Thank you for this opportunity to speak to the proposed permitting for building pipelines to transport natural gas from the Marcellus/Utica shale, most particularly the Atlantic Coast Pipeline.  My name is Jane Twitmyer.  I am a consultant, advocate, and, in my former Connecticut town, an Inland/Wetlands Commissioner and School Board Chair.  I know how important it is to listen to a variety of stakeholders when change is contemplated and I appreciate this opportunity. 

FERC recently re-opened the scoping process for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline, an action required because of the substantial changes that have been made to the proposed route and expansion of the proposed compressor station in Buckingham County. 
As I understand it, scoping is the first step in the evaluation of a permit for any particular project by FERC.  ‘Scoping’ is designated as the place in the permitting process where it is determined which issues will be examined in further depth and which will not, as well as allowing for public input.  However, according to the regulations, every project’s Environmental Analyses must evaluate and explain the need for the project, the availability of any alternatives to the project, and the environmental impacts of each alternative.  

The evaluation of the need for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline has been limited to determining that there are contracts for natural gas to be delivered by way of the pipeline.  Those contracts evidently exist, but the fact of their existence does not prove the need for the pipeline.  Now, with a reopening of the scoping process, as well as new information recently developed on the subject of the need for additional Appalachian pipeline take-away capacity, this seems to be the right time to compel a more through examination of the availability of the region’s pipeline capacity, now and in the future. 

A new report, Risks Associated With Natural Gas Pipeline Expansion in Appalachia by the Institute for Energy Economics and Financial Analysis, questions the need for the pipeline in very specific terms and describes how the “Atlantic Coast and Mountain Valley pipelines are emblematic of the risks that such expansion creates for ratepayers, investors and landowners.“ 

Among the report’s conclusions: 
· Pipelines out of the Marcellus and Utica region are being overbuilt; 
· Overbuilding puts ratepayers at risk of paying for excess capacity; 
· Overbuilding puts landowners at risk of sacrificing property to unnecessary projects;
· Overbuilding puts investors at risk of loss if shipping contracts are not renewed and pipelines are underused. 

The report charges that the 2 pipelines are both redundant, and that charge is backed specific numbers.  For instance … Dominion has received approval for 2 new gas fired electricity plants and yet “Dominion has told the Virginia State Corporation Commission that it can supply those plants through the existing Transco pipeline.”  The only conclusion to Dominion’s testimony is … “the ratepayers of the utilities that have contracted to ship gas through the Atlantic Coast Pipeline would be burdened with the costs of building” the additional pipeline, even though adequate gas can be delivered through existing pipelines. Building additional take-away capacity is both costly and      unnecessary.  

The idea that more future pipeline capacity is needed is not backed up by facts from a variety of sources.  The IEEEA report details excess capacity throughout the area.  According to Environmental Information Agency data, average capacity utilization in 2014 for pipelines flowing out of West Virginia was 33%.  Utilization of pipelines flowing into Virginia was 23% and, into North Carolina, 37%.  

Another analysis shows that … pipeline capacity out of Appalachia is expected to exceed gas production starting in 2017 and will exceed production through 2030.  Range Resources, one of the largest Appalachian shale drillers, expects that “the Appalachian Basin’s takeaway capacity will be largely overbuilt by the 2016-2017 time-frame with production peaking around 2028,” certainly well before the pipeline’s useful life of forty years.  

The IEEFA has concluded the current permitting methods used by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission facilitate overbuilding.  First, a high rate of return on equity, often not achievable elsewhere in the current investment marketplace, is granted by FERC to pipeline companies.  Rates of up to 14% are high enough to attract capital investment without much scrutiny of continued long-term demand.  Second, when a regulated utility’s parent company is building the pipeline, that parent company has the incentive to capture the high return by owning the pipeline regardless of the availability of other carrying capacity. 

The same incentive conflict is apparent when valid alternatives to the use of gas to generate electricity should be considered.  The conflict is especially evident when alternative resources will dramatically reduce future central grid demand.  The ability of a utility’s parent company to build vertical ownership of gas supply, transport, and use is a financial incentive held in place by old monopoly regulation.  Virginia Electric Power has just completed a new natural gas facility, has another in the planning process and has listed several other new gas plants in their plans for the future.  This reliance on natural gas for electricity will increase, not decrease, the amount of green house gases the utility will be emitting 10 years from now in direct contradiction to federal policy.  It will also preserve the growth of central grid demand.

Several studies, including one from the Union of Concerned Scientists, caution against an overreliance on natural gas for electricity.  Additional natural gas plants are not the best choice for Virginia and North Carolina’s electricity future.  Virginia, according to studies from NREL and from Stanford University, has exceptional resources of solar, both rural and rooftop, as well as the fourth largest availability of offshore wind, which the Stanford study says is capable of providing 60% of Virginia’s electricity needs. 

Furthermore, a CitiGroup white paper predicts future grid-demand could decline by as much as 50%.  As I stated in my October 22, 2015 submission, EPA projections have been very inaccurate.  The EPA has not considered the expanded growth rate of solar and wind as developing industries.  They also have only begun to consider distributed solar as a way to meet the growth of electricity demand.  As a result their demand projections are unrealistically high, and those projections are used by utilities that have disregarded the inevitable development of on-site generation and more efficient buildings,.

[bookmark: _GoBack]The need to build new pipelines should be based on more than in-house corporate contracts.  I urge the Commission to include, in your permitting discussion, the current upheaval in fossil fuel industries and the dramatic changes currently underway in the business models of our old monopoly structured utilities.  I sincerely hope that you will; …
1. Use this new scoping period to re-evaluate the need for these pipelines;
2. consider the possibility that the ACP’s parent companies can use alternate resources to meet the electricity needs in Virginia and North Carolina;
3. most importunately, include the impact of increased green house gas emissions relative to those alternative resources as part of the ACP’s Environmental impact Statement.

Thank you for your attention.

Jane Twitmyer
703-376-7475
PO Box 741, Roseland, VA 22967-9213
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