
A Submission for Enactment to The Government of Fayette County
Regarding Municipal/County Permit Notifications

Concerning Marcellus Shale Impact

As citizens of Fayette County who are deeply concerned about the impact of Marcellus Shale industrialization 
upon our communities and families, we call upon the government of Fayette County to enact the following 
provisions:

1. That agendas for the meetings of the Fayette County Planning Commission be published in advance where 
they are available to concerned citizens of the county, specifically including being posted on the Fayette County 
web site.

2. That all Municipal/County Notifications of permit applications received by Fayette County under the terms of 
Act 14 or for which the county receives a comment period be advertised to the public by a legal notice in 
newspapers (similar to notices of meetings of county boards, such as the zoning hearing board) and be listed on 
Fayette County’s web site, so the public may be informed of permits on which the county receives the 
opportunity to comment.

3. That citizens be allowed to participate in the Act 14 municipal/county comment process by submitting our 
own comments to be forwarded to the agency receiving municipal/county comments (e.g. the Department of 
Environmental Protection (DEP).)

4. That the county take note that municipal notifications received by Fayette County under the terms of Act 14 
may constitute important documentation regarding potential Marcellus Shale Impact, and in light of the fact that 
county government is accountable to the voters for the wise and appropriate spending of the Marcellus Shale 
Impact Fee, that Marcellus Shale related municipal/county notifications be inspected by the county for their 
implications in assessing Marcellus Shale Impact.

In pursuing this request we are formalizing a request made orally before the Fayette County Planning 
Commission on Thursday, June 13, 2013 during the second public comment period held within that meeting.
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Background

There are certain types of permit applications, received by DEP, which must be accompanied by certification 
that municipalities and counties have been informed by the company submitting the application of its intention 
to submit. The statute governing this process is known as Act 14. Examples of permit applications which must 
receive Act 14 municipal notification are: Erosion and Sedimentation (E&S) permits for building unconventional 
well pads, E&S permits for building pipelines, and Air Quality permits for compressor stations. These permits 
are likely to be expedited permits, which means DEP is likely to provide no general public comment period upon 
the permit, and certainly no opportunity for a hearing.

For instance, a document DEP provides with instruction to applicants for preparing the Notice of Intent (NOI) to 
apply for the E&S permit for a well site states:

Act 14, which amended the Commonwealth’s Administrative Code (71 P.S. §510-5), requires 
every applicant for a new, amended, or revised permit to give written notice to each municipality 
(borough, township) and county government in which the facility is located. The municipality and 
county government must receive the written notice at least thirty (30) - days before the 
Department may issue or deny approval of coverage. The municipal notice also provides an 
opportunity for local government to identify any concerns or issues associated with the 
proposed project before the Department completes its review of the NOI. [Emphasis added].

It is evidently the practice in Fayette County when these notifications are received that they be passed to the 
Fayette County Planning Commission. It is our understanding that these items may be reviewed by the Planning 
Commission during a portion of the agenda known as “Project Review”, but this appears to be a largely pro 
forma process, in which the Planning Commission does not have any expectation of submitting comments. We 
respectfully suggest that there are certainly circumstances regarding some of these permits that bear on functions 
that do fall to the county, and that may warrant comment. And as citizens, we wish to participate in this process, 
and definitely have things to say.

An example of how this works is the process by which compressor stations are permitted. Compressor stations 
must receive an Air Quality permit for dehydration equipment and natural gas fired compression engines. DEP 
has what is known as a General Permit (GP-5) that covers most compressor stations. A general permit
is a “canned” permit which is issued off the shelf for many individual permit applications. While DEP will hold 
a public comment period when it revises this canned document, there is no public participation at all in 
evaluating individual applications under a general permit. DEP revised GP-5 recently, and this lack of public 
participation encountered criticism from the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). (Pennsylvania Air 
Quality permits fall under the Air Pollution Control Act, which incorporates by reference major sections of the 
federal Clean Air Act. In effect, DEP acts as the agent of the federal government in enforcing the Clean Air Act, 
through a mechanism called the State Implementation Plan (SIP). The SIP must receive approval from the EPA. 
So, EPA’s opinion does matter.) Here is what EPA had to say about DEP’s lack of public participation in the 
application process for GP-5:

“EPA has consistently stated that to be federally enforceable, two criteria must be met: (1) the 
limitations must be contained in a permit that is federally enforceable and has undergone public 
participation and (2) the limitation must be enforceable as a practical matter. Since the application 
for authorization does not undergo any public review EPA does not believe that it would be 
federally enforceable.”

In language that sounds as if it could have come right out of Alice in Wonderland, DEP responded as follows:
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“The Department agrees that limiting the potential to emit (PTE) in accordance with the 
specifications in the Application for Authorization to Use GP-5 is not “federally enforceable” 
since the application seeking restriction of PTE has not undergone public participation. Therefore, 
the owner or operator seeking authorization to use GP-5 may not limit the PTE to a specific level 
using the specifications in the application.

The Department has prohibited the use of the final GP-5 for Title V facilities. Condition 9(c) of 
Section A in the final GP-5 requires the emissions from all sources and associated air pollution 
control equipment located at a natural gas compression and/or processing facility to be less than 
the major source thresholds on a 12-month rolling sum basis. Condition 14 of Section A in the 
final GP-5 requires the owner or operator of the facility to maintain records that clearly 
demonstrate to the Department that the facility is not a Title V facility. Therefore, the emission 
limits established in GP-5 are federally enforceable.” (Pennsylvania Department of 
Environmental Protection Bureau of Air Quality, “Comment and Response Document, General 
Permit GP-5, January 31, 2013”, http://www.dep.state.pa.us/dep/deputate/airwaste/aq/permits/gp/
January_31_2013-GP5_Comments_and_Response_Document.pdf, p. 29.)

The municipal/county Act 14 comment period is the only form of public comment that exists for a compressor 
station Air Quality Permit under GP-5. As if this weren’t bad enough, DEP in its latest revision has broadened 
the applicability of GP-5 to include almost all compressor stations. A compressor station was disqualified from 
coverage under the previous version of GP-5 if any single compression engine had more than 1500 horsepower. 
Under the new GP-5, this limitation is removed. The only way a compressor station becomes disqualified from 
using GP-5 under the latest revision is if it is categorized as a “Major Source” of air pollution. The definition of 
Major Source is complicated, and depends on a number of factors. It is exactly the public participation process 
by which we are allowed to question whether the designation of a compressor station as a minor source is 
correct. Some of those public comments have produced results. For instance, in Washington County, the 
operator withdrew one compression engine after public comments revealed that it would have been a major 
source under the original application. As citizens we can look at this restriction on public comment and (as the 
EPA observed!) determine that it is unjust. If county government gets a comment opportunity when we the 
people do not, it is reasonable for us to respectfully request that we be allowed to participate in that comment 
opportunity.

As everyone knows, it is a new day for local government regarding Marcellus Shale, even given that most of the 
regulation of Marcellus Shale occurs at the state level: the Marcellus Shale Impact Fee is an explicit recognition 
by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania that there are impacts, many of these impacts fall on counties and 
municipalities, the Impact Fee can help defray some of the cost of these impacts, and local government is 
accountable to the voters for spending this money both wisely and relevantly. Accordingly, we believe it is 
appropriate to give more scrutiny to Act 14 notifications in the wake of the passage of the Marcellus Shale 
Impact Fee. These notifications are likely to provide the earliest notice anyone receives of where, when, and how 
Marcellus Shale impact may occur. It stands to reason that if there is a comment process on Marcellus Shale 
impact — the only form of comment process that may exist — it should be utilized.

There are many respects in which Act 14 notifications are deficient from the standpoint of assessing Marcellus 
Shale impact. Here are some examples:

• No PPC plan for well site E&S permits

Every well site E&S permit application is required to include a PPC (Preparedness, Prevention, and 
Contingency) Plan. Even though the PPC Plan is the fundamental document describing the well site operator’s 
plan for emergency response, and “first response” is a function of local government, the PPC plan is sent to 

Comment before the Fayette County Planning Commission -3- Fayette Marcellus Watch
Following on the meeting 6/13/2013 www.faymarwatch.org



DEP, and not copied to county or municipal government. In fact, if county Emergency Management personnel 
want a copy of a well site PPC plan, the only “official” mechanism for receiving this is for county government to 
formally request it under Right to Know or File Review procedures. This is surely not happening on a routine 
basis. There is no reason why a well site operator cannot submit to the county and to municipalities a template 
PPC plan, refer to that document in its Act 14 municipal notification form, and then only detail significant 
differences from the template in the municipal notification. No well site operator can reasonably claim this is too 
burdensome. A municipal notification which does not provide at least a reference to a PPC plan already in local 
government’s hands is plainly deficient, and the county should say so. The Act 14 comment process gives us 
the vehicle (recognized under statute!) for saying so.

• PPC plans that are incomplete

It is a DEP requirement that every well site PPC plan include an MSDS (Material Safety Data Sheet) for every 
hazardous substance likely to be stored on a well site. Is the county being given these on a routine basis? Is the 
well site operator truly providing an MSDS for every hazardous substance likely to be found on a well site? If 
not, the PPC plan is plainly deficient. A sample PPC plan from an E&S permit from 2010 provided an MSDS for 
only two substances: gasoline and diesel fuel. To imply that these are the only hazardous substances to be found 
on a Marcellus Shale well site is simply not correct. Notably missing from the inventory of MSDSs were: 
fracking compounds and produced water. A PPC plan which fails to provide an MSDS for these substances is 
simply deficient.

Then there is the important matter of radiation. As citizens have pointed out on numerous occasions, the 
Marcellus Shale is inherently radioactive. There were citizens present at the June 13, 2013 Fayette County 
Planning Commission meeting who have actually personally measured significant Marcellus Shale radioactivity 
on their own property. To its credit, the Uniontown Herald-Standard had a four-part series on this subject 
recently, examining it in detail. It is important to note that the Fayette County zoning code, in section §1000-
502, states unambiguously: “No activity shall emit radioactivity at any point”. It is precisely the PPC plan 
which should detail how a well site operator intends to comply with §1000-502. A PPC plan which fails to do so 
is deficient.

Here is another example: In Fayette County we have at least one Marcellus Shale well site (Kikta Unit 1H-4H) 
which is adjacent to a still-burning underground mine fire (the Phillips Mine Fire, case # OSM 
26(7605)102.1). Are issues related to the underground mine fire covered in the PPC plan? This is exactly the sort 
of information the county should be providing to the DEP.

• Missing information related to impact

Act 14 notifications tend to be quite small compared to the applications they cover. There are many ways in 
which these are routinely failing to give counties and municipalities sufficient information. Here is just a small 
sample of the kind of issues that should be passed through to the DEP through the Act 14 comment process:

Bashline to Skirpan 8 pipeline (permit # ESX11-051-0001): the municipal notification included a map that 
showed only a small piece of the project (one stream crossing). Springhill CS to Bezjak Pipeline (permit # 
ESX11-051-0002, authorization 945146, issued 1/2/2013): the map in the municipal notification for this 
amendment showed the whole project with no circle or arrow to show where the amendment was. Springhill #2 
Compressor Station (presumed permit # GP5-26-00587C — this permit application has apparently not yet been 
received by DEP): list of air pollution amounts (called “PTE” — Potential To Emit — in air pollution jargon) 
lists only “less-than” amounts (which just happen to be the thresholds for Major Source).

This last case (Springhill #2 Compressor Station) is one of those that was before the Planning Commission for 
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Project Review on 6/13/2013, and several nearby residents gravely concerned about this project attended. It is a 
storied case indeed, but has never been put before DEP in any form of public participation because no such 
venue has ever existed — notwithstanding the EPA’s comments on this issue. Because this case does have such 
a history of impact, we are submitting (below) a Citizen Act 14 Municipal Notification Comment on this case as 
an example of the kind of participation we are seeking in the Act 14 process.

Respectfully submitted,

James E. Rosenberg, 555 Davidson Road, Grindstone, PA  15442
Phyllis Carr, 518 Hope Hollow Road, Lake Lynn, PA  15451, very close resident to Springhill #2
Jeaney Carr, 520 Hope Hollow Road, Lake Lynn, PA  15451, very close resident to Springhill #2
Joseph A. Bezjak, 210 Smithfield New Geneva Rd, Smithfield, PA  15478, nearby property owner to Springhill 
#2
Mildred P. Bezjak, 210 Smithfield New Geneva Rd, Smithfield, PA  15478, nearby property owner to Springhill 
#2
Carl Bezjak, 17 Theodori Drive, Uniontown, PA  15401, nearby property owner to Springhill #2
David Headley, 132 Volek Road, Smithfield, PA  15478, nearby resident to Springhill #2
Linda Headley, 132 Volek Road, Smithfield, PA  15478, nearby resident to Springhill #2
Marigrace Butela, 1601 W Crawford Ave, Connellsville PA  15425
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Citizens’ Act 14 Municipality/County Comment
on Forthcoming Presumed Permit # GP5-26-00587C

Springhill #2 Compressor Station (DEP Site ID 720794)
Application Under GP-5 To Replace Two Gas-Fired Compression Engines

Fayette County received a certified letter (Letter) dated May 1, 2013, from Laurel Mountain Midstream 
Operating, LLC, (LMM), describing a forthcoming application for a permit under GP-5 for the Springhill #2 
Compressor Station located at 585 Hope Hollow Road, Lake Lynn, PA, in Springhill Township. (Attached as 
Attachment A.) The letter speaks in the past tense of an application that LMM “has submitted”; however, at this 
writing, the eFACTS web site maintained by the Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) shows no 
Authorization Record for this site received more recently than 09/08/2011. That Authorization (ID 894174) 
concerned permit # GP5-26-00587B. Accordingly, following the standard numbering practice in use at the DEP 
Bureau of Air Quality (BAQ), we are presuming that the LMM letter refers to a forthcoming application to 
which BAQ will assign permit # GP5-26-00587C. This matter came before the Fayette County Planning 
Commission on 06/13/2013 as part of its normal agenda item known as Project Review. Citizens concerned with 
unconventional natural gas infrastructure permits only received notice of the agenda for this meeting on the day 
of the meeting. Although the notice was short, no fewer than 7 citizens attended this meeting, an 8th citizen sent 
a written comment via E-mail, and several spoke. We requested of the Planning Commission that a mechanism 
exist for citizens to participate in the Act 14 Municipality/County comment process. Accordingly, given that a 
new Authorization process for the Springhill #2 facility has apparently not yet commenced, we respectfully 
request that DEP-BAQ accept these comments and take them into account in considering a successor application 
by LMM to permit # GP5-26-00587B (Authorization ID to be determined).

1. The Act 14 Municipal/County Notification is deficient for not listing specific PTE amounts.

As will be seen from Attachment A, Potential to Emit (PTE) amounts are not actually listed. Instead, LMM has 
simply listed “Less Than” amounts where the ceiling quantity just happens to be the Major Source threshold for 
each listed pollutant. As DEP is aware, PTE amounts have been subject to challenge in the past (e.g. in public 
comments for full Plan Approvals), particularly where a PTE is exceedingly close to the Major Source threshold 
for that pollutant. In some cases these challenges have succeeded in getting DEP to agree that the as-applied-for 
PTE is incorrect and that if correctly evaluated would be over the Major Source threshold. (E.g. see DEP 
Comment Response Document on Plan Approval 63-00958A, Welling Compressor Station, Washington 
County.) LMM’s notification letter PTE “listing” is nothing more than a non-specific assertion that Springhill #2 
will remain a Minor Source — with no explanation to county or municipal officials what this means or what the 
implications are. LMM’s application for GP5-26-00587B listed specific PTE amounts. Surely in the case of the 
forthcoming application, LMM knows what the actual PTE amounts it will be asserting are. These should be 
listed specifically in the Municipality/County Notification.

2. The Act 14 Municipal/County Notification is deficient for not stating whether the engine swap 
described has already occurred.

As described in Letter, the substance of the new application is the substitution of two already-permitted 
Caterpillar G3516LE engines for two “new” Caterpillar G3516B 4SLB engines. We have substantial reason to 
believe this exchange may have already occurred — perhaps nearly two years ago. In the summer of 2011, area 
residents reported that an engine swap had occurred. We have a solid eyewitness account of an engine being 
removed from the facility by truck. In response to these reports, one of us (James E. Rosenberg) inquired of an 
attorney expert in air pollution matters, on 07/11/2011, whether a swap for different engine models was allowed 
under the Air Quality permit then in force at Springhill #2 (GP5-26-00587A). DEP was notified, and the result 
was Inspection ID 1990102, 07/22/2011. A copy of that Inspection Report is here attached as Attachment B. For 

Comment before the Fayette County Planning Commission -6- Fayette Marcellus Watch
Following on the meeting 6/13/2013 www.faymarwatch.org



whatever reason — perhaps miscommunication — the purpose of the inspection was described not as an engine 
swap but as an “allegation that unpermitted engines had been installed.” In fact, as an E-mail from the inspector 
on October 3, 2011 reveals (here attached as Attachment C) , Inspection ID 1990102 did not evaluate whether 
the engine models operating at Springhill #2 were in fact the same models listed in the letter granting the permit.

Now some nearly two years later, we have an apparent permit application for: an engine swap. We believe it is 
perfectly natural to question whether in fact this is the swap that was reported to have occurred two years ago, 
and which LMM is only now acknowledging through the permit process. We call upon DEP to evaluate 
immediately what engine models are actually installed and operating at Springhill #2. If these are not the ones 
permitted under the existing permit (GP5-26-00587B) then DEP should determine when they were installed and 
immediately pursue an enforcement action against LMM. If an engine swap did occur by July 2011, then by not 
stating this, the application for GP5-26-00587B was erroneous, and that permit should be suspended.

It should be noted that this operator has a documented history of installing equipment prior to receiving proper 
permits. E.g. see Shamrock Compressor Station Violation ID 605598, 02/23/2011, Construction, Modification, 
Reactivation and Operation of Sources, Plan Approval Requirements. “Failure to obtain a plan approval for the 
construction, modification, reactivation of source(s) and/or cleaning device”, Enforcement ID: 279621, Consent 
Assessment of Civil Penalty, Penalty Amount Assessed: $7,000. For documentation concerning construction 
prior to receiving a local zoning permit at Springhill #2 Compressor Station, see below.

3. There was never any community hearing on this facility prior to construction.

Like most municipalities in Fayette County, Springhill Township does not do its own zoning. Zoning for 
Springhill Township is handled at the county level. (DEP cannot, of course, be expected to know this; zoning 
questions are exactly the kind of reason why the municipal/county notification process is important!) 
Compressor stations in Fayette County have been deemed to fall under the designation in the Fayette County 
Zoning Code known as Public / Private Works, §1000-108. To build a Public / Private Works, LMM was 
obliged to obtain a Special Exception under the zoning code. However, the facility was already built by the time 
LMM applied to the Fayette County Zoning Hearing Board for its special exception. See Attachment D for a 
copy of a Cease and Desist notice posted on the premises by the county in this zoning matter. When the zoning 
hearing did finally occur, neither air pollution nor noise ramifications were discussed.

4. This facility has a very significant amount of public interest.

Area residents have spoken in public of problems from air pollution from the Springhill #2 Compressor Station 
numerous times, including:

Public comments to the Fayette County Commissioners, June 24, 2010, 
http://www.co.fayette.pa.us/records/Documents/CommMeetingMinutes08-11/CommissionersJun_24_2010.pdf;

Public comments to the Fayette County Commissioners, February 24, 2011, http://www.co.fayette.pa.us/records/
Documents/CommMeetingMinutes08-11/February_24_2011_Commissioners.pdf;

Public comments to the Fayette County Commissioners, July 28, 2011, 
http://www.co.fayette.pa.us/records/Documents/CommMeetingMinutes08-
11/July_28_2011_Commissioners.pdf;

Hearing testimony before the EPA on Oil & Gas Air Pollution, September 27, 2011, Pittsburgh, PA, Docket # 
EPA–HQ–OAR–2010–0505;
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Testimony before a public input hearing on an application before the PUC, October 26, 2011, Application of 
Peregrine Keystone Gas Pipeline, LLC, before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission for a Certificate of 
Public Convenience, Docket No. A-2010-2200201, Transcript pp 132-137;

Testimony before the Fayette County Rezoning Hearing Board, May 15, 2012.

Copies of a petition containing dozens of signatures is here attached as Attachment E. Many of these signatures 
are from residents nearby Springhill #2.

While this may seem like an impressive amount of public participation, in fact it has not been public 
participation before the body that matters regarding air pollution: DEP. We respectfully request that DEP take 
note of Springhill #2 as a location of significant interest to the public of Fayette County.

5. This facility is located in an Environmental Justice Area.

The entirety of Springhill Township, Fayette County, is included in an Environmental Justice Area as defined by 
DEP. This means that it should be accorded an enhanced degree of public participation. To the contrary, there 
has been no public participation at all in any of the General Plan Approvals granted by DEP to this facility. 
Unfortunately, Springhill #2 Compressor Station is missing from the data set behind the eMapPA layer “Air 
Emission Plants” (see ftp://www.pasda.psu.edu/pub/pasda/dep/AirEmissionPlants2013_04.zip); DEP’s policy 
document concerning Environmental Justice states that eMapPA will be used to determine Environmental 
Justice facilities, so the fact that this site is missing from this data set is clear evidence that DEP has not 
performed due diligence with regard to Environmental Justice for this facility. While we recognize that as 
defined in DEP’s policy regarding enhanced public participation for Environmental Justice Areas, none of the 
Air Quality General Plan Approvals GP5-26-00587, GP5-26-00587A, GP5-26-00587B qualify as “trigger 
permits” (by virtue of not being Major Source permits), we assert that the extraordinary amount of public 
interest in this facility must cause DEP to use its permitted discretion and hold a hearing on any future Air 
Quality permit for this facility. Moreover: we protest vociferously that to require Major Source as the Trigger 
Permit criterion for Environmental Justice enhanced public participation is to deny Environmental Justice 
completely, since it denies to the public the means to contest whether designation of this facility as a minor 
source is correct.

In its letter of application for General Plan Approval GP5-26-00587B, LMM stated:

“The application is being submitted to establish self-imposed, federally enforceable emission 
limitations for the facility and equipment to allow the Springhill Compressor Station to remain a 
minor source of emissions.” [Emphasis added] (File Review materials on GP5-26-00587B).

This language clearly implies that LMM itself believed that without GP5-26-00587B, Springhill #2 might not be 
seen as a federally enforceable minor source. In its document “Springhill Compressor Station General Operating 
Permit Application Supplement”, LMM states:

“With federally enforceable emission limits (FEL) in-place, Springhill Compressor Station will 
qualify as a synthetic minor source.” [Emphasis added.]

Synthetic minor source means the facility would qualify as a Major Source if all equipment is run to full 
capacity; it is a synthetic minor source precisely because it is only “artificially self-imposed” limitations that 
prevent equipment from emitting at major source levels. We contend that for this reason, any permit application 
establishing a compressor station in an Environmental Justice area as a Synthetic Minor Source should be 
considered as an Environmental Justice Trigger Permit, and should receive the same Environmental Justice 
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enhanced public participation as a Major Source Permit.

As DEP is fully aware, EPA commented on the recent revision to GP-5:

“EPA has consistently stated that to be federally enforceable, two criteria must be met: (1) the 
limitations must be contained in a permit that is federally enforceable and has undergone public 
participation and (2) the limitation must be enforceable as a practical matter. Since the 
application for authorization does not undergo any public review EPA does not believe that it  
would be federally enforceable.” [Emphasis added.]

In its comment response document, DEP replied (in part):

“The Department agrees that limiting the potential to emit (PTE) in accordance with the 
specifications in the Application for Authorization to Use GP-5 is not “federally enforceable” 
since the application seeking restriction of PTE has not undergone public participation.”

This throws into severe doubt any argument that enhanced public participation under Environmental Justice 
provisions may be denied in this case because it is only a minor source. The public is left with a horrendous 
catch-22: under DEP’s Environmental Justice policy, only Major Source permits qualify as “trigger permits” for 
Environmental Justice enhanced public participation; it is certification as a federally enforceable synthetic minor 
source that establishes Springhill #2 as a minor source; EPA contends that a permit such as GP5-26-00587B is 
not federally enforceable due to lack of public participation ... around and around this goes. We vigorously 
contend that DEP’s policy that an Air Quality permit must be Major Source to qualify as an Environmental 
Justice “trigger permit” is to deny Environmental Justice completely, since there is no Environmental Justice in 
the determination that a source is a synthetic minor source.

We emphatically insist that a hearing be held on this facility.

6. Zoning authorization for this facility has been locally contested.

The Special Exception required for this facility as a Public/Private Works has been appealed. That litigation is 
ongoing.

A recent zoning violation report alleges that equipment that is part of the compressor station has been installed 
on neighboring leased property which was not covered by the Public/Private Works Special Exception. This 
report is here attached as Attachment F. That matter has not been adjudicated.

While we are mindful that DEP has no jurisdiction on local zoning matters, we call upon DEP to note the zoning 
status of this facility is in dispute, that there has been a history of construction at this facility prior to obtaining 
proper permits, and from this to give substance to the question that has been raised about whether an engine 
swap has already occurred (Item 2, above).

7. This facility has been the subject of numerous complaints whose investigation by DEP we contend has 
been defective.

The eFACTS site record for Springhill #2 shows the following complaint inspections:

2051948 03/14/2012 Complaint Inspection No Violations Noted
1990102 07/22/2011 Complaint Inspection No Violations Noted
1960547 03/25/2011 Complaint Inspection No Violations Noted
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1927812 11/02/2010 Complaint Inspection No Violations Noted
1917961 10/05/2010 Complaint Inspection No Violations Noted

While every one of these inspections shows “No Violations Noted”, we contend that at least some of these 
inspections were defective. Inspection ID 1990102 has already been discussed; it was defective for not 
inspecting the matter at hand (engine swap rather than additional construction). In addition, consider Inspection 
ID 1917961. (This Inspection Report is here attached as Attachment G.) The inspector notes:

“I observed three compressor engines (2 natural gas and 1 electric). 1 electric and 1 natural gas 
engines were running.”

Since air pollution from an electric compression engine is minimal, for air pollution purposes, this inspection 
was of a facility running at half capacity. Did the inspector determine whether the complaint resulted from 
emissions from the other engine — magically not running at the time the inspector arrived? Did the inspector 
request that that engine be turned on? Did the inspector return and inspect again when the facility was running at 
full capacity? The answer to all of these questions appears to be no. We contend that this is documented 
evidence of a faulty inspection. We suspect other inspections of this facility may be similarly flawed.

An inspection should take place with a facility running at full capacity, through the full range of states 
experienced by the equipment during normal operation, including the full range of states experienced by a 
dehydrator. If a facility is undergoing maintenance at the time of an inspection, when full-function operation 
cannot be observed by an inspector, the inspection should be repeated when such operation can be observed. It is 
important to note that DEP provides no venue whereby an inspection may be contested. It is exactly concerns 
such as these which can and should be aired in a hearing.

In sum: Springhill #2 Compressor Station is a storied facility of great public interest in an Environmental Justice 
Area. It has never received any form of public participation (enhanced or otherwise) on air quality permits. As 
concerned citizens of Fayette County, many of whom live in close proximity to Springhill #2 Compressor 
Station, we vehemently express that the operator of this facility has raised serious concerns at the local level, of 
which DEP should be aware under the County/Municipality Notification process. We strenuously request a 
hearing on any ongoing or future application for a Plan Approval (General or otherwise) for this facility. We 
vehemently request that DEP inquire thoroughly as to whether the engine swap described in Letter has already 
taken place, and if any engine models differ from those permitted under General Plan Approval GP5-26-00587B, 
DEP revoke GP5-26-00587B forthwith.

Respectfully submitted,

James E. Rosenberg, 555 Davidson Road, Grindstone, PA  15442
Phyllis Carr, 518 Hope Hollow Road, Lake Lynn, PA  15451, very close resident to Springhill #2
Jeaney Carr, 518 Hope Hollow Road, Lake Lynn, PA  15451, very close resident to Springhill #2
Joseph A. Bezjak, 210 Smithfield New Geneva Rd, Smithfield, PA  15478, nearby property owner to Springhill 
#2
Mildred P. Bezjak, 210 Smithfield New Geneva Rd, Smithfield, PA  15478, nearby property owner to Springhill 
#2
Carl Bezjak, 17 Theodori Drive, Uniontown, PA  15401, nearby property owner to Springhill #2
David Headley, 132 Volek Road, Smithfield, PA  15478, nearby resident to Springhill #2
Linda Headley, 132 Volek Road, Smithfield, PA  15478, nearby resident to Springhill #2
Marigrace Butela, 1601 W Crawford Ave, Connellsville PA  15425

Comment before the Fayette County Planning Commission -10- Fayette Marcellus Watch
Following on the meeting 6/13/2013 www.faymarwatch.org



Attachment A
Municipal / County Notification Regarding

Springhill #2 Compressor Station
from Laurel Mountain Midstream Operating, LLC

Citizens’ County Comment Regarding Successor Permit to GP5-26-00587B (Presumed GP5-26-00587C)







Attachment B
DEP Inspection Report Inspection ID 1990102

Citizens’ County Comment Regarding Successor Permit to GP5-26-00587B (Presumed GP5-26-00587C)





Attachment C
E-mail from DEP Inspector Regarding Inspection ID 1990102

Citizens’ County Comment Regarding Successor Permit to GP5-26-00587B (Presumed GP5-26-00587C)



Page 1.  From: "Haney, Dan" <dahaney@pa.gov>  on 10/03/11 10:44:40 −0400

Printed for: Jim Rosenberg  on  Thu, 20 Jun 2013 20:16:21 −0400

From:  "Haney, Dan" <dahaney@pa.gov>

To:  Jim Rosenberg <jr@amanue.com>

Subject:  RE: Springhill #2 FLIR video, etc.

Date−Sent:  Monday, October 03, 2011 10:44:40 −0400

Hi Jim;

The July visit was to follow up on an unsubstantiated rumor that seems to 

have a life of its own.  I did not reference engine model numbers as I was 

not conducting an EPA Level II inspection as defined.

Dan



Attachment D
Cease and Desist Order from Fayette County Zoning Inspector

upon Springhill #2 Compressor Station
for Unpermitted Construction

6/28/2010

Citizens’ County Comment Regarding Successor Permit to GP5-26-00587B (Presumed GP5-26-00587C)





Attachment E
Petition from Residents of Springhill Township and Fayette County

Regarding Springhill #2 Compressor Station
(copies)

Citizens’ County Comment Regarding Successor Permit to GP5-26-00587B (Presumed GP5-26-00587C)































Attachment F
Zoning Violation Report

Alleging Construction of Compressor Station Equipment
Outside Parcel with Zoning Special Exception for Public / Private Works

Springhill #2 Compressor Station

Citizens’ County Comment Regarding Successor Permit to GP5-26-00587B (Presumed GP5-26-00587C)









Attachment G
DEP Inspection Report Inspection ID 1917961

Citizens’ County Comment Regarding Successor Permit to GP5-26-00587B (Presumed GP5-26-00587C)








