.“ The National Environmental Policy
Act, or NEPA, requires federal agencies to do environmental
impact statements if major industrial projects would impact
the environment. But the Energy Policy of 2005 relegated oil
and gas operation a less stringent process. Finally the Toxic
Release Inventory requires industries to report toxic
chemicals to the EPA. But the oil and gas industry are exempt
from this reporting. Every other industry complies with these
policies to protect our environment. Life without the
Halliburton Loophole would be cleaner and more just for all.
Sources: Energy Policy Act of 2005
State of the Law: Federal and Local Regulation of
Hydrofacturing (Kathleen Dachille, JD)

In the news: wPU C (Pu blic U tilit ies Com mission) Rule could curt ail O n-F arm Electr icity Gener atio n. (The
win-win process of farmers using the methane from manure to generate electricity could be blocked by a proposed change
in metering rates) Country Focus, October 2014, p.18.
wA sha red vision for ma rina va nishes (A hopeful plan between DCNR and SRHCES has disintegrated after several
years of commitment to a true public/private partnership to develop a research center) Daily Item, Opinion, Dec 20,2014 p. A7.
wT he (S low) Gree ning of Am erica (A new poll reveals that the US is reluctant to recognize and address climate change)
M. Grunwald, Time, June 23, 2014, p.22.
wRising Inequalit y a nd Clim at e Cha nge Defi ning Cha llenges for Glo ba l Leade rs in 2015 (80 Billionaires
have the same amount of wealth as the bottom half of the planet.) http://www.commondreams.org/views/2015/01/19/rising-inequalityand-climate-change-defining-challenges-global-leaders-2015

Many thanks to Scott at InkSpot Printing in Selinsgrove for continued support!
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