
Address your letter to:
Ms. Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

888 First Street NE, Room 1A

Washington, D.C. 20426

Re:  Docket No. CP15-558, Proposed PennEast Pipeline

Dear Secretary Bose:

I am (identify yourself as a resident of __Township, an impacted homeowner, an intervenor, etc.) I am providing comments on the PennEast Pipeline Project, Docket #CP15-558, specifically in response to recent filings on the docket.
Please include one or more of the following key points when writing your letter.  Please put these points INTO YOUR OWN WORDS and reference specific examples of these problems on your land or in your community if possible.
· Numerous federal agencies such as EPA, DOI, FWS, and NPS have raised important concerns about the negative environmental impacts of the proposed pipeline. PennEast’s responses to DEIS comments, dated October 12 and October 20, do not adequately address these concerns, nor do they correct or complete missing maps and data.  The EIS should not move forward until all necessary information has been included.
· On November 8, FERC sent an environmental information request to PennEast:  46 critical points to be addressed in 20 days. This information request focuses on the inaccuracy of the project’s mapping, the lack of an adequate alternatives analysis, the flawed cultural resource consultation process, lack of data on vegetation and wildlife, and inaccurate documentation on impacts to preserved lands.  FERC must suspend the DEIS until all of this information is provided in complete form, without data gaps and future promises.
· It is unacceptable that FERC released a DEIS that their letter of November 8 proves was flawed and incomplete. 

· The re-routes that PennEast announced on September 23 do not reduce environmental impacts.  They simply move impacts from one property to another.  PennEast does not have the data necessary to evaluate the impacts of the route changes, or to show that the route alternatives would have fewer impacts than the previous proposed route.
· The new proposed Horizontal Directional Drilling (HDD) crossings announced on September 23 are not a panacea.  No geological testing has been done to prove that these HDD crossings are even feasible.  HDD failures such as those that occurred on the nearby Transco Leidy line will result in significantly greater impacts.  HDD also can dramatically alter hydrology and change the baseflow of streams, sometimes causing them to dry up altogether, and could negatively impact private wells. Changes in stream hydrology could result in the taking of the threatened and endangered species that PennEast is claiming to protect by using HDD.
· The New Jersey Rate Counsel has raised serious doubts about whether the proposed PennEast Pipeline is needed, and said the terms of the project would be unfair to the ratepayers of New Jersey, who will ultimately foot the bill.  On November 14 they again posted on the docket expressing these concerns, refuting PennEast’s claims that the project is needed to meet base load or would result in cost savings or enhanced reliability.  The New Jersey Rate Counsel found that the 14% rate of return would be excessive and like ‘winning the lottery’. New Jersey ratepayers should not pay for an unneeded pipeline that will only profit the owner companies.  FERC has not officially responded to these important concerns or examined the no-action alternative as requested by the NJ Rate Counsel and other federal agencies.  FERC should not be wasting taxpayer dollars on a DEIS for a pipeline that is not needed and designed to benefit the Corporations that mill be make millions at the expense of ratepayers, homeowners, and our environment.
Sincerely,

YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS

