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I.  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

South Jersey Gas Company (“SJG”) proposes to construct a 22-mile, 24-inch high pressure natural gas pipeline, 
approximately 10-miles of which would traverse the Pinelands Forest Area beneath the roadway or cleared shoulder 
of State Route 49 (the “Project”).  The Project, which entirely is located within the “Pinelands,1” has two purposes.  
First, it is intended to provide natural gas service to BL England—the only electric generation plant located either in 
the Pinelands or in the southeastern coastal region of the State—thus eliminating coal firing and associated 
emissions at the plant.  Second, it is intended to reinforce SJG’s existing infrastructure in the Pinelands, greatly 
reducing the potential for a loss of service to 28,500 Pinelands customers and 142,000 customers overall in Cape 
May and Atlantic Counties.  A convergence of needs and opportunities has merged into a single project the ability to 
serve two long-standing and vital interests of the people of Cape May and Atlantic Counties: eliminating the 
combustion of coal at BLE, a critical electricity provider to the Pinelands region, and ensuring a more resilient natural 
gas distribution system in a coastal region vulnerable to flooding and damage by tropical storms and Nor’easters.  In 
sum, the Project directly serves the needs of people living within the Pinelands, who like all of us, depend upon safe, 
reliable and clean electricity and natural gas service for powering and heating their homes and businesses.    

Since the January 2014 tied vote on the Memorandum of Agreement (“MOA”) that would have approved the Project, 
SJG has re-evaluated the Project to respond to comments and issues raised during the MOA process and to account 
for important changes in the circumstances surrounding BLE’s operation.  First, SJG undertook a comprehensive re-
examination of Project alternatives, which concluded that every alternative requires construction in the Forest Area 
and that the proposed route has the least environmental impacts, by far, and therefore is the only practicable 
alternative to meet the Project needs.  The New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (“NJDEP”) recently 
concurred with this finding based upon its own review of all of the available information.  Second, SJG has 
redesigned the Project to reduce impacts to the Forest Area by relocating the interconnect station to a parcel outside 
the Forest Area and by eliminating more than three miles of “open cut” pipe installation.  These modifications will 
significantly reduce roadside disturbances in the Forest Area along Route 49.  Third, SJG is publishing herewith its 
formerly confidential natural gas supply agreement with BLE’s owner, RC Cape May Holdings, LLC (“RCCM”), which 
requires SJG to use the entire capacity of the pipeline to provide an uninterrupted supply of natural gas to BLE on at 
least 350 days per year.  The contract shows that the pipeline will be used to supply the plant at least 95 percent of 
the time.  In fact, the pipeline will only be used to serve customers outside the Pinelands in the rare event of a system 
upset.  Fourth, PJM Interconnection, LLC (“PJM”) has concluded that absent significant electric transmission system 
upgrades, the continued operation of BLE is vitally important to electric reliability in the Atlantic City Electric (“ACE”) 
service territory, which covers 39 out of the 55 Pinelands municipalities having a combined population of 638,000 
people.  In sum, the Project modifications coupled with this new information establishes that the proposed pipeline 
will be used to supply BLE, a business in the Pinelands, at least 95 percent of the time, will help maintain electric 
reliability for 638,000 people living in the Pinelands, and will have the least environmental impact of any of the eight 
alternatives.   

The Forest Management Area use standards of the Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan (“CMP”) permit the 
construction of public service infrastructure in the Forest Area—including a natural gas pipeline—if it is “intended to 
primarily serve the needs of the Pinelands” in accordance with N.J.A.C. 7:50-5.23(b)12.  This standard does not 
require an applicant to show that the public service infrastructure is “necessary” to serve the needs of the Pinelands, 
nor that such infrastructure “solely” serves the Pinelands.  Rather, the standard requires a showing that such 
infrastructure “primarily serves” the Pinelands; thus, public service infrastructure that primarily serves a Pinelands 
use while additionally benefiting areas outside the Pinelands still conforms to the CMP because its main purpose is to 
serve a use within the Pinelands.  Here, the main usage of the pipeline is to provide natural gas service to a 
Pinelands customer, BLE.  This conclusion is supported by the fact that SJG’s enforceable agreement to supply gas 

                                                 

1 See N.J.A.C. 7:50-2.11, defining the term “Pinelands” to mean the Pinelands National Reserve and the Pinelands Area. 
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to BLE through the pipeline requires the entire capacity of the pipeline to be dedicated to the service of BLE at least 
350 days/year, or 95 percent of the time, thereby enabling the plant to provide the necessary electricity and capacity 
to serve the electric reliability needs of 638,000 Pinelands residents while also slashing its air pollution emissions.  In 
fact, the pipeline will only serve customers outside the Pinelands during an emergency circumstance.  For these 
reasons, the Project conforms fully with Forest Management Area use standards and does not require a MOA or any 
other waiver of the CMP, although the underlying facts supporting the need for the Project also clearly would satisfy 
the standards for a compelling public need.   

II. PRIOR PROCEEDINGS 

On April 17, 2012, SJG attended a pre-application meeting with Pinelands Commission staff to discuss the Project.  
At the meeting, the Director of Regulatory Programs reviewed the minimum standards governing the distribution and 
intensity of development and land use in Forest Areas, including the requirements of N.J.A.C. 7:50-5.23(b)12, which 
permits public service infrastructure in the Forest Area if it is “intended to primarily serve the needs of the Pinelands.”  
The Director acknowledged that utility lines are an acceptable use in the Forest Area if they are primarily (at least 
51%) intended to serve the Pinelands (this includes the Pinelands National Reserve).  See Letter from Ewing to 
Horner, April 27, 2012. (attached hereto as Exhibit 1).   The Director instructed SJG that to satisfy this requirement, it 
must be shown that at least 51% of the electric output from BLE would serve the Pinelands after the Oyster Creek 
nuclear plant retires in 2019.  Ibid. 

Shortly thereafter, SJG provided Staff with a detailed demonstration of compliance with N.J.A.C. 7:50-5.23(b)12. See 
Letter from Fontaine to Horner, June 18, 2012.  (attached hereto as Exhibit 2).  The letter stated that “the public 
service   infrastructure needed for the repowering project is intended to serve the needs of a Pinelands facility” and 
further explained why the Project also would serve several additional economic and environmental needs of the 
Pinelands, including: 
 

 economic needs of Pinelands residents and businesses, which will consume the majority of the 
electricity from BLE over its useful life; 

 
 economic and community needs of a substantial Pinelands employer and its host municipality, which 

derives significant property tax and host fee revenue from the continued operation of BLE which pays 
for essential services to the community; and 

 
 environmental needs of the Pinelands, which long has been impacted by air pollution associated with 

the BLE. 

The letter attached a written report prepared by a well-qualified energy analyst, Power Grid Engineering & Markets 
(“PowerGEM”), which concluded that BLE would supply about 65 percent of its output to residents and businesses 
within the Pinelands after the closure of the 615 MW Oyster Creek nuclear plant in 2019.   See PowerGEM, “Benefit 
to Pinelands Area of BL England Repowering,” (May 29, 2012) (attached hereto as Exhibit 3).  PowerGEM later 
updated its report in October 2013 to reflect that 200 MW of peaking generation units in the coastal zone between 
Ocean and Cape May Counties would retire in 2015 which would increase the amount of BLE’s electricity consumed 
within the Pinelands to 86 percent after the retirement of the Oyster Creek nuclear power plant in 2019 (see 
discussion, Part IV.A.1., infra). 

On July 23, 2012, in response to a request from Pinelands staff, SJG submitted an Application for Development to 
the Pinelands Commission, which included the required application fee of $18,699.  On July 26, 2012, SJG met with 
the Executive Director and Director of Regulatory Programs to discuss the application. The Executive Director 
advised that it had been decided based upon discussions with staff and Commissioners that the application was not 
fully compliant with N.J.A.C. 7:50-5.23(b)12 and therefore that the Project would have to be approved as a “public 
development” project under the Memorandum of Agreement (“MOA”) procedures under the CMP. 
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Reference was made to the Commission’s long-held precedent of approving public utility projects through the MOA 
process, including a 2004 MOA with the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities (“BPU”) authorizing ACE to construct a 
new 55-mile 230 kV electric transmission line from the Oyster Creek nuclear power plant to the Cardiff substation in 
Egg Harbor Township.  See Memorandum of Agreement Between the New Jersey Pinelands Commission and the 
New Jersey Board of Public Utilities, (September 13, 2004) (attached hereto as Exhibit 4).  The MOA was necessary 
to authorize ACE to construct a 17.5 mile segment of the new transmission line through the Pinelands Preservation 
Area and the Forest Area.  In support of the 2004 MOA, the Commission cited “a critical need for additional electric 
transmission capacity in the eastern part of the Atlantic Region, especially in the southern New Jersey region... 
identified by both the PJM and Atlantic Electric...in the event that sufficient local generation is not available to meet 
the demands of local customers, sufficient bulk transmission capacity must be available to deliver energy from other 
parts of the PJM system to those customers during peak load conditions....”  Ibid. at 1 & 4.  The Commission 
approved2 the ACE transmission line project as a “public service infrastructure,” “public development” project3 
through the MOA provisions of the CMP, in exchange for ACE paying $13,000,000 to the “Pinelands Conservation 
Fund,” a source of funds to pay for Commission programs, including the acquisition of land, environmental 
improvement measures, smart growth initiatives, and research, planning and conservation projects.  Ibid., Section 
II.C., p. 5-6.  At the time of SJG’s initial application for the pipeline Project, the Pinelands Conservation Fund was 
nearly depleted and the Commission was running out of funds to for its land acquisition program.  See Final Report: 
Land Acquisition Program of the Pinelands Conservation Fund, (January 2014). 

Following the July 26, 2012 meeting, by letter dated August 23, 2012, staff advised SJG that 

In a Forest Management Area, the CMP permits public service infrastructure intended to primarily 
serve only the needs of the Pinelands. Based upon currently available information, it has not been 
demonstrated that the proposed gas main meets this requirement. Ongoing discussions are 
occurring between the applicant and our staff regarding the prospects for a Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA) to permit the development of the gas main in a Pinelands Forest Area. 

Letter from Ellis to Ewing, August 23, 2012. (attached hereto as Exhibit 5).    

On June 28, 2013, the Commission’s Policy & Implementation (“P&I”) Subcommittee convened the first of ten (10) 
meetings over a 6 month period of either the full Commission or the Subcommittee at which public commentary was 
taken on the MOA.4 Throughout this process, at the request of Commission staff, SJG submitted supplemental 
information on various issues identified by Commissioners and members of the public. 

                                                 

2 Interestingly, the Commission did not require ACE to relocate the transmission line to an available right-of-way on the eastern 
side of the Garden State Parkway, which was outside the State-protected Pinelands area.  This alternative ROW would have 
impacted on more residential properties.  See In the Matter of Petition of Atlantic City Electric Company for the Right to Exercise 
the Power of Eminent Domain Pursuant to N.J.S.A. 48:3-17.6, Docket No. A-6069-03T5 (App. Div..2006) (unpublished opinion).  

3 While the CMP defines “public service infrastructure” as “sewer service, gas, electricity, water, telephone, cable television and 
other public utilities developed linearly, roads and streets and other similar services provided or maintained by any public or 
private entity...,” it does not define “public development.”  See N.J.A.C. 7:50-2.11 Definitions (emphasis added).  However, 
“public development” is a defined term under NJDEP’s Coastal Permit Program rules and they include an “underground pipeline 
designed to transport petroleum, natural gas, or sanitary sewage, and a public facility...” and expressly state that “’[p]ublic 
development’ does not have to be publicly funded or operated.”  See N.J.A.C.  7:7-1.3 Definitions.  The NJDEP Coastal Permit 
Program rules apply to pipelines, predate the CMP and are meant to be consistent with the CMP. See, Memorandum of 
Agreement Between the Department of Environmental Protection and the Pinelands Commission (1988).  

4 These took place on July 26, 2013, August 28, 2013, September 13, 2013, September 24, 2013, October 11, 2013, October 23, 
2013, November 22, 2013, December 4, 2013,  December 13, 2013, and January 6, 2014.  The Commission also convened a 
public hearing on December 9, 2013.   
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On January 4, 2014, the Executive Director made extensive written findings of fact in her “Report on a Proposed 
Memorandum of Agreement Between the New Jersey Pinelands Commission and the New Jersey Board of Public 
Utilities Regarding Construction of a Proposed Approximately 15 Miles of a 22-Mile, 24-Inch Natural Gas Pipeline in 
the State Designated Pinelands Area,” (January 3, 2014) (“Findings of Fact”) (attached hereto Exhibit 6).5  According 
to the Findings of Fact, Commission staff determined that while a pipeline to serve BLE would comply with N.J.A.C. 
7:50-5.23(b)12, once the pipeline is interconnected to SJG’s existing distribution system, it no longer would primarily 
serve the needs of the Pinelands, because theoretically it could be used to serve more customers outside of the 
Pinelands than inside the Pinelands.  The Executive Director explained her reasoning in multiple passages: 

given that the proposed pipeline was intended to serve customers located both inside (BLE Plant) 
and outside (customers in the non-Pinelands portions of Cape May and Atlantic Counties) of the 
Pinelands, staff determined that the proposed pipeline development was not consistent with the 
Forest Area land use standards (Subchapter 5) of the Pinelands CMP. 

Executive Director’s Findings of Fact, p. 2 (emphasis added). 

given that the proposed pipeline is intended to serve customers located both inside and outside of 
the Pinelands, the project does not primarily serve only the needs of the Pinelands. As a result, the 
proposed pipeline is not fully consistent with the permitted use standards for a Forest Area. 

Ibid, p. 3 (emphasis added). 

Contrary to what many believe, public service infrastructure is permitted to be constructed in the 
Forest Area if such infrastructure is intended to primarily serve only the needs of the Pinelands 
generally, this includes both the state designated Pinelands Area and the Pinelands National 
Reserve. As noted above in the Findings of Fact, the BLE Plant is located within the Pinelands 
National Reserve. As a result, the construction of a pipeline in a Forest Area to serve the BLE Plant 
only, would have been consistent with Forest Area land use standards of the CMP. It is because 
the proposed pipeline was also intended to serve customers within SJG’s service area in Cape 
May and Atlantic Counties, the majority of which do not reside within the Pinelands, that 
Commission staff made the determination that the proposed pipeline was not fully consistent with 
N.J.A.C. 7:50-5.23(b)12 and consideration of this MOA became necessary. 

Ibid, p. 12 (emphasis added). 

[G]iven that the BLE Plant is located within the Pinelands PNR, not only is it appropriate for the 
Commission to consider the repowering of the BLE Plant, but as discussed above, absent the need 
for the redundancy line, construction of a pipeline solely to repower the BLE Plant would have been 
consistent with the Forest Area land use standards at N.J.A.C. 7:50-5.23(b)12, given the pipeline 
would primarily only serve the needs of a Pinelands business. (See N.J.A.C. 7:50-2.11 that defines 
the term “Pinelands” to mean the Pinelands National Reserve and the Pinelands Area.) 

Ibid, p. 14 (emphasis added). 

Although not strictly compliant with this standard, the project does comply in part. The proposed 
pipeline is intended to serve a business located within the Pinelands, the BLE Plant. In addition, 
the pipeline will also provide redundant service to the approximately 142,000 SJG customers 
located east and south of the Union Road Station, 28,700 of which are located in the Pinelands 

                                                 

5 SJG hereby incorporates by reference these Findings of Fact. 
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Area.  It is evident that the proposed project will serve the needs of the Pinelands. That level of 
service, however, was not sufficient to constitute intent to primarily serve only the needs of the 
Pinelands. 

Ibid, p.15 (emphasis added). 

The CMP permits public service infrastructure in a Forest Area where it is intended to primarily 
serve only the needs of the Pinelands. The proposed project serves two purposes; the repowering 
of the BLE Plant from coal to natural gas and the provision of redundant natural gas supply to SJG 
customers in Atlantic and Cape May Counties. While the BLE Plant is located in the Pinelands, the 
majority of customers to benefit from the redundancy in gas supply are located outside the 
Pinelands. As such the project is not fully consistent with the land use standards of the Pinelands 
CMP. 

Ibid, p. 41 (emphasis added). 

On January 10, 2014, the full Commission voted on the MOA.  Seven Commissioners voted to approve the MOA and 
seven voted against it.  The Commission’s by-laws require eight affirmative votes for any Commission action and 
therefore the MOA did not pass.   

III. NEW INFORMATION & PROJECT MODIFICATIONS 

Since the Commission’s tied-vote on the MOA, several new developments have emerged that place the Project in a 
different light.  First, SJG has redesigned the project to further minimize its environmental impact by relocating the 
interconnect station outside the Forest Area and by eliminating about three miles of open-cut trenching inside the 
Forest Area.  Second, SJG is herewith publishing its confidential natural gas supply agreement with RCCM which 
makes clear that customers outside of the Pinelands will rarely be served by the pipeline.  The contract requires that 
the proposed pipeline serve BLE at least 350 days per year, thus demonstrating that based upon the overwhelming 
amount of usage it is “intended to primarily serve” BLE.  Moreover, the pipeline will serve outside the Pinelands on 
even rarer occasions when a system upset occurs.  Third, both PJM and NJDEP have concluded that absent 
significant electric transmission system upgrades the continued operation of BLE is necessary to protect electric 
reliability inside the Pinelands.  Fourth, a comprehensive re-evaluation of Project alternatives, confirmed by NJDEP, 
shows that the Route 49 route is the most viable alternative which will clearly have the least environmental impact of 
any of the seven alternative routes.  

A. Reduction of Forest Area Impacts  

Since the January 2014 vote on the MOA, SJG has redesigned the project to further minimize its environmental 
impacts to the Forest Area by relocating the interconnect station outside the Forest Area and by eliminating about 
three miles of open-cut trenching inside the Forest Area.  

In the original application, the interconnect station would be located on a 10,000 square foot wooded parcel (Block 
358, Lots 11-14) in Upper Township, Cape May County, within the Forest Area. The wooded parcel would be cleared 
and covered with 7,900 square feet of crushed stone on which the interconnect station would be located. The 
revision moves the interconnect station outside the Forest Area, approximately 900 feet north of the previous 
location.  The new location is Block 350, Lot 12 in Upper Township, Cape May County within a Pinelands Village. 
The new location is adjacent to Mt. Pleasant –Tuckahoe Road and will be located on existing maintained lawn 
between the Upper Township public works facility and the old Municipal building.  The new interconnect station layout 
provides a buffer adjacent to Mt. Pleasant –Tuckahoe Road. Construction of the station would only require the 
removal of one tree.  A new stormwater management plan has been prepared for this site and is included in this 
revision.     
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In the original application, SJG intended to rely predominantly on the “open-cut” trench method of pipeline 
installation, which is the traditional and most popular method for pipeline installation.  It consists of the excavation of 
a trench and the manual installation of each piece of pipe. A disadvantage of this method is that while it may be 
cheaper it requires excavation of soils, which must be carefully managed.  SJG revised the project design to include 
23 additional horizontal directional drills (“HDDs”) in areas of shallow groundwater which will reduce surface area 
disturbance and potential adverse environmental impacts associated with roadside land disturbance in sensitive 
areas both within the State Pinelands Area and in the Coastal area. The 23 additional HDDs total 22,034 linear feet 
(4.17 miles).  This will reduce roadside disturbance by 16,904 linear feet within the State Pinelands area along the 
same route. 

The following is a summary of the reduction in open cut pipe installation in each of the Pinelands Planning Areas: 
 

Open Cut Pipe Installation: 
Forest Planning: reduced by = 63% 
Pinelands Village: reduced by = 59% 
Rural Development: reduced by = 35 % 

This modification is projected to reduce the area of disturbance along the project route by 11.6 acres and to eliminate 
the need to excavate about 18,782 cubic yards of soil, roughly the equivalent of 1,000 dump trucks worth of soil.  The 
enclosed plans clearly show the location of the additional HDDs and the relocation of the interconnect station. 

B. BLE Will Be Served By the Pipeline on At Least 350 Days Per Year  

Since the January 2014 vote on the MOA, SJG has released its confidential 20-year contract to supply natural gas to 
BLE.  See “Standard Gas Service Agreement-Firm Electric Service Agreement between South Jersey Gas and RC 
Cape May Holdings, LLC” (“FES Agreement”) (attached hereto as Exhibit 7).  The FES Agreement requires SJG to 
use the pipeline to supply natural gas to BLE on at least 350 days per year, which means that the pipeline will be 
used to supply gas to the facility at least  95 percent of the time. The FES Agreement was approved by the BPU on 
April 13, 2013 (BPU Docket No. GO13020052) (attached hereto as Exhibit 8).   

Under the terms of the FES contract, SJG is required to use the pipeline to provide firm gas service to BLE on at 
least 350 days per year.  Redundancy service to other customers is strictly limited to not more than 15 days per year, 
or during an emergency, such as an outage to the existing supply infrastructure to Cape May County.  In fact, while 
the FES Agreement allows SJG a limited right to interrupt service to BLE, SJG’s modeling indicates that the pipeline 
will not be needed to serve customers other than BLE for at least 10 years, and even then such service could not 
exceed 15 days/year, except during an emergency situation.  Thus, only in the event of an emergency loss of service 
to the existing pipeline serving Cape May and Atlantic Counties would the proposed pipeline be used to serve 
customers other than BLE.   

C. NJDEP and PJM Both Have Concluded That Absent Significant 
Transmission System Upgrades Continued Operation of BLE is 
Necessary for Electric Reliability 

Since the January 2014 vote on the MOA, both NJDEP and PJM have concluded that absent significant electric 
transmission system upgrades, continued operation of BLE is necessary for electric reliability.   

On July 11, 2014, NJDEP extended the operational life of the plant an additional two years because the facility is “is 
strategically vital for energy reliability in the southern New Jersey region, and DEP, in consultation with BPU, has 
determined that B.L. England should continue to operate beyond May 1, 2015, for a limited time period to assure that 
the region’s power and reliability needs are not jeopardized.”  See NJDEP, In the Matter of RC Cape May Holdings, 
LLC, Administrative Consent Order Amendment, (July 11, 2014) ¶ 8 (attached hereto as Exhibit 9).   
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On July 22, 2014, PJM determined that deactivation of all of the generation at B.L. England without significant 
investments in transmission system upgrades “will have an adverse impact on the reliability of the transmission 
system...[resulting in] a number of thermal and voltage reliability criteria violations primarily on the 138 kV and 69 kV 
systems in Atlantic City Electric.”  See PJM, 2014 Regional Transmission Expansion Plan, Transmission Plan 
Proposed for Approval to Proceed with Construction Related to the 2014 Baseline Regional Transmission Expansion 
Plan, Presented by PJM Staff to the Board Reliability Committee (July 22, 2014) (attached hereto as Exhibit 10.  
PJM identified a number of transmission system upgrades that would be necessary to address the potential thermal 
and voltage violations: 

• Install new Dennis 230/69 kV transformer, environmental work –$15.2 M 
• Upgrade 138 kV and 69 kV breakers at Corson substation – $0.8 M 
• Reconductor 2.74 miles of Sherman - Lincoln 138 kV line and associated  substation upgrades -

$4.22 M 
• New Orchard - Cardiff 230 kV line (remove, rebuild and reconfigure existing 138 kV line) and 

associated substation upgrades - $69.25 M 
• New Upper Pittsgrove - Lewis 138 kV line and associated substation upgrades - $7.23 M 
• Relocate Monroe to Deepwater Tap 138 kV to Landis 138 kV and associated substation upgrade -

$0.57 M 
• New Landis - Lewis 138 kV line and associated substation upgrades - $31.03 M 
• New Cardiff - Lewis #2 138 kV line and associated substation upgrades - $11.26 
• Install a 100 MVAR capacitor bank at B. L. England - $4 M 

ACE has advised that it intends to pursue some of these transmission upgrades whether or not BLE is repowered.  
However, as discussed more fully below, even in the event that BLE is repowered and ACE constructs its planned 
transmission upgrades, a repowered BLE will reduce a significant portion of PJM’s mandated transmission system 
improvement cost and will provide significant reliability, economic, and environmental benefits to the Pinelands that 
transmission upgrades will not. 

D. Re-evaluation of the Eight Alternatives Confirms that the Proposed 
Route Clearly Would Have the Least Environmental Impact 

Since the January 2014 vote on the MOA, SJG has undertaken a comprehensive re-evaluation of Project alternatives 
to identify potential options for avoiding the Pinelands Forest Area while meeting the Project needs of repowering 
BLE and improving the resiliency of the existing natural gas distribution system to Cape May County.   

As discussed in Section VI, below, the re-evaluation considered eight different alternatives ranging from the proposed 
route to a “no action” alternative.  See Woodard & Curran (“W&C”), “South Jersey Gas—BL England Gas Route 
Analysis Report,” (June 18, 2012, Addendum, September 2014, Addendum #2, April 2015) (attached hereto as 
Exhibit 11). The re-evaluation shows that there is no viable pipeline route that avoids the Pinelands Forest Area and 
the proposed route clearly has the least environmental impact.  A map depicting the alternatives considered in 
relation to the BLE facility and the Pinelands Area is attached as Exhibit 12.  This conclusion is corroborated by the 
NJDEP which evaluated the alternatives and reached the same conclusion.  See Letter from John Gray, NJDEP to 
Robert Fatzinger, SJG, dated May 14, 2015 (attached hereto as Exhibit 13).  

At the request of SJG, as is authorized pursuant to N.J.A.C. 7:7-3.1, NJDEP held a pre-application meeting with the 
company to explore whether any of the other alternatives are practicable and would have less impact on 
environmental resources.  NJDEP’s input on the practicability of the alternatives was essential because several 
alternatives would require NJDEP to issue a permit under the Coastal Program Rules (i.e. Coastal Area Facilities 
Review Act, Waterfront Development Act, Freshwater Wetlands Protection Act).  Securing such a permit would 
require SJG to demonstrate to NJDEP that no practicable alternative to serve the project need is available with less 
impact on the environmental resources.  See N.J.S.A. 13:9B-10(a); N.J.A.C. 7:7A-7.4(b).  Based upon NJDEP’s 



 

 8 

review of all of the available information, each of the alternatives to the selected route, including most significantly the 
alternatives impacting on the Great Egg Harbor Bay (“GEHB”), would have substantially more environmental impact 
and therefore would not be approved by NJDEP given the availability of the less-impacting selected alternative.  
Accordingly, based upon SJG’s re-evaluation and NJDEP’s review, the proposed route clearly remains the best 
option. 

As discussed in Section V, below, proper consideration of this objective new information demonstrates that the 
proposed pipeline is “intended to primarily serve the needs of the Pinelands” in accordance with N.J.A.C. 7:50-
5.23(b)12 and therefore fully conforms to the CMP.  No waiver or exemption from CMP is necessary for the Project to 
be approved by the Pinelands Commission.  Nevertheless, the facts and circumstances also demonstrate clearly that 
multiple compelling public needs are served by the Project within the meaning of N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.64.  The Project 
serves the vital needs of residents and businesses in Atlantic and Cape May County (many of whom live and work 
within the Pinelands) for safe and secure natural gas, electricity, and clean air.  There is no debating that safe and 
secure electricity and natural gas are essential health and safety needs within the municipalities and counties served 
by the Project (N.J.A.C. §7:50-4.64(a)1), nor that the public health and safety demand that the Project be constructed 
(N.J.A.C. §7:50-4.64(a)1.i).  The alternatives analysis clearly shows that these compelling needs cannot be served by 
any feasible alternative outside the Pinelands nor by any better alternative inside the Pinelands (N.J.A.C. §7:50-
4.64(a)1.iv).  The Project also will result in an overall improvement of the resources of the Pinelands Area, 
specifically the air resources of the Pinelands, which long has been adversely impacted by air pollution from BLE and 
other less-efficient electric generation plants located in Pennsylvania.  (N.J.A.C. §§7:50-4.64(b) & -4.65(c)).  In sum, 
the Project directly serves the compelling needs of the people in Cape May and Atlantic Counties and its proposed 
location results in the least impact on the environment.  As described more fully in the remainder of this document, 
the impact of the pipeline NOT being constructed includes the following: 
 
 Reduced electric system reliability – a major purpose of the pipeline is to provide natural gas service to 

BLE to enable the plant to repower with combined cycle technology and thereby to supply cleaner, safer, 
more efficient and more reliable electricity to residents and businesses in the Pinelands and surrounding 
areas of Cape May and Atlantic Counties.   If the pipeline is not constructed to support the repowering of the 
plant, there will be multiple electric system reliability violations that will require significant electric system 
upgrades.  These transmission upgrades alone cannot replace the reliability and economic benefits of BLE’s 
locally generated electricity.  For example, during times of a natural disaster, like Hurricane Sandy, the 
reliability benefits of a local source of electricity are superior to more distant electricity sources, such as 
those in Pennsylvania.  Additionally, local generating sources provide a valuable source of reactive power, 
which is critical to maintaining grid stability, especially during peak air conditioning days.  The repowered 
BLE facility can be "black start" capable if PJM determines that this service is necessary.  “Black start” is the 
ability of an electric generation plant to start-up without an electricity feed from the transmission system and 
to provide the power needed to restore the system after a black out event.     

 Increased air pollution – the repowering of BLE will result in significant reductions in the levels of carbon 
dioxide (CO2), nitrogen oxides (NOx), sulphur dioxide (SO2), mercury and fine particulates (PM2.5).  If the 
plant does not repower and is forced to shut-down, much of the replacement power will be purchased from 
nearby states, primarily Pennsylvania, where emission controls are less stringent.  Much of the air pollution 
generated from Pennsylvania’s fossil steam generating units (coal- and natural gas-powered) directly impact 
air quality in New Jersey and specifically in the Pinelands.  Prevailing west-east winds transport the fine 
particulates and sulfate air pollution from Pennsylvania’s power generation plants to the Pinelands, where 
they contribute to a number of human health problems. 

 Continued risk of natural gas interruption for customers in Cape May and Atlantic Counties – the 
inability to construct the pipeline as proposed will significantly impact plans for “hardening” the SJG system 
and enhancing reliability of natural gas service for customers in Atlantic and Cape May counties.  SJG’s 
existing infrastructure is dependent upon two segments of single natural gas transmission pipeline service 
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as the “backbone” of the entire system serving Cape May and Atlantic counties.  If a service interruption 
were to occur along this backbone, as many as 28,700 Pinelands customers in the Pinelands and 142,000 
overall could be without gas service for several months.  An interruption of this magnitude would put public 
safety and health at risk, especially during the winter months when natural gas usage peaks due to the need 
to heat homes, businesses and other critical facilities such as hospitals, schools, elder care facilities, etc.  

IV. PROJECT PURPOSE 

The 870,000 people living within the Pinelands depend upon safe, reliable and clean electricity and natural gas 
service for powering and heating their homes and businesses.  To that end the Project has two purposes.  First, the 
pipeline is intended to provide natural gas service to BLE—the only electric generation plant located either in the 
Pinelands or in the southeastern coastal region of the State.6  Repowering BLE with natural gas will provide more 
efficient, more reliable, and cleaner energy to the Pinelands. It also will reduce the threat of electric service 
interruptions and air pollution emissions in the Pinelands.  Second, the pipeline is intended to reinforce SJG’s existing 
infrastructure in the Pinelands, greatly reducing the potential for a loss of service to 28,500 Pinelands customers and 
142,000 customers overall in Cape May and Atlantic Counties.   

A convergence of needs and opportunities has merged into a single project the ability to serve two long-standing and 
vital interests of the people of Atlantic and Cape May Counties: eliminating the combustion of coal at BLE, a critical 
electricity provider to the Pinelands region, and ensuring a more resilient natural gas distribution system in the 
vulnerable coastal region.  While the pipeline will primarily serve a Pinelands use, BLE, as reflected by the volume of 
natural gas to be delivered to the plant, the need to reinforce SJG’s existing infrastructure to provide greater reliability 
to its customers in Atlantic and Cape May Counties is an important additional need in its own right.  Even without the 
opportunity to serve BLE, SJG would still proceed with a reinforcement project to provide greater reliability to its 
existing customers in Cape May and Atlantic Counties.  Thus, the elimination of the electric generating plant does not 
eliminate the need to improve the reliability of the natural gas distribution system in Cape May and Atlantic Counties, 
in accordance with SJG’s obligations as a public utility.7 

                                                 
6 The BPU’s order approving the rates charged to BLE for the construction of the pipeline found that “Approval of this Stipulation 
and Agreement is a step in turning the B.L. England generating station to more productive use for the benefit of the State’s 
electric customers.  Conversion of the Station’s two coal-oil-diesel generators to natural gas should result in fewer emissions, 
and more efficient generation which should make the Facility more competitive in the wholesale market.” BPU, In the matter of 
the Joint Petition of South Jersey Gas Company and RC Cape May Holdings, LLC for Approval of a Standard Gas Service 
Agreement (FES) and a Standard Gas Service Agreement (FES) Addendum, BPU Docket No. GO13020052, April 13, 2013, p. 4 
(attached hereto as Exhibit 8). 
 
7 In New Jersey, the BPU has the exclusive responsibility to ensure that residents of the State enjoy safe, adequate and proper 
public utility service, including safe and reliable natural gas for heating homes and businesses. N.J.S.A. 48:2-13.  The BPU is the 
only agency of the State charged with this responsibility and vested with specific expertise to carry out this mission. The BPU 
fulfills this statutory responsibility by supervising and pervasively controlling the State’s various public utilities, which are granted 
franchise rights to provide these essential services to the public. In essence, the BPU implements its mandate to ensure safe 
and reliable service to the public only through its franchisees, the State’s public utilities.  The BPU’s authority over public utilities 
is pervasive.  Upon finding that a public utility has failed to provide safe, adequate and proper service to its customers, it may fire 
company employees and even direct that control of the company be entrusted to a custodial receiver. See In I/M/O Allegations of 
Berkeley Water Company’s General Dereliction of Duty to Provide Safe, Adequate and Proper Service, BPU Docket No. 7811-
1515 and 797-637, OAL Docket No. 2587-79.  The BPU has granted SJG a franchise to provide natural gas service within the 
southernmost seven counties in the State. The company provides essential gas services to approximately 360,000 homeowners 
and businesses customers and operates approximately 6200 miles of pipeline throughout its service territory. The privilege 
conferred to SJG to provide an essential service comes with an obligation to make sure that the service is safe and reliable and 
that all customers requesting service receive it subject to certain qualifications. All public utilities in the state, including SJG, are 
duty-bound to uphold the public interest and are subject to the BPU’s extensive jurisdiction, including its control over their 
property, equipment and facilities. N.J.S.A. 48:2-13. The BPU regulates and controls most of SJG’s operations including, but not 
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A. Repower BLE With Natural Gas 

ACE constructed the BLE facility in 1962 and operated the plant until 2006 when it sold the plant to RC Cape May 
Holdings, LLC (“RCCM”).  The BLE facility currently operates two primary combustion units and four secondary units 
that combust coal and oil to generate electricity.  Unit 1 was a 129 megawatt (“MW”) coal-fired unit retired in 2014.  
Unit 2 is a 156 MW coal-fired unit.  Unit 3 is a 155 MW oil-fired peaking unit that burns No. 6 oil.  Four 2 MW diesel 
generators serve PJM and can supply backup electricity to the existing facility if required.   

The conversion of BLE from coal to natural gas has been a long-term priority of the State of New Jersey and various 
environmental groups.  In 2006, NJDEP ordered ACE either to convert the plant from burning coal to natural gas or to 
close it.  (attached hereto as Exhibit 9).  In 2010, the Sierra Club urged that the BLE plant repower with natural gas: 

Even though we do not have as many coal plants as other states, because of our location at the 
end of the air stream, we receive a lot of pollution from Ohio, Pennsylvania, and other Midwestern 
states. Added to the pollution from our coal plants here, coal pollution is having a devastating 
health impact. Part of the problem is that many of our coal fired power plants are located in areas 
where there are high concentrations of people, therefore having a big impact on human health.  For 
instance, we have coal plants in Jersey City and Trenton. Those plants have bigger impact on 
public health because they are located in major cities. This report shows a direct correlation 
between the location of coal plants and the state of the public health around them.  This report is 
validation that BL England and Deepwater should be closed or converted to natural gas. 

NJ Sierra Club, “Report Shows ‘Killer’ Coal” (Sept. 9, 2010) (emphasis added).  In 2012, RCCM made the decision to 
convert BLE to natural gas, a process known as “repowering.”  The announcement was widely applauded by the 
Sierra Club and other environmental groups.  See Sierra Club, “Sierra Club Applauds Decision to Move BL England 
Off Coal on World Asthma Day” (May 1, 2012).http://action.sierraclub.org/site/MessageViewer;jsessionid-
=5B99EE0AE571FEB9A116F1883253AD5F.app234a?em_id=237501.0   
 
The repowering project will convert BLE to the most efficient, modern power generation design—natural gas 
combined cycle (“NGCC”) technology—while maximizing use of existing infrastructure and systems.  RCCM will 
invest approximately $400M to install a new 270 MW combustion turbine generator and associated heat recovery 
steam generator to be used with existing steam turbine Unit 2 to generate a total of about 425 MW in combined cycle 
operation. The existing oil fired boiler will be converted to natural gas and used with the steam turbine Unit 3 to 
generate another 155 MW in conventional (peaker) Rankine cycle for a total capacity of 580 MW.  The repowering 
project will eliminate the burning and storage of coal at BLE.  The repowered BLE facility can be "black start" capable 
if PJM determines that this service is necessary.  “Black start” is the ability of an electric generation plant to start-up 
without an electricity feed from the transmission system and to provide the power needed to restore the system after 
a black out event.   

1. Provide Safe and Reliable Electric Service to the 
Pinelands 

A major purpose of the pipeline is to provide natural gas service to BLE to enable the plant to repower and thereby to 
supply cleaner, safer, more efficient, and more reliable electricity to residents and businesses in the Pinelands and 
surrounding areas of Atlantic and Cape May Counties. 

                                                                                                                                                             
limited to its service quality, customer service and billing practices, safety, construction specifications, accounting, financing and 
auditing. 
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Safe and reliable electricity is an essential health and safety need in every community within the Pinelands.  The 
impacts to the electric grid from Hurricane Sandy illustrate this fundamental need. Of all the states impacted by 
Hurricane Sandy, New Jersey experienced the largest number of electric outages. New Jersey’s four Electric 
Distribution Companies (“EDCs”) reported 2,900,000 peak customer outages representing approximately 73% of all 
electric customers. The storm flooded 49 major substations, felled more than 100,000 trees and 9,000 poles, and 
damaged 3,000 distribution circuits, 100 transmission lines, and 4,000 transformers.  NJBPU, Discussion Points, FY 
2013-2014 Budget; Giuliano, BPU, Division of Reliability & Security, “Understanding Energy Emergency 
Preparedness and Storm Response” (June 17, 2014).  Within the ACE service territory, which comprises most of the 
Pinelands region8, the storm damaged 23 transmission circuits and caused wide spread outages due to downed 
poles and downed conductors, including circuits serving the barrier Islands of Long Beach Island and Ocean City.  
Sixteen ACE substations experienced some degree of flooding during the last two major hurricanes (Irene and 
Sandy), with 13 substations within the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s Advisory Based Flood Elevation 
(ABFE) 1% flood zone.  See Pepco Holdings, “Challenges Impacting Critical Electrical Infrastructure in the Floodplain 
and Flood Prone Areas due to Storm Events and Sea-level Rise” (Sept. 19, 2013).   

The 2014 New Jersey Hazard Mitigation Plan9, the State’s strategy to reduce risks from hazards and to prioritize 
project funding, plainly states that the loss of electrical service can have serious impacts on the health and welfare of 
residents, continuity of business, and the ability of public safety agencies to respond to emergencies: 
 

Overall, the entire State is vulnerable to the power failure event. Loss of power can have serious 
impacts on the health and welfare of residents, continuity of business, and the ability of public 
safety agencies to respond to emergencies.  Individuals with medical needs are vulnerable to 
power failures, because medical equipment such as oxygen concentrators requires electricity to 
operate. The elderly are also vulnerable to the effects of power failure, as power failure has the 
potential to expose them to extreme heat or extreme cold. According to the United States Census, 
there were 340,644 households or approximately 10% of homes in New Jersey that rely on 
electricity to heat their homes. Individuals living in these households will be exposed to 
significantly colder indoor temperatures during a power failure. The following counties have at 
least 10% or greater of their homes heated with electricity: Cape May (22.4%); Hudson (16.1%); 
Ocean (14.9%); Atlantic (14.7%); Burlington (14.2%); Sussex (14%); Mercer (12.3%); Salem 
(11.7%); Camden (11.3%); and Monmouth (10%)… During power failure events, water purification 
systems may not be functioning. Further, populations on private wells will not have access to 
potable water. Many power outage events are caused by storm events that can lead to flooding. 
Without electricity, residents would be unable to pump water from their basements potentially 
causing structural and content damage to their homes.   

************* 
Power failure is particularly problematic for homes that are heated with electricity. Widespread 
power outages during the winter months can directly impact vulnerable populations such as the 
elderly and medically frail. According to the 2007 – 2011 American Community Survey, 340,617 
homes across New Jersey are heated with electricity. This represents 10.7% of the total homes in 
the State. 

                                                 

8 ACE is the primary local electric distribution company in the Pinelands region, serving 39 out of the 55 Pinelands municipalities 
with a combined population of 638,000 people.  Seventy-three percent of Pinelands residents receive their electricity from ACE, 
including the entire population of Cape May and Atlantic Counties. 
  
9 The New Jersey Office of Emergency Management prepares the Hazard Mitigation Plan (“HMP”) (available at 
http://www.ready.nj.gov/programs/mitigation_plan2014.html ) which captures historic disaster experiences, and reflects the 
natural and human-caused hazards New Jersey faces, based on current science and research.   All States are required to have 
a Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)-approved hazard mitigation plan to be eligible for disaster recovery 
assistance and mitigation funding. 
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************* 
Aside from the importance of power to heat homes, power is vital to maintain out-of-hospital 
lifesaving systems for patients such as oxygen concentrators and ventilation machines. Across 
the State thousands of individuals rely on power to sustain their health. Without power, these 
individuals will require shelter at a medical-needs shelter or admission to a hospital. Although 
systems are in place to locate these individuals during disasters, such as New Jersey’s Register 
Ready system, the number of individuals who require these services across the State is not 
definitively known.  

New Jersey Hazard Mitigation Plan, pp. 5.22-15, 5.22-2 & 5.22-5.  The BPU’s Division of Reliability and Security has 
summarized the immediate impacts electricity outages have on public health and safety:  

 Traffic Lights go out creating congestion and hazards 

 Police departments scramble to address traffic issues 

 Air and ground transportation is impacted 

 Wireless telephones fail; FIOS backup fails after 6 to 8 hours 

 Internet and voice over IP fails 

 Manufacturing is interrupted 

 HVAC systems fails 

 Water and wastewater facilities fail or go to backup 

 Hospitals go to backup but curtail certain functions; backup may fail 

 Nursing homes and senior complexes may require evacuation 

 Local commerce is impacted: ATM and financial transactions may shut down 

 Gasoline stations cannot pump which can cause shortages 

 Petroleum refineries may curtail certain processes 

 911 capabilities may be compromised 

 Long duration outage equals economic impact 

Giuliano, BPU, Division of Reliability & Security, “Energy Assurance: New Jersey Board of Public Utilities Energy 
Reliability and Security Mission” (2013).  

New Jersey is vulnerable to electric transmission outages in large part because the state suffers from a critical 
shortage of in-state electric generation capacity.  A lack of indigenous generation capacity means that a significant 
portion of the electricity consumed by New Jersey residents and businesses is imported into the State over 
transmission lines.  It is the policy of the State of New Jersey to promote the construction of new electric generation 
capacity in the state, in lieu of new electric transmission lines to transport electricity from neighboring states, which 
the Legislature has determined increases prices and decreases reliability.  See N.J.S.A. 48:3-98.2 (L. 2011, Ch. 9) 
(establishing a long-term capacity agreement pilot program to promote construction of qualified electric generation 
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facilities “to mitigate local electrical system reliability concerns caused by transmission system overloads or the lack 
of local generation being developed...”)   

The State’s Energy Master Plan (“EMP”)10 directs state agencies to support construction of new NGCC electric 
generation units to lower the high energy prices burdening New Jersey customers due to high capacity prices caused 
by inadequate native generation capacity.  EMP at 75 & 83 (“New Jersey is opposed to a FERC-imposed paradigm 
that impedes in-state generation development while simultaneously imposing on our ratepayers an investment 
premium for transmission projects that import power from out-of-state generation sources far away from the State’s 
loads”).  The EMP also directs State Government to expand electricity generation sources with a particular goal of 
encouraging more combined-cycle natural gas plants to improve reliability and to lower costs, consistent with 
environmental and economic development objectives. Ibid. at 4.  The EMP directs State Government to expand the 
State’s natural gas pipeline network to serve gas utilities and power plants and notes that “South Jersey, in particular, 
lacks adequate natural gas infrastructure to support new, gas-fired generation as well as substitution for other fuels in 
the residential and commercial sectors.”  Ibid. at 6.  The EMP specifically notes that the retirement of the Oyster 
Creek nuclear plant in 2019 will pose a difficult challenge because “Oyster Creek’s geographic location has 
prevented significant transmission bottlenecks and overloads in the State, and that unless replaced by new 
comparable base load generation, at least $100 million in transmission upgrades will be required when Oyster Creek 
is retired, excluding new rights of way.” Ibid. at 79.  

During the deliberations over the proposed MOA, SJG submitted detailed information to the Pinelands Commission 
identifying the energy security benefits to Pinelands residents associated with repowering the facility.  Specifically, 
PowerGEM’s analysis demonstrated that after the closure of the 615 MW Oyster Creek nuclear plant in 2019, 86 
percent of the BLE’s energy would be consumed by residents and businesses within the Pinelands, helping to avert 
multiple reliability violations: 

The updated analysis demonstrates that BL England’s presence as a power generating facility is 
even more critical now that there appear to be additional retirements prior to June 2015 of smaller, 
peaking CTs in the Pinelands region. Based upon PJM’s own models, the retirement of BL England 
will negatively impact eight (8) transmission circuits in proximity to the Pinelands Area. As with 
other areas of New Jersey, overloaded circuits will be considered transmission violations by PJM 
and, therefore, require a solution to avoid the consequences of overloads, including the potential 
for blackouts. As stated above, a prior PJM study had indicated that the retirement of the Oyster 
Creek Nuclear facility would result in at least $100 million in new transmission or transmission 
upgrades. The continued retirements of CTs would likely exacerbate this need for transmission 
upgrades. There were eight overloaded circuits in proximity to the Pinelands Area that were 
identified and are listed in Exhibit 1. These circuits are not overloaded if BL England is repowered. 

 

                                                 

10 The BPU prepares and oversees implementation of the EMP, a 10-year blueprint for how the State plans to produce, 
distribute, and conserve energy.  The EMP statute requires that all actions, decisions, determinations and rulings of State 
Government with respect to energy—including such decisions by the Pinelands Commission—shall to the maximum extent 
practicable and feasible conform with the EMP.  The BPU’s jurisdiction with respect to the siting of any energy facility in the State 
by law is coextensive with that of any other State instrumentality, the provisions of any law to the contrary notwithstanding.  To 
that end, no State instrumentality with the power to grant or deny any permit for the construction or location of any energy facility 
shall exercise its powers without obtaining the BPU’s review and comment.  The BPU is empowered and directed to intervene in 
any proceedings before, and appeals from, any State department, division, commission, authority, council, agency or board (i.e. 
"State instrumentalities" ) charged with the regulation, supervision or control of any business, industry or utility engaged in the 
production, processing, distribution, transmission or storage of energy in any form when in the discretion of the BPU such 
intervention is necessary to insure the proper consideration of the EMP. 
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Overloaded Circuits in Proximity to 

Pinelands Area 
Union - Corson 138 kV 
Corson - Middle Tap 138 kV 
Cumberland - Union 138 kV 
Lewis - Minotola 138 kV 
Lewis - Dorothy 138 kV 
Minotola - Landis 138 kV 
Corson - Dennis 138 kV 
Dorothy - Deepwater 138 kV 

Power Grid Engineering & Markets, “Benefit to Pinelands Area of BL England Repowering” (May 29, 2012; Updated 
October 11, 2013), p. 3. (Exhibit 3).   

During the Commission’s consideration of the MOA, the BPU reinforced its finding that the Project would improve the 
reliability of electricity service: 

One of the five overarching goals of the 2011 EMP [Energy Master Plan] is to “promote a diverse 
portfolio of new, clean, in-State [electricity] generation, to improve reliability and to lower costs, 
consistent with environmental and economic development objectives.” To this end, the 
Administration has supported the construction of new NGCC plants and continues to work toward 
replacement of the capacity that will be lost following the retirement of the Oyster Creek nuclear 
plant (in 2019).  As stated in the EMP, replacing Oyster Creek is a particular challenge because 
“Oyster Creek’s geographic location has prevented significant transmission bottlenecks and 
overloads in the State, and [unless] replaced by new comparable base load generation, at least 
$100 million in transmission upgrades will be required when Oyster Creek is retired, excluding new 
rights of way.”  The repowering of the B.L. England facility (from coal and oil to natural gas) will 
help to ensure an adequate supply of electricity in the Southern New Jersey region, and specifically 
in the Pinelands Area. Contrary to some common misperceptions, there is no “glut” of energy in 
New Jersey. In fact, New Jersey is located within the heart of the Mid-Atlantic Critical Congestion 
Area, one of only two such areas so designated by the U.S. Department of Energy (“DOE”) due to 
severely inadequate transmission capacity that threatens the reliability of the electrical grid. In 2006 
and again in 2009, the DOE determined that it is critically important to remedy existing congestion 
problems in New Jersey because the current and projected effects of the congestion are severe. 

************* 
New Jersey is located at the extreme eastern edge of the PJM territory. Transmission constraints 
limit the ability to import electricity, causing most of the State to face electricity congestion and 
some of the highest electricity prices in the entire mid-Atlantic area. The solution has often involved 
the strategy of higher voltage reinforcement of the interstate transmission lines, which raises land 
use and other environmental concerns. The pending retirement of several old, inefficient power 
plants will also reduce local generation and further degrade reliability. The situation will be only 
worsened by the closure of the Oyster Creek nuclear plant in 2019. As discussed above, the 
closure of Oyster Creek, one of only two large electrical generation facilities in the eastern and 
southern portion of the State (the other being B.L. England), will require a replacement source of 
energy. Reliability in that region would be enhanced by new (or upgraded) local generation 
resources. 

Letter from Tricia Caliguire, Chief Counsel, BPU to Mark Lohbauer, Chairman, Pinelands Commission, (December 
12, 2013) (attached hereto as Exhibit 14). 
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The Executive Director relied upon this information in her report recommending that the Commission approve the 
MOA: 

the need for the proposed pipeline project has bearing on the Commission’s decision for a number 
[of] reasons.  First, the continued need for the BLE Plant to provide an adequate supply of 
electricity for the Southern New Jersey region is significant given the potential impact to the 
Pinelands as a result of future transmission line upgrades and new transmission line rights of way 
that the EMP indicates will be necessary when Oyster Creek Nuclear Generation Facility retires in 
2019. Second, as discussed in the POWERGEM reports, some, if not most of the energy 
generated by the BLE Plant will be needed for the Pinelands Area. Third, given that the BLE Plant 
is located within the Pinelands PNR, not only is it appropriate for the Commission to consider the 
repowering of the BLE Plant, but as discussed above, absent the need for the redundancy line, 
construction of a pipeline solely to repower the BLE Plant would have been consistent with the 
Forest Area land use standards at N.J.A.C. 7:50-5.23(b)12, given the pipeline would primarily only 
serve the needs of a Pinelands business. (See N.J.A.C. 7:50-2.11 that defines the term “Pinelands” 
to mean the Pinelands National Reserve and the Pinelands Area.) Finally, it is also appropriate for 
the Commission to consider the need for public service infrastructure to provide reliability to Cape 
May and Atlantic Counties, given that there are more than 25,000 Pinelands residents who are 
customers of SJG that will benefit from the proposed pipeline. The issue has never been that there 
will be no benefit to the Pinelands, but rather the proposed pipeline project is not intended to 
primarily serve only the needs of the Pinelands. N.J.A.C. 7:50-5.23(b)12. 

************* 
The BPU’s concerns regarding energy needs include the fact that New Jersey is located at the 
extreme eastern edge of the PJM territory. Transmission constraints limit the ability to import 
electricity, causing most of the State to face electricity congestion and some of the highest 
electricity prices in the entire mid-Atlantic area. The solution has often involved the strategy of 
higher voltage reinforcement of the interstate transmission, lines, which raise land use and other 
environmental concerns. The pending retirement of several old, inefficient power plants will also 
reduce local generation and further degrade reliability. The situation, BPU notes, will only be 
worsened by the closure of the Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Facility in 2019, one of only two 
large electrical generating facilities in the eastern and southern portions of the State (the other 
being BLE)”. “These concerns have been validated by POWERGem, cited above. Specifically, 
POWERGem indicated that at least 200 MWs of peaking generation is scheduled to retire in May, 
2015. Using the 2018 PJM RTEP model, POWERGem concluded that the need for energy and, 
more specifically, the continued operation of the BLE Plant would substantially increase. More 
importantly, if the repowering of the BLE plant could not be completed, POWERGem concludes, 
based upon this same PJM 2018 RTEP model, that eight (8) transmission circuits in proximity to 
the Pinelands area would be impacted. This impact is predicted to occur even with the construction 
of new generation in the state under the current Long-Term Capacity Payment Pilot Program. As 
has been recently seen in both the Pinelands and other areas of the State, PJM has required 
transmission upgrades to relieve congestion that results from overloaded circuits. 

 
Executive Director’s Findings of Fact, pp. 13-14 and 34-35.   

a. PJM’s Finding That Absent Significant Transmission Upgrades 
Closure of BLE Will Cause Reliability Violations 

Since the Executive Director’s Findings in January 2014, PJM has confirmed that absent significant transmission 
system upgrades the continued operation of BLE is vital to maintaining the reliability of the electric grid in the ACE 
transmission zone which comprises most of the Pinelands region.  ACE is the primary local electric distribution 
company in the Pinelands.  The company provides electricity to 39 out of the 55 Pinelands municipalities with a total 
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population of 680,000 residents comprising 73 percent of the entire Pinelands population, including the entire 
population of Cape May and Atlantic Counties.   

Generator retirements can reduce system reliability. EMP at 35.  PJM’s Transmission Expansion Advisory Committee 
(“TEAC”) studied the impact closure of BLE would have on electric reliability in the ACE control area.  In June 2014, 
the TEAC confirmed the PowerGEM findings and concluded that absent significant transmission system upgrades 
closure of BLE will result in voltage and thermal overload on multiple circuits within the ACE control area, in violation 
of North American Electric Reliability Corporation (“NERC”) 11 Reliability Standards: 

N-1-1 Violation: The DENNIS 230/138kV transformer is overloaded to 119.35% and DENNIS – 
CORSON 2 138kV line is overloaded to 114.37% for the loss of the New Freedom to Cardiff 230 
kV line followed by the loss of Corson 3 – Union 138kV line.  The MDLE TP – BLE 138kV line is 
overloaded to 102.81% for the loss of New Freedom – Cardiff 230 kV line followed by the loss of 
Oyster Creek – Cedar 230 kV line  

N-1-1 Violation:  The CORSON 2 - CORSON 1 138kV line is overloaded to 115.97% for the loss of 
the New Freedom to Cardiff 230 kV line followed by the loss of Corson 2 – MDLE TP kV 138kV 
line.  The CORSON 2 - MDLE TP 138kV line is overloaded to 114.31% for the loss of New 
Freedom – Cardiff 230 kV line followed by the loss of Corson 1 – Corson 2 138kV line. 

N-1-1 Violation:  The SHRMAN#3 - LINCOLN 138kV line is overloaded to 103.22% for the loss of 
the Dennis – Corson 2 138kV (CONTINGENCY 'DENN-COR' ) followed by the loss of Union – 
Cumberland 138kV line. 

Generator Deliverability Violation: Croydon – Burlington 230kV line is overloaded to 107.61%% for 
the loss of Neshameny 138kV bus. 

 
PJM TEAC Report, June 5, 2014, pp. 23-30 (attached hereto as Exhibit 15).  
 
In July 2014, to address these reliability violations, PJM mandated that ACE construct transmission upgrades within 
the Pinelands as part of the 2014 Regional Transmission Expansion Plan (“RTEP”).12  The 2014 RTEP requires the 
construction of multiple electrical transmission upgrades within the ACE zone to resolve multiple reliability violations 
resulting from the imminent closure of BLE.  PJM’s directive is mandatory: 

PJM staff completed a series of “at-risk” scenario studies related to the B.L. England units in the 
Atlantic City Electric transmission zone. These studies evaluated the impact to the system of the 
complete shutdown of all generation at the site by June of 2015. There are currently three steam 

                                                 

11 NERC is a not-for-profit international regulatory authority whose mission is to ensure the reliability of the bulk power system in 
North America.  In 2007, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC “) granted NERC the legal authority to enforce the 
Reliability Standards with all U.S. users, owners, and operators of the bulk power system and made compliance with those 
standards mandatory and enforceable.  NERC serves more than 334 million people and is overseen by the FERC.  Its 
jurisdiction includes users, owners, and operators of the bulk power system. See http://www.nerc.com/Pages/default.aspx. 

12 The RTEP is prepared annually and identifies transmission system upgrades and enhancements necessary to meet the 
operational, economic and reliability requirements of PJM customers.  The RTEP identifies transmission system enhancements 
needed to keep electricity flowing to more than 60 million people throughout 13 states and the District of Columbia. RTEP studies 
test the transmission system against mandatory NERC national standards and PJM regional standards. These studies look 15 
years into the future to identify transmission overloads, voltage limitations and other reliability standards violations. PJM then 
develops transmission plans in collaboration with Transmission Owners to resolve violations that could otherwise lead to 
overloads and black-outs. This process culminates in one recommended plan – one RTEP - for the entire PJM footprint that is 
subsequently submitted to PJM’s independent governing Board for consideration and approval. 
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units and four diesel units at the site. The B.L. England #1 unit is a 129 MW coal fired unit that 
retired in May of this year.  In January of 2013 we were notified by the owners of the B.L. England 
diesels, which total 8 MW, of their intent to deactivate the units in the fall of 2015. The B.L. England 
#2 and #3 units are 155 MW oil fired steam units that had notified PJM back in 2004 of their intent 
to deactivate but withdrew that notice in 2007.  In addition the #2 unit is under a consent order to 
shut down in 2017 due to environmental concerns. The owners of the B.L. England generators 
have entered an interconnection queue request (Y1-001) to build a new gas fired combustion 
turbine on site to replace the existing generation. The request is currently suspended. Earlier in 
2014, a permit for the construction of a new gas pipeline to the B.L. England facility was rejected.  
PJM staff evaluated the impact of the deactivation of all of the generation at B.L. England. 
Deactivation of all of the generation at B.L. England will have an adverse impact on the reliability of 
the transmission system. Specifically PJM staff identified a number of thermal and voltage reliability 
criteria violations primarily on the 138 kV and 69 kV systems in Atlantic City Electric. The following 
transmission upgrades  were identified to address the potential thermal and voltage violations: 

 
• Install new Dennis 230/69 kV transformer, environmental work –$15.2 M 
• Upgrade 138 kV and 69 kV breakers at Corson substation – $0.8 M 
• Reconductor 2.74 miles of Sherman - Lincoln 138 kV line and associated  substation 

upgrades -$4.22 M 
• New Orchard - Cardiff 230 kV line (remove, rebuild and reconfigure existing 138 kV 

line) and associated substation upgrades -$69.25M 
• New Upper Pittsgrove - Lewis 138 kV line and associated substation upgrades -

$7.23M 
• Relocate Monroe to Deepwater Tap 138 kV to Landis 138 kV and associated 

substation upgrade -$0.57M 
• New Landis - Lewis 138 kV line and associated substation upgrades -$31.03M 
• New Cardiff - Lewis #2 138 kV line and associated substation upgrades - $11.26M 
• Install a 100 MVAR capacitor bank at B. L. England -$4M 

 
It should be noted that a number of these upgrades will use existing right-of-way and will address 
an aging infrastructure issue for a roughly 40 mile 138 kV double circuit tower line. 

See PJM, 2014 Regional Transmission Expansion Plan, Transmission Plan Proposed for Approval to Proceed with 
Construction Related to the 2014 Baseline Regional Transmission Expansion Plan, Presented by PJM Staff to the 
Board Reliability Committee (July 22, 2014) (attached hereto as Exhibit 16) (emphasis added).   

ACE has advised SJG that it still intends to pursue some of the transmission upgrades whether or not BLE is 
repowered to address “aging infrastructure” issues, as noted in the RTEP report.  However, even in the event that 
BLE is repowered and ACE constructs its planned transmission upgrades, a repowered BLE still will reduce a 
significant portion of PJM’s mandated transmission system improvement cost and will provide significant reliability, 
economic, and environmental benefits to the Pinelands that transmission upgrades, alone, simply cannot duplicate. 

b. Grid Reliability Benefits to the Pinelands  

Electric transmission upgrades by themselves cannot duplicate the reliability benefits of BLE’s locally-generated 
electricity.  The greater the distance electricity has to travel via transmission lines to get to southern New Jersey, the 
more vulnerable the area is to losing power due to damage to the electrical network.  The greater the distance 
between generation and load, the greater the risk of a power outage because a problem anywhere along a 
transmission line can interrupt service.  During times of a natural disaster, like Hurricane Sandy, the reliability 
benefits of a local source of electricity are superior to more distant electricity sources, such as those in Pennsylvania.  
See NJDEP, In the Matter of RC Cape May Holdings, LLC, Administrative Consent Order Amendment, (July 11, 
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2014) ¶ 8f.  (Exhibit 9) (noting that in “New Jersey, from 2003 to 2012, the state had 22 major weather-related 
outages, including blackouts and emergency appeals to reduce electricity use http://www.climatecentral-
.org/news/weather-related-blackouts-doubled-since-2003-report-17281 at 14.”)   

Local electrical generation provides superior reliability because it reduces the distance power must travel to meet the 
needs of the load and is an essential source of reactive power, a critical service for maintaining voltage and grid 
stability especially during peak air conditioning days.  Reactive power is produced by electric generators and is 
necessary to support the voltages that must be controlled for system reliability.  FERC, Staff Report No. AD05-1-000, 
“Principles for Efficient and Reliable Reactive Power Supply and Consumption,” (Feb. 4, 2005) available at   
http://www.ferc.gov/CalendarFiles/20050310144430-02-04-05-reactive-power.pdf.  A shortage of reactive power is a 
major contributing cause of blackouts, including the 2003 Northeast Blackout that resulted in at least 11 deaths and 
$6 billion in damages:13 

One of the characteristics of the August 14 blackout was an apparent “voltage collapse” that 
occurred on portions of the transmission system surrounding and within the northern Ohio and 
eastern Michigan load centers. Transmission system voltage is needed to transfer electric power 
from the generation stations to the load centers, and is somewhat similar in function to water main 
pressure. Reactive power is the component of total power that assists in maintaining proper 
voltages across the power system. Sufficient voltage is maintained by supplying the transmission 
system with reactive power from generating stations and static devices called capacitors. Lightly-
loaded transmission lines also provide reactive power and help sustain system voltage. 
Conversely, customer loads such as motors and other electromagnetic devices consume reactive 
power, as do heavily loaded transmission lines. Therefore, as transmission lines become more 
heavily loaded, they consume more of the reactive power needed to maintain proper transmission 
voltage.  Reactive power cannot travel long distances because it meets considerable resistance 
over the transmission lines. Therefore, reactive power sources need to be close to the point of 
reactive power demand — for example, near the load centers. When heavily loaded transmission 
lines disconnect, the lines that remain in service automatically pick up portions of flow from the 
disconnected line, which increases the reactive power consumed by these lines. When reactive 
supply is limited, the increased loading will cause a voltage drop along the line.  If reactive supply 
is not provided at the end of the line, the voltage could fall precipitously. At that point, the 
transmission system can no longer transfer electric power from distant generation to energy users 
in load centers.  

NERC, U.S./Canada Power Outage Task Force, “August 14, 2003 Outage Sequence of Events” (Sept 12, 2003) 
(emphasis added); see also, NERC, U.S.-Canada Power System Outage Task Force  Causes of the August 14th 
Blackout in the United States and Canada, (November 2003) available at http://www.nerc.com/docs/docs/black-
out/814BlackoutReport.pdf; Mozina, C., Power System Instability―What Relay Engineers Need to Know Protective 
Relay Engineers, 2011 64th Annual Conference https://www.eiseverywhere.com/file_uploads/e6bd0364490bfb675a-
4f712b3d3431eb_moz2_pap.pdf.   

It is well-documented that local generation provides the grid with the critical service of reactive power that helps to 
maintain the voltage stability of the grid: 

‘Reactive power (vars) is required to maintain the voltage to deliver active power (watts) through 
transmission lines.  Motor loads and other loads require reactive power to convert the flow of 
electrons into useful work.  When there is not enough reactive power, the voltage sags down and it 
is not possible to push the power demanded by loads through the lines.’..  Reactive power does not 

                                                 

13 Minkel, JR, “The 2003 Northeast Blackout--Five Years Later,” Scientific American (Aug. 13, 2008). 
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travel very far [and therefore] it is usually necessary to produce it close to the location where it is 
needed.  A  supplier/source close to the location of the need is in a much better position to provide 
reactive power, versus one that is located far from the location of the need.  Reactive power 
supplies are closely tied to the ability to deliver real or active power... Under regulated 
environment, most utilities owned/controlled G&T&D in its own control area [and]  provided reactive 
power just as it had to provide sufficient generation and voltage.  Restructuring has changed this 
and is causing problems dealing with reactive power, [including] merchant (non-utility) generation 
and related financial incentives [and the increasing need for] transmitting power over longer 
distances with multiple transactions. 

U.S. Department of Energy, Oak Ridge National Laboratory, “Reactive Power and Importance to Bulk Power System” 
(2006). 

Not only is local generation a critical source of reactive power, also it typically provides “black start” capability, which 
helps to restore the grid after a blackout occurs.  Restoration of the grid after a blackout often depends on the 
availability of local generation sources with “black start” capability—the ability of generation units to come on-line 
quickly after a blackout without the need for an electricity feed from the grid.  See PJM, “Fundamentals of 
Transmission Operations System Restoration” (summarizing a lengthy catalogue of blackout events frequently 
involving transmission line problems and the necessity of having black start units available) 
http://www.pjm.com/~/media/training/new-pjm-cert-exams/foto-lesson11-system-restoration.ashx. The repowered 
BLE facility can be "black start" capable if PJM determines that this service is necessary and can provide a critical 
reliability function.   

BLE’s black start capability could be even more important in the coming years because 179 MW of black-start 
capable peaking generation units in the ACE zone are retiring this year due to new air pollution regulations.   
 

Plant MW Retirement 
Cedar 1 22 1/28/2015 
Cedar 2 22 5/1/2015 
Missouri Ave CT B 20 5/1/2015 
Missouri Ave CT C 20 5/1/2015 
Missouri Ave CT D 20 5/1/2015 
Middle Energy Center 1 19 5/1/2015 
Middle Energy Center 2 20 5/1/2015 
Middle Energy Center 3 36 5/1/2015 

 
Source: PJM “Generator Deactivation Summary Sheets.” 

All of these generation units are located along the coastal region of the ACE zone, between Stafford Township, 
Ocean County in the north (Cedar 1 & Cedar 2), Missouri Avenue, Atlantic City in the middle (Missouri Ave B, C, & 
D), and Rio Grande, Cape May County in the south (Middle Energy Center 1, 2 & 3).  The Cedar, Missouri Ave, and 
Middle combustion turbines were owned by ACE until 2010, when the facilities were sold to Calpine.  All three 
facilities were "black start" capable.  As shown on the Pepco Holdings, Inc. Atlantic Region Electric Transmission 
System Map, below, with the retirement of these three coastal units (see red stars), BLE will be the only remaining 
electric generator within the coastal region between Long Beach Island and Cape May. 
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Source: ACE Petition to BPU for Approval of Churchtown to Orchard 230kV Line, Exhibit P-1. 

During the deliberations on the MOA, the Commission heard public hearing testimony about BLE’s critical role of 
supplying power during recent storm events. In Re: Proposed MOA Between Pinelands Commission and Board of 
Public Utilities, Hearing Tr. at 79-80. The critical role of locally generated electricity was acknowledged by the 
Executive Director.  Findings of Fact, pp. 34-35.  This finding was reinforced by NJDEP in July 2014, when it 
determined that BLE must continue to operate because it “is strategically vital for energy reliability in the southern 
New Jersey region, and DEP, in consultation with BPU, has determined that B.L. England should continue to operate 
beyond May 1, 2015, for a limited time period to assure that the region’s power and reliability needs are not 
jeopardized.” (Exhibit 9, ¶ 8).  Specifically, NJDEP cited BLE’s critical role in maintaining system reliability during the 
extreme cold in January 2014 caused by the polar vortex phenomenon.  During this event, PJM dispatched BLE to 
operate both Units 2 and 3 at full capacity to ensure system reliability.  Without the availability of BLE to operate 
during this period, a widespread voltage drop (a brown-out) leading to system failure (a blackout) easily could have 
occurred.  Ibid. ¶ 8(e).  Finally, PJM’s most recent RTEP forecasts ACE’s summer peak load will grow 1.1 percent 
annually over the next 10 years, increasing by about 11% from 2,703 MW in 2012 to 3,017 MW in 2022.  Ibid. Book 
2: 2012 RTEP Input Data, Assumptions and Scope Table 2.1: Transmission Owner Zonal Summer/Winter 2012 and 
2022, p. 14. 

c. Economic Benefits to the Pinelands 

A repowered BLE will help temper electricity prices within the ACE transmission zone.  The ACE transmission zone 
has limited electric generation capacity, as most of the electricity supplied by ACE comes from outside the South 
Jersey region, mainly Pennsylvania, resulting in greater congestion and line loss costs that are passed-along to 
customers.   

BL England 
(580)  

Cedar 1 & 2  
(44 MW) (2015)  
f(2015) 

Middle Energy 
(75 MW) (2015) 

Missouri Ave 
(60 MW) (2015) 

Oyster Creek 
(615 MW) (2019) 
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Since its divestment of BLE in 2007 and the three peaking facilities (Cedar 1 & 2, Missouri Ave B, C & D, and Middle 
Energy 1 &2) in 2010, ACE no longer owns electricity generation assets.  The company obtains all of the electricity it 
needs to supply its customers from competitive suppliers.  Like all electric distribution companies in New Jersey, ACE 
does not earn a profit on the cost of its default supply service to customers but does make a regulated rate of return 
on the aggregate value of its investment in property net of depreciation used to distribute electricity throughout its 
territory (mainly transmission lines and associated substations).  The transmission facilities owned by ACE are 
interconnected with the transmission facilities of contiguous utilities and are part of an interstate power transmission 
grid over which electricity is transmitted throughout the region encompassing the mid-Atlantic portion of the United 
States and parts of the Midwest.  In 2014, Exelon, one of the nation’s largest energy companies with a diverse 
portfolio of electric generation facilities, received BPU approval to acquire ACE and its parent company, Pepco 
Holdings, Inc.  Exelon owns the Oyster Creek Nuclear Power Plant, a 625 MW facility located in Lacey Township on 
the Forked River, which is connected to the ACE service territory by the 55-mile Oyster Creek-Cardiff 230 kV 
transmission line constructed pursuant to the 2004 MOA between the Commission and the BPU.  In 2010, Exelon 
pledged in a consent order with NJDEP to close Oyster Creek in 2019, ten years before the end of its Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission (NRC) operating license, to avoid the cost of installing cooling towers.  The retirement of 
Oyster Creek, and the electricity it supplies to the Pinelands via the 230 kV transmission line approved by the 
Pinelands in 2004, poses a threat to electric reliability and economy, as described in the EMP: 

Generator retirements can reduce system reliability. When power plants retire, usually there is an 
increase in wholesale energy and capacity prices. Since 2003, approximately 1,150 MW of 
capacity have been retired in New Jersey, with an additional 654 MW of capacity expected to retire 
by 2013, according to the PJM 2010 Regional Transmission Expansion Plan Report. Oyster Creek 
is scheduled to retire in 2019. 

EMP at 35. 

The locational marginal price (“LMP”) of electricity within the ACE service territory is comprised of three cost 
components: (1) the cost of energy; (2) the cost of congestion on electric transmission lines; and (3) the cost of 
electricity losses during transport over transmission lines.  Monitoring Analytics, LLC (Independent Market Monitor for 
PJM), 2014 State of the Market Report for PJM, Section 11 Congestion and Marginal Losses  (March 2015).  
“Losses” refer to energy lost to physical resistance in the transmission and distribution network as power is moved 
from generation to load.  The greater the resistance of the system to flows of energy from generation to loads, the 
greater the losses of the system and the greater the proportion of energy needed to meet a given level of load.  The 
longer the distance electricity must travel to serve load the more resistance it encounters and the greater the loss.  
Ibid., Volume II, Detailed Analysis, p. 391. “Congestion” occurs when available, least-cost energy cannot be delivered 
to all load because transmission facilities are not adequate to deliver that energy and higher cost units in the 
constrained area must be dispatched to meet the load.  The result is that the price of energy in the constrained area 
is higher than in the unconstrained area.  Ibid. 

According to the FERC, local generation in proximity to load centers in transmission-constrained areas (i.e. “load 
pockets”) provides substantial economic benefits to consumers: 

Not only is reactive power necessary to operate the transmission system reliably, but it can also 
substantially improve the efficiency with which real power is delivered to customers.  Increasing 
reactive power production at certain locations (usually near a load center) can sometimes alleviate 
transmission constraints and allow cheaper real power to be delivered into a load pocket.  

FERC, Staff Report No. AD05-1-000, “Principles for Efficient and Reliable Reactive Power Supply and Consumption,” 
(Feb. 4, 2005); see also EMP at .   
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The LMP within the ACE zone is on the high-end of LMPs within the PJM control zone mainly because of loss and 
congestion charges.  Ibid, Table 11-4 Zonal and PJM day-ahead, load-weighted average LMP components (Dollars 
per MWh): 2013 and 2014.  In 2014, 10 percent of the cost of electricity in the ACE zone was related to electricity 
congestion and losses.  Ibid.  The ACE zone has a power flow imbalance.  In 2014, ACE had a net load of 10,252.7 
GWh and zonal generation of 3,296.0 GWh, yielding a deficit of 6,956.6 GWh of power.  Ibid, Table 3‑13 PJM real-
time generation less real-time load by zone (GWh): 2013 and 2014.  The generation deficit in the ACE zone is 
illustrated by the following map compiled by the PJM Market Monitor showing that the ACE control zone has a net 
deficit in generation capacity compared to the adjacent PECO and PSE&G zones, which have neutral or excess 
generation capacity.  (Red shading reflects degree of generation deficit.)  The PJM Market Monitor map indicates that 
a significant portion of the electricity ACE supplies to the 640,000 people in the Pinelands is generated outside the 
region. 

 

Source: Monitoring Analytics, 2014 State of The Market Report for PJM, Section 3 Energy Market, Figure 3‑11 Map 
of PJM real-time generation less real-time load by zone.   

A repowered BLE will help New Jersey to comply with USEPA’s proposed Clean Power Rules to reduce CO2 
emissions from fossil fuel electric generators by 30 percent by 2030.  See, U.S.EPA, Proposed Rule, “Carbon 
Pollution Emission Guidelines for Existing Stationary Sources: Electric Utility Generating Units” 79 Fed. Reg. 34830 
(June 18, 2014).  EPA’s proposed rule sets emissions rate targets for each state, expressed as pounds of CO2 per 
megawatt-hour (lbs/MWh).  Reductions in CO2 emissions from existing fossil-fueled electric generating units will be 
achieved through a combination of greater renewable energy and energy efficiency but also, most significantly, by 
requiring grid operators to “re-dispatch” from higher-emitting steam electrical generation units (i.e. coal, oil, natural 
gas) to lower-emitting NGCC units.  According to EPA, NGCC units are far more efficient than natural gas steam 
units, producing as much as 46 percent more electricity from a given quantity of natural gas than steam EGUs.  Ibid. 
at 34857.  The new EPA rule effectively will create a pricing signal based on the CO2-intensity of the generation and 
will make higher-emitting units more expensive to operate, thus resulting in the dispatch of lower-emitting units, such 
as NGCC.  A recent PJM analysis of how the Clean Power Rules will impact the dispatch of electric generation units 
within the PJM territory concluded that NGCC plants like the proposed BLE facility will have lower marginal cost 
because they emit less than half the CO2 emissions of coal fired plants: 

From a dispatch and modeling perspective, placing a price on CO2 emissions represents CO2 
emissions as an input to producing energy in exactly the same way that generators face prices for 
fuel and face variable operations and maintenance expenses for each megawatt-hour of output. 
So, in the case of a mass-based target, higher-emitting resources face a larger increase in running 
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costs than lower-emitting resources.  For example, coal units emit CO2 at a rate of approximately 
2,000 lbs/MWh (or 1 short ton/MWh) and new combined-cycle gas units emit CO2 at a rate of 
approximately 700-800 lbs/MWh (or 0.35-0.40 tons/MWh). At a CO2 price of $20/ton, a coal unit’s 
running cost will increase by about $20/MWh. In contrast, a combined-cycle unit’s running costs 
will increase by only $7-$8/MWh. As CO2 prices increase, higher-emitting resources become more 
expensive to operate relative to lower- emitting resources and are dispatched less in order to meet 
the mass-based target. At the same time, lower-emitting resources will be dispatched more so that 
power demand can be met in all hours. 

PJM Interconnection, “Economic Analysis of the EPA Clean Power Plan Proposal” (March 2, 2015) p. 24.  If BLE is 
not repowered, make-up electricity must be sourced from other marginal generation units in the region, 53 percent of 
which is comprised of coal units that provided the marginal generation in the PJM zone.14  NJDEP has noted that the 
replacement electricity likely will come from out-of-state power plants that have excess capacity and emit much 
higher levels of air contaminants.  See, Minutes of the New Jersey Clean Air Council (January 2014) available at 
http://www.state.nj.us/dep/cleanair/minutes/min_1401.pdf.  The electricity from these units likely will be more 
expensive under the PJM economic dispatch model and likely will lead to higher energy costs for consumers in the 
ACE service territory.  Higher energy costs, coupled with the already high congestion and line-loss costs within the 
ACE zone will contribute to an increase in the LMP and ultimately to the cost consumers pay for electricity. 
 

2. Dramatic Air Pollution Reduction Benefits to the Pinelands 

The reduction of adverse air quality impacts specifically associated with BLE long has been a priority of the Pinelands 
Commission.  NJDEP’s 1980 assessment of existing air quality in the Pinelands area, which was conducted on 
behalf of the Pinelands Commission to gain an understanding of Pinelands air quality issues and to aid in the 
preparation of the first CMP, specifically identified BLE as a major source of air pollution within the Pinelands: 

The B.L. England Power Plant at Beesley’s Point in Upper Township, Cape May County is located 
right on the Pinelands nation Reserve boundary. This large plant is responsible for most of the TSP 
[total suspended particulates] and SO2 [sulfur dioxide] point source emissions in Cape May 
County. In Table 6.1 the B.L. England Plant is included among the point sources located in the 
Pinelands. If it were not included in the Pineland totals, point sources in the Pinelands would only 
be responsible for about 11% of the TSP emissions and less than one percent of the SO2 
emissions in southern New Jersey. 

NJDEP, “Air Quality Assessment of the New Jersey Pinelands,” (January 1980), p. 28.  The Commission’s 2011 solar 
energy amendments to the CMP further acknowledged the need to reduce carbon dioxide, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen 
oxides, mercury emissions, and particulate emissions from coal.  See New Jersey Pinelands Commission, “Proposed 
Amendments to Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan, Local communications facilities; Solar energy 
facilities; Accessory uses on deed restricted parcels” (April 18, 2011). 

During the deliberations over the proposed MOA, NJDEP submitted detailed information to the Pinelands 
Commission identifying the air pollution reduction benefits to the Pinelands associated with repowering the facility 
with natural gas.  By converting BLE to natural gas, the project will reduce dramatically the plant’s air pollution 
impacts on the Pinelands. NJDEP testified15 that “the Department has determined that this project will result in 
significant improvements to the environment and human health of the Pinelands region.”  Comments of John Gray, 
                                                 

14 See Monitoring Analytics, 2014 State of The Market Report for PJM, Vol. 2, p. 16. 

15 NJDEP is the only State Agency invested with the statutory authority and technical expertise to analyze the air pollution control 
benefits associated with the repowering of BLE. 
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Acting Director for the Office of Permit Coordination and Environmental Review, NJDEP Tr. at 10.  NJDEP’s 
Assistant Director for Air Quality testified that: 

Carbon dioxide emissions are expected to be reduced by at least 50 percent on a per megawatt 
basis.  Actual emissions of sulfur dioxide are expected to be reduced by at least 99 percent, 
resulting in up to a 45 percent reduction in the maximum ambient SO2 levels, sulfur dioxide.  This 
decrease will lower acid deposition in the Pinelands, since sulfur dioxide reacts in the atmosphere 
to form acidic sulfates.  Actual emissions of nitrogen oxides are also expected to be reduced by at 
least 75 percent, resulting in up to a ten percent reduction in the maximum ambient nitrogen 
dioxide levels, lowering acid deposition in the Pinelands.  Additionally, since nitrogen dioxide also 
reacts in the atmosphere to form ozone, there will be a positive impact on ozone levels.  Lower 
ozone also -- is also important for public health, since all of New Jersey, including the Pinelands, 
exceeds Federal air quality standards for protection of health.  Actual emissions of particulates are 
expected to be reduced by at least 30 percent, resulting in up to a six percent reduction in 
maximum ambient fine particle levels. Fine particles have significant impacts on cardiovascular and 
pulmonary health, so reductions in fine particles improves public health. Reductions in fine particles 
are expected to improve visibility in the Pinelands and other areas of New Jersey, including the 
nearby Brigantine National Wildlife Area.  Finally, a 94 percent reduction in the allowable mercury 
emissions will benefit fish, and animals that eat the fish, including humans, lessening the 
bioaccumulation of mercury. 

Comments of Francis Steitz, Assistant Director for Air Quality Permitting, NJDEP Tr. at 20-22.  NJDEP also prepared 
a written report describing the  substantial air quality benefits of the Project.  See NJDEP, “Pinelands Air Quality 
Benefit Analysis of BL England Repowering Project,” Memorandum from Francis C. Steitz, Assistant Director, 
Division of Air Quality, to Nancy Wittenberg, Executive Director (September 16, 2013) (attached hereto as Exhibit 
16).  The report found that that “[t]he proposed Repowering Project will very significantly reduce both actual and 
allowable air pollutant emissions at the BL England Generating Station.”  Ibid.  Table 1 in NJDEP’s report showed 
significant improvement in allowable emission rates from before to after the repowering project.  Hourly emission rate 
reductions included 99.3% for SO2, 78.7% for NOx, 96.7% for PM. 

Table 1. Summary of Allowable Emission Rates 
Before and After the Repowering Project 

Hourly Emission Limits (lbs/hr) 

Pollutant Allowable Emission Rate 
Before Project a 

Allowable Emission Rate 
After Project b 

Net Emission 
Reduction 

Percent 
Reduction 

SO2 1,633.9 10.8 - 1,623.1 99.3 % 

NOx 821.4 175.0 - 646.4 78.7 % 

PM10 1,033.3 34.0 - 999.3 96.7 % 

PM2.5 1,033.3 34.0 -999.3 96.7 % 

Annual Emission Limits (tons/yr) 

Pollutant Allowable Emission Rate 
Before Project a 

Allowable Emission Rate 
After Project b 

Net Emission 
Reduction 

Percent 
Reduction 

SO2 5,887 15 - 5,87 99.7 % 

NOx 3,090 183 - 2,906 94.0 % 

PM10 4,526 77 - 4,449 98.3 % 

PM2.5 4,526 77 -4,449 98.3 % 

HAPs c 1,283 27 1,256 97.9 % 
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Mercury 0.068 (136 lbs/yr) 0.004 (8 lbs/yr) - 0.064 
(-128 lbs/yr) 94.1 % 

a:           Includes Unit 1 (coal) with ACO limits, Unit 2 (coal) with O limit, Unit 3 (residual oil) with RACT limits, and Unit 
5 diesel generators. 

b:           Includes Unit 3 (converted to natural gas), and the new Combined Cycle Combustion Turbine (natural gas).  
c:           HAP: Hazardous Air Pollutants. 

The NJDEP report estimated that annual tons per year of SO2, NOX, PM will be dramatically reduced from the 
existing plant, even conservatively assuming that the new NGCC plant will run at 100% annual capacity factor, which 
is unrealistic.  These estimates are included in Tables 4 and 5 of NJDEP’s report, which found that repowering will 
reduce annual SO2 emissions by 97% or 550 tons per year (tpy), annual PM2.5 emissions by 42% or 50 tpy, and 
annual NOX emissions by 78% or 322 tpy.   

 
Table 4. Emission Rates and Stack Parameters 

For Modeling Short-Term Impacts of Actual Emissions Scenario 

 

Pollutant 

  

Source 

Emission 
Rate  
(lb/hr) 

Stack 
height 
(ft) 

Stack 
Temp. 
(K) 

Stack Exit 
Velocity 
(m/s) 

Stack 
Diameter 
(m) 

SO2 
Pre-Project Boilers 1 and 2 (coal) 652.5 475 334.2 13.50 6.47 

Post-Project CCCT (Gas) 6.8 180 350.7 17.96 6.71 

PM2.5 
Pre-Project Boilers 1 and 2 (coal) 409.6 475 334.2 13.50 6.47 

Post-Project CCCT (Gas) 20.6 180 350.7 17.96 6.71 

NOx 
Pre-Project Boilers 1 and 2 (coal) 391.5 475 334.2 13.50 6.47 

Post-Project CCCT (Gas) 22.6 180 350.7 17.96 6.71 

Exhibit 16, Table 4. 
Table 5. Emission Rates and Stack Parameters 

For Modeling Long-Term Impacts of Actual Emissions Scenario 

 

Pollutant 

  

Source 

Emission 
Rate  
(ton/yr) 

Stack 
height 
(ft) 

Stack 
Temp. 
(K) 

Stack Exit 
Velocity 
(m/s) 

Stack 
Diameter 
(m) 

SO2 
Pre-Project Boilers 1 and 2 (coal) 565 475 334.2 13.50 6.47 

Post-Project CCCT (Gas) 14 180 350.7 17.96 6.71 

PM2.5 
Pre-Project Boilers 1 and 2 (coal) 118 475 334.2 13.50 6.47 

Post-Project CCCT (Gas) 69 180 350.7 17.96 6.71 

NOx 
Pre-Project Boilers 1 and 2 (coal) 414 475 334.2 13.50 6.47 

Post-Project CCCT (Gas) 92 180 350.7 17.96 6.71 

Exhibit 16, Table 5. 
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The NJDEP report did not address CO2 emissions.  However, CO2 emissions on an annual basis from NGCC system 
at BLE would be dramatically less than such emissions from replacement power from the grid.  It is important to know 
that existing sources on the PJM grid, which would need to generate replacement electricity if BLE is not repowered, 
would produce 73% more CO2 emissions to generate the same amount of energy as the new combined cycle unit. 

The dramatic reduction in emissions associated with a conversion of BLE to NGCC technology will produce a host of 
human health, environmental and economic benefits, which U.S.EPA has summarized in support of its proposed 
Clean Power Rules: 

 Reduced climate effects (Global climate impacts from CO2, climate impacts from ozone and black carbon 
(directly emitted PM)), other climate impacts (e.g., other GHGs such as methane, aerosols, other impacts); 

 Reduced incidence of premature mortality from exposure to PM2.5  (Adult premature mortality based 
on cohort study estimates and expert elicitation estimates (age >25 or age >30), infant mortality (age <1); 

 Reduced incidence of morbidity from exposure to PM2.5 (Non-fatal heart attacks (age >18), hospital 
admissions--respiratory (all ages), hospital admissions--cardiovascular (age >20), emergency room visits for 
asthma (all ages), acute bronchitis (age 8-12), lower respiratory symptoms (age 7-14), upper respiratory 
symptoms (asthmatics age 9-11), asthma exacerbation (asthmatics age 6-18), lost work days (age 18-65), 
minor restricted-activity days (age 18-65), chronic Bronchitis (age >26), emergency room visits for 
cardiovascular effects (all ages), strokes and cerebrovascular disease (age 50-79), other cardiovascular 
effects (e.g., other ages), other respiratory effects (e.g., pulmonary function, non-asthma ER visits, non-
bronchitis chronic diseases, other ages and populations), reproductive and developmental effects (e.g., low 
birth weight, pre-term births, etc), cancer, mutagenicity, and genotoxicity effects). 

 Reduced incidence of mortality from exposure to ozone (Premature mortality based on short-term study 
estimates (all ages), premature mortality based on long-term study estimates (age 30–99). 

 Reduced incidence of morbidity from exposure to ozone (Hospital admissions—respiratory causes (age 
> 65), hospital admissions—respiratory causes (age <2), emergency department visits for asthma (all ages), 
minor restricted-activity days (age 18–65), school absence days (age 5–17), decreased outdoor worker 
productivity (age 18–65), other respiratory effects (e.g., premature aging of lungs), cardiovascular and 
nervous system effects, reproductive and developmental effects). 

 Reduced incidence of morbidity from exposure to NO2 (Asthma hospital admissions (all ages), chronic 
lung disease hospital admissions (age >65), respiratory emergency department visits (all ages), asthma 
exacerbation (asthmatics age 4–18), acute respiratory symptoms (age 7–14), premature mortality, other 
respiratory effects (e.g., airway hyper responsiveness and inflammation, lung function, other ages and 
populations)). 

 Reduced incidence of morbidity from exposure to SO2 (Respiratory hospital admissions (age > 65), 
asthma emergency department visits (all ages), asthma exacerbation (asthmatics age 4–12), acute 
respiratory symptoms (age 7–14), premature mortality, other respiratory effects (e.g., airway hyper 
responsiveness and inflammation, lung function, other ages and populations)). 

 Reduced incidence of morbidity from exposure to methyl mercury (Neurologic effects—IQ loss, other 
neurologic effects (e.g., developmental delays, memory, behavior), cardiovascular effects, genotoxic, 
immunologic, and other toxic effects). 

 Reduced incidence of morbidity from exposure to Hazardous Air Pollutants (Effects associated with 
exposure to hydrogen chloride). 
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 Reduced visibility impairment (Visibility in Class 1 areas, visibility in residential areas). 

 Reduced effects on materials (Household soiling, materials damage (e.g., corrosion, increased wear). 

 Reduced PM deposition (metals and organics) (Effects on Individual organisms and ecosystems). 

 Reduced vegetation and ecosystem effects from exposure to ozone (Visible foliar injury on vegetation, 
reduced vegetation growth and reproduction, yield and quality of commercial forest products and crops, 
damage to urban ornamental plants, carbon sequestration in terrestrial ecosystems, recreational demand 
associated with forest aesthetics, other non-use effects, ecosystem functions (e.g., water cycling, 
biogeochemical cycles, net primary productivity, leaf-gas exchange, community composition)). 

 Reduced effects from acid deposition (Recreational fishing, tree mortality and decline, commercial fishing 
and forestry effects, recreational demand in terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems, other non-use effects, 
ecosystem functions (e.g., biogeochemical cycles)). 

 Reduced effects from nutrient enrichment (Species composition and biodiversity in terrestrial and 
estuarine ecosystems, coastal eutrophication, recreational demand in terrestrial and estuarine ecosystems, 
other non-use effects, ecosystem functions (e.g., biogeochemical cycles, fire regulation)). 

 Reduced vegetation effects from exposure to SO2 and NOx (Injury to vegetation from SO2 exposure, 
injury to vegetation from NOx exposure). 

 Reduced ecosystem effects from exposure to methyl mercury (Effects on fish, birds, and mammals 
(e.g., reproductive effects), commercial, subsistence and recreational fishing). 

See U.S. EPA, “Regulatory Impact Analysis for the Proposed Carbon Pollution Guidelines for Existing Power Plants 
and Emission Standards for Modified and Reconstructed Power Plants,” Table ES-5. Quantified and Unquantified 
Benefits (June 2014) available at http://www2.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2014-06/documents/20140602ria-clean-
power-plan.pdf. 

In sum, the combination of a high-efficiency combined cycle combustion turbine, state-of-the-art air emission 
controls, and clean-burning natural gas will place the repowered BLE among the cleanest power plants in New 
Jersey.  Emission rates of NOx and SO2—the emissions associated with smog and acid rain—will be cut by 96% to 
99% for each MW-hr of electricity generated compared either to the existing coal units or to existing marginal 
generation units in the region that will have to run to replace BLE’s output if the plant is not repowered.  Particulates 
will be cut by 96% for each MW-hr compared to the existing coal units and 85% compared to the grid replacement 
power.  Carbon dioxide will be cut by 62% for each MW-hr compared to the existing coal plant and 42% compared to 
the grid replacement power.   

a. Closure of BLE Will Worsen New Jersey’s Air Quality 

The notion that permanent closure of BLE somehow will improve New Jersey’s air quality is flawed.  Electricity to 
serve the Pinelands must be produced somewhere, as electricity demand in the ACE zone is increasing by 0.8% 
every year.  See Exhibit 14, p. 5.  BLE provided residents and businesses in Cape May and Atlantic Counties (many 
of whom live and work within the Pinelands) with 425 MW of total net summer electricity capacity, which must be 
replaced if the plant closes and is not repowered.  According to NJDEP, the loss of electricity from the retirement of 
BLE largely will be made up by out-of-state power plants that emit higher levels of air pollutants that are transported 
into New Jersey by the prevailing winds: 

Pinelands – The proposed pipeline for BL England along a road through the Pinelands was not 
approved by the Pinelands Commissioner with a 7 to 7 vote. NJDEP testified at the Commission’s 
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hearing and explained the air quality benefits of the conversion of this power plant from coal and oil 
to gas, with a new very efficient combined cycle unit. If this plant shuts down, the electricity lost 
would likely be provided from out of state power plants, with the much higher emissions of air 
contaminants transported into NJ on the prevailing winds from the west and southwest. 

New Jersey Clean Air Council, Minutes of January 2014 Meeting, Presentation by William O’Sullivan, NJDEP 
Division of Air Quality, (emphasis added) available at http://www.state.nj.us/dep/cleanair/minutes/min_1401.pdf. 

New Jersey currently imports about one-quarter to one-third of the electricity it consumes.  EMP, p. 26; U.S. Energy 
Information Agency, New Jersey Profile Analysis, Dec 2013.  A significant portion of this imported electricity comes 
from Pennsylvania, the nation’s largest net exporter of electricity.  See, Pennsylvania Department of Treasury, The 
McCord Report, October 9, 2013; U.S. Energy Information Administration State Profiles, Pennsylvania.  In 2011, 
Pennsylvania exported to adjacent states approximately 35% of its nearly 228 million megawatt hours of generation.  
In 2013, 40% of all electricity generated in Pennsylvania came from coal-fired generation, versus only 4% in New 
Jersey.  U.S. Energy Information Administration State Profiles, Pennsylvania & New Jersey, http://www.eia.gov-
/state/analysis.cfm?-sid=PA & http://www.eia.gov/state/analysis.cfm?sid=NJ.  Much of the air pollution generated by 
Pennsylvania’s marginal electric generation plants (i.e. coal-, natural gas-, and oil-steam plants) impacts on New 
Jersey and specifically on the Pinelands.  It is well established that prevailing west-east winds transport fine 
particulates (PM2.5), sulfate, NOx, and mercury air pollution from Pennsylvania’s power generation plants to the 
Pinelands, where they contribute to respiratory distress, cardiovascular disease, premature mortality, regional haze 
and acid deposition.  See State of New Jersey v. EME Homer City Generation, L.P., et al., Civil Action N. 2:11-cv-
00019, (Fed. Dist. Ct., W.D. Pa) ¶¶ 4-6; see also Northeast States for Coordinated Air Use Management 
(NESCAUM), The Nature of the Fine Particle and Regional Haze Air Quality Problems in the MANE-VU Region: A 
Conceptual Description, Second Update (July 2012) available at http://www.nescaum.org/documents/pm-haze-
conceptual-descrip-update-20120731-final.pdf; Sierra Club, “Report Shows ‘Killer’ Coal” (Sept. 9, 2010) (noting that 
“because of our location at the end of the air stream, we receive a lot of pollution from Ohio, Pennsylvania, and other 
Midwestern states. Added to the pollution from our coal plants here, coal pollution is having a devastating health 
impact.”)  

New Jersey repeatedly has pursued legal action against Pennsylvania coal plants to compel greater pollution 
controls and to reduce the interstate transport of coal-related pollutants into New Jersey.  See, NJDEP, “Christie 
Administration Secures Settlement That Will Result In Permanent Cessation of Coal Use at Portland, PA Power 
Plant, Improving Air Quality in New Jersey” (May 15, 2013) available at 
http://www.nj.gov/dep/newsrel/2013/13_0054.htm.  Despite these efforts, Pennsylvania still has the highest 
percentage of coal-based electric generation of any state in the northeast. 
 
USEPA tracks the environmental attributes of virtually all of the electric power generated in the United States and 
links air emissions to electricity generated.  The data is published in USEPA’s Emissions & Generation Resource 
Integrated Database (eGRID), which widely is regarded as the preeminent source of data on the emissions rate for 
SO2, NOx and CO2 from electric generation plants.  The CO2, SO2, and NOx emission rates for “non-baseload” electric 
generation plants (i.e. those marginal generation plants that would be displaced by a new NGCC plant such as a 
repowered BLE) in the eastern portion of the PJM zone, otherwise known as the “EMAAC region” (i.e. eastern 
Pennsylvania, New Jersey Maryland and Delaware) are dramatically higher than the emission rates from a 
repowered BLE.  See USEPA, “eGRID 9th edition Version 1.0 (February 2014)” available at 
http://www.epa.gov/cleanenergy-/documents/egridzips-/eGRID_9th_edition_-V1-0_year_2010_Summary_Tables.pdf.  
A comparison of eGRID NOx and SO2 emission rates for electric generation units in Pennsylvania and New Jersey 
shows that Pennsylvania electricity has a NOx, intensity more than twice the NOx, intensity and four times the SO2 
intensity of New Jersey electricity.  Ibid. p. 10.  This means that the electricity imported into New Jersey from 
Pennsylvania is produced by more polluting electric generation units.  The EPA’s eGRID data clearly shows that the 
electricity from the grid that would be required to replace BLE would generate far greater levels of NOx, SO2, and CO2 
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in comparison to a repowered BLE using NGCC technology.  This is because 53 percent of the marginal generation 
in the PJM zone in 2014 were coal units.16   
 
An “apples-to-apples” comparison of emission rates from: (1) BLE’s existing operating coal unit 2; (2) the marginal 
generation units that would be called upon to replace this unit if it is not repowered, and; (3) a repowered state-of-the-
art NGCC BLE is provided below: 
  

Pollutant Existing 
BLE Coal 
Unit 21 

Grid Emissions 
for PJM 
EMAAC2 

New BLE 
NGCC3 
 

New NGCC 
Improvement 
Over BLE Unit 2 

New NGCC 
Improvement 
Over Grid 

SO2 2.5806 3.8673 0.0163 99.4% 99.6% 

NOx 1.5484 1.3913 0.0542 96.5% 96.1% 

PM10/2.5 1.4032 0.5128/0.33704 0.0494 96.5% 85.3% 

CO2 2398 1562 900 62.5% 42.4% 
Analysis provided by Trinity Consultants. 
Note 1: Based on permit limits (PM10/2.5), ACO Limits (NOx , SO2), and AP-42 emission factors (CO2). 
Note 2:  Based on EPA eGRID 9th Edition Summary Tables published February 2014, the marginal emission rates (which NGCC 

would displace) for RFC East (EMAAC). 
Note 3:  Conservatively based upon BLE NGCC permit limits or related application (actual operations are required to be lower). 
Note 4: Based on PJM marginal fuel analysis for April 1, 2014 through March 31, 2015, and PM2.5 emission rates from Argonne 

National Labs Greenhouse Gas and Criteria Air Pollutant Emission analysis (Sept 2013). 
 
For all of these reasons, the suggestion that a permanent closure of BLE somehow will improve New Jersey’s air 
quality is incorrect.  A closure of BLE will lead to greater imports of electricity generated from the eastern PJM region, 
mainly from Pennsylvania, which has excess capacity17 from its many older steam units (i.e. coal-, oil- or natural gas-
fired).  USEPA’s data shows that these units emit much higher levels of air pollution on a per unit basis18 than the 
state-of-the-art NGCC technology that will be used at BLE.  The higher emissions of mercury, CO2, SO2, PM2.5 and 
NOx, from these older fossil units will be transported to the Pinelands region by prevailing weather patterns, where 
they will impact the Pinelands environment and its people.   

b. Repowering BLE with Natural Gas is Essential for Greater 
Renewable Energy Penetration 

The electric generation capacity necessary to replace BLE cannot be supplied by wind or solar generation.  The 
defining challenge to maintaining a reliable electricity grid is that electricity supply must always match electricity 
demand.  Excess supply or excess demand can result in grid instability and ultimately a blackout.  Substantial 
penetration of variable electricity sources (i.e. electric generators whose electric output fluctuates) like wind and solar 
power must be supported with adequate spinning reserves to meet electric demand when the wind and/or sun is not 
available.  Therefore, even if renewable energy becomes a much greater percentage of New Jersey’s energy mix, 
quick-start natural gas-fired generation will remain an essential resource to balance load and to smooth-out the 
variability and intermittency associated with renewable technology.  See, Ng, Ying, “Natural Gas Key to Renewable 

                                                 

16 See Monitoring Analytics, 2014 State of The Market Report for PJM, Vol. 2, p. 16. 

17 See Monitoring Analytics, 2014 State of The Market Report for PJM, Section 3 Energy Market, Figure 3‑11 Map of PJM real-
time generation less real-time load by zone (referenced on p. 22 supra). 

18  According to EPA, NGCC units can produce as much as 46 percent more electricity from a given quantity of natural gas than 
steam EGUs.  See, U.S.EPA, Proposed Rule, “Carbon Pollution Emission Guidelines for Existing Stationary Sources: Electric 
Utility Generating Units” 79 Fed. Reg. at 34857. 

Comparison of lb/MW-hr (net) Emissions 
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Energy Future”, Power Engineering (July 1, 2012); NJDEP, Environmental Trends, “Energy Use and Renewable 
Energy Sources,” (May 2013) http://www.nj.gov/dep/dsr/trends/pdfs/energy.pdf.  

Replacing BLE’s 425 MW of electricity with solar panels would require construction on 13,000 acres of land within the 
Pinelands and/or CAFRA area for a solar installation capable of supplying the equivalent level of electricity.  Even 
then, a back-up supply of quick-start electricity would be necessary because even the most efficient solar panels 
operate at their full rated capacity about 17% of the time.  Similarly, offshore wind energy systems operate at their full 
rated capacity between 20% to 50% of the time.  The successful development of offshore wind power in New Jersey 
will require additional back-up power from readily dispatchable generation sources.  EMP at 4.  NGCC technology—
such as that proposed for repowering the BL England plant—is the best available generation technology capable of 
providing rapid power to balance load.  Countless studies by grid operators, energy consultants, and various federal 
and state agencies conclude that significant penetration of wind power is not feasible without adequate, readily 
dispatchable reserve power to balance electricity supply when the wind is not blowing.  See Trembath, A.,  Luke, M., 
Schellenberger, M. & Nordhaus, T., The Breakthrough Institute, Coal Killer: How Natural Gas Fuels the Clean Energy 
Revolution (2013) pp. 28-29 at http://thebreakthrough.org/images/main_image/Breakthrough_Institute_-
Coal_Killer.pdf; ISO New England, New England Wind Integration Study, Dec. 2010, p. 21, at 
http://www.uwig.org/newis_es.pdf; National Renewable Energy Laboratory, Operating Reserves and Wind Power 
Integration: An International Comparison, Oct. 2010, http://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy11osti/49019.pdf; Rigos, D., Shapiro 
B., Levitan, R., Leaning on Line Pack Green energy mandates might overburden gas pipelines, Public Utilities 
Fortnightly, Jan 2011 at http://www.levitan.com/wp-content/uploads/2012/10/PUFLinePack1_11_11.pdf; North 
American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC), “2013 Special Reliability Assessment: Accommodating an 
Increased Dependence on Natural Gas for Electric Power Phase II: A Vulnerability and Scenario Assessment for the 
North American Bulk Power System” (May 2013). p. 82 (“The strong growth in wind power and the lack of cost‑
effective electric storage solutions indicates that power systems will rely heavily on more flexible resources, such as 
gas turbines, to compensate for wind power variability.”)  
 
The consistent finding that natural gas generation is a necessary catalyst for New Jersey wind power development 
was confirmed by Princeton University modeling of large scale wind development off the Mid-Atlantic coast.  The 
modeling finds that the difficulty in forecasting “precipitous drops in wind in the hour-ahead time frame [will] require 
additional spinning reserves, namely, the ability to ramp up (or down) a significant amount of (fast) generation within 
a relatively short period of time (say, 10 min).”  Simao, H. & Powell W., SMART-ISO: Modeling Uncertainty in the 
Electricity Markets, Princeton University Laboratory for Energy Systems Analysis, Presentation to Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission, Staff Technical Conference, June 2013, at www.ferc.gov/EventCalendar-
/Files/20130625081929-T1A_Simao.pdf.  The synergy between natural gas powered electricity and renewable 
electricity recently is explained by the progressive think-tank, Breakthrough Institute, in its report Coal Killer: How 
Natural Gas Fuels the Clean Energy Revolution, which explains that: 
 

Gas-fired power provides cheap, low-carbon, and flexible backup support for intermittent wind and 
solar. Grid operators depend on reliable power production from power plant operators to match grid 
supply and demand and ensure consistent price signals.  As intermittent renewables — particularly 
wind — continue to occupy a greater share of the nation’s electricity output, power system 
operators will need to increasingly rely on capacities of backup and firming power. Natural gas–
fired power plants offer the best currently available solution.   

************* 
Natural gas power — and particularly power from natural gas combined cycle (NGCC) plants — 
provides a readily substitutable alternative to baseload and older load-following coal plants.  
Flexible gas plants provide support for electric power grids that are increasingly occupied by 
intermittent wind and solar. A study from researchers at Carnegie Mellon University suggests that 
for every 4 MW of wind capacity, 3 MW of NGCC capacity will be needed to operate the grid 
reliably.  The expansion of gas-fired power plants could accelerate the integration of intermittent 
power into existing grid systems.  New natural gas plants have ramping rates of approximately 8 
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percent per minute and can reduce their output to 80 percent capacity with minimal heat rate 
penalty.  New NGCC plants that are specifically designed to offer flexibility to a renewables-heavy 
grid system can ramp to 150 MW in 10 minutes and to full load in 30 minutes.  General Electric’s 
new fleet of gas-fired power plants is designed to optimize integration with variable power sources 
and can ramp as fast as 100 MW per minute.   Modeling efforts at the National Renewable Energy 
Laboratory (NREL) find that “large quantities of variable renewable energy and flexible gas 
generation work synergistically to maintain system reliability requirements.”     

Trembath, et al., Coal Killer: How Natural Gas Fuels the Clean Energy Revolution available at http://thebreakthrough-
.org/images/main_image/Breakthrough_Institute_Coal_Killer.pdf.  Therefore, contrary to popular statements that 
offshore wind power can replace BLE, in fact, repowering BLE will be an essential catalyst to the successful 
deployment of offshore wind energy in New Jersey.   

For these reasons, renewable energy sources, such as wind and solar, simply are not capable of supplying sufficient 
replacement electricity without support from a NGCC generation source.  A closure of BLE most certainly will lead to 
greater imports of out-of-state electricity which is generated by older fossil units (i.e. coal- or natural gas-fired) that 
PJM data shows emit higher levels of air pollution that is carried to the Pinelands by prevailing winds.  In contrast, a 
repowered BLE will be the most efficient and lowest-emitting source of electricity, will provide black start capability to 
make the grid more resilient to outages, and will serve as an essential catalyst for the development of New Jersey’s 
abundant off-shore wind energy resources.    

B. Improve Resiliency of Gas Supply to the Pinelands and Atlantic & Cape 
May Counties 

An important purpose of the Project is to improve the resiliency of the natural gas distribution system in the Pinelands 
and the entire southernmost portion of SJG’s service territory, from the Cape May Gate Station south, which currently 
is served by only a single-feed supply.  There are 25,400 Atlantic County customers and 3,300 Cape May County 
customers residing within the Pinelands who will directly benefit from strengthening the resiliency of the existing 
natural gas distribution infrastructure through the construction of the pipeline.  See South Jersey Gas, BL England & 
Reliability Pipeline Project, Presentation to Pinelands P&I Committee, pp. 7-9 (September 27, 2013) (attached hereto 
as Exhibit 17).  However, like any natural gas distribution system, SJG’s system is an interconnected network of 
transmission and distribution pipelines extending across the Pinelands and into the coastal areas beyond the 
Pinelands.  Thus, any project to improve the resiliency of the distribution system serving people living and working in 
the Pinelands unavoidably improves the whole interconnected system, including portions of the system outside the 
Pinelands.  

SJG’s existing infrastructure serving all of Cape May County and portions of Atlantic County is dependent upon two 
segments of single natural gas transmission pipeline that serves as the “backbone” of the entire supply system to 
Cape May and Atlantic Counties: the Vineland to Mays Landing Segment and the Route 50 Segment.  Both 
segments are located within the Pinelands and both are vulnerable to service interruptions.  The Vineland to Mays 
Landing Segment consists of a 20” diameter pipeline operating at 435 PSIG as it travels east from Vineland to Mays 
Landing, cross country, through easements along private property within the Pinelands.  The Route 50 Segment 
consists of a 20” diameter pipeline that operates at 435 PSIG, which reduces to 16” at 250 PSIG as it travels south 
along the Route 50 right-of-way from Mays Landing to Tuckahoe.  Several portions of the Route 50 segment are 
within the storm surge zone of a major hurricane. If a service interruption were to occur anywhere along this 
“backbone,” whether due to a natural disaster or an accident, as many as 28,700 residents and businesses located 
within the Pinelands and 142,000 customers overall would be without natural gas service.  Depending on the severity 
of the interruption, these customers could be without natural gas for heating or cooking for several months.  An 
interruption of this magnitude would place public health and safety at risk, especially during the winter months when 
natural gas usage peaks due to the need to heat homes, businesses, and other critical facilities such as hospitals, 
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schools, elder care facilities, etc.  Due to this vulnerability in SJG’s Atlantic and Cape May system, it is vitally 
important that any route considered for this project address this reliability need. 

To understand why the Project is necessary to address a major vulnerability in SJG’s existing distribution system, it is 
essential to understand how the Company’s distribution system is configured.  Attached as Exhibit 18 is a map 
depicting the Company’s existing transmission and distribution system in relation to the Pinelands. 

1. 70-Mile Cross-State Transport Through the Pinelands Forest Area 

All of the natural gas serving the coastal region of the SJG service territory originates 70 miles away at two interstate 
pipelines that parallel Interstate 295 in the vicinity of Paulsboro (Transco Pipeline) and Swedesboro (Columbia 
Pipeline).  After the transition to natural gas in the 1950s, SJG’s gas transmission pipelines were built to bring gas 
supplies from the interstate natural gas pipelines to the growing customer base in the east and south, including 
Atlantic City to the east and Cape May to the south.  Cape May and Atlantic Counties are located in the furthest 
eastern and southeastern portions of SJG’s service territory.  With the Atlantic Ocean to the east and south and the 
Delaware Bay to the southwest, service to the critical coastal areas of Cape May and Atlantic Counties requires SJG 
to transport the natural gas from the interstate pipelines, clear across the state, and through the Pinelands Forest 
Area and/or Preservation Area, which forms a continuous band from extreme southern Cape May County all the way 
north to Ocean County.  Accordingly, the only way to transport natural gas to Cape May and Atlantic Counties is to 
traverse the Southern Forest Area, which is located in the heart of SJG’s service territory.  The Company has 188 
miles of gas mains and 32 miles of high pressure pipelines within the Forest Area and nearly 1,400 miles of gas 
mains and 133 miles of high pressure pipelines within the Pinelands.  Much of this infrastructure located in the Forest 
Area was installed decades before the creation of the Pinelands Commission.  The Company’s first pipeline into 
Atlantic County was the 12” 250 PSIG Woodbury Line constructed in 1951 between Woodbury and Pleasantville.  In 
1962, the Company constructed the 10” 250 PSIG “Lawnside Line” between Lawnside and Pleasantville.  Finally, in 
1987, the Company constructed the 20” 435 PSIG Vineland-Mays Landing line between Vineland and Mays Landing.  
Based on pipe flow capacities, the 20” Vineland-Mays Landing pipeline supplies approximately 70% of the west-east 
flow, while the existing 12” Woodbury Line and 10” Lawnside Line supply the remaining 18% and 12%, respectively.  
All three cross-country pipelines traverse the Forest Area.   

Due to the location of this pipeline infrastructure, virtually any reliability improvement project to reduce the 
vulnerability of the existing single supply line into Cape May and Atlantic Counties necessarily will require 
construction within the Pinelands Forest Area as this is where the Company’s pipeline infrastructure exists.  Only by 
extending this existing infrastructure can BLE receive natural gas service and the residents and businesses in Cape 
May County be protected against a failure of the single pipeline serving this remote area of the State.   

2. Two Single-Feed Vulnerabilities In the Supply to Atlantic & Cape 
May Counties 

The Company’s supply of natural gas to all of Cape May County and 70 percent of Atlantic County and depends on 
two “single-feed” pipeline segments that currently lack any redundancy and are both located within the Pinelands 
Forest Area.  In the event either pipeline segment suffers damage due to a storm, accident, or sabotage there is no 
secondary route for transporting natural gas to all of Cape May County and most of Atlantic County, leaving 28,700 
customers in the Pinelands and 142,000 customers overall without fuel for heating or cooking.  This area is the only 
portion of SJG’s service territory of this magnitude lacking secondary feed capability.  The Company has long-
planned to address this reliability deficiency but only recently has it had the ability to do so. 

The first single-feed pipeline segment is the 20” diameter Vineland to Mays Landing Segment, which runs west-east 
between Vineland and just south of Mays Landing at Rt. 50.  The pipeline increases in diameter to 24” as it continues 
east past Rt. 50 another 4 miles to SJG’s McKee City LNG facility off of Ocean Heights Avenue.  The Vineland-Mays 
Landing Segment, which was constructed in 1986, carries 100 percent of the gas serving Cape May County and 70 
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percent of the gas serving Atlantic County.  The second pipeline, which interconnects with and is fed by the Vineland-
Mays Landing Segment at Rt. 50, is a 20-mile pipeline segment that runs north-south beneath Rt. 50 (the “Route 50 
Segment”). This pipeline runs from Estell Manor beneath Rt. 50 in a 20” diameter pipe reducing to 16” just north of 
Corbin City.  The Route 50 Segment was constructed in various segments between 1977 and 2005, and includes a 
critical crossing of the Tuckahoe River separating Atlantic & Cape May Counties, installed in 1997.  The Route 50 
Segment carries 100 percent of the gas serving Cape May County. 

Should a system upset condition occur anywhere along the 10-mile portion of the Vineland-Mays Landing Segment 
between Union Road and NJ Route 50, approximately 142,000 residential and commercial customers in both Cape 
May and Atlantic Counties would be without natural gas service.  Should a system upset condition occur anywhere 
along the 10-mile portion of the Route 50 Segment from Mays Landing to Tuckahoe, 61,000 customers of Cape May 
County would be without natural gas service.  Ibid, p. 10.  Both the Vineland-Mays Landing segment and the Route 
50 segment are vulnerable to a “single-contingency failure.”  This means that a single disruptive event along either of 
these segments, such as damage from a significant storm, sabotage, or a construction accident, would cause a large 
number of customers to lose gas service.  Both segments are vulnerable to disruption.  The Vineland-Mays Landing 
segment is not located beneath a roadway but a 2-mile portion of the segment shares a right-of-way with the same 
electric transmission lines that PJM has ordered to be expanded.  The Route 50 segment is even more vulnerable to 
a single-contingency failure because it is beneath an active roadway on which there is periodic construction, 
including at the bridge crossing the Tuckahoe River.  This segment also is directly within the storm surge zone of 
major storms. 

Until 2010, SJG lacked the ability to address this risk of a single contingency failure of either the Vineland-Mays 
Landing Segment or the Route 50 Segment.  In 2010, SJG completed construction of a 15 mile, 24” diameter pipeline 
loop from Malaga south to the Union Road Station at the Vineland-Mays Landing Segment, which created an 
alternate feed down to the Vineland-Mays Landing Segment (the “Malaga-Union Road Pipeline”). This new Malaga-
Union Road Pipeline fixed the single-feed deficiency between Vineland and Union Road.  The pipeline is 
interconnected with the Vineland-Mays Landing Segment at Union Road and then joins with the existing 20” pipeline 
beneath Union Road.  The Malaga-Union Road Pipeline provided SJG with a secondary option to feed gas to the 
Vineland-Mays Landing Segment in the event that any portion of this pipeline west of Union Road is damaged.  This 
improvement also provided SJG with an opportunity to create a secondary option to feed into both Atlantic and Cape 
May Counties in the event of a catastrophic failure east of Union Road on the Vineland-Mays Landing Segment or 
South on the Route 50 Segment, by extending service from its the existing 20” pipeline beneath Union Road (which 
currently ends at Rt. 49) across to the Route 50 Segment south of Corbin City. 

3. Why Redundant/Looping Infrastructure Is Necessary 

The proposed 13-mile extension connecting the Malaga-Union Road Pipeline to the Route 50 Segment, which would 
be constructed entirely beneath Rt. 49 and secondary roads, would solve the single-feed deficiency in both the 
Vineland-Mays Landing Segment and the Route 50 Segment.  With the construction of the Project, customers in 
Cape May and Atlantic Counties could receive gas service in the event that either the Vineland-Mays Landing 
Segment or the Route 50 Segment north of Tuckahoe is damaged and taken out-of-service.  The Project creates an 
essential alternative pathway, or “loop,” to transport gas around the two vulnerable segments. 

If a construction accident, sabotage, or a natural disaster were to disrupt the gas flow from the main backbone that 
serves Cape May County and a portion of Atlantic County, such as occurred in Ocean and Burlington Counties in the 
wake of Hurricane Sandy, the consequences to the public health and emergency services that rely on natural gas 
would be devastating.  Tens of thousands of people in Cape May and Atlantic Counties would be impacted by a 
service disruption on either the Vineland to Mays Landing Segment or the Route 50 Segment.  Restoring service to 
all of Cape May County could take 3 months or longer.  Facilities such as hospitals, nursing homes, schools, 
emergency shelters providing essential services to thousands of people would be left without natural gas service 
possibly for months.  Restoring natural gas service is a lengthy, tedious process that must be performed by trained, 
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qualified personnel. The first step is to shut off each individual gas meter.  Distribution lines and lines from the meters 
to homes or businesses must then be purged of air and re-pressurized with gas.  Once this is done, workers visit 
each home and business, inspect gas appliances for safety, open meter valves, relight pilot lights, and confirm that 
the appliances are operating safely.  This can only be done when the customer is present, and if workers find that 
any appliances are not operating properly, service cannot be restored until repairs have been made.  See Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission & North American Electric Reliability Corp, Report on Outages and Curtailments 
During the Southwest Cold Weather Event of February 1-5, 2011: Causes and Recommendations, p. 125 (Aug. 
2011).  A disaster at any time of the year would adversely impact public health and safety since so many essential 
services rely on gas service.  A disaster in the winter that cuts-off gas flow to customers in Atlantic and Cape May 
Counties would have a devastating impact public safety since many customers rely on gas to heat their homes, 
businesses and public service buildings. 

The need for a redundant supply line to Cape May and Atlantic Counties is not some abstract concept.  Hurricane 
Sandy demonstrated that a storm-related natural gas outage is not a remote possibility.  In the case of Hurricane 
Sandy, thirty-two thousand customers of New Jersey Natural Gas lost natural gas service for two months due to 
extreme flooding and erosion of natural gas mains buried two feet below the ground: 

Superstorm Sandy was the largest and most severe storm in NJNG’s history, affecting hundreds of 
thousands of NJNG’S customers and causing widespread destruction in communities across the 
Company’s service territory, especially in the waterfront areas.  Many miles of NJNG’s gas 
distribution mains were exposed to excessive damage from the storm surge, resulting in equipment 
and communication failures at metering and regulating facilities.  Extensive water damage from the 
storm surge occurred in most of waterfront communities in NJNG’s service territory. The 
unprecedented nature of Superstorm Sandy required that the Company curtail natural gas service 
to approximately 30,000 customers in the heavily-damaged areas of Long Beach Island, and from 
Bay Head to Seaside Park (the “Seaside Peninsula”). When portions of the infrastructure were torn 
away from premises, damaging and cracking mains, services, house regulators and meters, 
natural gas was discharged into the atmosphere. However, following these extreme events, NJNG 
was able to safely restore service over an eight-week period to almost 30,000 customers capable 
of receiving natural gas service. 

In Re Petition of New Jersey Natural Gas Company for Approval of the NJ Rise Program and Associated Rate 
Recovery Mechanism, BPU Docket No. GR13090828; see also Star-Ledger, Underground but not unscathed, N.J. 
natural gas utilities seek upgrades after Sandy (October 27, 2013).  Severe storm events like Sandy have the 
potential to cause coastal floodwaters to rise which poses a substantial risk of water penetrating the natural gas 
system in low-lying areas and causing erosion of the ground around buried utilities, leading to a loss of gas service.  
Since 1993, the federal Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (“HMSA”), which regulates pipeline 
safety, has issued five Advisory Bulletins warning that severe flooding events can adversely affect the safe operation 
of pipelines.  According to HMSA data, 50% of the property damage resulting from natural gas distribution system 
failures is caused by heavy rains and flooding. 

Despite the widespread damage Hurricane Sandy inflicted upon coastal areas of the State, far more destructive 
storms are expected in the coming decades, according both to the historical record and to the latest climate 
projections. Swiss Re, The big one: The East Coast’s USD 100 billion hurricane (Sept 2014) available at 
http://big.assets.huffingtonpost.-com/SwissReHurricanePaper.pdf. 

Also, accelerating sea level rise heightens concern about the vulnerability of pipeline infrastructure.  The latest 
scientific findings from the United States’ Third National Climate Assessment conclude that energy infrastructure in 
the northeast coastal region “will be increasingly compromised by climate-related hazards, including sea level rise, 
coastal flooding, and intense precipitation events.”  See Horton, R., G. Yohe, W. Easterling, R. Kates, M. Ruth, E. 
Sussman, A. Whelchel, D. Wolfe, and F. Lipschultz, 2014: Ch. 16: Northeast. Climate Change Impacts in the United 
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States: The Third National Climate Assessment, available at http://nca2014.globalchange.gov/report/-
regions/northeast.  “Extreme storm surge events at high tides are expected to increase, raising the risk of inundating 
energy facilities such as power plants, refineries, pipelines, and transmission and distribution networks.” 
http://nca2014.globalchange.gov/report/sectors/-energy.  According to The Third National Climate Assessment, a sea 
level rise of two feet, without any changes in storms, would more than triple the frequency of dangerous coastal 
flooding throughout most of the Northeast. Ibid.  Chapter 4 of the report specifically assesses risk to the energy 
sector and concludes that there is a “high likelihood” of physical impacts to pipelines due to coastal erosion and sea 
level rise.  See Dell, J., S. Tierney, G. Franco, R. G. Newell, R. Richels, J. Weyant, and T. J. Wilbanks, 2014: Ch. 4: 
Energy Supply and Use. Climate Change Impacts in the United States: The Third National Climate Assessment, 
Table 4.3, available at http://nca2014.globalchange.gov/-report/sectors/energy. 

The risk of storm surge along the New Jersey coast is heightened because sea levels are rising faster than in many 
other regions due to land subsidence.  Rutgers scientists recently predicted based upon current data that within 15 
years, sea levels along the New Jersey coastline will rise by 7 to 16 inches, with a best estimate of 10 inches.  See 
Broccoli A., Kaplan M., Loikith P., Robinson D., State of the Climate: New Jersey,  (2013) available at http://climate-
change.rutgers.edu/resources/state-of-the-climate-new-jersey-2013.  Sea levels are rising 4 mm/year in Atlantic City.  
By 2050, sea level is expected to be 13 to 28 inches higher with a best estimate of 18 inches.  Even at the low-end of 
these projections, coastal flooding will be substantial, ibid., and will increase the already real threat to natural gas 
infrastructure. 

Atlantic and Cape May Counties are particularly vulnerable because a significant portion of their land mass is low-
lying and within the zone of storm surge impact.  According to the New Jersey Hurricane Evacuation Study, prepared 
for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers five years before Hurricane Sandy, Cape May County is particularly at risk.  
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New Jersey Hurricane Evacuation Study, (June 2007), p. 1-1 (emphasis added). One 
case study of the vulnerability of Cape May County concluded that climate change and associated sea-level rise 
places critical facilities at particularly heightened risk.  Wu SY, Yarnal B., Fisher A., Vulnerability of coastal 
communities to sea-level rise: a case study of Cape May County, New Jersey, USA , 22 Clim Res. 255, 268 (Nov. 4, 
2002) http://www.-ccpo.odu.edu/~atkinson/ODUResearch/ProfPapers/wu_et_al%20__2002_New_Jersey1.pdf. 
 
In sum, there is a vital need to improve the resiliency of the Company’s supply infrastructure to Cape May and 
Atlantic Counties.  Storm and flooding events do pose a tangible threat to SJG’s backbone distribution system to 
Cape May County, which lies within the flood zone of a major hurricane.  Several portions of the Route 50 segment 
are within the storm surge zone, including the portion crossing beneath the Tuckahoe River between Corbin City and 
Tuckahoe.  According to New Jersey’s Action Plan to recover from the extensive devastation caused by Hurricane 
Sandy, the construction of redundant, “looped” natural gas supplies to vulnerable coastal areas is essential to 
strengthen the ability of natural gas supply infrastructure to survive future storm events.  New Jersey Department of 
Community Affairs, Community Development Block Grant Disaster Recovery Action Plan, Approved by HUD, April 
29, 2013, pp. 2-25 & 2-26 (emphasis added).  The lesson from Hurricane Sandy and from the HMSA data is that 
pipelines can be damaged by both man-made and natural disasters.  There is a vital need to harden the natural gas 
distribution infrastructure serving the Pinelands and coastal areas of Cape May and Atlantic Counties, which depend 
on a single pipeline that is vulnerable.  Construction of  a redundant pipeline into Cape May County will vastly reduce 
the risk to the people living in Cape May County and is the course of action recommended by New Jersey’s Disaster 
Recovery Action Plan. 

V. THE PROJECT FULLY CONFORMS WITH N.J.A.C. 7:50-5.23(B)12 

Pinelands staff concluded that, while the proposed pipeline is a conforming use within the Forest Area19 because 
BLE is located within the Pinelands, the proposed interconnection of the pipeline to the existing distribution system 

                                                 
19 Contrary to the public statements by some opponents, the construction of the pipeline is not an unprecedented “scar on the 
Pinelands.”  Not only does the current CMP permit the construction of a natural gas pipeline in Forest Areas, even the first CMP 
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serving Atlantic and Cape May Counties means that the Project is not “intended to primarily serve [only] the needs of 
the Pinelands” and therefore is not a permitted use.  Exhibit 6, pp. 12, 15, & 41.  Specifically, staff concluded: 

 “Given that the proposed pipeline is intended to serve customers located both inside and outside of the 
Pinelands, the project does not primarily serve only the needs of the Pinelands. As a result, the 
proposed pipeline is not fully consistent with the permitted use standards for a Forest Area.”  Ibid. at 3. 

 “It is because the proposed pipeline was also intended to serve customers within SJG’s service area in 
Cape May and Atlantic Counties, the majority of which do not reside within the Pinelands, that 
Commission staff made the determination that the proposed pipeline was not fully consistent with 
N.J.A.C. 7:50-5.23(b)12 and consideration of this MOA became necessary.” Ibid. at 12. 

 “The CMP permits public service infrastructure in a Forest Area where it is intended to primarily serve 
only the needs of the Pinelands. The proposed project serves two purposes; the repowering of the BLE 
Plant from coal to natural gas and the provision of redundant natural gas supply to SJG customers in 
Atlantic and Cape May Counties. While the BLE Plant is located in the Pinelands, the majority of 
customers to benefit from the redundancy in gas supply are located outside the Pinelands.  As such the 
project is not fully consistent with the land use standards of the Pinelands CMP.”  Ibid at 41. 

It is evident from these findings that Pinelands staff decided the purpose of the pipeline solely based on the number 
of customers theoretically that could be served by the pipeline, without regard for how the pipeline actually will be 
used in light of the objective circumstances, which indicate that virtually all of the gas transported through the pipeline 
will be consumed within the Pinelands.  

A. The Meaning of “Intended to Primarily Serve [Only] the Needs of the 
Pinelands” 

Assessing the conformity of the proposed pipeline with N.J.A.C. 7:50-5.23(b)12 requires analysis of the language of 
N.J.A.C. 7:50-5.23(b)12 to determine its meaning.  The provision states in pertinent part: 

a municipality may, at its option, permit the following uses in a Forest Area: 

********* 
                                                                                                                                                             
recognized that natural gas pipelines in all Pinelands Management Areas (including the Forest Area) was needed.  In 1978, 
during the deliberations over the formation of the Commission, NJDEP recommended that “gas lines should be the only utility 
line permitted along existing roads and rights-of-way in the preservation area.  These lines are no threat to water quality, and 
they can be allowed to revegetate.”  DEP Recommendations for Final Pinelands Review Committee Report (December 26, 
1978).  Thereafter, the Commission’s very first CMP authorized natural gas pipelines in all management areas of the Pinelands:  
 

A specific statement of Department of Energy siting policy with regard to the Pinelands is contained in the 
DEP's Coastal Management Program. These policies were jointly drafted pursuant to a 1978 memorandum 
of understanding, and are contained in the Coastal Management  Program (August, 1980) and the New 
Jersey Energy Master Plan…Natural gas pipelines are discouraged [only] in the critical area [i.e. 
Preservation Area] unless the developer can show that the activity will meet the non-degradation water 
quality standards and cause no long-term adverse environmental impacts. 

 
Pinelands Commission, New Jersey Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan (Adopted November 21, 1980) p. 279.  The 
referenced August 1980 Coastal Zone Management Program document required that new natural gas pipelines in the Pinelands 
be channeled to “pipeline corridors… located in or adjacent to existing already developed or disturbed road, railroad, pipeline, 
electrical transmission or other rights-of-way, to the maximum extent practicable.”  New Jersey Coastal Management Program 
and Environmental Impact Statement (August 1990) p. 189.  The regulations acknowledged that “New Jersey recognizes that 
pipelines, rather than other modes of surface transportation such as tankers and barges, are the preferred and more 
environmentally sound method of bringing crude oil and natural gas ashore from offshore wells.”  Ibid at 130.   
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(12) Public service infrastructure intended to primarily serve only the needs of the Pinelands. 
Centralized waste water treatment and collection facilities shall be permitted to service the Forest 
Area only in accordance with N.J.A.C. 7:50-6.84(a)2. Communications cables not primarily 
intended to serve the needs of the Forest Area may be permitted provided that they are installed 
within existing developed rights of way and are installed underground or are attached to road 
bridges, where available, for the purpose of crossing water bodies or wetlands. 

N.J.A.C. 7:50-5.23(b)12.  It is interesting to note for comparison purposes that the companion provision governing 
public service infrastructure in the Preservation Area contains a more rigorous standard requiring that such 
infrastructure is necessary to serve only the Preservation Area: 
 

a municipality may, at its option, permit the following uses in the Preservation Area District: 
********* 

(4) Public service infrastructure which is necessary to serve only the needs of the Preservation 
Area District uses. Centralized waste water treatment and collection facilities shall be permitted to 
service the Preservation Area District only in accordance with N.J.A.C. 7:50-6.84(a)2. 
Communications cables not primarily intended to serve the needs of the Preservation Area District 
may be permitted provided that they are installed within existing developed rights of way and are 
installed underground or are attached to road bridges, where available, for the purpose of crossing 
water bodies or wetlands. 

N.J.A.C. 7:50-5.22(b)4. 

1. Presence of the Word “Only” in the Text of N.J.A.C. 7:50-5.23(b)12 
Is a Mistake and Has No Bearing on Interpretation 

As a threshold matter, the presence of the word “only” in the provision governing public service infrastructure in the 
Forest Area is a drafting mistake and has no bearing on its meaning.  The term “only” was inadvertently inserted into 
the official version of the New Jersey Administrative Code in 1994 as a result of printer error during a proposed 
revision to this provision.  See 26 N.J.R. 183 (January 3, 1994).  It appears that the printer mistakenly borrowed the 
word “only” from the nearly identical provision governing public service infrastructure in the Preservation Area.  The 
error is confirmed easily by a review of the prior versions of N.J.A.C. 7:50-5.23(b)12, which has been amended 
several times over the years. 

The original version of the provision contained in the 1980 CMP permitted “[p]ublic service infrastructure which is 
necessary to serve the needs of the Pinelands.”  See CMP 5-303.A.8 (1980).  The provision was significantly 
amended in 1987 to lessen what was perceived to be overly restrictive language by replacing “[p]ublic service 
infrastructure which is necessary to serve the needs of the Pinelands…” with “[p]ublic service infrastructure intended 
to primarily serve the needs of the Pinelands.”  See Proposed Amendments to the Pinelands Comprehensive 
Management Plan, 18 N.J.R. 2260 (Nov. 17, 1986) and Final Rule 19 N.J.R. 2013-2014 (Nov. 2, 1987) (emphasis 
added). 

Following the 1987 amendment, the Commission proposed no changes in the wording of N.J.A.C. 7:50-5.23(b)12 
until 1994.  The Commission’s proposed rule, published in the New Jersey Register January 3, 1994, offered a very 
minor change to the language of the provision by replacing the term “[Sewer]” with the term “Centralized waste 
water.”  See 26 N.J.R. 183 (bold text in original).  However, also present in what was represented to be the existing 
language of the provision was the word “only,” even though the official version of N.J.A.C. 7:50-5.23(b)12 did not 
contain the word “only,” as the provision had not been changed since the 1987 amendments.  It appears that the 
term “only” was inadvertently transposed from the provisions governing public service infrastructure in the 
Preservation Area and in the Special Agricultural Production Area, which is permitted if “necessary to serve only the 
needs of [those Areas].”See NJ.A.C. 7:50-5.22(b)4 & 7:50-5.25(b)3. 
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Confirming that insertion of “only” was an error is that the word was not set-off in bold text, as is required for a 
proposed wording change.  Nor was there any explanation either in the proposed rule or in the final rule stating that 
the Commission intended to narrow N.J.A.C. 7:50-5.23(b)12 by adding the term “only,” as would be required if the 
Commission intended to alter the substantive meaning of the provision.  Had the Commission intended to change the 
meaning of the provision, it chose ambiguous language directly conflicting with the antecedent modifier “primarily.”  If 
the regulation requires a project to be intended to serve only the needs of the Pinelands, then why insert the word 
“primarily,” thus signaling a clear intent to allow a project also to serve other needs unrelated to the Pinelands.  
Finally, we note that the version of the regulation furnished by the Commission to the public via the Commission’s 
webpage, “updated: 09/02/2014,” does not contain the word “only.” 

Accordingly, based upon both the drafting history of N.J.A.C. 7:50-5.23(b)12 and a logical reading of the text, the 
word “only” is a mistake and has no bearing on the meaning of the provision.  To require public service infrastructure 
to serve only the needs of the Pinelands ignores the plain meaning of the text and its regulatory history.  Public 
service infrastructure is a permitted use in the Forest Area even if it meets additional needs unrelated to the 
Pinelands provided the objective information shows that the project primarily serves a Pinelands use.   

2. Public Service Infrastructure Conforms With N.J.A.C. 7:50-
5.23(b)12 If Objective Information Shows That Its Main Purpose Is 
to Serve the Needs of an Existing Use in the Pinelands National 
Reserve, Even If Its Additional Purpose Is to Serve a Need 
Outside the Pinelands 

Having dispensed with the term “only,” we now address the remaining words of the provision.  While the CMP does 
not define the meaning of the phrase “intended to primarily serve the needs of the Pinelands,” it does define the 
“Pinelands” to include both the state-designated Pinelands Area and the federally-designated Pinelands National 
Reserve. N.J.A.C. 7:50-2.11 (Definitions).  Thus, as the Executive Director correctly acknowledged throughout her 
Findings of Fact, public service infrastructure that primarily serves a use within the Pinelands, including the National 
Reserve, conforms with N.J.A.C. 7:50-5.23(b)12. (Exhibit 6, pp. 2, 3, 12, 14, 15 & 41). 

According to its ordinary meaning, the word “primarily” is an adverb used “to indicate the main purpose of something, 
reason for something, etc. . . for the most part.”  Merriam-Webster, Inc. (2014) (emphasis added).  The word 
“intended” is an adjective meaning “in your mind as a purpose or goal. . . expected to be such in the future.”  Ibid.  
The word “to serve” is a verb meaning “to furnish or supply with something needed or desired.”  Ibid.  The word 
“need” is a noun meaning “a condition requiring supply or relief.”  Ibid. 

Applying the plain meaning of the words used in N.J.A.C. 7:50-5.23(b)12, public service infrastructure is a conforming 
use in the Forest Area if its main purpose is to supply something needed by the Pinelands, even though it has an 
additional purpose unrelated to a Pinelands need.  This meaning is clear based not just upon a plain reading of the 
text but also upon the drafting history of the provision.  As previously discussed, the Commission amended the 
provision in 1987 to eliminate the more restrictive requirement that public service infrastructure be “necessary to 
serve the needs of the Pinelands.”  See CMP 5-303.A.8 (1980); N.J.R. 2013-2014 (Nov. 2, 1987).  The Commission 
made this change by replacing “necessary to serve” with “intended to primarily serve,” thus making it clear that the 
siting of public service infrastructure in the Forest Area does not have to be “necessary” to serve the Pinelands.  
Rather, such infrastructure merely has to be “intended to primarily serve the needs of the Pinelands,” thus signaling a 
clear intent to allow such infrastructure also to serve another need(s).20   

                                                 

20 This change made particular sense in the case of new natural gas pipeline infrastructure in the Pinelands which typically is 
interconnected to the existing distribution system for reliability purposes.  Because such an improvement is interconnected to the 
entire system, the benefits of the improvement are distributed across the entire network, including to areas outside the 
Pinelands.  Thus, a resiliency improvement to the pipeline system in the Pinelands, as here, will have the effect of improving the 
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Based upon this change, it is clear that public service infrastructure in the Forest Area does not have to be 
“necessary” to serve the needs of the Pinelands; nor does it have to serve “only” the Pinelands.  Rather, such 
infrastructure merely has to be “intended to primarily serve” the needs of the Pinelands.  Public service infrastructure 
that provides an additional benefit outside the Pinelands conforms to the CMP provided that its main purpose is to 
provide service to the Pinelands.  
 
It is uncontroverted that providing utility services to an existing use within the Pinelands is a “need,” as the Executive 
Director correctly acknowledged in her Findings of Fact. (Ibid. pp. 2, 3, 12, 15, & 41); see also 2004 Pinelands 
Commission-BPU MOA, Exhibit 4 (acknowledging “a critical need for additional electric transmission capacity in the 
eastern part of the Atlantic Region, especially in the southern New Jersey region”).  The people living within the 
Pinelands and countless others working in the Pinelands require basic public utility services to sustain their daily 
lives, including reliable electric and natural gas services.  The Pinelands Protection Act and the CMP both make clear 
that the various “needs” or conditions requiring supply or relief within the Pinelands include the basic economic needs 
of the people living and working in the Pinelands.  See N.J.S.A. §13:18A-8d(3) (CMP must recognize existing 
economic activities within the area); N.J.S.A. §13:18A-5b. (Commission membership must include residents 
representing economic activities); 13:18A-56. (legislative declaration that economic development may be compatible 
with the environmentally sensitive and rural character of the region); and N.J.A.C. §7:50-1.3.  Indeed, the 
Commission periodically monitors the health of the economy of the Pinelands to fulfill the goals of the Act and CMP.  
See, N.J. Pinelands Commission, 2010 Annual Report of the Pinelands Long-Term Economic Monitoring Program.   

B. The Proposed Pipeline Is a Conforming Use Under N.J.A.C. 7:50-
5.23(b)12 

A determination of whether the Project conforms with N.J.A.C. 7:50-5.23(b)12 must be based upon objective 
information bearing upon whether the main purpose of the Project is to supply utility service to an existing use in the 
Pinelands.  While the provision refers to “intent,” we presume the Commission means this in the objective sense and 
not in a subjective sense. 

The purpose of a natural gas pipeline is to deliver natural gas to customers.  When those customers are located both 
inside and outside the Pinelands, determining who are the main customers to be served can be determined 
objectively based upon the (1) time of use (i.e. how often will the customer be served by the pipeline), (2) capacity of 
use (i.e. how much gas will the customer receive by the pipeline), or (3) level of service (i.e. what is the nature of the 
service being provided to the customer by the pipeline).  A proportional allocation of the time, capacity, or level of 
service the pipeline provides to customers inside the Pinelands and outside the Pinelands provides a rational and 
objective basis for deciding whether the Project “is intended to primarily serve the needs of the Pinelands.”  This 
approach also comports with how the Commission measures expansions of non-conforming public utility 
infrastructure under the CMP.21   

                                                                                                                                                             
resiliency of the entire interconnected network, including portions serving residents and businesses inside and outside the 
Pinelands. 

21 In deciding whether it is permissible to expand a pre-existing, non-conforming use pre-dating the CMP, such as public service 
infrastructure (e.g., a natural gas pipeline, electric transmission line, etc.), the CMP requires the applicant to show that: (1) the 
use was not abandoned or terminated subsequent to January 14, 1981; (2) the expansion or alteration of the use is in 
accordance with all of the minimum standards of N.J.A.C. 7:50-6; and (3) the area of expansion does not exceed 50 percent of 
the floor area, the area of the use or the capacity of the use, whichever is applicable, on January 14, 1981 or which was 
approved pursuant to this Plan.  See N.J.A.C. 7:50-5.2(b)3.  Thus, for example, a project to increase the voltage of a pre-existing 
electric transmission line would be subject to Commission review if it would increase the capacity of the use (i.e. the voltage of 
the transmission line) by more than 50%.  Similarly, a project to increase the size of a pre-existing natural gas pipeline would be 
subject to Commission review if it would increase the capacity of the use (i.e. the volume of the pipeline) by more than 50%. 



 

 40 

Applying these objective metrics to the proposed pipeline, it is clear that the primary user of the pipeline is BLE, a 
Pinelands business. 

1. SJG Will Use the Pipeline to Supply Gas to the Pinelands At Least 
350 Days Per Year 

The intent of the Project is reflected by the amount of time the pipeline will be used to supply a Pinelands use, as 
reflected in the 2013 “Firm Electric Service (FES)” Agreement between SJG and RCCM.  (See Exhibit 7).  The 
agreement obligates SJG to use the pipeline to supply BLE on at least 350 days per year.  “Due to system 
constraints, the Seller may instruct Buyer to limit all or a portion of Buyer’s Winter Daily Contract Demand during a 
given day for a maximum of fifteen (15) days during and Service Year...” Ibid. Para. 18.  This level-of-service, which 
nearly is continuous, reflects the reality that the gas flowing through the pipeline will be used by BLE to generate 
electricity, which is subject to PJM Capacity Performance standards that require BLE to have the capability to provide 
energy when needed during both summer and winter peak-load conditions and extreme weather events.  While the 
FES Agreement allows SJG a limited right to interrupt service to BLE up to 15 days per year in the Winter Season, 
SJG’s modeling shows that the pipeline will not be needed to provide service to any other customer even during the 
15 coldest days of the year for at least the next 10 years.  Thus, the only time the pipeline would be used to serve a 
customer outside the Pinelands is in the event of a force majeure event, such as an accident, natural disaster, or 
sabotage of the existing Vineland-Mays Landing or Route 50 single-feed segments.     

Finally, it is important to note that the FES Agreement obligates SJG to supply BLE for at least the next 20 years.  
“The sale and purchase of gas hereunder shall continue until the twentieth anniversary of said commencement date, 
and subject to Seller’s possession of an adequate supply of gas, shall continue thereafter from year to year unless 
and until terminated upon written notice given by either party …” Ibid, Article 1 Term of Agreement.  Thus, the 
fundamental use of the pipeline to provide gas service to BLE will not change from year-to-year. 

2. SJG Will Use 100% of the Capacity of the Pipeline to Supply the 
Pinelands 

The intent of the Project also is reflected by the amount of the pipeline’s capacity dedicated to a Pinelands use.  The 
FES Agreement obligates SJG to deliver 125,000 thousand cubic feet (“MCF”) per day of natural gas to BLE.  “Seller 
hereby agrees to sell and deliver to Buyer and Buyer agrees to pay for in accordance with provisions of the tariff: (1) 
a Winter Daily Contract Demand of 125,000 MCF per day; (2) a Summer Daily Contract Demand of 125,000 MCF per 
day.”  Ibid., Article IV Service Volumes.  The amount of 125,000 MCF represents the entire capacity of the pipeline, 
which means that none of the pipeline’s capacity is reserved for any other customers (except during the 15 days of 
interruptible service or during an emergency).  In fact, the volume of gas reserved for BLE and to be transported 
through the pipeline to serve BLE represents the annual gas load of more than 210,000 residential customers, which 
is more than all of SJG’s customers in Cape May and Atlantic Counties combined.  See Exhibit 8, BPU Order, 
Docket No. GO13010052, Stipulation, Para. 18. Thus, it is beyond question that the volume and capacity of gas to be 
delivered by the pipeline to a customer in the Pinelands far exceeds the volume and capacity that would be delivered 
to customers outside the Pinelands. 

3. The Pipeline’s Level of Service Reflects an Intent to Primarily 
Serve the Pinelands 

The intent of the Project also is reflected in the different level of services it will provide to different uses.  While the 
“redundancy service” provided by the pipeline is vitally important to the overall reliability of the gas distribution system 
in Cape May County, this service is qualitatively and quantitatively different from the “dedicated service” to BLE.  The 
pipeline’s redundancy service will be called upon rarely, if at all.  Redundancy service will be used only during an 
emergency, such as an outage to the existing supply infrastructure to Cape May County.  Its value to SJG and its 
customers is significant but difficult to quantify.  The economic impacts of a catastrophic failure of the Cape May trunk 
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line would be significant and the pipeline will greatly reduce this risk.  However, actual use of the pipeline to deliver 
natural gas to Cape May County will be a rare, if ever, occurrence.  The terms of the FES Agreement makes this 
absolutely clear.  Thus, while the damage resulting from a catastrophic failure of the Cape May trunk line would be 
large, and therefore a redundant feeder is essential to prevent this damage, the probability of a catastrophic failure of 
the Cape May feeder line is small.  For example, while the risk of an automobile accident is small, a prudent driver 
buys a car equipped with airbags, just in case their protection is needed during an accident.  Similarly, while the 
pipeline’s “redundancy service” is vitally important to the overall reliability of SJG’s gas distribution system in Cape 
May County, and the redundancy will serve more customers outside the Pinelands than inside the Pinelands, the 
pipeline’s “dedicated service” to BLE is qualitatively and quantitatively different from the type of service provided to all 
other customers.   

4. The Benefits of the Electricity Generated By Virtue of the Project 
Will Serve the Pinelands 

Given that the primary use to be served by the pipeline is located in the Pinelands it is not necessary for purposes of 
demonstrating compliance with CMP Section 5.23(b)12 to show that the benefits of the pipeline also primarily inure to 
the Pinelands.  Nevertheless, based upon the information provided above, it is clear that the pipeline does primarily 
benefit the public welfare, economy, and environmental resources of the Pinelands, which is further support for the 
conclusion that the Project fully complies with the CMP.  It is worth noting that the product and services ultimately 
produced by the Project—safe, reliable, and clean electricity—will: 

 Primarily be consumed by residents and businesses in the Pinelands (see pp. 10-15, supra); 

 Prevent the need for some of the transmission upgrades in the Pinelands (see pp. 15-17, supra);  

 Provide significant reliability benefits to residents and businesses in the Pinelands (see pp. 17-23, supra); 
and 

 Provide significant air quality benefits to the residents and environment in the Pinelands (see pp .23-29, 
supra).   

 
For these reasons, whether the pipeline’s degree of “service to the Pinelands” is measured based upon its relative 
time, capacity, level of service, or public welfare benefits the objective evidence readily demonstrates that the 
proposed pipeline will primarily serve the needs of the Pinelands and fully conforms with N.J.A.C. 7:50-5.23(b)12.  
Having established that a pipeline to serve the BLE is consistent with the CMP because both the pipeline and the 
plant that it serves are located entirely within the Pinelands, merely because the Project has the additional benefit of 
reinforcing reliability to more customers outside the Pinelands than inside the Pinelands does not render the pipeline 
non-conforming.  The pipeline fully conforms because the Pinelands will consume very nearly 100 percent of all the 
natural gas transported through the pipeline and 86 percent of all the electricity generated by that natural gas.  These 
facts are uncontroverted, dispositive, and more than a sufficient basis to conclude that the pipeline is “intended to 
primarily serve the needs of the Pinelands.”   

VI. ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

Following the MOA proceedings, SJG undertook a detailed re-evaluation of Project alternatives to identify potential 
options for meeting the Project needs of repowering BLE and improving the resiliency of the existing natural gas 
distribution system to Cape May County.  The re-evaluation considered eight different alternatives ranging from the 
proposed route to a “no action” alternative.  Based upon the re-evaluation, the proposed route clearly remains the 
best option from the standpoint of adverse environmental impact.  The re-evaluation demonstrated that there is no 
pipeline route that avoids the Pinelands Forest Area simply because the two pipelines off of which an extension to 
BLE could be constructed are located in the Forest Area.  See Woodard & Curran (“W&C”), “South Jersey Gas—BL 
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England Gas Route Analysis Report,” (June 18, 2012, Addendum, September 2014, Addendum #2, April 2015) 
(Exhibit 11).   A map depicting the alternatives considered in relation to the BLE facility and the Pinelands Area is 
attached as Exhibit 12. 

A. All of the Alternatives Impact the Pinelands Forest Area 

All of the alternatives would traverse significant portions of the Pinelands Forest Area.  Alternative “A” traverses 
10.17 miles of Pinelands Forest Area, Alternative “B” 7.2 miles, Alternative “C” 14.5 miles, Alternative “D” 12.6 miles, 
Alternative “E” 7.3 miles, Alternative “F” 13.0 miles, and Alternative “G” 7.2 miles.   

It has been suggested that the Pinelands Forest Area could be avoided by extending the Vineland-Mays Landing 
Segment to the south and then approaching BLE from the northern side of the Great Egg Harbor Bay (“GEHB”) via 
an HDD across the water body (Alternatives “B” and “G”).  However, these two alternatives would require 
replacement of the existing 20” Vineland-Mays Landing Segment within the Pinelands Forest Area with a larger 30” 
pipeline and still would not provide a redundant supply route to serve Atlantic and Cape May Counties.22  
Replacement of the existing 20” pipeline with a new 30” pipeline also would not provide complete reliability for two 
reasons.  First, a new 30” pipeline would not fix the single-feed configuration of the 20-mile Route 50 Segment.  
Approximately 60,000 Cape May County customers still would be vulnerable to a single contingency failure of the 
Route 50 Segment along the segment north of Tuckahoe which includes a particularly vulnerable crossing beneath 
the Tuckahoe River.  Ibid. Second, a new 30” pipeline still would be vulnerable to the same exposures as the existing 
20” pipeline it would replace.  An event capable of taking-out service along the existing 20” pipeline between Union 
Road and Rt. 50 would have the potential to take-out service to a new 30” pipeline, thus exposing 142,000 customers 
east of Rt. 50 and south into Cape May County to a loss of service. 

Full redundancy can be achieved only through what is known as a “loop,” an alternative, geographically separate 
pathway to transport natural gas to an area. A fundamental concept in utility infrastructure reliability planning is the 
looping of infrastructure so that if one pathway is lost due to an accident, natural disaster, or sabotage the other 
pathway is available to provide service. See New Jersey Department of Community Affairs, Community Development 
Block Grant Disaster Recovery Action Plan, Approved by HUD, April 29, 2013, pp. 2-25 & 2-26; FEMA, “Collocation 
Impacts on the Vulnerability of Lifelines During Earthquakes with Applications to the Cajon Pass, California,” FEMA-
221 (Oct. 1991); National Infrastructure Advisory Council, “A Framework for Establishing Critical Infrastructure 
Resilience Goals Final Report and Recommendations” (Oct. 2010). 

The construction of a new 30” pipeline, in addition to failing to achieve the need for full reliability, also would have 
significant environmental impacts.  SJG would have to excavate about 7 miles of Pinelands Forest Area within 
Weymouth and Hamilton Townships, none of which is within existing roadways.  The environmental impacts to the 
Pinelands Forest associated with installation of a new 30” pipeline between Union Road and Rt. 50 would be 
substantial.  While the existing cleared ROW was originally 30 feet wide, since construction in 1986, the cleared 

                                                 
22 SJG modeled the system impact extending the Vineland-Mays Landing Segment to serve BLE.  The modeling indicates that 
the existing 10-mile segment of the 20” diameter Vineland-Mays Landing Segment, between Union Road and Rt. 50, lacks 
sufficient capacity to serve BLE and supply existing customers on cold days.  SJG did not complete this system impact modeling 
during the MOA deliberations because the alternative of crossing the Great Egg Harbor Bay was rejected early in the process 
due to technical risks and significant environmental impacts.  SJG’s gas flow modeling indicates that an extension of the 
Vineland-Mays Landing Segment to serve BLE would require SJG to shut-off supply to BLE on 30 days out of the year under 
present day conditions, and 70 days per year by the 2023-2024 heating system, an outcome that is not viable due to the critical 
electricity supply provided by the plant.  Also, RCCM has advised SJG that interruption of natural gas service to the plant up to 
30 days per year would render the repowering project financially infeasible.  The modeling indicates that the deficiency in the 
capacity of the line could be addressed by constructing a new 30” diameter pipeline to replace the 20” diameter segment within 
the existing 30’ ROW.  Under this scenario, the existing 20” diameter segment would be retired.  A new 30” would have 
significantly more capacity and would operate at a higher pressure allowing SJG to take the 20” line, which currently is running at 
its maximum capacity and pressure, out of service. 
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ROW has narrowed in many places to no more than a few feet.  It is also unpaved and runs through a variety of 
freshwater wetlands, wetland buffers and threatened and endangered species habitat, in contrast to the paved or 
mowed road shoulders of the preferred alternative.  NJDEP’s database indicates there are approximately 8.5 acres of 
mapped wetlands within the 30 foot wide ROW.  It is very unlikely, however, that the mapping identifies all of the 
existing wetlands within the ROW.  While HDD technology could avoid some wetland, buffer and stream impacts, the 
route geometry and the extent of wetlands suggests that some impacts would be unavoidable.  SJG conservatively 
has estimated that approximately 2.5 acres of wetlands would be impacted if a new 30” pipeline had to be 
constructed between Union Road and Rt. 50.  Also, the ROW would have to be cleared by an additional 30 feet to 
accommodate construction, which would require the removal of a minimum of 36 acres of trees along the 10 mile 
route. 

The Rt. 49 alternative, in contrast, would address both the need to reinforce service to all 142,000 customers in 
Atlantic and Cape May Counties and the need to supply BLE.  It also would have minimal environmental impact.  The 
Rt. 49 alternative solves the reliability problem with the single-feed characteristic of both the 10-mile segment of the 
Vineland-Mays Landing Segment between Union Rd and Rt. 50 and the 10-mile segment of the Route 50 Segment 
between Mays Landing and Tuckahoe.  In the event of a loss of the Vineland-Mays Landing Segment between Union 
Road and Rt. 50, natural gas could be fed along the proposed Rt. 49 Pipeline to feed both Atlantic County to the 
north, by “reverse-feeding” or “back-feeding” gas north via the Route 50 Segment, and Cape May County to the 
south, by feeding gas along the normal flow south via the Route 50 Segment.  The Rt. 49 alternative also would have 
no wetlands or wetland buffer impacts and no threatened and endangered species impacts because the entire route 
through the Forest Area would be installed beneath existing pavement or the cleared shoulder of the road.  For these 
reasons, only the Rt. 49 alternative extending the Malaga-Union Road Pipeline is a viable alternative to provide 
redundancy to 142,000 customers, serve BLE, and to minimize environmental impacts. 

B. Crossing the GEHB With the Pipeline is Not Feasible 

Early in the planning phase for the Project, SJG evaluated the technical feasibility of drilling the pipeline beneath the 
GEHB estuary using HDD technology.  Laying the pipeline on the bottom of the GEHB estuary was not considered 
feasible because this is prohibited by federal Department of Transportation regulations, which require natural gas 
pipelines in navigable waters to be buried beneath at least 48 inches of cover, presumably due to the risk of damage 
from anchoring boats (49 CFR §192.327(e)).  While SJG did not conduct a geotechnical investigation of soils 
beneath GEHB at that time, the Company concluded that further evaluation was fruitless due to the other fatal flaws.  
The alternative would have resulted in major impacts to wetlands and to other environmental resources located within 
this Wild & Scenic River estuary, including threatened and endangered species.  Also, at the time of the evaluation in 
2011, an HDD of nearly 7,000 feet was considered to be outside the technical limits of the technology and thus was 
found to present a significant risk of failure which in turn could result in even greater impacts to the GEHB.  See 
Black & Veatch Report, p. 19.  Finally, Alternative B would have had major impacts upon the residents along the 
narrow ROW on Schoolhouse Lane and at Jeffers Landing, who would have to be relocated for at least 6 months.  
For these reasons, SJG did not undertake a detailed analysis of the technical feasibility of constructing the pipeline 
beneath GEHB using HDD technology. 

As part of the re-evaluation of alternatives, SJG examined again the feasibility of drilling the pipeline beneath the 
GEHB, even though this alternative does not meet the Project need for improving the resiliency of the natural gas 
distribution network to Cape May County.  The recent re-evaluation concluded, once again, that the existing 
technology is not capable of safely constructing the pipeline beneath the GEHB, and that the adverse environmental 
consequences of drilling beneath the GEHB would be far greater than the selected route, making these alternatives 
impermissible under NJDEP’s Coastal Permit Program Rules at N.J.A.C. 7:7E. 
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1. An HDD Beneath GEHB Poses an Unreasonable Risk and Is Not 
Practicable 

Three years have passed since SJG first examined whether an HDD beneath the GEHB estuary is feasible.  Since 
then, the limits of HDD technology have advanced as several HDDs in excess of 10,000 feet have been constructed.  
In light of this new information, SJG engaged an engineering expert specializing in trenchless drilling technology, Dr. 
David Bennett, PE23, to evaluate thoroughly whether an HDD beneath the GEHB is feasible. 

Based upon his knowledge and experience, Dr. Bennett concluded that an attempt to install the pipeline beneath the 
GEHB would pose several significant risks that could not be mitigated and that none of the alternatives involving an 
HDD beneath the GEHB are technically feasible.  Specifically, Dr. Bennett evaluated 104 soil boring logs developed 
during three separate geotechnical investigations in the vicinity of the proposed HDD GEHB crossing.  Based upon 
his review of the boring logs, Dr. Bennett concluded that there are extensive depths of highly unfavorable, low blow 
count, very soft to soft organic silt and clay, which would pose “extremely unfavorable, and likely insurmountable” 
challenges, including a high degree of risk of inadvertent returns of drilling fluid mud to the benthic zone of the GEHB. 
See Bennett, D., “Technical feasibility and risk evaluation for HDD bore proposed by Pinelands Preservation Alliance 
(PPA) and alternative HDD alignments beneath Greater Egg Harbor Bay (GEHB)” (August 18, 2014) (attached 
hereto as Exhibit 19).  Dr. Bennett also evaluated the risks associated with the HDDs along the preferred route and 
concluded based upon the soil borings and site conditions that these HDDs were well within the technical limits of the 
technology and posed much less risk than the GEHB alternatives. 

2. The Garden State Parkway Is Not Suitable for the Pipeline 

During the deliberations over the MOA, the Pinelands Commission staff evaluated the possibility of avoiding the 
wetlands and community impacts posed by the Jeffers Landing location (Alternative B) by using the ROW beneath 
the Garden State Parkway (“GSPY”) as an alternative route to get the pipeline to the north side of the GEHB estuary 
and then by suspending the pipeline either from the GSPY bridge or from a new dedicated pipeline bridge that would 
be constructed over the Bay.  This option, referred to as Alternative “G,” was found not to be feasible because 
suspension of the pipeline over the water was determined to pose safety risks and result in very substantial 
environmental impacts on the GEHB estuary due to the need to construct a new bridge.  One group also offered that 
the pipeline could be constructed beneath 2.6 miles of the GSPY ROW and that, in lieu of suspending the pipeline 
over the water, it could be constructed beneath the GEHB via an HDD at the northern side of the GSPY bridge. 

SJG evaluated this alternative and concluded that it is not feasible for several reasons.  First, as discussed above, 
drilling beneath the GEHB is not technically feasible due to the geotechnical conditions.  Second, state law prohibits 
construction of natural gas pipelines along the ROW of limited access highways in New Jersey, including the GSPY.  
See N.J.A.C. §16:25-1.7(b)(2) (Authority of utilities to use and occupy limited access highways) (directing that “public 
utility facility shall not be used for transmitting gases or liquids under pressure.”)  Third, the New Jersey Turnpike 
Authority, which owns and operates the GSPY, has informed SJG that it will not grant permission to construct the 
Project beneath the GSPY because it has a firm policy prohibiting parallel infrastructure that impedes its ability to 
maintain, modify or expand the Parkway, consistent with the prohibition contained in N.J.A.C. §16:25-1.7(b)(2).  A 
copy of the NJTPA’s letter is attached.  See Letter from Robert Fischer, PE, Chief Engineer, New Jersey Turnpike 
Authority to Steven Ewing, Woodard & Curran (July 14, 2014) (attached hereto as Exhibit 20). 

                                                 

23 Dr. Bennett is the president of Bennett Trenchless Engineers, a specialty engineering consulting firm focusing entirely on 
trenchless pipeline design and construction.  Dr. Bennett served 28 years with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (“USACE”), 
where he directed the Waterways Experiment Station Soil and Rock Testing Laboratory.  Dr. Bennett was responsible for the 
development and publication of the USACE’s trenchless construction guidelines and has authored more than 50 technical papers 
on trenchless technology, tunneling and geotechnical engineering.  He is the co-author of “HDD Good Practices Guidelines”, 
published by the North American Society for Trenchless Technology, in which he serves as a Good Practice instructor. 
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For these reasons, construction of the pipeline beneath the GSPY is not a feasible alternative. 

3. Coastal Permit Program Rules Prohibit an HDD Beneath GEHB 
Because There Are Feasible Alternatives 

Drilling the pipeline beneath the GEHB would require the NJDEP to issue Coastal Permits pursuant to the Waterfront 
Development Act, Freshwater Wetlands Protection Act, and implementing regulations and require the US Army 
Corps of Engineers to issue a permit pursuant to Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899.  To secure these 
permits, SJG would have to demonstrate that there is no practicable alternative having less impact on the 
environmental resources.  Of course, this showing would be impossible in light of the proposed route beneath Route 
49. 

The Waterfront Development Act and Freshwater Wetlands Protection Act implementing regulations contain a strong 
presumption disfavoring permits for construction projects in regions with sensitive environmental characteristics when 
other alternatives are available. See generally, Crema v. New Jersey Dep’t of Environmental Protection, 182 N.J. 
Super. 445, 453 (App. Div. 1982).  The Coastal Zone Management Rules, N.J.A.C. 7:7E-1.1, et seq., specifically 
protect designated Wild and Scenic River corridors, such as the Great Egg Harbor River and Bay.  Linear 
development in Wild and Scenic River Corridors is prohibited if it would “have a direct and adverse effect on any 
‘outstandingly remarkable resource value’ for which the river was designated...”N.J.A.C. 7:7E-3.46(b).  Furthermore, 
any linear development “shall be located within the right of way of an existing linear development route or outside of 
the wild and scenic river corridor where feasible.”  N.J.A.C. 7:7E-3.46(e).  The Freshwater Wetland Protection Act 
rules provide that, for non-water-dependent activities in a wetland or special aquatic site, such as the construction of 
a natural gas pipeline, there is a rebuttable presumption that a practicable alternative exists. N.J.S.A. 13:9B-10(a); 
N.J.A.C. 7:7A-7.4(b).  To rebut the presumption that practicable alternatives exist, SJG would have to show, among 
other things, that the basic project purpose cannot reasonably be accomplished by using other sites in the region that 
would avoid or reduce adverse impacts on the aquatic ecosystem; that the basic project purpose cannot reasonably 
be accomplished by a reduction in the size, scope, configuration, or density of the proposed project; and that the 
basic project purpose cannot reasonably be accomplished by an alternative design that would avoid or reduce 
adverse impacts. N.J.A.C. 7:7A-7.4(c), N.J.S.A. 13.9B-10(a).  If another possible location for a project exists that is 
less environmentally harmful and serves the project purpose, the presumption disfavoring Waterfront Development 
permits for construction in regions with sensitive environmental characteristics requires denial of a permit.  See 
Tanurb v. New Jersey Dept. of Environmental Protection, 363 N.J. Super. 492, 501 (App. Div. 2003) (“the Legislature 
apparently intended to create a difficult hurdle for permit applicants to meet, essentially requiring them to rule out all 
other reasonable alternatives before a freshwater wetlands permit would be granted.”) 

During the initial phase of the project, SJG consulted with NJDEP concerning the feasibility of crossing of the GEHB.  
NJDEP advised that it would not approve any alternative involving adverse impacts to the GEHB because other 
viable alternatives are available in less environmentally sensitive areas outside the CAFRA area, namely the 
proposed alternative beneath Route 49.  See Executive Director’s Findings of Fact, pp. 31-32.  For these reasons, 
the option of drilling beneath the GEHB estuary was rejected. 

More recently, SJG requested a pre-application review by the NJDEP pursuant to N.J.A.C. 7:7-3.1 to explore the 
other alternatives, which would require approval under NJDEP’s Coastal Permit Program Rules, N.J.A.C. 7:7-1.1, et 
seq.  The pre-application review process is designed to flesh-out apparent strengths and weaknesses of the 
proposed development, as well as the procedures and policies that would apply to the particular development.  
NJDEP’s pre-application review of the alternatives concluded that Route A remained the option with the least 
environmental impact based upon wetlands impacts, potential adverse impacts to threatened and endangered 
species habitat, and minimization of stream and open water crossings.  See Letter from John Gray, NJDEP to Robert 
Fatzinger, South Jersey Gas, May 14, 2015 (Exhibit 13).  
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As discussed above, drilling a pipeline beneath the GEHB poses inherent, unmanageable risks due to poor 
geotechnical conditions that substantially increase the risk of drilling failure and inadvertent returns of drilling fluid 
along the bottom of the GEHB.  The risk of significant adverse environmental impacts associated with the GEHB 
alternatives is extremely high and in any case the alternatives do not serve the Project need because they do not 
provide for full redundancy.  In contrast, Alternative A entirely serves the Project need of serving BLE and of 
providing full redundancy, and has minimal environmental impacts.  For these reasons, because there is another 
possible location for the Project that is less environmentally harmful and serves the project purpose, the presumption 
disfavoring Waterfront Development and Freshwater Wetland permits that would pose greater impacts would require 
denial of the permit.  Based upon Dr. Bennett’s expert opinion that drilling beneath the GEHB poses unacceptable 
risks, the significant and far greater adverse environmental consequences associated with the GEHB alternative 
routes, and the inability to satisfy the “no feasible alternative” criterion for issuance of a Waterfront Development 
permit, none of these alternatives are viable. 

C. Re-Evaluation of Alternative Routes 

With these fundamental conditions in mind, we now discuss the eight alternatives that were evaluated for this Project. 

During the Commission’s deliberations over the MOA, SJG and Pinelands Commission staff evaluated seven 
alternative routes plus a “no action” alternative.  The Executive Director made extensive findings of fact which 
concluded that the selected route, Alternative A, was superior to every other route.  See Executive Director’s 
Findings of Fact, pp. 30-35. 

Since the completion of the June, 2012 report and the advancement of the project design and details, the project 
team has been able to better quantify significant issues associated with each alternative.  The re-evaluation provides 
a more detailed assessment of the impacts associated with each alternative.  Analyzing alternative routes begins by 
establishing the purpose and goals of the project, and progresses through the primary elements of each route to 
determine if there are significant issues or “fatal flaws” associated with a particular route that eliminate a route from 
further consideration.  Some of the most obvious fatal flaws are significant environmental impacts; failure to meet 
project goals; significant time delays impacting Project needs; significant construction risks; unreasonable safety 
impacts; and unavailability of a right-of-way. 

SJG evaluated each of the eight alternatives based upon its effectiveness in meeting the established public needs to: 
(1) provide natural gas service to BLE; (2) provide redundancy to 142,000 customers in Atlantic and Cape May 
Counties who are vulnerable to a single-contingency failure of service; and (3) minimize environmental impacts.  
Based on engineering and constructability constraints and in accordance with required state and federal mandates 
that require avoidance and minimization of natural resource impacts, each alternative was evaluated for its potential 
impacts to state and federally protected waters and wetlands, threatened and endangered species, engineering 
constraints, protected lands, and natural heritage sites.  Each alternative was evaluated consistently using the 
following assumptions: 

 All stream and wetland crossings would be crossed using jack and bore (J&B) or horizontal directional 
drill (HDD) methods, resulting in no impacts to subject resources where ever possible; 

 Required pipeline ROW in areas that are not cleared would be 30 feet wide; 

 HDD crossings would require a cleared pipe staging area at one end of drill 30 feet wide and the length 
of the HDD; 

 HDD crossings would require a pad at the other end 30 feet wide by 200 feet long.  Clearing would not 
be required along any ROW with enough area to install the pipeline. 
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Based upon this alternatives analysis, it is clear that all of the alternative routes would originate in and would occupy 
the Pinelands Forest Area.  All routes either would originate in the Pinelands Forest Area (Routes A, C, D, E, F) 
and/or would require an upgrade to an existing pipeline within the Pinelands Forest Area (Routes B, E, F & G).  No 
alternative is outside the Pinelands Forest Area due to the location of SJG’s existing supply infrastructure in relation 
to BLE. 
 
 

 
 

1. Alternative “A” 

The selected route is 21.7 miles long and would approach BLE from the west.  The pipeline would be installed 
beneath the pavement or cleared shoulder of SR 49 through approximately 10 miles of Pinelands Forest Area.  The 
pipeline would be interconnected to SJG’s existing 20” gas main at Route 664 (Mount Pleasant-Tuckahoe Road) at 
the Upper Township Municipal complex which is located outside the Forest Area in a Pinelands Growth Area. The 
remaining 11 miles would be beneath Route 50 southward to Route 631 (Tuckahoe Road) toward BLE and then 
along the right of way of ACE electric transmission lines at Hudson Avenue and connecting to BLE.  Roughly 45 
percent of Route A would be outside the Pinelands Area. 

Field delineation confirmed the presence of extensive wetlands adjacent to the route with 16 stream crossings.  
However, the conditions along this route allowed the project design to avoid all wetland areas so this route does not 
encroach on any wetland areas. Wetland buffer impacts also are limited and are primarily temporary impacts 
associated with work on grass road shoulders.  Construction will utilize HDD and J&B methods to avoid adverse 
impacts to wetlands, streams and rivers.  Numerous T&E species were identified along the route; however, the 
NJDEP and Pinelands Commission have imposed specific requirements for field investigations to address plant and 
animal species of concern.  The results of the T&E studies prepared by Trident Environmental Consultants (“Trident”) 
were submitted to the Pinelands Commission, the NJDEP and the US Army Corps of Engineers (“USACE”) so that 
their wildlife biologists could evaluate the conclusions of the investigations in conjunction with the project design 
plans.  The wildlife biologist’s at all three regulatory agencies agreed with Trident’s conclusions that the project would 
not have a significant adverse impact on T&E species.  Richard Grubb & Associates (Grubb) coordinated with the 
New Jersey Historic Preservation Office, the Pinelands Commission and the USACE archeologists prior to 
conducting field investigations for cultural and historic resources along the route and at material storage and staging 
areas.  The archeologists at all three regulatory agencies agreed with Grubb’s conclusions that the project would not 
have a significant adverse impact in historic or cultural resources.  The wetlands were delineated in the field along 

Summary of Pipeline Alternatives 

Route A B C D E F G No Action 

Satisfy Project Need Yes No Yes Yes No No No No 

Length Miles 22 21 29 37 29 34 34 Unknown 

Pinelands Forest 
Miles/Unpaved Miles 

10/0 7/7 10/10 9/0 7/7 13/7 7/7 Unknown 

Wetlands Acres 
Impacted 

0 8 2 0 3 3 3 Unknown 

Endangered Species 
Impacted 

No Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Unknown 

Streams Crossed 16 8 12 27 20 18 18 Unknown 



 

 48 

the route and reviewed in the field by the Pinelands Commission and the NJDEP.  Both agencies concluded that 
Route A does not encroach on any wetlands. 

The route 49 portion of the Route would travel across and well beneath the Manumuskin River, a Natural Heritage 
site and a Wild & Scenic River.  The route also would travel across and well beneath tributaries to the Egg Harbor 
River, a designated Wild & Scenic River.  However, construction of the pipeline would be entirely within the existing 
road ROW many feet below these water bodies, and no above ground structures would be located near the 
designated areas.  The National Park Service has completed its review of the design and confirmed there will be no 
significant adverse impact on these water bodies. 

The preliminary evaluation concluded that the Project could be designed to avoid significant adverse impacts while 
still achieving the goals of the Project.  The final designs are complete, and were submitted to and approved by the 
NJDEP under CAFRA, the Freshwater Wetlands Protection Act, and the Flood Hazard Area Protection Act.  The 
NJDEP concluded that the Project complies with all applicable regulations and issued permits for the Project.  The 
design also was submitted to the USACE for compliance with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the 
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966.  The USACE 
concluded that the Project complies with all applicable regulations, and issued permits for the Project.  The NJDOT 
reviewed the design plans and maintenance and protection of traffic plans and issued approvals for the Project. 

Finally, the Executive Director made detailed factual findings concluding that Alternative A will not result in any 
adverse impacts to Pinelands resources.  : 

The proposed pipeline project is primarily being constructed within existing paved roadway, paved 
shoulder and previously disturbed shoulder. As a result, and as confirmed by Commission staff, 
there are no adverse impacts to the resources of the Pinelands associated with the proposed 
natural gas pipeline. The proposed project is fully consistent with the development standards, 
Subchapter [6] 5, of the Pinelands CMP. The only regulation to which the project is not fully 
compliant is the Forest Area Land Use standards at N.J.A.C. 7:50-5.23(b)12. 

Executive Director’s Findings of Fact, pp. 15 & 21-22. 

2. Alternative “B” 

This route would approach BLE from the north by extending SJG’s existing 24” Vineland-Mays Landing Segment 
starting at Ocean Heights Ave and Harbor Ave in Egg Harbor Township.  The pipeline would be installed beneath 
Ocean Heights Ave., then south beneath English Creek Ave. to School House Lane to Somers Point-Mays Landing 
Road to Jeffers Landing Road.  At Jeffers Landing, the pipeline would be installed through an HDD beneath the 
GEHB a distance of about 7,000 feet.  At BLE, the pipeline could then be continued southward along the same route 
as the “dedicated line” under Alternative A, the chosen alternative, with an interconnection to the Route 50 Segment 
at the same location. 

This alternative was rejected for multiple reasons.  This alternative would require the filling of approximately 5 acres 
of sensitive wetlands along GEHB.  More than a dozen permanent residents at Jeffers Landing also would have to be 
relocated for at least 6-months. The 7,000 foot HDD beneath the GEHB presents several unacceptable risks as 
outlined in the attached technical evaluation by Dr. David Bennett and would pose unacceptable risks to this sensitive 
ecosystem in the event of a drilling fluid return to the surface or other difficulty completing the drill.  This alternative 
also would require SJG to upgrade the existing 10-mile segment of the Vineland-Mays Landing Segment, about 7 
miles of which is located in Pinelands Forest Area.  This upgrade would require filling of an additional 2.5 acres of 
wetlands and the clearing of approximately 36 acres of forest to widen the existing pipeline ROW.  Route “B”, with the 
upgrade to the Vineland-Mays Landing Segment and the reliability segment from BL England facility to Tuckahoe, 
would provide limited reliability to SJG’s customers.  The alternative would provide redundancy to the Route 50 
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Segment and thus would improve security for SJG’s 60,000 Cape May County customers if a service interruption 
were to occur on the Route 50 Segment.  However, the alternative adds no redundancy to the Vineland-Mays 
Landing Segment and therefore provides no security to SJG’s 142,000 customers located within Atlantic County and 
Cape May County if a service interruption were to occur on this vulnerable segment.  Finally, NJDEP would not 
approve the route due to significant impacts on CAFRA-protected resources and the availability of other less 
destructive alternatives outside the CAFRA area. For these reasons, Route B was not considered a feasible or better 
alternative. 

3. Alternative “C” 

This route would approach BLE from the west and south by extending SJG’s existing 20” pipeline which terminates 
near Union Road and Rt. 49.  Route “C” begins in Maurice River Township, Cumberland County and ends at the 
BLE.  Two variations of Route “C” were evaluated as part of W&C’s addendum to ensure better reliability.  The 
original route begins at the same location as Route “A”, but deviates off of NJ Route 49 onto Port Elizabeth Road 
south to an abandoned Conrail railroad ROW; then southeast to the intersection of Route 9; then north on Route 9 for 
approximately 8.9 miles to the intersection of Clay Avenue; then west on Clay Avenue for approximately 0.3 miles to 
BLE.  Route “C” crosses through 10.5 miles of Pinelands Forest Area.  Route “C” in the original Route Analysis is 
approximately 29 miles long and provides limited redundancy to SJG customers.  This route is similar to Route B in 
that it only adds redundancy to the Route 50 Segment due to the limited capacity of SJG’s existing 16” diameter 250 
psig pipeline that is located on Mount Pleasant Tuckahoe Road. 

An alternate segment for Route “C” that would provide full redundancy, similar to Route “A”, would also be 
approximately 29 miles long.  This route would start at the same location as Route “A”, but deviates off of NJ Route 
49 onto Port Elizabeth Road south to an abandoned Conrail Railroad ROW.  The route then proceeds along the 
Conrail ROW cross country through the town of Woodbine to the intersection with Dennisville-Petersburg Road.  The 
route then travels northeast along Dennisville-Petersburg Road to Mount Pleasant- Tuckahoe Road.  Then it travels 
north into the town of Tuckahoe to the intersection with Marshal Avenue (Mt. Pleasant-Tuckahoe Road Segment).  
The route then follows the Tuckahoe Road Segment to the BL England Power Plant.  This route would eliminate the 
bottleneck in the SJG system of the 16” diameter pipeline on Mount Pleasant Tuckahoe road that prevents the 
original Route “C” from providing full reliability.  The alternate for Route “C” would then be approximately 29 miles in 
length, cross through 14.5 miles of Pinelands Forest Area, provide service to the BL England Facility and provide full 
redundancy to SJG’s customers. 

Both variations of Alternative “C” were rejected for multiple reasons.  Both variations would require extensive clearing 
of Pinelands Forest, including the clear-cutting of a 30’ ROW along 5.9 miles of a reforested railroad corridor.  About 
21 acres of forest would be clear-cut and approximately 1.7 acres of wetlands would be permanently disturbed along 
with significant impact to numerous threatened and endangered species, including Pine Snake habitat.  This route 
would be approximately 7 miles longer than Route “A”.  The unavoidable necessity of clearing significant portions of 
Pinelands Forest Area, and of impacting wetlands and threatened and endangered species were considered fatal 
flaws and therefore this route was not considered a feasible or better alternative. 

4. Alternative “D” 

This route would approach BLE from the south by extending SJG’s existing 20” pipeline which terminates near Union 
Road and Rt. 49.  Route “D” begins in Maurice River Township, Cumberland County and ends at the BLE.  To ensure 
better reliability on this Route an alternative segment was evaluated as part of W&C’s addendum.  The original route 
begins in Maurice River Township, Cumberland County at the intersection of Route 49 and Union Road and 
continuing east on Route 49 for approximately 0.5 miles to the intersection of Route 49 and County Route 646 (Port 
Elizabeth-Cumberland Road); then south on Route 646 for approximately 4.8 miles to the intersection of Route 47; 
then south on Route 47 for approximately 14.9 miles to the intersection of County Route 610 (Petersburg Road); then 
northeast on Route 610 for approximately 3.4 miles to the intersection of County Route 550 (Woodbine-Oceanview 
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Road); then southeast on Route 550 for approximately 3.9 miles to the intersection of State Route 9; then north on 
Route 9 for approximately 8.9 miles to the intersection of Clay Avenue; then west on Clay Avenue for approximately 
0.3 miles to the BL England Power Plant in Upper Township, Cape May County.  This route primarily follows existing 
cleared road and utility right-of-ways minimizing potential impacts and limiting clearing required to install the gas 
pipeline.  Route “D” crosses through 8.6 miles of Pinelands Forest Area.  Route “D” would be approximately 36.8 
miles in length, provide service to the BLE but only provide limited reliability to SJG’s customers. 

An alternate for Route “D” that would provide full reliability, similar to Route “A”, would also be approximately 36.8 
miles long.  This route would begin in Maurice River Township, Cumberland County at the intersection of Route 49 
and Union Road and continuing east on Route 49 for approximately 0.5 miles to the intersection of Route 49 and 
County Route 646 (Port Elizabeth-Cumberland Road); then south on Route 646 for approximately 4.8 miles to the 
intersection of Route 47; then south on Route 47 for approximately 14.9 miles to the intersection of County Route 
610 (Petersburg Road); The route then travels northeast along County Route 610 (Petersburg Road) for 
approximately 5.0 miles to Mount Pleasant Tuckahoe Road.  Then it travels north 3.3 miles into the town of Tuckahoe 
to the intersection with Marshal Avenue.  Then the route travels 0.2 miles east on Marshall Avenue to NJ Route 50 
(Mt. Pleasant-Tuckahoe Road Segment).  Then 1.5 miles south on NJ Route 50 to Tuckahoe Road; then east on 
Tuckahoe Road for 4.2 miles to the intersection with Oceanwoods Avenue.  The route then proceeds 0.4 miles north 
on Oceanwoods Avenue to the intersection with the Atlantic Electric ROW, then proceeds 2.1 miles east cross 
country on the Atlantic Electric ROW and the BLE property to the power station (Tuckahoe Road Segment).  This 
route would eliminate the bottleneck in the SJG system of the 16” diameter pipeline on Mount Pleasant Tuckahoe 
Road that prevents the original Route “D” from providing full redundancy.  The alternate for Route “D” would then be 
approximately 36.8 miles in length, cross through 12.6 miles of Pinelands Forest Area, provide service to the BL 
England Facility and provide full redundancy to SJG’s customers. 

These variations of Alternative “D” were rejected for multiple reasons.  This alternative would cross 27 known 
streams and many large wetland systems.  It also would travel through 8.6 or 12.6 miles of Pinelands Forest Area 
and extensive portions of the marsh system of the Delaware Bay. The NJDEP Landscape mapping identified 12 
areas of potential vernal habitat along this route.  While no design has been completed for this alternative, the much 
higher incidence of stream crossings and low-lying areas increases the probability of wetlands impacts.  Based upon 
the potential for significant impacts to wetlands, including extensive portions of the Delaware Bay marsh system, and 
the fact that the route would occupy substantially the same or greater portions of the Forest Area, Route D was not 
considered a feasible or better alternative. 

5. Alternative “E” 

This route would approach BLE from the west and north via SR 50 and would travel through two separate portions of 
the Pinelands Forest Area.  This route would install a new pipeline adjacent to the existing Route 50 Segment, 
beginning in Estell Manor, Atlantic County and ending at BLE.  The original route begins at SJG’s Esterville Station 
located on Route 50 in Estell Manor, Atlantic County, following Route 50 south for approximately 8.5 miles to the 
intersection of Tuckahoe Road; then east on Tuckahoe Road for 4.2 miles to the intersection with Oceanwoods 
Avenue; then 0.4 miles north on Oceanwoods Avenue to the intersection with the Atlantic Electric ROW; then 2.1 
miles east cross country on the Atlantic Electric ROW and the BLE property to the power station. 

Route “E” would require SJG to upgrade the Vineland-Mays Landing Segment from a 20” diameter pipeline to a 30” 
diameter pipeline to meet the volume and capacity demands of SJG’s Atlantic County and Cape May County 
customers and the BL England Facility.  This upgrade would operate at a Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure 
(MAOP) of 700 psig and would begin in the City of Vineland, Cumberland County, just east of Union Road and just 
north of the intersection of Asher Road and Union Road at the existing South Jersey Gas, Union Road Station facility 
and follow the existing gas line easement right-of-way east, cross country, for approximately 10.2 miles to the 
intersection of Route 50. 
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Route “E” also crosses through 7 miles of Pinelands Forest Area in connection with the upgrade to the Vineland to 
Mays Landing Segment and 7.3 miles of Pinelands Forest Area in connection with the Route 50 portion.  Route “E” 
would be approximately 25.4 miles in length, and would provide limited redundancy to SJG’s customers. 

This alternative was rejected for multiple reasons.  Route “E” would require SJG to upgrade the 10-mile Vineland-
Mays Landing Segment which would require filling of an additional 2.5 acres of wetlands and the clearing of 
approximately 36 acres of forest to widen the existing pipeline ROW. There are also multiple waterway crossings 
throughout this area, and HDDs may not be feasible in some of these locations as the route has multiple curves and 
bends along the alignment. There also would be no access for laying out the pipe or staging the pipe for the HDD 
installation without performing additional clearing of trees and potential wetlands.  Route E would be approximately 6 
miles longer than Route “A” resulting in more overall disturbance.  The route also has numerous areas of exposed 
sandy soils that may provide habitat for northern pine snake.  Open ROWs often host populations of Pinelands 
threatened and endangered plants.  Finally, the alternative would not provide full redundancy.  The co-location of the 
new 24” pipeline with the existing Route 50 Segment creates vulnerability because a parallel configuration along 
Route 50 is less reliable.  A single event has the potential to take-out both pipelines. The co-location of critical 
“lifeline” infrastructure (i.e. those systems and facilities that deliver vital services and products to a community, 
including natural gas pipelines) increases system vulnerability because natural events like large storms, or man-
made disasters like excavation accidents, can take-out co-located infrastructure. See FEMA, “Collocation Impacts on 
the Vulnerability of Lifelines During Earthquakes with Applications to the Cajon Pass, California,” FEMA-221 (Oct. 
1991); National Infrastructure Advisory Council, “A Framework for Establishing Critical Infrastructure Resilience 
Goals Final Report and Recommendations” (Oct. 2010).  An event that would be capable of taking-out service along 
the 20” pipeline located on Route 50 would have the potential also to take-out service to a new 24” pipeline, thus 
exposing the 60,000 customers in Cape May County to a loss of service.  Full redundancy only can be achieved 
through what is known as a “loop,” an alternative pathway to transport natural gas to an area. 

Because Alternative “E” would impact the Pinelands Forest Area, would impact wetlands and threatened and 
endangered species, and would not provide full redundancy, it was not considered a feasible or better alternative. 

6. Alternative “F” 

This route is similar to Alternative E but with an additional new feeder line that would originate in Gloucester County.  
Route “F” begins in Franklin Township, Gloucester County and ends at BLE in Upper Township, Cape May County.  
Beginning in Franklin Township, Gloucester County, at the South Jersey Gas Forest Grove Station, approximately 
1900 feet west of the intersection of County Route 555 and Weymouth Road, adjacent to Weymouth Road and 
following the existing gas line easement right-of-way southeast, cross-country for approximately 15.5 miles to the 
intersection of Route 50; then south on Route 50 for approximately 13.5 miles to the intersection of Tuckahoe Road; 
then (Tuckahoe Road Segment) east on Tuckahoe Road for 4.2 miles to the intersection with Oceanwoods Avenue.  
The route then proceeds 0.4 miles north on Oceanwoods Avenue to the intersection with the Atlantic Electric ROW, 
then proceeds 2.1 miles east on the Atlantic Electric ROW and the BLE property to the power station.  Route “F” 
would be approximately 35.7 miles in length, provide service to BLE and provide limited reliability to SJG’s customers 
because it would not provide full redundancy.  The co-location of the new 24” pipeline with the existing Route 50 
Segment creates vulnerability because a parallel configuration along Route 50 is less reliable.  A single event has the 
potential to take-out both pipelines. The co-location of critical “lifeline” infrastructure (i.e. those systems and facilities 
that deliver vital services and products to a community, including natural gas pipelines) increases system vulnerability 
because natural events like large storms, or man-made disasters like excavation accidents, can take-out co-located 
infrastructure. Ibid.  An event that would be capable of taking-out service along the 20” pipeline located on Route 50 
would have the potential also to take-out service to a new 24” pipeline, thus exposing the 60,000 customers in Cape 
May County to a loss of service.  Full redundancy only can be achieved through what is known as a “loop,” an 
alternative pathway to transport natural gas to an area. 
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This alternative was rejected for multiple reasons. This route would cross 18 known streams on the entire route and 6 
streams on the cross-country segment of the route.  It would also traverse significant portions of Pinelands Forest 
Area.  The 15+ mile cross-country segment includes approximately 7.7 acres of mapped wetlands within the 30 foot 
wide ROW.  The project design would utilize HDDs where possible to avoid wetland, buffer and stream impacts but it 
is anticipated that the route geometry and extent of wetlands would result in approximately 3 acres of wetland 
impacts and additional wetland buffer impacts.  According to the NJDEP Landscape project mapping, the15- mile 
segment includes habitat for Barred Owl, Eastern Tiger Salamander, Pine Barrens Tree Frog, Bald Eagle, Osprey, 
Black Skimmer, Cattle Egret, Least Tern, Black-crowned night-heron.  Since there are anticipated impacts on 3 acres 
of wetlands on this segment of the route and significant clearing required during construction it was assumed there 
would be impacts to some of the species habitat identified. The cross-country segment of Route “F” traverses 
through an existing SJG Easement, the new gas main expansion line would require at least a 30 ft. wide clearing in 
order install the gas main in this location.  The existing easement traverses through heavily wooded/forested areas 
with a dirt access road approximately 6 to 10 feet wide; thus requiring additional clearing of up to 25 ft. for 
construction of the new pipeline for the majority of the route.  This would require the removal of about 45 acres of 
trees.  For the majority of the route, there is limited access for construction vehicles/equipment to enter construction 
areas due to the location of the proposed route. 

Because Alternative “F” would not provide full redundancy, would require the clearing of significant portions of 
Pinelands Forest Area, and would impact wetlands and threatened and endangered species, it was not considered a 
feasible or better alternative. 

7. Alternative “G” 

This route would approach BLE from the north by extending SJG’s existing 24” Vineland-Mays Landing Segment 
which terminates at Ocean Heights Ave and Harbor Ave in Egg Harbor Township.  Route “G” begins in Hamilton 
Township, Atlantic County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper Township, Cape May County.  
Beginning in Hamilton Township Atlantic County on Route 559 / Ocean Heights Ave at the intersection with Harbor 
Avenue; then  southeast approximately 6.1 miles to the intersection of the Garden State Parkway right-of-way (GSPY 
ROW); then south on the GSPY ROW for approximately 2.6 miles to a point just north of the Somers Point Toll Plaza 
on the GSPY ROW; then directional drill approximately 8,700 feet under the Great Egg Harbor Bay to a point on 
Route 9 just north of the intersection of Clay Avenue; then south on Route 9 for approximately 0.1 miles to the 
intersection of Clay Avenue; then west on Clay Avenue for approximately 0.3 miles to BLE.  This route has been 
presented by Pinelands Preservation Alliance as a viable alternative route. 

Route “G” would require the upgrade of the Vineland-Mays Landing Segment from a 20” diameter pipeline to a 30” 
diameter pipeline to meet the volume and capacity demands of SJG’s Atlantic County and Cape May County 
customers and the BL England Facility.  This upgrade would operate at a Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure 
(MAOP) of 700 psig and begin in the City of Vineland, Cumberland County, just east of Union Road and just north of 
the intersection of Asher Road and Union Road at the existing South Jersey Gas, Union Road Station facility and 
following the existing gas line easement right-of-way east, cross-country for approximately 10.2 miles to the 
intersection of Route 50.  This upgrade crosses through 7.2 miles of Pinelands Forest Area that is not within the 
ROW of existing roads. 

Route “G” with the upgrade of the Vineland to Mays Landing Segment is 20.7 miles in length but only satisfies one 
aspect of the project, the need to provide natural gas to BLE.  In order to provide some redundancy to SJG’s 
customers in Atlantic County and Cape May County, there are two alternatives.  The first alternative would require an 
additional 8.4 miles of 24” diameter pipe installed from the BLE to Tuckahoe (Tuckahoe Road Segment) where it 
would tie into SJG’s existing transmission facilities.  This route would begin at BLE and travel south through the BLE 
property to the Atlantic Electric ROW, then travel through the Atlantic Electric ROW southwest to the intersection of 
Oceanwoods Ave.  The alignment then would proceed south along Oceanwoods Ave. to Tuckahoe Road.  Then the 
route would travel west along Tuckahoe Road to NJ Route 50 where it would proceed north to the intersection with 
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Marshall Ave.  The route then would travel west along Marshall Ave to Mount Pleasant Tuckahoe Road.  From there, 
the route would travel north along Mount Pleasant Road to a SJG Interconnect Station and tie into SJG’s existing 
transmission facilities. 

The second alternative would require approximately 12.8 miles of additional pipe starting at the intersection of Clay 
Avenue and Route 9 and traveling South along Route 9 for approximately 8.9 miles to the intersection of Route 550; 
than northwest on Route 550 approximately 3.9 miles to the intersection with an existing South Jersey Gas pipeline 
which would provide the redundancy element of the project. 

With the upgrade to the Vineland to Mays Landing Segment and either reliability segment from BLE to SJG’s existing 
transmission facilities, Route “G” would provide limited reliability to SJG’s customers by adding redundancy to the 
Route 50 Segment.  This pipeline would provide security for SJG’s 60,000 Cape May County customers if a service 
interruption were to occur on the Route 50 Segment.  However, Route “G” adds no redundancy to the Vineland-Mays 
Landing Segment because it would still be a “single-feed” configuration and therefore provides no security to SJG’s 
142,000 customers located within Atlantic County and Cape May County if a service interruption were to occur along 
this segment. 

Route “G” would be at least 29.1 miles in length, and could be as much as 33.5 miles in length depending on the 
alternative chosen.  It would provide service to the BL England Facility but only provide limited reliability to SJG’s 
customers. 

Route “G” was rejected for multiple reasons. The upgrade of the existing 10-mile Vineland-Mays Landing Segment 
would require filling of an additional 2.5 acres of wetlands and the clearing of approximately 36 acres of forest to 
widen the existing pipeline ROW.  It would also impact 7.2 miles of Pinelands Forest Area.  There are also multiple 
waterway crossings throughout this area, and HDDs may not be feasible in some of these locations as the route has 
multiple curves and bends along the alignment. This route would cross 18 known streams on the entire route and 6 
streams on the cross-country segment of the route. There also would be no access for laying out the pipe or staging 
the pipe for the HDD installation without performing additional clearing of trees and potential wetlands.  Route “G” 
would be approximately 13 miles longer than Route “A” resulting in more overall disturbance.  The route also has 
numerous areas of exposed sandy soils that may provide habitat for northern pine snake.  Open ROWs often host 
populations of Pinelands threatened and endangered plants.  Finally, Route “G”, with the upgrade to the Vineland to 
Mays Landing Segment and the Tuckahoe Road Segment, would provide only limited reliability to SJG’s customers 
by adding redundancy to the Route 50 Segment but not solving the vulnerability of the Vineland and Mays Landing 
Pipeline and therefore provides no security to SJG’s 142,000 customers located within Atlantic County and Cape 
May County if a service interruption were to occur on the Vineland to Mays Landing Segment. 

In addition, Route “G” was surveyed to determine the number and location of “High Consequence Areas”(HCA) along 
the route for comparison to the preferred Route “A.”  See South Jersey Gas Company, “Proposed Pipeline Routes 
HCA Analysis,” (July 28, 2014) (attached hereto as Exhibit 21).  HCA’s are specific locations where an inadvertent 
release could have the most significant adverse consequences.  The U.S. Department of Transportation’s Pipeline & 
Hazardous Materials Safety Administration’s Fact Sheet: “High Consequence Areas (HCA)” states “HCA’s for natural 
gas transmission pipelines focus solely on populated areas.  Populated areas include both High population areas 
(called ‘urbanized areas’ by the U.S. Census Bureau) and other populated areas (areas referred to by the Census 
Bureau as a ‘designated place’).”  These areas require additional focus, efforts and analysis to ensure the integrity of 
the pipeline.  The survey was conducted in accordance with CFR 49 Part 192.03 and SJG’s Transmission Integrity 
Management Plan, using the potential impact circle method.  All three segments of Route “G” were evaluated.  The 
10.9 mile segment from McKee City to BLE was found to have 10 identified sites totaling 4.5 miles of HCA.  The 8.4 
mile Tuckahoe Road segment contained six identified sites containing 2.1 miles of HCA.  The 10.5 mile Vineland-
Mays Landing segment had one site identified containing 0.7 miles of HCA.  Route “G” therefore contains 17 
identified sites for a total of 7.3 miles of High Consequence Area.  In contrast, Route “A” contained only 7 identified 
sites with a total of 2.9 miles of HCA. 
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Apart from these flaws, Route G’s reliance upon the GSPY ROW is fatal.  State law prohibits construction of natural 
gas pipelines beneath limited access highways such as the GSPY and the New Jersey Turnpike Authority has 
informed SJG that it would not approve the installation of the pipeline beneath the GSPY.  Also, the expert report 
prepared by Dr. Bennett makes clear that the technical risks posed by an 8,500 foot HDD in conjunction with the 
difficult geotechnical conditions, renders this alternative infeasible.  Finally, NJDEP would not approve the route due 
to significant impacts on CAFRA-protected resources and the availability of other alternatives outside the CAFRA 
area.  For these reasons, Route “G” was not considered a feasible or better alternative. 

8. “No Action” Alternative 
 
The alternative of no action obviously will not satisfy the compelling public needs of the Project, which are to provide 
a supply of natural gas to support the repowering of the BL England electric generating station, as well as to enhance 
the reliability of gas service for customers in Cape May and Atlantic counties. The impact of the pipeline not being 
constructed includes the following. 
 
Reduced electric system reliability – A major purpose of the pipeline is to provide natural gas service to BLE to 
enable the plant to continue operating and thereby to supply cleaner, safer, and more reliable electricity to residents 
and businesses in the Pinelands and surrounding areas of Cape May and Atlantic Counties.   If the pipeline were not 
constructed to support the repowering of the plant, there would be multiple electric system reliability violations that 
would require significant electric system upgrades.  The PJM Transmission Expansion Advisory Committee report 
dated April 10, 2014 and PJM’s 2014 Regional Transmission Expansion Plan dated July 22, 2014 (Attachment 4) 
specifically identified improvements that would be required in the existing electric transmission system, should the BL 
England power plant not be repowered, as part of their “At Risk Generation Analysis” section of the report. The 
upgrades identified include: 
 

1. Rebuild and reconfigure existing 138 kV line to establish a new Orchard – Cardiff 230 kV line (Cost 
Estimate: $57M) 

2. New Upper Pittsgove – Lewis 138 kV line (Cost Estimate: $28M) 
3. New Cardiff – Lewis #2 138 kV line (Cost Estimate: $3.5M) 
4. Orchard substation work to accommodate new Orchard – Cardiff 230 kV line (Cost Estimate: 

$3.6M) 
5. Upper Pittsgrove substation work (Cost Estimate: $0.05M) 
6. Landis substation work to convert  Landis to a ring bus and connect 3 lines to it (Cost Estimate: 

$13.4M) 
7. Dorothy Substation work – replace two switches with breakers (Cost Estimate: $4M) 
8. Cardiff substation work to accommodate new Orchard – Cardiff 230 kV line and new Cardiff – 

Lewis 138 kV line (Cost Estimate: $16.4M) 
9. Lewis substation work (Cost Estimate: $0.1M) 
10. Environmental  (Cost Estimate: $2M) 

These transmission upgrades alone cannot replace the reliability and economic benefits of BLE’s locally generated 
electricity.  For example, during times of a natural disaster, like Hurricane Sandy, the reliability benefits of a local 
source of electricity are far superior to more distant electricity sources, such as those in Pennsylvania.  Additionally, 
local generating sources provide a valuable source of reactive power, which is critical to maintaining grid stability, 
especially during peak air conditioning days.  Moreover, in the event of a blackout, restoration of the grid often 
depends on the availability of local generation sources with “black start” capability – the ability of generating units to 
come on-line quickly after a blackout without the need for an electricity feed from a larger unit.  BLE will have this 
black start capability. 
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ACE has advised that it intends to pursue some of these transmission upgrades whether or not BLE is repowered.  
However, in the event that BLE is repowered and ACE constructs their planned transmission upgrades, a repowered 
BLE will still result in the reduction of a significant portion of PJM’s mandated transmission system improvement cost 
and will provide significant reliability, economic, and environmental benefits to the Pinelands that transmission 
upgrades will not.     

Increased air pollution – the repowering of BLE will result in significant reductions in the levels of carbon dioxide 
(CO2), nitrogen oxides (NOx), sulphur dioxide (SO2), mercury and fine particulates (PM2.5).  If the plant does not 
repower and is forced to shut-down, much of the replacement power will be purchased from nearby states, primarily 
Pennsylvania.  Much of the air pollution generated from Pennsylvania’s fossil steam (coal- and natural gas-powered) 
marginal generating units directly impact air quality in New Jersey and specifically in the Pinelands.  Prevailing west-
east winds transport the fine particulates and sulfate air pollution from Pennsylvania’s power generation plants to the 
Pinelands, where they contribute to a number of human health problems. 

Continued risk of natural gas interruption for customers in Cape May and Atlantic Counties – the inability to 
construct the pipeline as proposed will significantly impact plans for “hardening” the SJG system and enhancing 
reliability of natural gas service for customers in Atlantic and Cape May counties.  SJG’s existing infrastructure is 
dependent upon two segments of single natural gas transmission pipeline service as the “backbone” of the entire 
system serving Cape May and Atlantic counties.  If a service interruption were to occur along this backbone, as many 
as 28,700 Pinelands customers in the Pinelands and 142,000 overall could be without gas service for several 
months.  An interruption of this magnitude would put public safety and health at risk, especially during the winter 
months when natural gas usage peaks due to the need to heat homes, businesses and other critical facilities such as 
hospitals, schools, elder care facilities, etc. 
 
For the reasons stated above, the No Action alternative clearly produces significant risks to the well-being of 
residents who live in the Pinelands, and as a result should be eliminated from consideration. 

In summary: 

Route “A” meets the goals of the project, would not have significant environmental or community 
impacts but does cross through Pinelands Forest Area. 

Route “B” would not meet the goals of the project because it would only provide limited 
redundancy.  There would be significant wetland and threatened & endangered species impacts, 
and significant legal, engineering and environmental risks associated with the HDD under GEHB.  
It would also impact the Pinelands Forest Area because of the need to upgrade the 10-mile 
Vineland-Mays Landing Segment. 

Route “C” meets the goals of the project but would have significant impacts on the Pinelands 
Forest Area, wetlands and threatened & endangered species.  Large sections of the railroad ROW 
have overgrown so it is not considered an improved right-of-way or an acceptable route for the gas 
pipeline. 

Route “D” meets the goals of the project but would have greater community, traffic, and 
environmental impacts than Route “A”.  This route also crosses through approximately 8-12 miles 
of the Pinelands Forest Area and is 15 miles longer than Route “A”. 

Route “E” would not meet the goals of the project because it would only provide limited 
redundancy, would cross through approximately 7 miles of the Pinelands Forest Area and would 
have significant wetland and threatened & endangered species impacts. 
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Route “F” would not meet the goals of the project because it would provide only limited 
redundancy, would have significant wetland and threatened & endangered species impacts, and 
would traverse two portions of the Pinelands Forest Area. 

Route “G” would not meet the goals of the project because it would only provide limited 
redundancy.  There would be significant wetland and threatened & endangered species impacts, 
and significant legal, engineering and environmental risks associated with the HDD under GEHB. 

VII. CONCLUSION 

Based upon the entirety of the facts and circumstances set forth above, the Project is the only practicable, least-
impacting alternative to serve the vital need of Pinelands residents and businesses for safe, reliable, and clean 
electricity and natural gas services.  Because the main usage of the pipeline is to provide natural gas service to 
BLE—as reflected by the fact that the pipeline will be used to supply BLE at least 95 percent of the time and thereby 
to enable a drastic reduction in air pollution within the Pinelands while serving the electric reliability needs of 638,000 
Pinelands residents—the Project conforms fully with Forest Management Area use standards and does not require a 
MOA or any other waiver of the CMP although the facts also clearly would sustain a showing of a compelling public 
need. 
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COMMITMENT & INTEGRITY
DRIVE RESULTS

50 Millstone Road
Building 300
Suite 100
East Windsor, NJ 08520
www.woodardcurran.com

T 877.786.8881
T 609.448.8110
F 609.448.8118

April 27, 2012

Mr. Charles Horner
Director of Regulatory Programs
New Jersey Pinelands Commission
PO Box 359
New Lisbon, NJ 08064

Dr. Ruth Foster
New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection
Office of Permit Coordination and Environmental Review
401 East State St.
P.O.Box420
Trenton, NJ 08625

Ms. Georgann Gray
New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection
NJDEP Land Use Regulation Program
501 E. State Street
PO Box 439
Trenton, NJ 08625

Re: South Jersey Gas Pre-Application Meeting Summary

To Whom It May Concern:

I would like to thank Branwen Ellis, Dr. Ruth Forster and Georgann Gray very much for meeting with us
on this very important project. We appreciate all of you fitting this meeting into your schedule so quickly
and your obvious preparation prior to the meeting. Present at the meeting were:

Chuck Dippo, South Jersey Gas
Richard Bethke, South Jersey Gas
Peter Fontaine, Cozen O’Conner
Chuck Horner, Pinelands Commission
Ruth Foster, NJDEP Office of Permit Coordination and Environmental Review
Georgeann Gray, NJDEP Land Use
Branwen Ellis, Pinelands Commission
Dennis Walsh, Woodard & Curran
Steven Ewing, Woodard & Curran

The following is a summary of the items discussed and follow up items identified at the meeting:

1. Chuck Horner presented a summary of the Pinelands Commission jurisdiction.

2. Charles Dippo presented a summary of the proposed project, including an explanation of the
development of the existing gas lines servicing southern New Jersey. South Jersey Gas has
been improving the gas lines over the years and has now reached the point where it has the
ability to provide the necessary gas pressure and volume to the BL England power plant. Mr.
Dippo explained the single gas line service to Cape May County and the need to include
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improved redundancy in the gas service for security and reliability reasons. The addition of
the BL England Power plant to the customer base increases the need for the redundancy in
the system.

Mr. Dippo explained that South Jersey Gas is working with Rockland Capital on the extension
of the gas main and Rockland is evaluating the economic feasibility of the overall conversion
of the power plant to gas including their share of the gas main extension to the plant. Mr.
Dippo explained that the Board of Public Utilities will be reviewing the proposed gas main
extension and that they will hold a public hearing on the project. He discussed the other
power plants in southern New Jersey and the probability that the Oyster Creek generating
station will not be re-licensed in the near future. If BL England did not convert to gas and as a
result were to shut down and Oyster Creek was shut down, this could result in the need for
additional power lines being constructed in the Pinelands and Coastal Zone to distribute power
from other locations.

Mr. Dippo said that South Jersey Gas is moving forward with a route evaluation analysis to
identify the most suitable route to bring the 24” gas line into the BL England plant.

3. Dr. Ruth Foster with the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection, Office of Permit
Coordination and Environmental Review, presented a summary of her office’s position and
the existing status of the BL England plant permitting status. Dr. Foster indicated that the
plant is pursuing the CAFRA permitting needed to start the plant conversion from coal to gas
by March 2013. She also recommended that the project planning include consideration of
timing restrictions for threatened and endangered species if they are present.

4. Dennis Walsh, P.E. with Woodard and Curran, discussed 3 potential routes and the immediate
steps to be taken to evaluate those routes and possible iterations of the routes by evaluating
individual segments. Mr. Walsh provided a summary of the criteria which will be evaluated for
each route segment. He explained that the gas line to be installed will be a 24” steel line rated
to 700 psig but the line will normally be operated at 450 psig.

5. Steven Ewing, with Woodard and Curran, reviewed the overall segment analysis as well as
regulatory considerations such as jurisdictional limits, use of published data to evaluate
alternative routes and level of investigation required for the selected route. Mr. Ewing
indicated that the proposed gas line will allow BL England to discontinue burning coal and this
will provide a significant benefit to the Pinelands and Coastal Zone. Mr. Horner said that the
benefit to air quality would be considered but that the project would still have to demonstrate
compliance with the Land Use and Environmental policies. He indicated that Richard Grub will
be the cultural/historic consultant on the team. Mr. Ewing questioned the level of wetland
investigation required once a route was selected and Mr. Horner indicated that in the
Pinelands, all wetlands should be delineated within 50 feet of the proposed limit of disturbance
and we could rely on the state wetland mapping to include wetlands beyond 50 feet on our
plans. Ms. Gray indicated that outside the Pinelands it would be necessary to delineate the
wetlands with 150 feet of disturbance.
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6. Charles Horner, with the Pinelands Commission, presented a summary of the land use
standards of the Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan and explained the difference in
regulatory review between the Pinelands National Preserve and the State Pinelands Area.
He outlined the environmental considerations and discussed the need to demonstrate that
since the project will be located in the Pineland forest area, utility lines are an acceptable use if
they are primarily (at least 51%) intended to serve the Pinelands (this includes the Pinelands
National Reserve). Mr. Horner indicated that locating the gas line in existing disturbed right-of-
way is preferred and locating the pipeline under existing pavement minimizes potential impacts
and thus minimizes the need for more detailed investigations. As the pipeline moves from
under the pavement to a gravel shoulder to a maintained grass shoulder, the need for
additional flora and fauna surveys may increase. Mr. Horner indicated that an inactive rail line
may be a suitable location, but if the right-of-way (ROW) has reforested, it would be viewed
the same as crossing any forested property. Mr. Horner questioned whether the pipeline
would be for distribution or transmission and Mr. Dippo said the proposed pipeline would be
transmission to the power plant and that it would not be suitable for distribution as proposed.

7. Branwen Ellis, with the Pinelands Commission, discussed her preliminary review of the 3
routes. She recommended we take into consideration preserved land issues. Ms. Ellis did an
overlay of preserved land and provided it at the meeting. She indicated that if the pipeline is
located within public ROW, preserved lands will not be an issue. Mr. Ewing requested an
electronic copy of the preserved land overlay and any other data Pinelands has, such as
threatened and endangered species and historic information for use in the route analysis.

8. Georgann Gray, with NJDEP, Land Use, discussed the projects review relative to CAFRA and
the State wetlands regulations. Ms. Gray recommended we utilize the digitized GIS shape
files to review potential impacts on threatened and endangered species during the route
analysis process. She recommended avoiding wetland impacts wherever possible and
including Tidelands and Green Acres properties on our mapping. Ms. Gray indicated that on a
project this size, there is a possibility that one or more public hearings may be required, based
on public involvement. She said that April Grabowski may be the project reviewer, Larry Torok
will be the lead on wildlife issues and the State Historic Preservation Office will review the
application for cultural and historic impacts. We should use the latest version of the
Landscape Mapping (3.1) during our route analysis and we should avoid Green Acres property
due to the potential delays associated with that program.

9. Mr. Bryon Dubois with Trident Environmental Consultants inquired whether the Pinelands or
NJDEP would be requiring plant surveys for work on the shoulder of a road. Mr. Horner
indicated that it will be dependent on the specific plant species, the location of the pipeline and
other factors.
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10. Mr. Peter Fontaine, Esq., with Cozen and O’Conner, briefly outlined the PJM grid process as it
relates to demonstrating the percentage of service the BL England plant would provide to the
Pinelands. He questioned to what extent the application should address the shutting down of
the Oyster Creek generating station. Mr. Horner indicated that we should show what
percentage increase in service to the Pinelands the BL England plant will have at the time
Oyster Creek is shut down. Ms. Ellis indicated that the Pinelands Commission would like to
see the PJM grid to better understand how power is distributed.

Sincerely,

Steven R. Ewing
Vice President

P225616

cc:
Chuck Dippo, South Jersey Gas
Richard Bethke, South Jersey Gas
Peter Fontaine, Esq., Cozen O’Conner
Dennis Walsh, Woodard & Curran
Bryon Dubois, Trident Environmental Consultants
Dr. Ruth Foster, NJDEP Office of Permit Coordination and Environmental Review
Branwen Ellis, Pinelands Commission
Georgann Gray, New Jersey Dept. of Environmental Protection, Land Use

If you have any additions or changes to the summary above please contact me immediately and I will
update the summary.
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June 18, 2012 Peter J. Fontaine 
 

Direct Phone 856-910-5043 

Direct Fax 866-850-7491 

pfontaine@cozen.com VIA E-MAIL 

(CHARLES.HORNER@NJPINES.STATE.NJ.US) 

 

Charles Horner 
Director of Regulatory Programs  
New Jersey Pinelands Commission 
P.O. Box 359 
New Lisbon, New Jersey  08064 

Re: Application #2012-0056.001 

Upper Township 
 

Dear Mr. Horner: 

In follow-up to our pre-application meeting on April 17, 2012, concerning the above-referenced 
proposed natural gas pipeline project (the “Project”), we write on behalf of South Jersey Gas 
Company (“SJG”) to provide you with a copy of a Route Analysis Report (attached hereto as 
Enclosure 1) showing the preferred Project alignment, and a detailed explanation of how the 
Project meets the Minimum Standards Governing the Distribution and Intensity of Development 
and Land Use in Forest Areas as set forth in the Comprehensive Management Plan (“CMP”).  
We look forward to discussing the Project with you at our next pre-application meeting at 2:00 
p.m. on June 26, 2012, when we hope to be able to answer any questions arising from your 
review of this information.  

1.0 Project Background 

The Project involves construction of a new 24” natural gas pipeline largely beneath existing 
state, county and local roads leading to the B.L. England electrical generation plant at Beesleys 
Point, Upper Township, Cape May County (the  “Facility”).  The Project, which is estimated to 
cost $65MM, is necessary to convert the Facility from a coal- and oil-burning electrical 
generation plant to one that burns natural gas.   

Because the only feasible method to supply natural gas to the Facility is via a pipeline, 
construction of a new pipeline is a necessary and essential component of the Facility repowering 
project.   
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 1.1 B.L. England Repowering Project 

The Facility currently operates three primary combustion units and four secondary units to 
produce electricity from coal and oil.  Unit 1 is a 129 megawatt (“MW”) coal-fired unit.  Unit 2 
is a 156 MW coal-fired unit.  Unit 3 is a 155 MW oil-fired peaking unit that burns No. 6 bunker 
oil.  Four 2 MW diesel generators supply backup electricity to the Facility. The conversion of the 
Facility to natural gas is known as “repowering.”  The repowering project will convert the 
Facility to the most efficient, modern power generation design—natural gas combined cycle 
technology—while maximizing use of existing infrastructure and systems.  The Facility owner, 
RC Cape May Holdings, LLC, will invest approximately $400M to install a new 270 MW 
combustion turbine generator and associated heat recovery steam generator to be used with 
existing steam turbine Unit 2 to generate a total of about 425 MW in combined cycle.  The 
existing oil fired boiler will be converted to natural gas and used with the steam turbine Unit 3 to 
generate 155 MW in conventional (peaker) Rankine cycle.   

The repowering project is required by a New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection 
(“NJDEP”) enforcement order requiring RC Cape May to replace the existing coal-fired boiler 
with the latest natural gas technology.  Natural gas produces less than 10% of the criteria air 
pollutants and hazardous air pollutants produced by coal.  The Facility “repowering” project will 
eliminate the storage and use of coal at the Facility.  By converting to natural gas, the project will 
reduce dramatically the Facility’s air and pollution impacts on the Pinelands.   

 1.2 Rail Spur 

Rail transport of coal and oil through the Pinelands also would cease.  Coal and oil are both 
delivered to the Facility via Conrail’s Beesleys Point Secondary rail spur.  The rail line runs 
between south Camden and Winslow Junction (26 miles), then between Winslow Junction and 
Tuckahoe via NJ TRANSIT trackage rights, and then to Palermo, and then north to Beesleys 
Point.  Several portions of the 37 mile rail line from Winslow Junction to the Facility traverse 
Pinelands Forest Area.  The Facility is the only commercial customer along the rail line, which 
handles three 90-car coal trains per week.  Coal is stored at the Facility in an unlined coal pile.  
Oil is stored in two fuel oil storage tanks each 5.2 million gallons.  

 1.3 Schedule 

The schedule for the repowering project calls for completion of conceptual design and 
engineering in July 2012, air and CAFRA permitting between July 2012 and March 2013, and 
construction between March 2013 and August 2015.  To meet this schedule, SJG anticipates 
submission of an application to the Pinelands Commission in December 2012, with requested 
approval of the Project by May 2013, or sooner.  This would enable construction of the Project 
from May -  December 2013. 

 1.4 Summary of Benefits to the Pinelands 

As detailed in Section 3.0, below, there are several benefits to the Pinelands of converting the 
Facility to natural gas.  First, the repowering project will dramatically reduce the Facility’s air 
pollution impacts on the Pinelands ecosystem—a need first identified by the Commission in its 
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1980 Air Quality Assessment of the New Jersey Pinelands.  Second, the repowering project will 
achieve a dramatic reduction in the Facility’s water quality impacts on the Pinelands ecosystem.  
Third, because the Facility itself is located within the Pinelands National Reserve, the 
repowering project will enable the survival of a significant Pinelands employer.  Fourth, the 
repowering project will enable Upper Township, a Pinelands municipality, to continue receiving 
millions of dollars in property tax and host fee revenue, which the Township depends upon to 
fund essential services.  Fifth, the repowering project will enable the Facility to continue 
supplying reliable electricity to Pinelands residents and businesses, with the repowered Facility 
providing over its useful life a majority of its electrical output to load within the Pinelands.  

2.0 Project Preferred Alternative 

The pipeline Route Analysis Report prepared by Woodard & Curran concludes that “Route A3” 
is the preferred alternative because it avoids significant ecological and community impacts 
associated with the two other alternatives, Routes B and C, discussed below.   

 2.1 Route A3 

Based on Woodard & Curran’s overall analysis of environmental, community, cultural and 
constructability factors, Route A3 was deemed to be the best route.  This alternative would 
involve construction of a 24” pipeline within the right-of-way (“ROW”) beneath New Jersey 
Route 49 (East Main Street), starting at the intersection of NJ Route 49 and CR 671 (Union 
County Road) in Maurice River Township, Cumberland County, following NJ Route 49 east 
about 12 miles to the intersection with Cedar Avenue.  To avoid the downtown area of the 
Village of Tuckahoe, Route A was modified to follow Cedar Avenue south about 0.4 miles to the 
intersection of CR 557, where it would turn east for about 0.65 miles to the intersection of CR 
664 (Mt Pleasant – Tuckahoe Road).  From there, the route would travel south on CR 664 for 
about 0.42 miles to the intersection with New York Ave., then east for about 0.20 miles to NJ 
Route 50.  The route would then follow NJ Route 50 south for about 1.71 miles to the 
intersection with CR 662 (Tuckahoe Road), then east about 4.1 miles to Hudson Avenue.  To 
avoid impacts to US Route 9 (Shore Road), the route would divert from Tuckahoe Road at the 
intersection with Hudson Avenue.  From there, the route would travel north for about 0.3 miles 
to the Atlantic City Electric (“ACE”) electric transmission ROW leading to the Facility.  From 
there, the pipeline would follow beneath the dirt access road for the ACE transmission lines for 
about 1.7 miles before jogging east about 300 feet to connect with Conrail’s Beesleys Point 
Secondary rail line.  The remaining 0.8 miles of the pipeline would travel parallel to the rail line 
into the Facility. 

Almost all of Route A3 would follow existing road or power ROWs, or cleared rail line.  
Because the proposed construction would be primarily within previously filled and/or maintained 
ROWs, impacts to wetland areas are expected to be minimal.  Also, Route A3 would require 
only minor clearing of forest edges along existing ROWs.  

Approximately 10 miles of the Project—the NJ Route 49 segment between Maurice River and 
CR 557—would traverse the Pinelands Forest Area.  The remaining segments would traverse the 
Rural Development Area in Tuckahoe Village and the federal Pinelands National Reserve. 
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 2.2 Route B 

Route B, which would approach the Facility from the North, would require a horizontal 
directional drill (“HDD”) of nearly 7,000 feet beneath the Great Egg Harbor estuary, including 
two vertical curves and one horizontal curve.  While the use of HDD beneath the Great Egg 
Harbor estuary is not technically impossible, it would present significant constructability 
challenges and risks to the estuary, which contains several Priority Sites for Biodiversity 
according to the New Jersey Natural Heritage Program.  The Great Egg Harbor estuary is both 
seasonal and year-round habitat for anadromous, estuarine, marine, and freshwater fish and 
shellfish, nesting and migratory waterbirds and raptors,  migratory and wintering waterfowl, and 
rare brackish and freshwater tidal communities and plants.  The use of HDD beneath the Great 
Egg Harbor estuary poses a risk of  “fluid frac-out” in the estuary during the drilling process.  
Fluid frac-out—the inadvertent return of drilling mud to the surface—is a potential concern 
whenever the HDD technique is used under sensitive habitats and waterways.  The HDD 
procedure uses bentonite slurry as a drilling mud. A fluid frac-out occurring in the Great Egg 
Harbor estuary would have the potential to suffocate benthic invertebrates, aquatic plants and 
fish and their eggs.   The length of the HDD and the limited staging area also presents a 
significant risk of impacting the wetlands.  Seven thousand feet of steel pipe would have to be 
staged in the area of the HDD within the community of Jefferson Landing on the banks of the 
Great Egg Harbor estuary.  

Route B also would have significant community impacts.  The route suffers from limited 
clearances adjacent to several homes on School House Road (less than 15 feet).  Also, more than 
a dozen residents at Jefferson Landing on the Great Egg Harbor Bay would have to be relocated 
for an extended period during construction because the pipeline would be installed beneath the 
extremely narrow access road to their community, which would have to be closed.  Finally, 
Route B would require installation of the pipeline in several areas of contaminated soil and 
groundwater, presenting risks of worker exposure and inadvertent discharges.  For these reasons, 
Route B was deemed not to be feasible.   

 2.3 Route C 

Route C would originate at the same starting point as Route A3 but would traverse the Forest 
Area along an abandoned railroad corridor that is now heavily forested.  Route C would require 
extensive clearing of Pinelands coniferous scrub forest that is habitat for the endangered northern 
pine snake, swamp pink, barred owl, Cope’s gray tree frog, and frosted elfin.  Route C also 
would require installation of the pipeline in several areas of contaminated soil and groundwater, 
presenting risks of worker exposure and inadvertent discharges.  For these reasons, Route C was 
deemed not to be feasible. 

3.0 Compliance with the Minimum Standards for Forest Areas 

Natural gas pipelines are considered “public service infrastructure” under the terms of the CMP. 
N.J.A.C. 7:50-2.11 (Definitions).  The CMP permits the construction of public service 
infrastructure in Forest Areas if it is “intended to primarily serve the needs of the Pinelands.” 
N.J.A.C. 7:50-5.23(b)(12) (Minimum Standards Governing the Distribution and Intensity of 
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Development and Land Use in Forest Areas).  The “Pinelands” are defined under the CMP to 
include both the state-designated Pinelands Area and the federally-designated Pinelands 

National Reserve.  N.J.A.C. 7:50-2.11 (Definitions).  The Facility is located within the Pinelands 
National Reserve and thus is within the “Pinelands.”  Therefore, the public service infrastructure 
needed for the repowering project is intended to primarily serve the needs of a Pinelands facility.     

As set forth below, the Project is intended to primarily serve the needs of the Pinelands because 
it will result in a dramatic reduction in air and water impacts to the Pinelands environment, is 
intended to serve an existing Pinelands employer that will supply the majority of its output to 
residents and businesses within the Pinelands, and will generate direct economic benefits to the 
Pinelands municipality of Upper Township.  

 3.1. The Project Is “Intended to Primarily Serve the Needs of the   

   Pinelands” 

The CMP does not define the meaning of the phrase “intended to primarily serve the needs of the 
Pinelands.”  Perhaps this is because the various “needs of the Pinelands” are expressed 
throughout the CMP, including both ecological and economic needs.  The overriding purpose of 
the CMP is “to promote orderly development of the Pinelands so as to preserve and protect the 
significant and unique natural, ecological, agricultural, archaeological, historical, scenic, cultural 
and recreational resources of the Pinelands.”  N.J.A.C. 7:50-1.3 (General Purpose and Intent).  
Thus, the CMP represents a blueprint for protecting a multitude of Pinelands needs, both 
ecological and economic.  The CMP’s balancing of ecological and economic needs arises from 
the statute creating the Pinelands Reserve, the Pinelands Protection Act. N.J.S.A. 13:18A-1., et. 
seq. (the “Act”), which expresses the Legislature’s intent to balance the competing ecological 
and economic needs of the Pinelands.  For example, the Commission is required to determine 
“the amount and type of human development and activity which the ecosystem of the pinelands 
area can sustain while still maintaining the overall ecological values thereof…”  N.J.S.A. 
13:18A-8a.  Likewise, while the Act requires the CMP to apply a variety of land and water 
protection and management techniques, it also requires the CMP to recognize existing economic 
activities within the Pinelands and to provide for the protection and enhancement of such 
activities.  N.J.S.A. 13:18A-8d.(1) & (3) (Comprehensive Management Plan).  The Act mandates 
that members of the Commission must include residents of the Pinelands Area who represent 
economic activities in the area as well as residents who represent conservation interests.  
N.J.S.A. 13:18A-5b. (Members).  Thus, the Legislature made clear that the protection and 
enhancement of the ecological resources and existing economic activities were both “needs” of 
the Pinelands.  

The Project clearly is intended to primarily serve several environmental and economic needs of 
the Pinelands.  In summary, the Project is intended to primarily serve the:  

� environmental needs of the Pinelands, which long has been impacted by both air and 
water pollution associated with the Facility;  

� economic and community needs of a substantial Pinelands employer and its host 
municipality, which derives significant property tax and host fee revenue from the 
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continued operation of the Facility which pays for essential services to the community; 
and  

� economic needs of Pinelands residents and businesses, which will consume the majority 
of the electricity from the Facility over its useful life. 

For these reasons, the Project is “intended to primarily serve the needs of the Pinelands,” as 
required by N.J.A.C. 7:50-5.23(b)(12). 

  3.1.1. The Project Will Serve a Longstanding Need to Reduce the  

    Facility’s Air Quality Impacts on the Pinelands  

The Facility repowering project, of which the new natural gas pipeline is an essential component, 
is intended to reduce air quality impacts on the Pinelands.  Enhancement of air quality is a clear 
need of the Pinelands, as set forth in Part IX of the CMP, which is dedicated to “Air Quality.”  
Part IX of the CMP begins with the affirmation that “[a]ir quality in the Pinelands is important to 
the character and ecology of the Pinelands.  It is the purpose of this Part to ensure that the quality 
of the air in the Pinelands region is protected and enhanced.”  N.J.A.C. 7:50-6.91.   
 
The air quality benefits of repowering Facility Unit 2 and converting Unit 3 to natural gas are 
substantial.  AECOM, an air quality consultant to RC Cape May, conservatively estimated 
emission reductions associated with the repowering project.  AECOM compared actual 
emissions from the Facility from 2008–2009 to potential emissions (assuming unrestricted 
operation 8760 hours/year) to arrive at the following air emission reductions:  
 

 Pollutant     Reduction (tpy) or (%)  
 SO2       621 tpy 
 NOx       163 tpy 
 PM10        51 tpy 
 PM2.5       45 tpy 
 CO2       62% (based on lb/MWh) 
 Arsenic      96% 
 Mercury      55% 
 Nickel       35% 
  

The reduction of air quality impacts specifically associated with the Facility long has been a need 
of the Pinelands, which first was identified in NJDEP’s 1980 assessment of existing air quality in 
the Pinelands area.  See NJDEP, Air Quality Assessment of the New Jersey Pinelands, (January 
1980) (“AQ Assessment”) (attached hereto as Enclosure 2).  The AQ Assessment was conducted 
with the purpose of gaining an understanding of the possible degradation of air quality and of 
aiding the Commission in the preparation of the CMP.  Importantly, the AQ Study specifically 
identified the Facility as a source of air pollution within the Pinelands: 

The B.L. England Power Plant at Beesley’s Point in Upper Township, Cape May 
County is located right on the Pinelands nation Reserve boundary.  This large 
plant is responsible for most of the TSP [total suspended particulates] and SO2 
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[sulfur dioxide] point source emissions in Cape May County.  In Table 6.1 the 
B.L. England Plant is included among the point sources located in the Pinelands.  
If it were not included in the Pineland totals, point sources in the Pinelands would 
only be responsible for about 11% of the TSP emissions and less than one percent 
of the SO2 emissions in southern New Jersey.   

NJDEP, Air Quality Assessment of the New Jersey Pinelands, (January 1980) (“AQ 
Assessment”) p. 28.  

In its recent solar energy amendments to the CMP, the Commission acknowledged the need to 
promote less polluting forms of energy production within the Pinelands.  In support of the rule, 
the Commission acknowledged the benefits of reducing carbon dioxide, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen 
oxides, mercury emissions, and particulate emissions from coal: 

Societal benefits include a reduced need to site, construct and operate expensive 
fossil fuel fired power plants including large base load plants, load following 
plants and smaller peaking power plants.  Eliminating or minimizing the need for 
new fossil fuel-dependant power plants benefits society through the reduction or 
elimination of carbon dioxide, a significant greenhouse gas, sulfur dioxide, 
responsible for acid rain formation, nitrogen oxides, a cause of smog and ground 
level ozone, mercury emissions from burning coal, and particulate emissions, a 
respiratory irritant associated with fossil fuel based electricity production. 

New Jersey Pinelands Commission, Proposed Amendments to Pinelands Comprehensive 

Management Plan, Local communications facilities; Solar energy facilities; Accessory uses on 

deed restricted parcels (April 18, 2011).   

Thus, reduction of air pollution loadings on the Pinelands ecosystem is a clear “need” of the 
Pinelands.  Conversion to natural gas fuel will dramatically reduce a host of air pollutants, 
including sulfur dioxide which produces acid rain, nitrogen oxides which produce smog, carbon 
dioxide which contributes to climate change, and mercury which bioaccumulates in Pinelands 
fish.1  The Facility repowering project, which is mandated by the NJDEP’s ACO and necessarily 
includes the construction of a new pipeline, clearly is intended to serve the Pinelands need for air 
quality improvement.   

 

                                                 
1 In 2009, the NJDEP proposed a state-wide TMDL (Total Maximum Daily Load) for mercury impairments in water 
bodies across the state caused by high concentration of mercury in fish tissue due mainly to air deposition from both 
in-state and out-of-state coal-burning and resource recovery electrical generation units, including the Facility.  Data 
show that mercury concentrations in Pinelands fish are twice the statewide average.  See, NJDEP, Division of 
Watershed Management, Statewide TMDL for Mercury Impairments Based on Concentrations in Fish Tissue 

Caused Mainly by Air Deposition, July 15, 2009, 
http://www.state.nj.us/dep/watershedmgt/DOCS/TMDL/fish_mercury_071509.pdf; NJDEP Office of Science, 

Mercury in New Jersey, Presentation of Gary Buchanan, Ph.D. to NJ Water Monitoring Council, September 22, 
2012, http://www.state.nj.us/dep/wms//hginnjoverview.pdf.  
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  3.1.2. The Project Will Serve a Longstanding Need to Reduce the  

    Facility’s Water Quality Impacts on the Pinelands  

The Facility repowering project is intended also to reduce water quality impacts on the 
Pinelands.  Enhancement of water quality is a clear need of the Pinelands, as set forth in Part 
VIII of the CMP, which is dedicated to “Water Quality.”  Part VIII of the CMP begins with the 
affirmation that “[a]n essential element of the overall ecological value of the Pinelands 
environment is its extensive surface and ground water resources of exceptional quality.”  
N.J.A.C. 7:50-6.81.   

The Facility uses 276 million gallons per day (“MGD”) of water from the Great Egg Harbor 
estuary for cooling Units 1, 2 and 3.   The cooling water intake structure (“CWIS”) extends 950 
feet into the estuary, requires periodic maintenance dredging, and has a zone of influence within 
the estuary (i.e. a capture zone for aquatic plants and animals) extending 70 meters out from the 
intake, 150 meters upstream and 210 meters downstream.  CWISs can cause adverse 
environmental impact by pulling large numbers of fish and shellfish or their eggs into a power 
plant’s cooling system.  

Pursuant to the terms of its National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit, 
the Facility also discharges pollutants to the Great Egg Harbor River estuary through several 
outfalls. These include the cooling tower blowdown, slag pond overflow, stormwater from yard 
drains, intake screen backwash, condenser cooling water discharges, wastewater treatment plant 
effluent and discharge from the flue gas desulfurization system.  According to the U.S. Coast 
Guard spill response database, since 1980, the Facility has had six spills of hazardous materials, 
including oil and coal ash, some of which impacted the Great Egg Harbor River estuary. 

The repowering project will reduce water withdrawals from the Great Egg Harbor estuary by 
about 44% and water pollution discharges to the estuary by roughly the same percentage.  
Elimination of coal use at the Facility will result in the elimination of the coal pile, its associated 
stormwater runoff, the slag pond overflow, intake screen backwash, and flue gas desulfurization 
system discharge.  The repowering project also will eliminate the use of lime, gypsum, slag and 
sorbent, all of which can be harmful to aquatic life. 

Thus, the Facility repowering project, which is mandated by the NJDEP’s ACO and necessarily 
includes the construction of a new pipeline, clearly is intended to serve the Pinelands need for 
water quality improvement.    

  3.1.3 The Project Will Serve the Economic Needs of a Substantial  

    Pinelands Employer and a Pinelands Municipality 

The Facility repowering and the Project are intended also to serve the economic needs of a 
Pinelands employer and its host municipality.  The Commission recently acknowledged the need 
to encourage cleaner energy generation within the Pinelands to advance the State’s clean energy 
plan, benefit landowners whose property is currently constrained from further productive uses, 
benefit municipalities in need of additional tax ratables, and generate jobs.  See, New Jersey 
Pinelands Commission, Proposed Amendments to Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan, 
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Local communications facilities; Solar energy facilities; Accessory uses on deed restricted 

parcels (April 18, 2011).   

The repowering project is estimated to create 300 construction jobs and 30 permanent jobs at the 
Facility.  The pipeline project is estimated to create an additional 125 construction jobs.   

Also, the repowering project will enable the Pinelands municipality of Upper Township to 
continue receiving substantial property tax and host fee revenue as compensation for the 
community impacts of hosting the Facility these past fifty years.  In 2011, Upper Township 
received $6.1M of energy receipt taxes from the Facility, an amount comprising nearly half of 
the Township’s total revenue budget.  Because of these host fee revenues, until last year, 
Township residents paid no local purpose tax.  The Township uses the host fee revenue to pay 
for essential government services, including supplementing its school budget.  The repowering 
project therefore is essential to the economic needs of the Pinelands municipality of Upper 
Township. 

Thus, the Facility repowering project, which necessarily includes the construction of a new 
pipeline, clearly is intended to serve the Pinelands need for sustainable economic development, 
job creation, and municipal tax base.   

  3.1.4. The Project Will Serve the Economic Needs of the Pinelands by 

    Supplying the Majority of its Electricity to Pinelands Homes  

    and Businesses 

Given its location within the Pinelands, the Facility provides a substantial amount of its 
electricity to Pinelands homes and businesses.  RC Cape May Holdings retained Power Grid 
Engineering & Markets to estimate the percentage of electricity to be generated by the repowered 
Facility that will be consumed by load in the Pinelands.  The report, attached hereto as Enclosure 
3, estimates that the repowered Facility will supply about 62% of its electricity to the Pinelands 
over its 40-year operational life, based upon Exelon’s irrevocable decision to retire the Oyster 
Creek Nuclear facility in 2019, as required by the terms of Exelon’s ACO with NJDEP.2      

Thus, the Facility repowering project, which necessarily includes the construction of a new 
pipeline, clearly is intended to serve the Pinelands need for dependable electric supply. 
  

                                                 
2 The terms of NJDEP’s ACO provide for specific activities and milestones that Exelon must meet to guarantee 
plant closure in 2019 and contain stipulated penalties of twice the amount of any profits gained from continued 
operation of the plant to remove any economic incentive to exceed the closure date. 
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4.0 Conclusion 

For the foregoing reasons, the Project complies with the CMP.  We look forward to meeting with 
you on June 26, 2012.  

      Sincerely, 

 
COZEN O'CONNOR, PC 

        
     By:  Peter J. Fontaine 

PJF 
Enclosures 

cc: Charles F. Dippo P.E. 
Ruth W. Foster Ph. D. 
GeorgeAnne Gray, NJDEP 
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Purpose of Study  
A study was completed to determine the approximate percentage of electricity to be generated 
by the repowered BL England plant that will be distributed to load within the “Pinelands Area,” 
which includes both the State designated Pinelands Area and the Federal Pinelands National 
Reserve Area.   
     
 
System Model and Analysis Description 
The PJM 2016 RTEP summer peak load flow model was used for this analysis.  A 2016 model 
was used since it is the most recent publicly available PJM model and the timeframe is one year 
after the proposed BL England repowering in June of 2015.  
 
A map of the Pinelands Area which is available at the following link 
http://www.nps.gov/pwr/customcf/apps/maps/showmap.cfm?alphacode=pine&parkname=New%
20Jersey%20Pinelands was compared to a map of New Jersey transmission facilities located at 
the following link http://www.pjm.com/documents/maps.aspx.  The Pinelands Area is primarily 
located in the Atlantic Electric (ACE) and Jersey Central Power & Light (JCP&L) service 
territories.   
 
In comparing the Pinelands Area map and the New Jersey transmission map, the transmission 
facilities associated with the Pinelands Area and the corresponding load were determined.   

 
 

Summary of Results 
For the 2016 summer peak load flow model, the total load within the Pinelands Area is 
approximately 930 MW.   
 
Prior to Oyster Creek retiring, generation in proximity to the Pinelands Area totals 1485 MW and 
consists of the Oyster Creek Nuclear facility (615 MW), the repowered BL England facility (570 
MW) and several smaller combustion turbines (300 MW).  Assuming that the local generation all 
contributes in equal proportion to the Pinelands Area load, 38% (570/1485) of the BL England 
energy would be distributed to load within the Pinelands Area.     
 
After Oyster Creek retires, generation in proximity to the Pinelands Area totals 870 MW and 
consists of the repowered BL England facility (570 MW) and several smaller combustion 
turbines (300 MW).  Assuming that the local generation all contributes in equal proportion to the 
Pinelands Area load, 65% (570/870) of the BL England energy would be distributed to load 
within the Pinelands Area.     
 
The life of the repowered BL England plant is 40 years and the Oyster Creek license expires in 
2019.  So for the first 4 years (10% of the plant life), 38% of the energy would be distributed to 
the Pinelands Area load and for the remaining 36 years (90% of the plant life), 65% of the 

http://www.pjm.com/documents/maps.aspx
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energy would be distributed to the Pinelands Area load.  Therefore, over the life of the BL 
England repowered facility approximately 62% of the BL England energy would be distributed to 
load within the Pinelands Area.      
 
A prior PJM study had indicated that the retirement of the Oyster Creek Nuclear facility would 
result in at least $100 million in new transmission or transmission upgrades.  Presumably most, 
if not all, of the new / upgraded transmission would be located either within or in proximity to the 
Pinelands Area.  The 570 MW repowered BL England facility should help to alleviate some of 
these potential transmission additions within the Pinelands Area.           
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Purpose of Study and Update  
In May 2012, a study was completed to determine the approximate percentage of electricity to 
be generated by the repowered BL England plant that will be distributed to load within the 
“Pinelands Area,” which includes both the State designated Pinelands Area and the Federal 
Pinelands National Reserve Area.   
 
We have updated this study to incorporate certain changes which significantly impact the 
analysis.  First, since the May 2012 study, combustion turbine (CT) retirements have been 
announced which have a direct impact on the results.  Additional studies were also performed to 
determine any expected overloaded circuits in proximity to the Pinelands Area due to the 
recently announced retirements coupled with the retirement of Oyster Creek under the scenario 
where BL England could not repower.    
 
 
System Model and Analysis Description 
For the analysis that was completed in May 2012, the PJM 2016 RTEP summer peak load flow 
model was used for the analysis.  The 2016 model was used since it was the most recent 
publicly available PJM model at that time.    
 
For this updated analysis, the PJM 2018 RTEP summer peak load flow model was used since it 
was the most recent publicly available model.    
 
A map of the Pinelands Area which is available at the following link 
http://www.nps.gov/pwr/customcf/apps/maps/showmap.cfm?alphacode=pine&parkname=New%
20Jersey%20Pinelands was compared to a map of New Jersey transmission facilities located at 
the following link http://www.pjm.com/documents/maps.aspx.  The Pinelands Area is primarily 
located in the Atlantic Electric (ACE) and Jersey Central Power & Light (JCP&L) service 
territories. 
 
In comparing the Pinelands Area map and the New Jersey transmission map, the transmission 
facilities associated with the Pinelands Area and the corresponding load were determined. 

 
 

Summary of May 2012 Results  
For the 2016 summer peak load flow model, the total load within the Pinelands Area is 
estimated to be approximately 930 MW.   
 
Prior to Oyster Creek retiring, generation in proximity to the Pinelands Area would total 1485 
MW and consists of the Oyster Creek Nuclear facility (615 MW), the repowered BL England 
facility (570 MW) and several smaller combustion turbines (300 MW).  Assuming that the local 
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generation all contributes in equal proportion to the Pinelands Area load, 38% (570/1485) of the 
BL England energy would be distributed to load within the Pinelands Area.     
 
Under the 2016 RTEP model, after Oyster Creek retires, the total generation in proximity to the 
Pinelands Area would be 870 MW and would consist of the repowered BL England facility (570 
MW) and several smaller CTs (300 MW).  Assuming that the local generation all contributes in 
equal proportion to the Pinelands Area load, 65% (570/870) of the BL England energy would be 
distributed to load within the Pinelands Area.     
 
The life of the repowered BL England plant is estimated to be 40 years and the Oyster Creek 
license expires in 2019.  So for the first 4 years (10% of the plant life), 38% of BL England’s 
energy would be distributed to the Pinelands Area load and for the remaining 36 years (90% of 
the plant life), 65% of BL England’s energy would be distributed to the Pinelands Area load.  
Therefore, over the life of the BL England repowered facility approximately 62% of the BL 
England energy would be distributed to load within the Pinelands Area.     
 
A prior PJM study had indicated that the retirement of the Oyster Creek Nuclear facility would 
result in at least $100 million in new transmission or transmission upgrades.  Presumably most, 
if not all, of the new / upgraded transmission would be located either within or in proximity to the 
Pinelands Area.  The 570 MW repowered BL England facility should help to alleviate some of 
these potential transmission additions within the Pinelands Area.       
 
 
Summary of Updated September 2013 Results 
For the 2018 summer peak load flow model, the total load within the Pinelands Area is 
approximately 933 MW.   
 
Under the updated model, prior to Oyster Creek retiring, the total generation in proximity to the 
Pinelands Area would be 1277 MW and consist of the Oyster Creek Nuclear facility (615 MW), 
the repowered BL England facility (570 MW) and several smaller CTs (92 MW).  The CT MW 
value has decreased significantly since the May 2012 study due to announced generation 
retirements scheduled prior to summer 2015 at Middle, Missouri Avenue and Cedar.  Assuming 
that the local generation all contributes in equal proportion to the Pinelands Area load, the 
contribution of the BL England plant distributed to load within the Pinelands Area would increase 
to 45% (570/1277).     
 
After Oyster Creek retires, generation in proximity to the Pinelands Area would total 662 MW 
and would consist of the repowered BL England facility (570 MW) and several smaller CTs (92 
MW).  Assuming that the local generation all contributes in equal proportion to the Pinelands 
Area load, 86% (570/662) of the BL England energy would be distributed to load within the 
Pinelands Area.     
 
As with the 2016 study, the life of the repowered BL England plant is estimated to be 40 years 
and the Oyster Creek license expires in 2019.  The present scheduled in-service date for the BL 
England repowering project is June 2017.  So for the first 2 years (5% of the plant life), 45% of 
the energy would be distributed to the Pinelands Area load and for the remaining 38 years (95% 
of the plant life), 86% of BL England’s energy would be distributed to the Pinelands Area load.  
Therefore, over the life of the BL England repowered facility approximately 84% of the BL 
England energy would be distributed to load within the Pinelands Area.      
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Overloaded Circuits 
A study was complete using the PJM 2018 RTEP model1 to determine if there would be any 
overloaded circuits in proximity to the Pinelands Area after the CTs and Oyster Creek Nuclear 
facility is retired.  This study was performed under a scenario where BL England repowering 
could not be completed so the existing BL England generation was also retired.  A study was 
also performed assuming that BL England was repowered. By performing studies both with and 
without BL England repowered, any impacts to the transmission in proximity to the Pinelands 
Area due to the BL England generation repowering could be identified.   
 
All transmission limits were calculated under contingency conditions according to the PJM 
reliability criteria and relevant procedures such as the PJM generator deliverability test. 
 
 
Conclusion 
The updated analysis demonstrates that BL England’s presence as a power generating facility 
is even more critical now that there appear to be additional retirements prior to June 2015 of 
smaller, peaking CTs in the Pinelands region.  Based upon PJM’s own models, the retirement of 
BL England will negatively impact eight (8) transmission circuits in proximity to the Pinelands 
Area.  As with other areas of New Jersey, overloaded circuits will be considered transmission 
violations by PJM and, therefore, require a solution to avoid the consequences of overloads, 
including the potential for blackouts.  As stated above, a prior PJM study had indicated that the 
retirement of the Oyster Creek Nuclear facility would result in at least $100 million in new 
transmission or transmission upgrades.  The continued retirements of CTs would likely 
exacerbate this need for transmission upgrades.2  
 
There were eight overloaded circuits in proximity to the Pinelands Area that were identified and 
are listed in Exhibit 1.  These circuits are not overloaded if BL England is repowered.    
 

Overloaded Circuits in Proximity to Pinelands Area

Union - Corson 138 kV

Corson - Middle Tap 138 kV

Cumberland - Union 138 kV

Lewis - Minotola 138 kV

Lewis - Dorothy 138 kV

Minotola - Landis 138 kV

Corson - Dennis 138 kV

Dorothy - Deepwater 138 kV  
 

Exhibit 1 
 

                                                
1
 The PJM 2018 RTEP model included the proposed West Deptford (Q90), Woodbridge (W4-009), Old 

Bridge (W4-021) and Deepwater (W3-175) natural gas generation projects.   
2
 It should be noted that during preliminary studies many other overloaded facilities in southern New 

Jersey were also identified.  While these other overloads were beyond the scope of this study, if both 
Oyster Creek and BL England retired the full list of reliability issues that would need to be addressed are 
expected to be much greater than the eight overloaded circuits listed in Exhibit 1. 
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The approximate geographic locations of the eight overloaded circuits relative to the Pinelands 
Area are shown in Exhibit 2.  Relevant generation and the total Pinelands Area load are also 
shown on Exhibit 2. 
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New Jersey Pinelands Commission 
PO Box 359 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 

Ruth Foster, PhD. 
NJDEP- Office of Permit Coordination & 
Environmental Review 
401 East State Street 
PO Box 402 
Trenton, NJ  08625-402 



New Jersey Pinelands Commission 
PO Box 359 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 

Charles F. Dippo, P.E. 
South Jersey Gas 
1 South Jersey Plaza 
Folsom, NJ  08037 



New Jersey Pinelands Commission 
PO Box 359 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 

Steven Ewing 
Woodard and Curran 
50 Millstone Rd. 
Bldg. 300, Suite 100 
East Windsor, NJ 08520 



 

!20120056.001! 

August 23, 2012 

 

Steven Ewing 

Woodard and Curran 

50 Millstone Rd. 

Bldg. 300, suite 100 

East Windsor, NJ  

 

 Re: Application # 2012-0056.001 

  South Jersey Gas 

City of Estell Manor 

Maurice River Township 

Upper Township 

   

Dear Mr. Ewing: 

 

We have reviewed the application, received on July 24, 2012 proposing the installation of approximately 

13 miles (566,280 linear feet) of 24 inch natural gas main within the Pinelands Area. An additional 

approximately 8.75 miles of the proposed main will be located outside of the Pinelands Area. The 

proposed gas main will serve the existing B.L. England electrical generation plant located outside of the 

Pinelands Area, in Upper Township.  

 

Within the Pinelands Area, the gas main is proposed to be installed within the existing paved portions 

and/or existing disturbed rights-of-way of Union Road (CR 671), NJ Route 49, Cedar Avenue, Mill 

Road (CR 557), NJ Route 50, Mt. Pleasant-Tuckahoe Road (CR 664) and New York Avenue.   

 

With respect to permitted land use, the gas main is proposed to be located partially within the following 

three Pinelands management areas: Pinelands Village, Pinelands Rural Development Area and Pinelands 

Forest Area. The proposed gas main is defined as public service infrastructure by the Pinelands 

Comprehensive Management Plan (CMP) and is a permitted land use in a Pinelands Village and a Rural 

Development Management Area. In a Forest Management Area, the CMP permits public service 

infrastructure intended to primarily serve only the needs of the Pinelands. Based upon currently 

available information, it has not been demonstrated that the proposed gas main meets this requirement. 

Ongoing discussions are occurring between the applicant and our staff regarding the prospects for a 

Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) to permit the development of the gas main in a Pinelands Forest 

Area.  

 

It is our understanding that the proposed gas main will be located underneath existing paved roads 

and/or within existing disturbed rights-of-ways. Please note that without a plan specifically locating the 

proposed main, we cannot provide definitive guidance regarding the exact information required to 
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complete an application. However, based upon the information provided to date, please submit the 

following information to complete an application for the proposed development;  

 

1. Provide a letter from an appropriate New Jersey Department of Transportation, Cape May and 

Cumberland County official acknowledging and consenting to the filing of this application. This 

is necessary because the development is proposed within a road and/or the right-of-way owned 

by each of these entities. If South Jersey Gas has either an existing easement or otherwise has the 

rights to install the main with the concerned rights-of-way, please advise us accordingly and 

provide any written documentation of this fact. 

 

2. Both the concerned municipal land use ordinances and the CMP contain threatened and 

endangered species (T&E) protection standards. These standards require that development be 

designed to avoid irreversible adverse impacts to a local population of a T&E plant species and 

to habitat that is critical to the survival of a local population of a T&E animal species.  

Information available to our staff indicates the following T&E species located within the vicinity 

of the proposed gas main: Red-headed woodpecker (Melanerpes erythrocephalus), Barred owl 

(Strix varia), Pine Barrens treefrog (Hyla andersonii), Cope’s Gray Treefrog (Hyla chrysocelis), 

Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), Grasshopper Sparrow (Ammodramus savannarum), 

Wood thrush (Hylocichla mustelina), Small Yellow pond-lily (Nuphar microphyllum), Pine 

Barrens Boneset (Eupatorium resinosum), Elliptical Rushfoil (Croton willdenowii), Stiff tick 

trefoil (Desmodium strictum), Butterfly-pea (Clitoria mariana), Small Everlasting (Gnaphalium 

helleri), Southern Adder’s tongue (Ophioglossum vulgatum),American mistletoe (Phoradendron 

leucarpum), and Canby’s Lobelia (Lobelia canbyi).  

 

To identify other T&E species that may be of concern, please contact the New Jersey 

Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP), Division of Parks and Forestry, Office of 

Natural Lands Management, utilizing the enclosed Natural Heritage Data Request Form, to 

determine whether any additional T&E species are present in the vicinity of the proposed 

development. Upon receipt of a response from NJDEP, please submit a copy of that response to 

our office.  

 

Upon our receipt of the NJDEP information and a plan depicting the specific location of the 

proposed gas main, we will provide further guidance regarding which, if any T&E species must 

be addressed. For any development that occurs under existing pavement, it is not necessary to 

address the T&E protection standard.  

 

3. A cultural resource survey is required due to the presence of known historic and pre-historic 

areas (Cumberland, Tuckahoe) within the vicinity of the proposed development. Generally, the 

survey will consist of documentary research of known resources in areas adjacent to the 

proposed alignment, visual inspection of the alignment to identify any unrecorded resources or 

topographic features associated with cultural resources and field testing at 50 foot intervals 

within 300 feet of wetlands and field testing at any locations identified by documentary research 

or visual inspection.   

 

A list of consultants and a copy of the Commission's Guidelines for Cultural Resource Surveys  

are available at our office. In general, the survey will result in a report that identifies all cultural 

resources within a project area, determines those that are eligible for Pinelands Designation and 

clearly indicates what direct and indirect impacts the project will have upon them. The survey 

must be undertaken by a qualified professional according to the Guidelines for Cultural Resource 



3 

Surveys established by the Commission. Should you require further assistance regarding the 

survey requirements, please contact Dr. Barry Brady of our staff. 

 

4. There are wetlands in the immediate vicinity of the proposed development. Both the municipal 

land use ordinances and the CMP (N.J.A.C. 7:50-6.13) permit a gas main (linear development) 

on or within 300 feet of wetlands provided certain conditions are met. One of those conditions is 

that there be no feasible alternative. Another condition is that the proposed development includes 

all practical measures to mitigate adverse impact on wetlands. For that portion of the proposed 

gas main located in either wetlands or required buffers to wetlands, please address these 

conditions.  

 

5. A plan, prepared by an appropriately licensed professional, depicting the following: 

 

a. In areas where the proposed gas main will be located under pavement or in an “improved” 

road shoulder (e.g. gravel, stone), delineate wetlands utilizing available wetlands mapping. 

Note the source of that mapping on the plan and include a note on the plan indicating, ‘“the 

concerned wetlands have not been field delineated or verified by the Pinelands Commission 

staff.” Where the main will be located in disturbed/cleared areas (e.g grass, sand) delineate 

all wetlands within 50 feet of the proposed development. If the main will be located in 

forested areas, delineate all wetlands within 300 feet of the proposed development. It is your 

option to contact our staff to verify the wetlands line prior to delineating that line of the plan.  

 

b. The Pinelands Management Area and municipal zoning district designations, the total linear 

feet of the proposed gas main located within each management area, and boundaries in the 

areas where the proposed gas main will be located.  

 

c. Existing and proposed development, including any development necessary for staging areas, 

associated development and the limits of disturbance/clearing. 

 

d. A restoration/revegetation plan and schedule for any disturbed/cleared areas located outside 

of existing pavement or ‘improved’ road shoulders with native Pinelands vegetation.  

 

6. If the proposed development will result in a change in land cover (i.e. wooded to grass) and the   

cumulative total of such disturbance exceeds 5,000 square feet, please provide a stormwater 

management plan and calculations prepared by an appropriately licensed professional which 

demonstrate that the proposed development is consistent with the stormwater regulations 

contained in the municipal land use ordinances and the CMP (N.J.A.C. 7:50-6.84(a)6). The 

CMP, including these regulations, can be viewed online at www.nj.gov/pinelands/cmp. 

 

For your convenience, application submissions consisting of letter or legal sized documents and 

electronically notarized application forms may now be submitted via email to 

AppInfo@njpines.state.nj.us. Large reports, plans, checks, and items that have a manually applied seal 

(i.e., plot plans, manually notarized items, etc.) must still be submitted as hard copies. 

 

Please include your application number on any submitted information. Within 30 days of receipt, the 

Commission will review and respond in writing to any submitted information. No further review of the 

application will occur until the information requested in this letter is submitted. 

If you have any questions, please contact the Regulatory Programs staff. 

 

mailto:AppInfo@njpines.state.nj.us
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 Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 Branwen L. Ellis 

 Environmental Specialist 

 

BLE/CMH 

 

Encl. (1): Natural Heritage Data Request Form. 

 

c: Chuck Dippo, South Jersey Gas 

 Ruth Foster, PhD., NJDEP 

Stacey Roth, Esq.  

 

 



 

 

 
 

Exhibit 6 



 

January 3, 2014 

 

REPORT ON A PROPOSED MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT BETWEEN 

THE NEW JERSEY PINELANDS COMMISSION AND THE NEW JERSEY 

BOARD OF PUBLIC UTILITIES REGARDING CONSTRUCTION OF A PROPOSED  

APPROXIMATELY 15 MILES OF A 22-MILE, 24-INCH NATURAL GAS PIPELINE IN THE 

STATE DESIGNATED PINELANDS AREA 

 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

 

The Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) is proposed to permit the construction of 15 miles of an 

approximately 22-mile, 24-inch high pressure natural gas pipeline from just outside Millville in Maurice 

River Township to Beesley‟s Point in Upper Township. The totality of the proposed natural gas pipeline 

is being constructed within the Pinelands (approximately 15 miles within the State designated Pinelands 

Area and approximately 7 miles solely within the Pinelands National Reserve.) As discussed below, the 

proposed natural gas pipeline is intended to provide the gas required to repower the BLE electrical 

generation plant, as well as providing supply feeder redundancy to address the vulnerability of the entire 

southernmost portion of South Jersey Gas‟ (SJG‟s) service territory, which is currently served by a 

single feed supply. 

 

In order to comply with air quality standards, the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection 

(“NJDEP”) ordered RC Cape May Holdings, LLC (“RC Cape May”), the owner of the B.L. England 

electric generation plant (“BLE Plant or Plant”) at Beesely‟s Point, Upper Township, Cape May County, 

either to cease operations on its remaining Unit 2 (156 MW coal-fired unit),  or to repower  this unit 

with natural gas combustion turbine technology to significantly reduce air pollution from the BLE Plant. 

In the event RC Cape May shuts down Unit 2, the NJDEP order permits the company to operate  Units 3 

(155 MW oil-fired unit). , ¶¶23&24 (May 18, 2012 Amended Administrative Consent Order between 

NJDEP and RC Cape May Holdings, LLC)(2012 AACO).  The BLE Plant is located within the 

boundaries of the Pinelands National Reserve, but outside of the State-designated Pinelands Area.  The 

BLE Plant is owned and operated by RC Cape May Holdings, LLC and is located within SGJ‟s service 

area. SJG is a public utility subject to the regulatory and supervisory authority of Board of Public 

Utilities (BPU). 

 

To provide the natural gas required to repower the BLE Plant, SJG determined that it would need to 

construct a new natural gas pipeline to the Plant. Additionally, the need for this new natural gas pipeline 

provided SJG with the opportunity to address the vulnerability of the entire southernmost portion of its 

service territory, from the Cape May Gate Station south, which is currently only served by a single-feed 

supply. SJG, subsequently, submitted three petitions to the BPU for its approval to construct an 

approximately 22-mile, 24-inch natural gas transmission pipeline with a maximum allowable operating 

pressure of 700 psig, including a petition pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40:55D-19. This provision authorizes the 

BPU to issue an Order that any zoning, site plan review or other municipal land use ordinances or 
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regulations promulgated by the affected municipalities and counties shall not apply to development 

proposed by a public utility for installation in more than one municipality for the furnishing of service; 

provided it determines that the proposed installation of the development in question is reasonably 

necessary for the service, convenience or welfare of the public. 

 

The proposed gas pipeline would traverse through portions of both the State-designated Pinelands Area 

(the “Pinelands Area”) and the Pinelands National Reserve (the “PNR”) (referred to together herein as 

the “Pinelands”). With regard to the portion in the Pinelands Area, SJG proposes to construct 

approximately 15-miles of pipeline beneath existing paved portions and/or disturbed shoulders of Union 

Road (CR 671), NJ Route 49, Cedar Avenue, Mill Road (CR 557), NJ Route 50, Mt. Pleasant-Tuckahoe 

Road (CR 664) and New York Avenue.  Approximately 10.2 miles of the proposed pipeline would be 

located within a Forest Area, 2 miles within a Rural Development Area and 2.8 miles in a Pinelands 

Village. Additionally, approximately 7 miles of the pipeline would traverse through the federally-

designated PNR to the BLE Plant. The project also includes an interconnect station located on a 10,000 

square foot wooded parcel  (Blk. 358, Lots 11-14) in Upper Township, Cape May County. The applicant 

proposes to clear the parcel and surface approximately 7,900 square feet of the parcel with crushed 

stone.  The interconnect station, which includes above and below ground piping, will be located on the 

proposed crushed stone surface.  The interconnect station will be surrounded by a six foot wide grass 

berm and a security fence.      

In addition to providing gas to the BLE Plant, the portion of the proposed natural gas transmission line 

to be located within a Forest Area significantly enhances the reliability of SJG‟s natural gas service 

system in the southern and eastern portions of its service area (Cape May and Atlantic Counties, 

respectively.) Currently, SJG services its customers located in Cape May County via an existing 16-inch 

feeder line. Moreover, an existing 20-inch gas supply pipeline is the major feeder line to the eastern and 

southern parts of SJG‟s service territory. Given the current lack of an alternate supply line, a failure in 

either of these existing pipelines, especially during the cold weather months, could subject up to 140,000 

of SJG‟s existing customers to long-term gas outages, thereby placing the safety and welfare of these 

customers at risk. The proposed gas pipeline is expected to greatly enhance the reliability of the eastern 

and southern portions of SJG‟s service territory by providing an alternative route for gas to be supplied 

to Atlantic and Cape May Counties. The proposed pipeline would also improve gas supply availability 

and pressures to feed these areas on peak and near-peak days, thereby potentially reducing the need for 

additional pipe installations in the future, many of which would likely be located within the Pinelands 

Area. 

The Pinelands Commission staff reviewed the application materials submitted for the proposed pipeline, 

including, but not limited to, wetlands and wetland buffer delineations, threatened and endangered plant 

and animal species information, cultural resource information, stormwater calculations, etc. Staff also 

conducted field investigations of the site of the proposed pipeline to confirm the wetlands and wetland 

delineations, observe soil borings, etc. Based on its robust review of the application, Commission staff 

determined that the construction of the proposed pipeline was consistent with the development 

standards, Subchapter 6, of the Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan (CMP) and, therefore, that 

the proposed development would not impact the environmental resources of the Pinelands. Additionally, 

given that the proposed pipeline itself would be constructed in existing paved and disturbed road rights-

of-way, staff also determined that the construction of the proposed pipeline would not give rise to new 

fragmentation of the Forest Area. However, given that the proposed pipeline was intended to serve 

customers located both inside (BLE Plant) and outside (customers in the non-Pinelands portions of Cape 

May and Atlantic Counties) of the Pinelands, staff determined that the proposed pipeline development 

was not consistent with the Forest Area land use standards (Subchapter 5) of the Pinelands CMP. 
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The Pinelands CMP defines a natural gas pipeline as “public service infrastructure.” N.J.A.C. 7:50-2.11. 

Although the development of public service infrastructure is a permitted use in a Rural Development 

Area and a Pinelands Village (N.J.A.C. 7:50-5.26 & 5.27), it is only permitted in a Forest Area if it is 

intended to primarily serve only the needs of the Pinelands. See N.J.A.C. 7:50-5.23(b)12. Given that the 

proposed pipeline is intended to serve customers located both inside and outside of the Pinelands, the 

project does not primarily serve only the needs of the Pinelands. As a result, the proposed pipeline is not 

fully consistent with the permitted use standards for a Forest Area. 

 

This MOA is proposed in accordance with the provision in the Pinelands CMP (N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.52(c)2) 

which authorizes the Commission to enter into intergovernmental memoranda of agreement which 

authorize specified development activities that may not be fully consistent with the land use and/or 

development standards of the Pinelands CMP, specifically N.J.A.C. 7:50-5 and 6.  In order to enter into 

such an MOA, it must be demonstrated, and the Commission must find, that any proposed development 

that is not fully consistent with the standards of the Pinelands CMP is accompanied by measures that 

will, at a minimum, afford an equivalent level of protection of the resources of the Pinelands as would 

be provided through strict application of the Pinelands CMP=s standards. 

 

As discussed above, the construction of the proposed natural gas pipeline is consistent with the 

development standards, Subchapter 6, of the CMP. However, the intent behind the Forest Management 

Area use standards is to ensure the long-term integrity of the Pinelands environment by establishing 

standards governing the character, location and magnitude of development and use of land in this area, 

while encouraging appropriate patterns of compatible development. N.J.S.A. 13:18A-9.b. and N.J.A.C. 

7:50-5.21.  As a result, one potential concern associated with the construction of the proposed pipeline 

in a Forest Area is that it would create more pressure on the impacted municipalities and the 

Commission to change the land use and development intensities currently permitted in the Forest Area 

through which the pipeline would traverse. This, in turn, would provide for increased development 

(secondary impacts).  

 

The MOA includes measures that are intended to afford, at a minimum, an equivalent level of protection 

for the resources of the Pinelands as would be provided through strict application of the land use and 

environmental standards of the Pinelands CMP.  Specifically, pursuant to the terms of this MOA, a 

subsequent Order issued by the BPU and a subsequent MOA between the BPU and SJG, the public 

utility proposing to construct the proposed natural gas pipeline, SJG will be required to contribute eight 

million dollars ($8,000,000.00) towards Pinelands Area land acquisition and education. Seven million 

two hundred and fifty thousand dollars ($7,250,000.00) would be placed into the Pinelands Conservation 

Fund – Land Acquisition account to fund the acquisition of land located adjacent to the site of the 

proposed pipeline project located in a Forest Area. If all of the targeted lands have not been acquired 

after three years from the execution of this MOA by the last signatory, then any remaining funds also 

may be used for acquisition of Forest Area lands in the southern forested portion of the Pinelands Area, 

i.e. south of the Atlantic City Expressway. SJG is also required to deed restrict that portion of the 

pipeline within the Forest Area to prohibit any service connections and thereby avoid increased 

development (secondary impacts). The remaining seven hundred and fifty thousand dollars ($750,000) 

will be used to fund and support education, outreach and research projects. A total of $250,000 would be 

used to complete the federally supported conversion of the Commission‟s headquarters into a Pinelands 

Visitor Center, and the remaining $500,000 would be used to fund a series of projects that would raise 

awareness about the Pinelands, including initiatives such as improving and expanding its existing 

education programs and initiatives; advancing, supporting and improving the Pine Barrens Byway, a 

122-mile trail that traverses existing roadways in portions of 16 municipalities in the southern Pinelands 

region (the proposed gas pipeline traverses a portion of the Byway) and to fund other improvements for 
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use by the public, such as the creation of bike trails along the Byway and scenic pull-off areas, as well as 

the creation and dissemination of interpretive materials. 

 

PUBLIC HEARING 

 

Pursuant to N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.52(c)3, a public hearing to receive testimony concerning the MOA was duly 

advertised and noticed. The hearing was held by Executive Director Nancy Wittenberg on December 9, 

2013 at 5:00 p.m. at the Galloway Township Municipal Building, 300 East Jimmie Leeds Road, 

Galloway, New Jersey. Approximately 180 people attended the public hearing, of which 100 people 

provided testimony (certain individuals commented more than once.) The hearing commenced at 

approximately 5:00 p.m. 

 

At the outset of the hearing, Executive Director Wittenberg indicated that following the hearing and 

close of the public comment period a draft staff recommendation report would be prepared concerning 

the proposed MOA, which would include the relevant points raised during the hearing and in written 

comments, and an analysis of such points for the Commission‟s review. Ms. Wittenberg indicated that 

the draft staff recommendation report would be considered by a committee of the Commission first and 

then by the full Commission. Ms. Wittenberg also advised the public that the comment period would 

remain open through the Commission‟s December 13, 2013 regular meeting, and that additional oral 

testimony could be presented at that meeting and that written comments could be submitted until close 

of business, 5:00 p.m., on that date. The December 9 hearing was then opened for testimony. Initially, 

testimony was limited to three minutes per speaker in order to provide an opportunity for the large 

number of people present who wished to speak to do so. However, once everyone had had an 

opportunity to testify, Ms. Wittenberg offered anyone who wished to a second opportunity to speak and 

accommodated the majority who requested to do so.  

 

The hearing concluded at approximately 11:00 p.m. A transcript of the testimony received during the 

hearing is posted on the Commission‟s website at www.nj.gov/pinelands. An additional approximately 3 

¾ hours of public testimony was taken at the Commission‟s regular meeting on December 13, 2013. A 

transcript of the testimony received on that date is also posted on the Commission‟s website.  

 

Written comments were accepted until Close of Business on December 13, 2013. Written comments 

were submitted by approximately 2,100 commenters regarding the MOA. Copies of these written 

comments are also posted on the Commission‟s website.  

 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S ANALYSIS OF THE COMMENTS 

 

As is evident from the oral testimony offered at the hearing and the Commission‟s regular meeting and 

the written comments received by the Commission, commenters cited a variety of reasons for supporting 

or for opposing the proposed MOA. Some of these comments (such as employment opportunities, 

fracking, exportation of Liquefied Natural Gas, etc.) are not directly germane to the Pinelands CMP and 

the Commission‟s decision on the proposed MOA. 

 

The Commission received letters of support from individuals and private and public organizations.  

Form letters supporting the project were received from 471 individuals.  These form letters addressed 

the need for energy reliability for the residents and businesses in the southeastern portions of the state.  

They expressed the opinion that the project would not negatively impact the environment or the 

Pinelands specifically.  An additional 28 unique letters of support were received.  There was also a 

petition of support signed by residents of Upper Township.  The individual letters addressed a range of 

topics including, but no limited to, improved air quality, economic development, job creation, 

http://www.nj.gov/pinelands
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environmental protection, overall energy reliability, and prevention of service disruptions due to storms.  

With regard to suggested secondary impacts or the pressure for more development once this pipeline is 

installed, commenters noted that the certified zoning ordinances of the towns will prevent such 

secondary impacts and growth.  With regard to the use of renewables, it was noted that renewables are 

good but they must be backed up by conventional power.  The planned closure of the Oyster Creek 

Nuclear Power Plant was raised by many commenters noting that this further supports the need to keep 

the BLE Plant operating.   Several comments were submitted regarding the positive economic impacts of 

the project, including alleviating costly out-of-state energy purchasing, increase in states tax revenues 

and lower energy costs. Commenters noted that there is a critical need for energy in the southern part of  

New Jersey.  Consistency with the Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan and State Energy 

Master Plan was noted.  Many commenters expressed support based on the resulting improvements in 

air quality for the area.  

 

The Commission received letters of opposition from numerous individuals as well as from national, state 

and local environmental and energy related advocacy groups.  In addition to individual letters and 

testimony at the two formal public sessions, there were both form letters and petitions submitted.  There 

were 4 different form letters totaling 1,368 letters and seven unique petitions.   An additional 315 letters 

were received opposing the project.   Issues raised in opposition include legal concerns with the MOA, 

the project does not comply with the Comprehensive Management Plan, there is no need for the energy 

supplied by the BLE Plant, there is no need for service redundancy in the southern part of the state, there 

are better alternate routes, this MOA.if approved. will lead to more pipelines in the Pinelands, 

groundwater impacts, forest fragmentation, species habitat impacts, the project is inconsistent with the 

goals of the Pinelands Protection Act and the CMP, fracking impacts, lack of air quality improvement,  

inadequate equivalent level of protection, export of Liquid Natural Gas, fire safety and explosion.  

 

Many commenters also provided formal input at the Public Hearing held on December 9, 2013 and at 

the Commission meeting on December 13, 2013.   

 

A number of points have been raised which bear upon the Commission‟s decision in this matter. These 

generally relate to the environmental impacts of the project, consistency of the project and the proposed 

MOA with the requirements and objectives of the Pinelands CMP and the Pinelands Protection Act, and 

the precedent set by the MOA.  

 

To more fully inform the Commission‟s decision making process, the Executive Director has focused 

the following analysis on those points that raise potential issues regarding overall protection of the 

Pinelands and the adequacy or legality of the proposed MOA. 

 

A. Consistency of the Proposed MOA with the Requirements and Objectives of the Pinelands 

Comprehensive Management Plan and the Pinelands Protection Act. 

 

Comments: Several different concerns were expressed regarding the consistency of the proposed MOA 

with the requirements and objectives of the Pinelands CMP and the Pinelands Protection Act. 

Specifically, a number of commenters questioned the legality of entering into an MOA with the BPU 

given that BPU is a regulatory agency and not actually constructing the pipeline. It was their position 

that the Pinelands CMP only permitted the Commission to enter into an MOA in accordance with 

N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.52(c)2 with a public entity who is actually constructing the project. Commenters also 

noted that past MOAs, in particular the MOA with BPU for the installation of a 230Kv electric 

transmission line by Conectiv, should not be considered precedent for this proposed MOA. Additionally, 

commenters were concerned that this MOA would set a dangerous precedent and open the floodgates to 

more MOAs for infrastructure projects. They also stated that the proposed MOA was not consistent with 
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the Commission‟s mission to protect, preserve and enhance the resources of the Pinelands, as stated at 

N.J.S.A. 13:18A-9.a. of the Pinelands Protection Act and that the proposed project is inconsistent with 

the land use standards for the Forest Area set forth at N.J.A.C. 7:50-5.23 (b)12 of the Pinelands CMP. 

Commenters also stated that the MOA provisions of the Pinelands CMP should not be considered an 

alternate means of compliance with the goals and objectives of the Pinelands CMP, but rather 

constituted a waiver of such standards. Additionally, commenters questioned the appropriateness of the 

MOA because of a lack of compelling public need for the project. One commenter stated that the MOA 

was ultra vires, because it considered the State‟s Energy Master Plan as basis for the MOA and because 

an alleged lack of standards as to what constituted an “equivalent level of protection” rendered the 

Commission‟s decision arbitrary, capricious and unreasonable. Ultimately, many commenters indicated 

a preference for the Commission to consider the proposed natural gas pipeline project under a Waiver of 

Strict Compliance for a compelling public need, rather than authorizing execution of the proposed 

MOA. 

 

Analysis: The Pinelands CMP at N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.52(c)2 authorizes the Commission to enter into a 

memorandum of agreement “with any agency of the Federal, State or local government which authorizes 

such agency to carry out specified development activities that may not be fully consistent with the 

provisions of N.J.A.C. 7:50-5 and 6, provided such agency demonstrates and the Commission finds that 

variation from the standards of this Plan is accompanied by measures that will, at a minimum, afford an 

equivalent level of protection for the resources of the Pinelands that would be provided through strict 

application of the standards of this plan.”  

 

 1. Execution of this MOA is Consistent with the Requirements of N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.52(c)2 

 

The commenters challenge the Commission‟s use of the MOA for the current project, because, although 

the proposed MOA is being executed with another State entity, the BPU, the project ultimately will be 

constructed, operated and maintained by SJG, a public utility. This position rests on an interpretation of 

the regulatory language of N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.52(c)2 as requiring the actual construction authorized 

pursuant to the MOA to be performed by the governmental entity that is the signatory to the MOA.  The 

express terms of N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.52(c)2, however, only require that the executing agency “carry out” 

specified development activities. The term “carry out” is subject to many meanings including “to 

accomplish, to bring about, effectuate, etc”. Nowhere in the plain language of this regulatory provision 

does it state that the State agency must actually perform construction of the project itself. 

The within MOA is between the Commission and the BPU. As discussed below, BPU is the entity that 

the State Legislature created to exercise extensive regulatory authority over public utilities. In the 

present case, the BPU is exercising its extensive regulatory authority over SJG, the public utility 

constructing the pipeline, and will continue to regulate distribution of gas through and safety of the 

pipeline once construction is completed. No other regulated public utility is authorized to provide gas 

service to the BLE Plant or within the seven southernmost counties serviced by SJG. 

The BPU, which was created by the Legislature in 1911, has “general supervision and regulation of and 

jurisdiction and control over all public utilities…so far as may be necessary for the purposes of carrying 

out the provisions of this Title” (Title 48). N.J.S.A. 48:2-13. This includes supervision and regulation of 

a public utility‟s property, property rights, equipment, facilities and franchise. Id. “Regulation and 

control over public utilities is justified because it is beneficial to the State and its citizens (In the Matter 

of the Petition of South Jersey Gas Company, 116 N.J. 251, 258 (1989), citing Junction Water Co. v. 

Riddle, 108 N.J.Eq. 523, 528 (Ch.1931)) and is necessary to insure „uniformly safe, proper, and 

adequate service by utilities throughout the State.‟  Id.,(quoting County of Bergen v. Department of Pub. 

Utils. of N.J., 117 N.J.Super. 304,312 (App.Div.1971). The BPU‟s authority over utilities extends 
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beyond its express statutory powers and includes incidental powers that the agency needs to fulfill its 

statutory mandated duties. A. A. Mastrangelo, Inc. v. Comm‟r of Dept. of Envl. Prot., 90 N.J. 666, 683-

84 (1982). This sweeping grant of power is “intended to delegate the widest range of regulatory power 

over utilities to the Board.” Twp. of Deptford v. Woodbury Terrace Sewerage Corp., 54 N.J. 418, 424 

(1969).  

The BPU‟s jurisdiction over public utilities, such as SJG, is extremely broad. For example, public utility 

rates may not be changed without Board approval (N.J.S.A. 48:2-21; N.J.A.C. 14:1-5.12); a public 

utility may be ordered to provide safe, adequate and proper service (N.J.S.A. 48:2-23); a public utility 

must get BPU approval to construct certain major pipelines, such as this one (N.J.S.A. 48:10-2 et seq; 

N.J.A.C. 14:7-1.4); etc. Additionally, the BPU may require a public utility to “establish, construct, 

maintain and operate any reasonable extension of its existing facilities. N.J.S.A. 48:2-27. 

 

Under Title 48, the BPU is charged with approving all utility franchises granted after May 1, 1911.  

N.J.S.A. 48:2-14.  By definition, “a franchise is a privilege of a public nature conferred by government 

on an individual or corporation to do that „which does not belong to the citizens of the country generally 

by common right‟.”  In re Petition of South Lakewood Water Co., 61 N.J. 230, 238 (1972).  “In the case 

of public utilities, it means permission to operate a business, peculiarly of a public nature and generally 

monopolistic.”  Ibid.  “The power to grant the [franchise] right is an inherent incident of sovereignty and 

resides in the legislature. A grant of a franchise is a legislative act.” Id. At 238-239. The statutory 

definition of the term “public utility” is set forth at N.J.S.A. 48:2-13. “Once an entity is found to fit 

within the definition of “public utility,” it is subject to the Board‟s regulatory scheme, which is extensive 

and detailed.” In the Matter of the Petition of South Jersey Gas Company, supra. at 258. The BPU has 

the authority to grant franchises and privileges to any public utility, if it “determines that the privilege or 

franchise is necessary and proper for the public convenience and properly conserves the public interest.” 

Id. 

 

The BPU granted SJG a franchise for SJG to provide natural gas service within a service territory 

consisting of the southernmost seven counties in New Jersey. Within its service area, the company 

provides essential gas service to approximately 360,000 homeowners and business customers and 

operates approximately 6,200 miles of pipeline throughout its service territory. To that end, the BPU 

regulates and controls most of SJG‟s operations including, but not limited to its service quality, 

customer service and billing practices, safety, construction specifications, accounting, financing and 

auditing. See N.J.S.A. 48:2-13 et seq., N.J.S.A. 48:3-1 et seq., N.J.S.A. 48:9-5 et seq. 

 

In sum, the BPU has been vested by the Legislature with the general supervision and regulation of, and 

jurisdiction and control over all public utilities. N.J.S.A. 48:2-13. The courts of this state have held that 

this grant of power by the Legislature to the BPU is to be read broadly, and that the provisions of the 

statute governing public utilities are to be construed liberally to ensure the provision of safe, adequate 

and proper public utility service to New Jersey‟s residences and businesses, including the provision of 

safe and reliable natural gas for heating homes and business. Id. It is the only agency of the State 

charged with this responsibility and is the only agency vested with specific expertise to carry out this 

mission. Moreover, by statute, public utilities are subject to the general supervision, regulation, 

jurisdiction, and control of the BPU. Ibid.  BPU‟s authority covers the public utility‟s “property, 

property rights, equipment, facilities and franchises[.]” Ibid.   

 

In this capacity, the BPU issued an Order dated June 21, 2013 to SJG, finding that construction of the 

proposed pipeline was “reasonable and in compliance with all relevant Federal and State requirements” 

and approving the request of SJG to construct the proposed pipeline. This Order was issued in response 

to the petition filed by SJG with the Board requesting approval and authorization to construct and 
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operate 21.6 miles of 24-inch natural gas pipeline through Maurice River Township, City of Estell and 

Upper Township. 

 

Thus, this pipeline would not be constructed but for BPU exercising its regulatory authority to approve 

the project. It is the nature of the relationship articulated above and the extensive general supervisory 

and regulatory authority afforded the BPU by statute over public utilities granted such franchise rights 

that render the proposed development eligible for the MOA provision set forth at N.J.A.C. 7:50-

4.52(c)2. As discussed above, through its franchise, the public utility is afforded the right to operate a 

business that is “peculiarly public in nature”, i.e. to provide natural gas services to the public. In fact, 

absent the grant of its franchise rights, SJG would not be permitted to provide such essential public 

services. Moreover, once constructed, the proposed pipeline will be maintained and operated in 

accordance with BPU‟s continued regulatory oversight. Therefore, use of the MOA provision for the 

proposed project is consistent with the terms of N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.52, because the project is being carried 

out subject to the BPU‟s approval and regulatory oversight. In fact, absent such approval and oversight, 

it would be impossible for SJG to effectuate the project at all. 

 

 2. The Fact that BPU is a Regulatory Agency, Not a Development Agency is Irrelevant and  

  there is Ample Precedent Supporting the Execution of this MOA with the BPU 

 

The fact that BPU is a regulatory agency, not a development agency, does not prohibit use of the MOA 

provision at N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.52(c)2. First, such an interpretation renders this MOA provision 

superfluous and redundant with regard to development by State agencies. In 1994, when the 

Commission adopted N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.52(c)2, the CMP already contained a provision that authorized 

development undertaken by State agencies themselves. This provision authorizes any agency of the State 

of New Jersey to submit a plan of its existing land uses, resource management and development 

activities within the Pinelands for the Commission‟s review and approval. N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.52(e) 

(emphasis added.) This provision also authorizes the use of alternative or additional techniques, not 

strictly in compliance with the requirements of N.J.A.C. 7:50-5 and 6 provided such alternatives are 

consistent with the goals and objectives of the CMP. Id. Thus, this provision authorizes the Commission 

to approve a State agency‟s plan for development activities conducted by that agency, including 

authorizing deviations from strict application of the land use and development standards of the CMP 

provided such plan included alternative measures that achieve the same goals, i.e. that are equivalent to 

the protections that would be provide if there were no deviation. There was no need for the Commission 

to adopt another provision, N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.52(c)2, in 1994 to serve the same regulatory purposes. 

Consequently, N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.52(c)2 is intended to do more than authorize development activities 

conducted by state agencies themselves.  

 

Second, an interpretation precluding a regulatory agency from executing a MOA under N.J.A.C.7:50-

4.52(c)2 is inconsistent with established Commission interpretation of and long standing precedent 

involving this MOA provision. Since 1988, the Commission has entered into at least three MOAs that 

have involved regulatory entities and seven MOAs that have involved private development on private or 

public lands. Specifically, in 1988, the Commission entered into an MOA with the New Jersey Highway 

Authority to authorize the construction of telecommunications cables within the right-of-way of the 

Garden State Parkway. This MOA which was executed between the Pinelands Commission and another 

state entity, the New Jersey Highway Authority, and like the present MOA, involved the installation of 

public service infrastructure that was installed, owned and operated by the public utility, i.e. the private 

communications company. Similarly, in 1998, the Commission entered into an MOA with the New 

Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP), Woodland Township and the New Jersey 

Conservation Foundation. As in the present case, one of the signatories to the MOA was a state 

regulatory agency. However, the purpose of the MOA was to permit a private, non-profit organization to 
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operate an off-road vehicle park on private lands located in the Preservation Area District and owned by 

the New Jersey Conservation Foundation, another private, non-profit organization. Thus, as is the case 

with this MOA, the 1998 MOA was intended to authorize a use that was not permitted in the designated 

management area, in that case intensive recreation in the Preservation Area District, to effectuate a 

public purpose, i.e. the elimination of illegal off-road vehicle use and subsequent restoration of the 

parcel. In 1999, the Commission entered into an MOA with the Ocean County Utilities Authority to 

permit the application of a sludge derived product, Oceangro pelletized fertilizer, on public and private 

properties located in the Pinelands. Oceangro is considered a waste derived material, the application of 

which is prohibited on lands located Pinelands, in accordance with N.J.A.C. 7:50-6.79, in the absence of 

the MOA. In 2000, the Commission entered into a MOA with the NJDEP, United Environmental 

Services, Inc. and Southern Ocean Landfill, Inc., to permit a private landfill owner and the private entity 

undertaking closure of the landfill to accept and use broken glass and construction and demolition 

(C&D) debris to grade and cover the landfill in order to facilitate its closure. Again, as in the present 

case, although NJDEP provided regulatory oversight of the project, the construction activities 

themselves, i.e. application of the broken glass and C&D debris on the landfill, grading and other 

closure activities were be undertaken by a private entity pursuant to NJDEP‟s regulatory oversight.  In 

2004, the Commission entered into an MOA with the South Jersey Transportation Authority to authorize 

development at the Atlantic City Airport that was not completely consistent with the development 

standards, Subchapter 6, of the Pinelands CMP. At that time, South Jersey Transportation Authority 

owned and operated the airport. However, a number of the projects authorized by the MOA would have 

been owned and operated by private, for-profit entities, e.g. a hotel/conference center and the auxiliary 

development area for aviation related light industry. In 2004, the Commission entered in an MOA with 

the BPU to authorize the construction of a 230kV electric transmission line, 33 miles of which, was to 

be constructed within the Pinelands Area, including 17.5 miles within the Preservation Area District and 

Forest Area (the “Conectiv MOA”). As in the present case, the actual construction of the proposed 

transmission line was constructed by the public utility. Lastly, in 2006, the Commission entered into an 

MOA with Stafford Township to permit closure of its sanitary landfill despite such closure activities 

being inconsistent with two of the development standards set forth in Subchapter 6. As with the other 

MOAs discussed above, although a governmental entity was the signatory to the MOA, the actual 

development activities were undertaken by the Township‟s designated redeveloper, a private, for-profit 

entity. 

 

The above discussion provides ample support for the Commission‟s use of the MOA provision in the 

given matter. The Commission has entered into a number of MOAs with governmental entities to 

authorize meritorious public purpose projects that were carried out by entities other than the 

governmental signatory, including private, for-profit entities. The keystone of the MOA provision is not 

whether the governmental entity itself is undertaking the development activities, but whether such 

development activities are being carried out in conjunction with the governmental entity and being 

advanced to serve a public purpose. As evidenced by the discussion above, this has been the 

Commission‟s interpretation of N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.52(c)2 since its adoption in 1994 and such interpretation 

is entitled to substantial deference. (Courts "give considerable weight to a state agency's interpretation of 

a statutory scheme that the legislature has entrusted to the agency to administer." In re Election Law  

Enforcement Comm'n Advisory Op. No. 01-2008, 201 N.J. 254, 262 (2010) (In Re Advisory Op.). “We 

do so because 'a state agency brings experience and specialized knowledge to its task of administering 

and regulating a legislative enactment within its field of expertise.'" U.S. Bank, N.A. v. Hough, 210 N.J. 

187, 200, 42 A.3d 870 (2012) (quoting In re Advisory Op., supra, 201 N.J. at 262).) See also Reilly v. 

AAA Mid-Atlantic Ins. Co. of New Jersey, 194 N.J. 474, 485, 946 A.2d 564 (2008), Moreover, 

regulations promulgated by an agency in furtherance of a statutory scheme it is charged with enforcing 

are presumed to be valid. The Court will defer to an agency's interpretation of both a statute and 
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implementing regulation, within the sphere of the agency's authority, unless the interpretation is "plainly 

unreasonable. Ibid.; See also In re Freshwater Wetlands Prot. Act Rules, 180 N.J. 478, 488-89 (2004).) 

 

3. An MOA is not a Waiver of the Requirements of the Pinelands CMP, but Rather an 

Alternative Means of Achieving Compliance with Its Goals and Policies 

 

There also appears to be a fundamental misunderstanding among the public that commented regarding 

the nature of the MOA provision set forth at N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.52(c)2. Specifically, these commenters 

disagree that compliance with the requirements of the Pinelands CMP is achieved through execution of 

this MOA. The commenters view this MOA more akin to a waiver of the regulations and argue that it is 

intended to provide an end run around the regulations. This understanding, however, is not consistent 

with the plain language of the regulation. As noted above, N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.52(c)2 only authorizes the 

Commission to enter into a MOA for development that is not fully consistent with the provisions of the 

land use and development standards, Subchapters 5 and 6 of the CMP, provided such development 

includes measures that will, at a minimum, afford an equivalent level of protection of the resources of 

the Pinelands than would be provided through strict application of this Plan. 

 

In order to effectuate the goals of the Pinelands Protection Act, i.e. ensure the long term integrity of the 

Pinelands environment, while accommodating regional growth influences, the CMP sets forth minimum 

standards governing the character, location and magnitude of development and use in the Pinelands. 

N.J.A.C. 7:50-5.21. Likewise, the CMP establishes minimum standards governing development and land 

use in the Pinelands. N.J.A.C. 7:50, Subchapter 6. For example, these site specific development 

standards include wetlands and wetland buffer standards (N.J.A.C.  7:50-6.1-6.14), threatened and 

endangered plant and wildlife standards (N.J.A.C. 7:50-6.27 & 6.33), historic, archaeological, and 

cultural preservation standards (N.J.A.C. 7:50-6.151-6.157), etc. All of the standards of Subchapters 5 

and 6 are intended to be implemented by the administration of municipal and county master plans and 

land use ordinances that are reviewed and certified by the Pinelands Commission in accordance with 

N.J.A.C. 7:50-3. Id. These standards are minimum standards and the Pinelands CMP permits a 

municipality, county, State or Federal agency to adopt more restrictive regulations, provided that such 

regulations are compatible with the goals and objectives of the Plan. Id. Similarly, N.J.A.C. 7:50-3.1(d) 

provides the flexibility with regard to preparation of local master plans and ordinances. 

 

As discussed in the MOA, the MOA provisions at N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.52(c)2 are akin to the flexibility 

provisions of the CMP set forth at N.J.A.C. 7:50-3.1(d). (“[I]t is the policy of this Plan to allow 

municipalities the greatest of flexibility and discretion in the preparation of local plans and ordinances 

so long as the plans and ordinances do not conflict with the ultimate objectives and minimum 

requirements of this plan.” Contrary to the assertion of one commenter, this is not the first time this 

interpretation is being articulated. In fact, this interpretation was raised in the Notice of Adoption for the 

rule proposal in which N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.52(c)2 was proposed. In response to comments concerning this 

provision, the Commission staff responded “The addition of N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.52(c)2 merely authorizes 

intergovernmental agreements which serve to implement the goals and policies of the Comprehensive 

Management Plan. These comprehensive agreements, similar to municipal ordinances, must accomplish 

at least an equivalent level of protection as that afforded by strict application of the Comprehensive 

Management Plan‟s land use and development standards.) Thus, it is clear that interpretation of the 

MOA provision as waiving compliance with the requirements of the Pinelands CMP is erroneous. As 

noted above, and articulated by the Commission staff is 1994, the MOA provision achieves compliance 

with the goals and policies of the CMP through the measures included that afford an equivalent level of 

protection for the resources of the Pinelands. 

 

 4. A Compelling Public Need is not Required for Execution of an MOA 
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A number of commenters indicated that the Commission should not enter into the proposed MOA, 

because there was no compelling public need for the proposed pipeline project. Commenters also noted 

that the alleged need for the project was not credible because the proposed route did not have to be 

constructed, the alleged need did not justify violating the Forest Area land use standards of the CMP, the 

proposed route was being advanced because it was the cheapest route for the public utility and the need 

for supply redundancy was a post-hoc justification that does not meet the needs of the Pinelands.  

 

The existence of a compelling public need is not required in order for the Commission to enter into an 

MOA pursuant to N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.52(c)2. In fact, one of the reasons for the Commission‟s adoption of 

this provision was to provide another mechanism to authorize meritorious public purpose projects that 

did not qualify for a compelling public need waiver. (Stokes memo, dated January 16, 2007, page 3).  

In entering into a MOA, the Commission is also not required to find that the need for the proposed 

project is of such a character so as to override the importance of the protection of the Pinelands. These 

comments suggest an incorrect blending of the standards associated with issuance of a compelling public 

need waiver at N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.64 and the standard for an MOA that authorizes development that is not 

fully consistent with strict application of the land use or development standards of the Pinelands CMP at 

N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.52(c)2. As discussed above, in order to enter into an MOA, the Commission must find 

that any variations from the standards of the Pinelands CMP are accompanied by measures that, at a 

minimum, will afford an equivalent level of protection for the resources of the Pinelands as would be 

provided if there were no deviation.  

 

Moreover, the BPU determined that there is a need for the proposed pipeline project. BPU staff 

reviewed engineering analyses and sworn testimony from qualified experts that established that the 

eastern and southern portion of SJG‟s natural gas system is highly vulnerable to a single-contingency 

failure of the single 20” pipeline from Union Road Station to Estell Manor, the only major feed into the 

eastern and southern portions of SJG‟s service territory. (Letter Tricia Caliguire, Chief Counsel, BPU 

dated December 12, 2013, page 3.) BPU found that approximately 142,000 customers located east and 

south of the Union Road Station were vulnerable to a gas outage if this pipeline was interrupted. Ibid. 

28,700 of these customers are located in the Pinelands Area. By Order dated June 21, 2013, the BPU 

approved the SJG‟s request to construct the proposed pipeline and, in doing so, determined that 

construction of the pipeline will increase the reliability of natural gas service by interconnecting with an 

existing transmission line in Upper Township, and will provide service to the BLE Plant. Id. at 4. There 

is also no evidence to support that redundancy was a post-hoc justification. The need for supply 

redundancy was discussed in detail in the October 2012 Black & Veatch report submitted to BPU. The 

BPU has also found that there is a need for the repowering of the BLE Plant to ensure an adequate 

supply of electricity in the Southern New Jersey Region, and specifically in the Pinelands. Ibid.  

 

 5. The Proposed MOA is not Inconsistent with the Commission‟s Mission 

 

A number of commenters stated that the Commission‟s consideration of the proposed MOA is 

inconsistent with its mission as articulated in the Pinelands Protection Act. These commenters, however, 

only quote a portion of the goals of the Pinelands CMP as stated at N.J.S.A. 13:18A-9.  

 

Although it is true that the Pinelands Protection Act at N.J.S.A. 13:18-9.a. establishes the goal for the 

Pinelands CMP with respect to the entire Pinelands Area to “protect, preserve and enhance the 

significant value of the resource thereof…,” these are not the only goals established by the Act. Rather, 

the Act sets forth additional goals for the Protection Area and Preservation Area. With regard to the 

Protection Area, i.e all lands within the Pinelands Area located outside of the Preservation Area District, 

the Act requires the Commission to “[e]ncourage appropriate patterns of compatible residential, 
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commercial and industrial development, in or adjacent to areas already utilized for such purposes, in 

order to accommodate regional growth influences in an orderly way while protecting the pinelands 

environment from the individual and cumulative adverse impacts thereof.” N.J.S.A. 13:18A-9.b.(5). The 

Act also required the Commission in developing the Pinelands CMP to “[r]ecognize existing economic 

activities within the area and provide for the protection and enhancement of such activities such as 

farming, forestry, proprietary recreational facilities, and those indigenous industries and commercial and 

residential developments which are consistent with such purpose and provisions.” N.J.S.A. 13:18A-

8.d(3) (emphasis added).  

 

The Commission‟s Mission Statement reflects all of these goals and provides “The Mission of the New 

Jersey Pinelands Commission is to preserve, protect, and enhance the natural and cultural resources of 

the Pinelands National Reserve, and to encourage compatible economic and other human activities 

consistent with that purpose” (emphasis added). In fact, 13% of the Pinelands (not including the 

developed portions of the Military and Federal Areas) is targeted for medium to higher intensity 

residential and non-residential development and needs to be served by public infrastructure, including 

natural gas. 

 

Commenters have expressed concern about the impacts of the proposed project on the Pinelands Area‟s 

designation as a Biosphere Reserve. This fear, however, is unfounded. Biosphere Reserves are 

designated by the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) as 

landscapes and seascapes of particular importance for developing and testing approaches to protect 

biodiversity while improving human livelihoods. (emphasis added). The Commission‟s mission and 

legislative charge are completely consistent with UNESCO‟s designation. Simply put, the Commission‟s 

charge is not only to “preserve, protect, and enhance”, but to also make the Pinelands Area a living, 

working environment that serves both its natural ecosystems and its human ecosystems as well.  

  

 6. It is Precisely Because the Proposed Pipeline is Not Fully Consistent with the Forest Area 

  Standard that the MOA is Being Considered 

 

There seems to be a misunderstanding as to the relevance of the Forest Area land use standard at 

N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.52(c)2 in the Pinelands CMP to the Commission‟s authority to enter into the proposed 

MOA.  Many commenters stated that the proposed MOA is not authorized by the Pinelands CMP, 

because the proposed pipeline is not intended to primarily serve only the needs of the Pinelands. First, 

although it is correct that the Pinelands CMP only permits the development of public service 

infrastructure within a Forest Area if such infrastructure is “intended to primarily serve only the needs of 

the Pinelands” (N.J.A.C. 7:50-5.23(b)12, that standard has no bearing on whether the Commission‟s 

execution of a MOA for the proposed pipeline project is authorized. In fact, if the project were 

consistent with the Forest Area land use standard, no MOA would be required. There also seems to be a 

misunderstanding as to the area encompassed by the term “Pinelands” in that regulation. Contrary to 

what many believe, public service infrastructure is permitted to be constructed in the Forest Area if such 

infrastructure is intended to primarily serve only the needs of the Pinelands generally, this includes both 

the state designated Pinelands Area and the Pinelands National Reserve. As noted above in the Findings 

of Fact, the BLE Plant is located within the Pinelands National Reserve. As a result, the construction of 

a pipeline in a Forest Area to serve the BLE Plant only, would have been consistent with Forest Area 

land use standards of the CMP. It is because the proposed pipeline was also intended to serve customers 

within SGJ‟s service area in Cape May and Atlantic Counties, the majority of which do not reside within 

the Pinelands, that Commission staff made the determination that the proposed pipeline was not fully 

consistent with N.J.A.C. 7:50-5.23(b)12 and consideration of this MOA became necessary.  

 

7. Execution of this MOA Will Not Result in a Deluge of MOA Requests Nor Obliterate the 

pfontaine�
Highlight
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Protections Afforded the Pinelands by the CMP 

 

Another concern raised by some commenters was that the Commission‟s execution of this MOA will set 

a dangerous precedent that would hobble the Commission‟s ability to deny future pipeline applications 

proposed in other ecologically sensitive management area designations of the Pinelands. Other 

commenters expressed concerns that execution of this MOA would open the flood gates and result in the 

death of the Pinelands CMP as a result of 1,000s of MOAs. The Commission staff does not agree.  

 

First, this concern seems to be premised on the misunderstanding that execution of an MOA constitutes 

a waiver of the standards of the Pinelands CMP. As discussed above, that is simply not the case. Rather 

than waiving the standards as would occur through issuance of a Waiver of Strict Compliance (See 

N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.61 and 4.62), N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.52(c)2 merely authorizes intergovernmental agreements 

that serve to implement the goals and policies of the Pinelands CMP. Arguendo, even if the commenters 

were correct that this MOA would result in Commission‟s consideration of other MOAs, which is pure 

speculation, such an outcome would not undermine the Pinelands CMP.I In order to enter into such an 

MOA, the Commission must find that it includes measures that, at a minimum, will afford an equivalent 

level of protection for the resources of the Pinelands as would be provided through strict application of 

the standards; i.e. that the project includes measures that serve to implement the goals and policies of the 

Pinelands CMP.  

 

Second, the Commission‟s execution of any MOA is purely discretionary. Each MOA will need to be 

evaluated on its own merits in order to determine whether it includes measures that will provide a level 

of protection of the resources of the Pinelands that is equivalent to what would be provided if there were 

no deviation. It is simply not possible to speculate as to the factual circumstances that may arise in 

which another MOA for public infrastructure or other development will be requested and the measures 

that will be included as part of such request to afford an equivalent level of protection for the resources 

of the Pinelands. However, this issue is essentially of no consequence given the regulatory pre-requisite 

that all proposed MOAs include measures that serve to implement the goals and policies of the 

Pinelands CMP.  

 

Third, the history of the Commission‟s use of N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.52(c)2 does not support this dire outcome. 

Since the Commission‟s adoption of this regulatory provision in 1994, almost 20 years ago, the 

Commission has entered into approximately 18 MOAs that permit compliance with the CMP through 

alternate means. That translates into less than 1 MOA per year. By means of comparison, the 

Commission staff processed approximately 355 private and approximately 80 public development 

applications in 2013 alone. Clearly, there has not been a deluge of MOA applications in the last 20 years 

and there is nothing but speculation without basis to indicate that this will change in the future. 

 

8. The Commission‟s Execution of This MOA is Not Arbitrary, Capricious, Ultra Vires or 

An Abuse of The Commission‟s Discretion 

 

One commenter raised issues concerning the authority of the Commission to consider the following 

issues as part of its decision on the proposed MOA: 1) the State‟s Energy Master Plan, 2) the need for 

public service infrastructure to provide gas reliability to Cape May County and other areas located 

outside of the Pinelands, and 3) the repowering of the BLE Plant, which the commenter erroneously 

believed was located outside of the boundaries of the Pinelands. 

 

Although need is not a regulatory factor that the Commission must consider when contemplating 

entering into an MOA pursuant to N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.52(c)2, in the present context, the need for the 

proposed pipeline project has bearing on the Commission‟s decision for a number reasons. First, the 
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continued need for the BLE Plant to provide an adequate supply of electricity for the Southern New 

Jersey region is significant given the potential impact to the Pinelands as a result of future transmission 

line upgrades and new transmission line rights of way that the EMP indicates will be necessary when 

Oyster Creek Nuclear Generation Facility retires in 2019. Second, as discussed in the POWERGEM 

reports, some, if not most of the energy generated by the BLE Plant will be needed for the Pinelands 

Area. Third, given that the BLE Plant is located within the Pinelands PNR, not only is it appropriate for 

the Commission to consider the repowering of the BLE Plant, but as discussed above, absent the need 

for the redundancy line, construction of a pipeline solely to repower the BLE Plant would have been 

consistent with the Forest Area land use standards at N.J.A.C. 7:50-5.23(b)12, given the pipeline would 

primarily only serve the needs of a Pinelands business. (See N.J.A.C. 7:50-2.11 that defines the term 

“Pinelands” to mean the Pinelands National Reserve and the Pinelands Area.) Finally, it is also 

appropriate for the Commission to consider the need for public service infrastructure to provide 

reliability to Cape May and Atlantic Counties, given that there are more than 25,000 Pinelands residents 

who are customers of SJG that will benefit from the proposed pipeline. The issue has never been that 

there will be no benefit to the Pinelands, but rather the proposed pipeline project is not intended to 

primarily serve only the needs of the Pinelands. N.J.A.C. 7:50-5.23(b)12. 

 

The commenter next argues that because the Commission has unfettered discretion in drafting, 

reviewing and determining whether the proposed project includes measures that afford an equivalent 

level of protection that the draft MOA is arbitrary, capricious and a violation of administrative 

rulemaking. 

 

The Commenter‟s statements are inaccurate. Although the Commission‟s decision to enter into an MOA 

is completely discretionary, it is not unfettered. The Pinelands CMP at N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.52(c)2 only 

authorizes the Commission to enter into a MOA provided the “Commission finds that variation from the 

standards of this Plan is accompanied by measures that will, at a minimum, afford an equivalent level of 

protection of the resources of the Pinelands than would be provided through strict application of the 

standards of this Plan.” As stated in the Notice of Adoption, 26 N.J.R. 4795, 4797, „[t]he test will be 

whether the measure that are king [sic] proposed in an agreement will provide a level of protection of 

the resources of the Pinelands that is equivalent to what would be provided if there were no deviation.” 

The Commission expressly noted that “[g]iven the wide variety of possible cases, the Commission 

believes it would be impossible to antiapate [sic] the appropriate tests for each of these in advance.” Id. 

As a result, the Commission indicated that “[i]n executing any memorandum of agreement pursuant to 

N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.52(c)2, the Commission will specifically describe how it reached the conclusion that an 

„equivalent level of protection‟ is king [sic] ensured.” Id.  Given that the rule was proposed and adopted 

in accordance with the rulemaking procedures required by the Administrative Procedure Act, N.J.S.A. 

52:14B-1 et seq. and the rule does contain a standard which governs the Commission‟s exercise of 

discretion in deciding whether to enter into a MOA, any action on behalf of the Commission to enter 

into a MOA in accordance with the requirements of N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.52(c)2 would not be arbitrary, 

capricious, unreasonable or ultra vires. 

 

B. The Proposed MOA includes Measures That Afford an Equivalent Level of Protection for 

the Resources of the Pinelands  

 

Comments: Several commenters questioned whether the measures included in the proposed MOA 

afford an equivalent level of protection for the resources of the Pinelands. These commenters felt the 

measures fell short for a number of reasons. Specifically, the Commenters disagreed with the staff‟s 

interpretation of the equivalent protection standard set forth at N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.52(c)2. One Commenter 

argued that the MOA was fatally defective because it failed to require the acquisition of any lands, let 

alone specific lands located adjacent to the right-of-way of the proposed pipeline. This commenter also 
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stated that, in his view, the amount of funding being provided was insufficient to ensure protection of 

the 2,000-3,000 acres identified for acquisition by the Commission and would only serve to buy a 

fraction of the forest area affected by the introduction of this major infrastructure. Additionally, this 

commenter stated his belief that the measures proposed in the MOA to provide an equivalent level of 

protection for the resources of the Pinelands failed to address the specific resources which the Forest 

Area designation and its protective regulations were intended to preserve. This commenter stated that, 

because the land acquisition provisions in the MOA were so meager and yet so permissive in terms of 

how and where the money would be spent on land acquisition, that there was no basis to believe that the 

lands acquired would protect the forested and wetland habitats that enforcing the Forest Areas of the 

CMP would. This commenter also provided an analysis purporting to demonstrate why the acquisition 

of small parcels would do little to prevent edge degradation and eventual loss of habitat value if adjacent 

unpreserved lands are developed. Another commenter stated that the lands in the vicinity of the right-of-

way of the proposed pipeline do not require protection given the significant development restrictions to 

which they are already subject as a result of the existing standards of the Pinelands CMP. One 

commenter stated that there is no nexus between the monies that would be provided for education and 

outreach based programs and initiatives and, therefore, cannot be considered as part of the measures 

provided to afford an equivalent level of protection. 

 

Analysis: The Commission staff disagrees that the measures provided in the MOA do not afford an 

equivalent level of protection for the resources of the Pinelands. The comments received on this point 

seem to be premised on at least two fundamental misperceptions, 1) that construction of the proposed 

pipeline will result in significant impacts to the resources of the Forest Area; including edge effects, 

forest fragmentation and loss of habitat and 2) that a determination of “equivalent protection” requires 

the Commission to compare the protections that are afforded the resources of the Pinelands through 

implementation of the measures included in the MOA against the protections afforded the resources 

through strict application of the Forest Area land use standards if the MOA were denied; i.e. as if 

nothing were constructed. 

 

1. The Commission Used the Correct Standard When Evaluating the Measures Proposed 

and Determining that Such Measures Afford an Equivalent Level of Protection for the 

Resources of the Pinelands 

 

The proposed pipeline project is primarily being constructed within existing paved roadway, paved 

shoulder and previously disturbed shoulder. As a result, and as confirmed by Commission staff, there are 

no adverse impacts to the resources of the Pinelands associated with the proposed natural gas pipeline. 

The proposed project is fully consistent with the development standards, Subchapter 5, of the Pinelands 

CMP. The only regulation to which the project is not fully compliant is the Forest Area Land Use 

standards at N.J.A.C. 7:50-5.23(b)12. Moreover, this standard does not prohibit the development of 

public service infrastructure, such as the proposed natural gas pipeline, in a Forest Area. Rather, it limits 

that infrastructure that can be constructed in a Forest Area to those projects “intended to primarily serve 

only the needs of the Pinelands.” Although not strictly compliant with this standard, the project does 

comply in part. The proposed pipeline is intended to serve a business located within the Pinelands, the 

BLE Plant. In addition, the pipeline will also provide redundant service to the approximately 142,000 

SJG customers located east and south of the Union Road Station, 28,700 of which are located in the 

Pinelands Area. It is evident that the proposed project will serve the needs of the Pinelands. That level of 

service, however, was not sufficient to constitute intent to primarily serve only the needs of the 

Pinelands.  

 

Given that the proposed natural gas pipeline is fully consistent with the development standards of the 

Pinelands CMP, the staff looked to the intent behind the Forest Area land use standards when 
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determining the measures required to afford an equivalent level of protection for the resources of the 

Pinelands. The Forest Area land use standards are intended to ensure the long-term integrity of the 

Pinelands environment by establishing standards governing the character, location and magnitude of 

development and land use in this area, while encouraging appropriate patterns of compatible 

development. N.J.S.A. 13:18A-9.b. and N.J.A.C. 7:50-5.21. As a result, staff looked at the potential for 

the proposed pipeline to create more pressure on the impacted municipalities and the Commission to 

change the land use and development intensities currently permitted in the Forest Area through which 

the pipeline would traverse; i.e. secondary impacts.  

 

In applying this test, the Commission looked at two distinct types of impacts associated with the 

proposed development to assess equivalent protection. The commenters who have stated that the 

Commission used the wrong test, a worst case development test, in assessing the equivalent level of 

protection, appear to be misreading and blending these two distinct types of impacts. In assessing the 

environmental impacts associated with the project, the staff first looked at whether the actual on-site 

impacts associated with the proposed pipeline were equivalent to the impacts associated with those uses 

currently permitted in the Forest Area. The commenters‟ interpretation of the equivalent protection 

standard seems to ignore that some development, including development of public service infrastructure, 

residential dwelling units and institutional uses, are permitted in the Forest Area. Their interpretation 

seems to boil down to a misconception that if a proposed use is not expressly permitted by the Pinelands 

CMP, then it cannot be built. Such an interpretation renders the MOA provision superfluous.  

 

Given that development is permitted in the Forest Area, staff looked at the types of development 

permitted, the environmental impacts associated with such development and how the impacts associated 

with the proposed pipeline would compare. For example, the Forest Area use standards permit the 

development of communication cables, a type of public service infrastructure, in the Forest Area even if 

such development is not intended to primarily serve the needs of the Forest Area provided that they are 

installed within existing developed rights of way and underground or are attached to road bridges, where 

available, for the purpose of crossing water bodies or wetlands. The construction of natural gas pipelines 

installed in a similar manner would be expected to have a similar impact. In contrast, the Forest Area 

land use standards also permit the construction of residential dwelling units (homes). The proposed 

pipeline, which is fully consistent with the development standards, Subchapter 6, of the Pinelands CMP, 

would be far less damaging to the Forest Area then the roughly 150 homes (along with the ancillary 

roads, wastewater treatment, water supply, etc.) that would be permitted to be developed on the 3,000 

vacant acres present along the route. Thus, the actual on-site impacts for the proposed pipeline are no 

greater than, and actually less than, those of other permitted uses in the Forest Area, as the commenters 

advocate, and therefore, pass the equivalent level of protection tests. Arguably, the impacts associated 

with the proposed pipeline project would require no measures other than prudent construction site 

management (see Environmental Conditions #1-28).  

 

The Commission, however, went beyond an analysis of actual on-site impacts and also examined the 

potential for secondary off-site impacts. The concern here is whether this MOA could facilitate future 

development of more resource intensive projects in the area. The Commission has past experience where 

pressure was applied to alter the management area provisions in order to facilitate development, these 

include: (1) Seneca High School siting in an Agricultural Production Area; (2) a proposal for an 

electrical generation plant in the Forest Area where a transmission line intersected with an existing 

natural gas pipeline; and (3) a highway interchange that could prompt intense development in an area 

where sewer was not permitted.  It is easy to imagine more such instances, especially as land becomes 

scarce in New Jersey and in the Pinelands.  Permanent protection forecloses much of this possibility and 

focuses development where it belongs, i.e., the developed rights of way. The concern that the pipeline 

could provide an impetus for secondary development is addressed by several provisions of the MOA 
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requiring contribution of $7,250,000.00 dollars to the Pinelands Conservation Fund for the permanent 

protection of vacant land located adjacent to the right-of-way of the proposed pipeline. The permanent 

protection of land, is consistent with past practice and ensures more than an equivalent level of 

protection by eliminating any high intensity secondary development that might be proposed in the future 

as a result of the construction of the proposed pipeline. Second, a restrictive covenant is required to be 

imposed on the pipeline that will prohibit service connections. 

 

One commenter stated that the Commission used the wrong standard for determining "equivalent 

protection", because it looked at development impacts associated with land uses currently permitted by 

the Forest Area land use standard instead of taking into consideration the additional development that 

will occur, because of Commission continuing to waive this standard in the area affected by the 

construction of the proposed pipeline.  This statement seems to be premised on a misperception that the 

Commission routinely exercises its jurisdiction under the MOA provision at N.J.A.C.7:50-4.52(c)2 to 

authorize uses that are not permitted in the Forest Area. This is simply not the case. Since 2002, the 

Commission has issued over 750 public development approvals. In that same time period, there have 

been only 8 MOAs executed by the Commission that have authorized development that is not fully 

consistent with the requirements of the Pinelands CMP (around 0.1% of the public development 

approvals issued in this time period). Clearly, the Commission does not routinely entertain use of the 

MOA provision to authorize development. Rather, as mandated at N.J.A.C. 7:50-5.1(a) “[n]o 

development shall be carried out by any person unless that development conforms to the minimum 

requirements and standards of this Plan.” There are rare situations, however, were flexibility is needed to 

permit authorization of development that serves a meritorious public purpose but is not fully consistent 

with strict application of the Pinelands CMP standards. In those rare situations, the Pinelands CMP 

authorizes execution of an intergovernmental agreement that includes alternative measures to implement 

the goals and policies of the Pinelands CMP as would occur through strict application of the express 

regulatory provisions. The MOA provision is a relief valve to protect the Pinelands from unsupportable 

denials of important public projects.  

  

2. The Land Acquisition Provisions of the MOA will Result in the Permanent Protection of 

between 2,000 to 3,000 Acres of Forest Area Lands 

 

There seems to be confusion as to how the measures provided in the MOA will result in permanent land 

protection and thus, provide for an equivalent level of protection for the resources of the Pinelands. 

Numerous comments were submitted regarding whether any land, in fact, would be permanently 

protected, given that the MOA does not mandate acquisition. As stated in the MOA, the monies for land 

acquisition would be placed in the Commission‟s Conservation Fund. The land acquisition program that 

the Commission has conducted using Pinelands Conservation Funds (PCF) has been very successful. In 

fact, the program has resulted in the acquisition and permanent preservation of 7,032.5 acres of land in 

the Pinelands Area. There is no basis for the commenter to presume that the monies will not be used for 

the acquisition of the lands identified in the MOA. The fact that the list of properties to be acquired has 

not been publicly disclosed cannot  be construed as anything more than the Commission, as permitted by 

law, seeking to maintain the confidentiality of information involving the purchase of real property with 

public funds. As discussed in the MOA, the monies placed in the PCF will be used to fund the 

acquisition of lands located adjacent to the site of the proposed pipeline in the Forest Area. At the end of 

three years following execution of the MOA, the area of acquisition will be broadened to include Forest 

Area lands located in the Southern Forest, i.e. south of the Atlantic City Expressway. These lands would 

include tracts in the Tuckahoe River watershed and Manumuskin River watershed. 

 

One commenter stated that no land acquisition would, in fact, occur, because PCF funds are intended to 

be leveraged against other land acquisition funds, are limited to up to 1/3 of the purchase price and 
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governmental sources of land acquisition funds have dried up. Although in most cases the PCF fund 

requires a match of over 2/3 of the cost of acquisition from other sources that is not always the case. For 

example, monies were placed in the PCF pursuant to the Garden State Parkway Widening MOA for the 

acquisition of certain identified undersized lots. Acquisition of those lots was funded at 100%. The 

Commission will need to decide how it will allocate the PCF funds for acquisition of the lands identified 

in the MOA. The $7,250.000 dollars being contributed for such acquisition is sufficient to fund 

acquisition of 100% of these lots without matching funds. Additionally, efforts are being advanced to 

obtain new governmental sources of funding for permanent land protection. If those efforts are 

successful, perhaps there would be other funds available to assist in the acquisition and protection of 

even more land.  

 

Another commenter stated that the post-three year target area is too broad (vacant land in Forest Area 

south of the Atlantic City Expressway) and the amount of money being contributed is woefully 

inadequate. The Commission does not intend that all vacant land in the Forest Area would be acquired. 

Instead, as discussed in the MOA, vacant land located adjacent to the proposed pipeline would be sought 

first. The proposed $7,250.000 contribution is sufficient to permit acquisition of these lands. If the 

Commission‟s efforts are unsuccessful, it would then expand the area of acquisition to include Forest 

Area lands located in the Southern Forest. No proposed acquisition area in the history of the Pinelands 

has been 100% acquired. Therefore, a fallback is necessary. The latter is broad and appropriately so. It 

would permit the Commission to seek to acquire lands within the watersheds in which the pipeline is 

being constructed, the Tuckahoe River watershed and Manumuskin River watershed. And has been the 

case with the current PCF acquisition program, once the acquisition area is broadened, potential 

acquisition projects not adjacent to the area of the proposed pipeline would permit the Commission to 

seek unique projects with maximum preservation impact, similar to the Lenape Farms project which one 

commenter cited. Key tracts in the Tuckahoe River watershed and Manumuskin River watershed could 

be especially important to preclude future “cross-country” infrastructure ventures. Thus, the goal, once 

the acquisition area was broadened, would be to secure key large tracts of land running North and South 

to focus any future use along existing rights of way rather than cutting though pristine, undeveloped 

lands in the Pinelands. 

 

One commenter stated that the amount of funding being provided was insufficient to ensure protection 

of more than a fraction of the forest area affected by the introduction of this major infrastructure. 

Moreover, the commenter stated that there was no basis to believe that the lands acquired would protect 

the forested and wetland habitats as would occur if the Commission enforced the Forest Areas land use 

standards of the CMP. The commenter‟s analysis focused on the number and size of the parcels located 

within 1 mile to 10 miles of the proposed route and included land histograms to support his comment 

that acquisition of a number of small parcels will not protect the resources of the Forest Area. The 

commenter‟s position seems to be premised on a misperception that the proposed pipeline project will 

result in significant impacts to the resources of the Forest Area, which, as discussed above, is not the 

case.  

 

Moreover, the commenter seems to believe that the Commission intends to purchase random small 

parcels. First, in order to prevent secondary impacts, the focus of land protection efforts, in the first three 

years, will be vacant land located adjacent to the pipeline, not within 1 mile or ten miles. It is the 

acreage in these parcels that is important. The Commission will seek larger parcels to gain the most from 

the land to be protected (precluding future hook-ups, linear infrastructure adjacent to the proposed 

pipeline and other linear infrastructure seeking to go cross country). Histograms focused on developed 

land are not useful in future acquisition unless they are very large and could be subdivided. The parcels 

adjacent to the route that are developed are small.  
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The commenter‟s concern that the Commission will use the acquisition funds to purchase many small 

parcels is not consistent with the Commission‟s past acquisition practices and the lands that it has been 

willing to accept for permanent preservation pursuant to other MOAs. The Commission has routinely 

sought large tracts of land, adjacent to existing publicly preserved lands. In the present case, both 

Belleplain State Forest and Peaslee Wildlife Management Area are proximate to the area that the 

Commission has identified for land acquisition. The acquisition and permanent preservation of lots, even 

small lots, adjacent to large tracts of Forest Area lands already subject to permanent protection increases 

the value of both lands. The Commission has no intention of acquiring small parcels, because they 

would do little to stop large development of inappropriately sited linear infrastructure and, as the 

commenter notes, waste time and money. By focusing on larger parcels (which even the commenter 

notes include 24 parcels over 500 acres within 1 mile), the land acquisition contribution included in the 

MOA will result in the acquisition of approximately 2,000-3,000 acres of land and preclude large scale 

development.  In addition, the larger parcels are excellent additions to protected lands per the 

Commission‟s science staff. 

 

One commenter included information in his comments that the size, shape and location of parcels limit 

the ecological value of such parcels. The Commission staff disagrees. All Forest Area land is important 

and almost all Forest Area land reflects the highest ecological integrity in the Environmental Integrity 

Assessment analysis done by the Commission in 2008. Furthermore, the commenter neglects the fact 

that large tracts of nearby Forest Area land are already in permanent protection and that many of the 

targeted parcels are adjacent to such tracts and will clearly add to their value. Finally, to the extent that 

larger tracts are identified for acquisition, even if they are currently isolated from contiguous protected 

lands, they still would have great ecological value by themselves and will undoubtedly be connected in 

the future. 

 

3. The $7,250,000 Contribution is Based on Sound Principles, Including, But Not Limited 

to Actual Appraisal Based Pinelands Conservation Fund Acquisitions of Forest Area 

Properties 

 

Several commenters argued that there was no basis for the $7,250,000 land acquisition contribution. The 

Commission staff disagrees. The Commission determined the acquisition amount based upon the 

amount of acreage that needed to be protected (i.e. the amount of private vacant land located along the 

area of the proposed pipeline in the Forest Area, which equaled approximately 2,000 to 3,000 acres) and 

looked at four different approaches to estimate cost (1) Building Lot Approach, 2) PCF Forest Area 

Acquisition Approach, 3) PDC Price Approach and 4) Recent Sale Inquiry.) More specifically, each of 

these approaches considered the following: 1) Building Lots Approach: The current zoning of +/- 20 

acres per house would permit the construction of around 100-150 homes in this area. Building lots sell 

for approximately $100,000/lot, yields estimate of $10,000,000-$15,000,000; (2) Pinelands 

Conservation Fund Forest Area Purchases Approach: The weighted average price of Forest Area lands 

actually purchased using PCF funds is $4766/ac., yields estimate of $9,500,000 - $14,300,000: (3) 

Pinelands Development Credit Prices Approach: A ten year average of PDC prices (including recession 

years) is around $3600/ac., yields estimate of $7,200,000- $10,800,000: and (4) Recent Inquiry:  Offer 

to sell 900 ac. in the City of Estell Manor for $3000/acre. Estimate:  $6,000,000 - $9.000.000. These 

approaches were discussed with the members of the Policy and Implementation Committee at its 

December 4, 2013 meeting where there was a large number of the public present.  

 

As can be seen by the above, two of the estimates show that at least 2,000 acres could be acquired for 

around $7.0 million or less (assuming larger parcels and low transaction costs). Although no commenter 

supplied specific information on land acquisition costs, one did note the price for a large acquisition in 

another county eight miles away and closer to Atlantic City (arguable a higher market value). 
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Significantly, the cost associated with that acquisition was consistent with the above costs. Thus, as 

evidenced by the above, the $7,250,000 land acquisition will likely result in between 2,000-3,000 acres 

of land being permanently protected, especially if the larger parcels are purchased. Clearly, the 

equivalent level of protection goal is met. 

 

4. There is Ample Nexus Between the Proposed Pipeline Project and the Monies that Will 

be Contributed for Education and Outreach Based Programs and Initiatives 

 

One commenter stated that there is no nexus between the monies that would be provided for education 

and outreach based programs and initiatives. Therefore, according to this commenter these measures 

cannot be included in the determination of whether the MOA affords an equivalent level of protection.  

 

The goal of this funding is to enhance public knowledge of the Pinelands, its resources, and their 

protection through public education, access, connections, signage and experiencing the Pinelands 

directly through hiking, boating, etc. It became apparent during the multiple public meetings that there is 

a need to enhance the Commission‟s efforts in these areas. For example: What is an aquifer? How does 

it work? What are relevant risks? How best can it be protected? What is a working biosphere? How can 

both people and ecosystems co-exist? 

 

In many ways, the long-term success of the Pinelands Protection Program hinges on the public‟s 

appreciation of the region and its resources. Since its creation in 1979, the Commission has recognized 

that the more people know about the Pinelands, the more they will value and seek to protect the region. 

To that end, the Commission has undertaken numerous education and outreach projects, with the support 

of the federal government.  
 

The proposed Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) includes $750,000 to fund and support education, 

outreach and research projects. A total of $250,000 would be used toward the conversion of the 

Commission‟s headquarters into a Pinelands Visitor Center, and the remaining $500,000 would be used 

to fund a series of projects that would raise awareness about the Pinelands.  

 

The Commission has made major strides in educating the public about the Pinelands through its 

programs and cooperative projects. However, one major piece of the Pinelands Interpretive Plan remains 

unrealized: the establishment of a designated Pinelands Visitor Center in the Pinelands National 

Reserve.  

 

The Commission worked with the NPS to design Pinelands exhibits that would transform the Richard J. 

Sullivan Center for Environmental Policy and Education (RJS Center), the Commission‟s headquarters, 

into a visitor‟s center. Such a center will finally provide the public with a high-quality destination 

befitting the country‟s First National Reserve.  

 

The proposed MOA also includes a total $500,000 for education and research projects. The Commission 

would use the funds to, for example:  

 

 Improve and expand its existing education programs and initiatives, including the annual 

Pinelands Short Course, the Pinelands-themed World Water Monitoring Day Challenge 

and the Pinelands Research Series. The Commission would use funds to create and carry 

out education programs in areas covered under the MOA, including organizing a 

Pinelands-themed World Water Monitoring Day Challenge and other offerings at 

Belleplain State Forest.  
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 Further advance, support and improve the Pine Barrens Byway, a 122-mile trail that 

traverses existing roadways in portions of 16 municipalities in the southern Pinelands 

region (including Estell Manor City, Maurice River Township and Upper Township).  

 

 The creation of bike trails along the Byway and scenic pull-off areas, as well as the 

creation and dissemination of interpretive materials such as brochures. 

 

These types of projects will expand the Pinelands Commission‟s capacity to raise awareness and 

appreciation of these resources, empowering the public with the knowledge that will, in turn, strengthen 

support for preserving this region. 

 

C. The Proposed MOA is Consistent with the Development Standards, Subchapter 6, of the 

Pinelands CMP and Will Not Result in Adverse Environmental Impacts to the Pinelands 

Area 

 

 1. Generally 

 

One comment stated that the Commission‟s review of the proposed pipeline project generally ignored 

the impacts of pipeline construction and maintenance.  The Commission‟s review did not ignore such 

impacts. The Commission‟s review included a comprehensive assessment of all applicable 

environmental standards in the Pinelands CMP including Wetlands Protection Standards (N.J.A.C. 7:50- 

6.6), Threatened and Endangered Species Standards (N.J.A.C. 7:50-6.27 and 6.33), Stormwater 

Management Standards (N.J.A.C. 7:50-6.84(a)6), Fire hazard mitigation standards (N.J.A.C. 7:50 – 

6.124) and Cultural Resource Survey requirements (N.J.A.C. 7:50-6.151).  

 

Wetland locations were verified by Commission staff and it was determined that the project was 

consistent with all wetlands standards.  Three separate Threatened and Endangered Species reports were 

submitted, reviewed and determined to be consistent with the CMP.  No threatened or endangered plant 

or animal species or suitable threatened and endangered animal habitats were found in the proposed 

development areas. Commission staff conducted independent field investigations and based on that field 

work concurred with the findings in the submitted reports (Threatened and Endangered Species Habitat 

Suitability Assessment and Survey Reports prepared by Trident Environmental Consultants). Staff 

confirmed that because so much of the route is currently paved, mowed and cleared the only areas where 

there was potential habitat were the proposed staging areas and the interconnect station, and staff 

concurred with the findings of Trident Environmental Consultants on those areas. Stormwater 

management plans and calculations were submitted, reviewed and determined to be consistent with the 

CMP.  The applicable standards regarding Fire Hazard Mitigation address the potential for fire hazard 

risk associated with above ground development proposed for human use, thus the review focused on the 

Interconnect Station and the Remote Operating Valve Station.  Both of these facilities are located on 

crushed stone surfaces with grassed perimeters and meet the standards in the CMP.  With regard to 

cultural resources, the applicant submitted a preliminary and follow up cultural resource inventory, 

including research and field work.  Visual reconnaissance, shovel tests and excavations were performed 

along the route and at the staging areas.  Two areas were found to have historic and prehistoric 

resources.  These proposed staging areas were reconfigured to avoid impacts to the resources.   

 

Further, the project was also reviewed by the NJDEP, which issued air quality control and various other 

environmental permits.  The following NJDEP regulatory programs reviewed this project: Division of 

Land Use Regulation, Division of Air Quality, Division of Water Quality, the State Historic 

Preservation Office and the Natural and Historic Resources Program.  The NJDEP also facilitated the 
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review conducted by the Army Corps of Engineers which included federal reviews done by the United 

States Department of the Interior/National Parks Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.   

 

A comment was submitted stating that the Commission‟s review assumed no errors or accidents would 

occur.  The Commission review did address the potential for errors or accidents both during construction 

and after.  Each of the 28 Environmental Conditions of the MOA were included to address possible 

errors, misunderstandings or accidents that could occur during construction.  A commenter noted that 

the use of silt fencing to protect against accidental disturbance of habitat by work extending beyond the 

approved work area was inadequate as such fencing has been shown to fail in other applications.  In this 

instance in addition to requiring 2 physical fence barriers, Environmental Condition 21 requires the 

continuous presence of onsite personnel to ensure that the fences provide the intended protections 

(Condition 21). 

 

Specific construction related impacts considered were those related to faulty stormwater management or 

leaks from the HDD (horizontal directional drilling) under wetlands and water bodies. The CMP 

requirements ensure that stormwater is properly managed and will not escape the construction site.   

Neither will stormwater impact the Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer, or nearby wetlands given the 

stormwater must be contained on site. HDD impacts are discussed in detail below.) 

 

Construction equipment, in general, can experience minor leakage of vehicle fluids, as can passing 

vehicular traffic, but this will be minimal. Reports of oily sheens being present at pipe construction sites 

elsewhere have been ascribed to natural iron presence and natural iron-loving bacteria that produce such 

sheens. 

 

Further, the Commission coordinated its review with the BPU and has relied on the BPU Programs 

responsible for pipeline safety and implementation of the State regulations regarding Gas Service and 

Pipelines implemented by the BPU when evaluating issues relating to construction, safety and 

emergency response.     

 

 

 2. Forest fragmentation  

 

Comments were received regarding environmental risks associated with the construction and 

maintenance of the project.  The Commission staff review and the resulting MOA considered and 

addressed the potential impact of the construction and maintenance of the pipeline. One concern raised 

was that the project will result in forest fragmentation.   All proposed construction activities in the Forest 

Area will be limited to the area that includes the road, paved shoulder and mowed vegetated shoulder.  

As this area is previously disturbed and will not be widened, there will be no forest fragmentation. The 

only trees impacted are the 13 trees identified as safety hazards by the New Jersey Department of 

Transportation; which requested that these trees be cut down to eliminate the risk of vehicular collisions.  

  

The project also includes a proposed interconnect station.  This 10,000 square foot wooded parcel (Blk. 

358, Lots 11-14) is located in Upper Township, Cape May County. The applicant proposes to clear the 

parcel and lay-down crushed stone over  approximately 7,900 square feet of the parcel.  The 

interconnect station, which includes above and below ground piping, will be located on the proposed 

crushed stone surface.  The interconnect station will be surrounded by a six foot wide grass berm and a 

security fence. Environmental impacts from this development were reviewed and were found to comply 

with all applicable standards in the Pinelands CMP. There was no impact to the forest area identified. 
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The project also includes staging areas that are located within the road, paved and vegetated shoulder 

areas.  No trees will be cut down in these areas.   

      

To ensure that construction activities do not go beyond the area of the road and paved and mowed 

grassed shoulder, specific conditions have been included in the MOA.  Specifically, General Condition 5 

of the Environmental Conditions requires that the limits of the area of disturbance be marked, and access 

controlled, by the installation of both silt fence and orange plastic fencing.  Typically only one physical 

barrier is required.  Further, Environmental Conditions 21 and 28 require that there will be both an 

independent biologist and engineer on site, who report to the Commission, at all times when 

construction activities are undertaken proximate to suitable threatened and endangered species habitat 

and during all drilling activities.  These independent experts will ensure that construction activities are 

confined to the boundaries of the areas of disturbance as specified in the plans that were reviewed and 

approved by Commission staff.  The MOA further provides that the Executive Director has the authority 

to shut down construction activities should there be any violations from the terms of the MOA or any 

potential for negative environmental impact.  

 

 3. Maintenance impacts 

 

The proposed pipeline will be located primarily within cleared and maintained right-of-ways of Routes 

49 & 50, which will significantly reduce the potential impacts of ongoing maintenance during the life of 

the pipeline.  NJDOT will continue to maintain this area by mowing the roadside grass as has been their 

practice for many years.  Environmental Condition 4 prohibits the use of herbicides in any portion of the 

ROW.  Maintenance of the interconnect station located in Tuckahoe will not have adverse 

environmental impacts since the ground at this site will be stoned and fenced. The routine surface 

inspections of the pipeline will not require clearing or disturbance and, therefore, will not have 

significant environmental impacts.  Routine internal inspections of the pipeline also will not have 

environmental impact.  Internal inspections will be conducted using a “smart pig” (a computerized 

pipeline inspection gauge) that will be inserted into the pipeline at the pigging station outside of 

Pinelands to the west of Union Road.  The smart pig will travel the length of the pipeline collecting 

detailed data on the pipe and it will be retrieved outside the Pinelands at a proposed station on the BLE 

Plant property.  This internal inspection will occur entirely within the pipeline itself which will be 

beneath the ground.  If inspections of the pipeline identify the need for pipeline repairs at some point in 

the future, it is anticipated that the repair work will be done utilizing the same level of environmental 

protections as have been incorporated into the design for the construction of the pipeline.  

 

 4. Edge Effect 

 

Comments were submitted regarding the impacts of clearing additional forest at the outside limits of the 

approved work area stating that edge effects resulting from such disturbance will be impact an area 

extending 300 feet into the interior forest.  This project is not impacting undisturbed areas including the 

forest edge; there will be no tree clearing or impact to the forest canopy.  Based on these limitations 

resulting in a lack of impact to the forest, there will be no edge effect.   

 

 5. Invasive species 

 

Comments were raised regarding soil disturbance that would result in the introduction of invasive 

species.   The potential for introduction of invasive species as a result of the pipeline construction was 

addressed as part of the application review.  The Environmental Conditions of the MOA include several 

requirements to address this issue.  Condition 1 requires that any area disturbed as a result of 

construction activities be graded and seeded with native Pinelands grass species as specified in the plans 
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which were reviewed and approved by Commission staff.  Environmental Condition 2 further requires 

that only native Pinelands species shall be used for re-vegetation purposes.  Environmental Condition 3 

requires that all soils excavated as part of the pipeline installation will be stockpiled and reused.   Only 

soil removed from the trenches constructed for the pipe installation or native soils are permitted for 

backfilling.  Environmental Condition 3 also requires that any soils that are found to be unsuitable for 

use as backfill must be removed and disposed of outside the Pinelands.  Environmental Condition 7 

further addresses this issue by precluding the disposal of any construction debris of excess fill in the 

Pinelands Area without prior Commission approval.  These conditions address the potential for 

introduction of invasive species.     

 6. Hydrology/Groundwater  

A commenter expressed concern that the installation of the new pipeline could impact the hydrology of 

the region.  The basis for this concern was that the pipeline and gravel surrounding it would create a new 

conduit for water that would prevent recharging of aquifers and degrade the quantity and quality of 

drinking water. The proposed project will not impact groundwater.  The potential for a buried utility line 

to drain or redirect ground water assumes that the backfill material is more porous than the surrounding 

soil which, without mitigative measures, could impact on groundwater flow close to the surface.  To 

ensure no such impacts, the proposed gas pipeline project will use existing soil to backfill the pipe 

trench.  By using the existing soil for backfill, the porosity of the material in the trench will not be 

significantly different than the surrounding soil.  This construction technique will not result in a 

diversion of groundwater flow, will not decrease the quantity of water recharging the groundwater 

aquifer or the river ecosystems and will not degrade the water quality.   

 7. Surface water 

A comment regarding the impacts on surface water quality due to an increase in suspended solids as a 

result of erosion was submitted.  The proposed project will have no impact on surface water quality.  To 

ensure no such impacts would occur, specific attention was paid to this issue and the project was 

designed to include protective measures that would be in place to reduce the potential for erosion and 

increased suspended solids entering the waterways due to erosion.  Although the pipeline project will 

cross 16 waterways, the potential for water quality impacts associated with erosion are greatly reduced 

since all of these crossings will be accomplished by horizontal directional drilling or jack & bore.  These 

construction techniques eliminate the greater potential for water quality impacts associated with open 

cut crossings of waterways.  

In addition, the project must comply with County Soil Conservation District standards, which includes 

review of the construction plans by those districts.  These standards (N.J.A.C. 2:90 et. al) address all 

aspects of soil erosion.  The approval will require that the construction process will be overseen by SJG 

inspectors, an environmental inspector and County Soil Conservation District inspectors to insure that 

the soil conservation measures required by the standards are installed and remain effective until the 

construction area is stabilized to the satisfaction of Soil Conservation Districts.  

 

 8. Aquifer Impacts 

 

Numerous commenters expressed concerns about pipeline impacts during operation on the Kirkwood -

Cohansey aquifer. The pipeline will only transport natural gas, not gasoline, fuel oil, other petroleum 

products (e.g., benzene), Bentonite slurry, or any other solid or liquid material. Furthermore, natural gas 

in the pipeline is in a gaseous phase and is not water soluble under the pipeline conditions. While water 

can temporarily carry some dissolved gas, when methane comes in contact with air, the methane quickly 
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escapes from the water into the atmosphere. Natural gas is lighter than air and, if leaked, will rise 

through the soil column and dissipate in the air. As the pipeline will not be located in the aquifer but 

instead will be above it, in the unlikely event of a leak the natural gas would not be in contact with the 

aquifer, but would  rise and dissipate in the atmosphere. Therefore, any leak (highly problematic in 

itself) would not be dissolved in, absorbed, or mix with the water or the water bearing soils. This stands 

in stark contrast to pipelines bearing liquids which can easily impact aquifers as the liquids drain 

downward towards the aquifer. For this reason, there will be no impact to the aquifer from on-going 

operations of the pipeline even in the unlikely event of a gas leak. 

 

 9. Horizontal Directional Drilling 

 

Concerns were raised regarding the use of Horizontal Directional Drilling and the potential impacts on 

groundwater, surface water, and wetlands.  The NJDEP requires HDD beneath any wetlands or stream 

crossings to avoid adverse land use impacts. This is the preferred method of installing pipe.  It was noted 

by one commenter that there are occasional break-outs of Bentonite slurry from HDD usage. For this 

reason, potential leakage of the lubricating clay slurry made up of Bentonite clay and water will be 

constantly monitored by various means (e.g., pressure and visual monitoring, including an independent 

expert approved the Commission as required by Environmental Condition 28) and be stopped if any 

leakages occur before they become significant.  Environmental Condition 24 requires the public utility 

provide the Commission with a Horizontal Directional Drilling Break Out Mitigation Contingency Plan 

to be used of all HDDs conducted.  Further, Environmental Condition 25 requires implementation of 

measures such as silt fences, hay bales or, inflatable berms to prevent the discharge of bentonite to 

wetlands, streams or any other water body or beyond the immediate confines of the drill site. It should 

be noted that 3 of the 4 HDD sites are under culverts, not actual streams or wetlands. The pipeline will 

be some distance below these culverts, and as such, any breakout would not easily impact wetlands or 

the water body.  Any such leak would most likely to be located near the HDD entry and exit points. 

Such points will be staffed and surrounded by physical barriers to prevent the overland movement of any 

such breakout. One commenter noted that such breakouts “do not generate major sediment discharges”.  

Finally, as was noted above, there will be a Commission approved independent monitor on site during 

all phases of HDD and other drilling activities to ensure all such activities are conducted in accordance 

with all approved plans. With the contractor‟s and the Commission‟s independent monitoring and the 

limited HDD near water bodies or wetlands, the potential for Bentonite impacts have been addressed. 

 

 9. T&E Comments 

 

Comments were received questioning the findings of the Commission with regard to potential impacts to 

threatened and endangered species.  The CMP at N.J.A.C. 7:50 -6.33 requires that no development shall 

be carried out unless it is designed to avoid reversible adverse impacts on habitats that are critical to the 

survival of any local populations of the threatened or endangered (T&E) animal species designated by 

the Department of Environmental Protection pursuant to N.J.S.A 23:2A-1 et. seq.  At N.J.A.C. 7:50-6.27 

(a), the CMP states that no development shall be carried out by any person unless it is designed to avoid 

irreversible adverse impacts on the survival of any local populations designed by the Department of 

Environmental Protection as endangered plant species pursuant to N.J.A.C. 7:5C -5.1 as well as a list of 

plants, which are found and declared to be threatened and endangered plants of the Pinelands.      

 

Comments were submitted questioning the three separate Threatened and Endangered Species reports 

that were submitted, reviewed and determined to be consistent with the CMP.  Commission review of 

these reports confirmed that no threatened or endangered plant or animal species or suitable threatened 

and endangered animal habitats were found in the proposed development areas.   
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Comments questioned the reliance on suitable habitat versus critical habitat.  With respect to animals, 

the Pinelands CMP (N.J.A.C. 7:50-6.33) requires that no development shall be carried out unless it is 

designed to avoid irreversible adverse impact on habitat critical to the survival of a local population of 

CMP designated T&E animal species. This CMP T&E animal species protection language authorizes the 

Commission to protect habitat critical to the survival of a local population of a CMP designated T&E 

animal species. This CMP language does not authorize the Commission to protect potential habitat or 

suitable habitat for T&E animal species.   

 

With respect to plants, the CMP (N.J.A.C. 7:50-6.27) requires that no development shall be carried out 

unless it is designed to avoid irreversible adverse impact on the survival of any local population of CMP 

designated T&E plants. This CMP T&E plant species protection language authorizes the Commission to 

protect that area necessary to avoid irreversible adverse impact on the survival of any local population of 

CMP designated T&E plants. This CMP language does not authorize the Commission to protect 

potential habitat or suitable habitat for T& E plants.   

 

In summary, the regulations contained in the CMP do not authorize the Commission to protect T&E 

plants or potential habitat or suitable habitat for T&E animals. The Commission‟s regulations do 

authorize the Commission to ensure that no development shall be carried out unless it is designed to 

avoid irreversible adverse impacts on habitat critical to the survival of a local population of CMP 

designated T&E animal species and that no development shall be carried out unless it is designed to 

avoid irreversible adverse impacts on the survival of any local population of CMP designated T&E 

plants.             

                

For this application, it has been demonstrated that the proposed development will not result in an  

irreversible adverse impact on habitat critical to the survival of a local population of CMP designated 

T&E animal species or an irreversible adverse impact on the survival of any local population of CMP  

designated T&E plants.         

 

The project is being constructed under the road, the paved shoulder and the mowed shoulder.  The 

comments assume that the impacts will occur during construction and that there will be accidental 

encroachments into the areas identified as habitat near the construction areas.   The Environmental 

Conditions of the MOA include several requirements that will protect against the occurrence of such 

incidents.  These include Condition 5 which requires the delineation of the proposed limits of the areas 

of disturbance and the construction of two fence barriers.   Environmental Condition 21 requires that an 

independent biologist, approved by the Pinelands Commission, qualified in the identification of 

threatened and endangered plants and animals and their habitats be present during such times and 

locations where clearing and/or construction activities are being undertaken proximate to habitat 

identified as suitable for threatened and endangered animal species.   The biologist will be on site to 

ensure that clearing and/or construction techniques used do no adversely impact any habitat critical to 

the survival of any threatened and/or endangered species of animals and that any such plants and 

animals discovered during construction are protected.  The continuous integrity of the two barrier fences 

will also be ensured by the on-site biologist. 

 

 Further, Environmental Condition 23 requires that the Pinelands Commission be notified immediately if 

any threatened and/or endangered species of plants or animals or habitat critical to the survival of such 

animals are discovered during construction.  Should this occur, all activities in the vicinity of such 

species or habitat shall immediately cease and the biologist is to take all possible actions to ensure that 

such species or critical habitat are protected.     

 



27 

Comments were raised regarding potential impacts to a particular area of wetlands along the 

Manumuskin River, downstream from the western origin of the proposed pipeline where the commenter 

states there is a population of a state endangered and federally threatened species, Sensitive Joint-vetch.  

Commission staff review did not include this species as part of the scope of species to be investigated as 

the population is located quite a distance from any pipeline related construction.  The pipeline route near 

the point where the Manumksin crosses route 49 (Cumberland pond outfall) is going under the road, not 

the water and the population in question is greater than two miles  downstream from the outfall.  There 

is no construction planned near the Cumberland Pond outfall.  The pipeline is being installed using HDD 

in this area and the nearest surface construction is over 1000 feet away from the outfall east and west 

adjacent to Route 49.   

 

 10. Air Quality and the need for the BLE Plant and the Proposed Pipeline 

 

Comments were received regarding the air quality benefits to be provided by the repowering the BLE 

Plant. Commenters noted that there would be more pollution from the repowered BLE Plant than the 

existing facility because the existing facility is a “peaker plant” and the repowered facility will operate 

as a “base load” plant.  Electric generating units can be characterized by different range terms of actual 

annual capacity.  These range terms are only used generally.  For instance, PJM Interconnection LLC, 

New Jersey‟s Regional Transmission Organization managing the interstate power market, does not 

contain these terms in its definitions and acronyms section of their operating manuals.  However, power 

plant engineers typically will refer to units by the names “peaker,” “intermediate load unit,” and “base 

load unit.”  The ranges for these terms are typically: peaker, operating at less than 10% annual capacity; 

intermediate load unit, operating from 10% to 75% annual capacity; and base load unit, operating at over 

75% annual capacity.  In New Jersey, nuclear power units are typically categorized as base load units, 

while other units are most often intermediate load units and peakers. 

 

The BLE plant has operated as an intermediate load plant while on coal and oil, and is expected to 

continue to operate as an intermediate load plant after conversion to gas. From 2000 – 2007 each of the 

coal fired units operated from 7 to 10 months each year.  Hours of operation decreased from 2008 to 

2012 due to the imposition of the Administrative Consent Order issued by the Department of 

Environmental Protection coupled with the economic downturn.   

 

Future actual annual and daily operation will depend on electric demand.   In this region of New Jersey, 

the electric demand is highest during the summer and substantially lower during other seasons because 

of the higher summer population at the shore.   Hence, we can expect to continue to see BLE Plant units 

operate at near 100% during some summer days and substantially less during the other seasons of the 

year.    

 

The Department of Environmental Protection has provided the Pinelands Commission with an air 

quality modeling analysis conducted to assess the Pinelands Area air quality benefit of the repowering of 

the BLE Plant. The modeling shows that the proposed repowering will very significantly reduce both 

actual and allowable air pollutant emissions at the BLE Plant. As a result of these emissions reductions, 

significant air quality benefits were predicted by computer modeling for both the Allowable Emissions 

Scenario and the Actual Emissions Scenario. Based on the actual emissions reduction, the following 

benefits over the Pinelands Area were predicted:  Up to 40.9% reduction in the maximum existing 

background 1-hour sulfur dioxide (SO2) concentrations; Up to 41.4% reduction in the maximum existing 

background 3-hour sulfur dioxide (SO2) concentrations.  Reductions in the existing background levels of 

1-hour nitrogen dioxide (NO2) concentrations and 24-hour fine particulate (PM2.5) in the Pinelands were 

also predicted. 
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The crux of this comment is whether or not potentially increased hours of operation of the new gas fired 

power plant would cause higher annual emissions despite the major reductions in the hourly emission 

rates.  That is not the case.   Even at maximum allowable annual operation of the gas units (which would 

not be achieved in practice), the air pollutant emissions from the gas fired repowered BLE Plant would 

be considerably less than the past actual emissions when burning coal and oil.   When actual past and 

future actual emissions are compared, the actual emission reductions are expected to be much greater.     

According the Department of Environmental Protection the reduction in emissions and air pollution 

concentrations over the Pinelands Area will result in environmental benefits such as:  less potential for 

acute and chronic damages to plants due to lower SO2 concentrations; reduced SO2 and NOx (nitrogen 

oxides) emissions will result in less acid rain formation, a benefit to plants, lakes, fish, and wildlife; 

reduced emissions of NOx, an ozone precursor, will result in lower ozone concentrations in the 

Pinelands and reduced ozone damage to plants and vegetation; reduced SO2, NOx, and PM2.5 emissions 

will improve visibility over the Pinelands Area; and a 94% reduction in allowable mercury emissions 

will benefit fish and animals that eat the fish, including humans. The reduction of air quality impacts 

specifically associated with the BLE Plant long has been a goal of the Commission.  In 1980, the 

Department of Environmental Protection assessed existing air quality in the Pinelands area with the 

purpose of gaining an understanding of the possible degradation of air quality and of aiding the 

Commission in the preparation of the CMP.  (NJDEP, Air Quality Assessment of the New Jersey 

Pinelands, (Jan. 1980) The study specifically identified the BL England facility as a source of air 

pollution within the Pinelands: 

 

The B.L. England Power Plant at Beesley's Point in Upper Township, Cape May County 

is located right on the Pinelands nation Reserve boundary. This large plant is responsible 

for most of the TSP [total suspended particulates] and SO2 [sulfur dioxide] point source 

emissions in Cape May County. In Table 6.1 the B.L. England Plant is included among 

the point sources located in the Pinelands.  If it were not included in the Pineland totals, 

point sources in the Pinelands would only be responsible for about 11% of the TSP 

emissions and less than one percent of the SO2 emissions in southern New Jersey. (DEP, 

Air Quality Assessment of the New Jersey Pinelands, p. 28). 

 

 11. Radon and benzene 

 

Comments were raised regarding the presence of benzene and radon in natural gas and the potential for 

environmental and health impacts.  The commenters were referring to “shale gas pipes” which are 

associated with the fracking process used to extract gas from the earth.  The proposed pipeline being 

considered would be a natural gas transmission line.  It is not associated with the fracking process.   One 

commenter referenced a benzene leak from a pipeline in Germany.  Research of this issue found the 

pipeline in question was not a natural gas transmission pipeline but was a pipeline associated with a 

fracking operation.  

 

The composition of natural gas varies depending upon the region and the geologic formation from which 

it is extracted.  Natural gas from the Marcellus Shale region enters the interstate transmission systems 

and is mixed with natural gas from conventional production areas, with generally no ability to trace the 

source of the methane molecules.   All natural gas product that is fed into the mainline gas transportation 

system in the United States must meet specific quality standards and generally requires pretreatment.  

Natural gas produced at the wellhead in most cases contains contaminants and natural gas liquids, which 

must be removed before the gas can be safely delivered to the high-pressure, long-distance pipelines that 

transport the product to the consuming public.  See U.S. Energy Information Administration, Natural 

Gas Processing: The Crucial Link Between Natural Gas Production and Its Transportation to Market.  

The treatment process removes contaminants such as benzene and radon. 
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 12. Ultra-fine Particles 

 

Comments were submitted regarding the emissions from the burning of natural gas produced by 

hydraulic fracking.  Specifically the issue of increased ultra-fine particles was raised.   

 

Before extracted natural gas can be received and transported by the major interstate transmission 

systems, the natural gas must meet minimum quality standards. Different sources of natural gas will 

have different compositions or qualities.  The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) through 

an approved Tariff issued to each gas Company regulates gas content.  Parameters included in the 

Tariffs include: heating value; absence of objectionable odors, solids, liquids, that could impact 

merchantability; hydrogen sulfide; total sulfur; odorant; and water vapor.  Factors that influence the 

composition of the raw natural gas extracted from producing wells are the type, depth, and location of 

the underground deposit and the geology of the area.  Natural gas production from the deep water Gulf 

of Mexico and conventional natural gas sources of the Rocky Mountain region typically must be 

processed to meet pipeline-quality specifications.  The natural gas produced from the eastern portion of 

the Marcellus Shale is of high enough quality that it requires little or no treatment for injection into 

transmission pipelines.  

 

Fine and ultra-fine particles are formed from combustion processes where gases from combustion of 

fuels convert to particles.  Such is the case with the gases sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxides, which form 

fine particles of sulfates and nitrates in the air after being released from combustion processes.  Since 

natural gas has almost no sulfur, it emits almost no sulfur dioxide, and therefore sulfate particle 

generation is negligible compared to coal and heavy oil combustion.  Also, the BLE Plant repowering 

would result in substantially lower nitrogen oxide emissions than coal combustion, and thus, would 

result in less fine nitrate particles being formed.   

 

There is ongoing research into the generation of ultra-fine particles from natural gas combustion.  The 

current literature indicates a need for more study.  NJDEP has indicated that the repowered BLE Plant 

will incorporate Best Available Control Technology (BACT) to minimize emissions.  The Commission 

staff will continue to coordinate with the NJDEP on this issue. 

 

 13. Methane leaks/fugitive emissions 

 

Comments were submitted dealing with fugitive emissions form the pipeline.  One comment noted that 

methane leaks along the right-of way (ROW), ROW buffer, access roads and the surrounding landscape 

could occur at rates of up to 4%.  This figure is not correct. The pipeline will not have a significant 

impact on air quality along the right-of-way, ROW buffer, access roads, or surrounding landscape.  The 

study referenced by the commenter in support of the statement, Methane and the greenhouse-gas 

footprint of natural gas from shale formations, by Howarth et.al., Climatic Change (2011) 106:679-690, 

primarily focuses on methane emissions from shale production, which is not relevant to the SJG gas 

pipeline.   However, the study concludes that a “conservative estimate” of leakage of gas during 

transmission, storage, and distribution is between 1.4% and 3.6%. and acknowledges that “lost and 

unaccounted for gas” is another way to estimate leakage system-wide.  In SJG‟s “Annual Report for 

Calendar Year 2012 Gas Distribution System”, submitted to the U.S. Department of Transportation, 

Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration, the company‟s percent of unaccounted for gas 

for year ending June 30
th

 was just 0.8%.  Moreover, this is a system wide statistic of all pipe in SJG‟s 

transmission and distribution systems, including pipe installed from the early 1900‟s through 2012.  The 

Company is in the process of replacing its aging infrastructure that is more prone to corrosion and 
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leakage; this includes cast iron pipe installed with bell and spigot joints  in the early part of the 20
th

 

century, and bare and unprotected steel pipe installed in the middle part of the 20
th

 century. 

 

Modern transmission pipelines such as the one proposed by SJG experience minimal fugitive losses of 

methane.  The latest data from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency finds that fugitive emissions 

from natural gas transmission pipelines ( including compressor stations) comprises just 0.3 percent of all 

fugitive emissions from natural gas transmission.
1
 This means that fugitive emissions from natural gas 

transmission pipelines, excluding compressor stations, comprise just 0.006 - 0.015 percent of all fugitive 

losses from transmission pipelines, which themselves are a fraction of all transmission and distribution 

losses.  Of note, the proposed pipeline will have no compressor station facilities (the primary source of 

fugitive pipeline losses) and only three connections, one at its source in Maurice River Township; 

another at the interconnect with the one-way feed to Cape May pipeline in Tuckahoe; and a third at the 

BLE Plant in Beesely‟s Point.  The state-of-the-art pipeline is designed and will be constructed to be 

virtually leak free.  The pipeline will be constructed to the highest industry standards, including a 

polyethylene coating and state-of-the-art cathodic protection systems to protect it from corrosion.  The 

pipeline will be patrolled on a monthly basis, to assure no activities in the vicinity of the pipeline occur 

that could compromise the integrity of the pipeline. 

 

A comment was submitted regarding the potential health and fire safety impacts of ethyl mercaptan.  

The use of mercaptan odorant in the pipeline gas also is not a health impact or fire safety issue.  Pipeline 

safety regulations of the N.J. Board of Public Utilities (N.J.A.C. §14:7-1.16) and the U.S. Department of 

Transportation (49 C.F.R. §192.625) require all natural gas distribution companies to inject an odor 

compound into their natural gas as a safety measure to warn of gas leaks so they can be repaired quickly.  

Olfactory detection of natural gas is essential because natural gas has virtually no odor when it comes 

from the production areas.  Mercaptan injection rates are in the order of 20 parts per million.  The 

odorant is absorbed by the natural gas and has no effect on its properties for burning.  It is harmlessly 

burned up with the gas.  In the event of a gas leak, this concentration becomes much lower as it mixes 

with air and does not pose a risk.   

 

The DEP publishes the State‟s greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions inventory, which is available on the 

DEP‟s website.  As estimated in the latest inventory, dated November 2012 (for 2009), emissions from 

the State‟s entire natural gas transmission and distribution (T&D) sector amount to 2.5 million metric 

tons, or 2.2% of total statewide emissions.  This estimate is calculated using U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency (EPA) projections and approved methods outlined in the “New Jersey Greenhouse 

Gas Inventory and Reference Case Protections 1990-2020” report, dated November 2008 (see Appendix 

E). 

 

 14. Alternative Routes 

 

There were numerous comments regarding the proposed route for the pipeline.  Commenters stated that 

there were alternative routes that would not require a MOA, or that were located outside of the 

Pinelands. The selected route, as well as numerous alternatives, were evaluated by SJG, NJDEP, NJBPU 

and the Commission.  NJDEP determined that the only way to bring natural gas to the BLE Plant was by 

pipeline.  NJDEP worked with the applicant to minimize, to the greatest extent practicable, any adverse 

impact.  NJDEP reviewed alternate routes and assessed which route had the least amount of land use and 

ecological impacts while adhering to the agency‟s Linear Line policy to maintain lines within existing 

rights of way to minimize disturbance.  NJDEP noted that the entire pipeline route is intended to avoid 

                                                 
1 U.S. EPA, United States Greenhouse Gas Inventory 2013, Annex 3.5 Methodology for Estimated CH4 Emissions from 

Natural Gas Systems, Table A-126: 2011 Data and CH4 Emissions (Mg) for Natural Gas Transmission. 
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almost all environment impacts by following existing, developed Rights of Way.   NJBPU also 

considered alternative pipeline routes before approving the propose route.  Commission staff again 

reviewed the proposed routes as well as numerous other options.     

 

Based on a comprehensive review of options SJG presented 3 possible routes.  Route A is 22 miles long 

and originates in Maurice River, Cumberland County, at the intersection of Union Road (CR 671) and 

NJ Route 49 at the location of an existing pipeline.  It travels along Route 49 through the City of Estell 

Manor, Atlantic County, into Upper Township, Cape May County. The route follows Cedar Avenue to 

the intersection of Mill Road (CR 557), turning east to the intersection with Marshall Avenue (New 

York Avenue).  The route then follows NJ Route 50 to the intersection with Tuckahoe Road (CR662), 

where it continues east out of the Pinelands Area into the PNR.  This is the route that was selected and 

submitted to the Commission for review.  SJG considered two other routes.  Route B approaches the 

BLE Plant from the west and north.  This route is approximately 10.5 miles in length and located 

entirely within the PNR and outside the Pinelands Area.  Route C approaches the BLE Plant from the 

west and south through an approximately 29 mile long abandoned railroad right of way that had 

revegetated and is now heavily forested. 

 

The Commission evaluated the routes considered by SJG as well as all other potential routes both in and 

outside the Pinelands.  Of the SJG considered alternatives, Routes A, B, and C, which were reviewed by 

the NJDEP, NJBPU and the Pinelands Commission, Routes B and C were determined to be 

unacceptable due to associated environmental impacts and other concerns.    

Commenters, in general, believed there must be other alternative routes beyond the three routes 

considered by SJG, but cited no viable alternatives and provided no evidence that these other 

unspecified alternatives would have less environmental impact or would meet the needs of the project.  

 

Commenters stated that the goals of the project could be met with a route that is consistent with the 

CMP.  One suggestion was to upgrade existing gas transmission lines to the size necessary for 

repowering the BLE Plant and providing redundancy in service to customers in Atlantic and Cape May 

counties.   The use of existing lines would not achieve the goal of providing redundancy in service as 

this option still would leave only on pipeline supplying Cape May County.   Further, these existing lines 

include sections that are located in Forest Area.  The work to dig up and replace these lines would have 

no less environmental impact than the project currently under consideration.  

 

One commenter suggested that infrastructure mapping be considered in examining alternatives. The 

commenter notes that infrastructure mapping of existing infrastructure is critical in determining a route 

that would have the least impacts possible.  The Commission did exactly that, performing an exhaustive 

evaluation of alternatives from all directions.  After excluding routes that travelled through undisturbed 

Forest Area, four alternate routes were identified including one that had been previously suggested by 

staff and the public. All four routes were tested against four pertinent criteria: the need to serve the BLE 

Plant, the need to provide service redundancy to residents of Cape May and Atlantic Counties, homeland 

security issues and environmental impacts. The analysis did not find an alternate route that met all of the 

necessary criteria.  Further the routes located in the Pinelands all traversed Forest Area. 

Commenters stated that the project should use a route outside of the Pinelands.  Two routes outside the 

Pinelands were evaluated and found to have unacceptable environmental and security impacts. This 

includes Route C, an alternative presented by SJG that involves significant wetlands disturbance 

adjacent to the Great Egg Harbor Bay.  This project would impact tidal marsh and tidal waterways, the 

temporary relocation of 28 households, and an 7,000 foot HDD under the Bay with multiple, complex 

and turns. The NJDEP met with SJ Gas and RC Cape May to review alternative routes and assess which 
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route had the least amount of land use and ecological impacts while adhering to the DEP‟s Linear Line 

Policy to maintain lines within existing rights of way to minimize disturbance. Based upon these 

analyses, NJ DEP discouraged SJG from pursuing this alternative.   The other route outside the 

Pinelands was one several commenters endorsed.  This route would use the existing Garden State 

Parkway (GSP) bridge, or a new bridge to be constructed just for the pipeline. Commission staff 

evaluated these routes and found that the use of the GSP Bridge is problematic from a security 

standpoint. Constructing a new bridge is problematic from an environmental standpoint (large wetlands 

impacts through coastal wetlands, e.g., a 1400 foot trench,  and the need for support structures over 7000 

feet of the river.  This route was dismissed from consideration based on input from NJDEP, and BPU. 

NJDEP noted that had the applicant proposed a bridge, the application review would have required an 

alternative analysis demonstrating that the bridge was the only viable alternative and that disturbance to 

environmentally sensitive areas had been minimized.  In reviewing the alternative analysis, the NJDEP 

would have steered the applicant toward selecting a pipeline route similar to the preferred alternative 

ultimately approved.  

Comments were submitted stating that the route selected for the pipeline (Route A) was chosen because 

it was the least expensive and most convenient option.  This is not.  Comparative costs of the various 

pipeline route alternatives were assessed by SJG during preliminary planning for the project.  Cost was a 

secondary factor in the decision-making process with the primary factors being reliability, 

environmental impact, community impact, and constructability.  The selected route, Route A, was not 

the least-expensive alternative but was chosen because it had the least environmental and community 

impact.  Construction of Route A is estimated to cost between $86 and $91 million.   The cost for Route 

B was estimated at approximately $75 million but this route was rejected due to the significant 

environmental and community impacts and constructability concerns.  The cost of Route C was not 

estimated once it became evident that it would result in significant environmental impacts due to the 

need to clear 6.5 miles of Pinelands forest area.  However, given that Route C was approximately 9 

miles longer than the preferred Route A, the estimated cost of Route C would be approximately $120 

million (assuming a similar cost-per-mile). Thus cost was not a factor in route selection.  With regard to 

convenience, the commenter goes on to note the multiple stream crossings and HDD operations 

associated with the chosen route contradicting the argument that it is the most convenient.   

 

Comment was submitted supporting Route B as a better option noting it would impact fewer 

contaminated sites.  SJG will hire a professional LSRP to address the 14 pre-identified potential 

contaminated sites. If found to be contaminated, they will be remediated in accordance with NJDEP 

regulations.  Route B is also noted as a better option because it is located outside of the Pinelands.  This 

is a short sighted view of the overall impacts of the project.  Route B has significantly more 

environmental impacts than the proposed route.   

 

One commenter worried that Alternative A, being longer than B, has the potential to disturb more sites 

of contaminated soils. SJG will hire a professional LSRP to address the 14 pre-identified potential sites. 

If found to be contaminated, they will be remediated in accordance with NJDEP regulations.  

One commenter stated he did not believe it is the Commission's job to find a route for the pipeline or 

help private companies realize their preferred business plans.  The commenter noted that the 

Commission's job is to protect the Pinelands. The role of the Commission is to implement the Pinelands 

CMP.  In that role the Commission reviews development applications and municipal and county plans 

and ordinances and approves only those that are consistent with the Pinelands CMP.  The Commission 

did not seek to find a route for the pipeline.  The Commission staff investigated alternative routes in an 

effort to be sure that there was no better alternative. Based upon this investigation, the Commission staff 

concluded that there is no better alternative. 
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 15. Other non-routing alternatives 

Comments were submitted noting that rather than repowering the BLE Plant, other energy options 

should be evaluated including relying on other electrical generating facilities, the continued use of coal 

or the use renewables such as wind and solar.  While energy planning is not typically part of a 

Commission application review this issue was addressed to respond to comment.  The evaluation of 

energy supply options was limited by the need to address both goals of this project, the repowering of 

the BLE Plant and gas supply redundancy. The evaluation considered the two goals independently.  

How will electricity be provided?   How will gas supply redundancy be achieved? 

 

A comment was made suggesting that the BLE Plant remain a coal burning plant but with improved 

emissions thus making it “clean coal”.  Changing the energy source to “Clean coal” does not provide 

improved air quality benefits of the magnitude that will be achieved with natural gas.  The use of coal is 

inconsistent with the AACO issued by the NJDEP.  Further, the continued use of coal does not meet the 

need to provide natural gas service redundancy.  

 

Comment included the suggestion that energy come from a new natural gas fired plant located 

elsewhere.  There are several new plants planned for New Jersey located in West Deptford, Newark and 

Woodbridge.  These plants are all owned by private investors who have opted to sell their capacity and 

energy into the northern New Jersey market.  Similarly, RC Cape May made the decision to repurpose 

its facility to sell into the South Jersey market. Further, obtaining energy from these plants would not 

address the need for gas service redundancy.    

  

Many commenters wanted the State to rely more on renewables, specifically off shore wind and solar, 

rather than on fossil fuels such a natural gas. Commenters claimed that energy needs could be met with 

renewables.  BPU disagrees with these claims noting that while the Administration continues to work 

diligently to develop renewable resources, it recognizes that offshore wind and solar energy are 

intermittent resources that cannot be run continuously, because they are variable through the day and 

therefore are unable to fully replace base load resources. The 2011 State Energy Master Plan calls for 

increased use of renewables but stresses the need for transition steps first before the renewables goal can 

be met in the future. 

 

Renewable sources such as wind and solar produce intermittent and variable power and natural gas 

combined cycle technology can accommodate this deficiency by supplying supplemental energy 

quickly, in order to keep the electric grid functioning properly.  Absent the development of new, clean 

and more efficient power systems to balance the intermittent and variable power from renewable 

resources, the amount of renewable energy that can be properly accommodated by the grid is reduced.   

 

The use of solar energy was evaluated and the CMP does allow limited development of solar 

installations in the Pinelands.  However, solar energy still requires electric transmission infrastructure 

and an electrical generating plant to provide dispatchable electricity.  The technology to store energy 

generated from solar panels to replace the energy production of the BLE is not yet available.  Further, to 

generate the amount of energy equivalent to the BLE Plant would require 1400 - 1700 acres (570 

megawatts @ 2.8 acres per 1000 megawatt-hours per year) of cleared land near existing adequately 

sized transmission.  The land, transmission and the remaining need for a mechanism to distribute the 

electricity will be costly and will require significant land disturbance and will result in environmental 

impact. This option also does not meet the service redundancy need.   
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To meet energy needs from off shore wind power, similar to solar, would require an on-shore base line 

plant to provide a continuous, uninterrupted supply of electricity.   In fact, one commenter noted that the 

BLE Plant site could be used to connect offshore wind projects to the grid.  The plant itself would be 

necessary to allow for the continuous feed of electricity.  Further, this alternative does not address the 

need for natural gas service redundancy. 

 

 16. “NO” Plant Scenario 

 

Commenters noted that there would be more air quality benefit if the plant shut down. This however 

ignores the fact that Unit 3, the 155 MW peaking unit that fires No. 6 oil, is permitted to continue 

operating under the terms of the NJDEP order.  These comments also ignore the fact that  New Jersey 

needs the energy supplied by the BLE Plant.  The BPU in approving this project recognized the need for 

both the repowering of the BLE Plant and the redundancy of supply to the eastern and southern portions 

of South Jersey Gas‟s service territory.  With regard to BLE, the BPU references the goal of the 2011 

Energy Master Plan to “promote a diverse portfolio of new, clean, in-state (electricity) generation to 

improve reliability and to lower costs, consistent with environmental and economic development 

objectives.”  BPU notes in its December 12, 2013 correspondence to the Pinelands Commission that the 

“Administration supports the construction of new combined cycle natural gas plants and continues to 

work toward replacement of the capacity that will be lost following the retirement of the Oyster Creek 

nuclear plant (in 2019).   The BPU notes that the EMP states that  replacing Oyster Creek is a particular 

challenge “Oyster Creek‟s geographic location has prevented significant transmission bottlenecks and 

overloads in the State and  (unless) replaced by new comparable base load generation, at least $100 

million in transmission upgrades will be required when Oyster Creek is retired, excluding new rights of 

way.”  The BPU further notes that the “the repowering of the BLE Plant (from coal and oil to natural 

gas) will help to ensure an adequate supply of electricity in the Southern New Jersey region, and 

specifically in the Pinelands Area”.   

 

 17. Need for the energy 

 

Commenters stated that there was no need for the power to be generated by the BLE Plant.  Commenters 

noted that the most recent PJM load forecast showed decreases in power needs supporting the position 

that the power generated by the BLE Plant is not needed.  The BPU has stated that “Contrary to some 

common misperceptions, there is no “glut” of energy in New Jersey.  In fact, New Jersey is located 

within the heart of the Mid-Atlantic Critical Congestion Area, one of only two such areas so designated 

by the U.S. Department of Energy due to severely inadequate transmission capacity that threatens the 

reliability the electrical grid.” 

 

The BPU also disagrees with claims that PJM‟s most recent load forecast is proof that local demand for 

electricity will decrease, rather than continue to increase.  The recently issued draft PJM 2014 Load 

Forecast does include downward revisions of the numbers for 2017-18 from what was expected at the 

beginning of this year, but this does not mean that the demand in 2017-18 is expected to be lower than 

demand is now.  PJM still expects the peak summer and winter demands to grow over the next 10 years, 

just at lower rate than was previously projected.   

 

The BPU‟s concerns regarding energy needs include the fact that New Jersey is located at the extreme 

eastern edge of the PJM territory.  Transmission constraints limit the ability to import electricity, 

causing most of the State to face electricity congestion and some of the highest electricity prices in the 

entire mid-Atlantic area.  The solution has often involved the strategy of higher voltage reinforcement of 

the interstate transmission lines, which raise land use and other environmental concerns.  The pending 

retirement of several old, inefficient power plants will also reduce local generation and further degrade 
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reliability.  The situation, BPU notes, will only be worsened by the closure of the Oyster Creek Nuclear 

Generating Facility in 2019, one of only two large electrical generating facilities in the eastern and 

southern portions of the State (the other being BLE).   

 

These concerns have been validated by POWERGem, cited above.  Specifically, POWERGem indicated 

that at least 200 MWs of peaking generation is scheduled to retire in May, 2015.  Using the 2018 PJM 

RTEP model, POWERGem concluded that the need for energy and, more specifically, the continued 

operation of the BLE Plant would substantially increase.  More importantly, if the repowering of  the 

BLE plant could not be completed, POWERGem concludes, based upon this same PJM 2018 RTEP 

model, that eight (8) transmission circuits in proximity to the Pinelands area would be impacted.  This 

impact is predicted to occur even with the construction of new generation in the state under the current 

Long-Term Capacity Payment Pilot Program.  As has been recently seen in both the Pinelands and other 

areas of the State, PJM has required transmission upgrades to relieve congestion that results from 

overloaded circuits.    

 

A commenter stressed that the Commission undertake a “Need for Project Analysis”.  While unfamiliar 

with the specific nomenclature, the Commission staff did in fact evaluate the need for the project.  This 

evaluation included review of the 2011 Energy Master Plan, review of the Power Grid Engineering & 

Markets report “Benefit to the Pinelands Area of BL England Repowering” and the “Updated Analysis” 

and  input from both the NJDEP and the NJBPU.  Both agencies are authorized by statute to develop 

long term energy development objective and interim measures for achieving those objectives.  The 

NJDEP stated that the “the Department has concluded that this project conforms with the Energy Master 

Plan and that this support is consist with vested authorities for ensuring the conservation of natural 

resources, the protection of the environment and prevention of pollution.”  The BPU provided detailed 

comment on this issue and as discussed in other sections of this report, has confirmed the need for the 

plant and for the redundancy of natural gas service. 

      

 18. NJPDES 

 

Comments were received regarding the environmental impact of the BLE Plant on the Great Egg 

Harbor.  Any impacts of the BLE Plant to the Great Egg Harbor as a result of discharges, or cooling 

water intake, are regulated by NJDEP pursuant to the New Jersey Water Pollution Control Act, N.J.S.A. 

58:10A-1 et seq.  On June 17, 2013, NJDEP issued a New Jersey Pollutant Discharge System (NJPDES) 

Permit No. NJ0005444 (effective August 1, 2013) governing all impacts to surface water by the BLE 

Plant.   Any impacts to the Great Egg Harbor from the BLE Plant were addressed during the NJPDES 

process.   

 19. Pipeline construction safety/Pipeline safety 

 

Numerous comments were submitted regarding the safety of the pipeline.  The federal government 

establishes minimum pipeline safety standards under the U.S. Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Title 

49.  The Office Pipeline Safety (OPS) within the U.S. Department of Transportation, Pipeline and 

Hazardous Materials Safety Administration, (PHMSA) has overall regulatory responsibility for gas 

pipelines under its jurisdiction.  Through certification by OPS, states inspect and enforce the pipeline 

safety regulations for intrastate gas pipeline operators.  In New Jersey this work is performed by the 

Division of Reliability and Security within the Board of Public Utilities.  The Division of Reliability and 

Security is responsible for implementing ongoing strategies for utility disaster preparedness, reliability 

and infrastructure security and is also responsible for the Pipeline Safety Program.  The Pipeline Safety 

Program monitors and inspects intrastate gas pipelines for compliance with federal and state regulations.  

In 2013, staff performed 600-650; approximately 3 each business day. 

 



36 

New Jersey has Pipeline Safety Regulations at N.J.A.C. Title 14.  These regulations at Chapter 7 address 

Construction, Operation and Maintenance of Transmission and Distribution Natural Gas Pipelines.   

Specific requirements address, but are not limited to, Proscribed areas, Quality control of field welding, 

Valve assessment and emergency closure plan, Installation of pipe,  Damage prevention, Public 

outreach, Monthly inspection patrols and leak detection surveys, Review of operating and maintenance 

standards, Oversight of construction activity, Directional drilling operations, and Operator reporting 

requirements.  In Chapter 3-Service, the regulations address, but are not limited to Liaison with public 

officials, Emergency personnel and Training. 

 

BPU staff reviewed the proposal, including the project‟s design, construction plans and specifications, as 

well as the listing of structures with 100 feet of the pipeline and their distances from the proposed 

pipeline alignment.  BPU Staff also conducted a full field inspection of the entire pipeline route and 

worked with South Jersey Gas on the pipeline alignment to mitigate the number of human occupied 

structures within 100 feet of the pipeline.   

 

Commenters raised concerns about the need for resources and coordination for emergency response to 

any gas leak, explosion or fire.  Beyond the above noted requirements in place to protect against such 

incidents, there are frameworks in place for response to such emergencies.  New Jersey regulations 

implemented by the BPU require that each gas utility have available and equipped an adequate number 

of personnel to promptly handle gas emergencies on a 24-hour a day, seven days a week basis.  These 

regulations further require that all such emergency personnel have adequate training in the proper 

procedures for handling gas emergencies, including but not limited to emergency shutdown procedures. 

 

Further each gas utility is required to maintain liaison with emergency personnel of each municipality 

and county in its service area, as well as with BPU emergency coordinators. 

 

BPU regulations require that operators of transmission pipelines maintain and file a valve assessment 

and emergency closure plan for each transmission pipeline.  The plan is to assess each valve individually 

and describe how the operator will achieve rapid closure of valves in the event of an emergency.  The 

valve assessment and emergency closure plan must include, but is not limited to, a map showing all 

valves, a training program for operating personnel to ensure they are qualified to implement the plans‟ 

emergency procedures.  Emergency closure drills must be conducted at least once per calendar year.  

 

Six sectionalizing valves will be located at the beginning and the end of the project and at intervals of 

about 5 miles or less along the project.  All of these sectionalizing valves will be remotely-operated from 

SJG's McKee City Facility except for the valve to be located about 5 miles east of the project origin at 

the intersection of Union Road and Rt. 49.  This valve will be manually operated because it will be 

buried due to insufficient available space for an above-ground valve.  As is standard with natural gas 

pipeline systems, some of other smaller valves at the beginning of the pipeline at Union Road (outside 

the Pinelands) and at the interconnect station at Rt. 50 will be manually-controlled. 

 

 20. PIR 

 

Comment was received stating that the Commission needs to address the Potential Impact Radius (PIR) 

of the proposed pipeline route.  The U.S. Department of Transportation Pipeline and Hazardous 

Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA) uses the PIR in its requirements to address potential 

consequences of inadvertent releases from pipelines.  The PHMSA pipeline safety regulations (Title 

49CFR Part 190-199) use the concept of “High Consequence Areas” (HCAs) to identify specific locales 

and areas where a release could have the most significant adverse consequences.  For natural gas 

transmission pipelines the PHMSA established the PIR as the distance from a potential explosion at 
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which death, injury or significant property damage could occur.  To determine a HCA the pipeline 

operator must calculate PIR for all points along the pipeline and then determine if it impacts a HCA.  

HCAs exist if there are 20 or more structures intended for human occupancy; buildings that would be 

hard to evacuate; or buildings and outside areas occupied by more than 20 persons.   

 

According to information provided by SJG, there are sections along the proposed route that fit the 

definition of an HCA.  The federal regulation that applies to HCAs is 49 CFR Part 192 "Transportation 

of Natural Gas and Other Gas by Pipeline: Minimum Federal Safety Standards", Sub Part O - Gas 

Transmission Pipeline Integrity Management, 192.901 through 192.949.  PHMSA is responsible for 

administering these regulations on a Federal level and has delegated this responsibility to the NJBPU in 

New Jersey.  Specifically, the HCA definition that is applied by SJG is set forth in 192.903, as the area 

within a potential impact circle containing (i) 20 or more buildings intended for human occupancy, ...; or 

(ii)An identified site. SJG has determined the PIR (Potential Impact Radius) to be 438 feet, according to 

the federal definitions.  However, for additional safety, SJG rounded that number up to 500 feet.  Thus, 

any point of the pipeline that has 20 or more buildings intended for human occupancy, or an identified 

site within a 500 foot radius, is considered as an HCA.  As the proposed pipeline route, as approved by 

the NJBPU, traverses through the Village of Tuckahoe and areas approaching Marmora, there are 

limited sections that fit the Federal and SJG definitions of HCA.  SJG has a Transmission Integrity 

Management Plan, approved by the NJBPU, which requires thorough inspection of the HCAs.  In the 

case of the proposed subject pipeline, it will be inspected on a 7 year cycle with an internal inspection 

tool.  This tool will be run through the full length of the pipeline (22 miles) to detect anomalies such as 

pipe wall loss, defects in welds, dents and any other indications that could potentially lead to failure of 

the pipeline. 

  

Of note, that while SJG is only required to inspect the limited sections of pipeline that fit the definition 

of HCA, the entire pipeline will be inspected.  Additional measures that SJG will incorporate and which 

exceed Federal requirements are: Monthly patrols (Fed requirements – 4 times per year); High Risk 

Excavation monitoring – SJG provides on-site oversight of 3rd party excavation activities near 

transmission lines.  There are no regulations requiring this measure. 

    

 21. Fracking 

 

Numerous commenters expressed concern about fracking and its impact on the environment.  Fracking 

or hydraulic fracturing, is the process of extracting natural gas from shale rock layers.   The application 

reviewed by the Commission was that for the installation of a natural gas pipeline.  There are no 

hydraulic fracking operations.     

  22. Export of Liquefied Natural Gas 

Comments regarding the possible future use of the pipeline for the export of Liquid Natural Gas (LNG) 

were raised by numerous commenters.  There was no basis provided to support this claim.   

 23. Independent Experts 

Comments were raised regarding the need for the Commission to hire independent experts to provide 

expertise with regard to the environmental impacts of the project, to address the need for the energy to 

be produced by the BLE Plant and to address pipeline safety.  The Commission did review all materials 

submitted by the public which included individuals with PhDs, college professors, lawyers, physicians, 

engineers and educators.  The Commission itself has a wealth of expertise and considers staff to be 

expert in Pinelands issues including but not limited to ecology, cultural resources, habitat, planning and 
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regulation.   Commission staff routinely review all information submitted as part of development 

applications, including field verification.  In instances where Commission staff identify areas where 

expertise is lacking the Commission engages outside services.  In this instance no need for outside 

services was identified.  With regard to energy issues the Commission relies on the expertise of the 

BPU, the state agency with exclusive authority to oversee and regulate public utilities, which in turn 

provide critical public services such as the supply of natural gas, electricity, and water. The law requires 

the BPU to ensure safe, adequate, and proper utility services at reasonable rates for customers in New 

Jersey. The Board addresses issues of consumer protection, energy reform, deregulation of energy and 

telecommunications services and the restructuring of utility rates to encourage energy conservation and 

competitive pricing in the industry. The Board also has responsibility for monitoring utility service and 

responding to consumer complaints.    

 24. Climate Change 

Comments were submitted focused on the need for the Commission to address the broad issue of climate 

change with regard to this project. Comment suggested that the Commission consider the impacts of the 

project on the Pineland‟s greenhouse gas footprint.   The Commission did investigate the potential for 

increases in fugitive methane emissions as part of this project and found that such emissions are 

associated with older pipelines and ancillary infrastructure.  Newer construction materials are not prone 

to leaks.  The NJDEP provided detail, noting that greenhouse gas emissions from natural gas 

transmission and distribution amount to 2.2% of total statewide emissions, thus NJDEP considers 

emissions from this sector small relative to total statewide releases.  The NJDEP “considers this new 

pipeline to have a minimal impact on the state‟s GHG emissions”. Commenters raised concerns about 

climate change impacts associated with the production of natural gas.  The CMP does not contain any 

standards for regulating environmental impacts associated with the production of natural gas outside of 

the Pinelands area.    

 

 25. Sea Level Rise 

 

Commenters raised concerns about climate change induced sea level rise and the potential for flooding 

at the site of the BLE Plant. The NJDEP addresses issues related to flooding.  For projects proposed 

within or adjacent to a floodplain, the CAFRA regulations require that the project be consistent with the 

Flood Hazard Area Control Act regulations at N.J.A.C. 7:13.  This project was found to be in 

compliance with both the CAFRA regulations and the Flood Hazard Area regulations.  

 

D. EO 215 (Kean 1989) Is Inapplicable to the Proposed Pipeline Project 

 

Comments: The Commission received a number of comments stating that since BPU is the "applicant" 

for the MOA, they must submit an EIS pursuant to Executive Order (E.O.) 215 to DEP.  

 

Analysis: E.O. 215 does not apply to this project.  Section 1 of the E.O. states that certain governmental 

bodies are subject to E.O. 215 for construction projects “directly initiated by departments, agencies, or 

authorities of the State…or if [aforementioned bodies] are granting at least 20 percent financial 

assistance” (emphasis added.)  The within MOA is not subject to E.O. 215, because the BPU and the 

Pinelands Commission, have not initiated this project, nor are they providing any financial assistance.  

The Pinelands Commission is the government body with jurisdiction to review the proposed pipeline 

project, while the BPU is a necessary party to the MOA as the agency responsible for oversight of the 

State‟s public utilities and natural gas transmission infrastructure.   Neither agency is directly initiating 
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this construction project; rather, both agencies are involved with the proposed pipeline project as a result 

of their regulatory duties.  The entity initiating this construction project, as well as providing all capital 

expenditures, is SJG.  As a private company, SJG is not subject to E.O. 215.  In addition, because the 

repowering of the BLE Plant, including the construction of the fuel supply pipeline, triggered several 

DEP applications and regulatory reviews, the environmental impacts of this project, including the 

portions to be constructed solely within the PNR, were scrutinized and all DEP approvals were based on 

compliance with appropriate environmental rules, while also minimizing any impacts to the greatest 

extent practicable.  This includes establishing a pipeline route that minimized, and virtually eliminated, 

all environmental impacts.  

E. The Public Comment Process Was Conducted in Accordance with the Requirements of the 

 Pinelands Comprehensive   

Comments: A number of commenters stated that the public comment period provided for the proposed 

MOA was insufficient and that the comment period should have been extended.  Commenters also stated 

that the Commission should have conducted another public hearing and complained about the size of the 

hearing location. Some commenters complained regarding their ability to access documents just prior to 

the public hearing. Others stated that the Commission should have rescheduled the public hearing 

because of an erroneous address for the municipal building was included in the notice.  A number of 

commenters objected to the Commission‟s imposition of a three minute time limit on oral testimony at 

the hearing. One commenter stated that the Commission failed to comply with its adopted MOA policy.  

Analysis: The Commission afforded the public ample opportunity to comment on this matter. The 

Commission has been discussing the proposed pipeline project for over six months and during that time 

the public has availed itself of the opportunity to comment on the project at every meeting of the 

Commission‟s Policy and Implementation Committee and monthly full Commission meetings, whether 

the matter was listed on the agenda or not. Moreover, the Commission has never adopted a policy 

concerning the MOA process. Although there is a document on the Commission‟s website that sets forth 

the MOA process as it existed in 2008, that document was never adopted by the Commission and is 

outdated. For example, there are numerous references in that document to process before the Public and 

Governmental Programs Committee. Moreover, given this document is essentially guidance, it is of no 

binding effect. More importantly, the administrative process followed by the Commission regarding the 

proposed MOA essentially complies with this guidance, but more importantly complies with the 

regulatory process set forth at N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.52(c)3 and N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.3. 

Moreover, the public comment process afforded for the draft MOA itself thoroughly complied with the 

process established in the Pinelands CMP. N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.52(c)3 states that “[p]rior to the execution of 

any intergovernmental memorandum of agreement by the Commission, the Executive Director shall set 

the date, time and place of a public hearing for consideration of the agreement. The public hearing shall 

be noticed and held by the Executive Director in accordance with the provisions of N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.3.  

With regard to notice, N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.3(b)2(7) provides “[i]f the public hearing involves an 

intergovernmental agreement pursuant to N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.52, by sending a copy of the notice, by mail, 

to the mayor of each Pinelands municipality and the freeholder director and county executive of each 

Pinelands county that may be directly affected by the memorandum of agreement under consideration. 

In addition, a copy of the notice shall be published in those official newspapers of the Pinelands 

Commission having general circulation in the area that may be directly affected by the memorandum of 

agreement.”  In addition to providing notice to the Township mayors and County Freeholders, 

newspaper notice was initially provided in the Press of Atlantic City on November 28, 2013 and posted 

on the Commission‟s website on November 27, 2013. Moreover, immediately after being notified that 
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the address for the Galloway Township Municipal Building was incorrect in the notice, the Commission 

immediately revised the notice posted on its website on December 4, 2013 to correct the address and 

published a revised notice in the Press of Atlantic City on December 7, 2013. In order to ensure that 

anyone who went to the incorrect address was directed to the proper hearing location, the Commission 

had a staff member wait at that location on the date of and an hour prior to the start of the hearing to 

direct people to the correct hearing location. Consequently, the notice provided for the hearing was more 

than adequate. 

The Commission staff disagrees that the venue that it chose to conduct the public hearing was too small. 

The Commission selected a venue that had an occupancy limit of 200 people. Additionally, early on in 

the hearing, a commenter challenged that the number of people in the room exceeded capacity. The 

Galloway Township police officer who was present at the hearing conducted a head count and 

confirmed with the fire marshal that the room was not at capacity.  

There was also ample opportunity provided for the public to comment on the MOA on the record. In 

addition to the public hearing, the Commission kept the comment period open through its December 13, 

2013 meeting. This provided the public with an additional opportunity to provide oral comment on the 

proposed MOA. In fact, the public comment period did not close until close of business on December 

13
th

. Moreover, although the Executive Director initially limited testimony at the hearing to three 

minutes in order to provide an opportunity for the large number of individuals who had attended an 

opportunity to testify, she subsequently continued the hearing for an additional hour after everyone had 

had an initial opportunity to speak to afford those commenters who wanted more time to present 

additional testimony.  Moreover, placing a time limit on public comment is legally permissible. (See 

Galena v. Leone, 638 F.3d 186,199 (3
rd

 Cir. 2011), “The government, however, may restrict the time, 

place and manner of speech, as long as those restrictions are reasonable and serve the purpose for which 

the government created the limited public forum.” The statement that there was insufficient opportunity 

to comment on the proposed MOA is belied  by the fact that the Commission received over 9.5 hours of 

oral testimony and over 2,100 written comments.  

 

The Commission staff disagrees with the inference that it inappropriately denied access to documents 

contained within the file or that access was not provide timely. With regard to comments that the 

Commission denied a requester‟s Open Public Records Act (OPRA) requests, OPRA permits a 

governmental agency to deny access to records in certain circumstances. Specifically, an OPRA request 

may be denied if the request fails to identify documents with requisite specificity, seeks inter- or intra-

agency advisory, consultative or deliberative materials, or the records are otherwise exempt pursuant to 

OPRA, N.J.S.A. 47:1A-1et seq. or “any other statute; resolution of either or both house of the 

Legislature; regulation promulgated under the authority of any statute or Executive Order of the 

Governor; Executive Order of the Governor; Rules of Court; any federal law, federal regulation or order. 

N.J.S.A 47:1A-1 and 47:1A-1.1. (See also MAG Entertainment, LLC v. Division of Alcohol Beverage 

Control, 375 N.J.Super. 534, 546-549 (App.Div.2005), “OPRA operates to make identifiable 

government regards „readily accessible for inspection, copying or examination‟.” Id. (quoting N.J.S.A. 

47:1A-1). It is not intended to be a research tool to require government officials to identify and siphon 

useful information. Id. at 546). Consequently, government records that set forth intra-agency 

deliberations, or documents that would be confidential pursuant to other statutes, such as documents 

involving the purchase, lease or acquisition of real property (See N.J.S.A. 10:4-12.b(5)), are not subject 

to disclosure. 

 

In any event, as discussed above, the Commission has been considering the proposed pipeline project for 

over 6 months, the public could have requested to come in and conduct a file review of the file at any 

time during this time period. Additionally, Commission staff was responsive to all OPRA and file 

review requests. For example, staff contacted one commenter, who indicated in his comments that it was 
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impossible to file an OPRA request and review the file to prepare for the public hearing but did, in fact, 

file to review the file on December 2, 2013, during the time between the November 27, 2013 release of 

the MOA and the December 9, 2013 public hearing, to set up a file review. That individual refused to 

review the file unless all documents which he had previously requested pursuant to OPRA and to which 

he was denied access on appropriate legal grounds were included in the file.  Moreover, to the extent 

that a commenter sought the basis for the environmental offset, Commission staff made a presentation 

on the basis of the offset at the December 4, 2013 Policy and Implementation Committee. That 

presentation was subsequently posted on the Commission‟s website. In fact, the Commission posted the 

reports that it referenced in the draft MOA on its website, prior to the public hearing, on the public 

hearing page for the public‟s convenience. 

 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 

 

This MOA would permit the implementation of the proposed development consistent with the 

requirements of the Pinelands CMP. Commission staff review of the project determined that the project 

was consistent with all of the applicable Management Programs and Minimum Standards contained in 

Subchapter 6 including Wetlands Protection Standards (N.J.A.C. 7:50- 6.6), Threatened and Endangered 

Species Standards (N.J.A.C. 7:50-6.27 and 6.33), Stormwater Management Standards (N.J.A.C. 7:50-

6.84(a)6), Fire hazard mitigation standards (N.J.A.C. 7:50 – 6.124) and Cultural Resource Survey 

requirements (N.J.A.C. 7:50-6.151).   A portion of the project was found to be inconsistent with the 

Subchapter 5 Minimum Standards for Land Uses and Intensities, specifically the provision dealing with 

public infrastructure in a Forest Area.  In this instance a portion of the proposed natural gas pipeline will 

be constructed in a Forest Area.  Regardless of the specific location of the project; in this instance the 

route travels in a previously, permanently disturbed area, under a road and the adjacent paved and 

mowed grass shoulder. The CMP permits public service infrastructure in a Forest Area where it is 

intended to primarily serve only the needs of the Pinelands.  The proposed project serves two purposes; 

the repowering of the BLE Plant from coal to natural gas and the provision of redundant natural gas 

supply to SJG customers in Atlantic and Cape May Counties.  While the BLE Plant is located in the 

Pinelands, the majority of customers to benefit from the redundancy in gas supply are located outside 

the Pinelands.  As such the project is not fully consistent with the land use standards of the Pinelands 

CMP.  As this is a public project, the Pinelands CMP includes a provision allowing the Commission to 

enter into an intergovernmental agreement to authorize a project that is not fully consistent with the 

provisions of Subchapter 5 and 6 of the Pinelands CMP.  This provision, however, requires that 

variation from the standards of the Pinelands CMP is accompanied by an equivalent level of protection 

of the resources of the Pinelands than would be provided through strict application of the standards of 

the Pinelands CMP.    

 

To provide this equivalent level of protection from an inconsistency with a land use standard, the 

Commission staff has determined that there is a need to preclude future development that could occur as 

result of the natural gas pipeline being located in the Forest Area.  Commission staff has identified all 

publicly owned vacant land proximate to the route of the pipeline in the Forest Area and the BPU has 

ordered SJG to make a contribution to the Pinelands Conservation Fund to finance the acquisition of 

these lands.  The Commission staff has determined the approximate value of the land to be $7,250,000, 

based on historic purchase prices of lands acquired with Pinelands Conservation Funds, current sale 

value of land in the area, 10 year average Pinelands Development Credit sales and the estimated cost of 

for a residential building lot in the area.  Once the land is purchased it will no longer be subject to the 

threat of future development. The MOA also prohibits  service connections to the pipeline. Further, as a 

result of the widespread interest in this matter the Commission staff has recognized the need to enhance 

its mandate to educate the public about the Pinelands.  As, such the BPU has also ordered SJG to 

provide $750,000 to be used to enhance educational programs including ,specifically, $250,000 for the 

pfontaine�
Highlight
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implementation of the Interpretive Center in the R.J. Sullivan building.  This project has already been 

designed using funds provided by the National Parks Service.  The remainder of the funds will be used 

to expand public education opportunities in the areas of the project, including expanded public access 

via bicycle lanes and foot trails, signage and informational materials.   

 

Based on these measures staff has determined that the deviation from the Forest Area land use standard 

of the Pinelands CMP that is being permitted by this MOA is accompanied by measures that will, at a 

minimum, afford an equivalent level of protection for the resources of the Pinelands than would be 

provided through strict application of that land use standard.   

 

As a result, the Executive Director recommends that the Commission approve the accompanying 

intergovernmental memorandum of agreement dated January __, 2014 and authorize her to execute it on 

the Commission‟s behalf. 

 

 

       Sincerely 

 

 

       _________________ 

       Nancy Wittenberg 

       Executive Director 
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IN THE MATTER OF RC CAPE MAY HOLDINGS, L.L.C. 

24 Waterway Avenue 
Suite 800 
The Woodlands, Texas 77380 

 

ADMINISTRATIVE CONSENT ORDER AMENDMENT 

 

The following SUPPLEMENTAL FINDINGS are made and this ADMINISTRATIVE 

CONSENT ORDER AMENDMENT (“Amendment”) to the January 24, 2006 Administrative 

Consent Order, the October 31, 2006 Administrative Consent Order Amendment, the January 13, 

2010 Administrative Consent Order Amendment,  and the May 18, 2012 Administrative Consent 

Order Amendment, In the Matter of RC Cape May Holdings, L.L.C.,  is entered into pursuant to 

the authority vested in the Commissioner of the New Jersey Department of Environmental 

Protection by N.J.S.A. 13:1D-1 et seq. and the Air Pollution Control Act of 1954, N.J.S.A. 

26:2C-1 et seq., and duly delegated pursuant to N.J.S.A. 13:1B-4 to the Assistant Commissioner 

for Compliance and Enforcement. 

 SUPPLEMENTAL FINDINGS   

1. The New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (“NJDEP” or “the 

Department”) and Atlantic City Electric Company, Conectiv Atlantic Generation, LLC, 

Conectiv, and Pepco Holdings, Inc. (collectively, “Conectiv”) entered into an Administrative 

Consent Order (“ACO”) dated January 24, 2006, resolving the Department’s claims for, among 

other things:   injunctive relief and civil penalties arising out of alleged violations of the 

Prevention of Significant Deterioration (“PSD”) requirements in Part C of Title I of the Clean Air 
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Act, 42 U.S.C. §§ 7470-7492, and its implementing regulations, 40 C.F.R. 52.21, and the New 

Jersey Air Pollution Control Act, N.J.S.A. 26:2C-1 et seq., and its implementing regulations, 

N.J.A.C. 7:27 et seq. at the B.L. England generating station (“B.L. England”); 

2. Atlantic City Electric Company (“ACEC”) entered into a Purchase and Sale Agreement 

with RC Cape May Holdings, LLC (“RC Cape May”) dated August 15, 2006, pursuant to which 

ACEC sold B.L. England to RC Cape May; 

3. In light of the Purchase and Sale Agreement, the Department, ACEC, Conectiv, Pepco 

Holdings, Inc. and RC Cape May on October 31, 2006, entered into an Amendment to the 

January 24, 2006 ACO pursuant to which RC Cape May agreed, among other things, to either 

Repower or meet the Performance Standards of the January 24, 2006 ACO (Section XII, 

Stipulations and Preservation of Rights) by the deadlines set forth therein for each unit;  

4. Pursuant to an ACO Amendment dated January 13, 2010, the Parties agreed to a revised 

timeline by which RC Cape May would either Repower or meet the Performance Standards of 

the January 24, 2006 ACO;  

5. Pursuant to an ACO Amendment dated May 18, 2012 (“the 2012 ACO Amendment”),  

RC Cape May agreed to cease operations at B.L. England Unit 2 as of May 1, 2015 and B.L. 

England Unit 1 as of September 30, 2013 (which unit is now shut down),  and to proceed with 

Repowering B.L. England Unit 2 by May 1, 2016 (or some later date if RC Cape May requires 

additional time to finish Repowering); 

6. RC Cape May’s ability to Repower B.L. England by May 1, 2016 has been adversely 

impacted by two events outside of the company’s control:   1) on January 10, 2014, the New 

Jersey Pinelands Commission, which has jurisdiction over a proposed pipeline within the New 
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Jersey Pinelands that would bring natural gas to B.L. England, deadlocked in a vote on whether 

to approve the pipeline; and 2) certain entities have challenged the New Jersey Pollutant 

Discharge Elimination System (“NJPDES”) permit issued pursuant to the Clean Water Act to 

B.L. England by filing an appeal with the Superior Court of New Jersey, Appellate Division, 

Docket No.A-5840-12;  

7. Until it is determined whether the pipeline described above will be approved, and until 

the challenge to the plant’s NPDES permit is fully resolved, RC Cape May cannot proceed with 

Repowering B.L. England; 

8. B.L. England is strategically vital for energy reliability in the southern New Jersey region, 

and DEP, in consultation with BPU, has determined that B.L. England should continue to operate 

beyond May 1, 2015, for a limited time period to assure that the region’s power and reliability 

needs are not jeopardized.  This determination is based on several factors: 

 a. On April 10, 2014, the Transmission Expansion Advisory Commission (“TEAC”) 

of the regional grid operator for the area that includes New Jersey, PJM Interconnection LLC 

(“PJM”), presented a risk generation analysis indicating that the shutdown of B.L. England in 

May 2015 would result in immediate and unavoidable reliability violations in several 

transmission circuits.  More specifically, TEAC concluded that shut down of B.L. England in 

2015 would alter the flow of electricity, leading to transmission line overloads.  TEAC 

determined that shut down of B.L. England Units 2 (155 MW) and 3 (149 MW) would require 

significant transmission upgrades, and most of the upgrades would not be expected to be in 

service until well after May 1, 2015.  In some cases, the required upgrades would not be 

completed for at least a year beyond June 1, 2015, and in others the upgrades would not be 
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completed for several years.  Thus, the reliability violations could not be resolved before they 

would manifest, potentially causing brown outs and black outs during peak load periods, such as 

the hot summer months, if B.L. England were to shut down as of May 1, 2015.  A copy of the 

TEAC report is attached as Exhibit A hereto.  Further, recent experience in New Jersey indicates 

that constructing transmission upgrades can take significantly longer than anticipated, as was for 

example the case with the Susquehanna-Roseland (“S-R”) transmission line in northern New 

Jersey. 

 b. A report prepared by an outside consultant for RC Cape May, as updated in 

October 2013 using PJM models, indicates that for the estimated 2018 summer peak load, B.L. 

England would provide 45% of all load within the Pinelands, as defined in N.J.A.C. 7:50-2.11, 

and that after Oyster Creek Nuclear Power Plant (“Oyster Creek”) retires (see below), B.L. 

England would provide 86% of all load within the Pinelands.  The report also indicates that if 

B.L. England shuts down in 2015, eight transmission circuits in proximity to the Pinelands will 

be negatively impacted, i.e., overloaded, requiring transmission upgrades to avoid the 

consequences of overloads, including the potential for blackouts.  These circuits are not 

overloaded if B.L. England is not retired and is repowered.  A copy of the report is attached as 

Exhibit B hereto.   

 c. Oyster Creek, a 637 megawatt (MW) (net) nuclear facility located in southern 

New Jersey, is scheduled to shut down in 2019.  Oyster Creek currently supplies power to an 

average of 600,000 homes. 

http://www.exeloncorp.com/PowerPlants/oystercreek/Pages/profile.aspx.   

 d. In addition to the probability that transmission upgrades would not be timely to 

http://www.exeloncorp.com/PowerPlants/oystercreek/Pages/profile.aspx
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resolve reliability violations should B.L. England shutdown rather than be Repowered, the costs 

of transmission upgrades that would be required are significant and would be borne by New 

Jersey ratepayers.  The TEAC analysis indicates that the total cost of transmission upgrades will 

be nearly $160 million.  Because the upgrades outlined in the TEAC analysis are specifically 

required to relieve reliability issues in southern New Jersey, it is anticipated that costs of these 

upgrades will be borne by New Jersey ratepayers, and more specifically, by customers in the 

Atlantic City Electric Company electric distribution franchise area.   The imposition of these 

transmission upgrade costs will not cure the immediate electric reliability threat posed by a 

shutdown of B.L. England because they cannot be completed by May 1, 2015.   

 e. During the extreme cold 2014 winter, PJM dispatched B.L. England to operate 

both Units 2 and 3 at full capacity to ensure system reliability.   In addition, PJM asked certain 

commercial customers to reduce their energy usage.  If B.L. England had not been available to 

operate during this period, electricity supply in the area would have been jeopardized.  Under the 

worst case scenario, a widespread voltage drop (a brown-out) leading to system failure (a 

blackout) could have occurred.   

f. In New Jersey, from 2003 to 2012, the state had 22 major weather-related outages, 

including blackouts and emergency appeals to reduce electricity use.   See 

http://www.climatecentral.org/news/weather-related-blackouts-doubled-since-2003-report-

17281, at 14.  The further electricity has to travel via transmission lines to get to southern New 

Jersey, the more vulnerable the area is to losing power due to damage to the electrical network.    

9. In light of these Supplemental Findings, the Department and RC Cape May (collectively, 

the “Parties”) wish to enter into this Amendment, amending the May 18, 2012 ACO 

http://www.climatecentral.org/news/weather-related-blackouts-doubled-since-2003-report-17281
http://www.climatecentral.org/news/weather-related-blackouts-doubled-since-2003-report-17281
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Amendment, as follows:   

 ORDER 

I. APPLICABILITY 

10. This Amendment addresses only certain parts of the May 18, 2012 ACO Amendment 

applicable to B.L. England.  Nothing in this Amendment shall relieve RC Cape May of 

unfulfilled requirements imposed on it by the May 18, 2012 ACO Amendment, except as 

explicitly set forth herein.   

11. Obligations imposed by this Amendment are imposed pursuant to the police powers of 

the State of New Jersey for the enforcement of law and the protection of public health, safety, 

welfare and the environment.  No obligations imposed by this Amendment are intended to 

constitute a debt, claim, penalty or other civil action that could be limited or discharged in a 

bankruptcy proceeding.  Obligations imposed by this Amendment are not subject to the 

automatic stay of 11 U.S.C. § 362(a), but, instead, fall with the exemption from the automatic 

stay at 11 U.S.C. § 362(b)(4).   

II. DEFINITIONS 

12. For purposes of Section III of this Amendment only, “Operating Day” for Unit 2 means 

any calendar day on which the unit fires any amount of Fossil Fuel.   

13. “B.L. England” means the electric generating station and associated equipment located at 

900 North Shore Road, Beesley’s Point, Upper Township, Cape May County, New Jersey 08223.  

14. For purposes of this Amendment only, “Repower” means the replacement of an existing 

coal-fired boiler with a new natural gas heat source.  

15. “Shut Down” means permanently cease operation of. 
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16. For purposes of Section III of this Amendment only, “Shut Down Day” means any 

calendar day during which there is a “Shut Down Period” as defined in the current Title V 

permit, BOP120001, Ref. # 4, U2 Unit 2 Steam Generator, OS5 Shutdown.  

17. For purposes of Section III of this Amendment only, “Start-Up Day” means any calendar 

day during which there is a “Start Up Period” as defined in the current Title V permit, 

BOP120001, Ref. # 2,  U2 Unit 2 Steam Generator, OS4 Start-Up using No. 2 fuel oil. 

18. “USEPA” means the United States Environmental Protection Agency. 

19. “BPU” means the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities. 

III. OPERATION AND PERFORMANCE STANDARDS-UNIT 2  

A. Operation of B.L. England Unit 2 

20. RC Cape May may continue to operate Unit 2 in accordance with all applicable permits, 

laws, rules and regulations to May 1, 2017, but is limited to operating no more than 4,300 hours 

per year (the 12-month period from May 1 to April 30) from the Effective Date of this 

Amendment to May 1, 2017, and must meet the interim NOx emission rate specified below.      

 
B. Interim NOx Emission Rate – B.L. England Unit 2 

 
21. RC Cape May shall operate B.L. England Unit 2 to continue to achieve and maintain a 

NOx emission rate of 0.42 lb/mmBtu, 24-hour daily average, and shall utilize best efforts to 

attain a NOx emission rate less than 0.42 lb/mmBtu.  The 0.42 lb/mmBtu limit shall not apply 

during a Start-up Day or a Shut Down Day, as defined herein, provided RC Cape May undertakes 

best efforts to minimize NOx emissions during any Start-Up and Shut-Down Periods.  For the 

avoidance of doubt, on any given day (the “Current Day”) if RC Cape May is operating a unit 



 
 

4717579.2 
8 

under a full 24-hour Day Ahead Award from the PJM and has received a Day Ahead Schedule 

from the PJM for the next day, the Current Day will only be considered a Shut Down Day if the 

unit experiences a forced outage during the Current Day.   

IV. OPERATIONS AND PERFORMANCE STANDARDS—UNIT 3 

22. RC Cape May shall not operate Unit 3 beyond April 16, 2015, unless it complies with the 

MATS, or unless the company obtains an extension to operate Unit 3 pursuant to 40 CFR 63.6(i). 

  The April 16, 2014 deadline set forth in B.L. England’s Operating Permit, BOP 120001, Unit 3 

OS Summary, Reference No. 5, for RC Cape May to submit a permit application to modify Unit 

3 in order to comply with MATS during No. 6 fuel oil firing is suspended, subject to the 

following:  If RC Cape May obtains a one-year extension of the MATS compliance deadline, and 

if the company determines that it will continue burning oil beyond April 16, 2016, then RC Cape 

May shall by October 1, 2015 submit an application to modify the permit conditions for Unit 3 in 

order to comply by April 16, 2016 with MATS during oil firing.   

23. Pursuant to N.J.A.C. 7:27-9.2, as of July 1, 2014, RC Cape May shall purchase only fuel 

oil with a sulfur content less than 0.5% for use in Unit 3.  Consistent with N.J.A.C. 7:27-

22.18(k), the stack testing required in B.L. England’s Operating Permit, BOP 120001, Unit 3 OS 

Summary, Reference No. 1 scheduled for 2014 will be deferred to February 2015, when the No. 

6 fuel oil inventory should be approaching or less than 0.5% sulfur.  RC Cape May shall submit 

the results of such stack test to be included as part of the operating permit renewal application 

within 30 days after receipt of the results. 

24. Beginning on the Effective Date of this Amendment, and continuing to May 1, 2017, RC 

Cape May shall operate B.L. England Unit 3 to achieve and maintain a NOx emission rate of no 
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greater than 3.0 lbs/MWnet-Hr, based on a calendar day average, while operating the unit above 

40 MWnet.  During commencement of operation, i.e., the initial firing of oil up to the time the 

unit produces 40 MWnet, not to exceed 16 hours per event, RC Cape May will minimize NOx 

emissions and will inject urea into the boiler furnace once main steam flow reaches 200,000 

pounds per hour.  During cessation of operation, i.e., end-firing of oil while operating below 40 

MWnet, not to exceed 4 hours per event, RC Cape May will minimize NOx emissions and will 

inject urea into the boiler furnace until main steam flow drops below 200,000 pounds per hour.  

During all periods of operation, RC Cape May shall use best efforts to minimize NOx emissions. 

The requirements of this paragraph shall supersede applicable requirements regarding NOx 

emissions in N.J.A.C. 7:27-19.1 et seq.   

V. REPOWERING OR SHUT DOWN OF B.L. ENGLAND 

25. Except as provided in paragraphs 26 and 28 below, RC Cape May shall Repower B.L. 

England Unit 2 by May 1, 2018.    

26. By May 1, 2016, RC Cape May shall notify NJDEP whether the company will proceed 

with Repowering B.L. England Unit 2 in accordance with this Amendment.   If RC Cape May 

provides notice that the company will not proceed with Repowering B.L. England Unit 2, then 

RC Cape May shall Shut Down B.L. England Units 2 and 3 in accordance with all applicable 

laws, rules and regulations by May 1, 2017, except as provided below in paragraph 30. 

27.   After May 1, 2017, RC Cape May shall cease operations at B.L. England Unit 2 until 

Repowering is completed, except as provided in paragraph 30 below.   

28. If RC Cape May is unable to complete Repowering B.L. England Unit 2 by May 1, 2018, 

then RC Cape May shall notify NJDEP by April 1, 2018 that the company requires additional 
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time to finish Repowering B.L. England Unit 2.  RC Cape May shall include the following in the 

company’s notice to NJDEP:  1) the reasons why Repowering cannot be completed by May 1, 

2018; and 2) the anticipated date RC Cape May expects to complete the Repowering of B.L. 

England Unit 2. 

29. If RC Cape May determines after the company gives notice pursuant to paragraph 26, 

above, that the company is unable to complete Repowering, the company shall notify NJDEP of 

its determination as soon as practicable and shall Shut Down B.L. England Unit 2 by May 1, 

2017, except as provided in paragraph 30 below.   

30. Notwithstanding any other provisions herein, B.L. England may continue to operate Units 

2 and 3 beyond May 1, 2017 under the following circumstances:  1) if BPU determines that Unit 

2 and/or Unit 3 must continue operating for reliability purposes until completion of all 

transmission upgrades required to address any transmission violations that would occur as a 

result of the Shut Down of B.L. England; or 2) a Federal or PJM mandate to continue operating 

Unit 2 and/or Unit 3, including but not limited to a determination by the Federal Energy 

Regulatory Commission (FERC)  or PJM that Shut Down of B.L. England Units 2 and/or 3 

would adversely affect the transmission of electric energy, or would cause or result in an electric 

emergency, or FERC’s issuance of an order approving a reliability-must-run agreement under 

Section 205 of the Federal Power Act, 16 U.S.C. § 824d for B.L. England.   Operation of Unit 2 

and Unit 3 pursuant to the foregoing must otherwise be in compliance with all Federal, State and 

local environmental laws and regulations, including but not limited to USEPA’s MATS rule, and 

the provisions of this ACO Amendment.   

VI. ENVIRONMENTALLY BENEFICIAL PROJECT 
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31. RC Cape May shall provide funding for project(s) to benefit the air quality within the 

southern New Jersey region.  Specifically, within thirty (30) days after the Effective Date of this 

Amendment, RC Cape May shall make payment in the amount of $200,000 to the Department to 

be used to construct DC fast charge stations at rest stop area(s) on the Atlantic City Expressway, 

the New Jersey Turnpike, and/or the Garden State Parkway.  Payment shall be made by certified 

check or wire transfer payable to “Treasurer, State of New Jersey” and shall be submitted to: 

  New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection 
  Director, Division of Air & Hazardous Materials Enforcement 
  401 E. State Street 
  Mail Code 401-04B 
  P.O. Box 420 
  Trenton, NJ 08625-0420 
 
The Department will maintain records of all expenditures that are funded through this Section VI 

(Environmentally Beneficial Project) and make such records available to the public upon 

reasonable request.   

 

VII. CIVIL PENALTY 

32. RC Cape May shall continue to pay to NJDEP a civil penalty of $3,000 per day for each 

Operating Day that Unit 2 operates, as that term is defined herein, after the Effective Date of this 

Amendment, without the requisite pollution control equipment necessary to ensure that Unit 2 

meets the NOx emission rates set forth in Paragraph 17 of the January 17, 2010 ACO 

Amendment.  Payment shall be made quarterly in arrears by check or wire transfer payable to 

“Treasurer, State of New Jersey” and shall be submitted to: 

New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection 
Director, Air & Hazardous Materials, Compliance & Enforcement 
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401 E. State Street 
Mail Code 401-04B 
P.O. Box 420 
Trenton, NJ 08625-0420 

 

 

VIII. STIPULATED PENALTIES AND DISPUTE RESOLUTION 

33. Within twenty-one (21) calendar days after receipt of a written demand from NJDEP, and 

subject to the provisions of Section V (Dispute Resolution), RC Cape May shall pay the 

following stipulated penalties to NJDEP by submitting a check or wire transfer payable to 

“Treasurer, State of New Jersey” to: 

New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection 
Director, Air & Hazardous Materials,   
Compliance & Enforcement 
401 E. State Street 
Mail Code 401-04B 
P.O. Box 420 
Trenton, NJ 08625-0420 
 

a. RC Cape May shall pay a stipulated penalty of $3,000 per day for each day after 

the Effective Date of this Amendment that B.L. England Unit 2 exceeds the 

interim NOx emission rate set forth at Paragraph 21 herein.   

b. RC Cape May shall pay a stipulated penalty of $3,000 per day for failure to timely 

pay the civil penalties as specified in Section VI (Civil Penalty) of this 

Amendment. 

34. If RC Cape May disputes its obligation to pay all or part of a demanded stipulated penalty 

under this Section or civil penalties under Section VII of this Amendment, it may avoid the 
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imposition of a separate stipulated penalty for failure to pay the disputed penalty by depositing 

the disputed amount in a commercial escrow account pending resolution of the matter.  If the 

dispute is thereafter resolved in RC Cape May’s favor, the escrowed amount, plus accrued 

interest, shall be returned to RC Cape May.  If the dispute is resolved in NJDEP’s favor, NJDEP 

shall be entitled to the escrowed amount determined to be due by the Court, plus any accrued 

interest. 

35. If RC Cape May fails to pay stipulated penalties under this Section or civil penalties 

pursuant to Section VI of this Amendment, NJDEP may institute civil proceedings to collect 

such penalties pursuant to N.J. Court Rules R. 4:70, assess civil administrative penalties for the 

violations of this Amendment, or take any other appropriate enforcement action authorized by 

law.   RC Cape May reserves all rights to appeal or otherwise challenge any assessment of or 

demand for stipulated penalties under this Section or stipulated civil penalties under Section V 

and any associated enforcement action under this Amendment. 

36. The payment of stipulated penalties does not alter RC Cape May’s responsibility to 

complete all requirements of this Amendment.   

IX. REPORTING 

37. Beginning with the first calendar quarter following the Effective Date of this Amendment 

and continuing every calendar quarter thereafter for the duration of this Amendment, RC Cape 

May shall submit within thirty (30) days after the end of each quarter a report identifying the 

Operating Days, as defined herein, of B.L. England Unit 2 during the preceding quarter and 

providing to NJDEP the same electronic data (and in the same format) on hourly heat input that 

RC Cape May provided to USEPA for the preceding quarter.   



 
 

4717579.2 
14 

X. FORCE MAJEURE 

38. For the purpose of this Amendment, a “Force Majeure Event” means (a) an event which 

cases a delay in performing any requirement of this Amendment; or b) a unit malfunction which 

causes RC Cape May to exceed any emission rates specified under this Amendment, which has 

or will be caused by circumstances beyond the control of RC Cape May, and which RC Cape 

May could not have prevented by the exercise of due diligence. 

39. If a Force Majeure Event occurs, RC Cape May shall notify NJDEP in writing as soon as 

practicable, but in no even later than seven (7) business days following the date RC Cape May 

first knew, or within ten (10) business days following the date RC Cape May should have known 

by the exercise of due diligence- whatever comes earlier – that the Force Majeure Event caused 

or may cause such delay or exceedence.  In this notice RC Cape May shall reference this 

Paragraph and describe the anticipated length of time that the delay or exceedence may persist, 

the cause or causes of the delay or exceedence, the measures taken or to be taken by RC Cape 

May to prevent or minimize the delay or exceedence, and the schedule by which those measures 

will be implemented.  RC Cape May shall adopt all reasonable measures to avoid or minimize 

such delays or exceedences.  NJDEP shall notify RC Cape May in writing regarding its claim of 

Force Majeure within fifteen (15) business days of receipt of the Force Majeure notice provided 

under this section.  If NJDEP determines that a) a delay or exceedence has been or will be caused 

by a Force Majeure Event, and b) RC Cape May has taken all necessary actions to prevent or 

minimize the delay or exceedence, the Parties shall stipulate to an extension of the required 

deadline(s) for all requirement(s) affected by the delay or exceedence for a period of time 

equivalent to the delay actually caused by such circumstances.  Notwithstanding the foregoing, a 
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delay shall not affect the Shut Down dates specified in Paragraphs 17 and 23 for B.L. England 

Units 1-2.   

40. RC Cape May shall not be liable for stipulated penalties, or for any exceedence of the 24-

Hour NOx emission rate set forth in paragraph 21, for a period where the exceedance is caused 

by a Force Majeure Event under this Section IX. 

41. If NJDEP denies RC Cape May’s claim that a Force Majeure Event prevented it from 

meeting the deadlines or Performance Standards as amended herein, RC Cape May must pay the 

penalties as stipulated in Sections VI and/or VII of this Amendment.  If NJDEP denies RC Cape 

May’s claim that a Force Majeure Event prevented it from meeting other obligations under this 

Amendment, RC Cape May may be subject to the stipulated penalties under the Amendment.  

For any stipulated penalties that RC Cape May may be subject to because of NJDEP’s denial of 

RC Cape May’s claim of Force Majeure, RC Cape May may refuse NJDEP’s demand for 

payment of such stipulated penalties and may raise whatever defenses it is otherwise entitled to 

assert in any action brought by NJDEP to enforce any demand for payment.  

42. RC Cape May shall bear the burden of proving that any delay in performing any 

requirement of this Amendment or any exceedence of the 24-Hour NOx emission rate, as set 

forth herein, after the deadlines specified in this Amendment was caused or will be caused by a 

Force Majeure Event.  RC Cape May shall also bear the burden of proving the duration and 

extent of any delay or exceedence attributable to a Force Majeure Event.  An extension of one 

compliance date based on a particular Force Majeure Event may, but will not necessarily, result 

in an extension of a subsequent compliance date.    

43. Unanticipated or increased costs or expenses associated with RC Cape May’s 
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performance of its obligations under this Amendment shall not constitute a Force Majeure Event. 

 A breach of any of RC Cape May’s contracts may, but shall not automatically, constitute a Force 

Majeure Event.  

44. The Parties agree that, depending upon the circumstances related to an event and RC 

Cape May’s responses to such circumstances, the kinds of events listed below could also qualify 

as Force Majeure within the meaning of this Section:  acts of God, acts of War, and acts of 

terrorism.   

 XI. GENERAL PROVISIONS 

45. Effective Date:  This Amendment shall become effective upon the execution hereof by 

the Parties.   

46. Meaning of Terms:   Terms that are defined in this Amendment Section II (“Definitions”) 

shall have the meaning given to that term herein.  Except as provided in the preceding sentence, 

terms used in this Amendment that have a definition in applicable State or federal law shall have 

the same meaning ascribed to them in State or federal law.  

47. Other Laws:   Nothing in this Amendment shall relieve RC Cape May of its obligation to 

comply with all applicable federal, state and local laws and regulations.  Nothing contained in 

this Amendment shall be construed to prevent or limit the Department’s rights to obtain penalties 

or injunctive relief under any federal, state or local laws or regulations.    

48. Complete Agreement:   The May 18, 2012 ACO Amendment, and this Amendment, 

constitute the final, complete and exclusive agreement and understanding between the Parties 

with respect to the settlement embodied in these documents.  The Parties acknowledge that there 

are no representations, agreements or understandings relating to the settlement other than those 
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expressly contained in May 18, 2012 ACO Amendment, and this Amendment.   

49. Notice:   Any communication made by NJDEP to RC Cape May pursuant to this 

Amendment shall be sent to: 

Jim Maiz 
Rockland Capital, LLC 
24 Waterway Avenue 
Suite 800 
The Woodlands, TX 77380 

 
with a copy to: 

 
  John G. Valeri, Jr., Esq. 
  Wolff & Samson, PC 
  One Boland Drive 
  West Orange, NJ 07052 
 

When this Amendment requires written notification to or written communication with 

NJDEP, such written notification or written communication shall be provided to: 

Manager 
Air Compliance & Enforcement 
Southern Regional Office 
One Port Center, 2 Riverside Drive, Suite 201 
Camden, New Jersey 08103 

 
with a copy to: 

 
Section Chief 
Environmental Enforcement 
R.J. Hughes Justice Complex 
25 Market Street 
P.O. Box 093 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0093 

 
Each party reserves its right to change either the notice recipient or the address for 

providing notices to it by providing the other parties with a written notice setting forth such new 

notice recipient or address. 
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50. Signatories and Counterparts:   Each undersigned representative of RC Cape May 

certifies that he or she is fully authorized to enter into and to execute the terms and conditions of 

this Amendment and legally bind the entity for which he or she signs.  Each undersigned 

representative of NJDEP represents that he or she is fully authorized to enter into the terms and 

conditions of this Amendment and legally bind NJDEP.  This Amendment may be executed in 

counterparts, each of which shall be deemed an original as to any party having executed it, but all 

of which together shall constitute one and the same document. 

 
 
FOR RC CAPE MAY HOLDINGS, LLC 
 
DATED: July 11, 2014 
 

BY:   
 

NAME: W. Scott Harlan 
 

TITLE: President 
 
 
FOR NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
 
DATED: ______________________________ 
 
BY:  ______________________________ 
 
NAME: John Giordano 
 
TITLE: Assistant Commissioner,  
           Compliance & Enforcement  
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PJM’s 2014 Regional Transmission Expansion Plan 

 
Transmission Plan Proposed for Approval to Proceed with  

Construction Related to the 
2014 Baseline Regional Transmission Expansion Plan  

 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
On February 11, 2014 the PJM Board of Managers approved changes to the Regional Transmission 
Expansion Plan (RTEP), totaling over $281.47 million, to resolve identified baseline reliability criteria 
violations and to incorporate network upgrades associated with new interconnection customers.    
 
At the July PJM Board of Managers meeting PJM staff recommended a number of baseline upgrades to 
address violations that will occur for the anticipated deactivation of B. L. England generation in the 
Atlantic City Electric transmission zone.  Although PJM has not been formally notified that the 
generation will deactivate, the units are considered to be at-risk.  Baseline upgrades to address these 
issues are summarized below and were presented for the Board Reliability Committee’s (BRC) 
consideration and for recommendation to the Board for approval.  The projects described in this 
whitepaper were approved by the PJM Board of Managers.  The total increase to the RTEP to include 
these baseline project additions and include these upgrades is $143.6million.    With these changes, the 
RTEP will include over $29,308 million of transmission additions and upgrades since the first plan was 
approved by the Board in 2000. 
 
In addition to the changes associated with the B. L. England units, PJM staff also reviewed the Artificial 
Island operational performance issue and proposed upgrades at the July board meetings.  See the letter 
from Mr. Herling to the TEAC posted at the following link:  http://pjm.com/~/media/committees-
groups/committees/teac/20140807/20140807-teac-artificial-island-letter.ashx 
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Artificial Island  
 
Operational Performance Issue 
 
“Artificial Island” is the area in Southern New Jersey where the Salem and Hope Creek nuclear generation 
is located.  The area has historically been stability constrained.  Stability of the generation has been 
ensured through the use of operating procedures that require a minimum reactive output for each of the 
generators under various operating conditions.  Higher generator reactive output generally results in higher 
local system voltages.  Maintaining the minimum reactive output of each of the machines is becoming 
increasingly difficult while still respecting system high voltage limits.  These issues are made even worse 
under transmission maintenance conditions since removing transmission typically requires maintaining 
higher reactive output from each of the generators. 
 
Proposal Window 
 
In April of 2013 PJM opened a 60 day proposal window to solicit projects from stakeholders to address the 
operational performance issues around Artificial Island.  PJM received 26 proposals from 7 different 
entities.  The proposals, which are summarized in the table below, range in cost from just over $100 million 
to over $1,500 million and include FACTS devices, HVDC lines, new overhead and 
underground/underwater 230 kV lines and new overhead 500 kV lines.  Additional information on each of 
the proposals is included in Appendix A – Artificial Island Proposal Descriptions. 
 

 
 
 
 
The locations of the various proposals are shown on the following map. 
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Proposal Evaluation 
 
The proposals were evaluated from several different perspectives to identify the most efficient and effective 
solution.  PJM staff completed extensive technical evaluations of each of the proposals that included 
stability, thermal, voltage and short circuit assessments.  In addition, “constructability” reviews of the 
proposals were completed to review the overall feasibility and anticipated cost associated with the 
proposals.  Staff met with the entities that proposed the projects as needed to get clarification on the 
proposals.  In addition, staff met with PJM Operations, Artificial Island plant representatives and equipment 
manufacturers to solicit their feedback on the proposals. 
 
PJM staff performed an initial analytical screen of all of the proposals and found that only two of the 
projects as proposed satisfied PJM criteria. However, PJM staff determined that many of the proposals 
could be made more effective or efficient with some modification.  The modifications included substation 
configuration changes, device changes such as increasing the size of a Static Var Compensator (SVC), 
and adding or removing substation components such as circuit breakers and SVCs.  Considering the 
results of the analytical screening and the estimated cost of each of the proposals, PJM began to focus on 
a subset of proposals that included projects to build new lines from Artificial Island, across the Delaware 
River to transmission facilities in Delaware.  The subset of proposals included both southern Delaware 
River crossings (both overhead and submarine) that terminated at the existing 230 kV system in Delaware 
and new 500 kV lines from either Hope Creek or Salem substations to the Red Lion 500 kV substation in 
Delaware. 
 
The Delaware River crossing proposals were further evaluated for a number of factors including technical 
analysis.  The technical analysis considered things such as generator rotor angle swing, voltage and 
thermal performance, short circuit, and NERC category D performance.  All of the proposals with the PJM 
modifications noted above satisfied the required criteria.  In addition, production cost simulations were done 
to determine the market efficiency benefits of the different proposals.  These simulations showed that there 
were market efficiency benefits of the proposals however they were only on the order of several million 
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dollars per year and were far below the savings that would be required to satisfy the market efficiency 
criteria. 
 
In addition to the evaluation of the technical performance of the Delaware River crossing proposals, 
projects were also evaluated for cost, schedule, operational factors, and factors or risks to cost and 
schedule.  PJM engaged outside consultants to perform independent constructability reviews.  These 
reports were factored into PJM’s overall constructability evaluation. 
 
The PJM estimated cost of the proposed projects ranged in cost from just over $200 million to just over 
$300 million with the exception of the Transource-2A proposal.  The estimated costs are shown in the table 
below.  Note that a range of cost for each proposal is shown below considering the risk and contingency 
variance for project components that ranged from 15% to 40%. 
  

 
 
Cost estimates were driven by four major components: 

 Delaware River Crossing (aerial) 
 Submarine Cable Installation 
 500 kV Transmission Line Installation 
 500/230 kV Auto-Transformers 

 
Factors considered for project schedule included permitting, construction and long-lead time equipment.  
Multiple permits would be required for any of the proposals including CPCN or the equivalent from two 
states as well as permits from the Army Corp of Engineers.  The construction schedule for any of the 
proposals would need to consider spawning and nesting seasons of endangered species however the 
southern crossing 230 kV submarine lines would also need to consider the time for obtaining or scheduling 
the specialized equipment required for installation of submarine cable.  Materials can also impact overall 
project schedule.  Long lead time materials for the southern crossing proposals include the 500/230 kV 
auto-transformers that would be required and the submarine cable and associated terminations that would 
be required for the submarine southern 230 kV crossings.  
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Risks to project cost and schedule were also considered in the evaluation of the proposals.  Factors that 
could impact overall project cost and schedule include overall project complexity, right-of-way and land 
acquisition, and siting and permitting.  All of the proposals will face challenges from a siting and permitting 
perspective and public opposition can be expected for all of the proposals.  All of the projects would require 
a Delaware River crossing.  All projects will require approval to cross coastal state lands and in addition, 
the Artificial Island to Red Lion 500 kV proposals will need approval to cross the Supawna Meadows 
National Wildlife Refuge.  All of the projects are likely to impact wetlands which may require remediation 
and/or special construction methods to minimize impact.  All of the projects will need to acquire land and 
right-of-way however there is existing right-of-way along the Hope Creek to Red Lion route that will need to 
be expanded in some locations to accommodate a second 500 kV line.  Overall project complexity may 
also impact cost and schedule.  All of the projects will require outages to interconnect to the existing 
system.  The outages will need to be closely coordinated with Artificial Island operating personnel as well 
as with other required transmission system outages.  Line crossings also add additional complexity to some 
of the proposals from the design, construction and operational perspectives.  Projects with no line crossings 
are preferred.  The extent to which proposals require modifications to the Artificial Island substations is also 
a factor related to project complexity.  Projects that minimize the modifications required at the Artificial 
Island substations, and in particular the Salem substation, are viewed as more constructible due to the 
limited space for expansion and the complexity of installing new protection and control equipment in the 
secure area of the generating station at Salem. 
 
The proposals were also evaluated from an operational impact perspective.  Several operational impact 
factors were evaluated including on-going maintenance requirements, route diversity, blackstart benefits 
and Artificial Island facility requirements.  The 230 kV projects are considered to have additional on-going 
maintenance needs primarily due to the new 500/230 kV transformers and associated equipment.  In 
addition, projects that would utilize portions of the Salem substation would likely have additional 
maintenance needs from salt contamination due to the proximity to the river.  Artificial Island facility 
requirements were also a consideration for operational impact.  All of the projects will impact Artificial Island 
facilities to some degree however proposals that involve the Salem substation are considered to have a 
greater impact.   
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The picture above is an aerial view of the Salem Substation.  Proposed space for expansion of the 
substation is hi-lighted by the yellow box.  Most of the projects had proposed using this parcel of property to 
interconnect either a new 500 kV line bay for the proposals to add a new line to Red Lion, or to install 
equipment associated with a new 500/230 kV substation.  Any additions to this section of the substation 
would need to be carefully designed given the proximity to the connections to the Salem 1 generator step-
up leads.  In addition, installing equipment in this section of the substation would impede access to station 
auxiliary transformers shown just above and to the left of the yellow box.  In addition, the Salem to Red Lion 
500 kV proposals would need to either relocate and/or cross existing lines.   Finally, all of the controls for 
the Salem substation are located within the protected area of the generating station.  There is currently 
limited spare conduit from the substation back into the plant that could be used for any of the control cable 
associated with the new substation facilities.   
 
By way of comparison, the picture below provides an aerial view of the Artificial Island complex, including 
Hope Creek substation.  Proposals to build a new line from Hope Creek to Red Lion would likely utilize the 
space in the yellow box.  This space is believed to be of sufficient size for a new 500 kV line bay, and use 
of this space would not significantly impede access to station equipment as compared to the alternatives 
out of Salem.  Controls for the equipment in the Hope Creek substation are located in a separate control 
building in the substation yard, eliminating the need to run new control cable into either Hope Creek or 
Salem protected areas.  Finally, building a new 500 kV line from this part of the Hope Creek substation to 
Red Lion would not introduce any new 500 kV line crossings.  
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Considering all of these factors, proposals out of the Hope Creek substation that do not impact the Salem 
substation are preferred from an operational impact perspective. 
 
The projects were also evaluated based on their impact to the thermal and voltage performance of the 
system.  The southern river crossing proposals that were interconnecting with 230 kV facilities along the 
Delmarva Peninsula are expected to be very lightly loaded under normal conditions.   The 500 kV path from 
Peach Bottom through Keeney and Red Lion to the Artificial Island is normally heavily loaded and is often a 
limiting contingency for transfers into the eastern part of PJM.  Given that, the proposals between Red Lion 
and the Artificial Island will make the system more robust by providing additional transmission capability 
along a heavily loaded path and by eliminating a critical contingency improving overall reactive performance 
of the system. 
 
PJM Staff Recommendation 
In consideration of all of these factors, PJM staff prepared a recommendation to the PJM Board to build a 
new 500 kV line from Hope Creek to Red Lion be added to the RTEP to address the Artificial Island 
operational performance issues.  In addition, PJM staff noted that stakeholders could comment on their 
recommendation.  The PJM Board received a wide range of comments from interested stakeholders related 
to among other things, electrical performance, environmental impact and cost allocation.  In addition LS 
Power, in its comments to the PJM Board modified their initial proposal to include a fixed cost cap on their 
proposal.  The PJM Board deferred decision on the issue and asked PJM staff to take a number of 
additional steps.  These additional actions are noted in the letter from Mr. Herling to the TEAC which is 
posted at the following link:  http://pjm.com/~/media/committees-
groups/committees/teac/20140807/20140807-teac-artificial-island-letter.ashx 
     
 



 

Page 8 of 24 
 

 
B. L. England At-Risk Analysis 
 

 
 
PJM staff completed a series of “at-risk” scenario studies related to the B. L. England units in the Atlantic 
City Electric transmission zone.  These studies evaluated the impact to the system of the complete 
shutdown of all generation at the site by June of 2015.  There are currently three steam units and four 
diesel units at the site.  The B. L. England #1 unit is a 129 MW coal fired unit that retired in May of this year.  
In January of 2013 we were notified by the owners of the B. L. England diesels, which total 8 MW, of their 
intent to deactivate the units in the fall of 2015.  The B. L. England #2 and #3 units are 155 MW oil fired 
steam units that had notified PJM back in 2004 of their intent to deactivate but withdrew that notice in 2007.  
In addition the #2 unit is under a consent order to shut down in 2017 due to environmental concerns.  The 
owners of the B. L. England generators have entered an interconnection queue request (Y1-001) to build a 
new gas fired combustion turbine on site to replace the existing generation.  The request is currently 
suspended.  Earlier in 2014, a permit for the construction of a new gas pipeline to the B. L. England facility 
was rejected.   
 
PJM staff evaluated the impact of the deactivation of all of the generation at B. L. England.  Deactivation of 
all of the generation at B. L. England will have an adverse impact on the reliability of the transmission 
system.  Specifically PJM staff identified a number of thermal and voltage reliability criteria violations 
primarily on the 138 kV and 69 kV systems in Atlantic City Electric.  The following transmission upgrades 
were identified to address the potential thermal and voltage violations: 
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 Install new Dennis 230/69 kV transformer, environmental work –$15.2 M 
 Upgrade 138 kV and 69 kV breakers at Corson substation – $0.8 M 
 Reconductor 2.74 miles of Sherman - Lincoln 138 kV line and associated substation upgrades - 

$4.22 M 
 New Orchard - Cardiff 230 kV line (remove, rebuild and reconfigure existing 138 kV line) and 

associated substation upgrades - $69.25 M 
 New Upper Pittsgrove - Lewis 138 kV line and associated substation upgrades - $7.23 M 
 Relocate Monroe to Deepwater Tap 138 kV to Landis 138 kV and associated substation upgrade - 

$0.57 M 
 New Landis - Lewis 138 kV line and associated substation upgrades - $31.03 M 
 New Cardiff - Lewis #2 138 kV line and associated substation upgrades - $11.26 M 
 Install a 100 MVAR capacitor bank and B. L. England - $4 M 

 

 
 
It should be noted that a number of these upgrades will use existing right-of-way and will address an aging 
infrastructure issue for a roughly 40 mile 138 kV double circuit tower line. 
 
Given the concerns that the existing generation at B. L. England will shut down due to environmental / 
economic concerns and the viability of the new generation given the permitting issues related to the new 
gas pipeline, PJM staff recommended the upgrades described above be added to the 2014 RTEP.  If the 
status of the existing or proposed generation at B. L. England changes, staff will re-evaluate the need for 
the upgrades. 
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Review by the Transmission Expansion Advisory Committee (TEAC)  
 
The results of the evaluation summarized in this report were reviewed with the TEAC throughout the 
process.  The most recent analyses, along with the recommended solutions, were reviewed at the June 16, 
2014 TEAC meeting for the Artificial Island upgrades and June 5th, 2014 TEAC meeting for the B. L. 
England upgrades.  Written comments were requested to be submitted to PJM communicating any 
concerns with the recommendations and any alternative transmission solutions for consideration. . 
 
Cost Allocation 
 
Pursuant to FERC order, the allocations for the preliminary baseline reliability upgrades associated with the 
B. L. England “at-risk” studies that were recommended to the PJM Board were developed using the new 
“use based” allocation methodology.  The preliminary cost allocations are attached at the end of this 
whitepaper.   
                                          
Board Approval 
 
The PJM Board Reliability Committee was requested to endorse the new baseline reliability projects 
associated with the BL England at-risk analysis and associated cost allocations and recommend to the 
Board approval of the baseline upgrades to the 2014 RTEP.   
On July 23rd, 2014, the PJM Board approved the changes to the RTEP associated with the BL England at-
risk analysis as described within this document. 
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Single Zone Allocations 
 
Upgrade ID Description Cost Estimate ($M)

Cost 
Allocation

b2476 Install new Dennis 230/69 kV transformer $15.29 AEC - 100%
b2477 Upgrade 138 kV and 69 kV breakers at Corson substation $0.80 AEC - 100%

b2478
Reconductor 2.74 miles of Sherman - Lincoln 138 kV line and 
associated substation upgrades $4.33 AEC - 100%

b2480.1
New Upper Pittsgrove - Lewis 138 kV line and associated 
substation upgrades $7.80 AEC - 100%

b2480.2
Relocate Monroe to Deepwater Tap 138 kV to Landis 138 kV and 
associated substation upgrades $0.57 AEC - 100%

b2480.3
New Landis - Lewis 138 kV line and associated substation 
upgrades $31.03 AEC - 100%

b2481
New Cardiff - Lewis #2 138 kV line and associated substation 
upgrades $11.54 AEC - 100%

b2489 Install a 100 MVAR capacitor at BL England $4.00 AEC - 100%  
 
 
Multiple Zone Allocations 
 

Upgrade ID Description
Cost 

Estimate 
($M)

Cost Allocation

b2479

New Orchard - Cardiff 230 kV 
line (remove, rebuild and 

reconfigure existing 138 kV 
line) and associated 
substation upgrades

$69.81 AEC - 68.57%, JCPL - 31.43%
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South Jersey Gas
Route Analysis Addendum II

In 2012 South Jersey Gas (SJG) retained Woodard & Curran (W&
a new 24” diameter steel pipeline (the “Project”) to supply natural gas to the existing Beesleys Point coal
generating plant located in Upper Township, Cape May County, commonly known a
Station (the “Facility”) and to provide redundancy for the
Counties. The Project is necessary to convert the Facility from a coal to natural gas fueled generating plant
create a redundant pipeline feed (otherwise known as a “loop”) into Cape May County, which currently is served by a
single pipeline located in a flood
existing pipelines
Facility is via a pipeline, the Project is a necessary and essential component of the Facility repowering project and
the needed

In January 2013 an addendum to the June 2012 Route Analysis Report was prepared to provide more detailed
assessments of the anticipated impacts associated with each of the original three alternatives
addendum has been prepared to provide
associated with
staff, includ

Location of Existing and Proposed Facilities

The South Jersey Gas Transmission System
Point is located
necessitate extending
will be a 24” steel natural gas pipeline with
routes for this pipeline would take it through the Pinelands and Coastal sections of New Jersey through residential,
commercial, industrial, and utility properties. Seven routes have bee
identified. The seven routes, identified as “A” through “G”, are highlighted

SJG has several challenges meeting the need for reliable natural gas service in the coastal areas of Atlantic
Cape May Counties
away. Second, a single pipeline
Third, a significant
to SJG customers in the coastal area. Together, these factors pose a significant challenge to maintaining reliable
service in the coastal regions of Atlantic a
achieving redundancy while minimizing environmental impact.

All of the natural gas serving the coastal portions of Atlantic and Cape May originates at the two interstate pipelines
that parallel Interstate 295 near Paulsboro (Transco Pipeline) and Swedesboro (Columbia Pipeline)
travel about 70 miles across the state, through the Pinelands Area, to reach the critical coastal areas in the SJG
service territory. The Pinelands
County along and including the SR 47 right

In order to transport natural gas 70 miles, SJG must maintain adequate pressure throughout the
pressure is reduced
(discussed below) is only 20” in diameter, which constrains the ability to serve BLE and maintain adequate pressure
to serve existing customers

South Jersey Gas (225616.00
Route Analysis Addendum II

Addendum

In 2012 South Jersey Gas (SJG) retained Woodard & Curran (W&
a new 24” diameter steel pipeline (the “Project”) to supply natural gas to the existing Beesleys Point coal
generating plant located in Upper Township, Cape May County, commonly known a
Station (the “Facility”) and to provide redundancy for the

The Project is necessary to convert the Facility from a coal to natural gas fueled generating plant
create a redundant pipeline feed (otherwise known as a “loop”) into Cape May County, which currently is served by a
single pipeline located in a flood
existing pipelines either north or west of the facility
Facility is via a pipeline, the Project is a necessary and essential component of the Facility repowering project and

needed natural gas service

In January 2013 an addendum to the June 2012 Route Analysis Report was prepared to provide more detailed
assessments of the anticipated impacts associated with each of the original three alternatives
addendum has been prepared to provide
associated with a “No Build” alternative plus four

including a route proposed

Location of Existing and Proposed Facilities

The South Jersey Gas Transmission System
is located to the west and north of the plant. The gas volumes and pressures required for the plant will

necessitate extending high
will be a 24” steel natural gas pipeline with
routes for this pipeline would take it through the Pinelands and Coastal sections of New Jersey through residential,
commercial, industrial, and utility properties. Seven routes have bee

The seven routes, identified as “A” through “G”, are highlighted

SJG has several challenges meeting the need for reliable natural gas service in the coastal areas of Atlantic
Cape May Counties. First, the natural gas that serves these areas originates on the other side of the state, 70 miles

Second, a single pipeline
Third, a significant portion of this pipeline is
to SJG customers in the coastal area. Together, these factors pose a significant challenge to maintaining reliable
service in the coastal regions of Atlantic a
achieving redundancy while minimizing environmental impact.

All of the natural gas serving the coastal portions of Atlantic and Cape May originates at the two interstate pipelines
arallel Interstate 295 near Paulsboro (Transco Pipeline) and Swedesboro (Columbia Pipeline)

travel about 70 miles across the state, through the Pinelands Area, to reach the critical coastal areas in the SJG
service territory. The Pinelands
County along and including the SR 47 right

In order to transport natural gas 70 miles, SJG must maintain adequate pressure throughout the
pressure is reduced because
(discussed below) is only 20” in diameter, which constrains the ability to serve BLE and maintain adequate pressure

existing customers

225616.00)
Route Analysis Addendum II

Addendum #2 to the June 18, 2012 Route Analysis Report

In 2012 South Jersey Gas (SJG) retained Woodard & Curran (W&
a new 24” diameter steel pipeline (the “Project”) to supply natural gas to the existing Beesleys Point coal
generating plant located in Upper Township, Cape May County, commonly known a
Station (the “Facility”) and to provide redundancy for the

The Project is necessary to convert the Facility from a coal to natural gas fueled generating plant
create a redundant pipeline feed (otherwise known as a “loop”) into Cape May County, which currently is served by a
single pipeline located in a flood-prone area

either north or west of the facility
Facility is via a pipeline, the Project is a necessary and essential component of the Facility repowering project and

natural gas service redundancy in Cape May and Atlantic Counties.

In January 2013 an addendum to the June 2012 Route Analysis Report was prepared to provide more detailed
assessments of the anticipated impacts associated with each of the original three alternatives
addendum has been prepared to provide

a “No Build” alternative plus four
proposed by the Pinelands Preservation Alliance

Location of Existing and Proposed Facilities

The South Jersey Gas Transmission System
to the west and north of the plant. The gas volumes and pressures required for the plant will

high-pressure gas pipeline t
will be a 24” steel natural gas pipeline with
routes for this pipeline would take it through the Pinelands and Coastal sections of New Jersey through residential,
commercial, industrial, and utility properties. Seven routes have bee

The seven routes, identified as “A” through “G”, are highlighted

SJG has several challenges meeting the need for reliable natural gas service in the coastal areas of Atlantic
First, the natural gas that serves these areas originates on the other side of the state, 70 miles

Second, a single pipeline—the “Vineland to Mays Landing Pipeline”
portion of this pipeline is

to SJG customers in the coastal area. Together, these factors pose a significant challenge to maintaining reliable
service in the coastal regions of Atlantic a
achieving redundancy while minimizing environmental impact.

All of the natural gas serving the coastal portions of Atlantic and Cape May originates at the two interstate pipelines
arallel Interstate 295 near Paulsboro (Transco Pipeline) and Swedesboro (Columbia Pipeline)

travel about 70 miles across the state, through the Pinelands Area, to reach the critical coastal areas in the SJG
service territory. The Pinelands Area forms a continuous band from the extreme southern portion of Cape May
County along and including the SR 47 right

In order to transport natural gas 70 miles, SJG must maintain adequate pressure throughout the
because of demand for heat

(discussed below) is only 20” in diameter, which constrains the ability to serve BLE and maintain adequate pressure
existing customers.

to the June 18, 2012 Route Analysis Report

In 2012 South Jersey Gas (SJG) retained Woodard & Curran (W&
a new 24” diameter steel pipeline (the “Project”) to supply natural gas to the existing Beesleys Point coal
generating plant located in Upper Township, Cape May County, commonly known a
Station (the “Facility”) and to provide redundancy for the

The Project is necessary to convert the Facility from a coal to natural gas fueled generating plant
create a redundant pipeline feed (otherwise known as a “loop”) into Cape May County, which currently is served by a

prone area. The new natural gas pipeline would originate from
either north or west of the facility.

Facility is via a pipeline, the Project is a necessary and essential component of the Facility repowering project and
dancy in Cape May and Atlantic Counties.

In January 2013 an addendum to the June 2012 Route Analysis Report was prepared to provide more detailed
assessments of the anticipated impacts associated with each of the original three alternatives
addendum has been prepared to provide updated information

a “No Build” alternative plus four additional routes that were evaluated by the Pinelands Commission
by the Pinelands Preservation Alliance

Location of Existing and Proposed Facilities

The South Jersey Gas Transmission System that is capable of
to the west and north of the plant. The gas volumes and pressures required for the plant will

gas pipeline to the plant. To meet the plant requirements, the proposed pipeline
will be a 24” steel natural gas pipeline with a Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure (MAOP) of 700 psig
routes for this pipeline would take it through the Pinelands and Coastal sections of New Jersey through residential,
commercial, industrial, and utility properties. Seven routes have bee

The seven routes, identified as “A” through “G”, are highlighted

SJG has several challenges meeting the need for reliable natural gas service in the coastal areas of Atlantic
First, the natural gas that serves these areas originates on the other side of the state, 70 miles

the “Vineland to Mays Landing Pipeline”
portion of this pipeline is smaller than necessary

to SJG customers in the coastal area. Together, these factors pose a significant challenge to maintaining reliable
service in the coastal regions of Atlantic and Cape May Counties and meeting the twin needs of repowering BLE and
achieving redundancy while minimizing environmental impact.

All of the natural gas serving the coastal portions of Atlantic and Cape May originates at the two interstate pipelines
arallel Interstate 295 near Paulsboro (Transco Pipeline) and Swedesboro (Columbia Pipeline)

travel about 70 miles across the state, through the Pinelands Area, to reach the critical coastal areas in the SJG
Area forms a continuous band from the extreme southern portion of Cape May

County along and including the SR 47 right-of-way all the way north to Ocean County

In order to transport natural gas 70 miles, SJG must maintain adequate pressure throughout the
of demand for heat on the coldest days of the year

(discussed below) is only 20” in diameter, which constrains the ability to serve BLE and maintain adequate pressure

1

to the June 18, 2012 Route Analysis Report

In 2012 South Jersey Gas (SJG) retained Woodard & Curran (W&C) to evaluate potential routes for the installation of
a new 24” diameter steel pipeline (the “Project”) to supply natural gas to the existing Beesleys Point coal
generating plant located in Upper Township, Cape May County, commonly known a
Station (the “Facility”) and to provide redundancy for the 142,000 natural gas customers in Cape May and Atlantic

The Project is necessary to convert the Facility from a coal to natural gas fueled generating plant
create a redundant pipeline feed (otherwise known as a “loop”) into Cape May County, which currently is served by a

The new natural gas pipeline would originate from
. Since the only feasible method to supply natural gas to the

Facility is via a pipeline, the Project is a necessary and essential component of the Facility repowering project and
dancy in Cape May and Atlantic Counties.

In January 2013 an addendum to the June 2012 Route Analysis Report was prepared to provide more detailed
assessments of the anticipated impacts associated with each of the original three alternatives

updated information and
additional routes that were evaluated by the Pinelands Commission

by the Pinelands Preservation Alliance

that is capable of supply
to the west and north of the plant. The gas volumes and pressures required for the plant will

o the plant. To meet the plant requirements, the proposed pipeline
a Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure (MAOP) of 700 psig

routes for this pipeline would take it through the Pinelands and Coastal sections of New Jersey through residential,
commercial, industrial, and utility properties. Seven routes have bee

The seven routes, identified as “A” through “G”, are highlighted

SJG has several challenges meeting the need for reliable natural gas service in the coastal areas of Atlantic
First, the natural gas that serves these areas originates on the other side of the state, 70 miles

the “Vineland to Mays Landing Pipeline”
than necessary

to SJG customers in the coastal area. Together, these factors pose a significant challenge to maintaining reliable
nd Cape May Counties and meeting the twin needs of repowering BLE and

achieving redundancy while minimizing environmental impact.

All of the natural gas serving the coastal portions of Atlantic and Cape May originates at the two interstate pipelines
arallel Interstate 295 near Paulsboro (Transco Pipeline) and Swedesboro (Columbia Pipeline)

travel about 70 miles across the state, through the Pinelands Area, to reach the critical coastal areas in the SJG
Area forms a continuous band from the extreme southern portion of Cape May

way all the way north to Ocean County

In order to transport natural gas 70 miles, SJG must maintain adequate pressure throughout the
on the coldest days of the year

(discussed below) is only 20” in diameter, which constrains the ability to serve BLE and maintain adequate pressure

to the June 18, 2012 Route Analysis Report

C) to evaluate potential routes for the installation of
a new 24” diameter steel pipeline (the “Project”) to supply natural gas to the existing Beesleys Point coal
generating plant located in Upper Township, Cape May County, commonly known a

natural gas customers in Cape May and Atlantic
The Project is necessary to convert the Facility from a coal to natural gas fueled generating plant

create a redundant pipeline feed (otherwise known as a “loop”) into Cape May County, which currently is served by a
The new natural gas pipeline would originate from

Since the only feasible method to supply natural gas to the
Facility is via a pipeline, the Project is a necessary and essential component of the Facility repowering project and

dancy in Cape May and Atlantic Counties.

In January 2013 an addendum to the June 2012 Route Analysis Report was prepared to provide more detailed
assessments of the anticipated impacts associated with each of the original three alternatives

and detailed assessments of anticipated impacts
additional routes that were evaluated by the Pinelands Commission

by the Pinelands Preservation Alliance.

supplying the existing power plant located at Beesleys
to the west and north of the plant. The gas volumes and pressures required for the plant will

o the plant. To meet the plant requirements, the proposed pipeline
a Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure (MAOP) of 700 psig

routes for this pipeline would take it through the Pinelands and Coastal sections of New Jersey through residential,
commercial, industrial, and utility properties. Seven routes have been identified including the three routes initially

The seven routes, identified as “A” through “G”, are highlighted on Attachment

SJG has several challenges meeting the need for reliable natural gas service in the coastal areas of Atlantic
First, the natural gas that serves these areas originates on the other side of the state, 70 miles

the “Vineland to Mays Landing Pipeline”—carries the natural gas to these areas
than necessary to handle the BLE load and provide redundancy

to SJG customers in the coastal area. Together, these factors pose a significant challenge to maintaining reliable
nd Cape May Counties and meeting the twin needs of repowering BLE and

All of the natural gas serving the coastal portions of Atlantic and Cape May originates at the two interstate pipelines
arallel Interstate 295 near Paulsboro (Transco Pipeline) and Swedesboro (Columbia Pipeline)

travel about 70 miles across the state, through the Pinelands Area, to reach the critical coastal areas in the SJG
Area forms a continuous band from the extreme southern portion of Cape May

way all the way north to Ocean County

In order to transport natural gas 70 miles, SJG must maintain adequate pressure throughout the
on the coldest days of the year.

(discussed below) is only 20” in diameter, which constrains the ability to serve BLE and maintain adequate pressure

to the June 18, 2012 Route Analysis Report

C) to evaluate potential routes for the installation of
a new 24” diameter steel pipeline (the “Project”) to supply natural gas to the existing Beesleys Point coal
generating plant located in Upper Township, Cape May County, commonly known as the B.L. England Generating

natural gas customers in Cape May and Atlantic
The Project is necessary to convert the Facility from a coal to natural gas fueled generating plant

create a redundant pipeline feed (otherwise known as a “loop”) into Cape May County, which currently is served by a
The new natural gas pipeline would originate from

Since the only feasible method to supply natural gas to the
Facility is via a pipeline, the Project is a necessary and essential component of the Facility repowering project and

In January 2013 an addendum to the June 2012 Route Analysis Report was prepared to provide more detailed
assessments of the anticipated impacts associated with each of the original three alternatives

assessments of anticipated impacts
additional routes that were evaluated by the Pinelands Commission

the existing power plant located at Beesleys
to the west and north of the plant. The gas volumes and pressures required for the plant will

o the plant. To meet the plant requirements, the proposed pipeline
a Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure (MAOP) of 700 psig

routes for this pipeline would take it through the Pinelands and Coastal sections of New Jersey through residential,
n identified including the three routes initially

Attachment #1.

SJG has several challenges meeting the need for reliable natural gas service in the coastal areas of Atlantic
First, the natural gas that serves these areas originates on the other side of the state, 70 miles

carries the natural gas to these areas
to handle the BLE load and provide redundancy

to SJG customers in the coastal area. Together, these factors pose a significant challenge to maintaining reliable
nd Cape May Counties and meeting the twin needs of repowering BLE and

All of the natural gas serving the coastal portions of Atlantic and Cape May originates at the two interstate pipelines
arallel Interstate 295 near Paulsboro (Transco Pipeline) and Swedesboro (Columbia Pipeline)

travel about 70 miles across the state, through the Pinelands Area, to reach the critical coastal areas in the SJG
Area forms a continuous band from the extreme southern portion of Cape May

way all the way north to Ocean County.

In order to transport natural gas 70 miles, SJG must maintain adequate pressure throughout the
. A 10-mile segment of the pipeline

(discussed below) is only 20” in diameter, which constrains the ability to serve BLE and maintain adequate pressure

Woodard & Curran
April

to the June 18, 2012 Route Analysis Report

C) to evaluate potential routes for the installation of
a new 24” diameter steel pipeline (the “Project”) to supply natural gas to the existing Beesleys Point coal-fired electric

s the B.L. England Generating
natural gas customers in Cape May and Atlantic

The Project is necessary to convert the Facility from a coal to natural gas fueled generating plant an
create a redundant pipeline feed (otherwise known as a “loop”) into Cape May County, which currently is served by a

The new natural gas pipeline would originate from one of two possible
Since the only feasible method to supply natural gas to the

Facility is via a pipeline, the Project is a necessary and essential component of the Facility repowering project and

In January 2013 an addendum to the June 2012 Route Analysis Report was prepared to provide more detailed
assessments of the anticipated impacts associated with each of the original three alternatives. This second

assessments of anticipated impacts
additional routes that were evaluated by the Pinelands Commission

the existing power plant located at Beesleys
to the west and north of the plant. The gas volumes and pressures required for the plant will

o the plant. To meet the plant requirements, the proposed pipeline
a Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure (MAOP) of 700 psig. Potential

routes for this pipeline would take it through the Pinelands and Coastal sections of New Jersey through residential,
n identified including the three routes initially

SJG has several challenges meeting the need for reliable natural gas service in the coastal areas of Atlantic
First, the natural gas that serves these areas originates on the other side of the state, 70 miles

carries the natural gas to these areas
to handle the BLE load and provide redundancy

to SJG customers in the coastal area. Together, these factors pose a significant challenge to maintaining reliable
nd Cape May Counties and meeting the twin needs of repowering BLE and

All of the natural gas serving the coastal portions of Atlantic and Cape May originates at the two interstate pipelines
arallel Interstate 295 near Paulsboro (Transco Pipeline) and Swedesboro (Columbia Pipeline). The gas has to

travel about 70 miles across the state, through the Pinelands Area, to reach the critical coastal areas in the SJG
Area forms a continuous band from the extreme southern portion of Cape May

In order to transport natural gas 70 miles, SJG must maintain adequate pressure throughout the system, even
mile segment of the pipeline

(discussed below) is only 20” in diameter, which constrains the ability to serve BLE and maintain adequate pressure

Woodard & Curran
April 2015

C) to evaluate potential routes for the installation of
fired electric

s the B.L. England Generating
natural gas customers in Cape May and Atlantic

and to
create a redundant pipeline feed (otherwise known as a “loop”) into Cape May County, which currently is served by a

one of two possible
Since the only feasible method to supply natural gas to the

Facility is via a pipeline, the Project is a necessary and essential component of the Facility repowering project and of

In January 2013 an addendum to the June 2012 Route Analysis Report was prepared to provide more detailed
This second

assessments of anticipated impacts
additional routes that were evaluated by the Pinelands Commission

the existing power plant located at Beesleys
to the west and north of the plant. The gas volumes and pressures required for the plant will

o the plant. To meet the plant requirements, the proposed pipeline
Potential

routes for this pipeline would take it through the Pinelands and Coastal sections of New Jersey through residential,
n identified including the three routes initially

SJG has several challenges meeting the need for reliable natural gas service in the coastal areas of Atlantic and
First, the natural gas that serves these areas originates on the other side of the state, 70 miles

carries the natural gas to these areas.
to handle the BLE load and provide redundancy

to SJG customers in the coastal area. Together, these factors pose a significant challenge to maintaining reliable
nd Cape May Counties and meeting the twin needs of repowering BLE and

All of the natural gas serving the coastal portions of Atlantic and Cape May originates at the two interstate pipelines
The gas has to

travel about 70 miles across the state, through the Pinelands Area, to reach the critical coastal areas in the SJG
Area forms a continuous band from the extreme southern portion of Cape May

system, even when
mile segment of the pipeline

(discussed below) is only 20” in diameter, which constrains the ability to serve BLE and maintain adequate pressure



South Jersey Gas
Route Analysis Addendum II

The Company’s supply of natural gas to a significant portion of Atlantic County and all of Cape May County depends
on two “single
storm or accident, there is no secondary route to transport natural gas to serve these areas
significant
add pipeline for years to address this reliability deficiency

The first single
Vineland and just south
facility just off Ocean Heights Avenue
the Vineland
Pipeline”). This pipeline runs from Estell Manor along Rt. 50 in a 20” diameter pipe, which reduces to 16” just north of
Corbin City
crossing of the Tuckahoe River separating Atlantic & Cape May Counties

Should a system interruption occur anywhere along the 10
between U
would be without natural gas service
60,000 residential and commercial custome

Until 2010, SJG lacked the ability to address this risk of a single contingency failure of either the Vineland
Landing Pipeline or the Rt. 50 Pipeline
from Malaga south to the
create an
deficiency between Vineland and Union Road. It is interconnected with the Vineland
Road and then joins with the existing 20” pipeline beneath Union Road
provided SJG with another option t
this pipeline west of Union Road is damaged
20” Union Road pipeline (which currently ends at Rt. 49) acr
providing a secondary feed into Cape May
Pipeline, which would be constructed entirely beneath Rt. 49, would solve the single
Vineland-Mays Landing Pipeline and the Rt. 50 Pipeline.

While it has been suggested that either the Vineland
extended to serve BLE, the facts demonstrate clearly that only t
redundancy to Atlantic and Cape May Counties
providing complete redundancy to reinforce both of the vulnerable supply lines, the Vineland
and the Rt. 50 Pipeline
Landing Pipeline
miles between
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Rt. 49 Pipeline to feed both Atlantic County to the north (via a back feed up the
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Furthermore, any alternatives involving an extension of
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coordinate the permit review process through the procedure outlined in the February 8, 1988, Memorandum of
Agreement between the two agencies. The 1988 MOA provides that NJDEP will implement the Pinelands CMP
the coastal zone to the extent of its statutory authority, will review comments submitted by the Commission on
applications for development within the PNR, and will consider the Commission to be a reviewing agency for any
CAFRA permit applications
PNR, and would still require a major upgrade of a 10 mile segment of the Vineland
which is located within the Forest Area), for all inte
Pinelands.
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This second
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To determine the preferred alternative route for the gas pipeline, Woodard & Curran applied a utility
rating system adapted from the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) to
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the three original routes evaluated and confirmed that Route “A” was the preferred route.
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Evaluation Methodology

addendum to the June 18, 2012 South Jersey Gas
has been prepared to provide more detailed assessments of the impacts associated with

, as the project design and details
iated with each alternative.

To determine the preferred alternative route for the gas pipeline, Woodard & Curran applied a utility
rating system adapted from the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) to
specific environmental, community, cultural, constructability and maintenance

, which approaches the power station
orth, and Route C, which approaches the
publicly available information and preliminary field investigations

environmental impacts, community and neighborhood impacts, constructability issues, and operation and
Based on overall analysis of these factors,

The Addendum to the June report provided additional
the three original routes evaluated and confirmed that Route “A” was the preferred route.

3

In contrast, the Rt. 49 alternative would address both needs and would have
Rt. 49 alternative solves the reliability problem with the single-feed on both the 10
Mays Landing Pipeline between Union Rd and Rt. 50 and the entire 20

Mays Landing Pipeline between Union Road and Rt. 50, natural gas could
Rt. 49 Pipeline to feed both Atlantic County to the north (via a back feed up the
County to the south (via the normal gas flow down Rt. 50).

Furthermore, any alternatives involving an extension of the Vineland
Pinelands Area

Pipeline would be located within a Regional Growth Area and/or Rural Development Area (depend
alternative), and only would leave the Pinelands Area just north of the Great Egg Harbor Bay
waterways and adjacent lands of the Great Egg Harbor Bay are outside of the Pinelands Area, they still fall within the

e Pinelands National Reserve (PNR) and therefore are subject to New Jersey’s Coastal Area
coastal construction permit applications

3.44. NJDEP’s Land Use Regulation Program and the Commission
coordinate the permit review process through the procedure outlined in the February 8, 1988, Memorandum of
Agreement between the two agencies. The 1988 MOA provides that NJDEP will implement the Pinelands CMP
the coastal zone to the extent of its statutory authority, will review comments submitted by the Commission on
applications for development within the PNR, and will consider the Commission to be a reviewing agency for any

Because the Great Egg Harbor Bay alternatives are still within the
PNR, and would still require a major upgrade of a 10 mile segment of the Vineland
which is located within the Forest Area), for all intents and purposes, these alternatives are not “outside” the

South Jersey Gas – BL England Gas Route Analysis Report
has been prepared to provide more detailed assessments of the impacts associated with

, as the project design and details have progressed, the project team has been able to better

To determine the preferred alternative route for the gas pipeline, Woodard & Curran applied a utility
rating system adapted from the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) to

nstructability and maintenance
power station from the west and south;

, which approaches the
information and preliminary field investigations

environmental impacts, community and neighborhood impacts, constructability issues, and operation and
Based on overall analysis of these factors, Route “A”

al details on the potential environmental impacts associated with
the three original routes evaluated and confirmed that Route “A” was the preferred route.

In contrast, the Rt. 49 alternative would address both needs and would have no significant
feed on both the 10

Mays Landing Pipeline between Union Rd and Rt. 50 and the entire 20-mile Rt. 50 Pipeline
Mays Landing Pipeline between Union Road and Rt. 50, natural gas could

Rt. 49 Pipeline to feed both Atlantic County to the north (via a back feed up the

the Vineland-Mays Landing Pipeline and crossing of the
Pinelands Area. Any extension of the Vineland

Pipeline would be located within a Regional Growth Area and/or Rural Development Area (depend
alternative), and only would leave the Pinelands Area just north of the Great Egg Harbor Bay
waterways and adjacent lands of the Great Egg Harbor Bay are outside of the Pinelands Area, they still fall within the

e Pinelands National Reserve (PNR) and therefore are subject to New Jersey’s Coastal Area
coastal construction permit applications

Land Use Regulation Program and the Commission
coordinate the permit review process through the procedure outlined in the February 8, 1988, Memorandum of
Agreement between the two agencies. The 1988 MOA provides that NJDEP will implement the Pinelands CMP
the coastal zone to the extent of its statutory authority, will review comments submitted by the Commission on
applications for development within the PNR, and will consider the Commission to be a reviewing agency for any

Because the Great Egg Harbor Bay alternatives are still within the
PNR, and would still require a major upgrade of a 10 mile segment of the Vineland

nts and purposes, these alternatives are not “outside” the

BL England Gas Route Analysis Report
has been prepared to provide more detailed assessments of the impacts associated with

progressed, the project team has been able to better

To determine the preferred alternative route for the gas pipeline, Woodard & Curran applied a utility
rating system adapted from the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) to evaluate the alternative routes using

nstructability and maintenance criteria
from the west and south;

, which approaches the power station
information and preliminary field investigations

environmental impacts, community and neighborhood impacts, constructability issues, and operation and
Route “A” was determined

details on the potential environmental impacts associated with
the three original routes evaluated and confirmed that Route “A” was the preferred route.

no significant environmental impact
feed on both the 10-mile segment of the Vineland

mile Rt. 50 Pipeline. In the event of a loss of
Mays Landing Pipeline between Union Road and Rt. 50, natural gas could be fed along the proposed

Rt. 49 Pipeline to feed both Atlantic County to the north (via a back feed up the Rte. 50 pipeline) and Cape May

Mays Landing Pipeline and crossing of the
Any extension of the Vineland

Pipeline would be located within a Regional Growth Area and/or Rural Development Area (depend
alternative), and only would leave the Pinelands Area just north of the Great Egg Harbor Bay
waterways and adjacent lands of the Great Egg Harbor Bay are outside of the Pinelands Area, they still fall within the

e Pinelands National Reserve (PNR) and therefore are subject to New Jersey’s Coastal Area
coastal construction permit applications within the PNR,

Land Use Regulation Program and the Commission
coordinate the permit review process through the procedure outlined in the February 8, 1988, Memorandum of
Agreement between the two agencies. The 1988 MOA provides that NJDEP will implement the Pinelands CMP
the coastal zone to the extent of its statutory authority, will review comments submitted by the Commission on
applications for development within the PNR, and will consider the Commission to be a reviewing agency for any

Because the Great Egg Harbor Bay alternatives are still within the
PNR, and would still require a major upgrade of a 10 mile segment of the Vineland-Mays Landing Pipeline (7 miles of

nts and purposes, these alternatives are not “outside” the

BL England Gas Route Analysis Report
has been prepared to provide more detailed assessments of the impacts associated with each alternative

progressed, the project team has been able to better

To determine the preferred alternative route for the gas pipeline, Woodard & Curran applied a utility
evaluate the alternative routes using
criteria. Three possible

from the west and south; Route B, which approaches the
power station from the west and s

information and preliminary field investigations
environmental impacts, community and neighborhood impacts, constructability issues, and operation and

determined to be the
details on the potential environmental impacts associated with

the three original routes evaluated and confirmed that Route “A” was the preferred route.

Woodard & Curran
April

environmental impact
mile segment of the Vineland

In the event of a loss of
be fed along the proposed

50 pipeline) and Cape May

Mays Landing Pipeline and crossing of the
Any extension of the Vineland-Mays Landing

Pipeline would be located within a Regional Growth Area and/or Rural Development Area (depending on the
alternative), and only would leave the Pinelands Area just north of the Great Egg Harbor Bay. Even though the
waterways and adjacent lands of the Great Egg Harbor Bay are outside of the Pinelands Area, they still fall within the

e Pinelands National Reserve (PNR) and therefore are subject to New Jersey’s Coastal Area
within the PNR, the Commission

Land Use Regulation Program and the Commission
coordinate the permit review process through the procedure outlined in the February 8, 1988, Memorandum of
Agreement between the two agencies. The 1988 MOA provides that NJDEP will implement the Pinelands CMP
the coastal zone to the extent of its statutory authority, will review comments submitted by the Commission on
applications for development within the PNR, and will consider the Commission to be a reviewing agency for any

Because the Great Egg Harbor Bay alternatives are still within the
Mays Landing Pipeline (7 miles of

nts and purposes, these alternatives are not “outside” the

BL England Gas Route Analysis Report (Report)
alternative. Since the

progressed, the project team has been able to better

To determine the preferred alternative route for the gas pipeline, Woodard & Curran applied a utility-standard value
evaluate the alternative routes using

Three possible routes were
, which approaches the

from the west and south
information and preliminary field investigations including potential

environmental impacts, community and neighborhood impacts, constructability issues, and operation and
to be the preferred

details on the potential environmental impacts associated with

Woodard & Curran
April 2015

environmental impact. The
mile segment of the Vineland-

In the event of a loss of
be fed along the proposed

50 pipeline) and Cape May

Mays Landing Pipeline and crossing of the
Mays Landing

ing on the
Even though the

waterways and adjacent lands of the Great Egg Harbor Bay are outside of the Pinelands Area, they still fall within the
e Pinelands National Reserve (PNR) and therefore are subject to New Jersey’s Coastal Area

the Commission
Land Use Regulation Program and the Commission

coordinate the permit review process through the procedure outlined in the February 8, 1988, Memorandum of
Agreement between the two agencies. The 1988 MOA provides that NJDEP will implement the Pinelands CMP within
the coastal zone to the extent of its statutory authority, will review comments submitted by the Commission on
applications for development within the PNR, and will consider the Commission to be a reviewing agency for any

Because the Great Egg Harbor Bay alternatives are still within the
Mays Landing Pipeline (7 miles of

nts and purposes, these alternatives are not “outside” the

(Report)
Since the

progressed, the project team has been able to better

standard value
evaluate the alternative routes using

outes were
, which approaches the

outh.
including potential

environmental impacts, community and neighborhood impacts, constructability issues, and operation and
referred route.

details on the potential environmental impacts associated with
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Alternatives Analysis

Analysis of alternative routes for this linear project began
progressed through the primary elements of each route to identify any significant issues or fatal flaws associated with
a particular route. Potential fatal flaws that could eliminate a route from f
environmental impacts; not meeting the goals of the project; significant time delays impacting the repowering;
significant constructability risks; potential safety impacts; and right
process during a pre
fatal flaw associated with route “C,” which would follow an abandoned railroad right
indicated that if the abandoned railroad was overgrown or reforested, it would not be considered a viable alternative
and should not be pursued further. Woodard & Curran’s investigation of route “C” ceased when field investigations
revealed that in fact the R
stream corridors and threatened and endangered species habitat.

Based on engineering and constructability constraints and in accordance with
avoidance and minimization of natural resource impact
state and federally protected waters and wetlands, threatened and endangered species,
protected lands,
from the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection, the Pinelands Commission, the New Jersey Division
of Fish and Wildlife, and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service
information system (GIS) data, design requirements/limitations,
data gathered by the project design and permitting team.

Each alternative was evaluated consistently using the f

 All stream and wetland crossings would be crossed using jack and bore

(HDD)

 Required cleared ROW in areas that are not cl

 HDD crossings would require a cleared pipe staging area at one end of 30 feet

HDD

 HDD crossings would require a pad at the other end

“Horizontal Directional Drilling” for more detail)

 Clearing would not be required along any ROW with enough area to install the pipeline

Below is a
natural resources
for totals of

1. No Build Alternative

The no build alternative does not meet the
natural gas to support the repowering of the BL England electric generating station, as well as to enhance the
reliability of gas service fo
constructed includes the following.

Reduced electric system reliability

enable the plant to c
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Alternatives Analysis

Analysis of alternative routes for this linear project began
progressed through the primary elements of each route to identify any significant issues or fatal flaws associated with
a particular route. Potential fatal flaws that could eliminate a route from f
environmental impacts; not meeting the goals of the project; significant time delays impacting the repowering;
significant constructability risks; potential safety impacts; and right

during a pre- application meeting
fatal flaw associated with route “C,” which would follow an abandoned railroad right

cated that if the abandoned railroad was overgrown or reforested, it would not be considered a viable alternative
and should not be pursued further. Woodard & Curran’s investigation of route “C” ceased when field investigations
revealed that in fact the R
stream corridors and threatened and endangered species habitat.

Based on engineering and constructability constraints and in accordance with
avoidance and minimization of natural resource impact
state and federally protected waters and wetlands, threatened and endangered species,
protected lands, and natural heritage sites.
from the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection, the Pinelands Commission, the New Jersey Division
of Fish and Wildlife, and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service
information system (GIS) data, design requirements/limitations,
data gathered by the project design and permitting team.

Each alternative was evaluated consistently using the f

All stream and wetland crossings would be crossed using jack and bore

(HDD) methods, resulting in no impacts to subject resources

Required cleared ROW in areas that are not cl

HDD crossings would require a cleared pipe staging area at one end of 30 feet

HDD

HDD crossings would require a pad at the other end

“Horizontal Directional Drilling” for more detail)

Clearing would not be required along any ROW with enough area to install the pipeline

Below is a description of each
natural resources and an assessment of the routes meeting the goals of the project
for totals of evaluated route data

No Build Alternative

The no build alternative does not meet the
natural gas to support the repowering of the BL England electric generating station, as well as to enhance the
reliability of gas service fo
constructed includes the following.

Reduced electric system reliability

enable the plant to continue operating and thereby to supply cleaner, safer, and more reliable electricity to residents

225616.00)
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Analysis of alternative routes for this linear project began
progressed through the primary elements of each route to identify any significant issues or fatal flaws associated with
a particular route. Potential fatal flaws that could eliminate a route from f
environmental impacts; not meeting the goals of the project; significant time delays impacting the repowering;
significant constructability risks; potential safety impacts; and right

application meeting
fatal flaw associated with route “C,” which would follow an abandoned railroad right

cated that if the abandoned railroad was overgrown or reforested, it would not be considered a viable alternative
and should not be pursued further. Woodard & Curran’s investigation of route “C” ceased when field investigations
revealed that in fact the ROW was overgrown for miles northwest of Woodbine and that the area included wetlands,
stream corridors and threatened and endangered species habitat.

Based on engineering and constructability constraints and in accordance with
avoidance and minimization of natural resource impact
state and federally protected waters and wetlands, threatened and endangered species,

natural heritage sites.
from the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection, the Pinelands Commission, the New Jersey Division
of Fish and Wildlife, and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service
information system (GIS) data, design requirements/limitations,
data gathered by the project design and permitting team.

Each alternative was evaluated consistently using the f

All stream and wetland crossings would be crossed using jack and bore

, resulting in no impacts to subject resources

Required cleared ROW in areas that are not cl

HDD crossings would require a cleared pipe staging area at one end of 30 feet

HDD crossings would require a pad at the other end

“Horizontal Directional Drilling” for more detail)

Clearing would not be required along any ROW with enough area to install the pipeline

description of each of the eight
and an assessment of the routes meeting the goals of the project

evaluated route data by resource

No Build Alternative

The no build alternative does not meet the
natural gas to support the repowering of the BL England electric generating station, as well as to enhance the
reliability of gas service for customers in Cape May and Atlantic counties
constructed includes the following.

Reduced electric system reliability – A major purpose of the pipeline is to provide natural gas service to BLE to

ontinue operating and thereby to supply cleaner, safer, and more reliable electricity to residents

Analysis of alternative routes for this linear project began
progressed through the primary elements of each route to identify any significant issues or fatal flaws associated with
a particular route. Potential fatal flaws that could eliminate a route from f
environmental impacts; not meeting the goals of the project; significant time delays impacting the repowering;
significant constructability risks; potential safety impacts; and right

application meeting in the spring of 2012, the Pinelands Commission
fatal flaw associated with route “C,” which would follow an abandoned railroad right

cated that if the abandoned railroad was overgrown or reforested, it would not be considered a viable alternative
and should not be pursued further. Woodard & Curran’s investigation of route “C” ceased when field investigations

OW was overgrown for miles northwest of Woodbine and that the area included wetlands,
stream corridors and threatened and endangered species habitat.

Based on engineering and constructability constraints and in accordance with
avoidance and minimization of natural resource impact
state and federally protected waters and wetlands, threatened and endangered species,

natural heritage sites. This alternative
from the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection, the Pinelands Commission, the New Jersey Division
of Fish and Wildlife, and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service
information system (GIS) data, design requirements/limitations,
data gathered by the project design and permitting team.

Each alternative was evaluated consistently using the f

All stream and wetland crossings would be crossed using jack and bore

, resulting in no impacts to subject resources

Required cleared ROW in areas that are not cl

HDD crossings would require a cleared pipe staging area at one end of 30 feet

HDD crossings would require a pad at the other end

“Horizontal Directional Drilling” for more detail)

Clearing would not be required along any ROW with enough area to install the pipeline

of the eight alternative
and an assessment of the routes meeting the goals of the project

by resource area.

The no build alternative does not meet the compelling public
natural gas to support the repowering of the BL England electric generating station, as well as to enhance the

r customers in Cape May and Atlantic counties

A major purpose of the pipeline is to provide natural gas service to BLE to

ontinue operating and thereby to supply cleaner, safer, and more reliable electricity to residents
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Analysis of alternative routes for this linear project began by establishing the purpose and goals of the project, and
progressed through the primary elements of each route to identify any significant issues or fatal flaws associated with
a particular route. Potential fatal flaws that could eliminate a route from f
environmental impacts; not meeting the goals of the project; significant time delays impacting the repowering;
significant constructability risks; potential safety impacts; and right

in the spring of 2012, the Pinelands Commission
fatal flaw associated with route “C,” which would follow an abandoned railroad right

cated that if the abandoned railroad was overgrown or reforested, it would not be considered a viable alternative
and should not be pursued further. Woodard & Curran’s investigation of route “C” ceased when field investigations

OW was overgrown for miles northwest of Woodbine and that the area included wetlands,
stream corridors and threatened and endangered species habitat.

Based on engineering and constructability constraints and in accordance with
avoidance and minimization of natural resource impacts, each alternative was evaluated for its potential impacts to
state and federally protected waters and wetlands, threatened and endangered species,

This alternatives analysis utilized existing state and federal databases
from the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection, the Pinelands Commission, the New Jersey Division
of Fish and Wildlife, and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service
information system (GIS) data, design requirements/limitations, engineering
data gathered by the project design and permitting team.

Each alternative was evaluated consistently using the following assumptions:

All stream and wetland crossings would be crossed using jack and bore

, resulting in no impacts to subject resources

Required cleared ROW in areas that are not cleared would b

HDD crossings would require a cleared pipe staging area at one end of 30 feet

HDD crossings would require a pad at the other end 30 feet wide by 200 feet long

“Horizontal Directional Drilling” for more detail)

Clearing would not be required along any ROW with enough area to install the pipeline

alternatives along with a
and an assessment of the routes meeting the goals of the project

compelling public needs of the project
natural gas to support the repowering of the BL England electric generating station, as well as to enhance the

r customers in Cape May and Atlantic counties

A major purpose of the pipeline is to provide natural gas service to BLE to

ontinue operating and thereby to supply cleaner, safer, and more reliable electricity to residents

by establishing the purpose and goals of the project, and
progressed through the primary elements of each route to identify any significant issues or fatal flaws associated with
a particular route. Potential fatal flaws that could eliminate a route from further consideration included significant
environmental impacts; not meeting the goals of the project; significant time delays impacting the repowering;
significant constructability risks; potential safety impacts; and right-of-way availability. For examp

in the spring of 2012, the Pinelands Commission
fatal flaw associated with route “C,” which would follow an abandoned railroad right

cated that if the abandoned railroad was overgrown or reforested, it would not be considered a viable alternative
and should not be pursued further. Woodard & Curran’s investigation of route “C” ceased when field investigations

OW was overgrown for miles northwest of Woodbine and that the area included wetlands,

Based on engineering and constructability constraints and in accordance with required state and federal
, each alternative was evaluated for its potential impacts to

state and federally protected waters and wetlands, threatened and endangered species,
analysis utilized existing state and federal databases

from the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection, the Pinelands Commission, the New Jersey Division
of Fish and Wildlife, and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service. Alternatives were e

engineering/construction

ollowing assumptions:

All stream and wetland crossings would be crossed using jack and bore

, resulting in no impacts to subject resources where ever possible

eared would be 30 feet wide

HDD crossings would require a cleared pipe staging area at one end of 30 feet

30 feet wide by 200 feet long

Clearing would not be required along any ROW with enough area to install the pipeline

along with a discussion of potential impacts or affects to
and an assessment of the routes meeting the goals of the project

needs of the project
natural gas to support the repowering of the BL England electric generating station, as well as to enhance the

r customers in Cape May and Atlantic counties. The impact of the pipeline not being

A major purpose of the pipeline is to provide natural gas service to BLE to

ontinue operating and thereby to supply cleaner, safer, and more reliable electricity to residents

by establishing the purpose and goals of the project, and
progressed through the primary elements of each route to identify any significant issues or fatal flaws associated with

urther consideration included significant
environmental impacts; not meeting the goals of the project; significant time delays impacting the repowering;

way availability. For examp
in the spring of 2012, the Pinelands Commission staff

fatal flaw associated with route “C,” which would follow an abandoned railroad right-of-way (ROW). Pinelands staff
cated that if the abandoned railroad was overgrown or reforested, it would not be considered a viable alternative

and should not be pursued further. Woodard & Curran’s investigation of route “C” ceased when field investigations
OW was overgrown for miles northwest of Woodbine and that the area included wetlands,

required state and federal
, each alternative was evaluated for its potential impacts to

state and federally protected waters and wetlands, threatened and endangered species, engineering constraints,
analysis utilized existing state and federal databases

from the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection, the Pinelands Commission, the New Jersey Division
ernatives were evaluated using g

/construction considerations

(J&B) or horizontal directional drill

where ever possible

wide

HDD crossings would require a cleared pipe staging area at one end of 30 feet wide and the length of the

30 feet wide by 200 feet long.

Clearing would not be required along any ROW with enough area to install the pipeline

discussion of potential impacts or affects to
and an assessment of the routes meeting the goals of the project. Refer to Table

needs of the project, which are to provide a supply of
natural gas to support the repowering of the BL England electric generating station, as well as to enhance the

The impact of the pipeline not being

A major purpose of the pipeline is to provide natural gas service to BLE to

ontinue operating and thereby to supply cleaner, safer, and more reliable electricity to residents

Woodard & Curran
April

by establishing the purpose and goals of the project, and
progressed through the primary elements of each route to identify any significant issues or fatal flaws associated with

urther consideration included significant
environmental impacts; not meeting the goals of the project; significant time delays impacting the repowering;

way availability. For example, early in the
identified a potential

way (ROW). Pinelands staff
cated that if the abandoned railroad was overgrown or reforested, it would not be considered a viable alternative

and should not be pursued further. Woodard & Curran’s investigation of route “C” ceased when field investigations
OW was overgrown for miles northwest of Woodbine and that the area included wetlands,

required state and federal mandates of
, each alternative was evaluated for its potential impacts to

engineering constraints,
analysis utilized existing state and federal databases

from the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection, the Pinelands Commission, the New Jersey Division
valuated using geographical

considerations, and field

horizontal directional drill

wide and the length of the

(See Attachment #2

discussion of potential impacts or affects to
Refer to Table 1 (Attachment #3)

, which are to provide a supply of
natural gas to support the repowering of the BL England electric generating station, as well as to enhance the

The impact of the pipeline not being

A major purpose of the pipeline is to provide natural gas service to BLE to

ontinue operating and thereby to supply cleaner, safer, and more reliable electricity to residents

Woodard & Curran
April 2015

by establishing the purpose and goals of the project, and
progressed through the primary elements of each route to identify any significant issues or fatal flaws associated with

urther consideration included significant
environmental impacts; not meeting the goals of the project; significant time delays impacting the repowering;

le, early in the
potential

way (ROW). Pinelands staff
cated that if the abandoned railroad was overgrown or reforested, it would not be considered a viable alternative

and should not be pursued further. Woodard & Curran’s investigation of route “C” ceased when field investigations
OW was overgrown for miles northwest of Woodbine and that the area included wetlands,

mandates of
, each alternative was evaluated for its potential impacts to

engineering constraints,
analysis utilized existing state and federal databases

from the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection, the Pinelands Commission, the New Jersey Division
eographical
, and field

horizontal directional drill

wide and the length of the

ment #2

discussion of potential impacts or affects to
ment #3)

, which are to provide a supply of
natural gas to support the repowering of the BL England electric generating station, as well as to enhance the

The impact of the pipeline not being

A major purpose of the pipeline is to provide natural gas service to BLE to

ontinue operating and thereby to supply cleaner, safer, and more reliable electricity to residents
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and businesses in the Pinelands and surrounding areas of Atlantic and Cape May Counties.

constructed to support the repowering of

would require significant electric system upgrades

dated April 10, 2014

specifically identified improvements that would be required in the

England power plant not be repowered

upgrades identified include:

These transmission upgrades alone cannot replace the reliability and economic benefits of BLE’s locally
generated electricity. For example, during times of a natural disaster, like Hurricane Sandy, the reliability
benefits of a local source of electricity
Pennsylvania. Additionally, local generating sources provide a valuable source of reactive power, which is
critical to maintaining grid stability, especially during peak air condition
blackout, restoration of the grid often depends on the availability of local generation sources with “black
start” capability
an electricity feed from a larger unit. BLE will have this black start capability.

Atlantic City Electric (“ACE”) has advised that it intends to pursue some of these transmission upgrades

whether or not BLE is repowered. However, in the event that

regulatory approval to construct their planned transmission upgrades, a repowered BLE will

reduction of a significant portion of PJM’s mandated transmission system improvement cost and will provide

signi

not.

 Increased electric cost for South Jersey customers
following the closure of the Oyster C
would be consumed by residents and businesses within the Pinelands. In addition to the electric system
improvement costs detailed above, South Jersey electric customers, primarily those i

South Jersey Gas (225616.00
Route Analysis Addendum II

and businesses in the Pinelands and surrounding areas of Atlantic and Cape May Counties.

constructed to support the repowering of

would require significant electric system upgrades

dated April 10, 2014 and PJM’s 2014 Regional Transmission Expansion

specifically identified improvements that would be required in the

England power plant not be repowered

upgrades identified include:

1. Rebuild and reconfigure existing 138 kV line to establish a new Orchard

Estimate: $57M)

2. New Upper Pittsgove

3. New Cardiff

4. Orchard substation work to accommodate new Orchard

$3.6M)

5. Upper Pittsgrove substation work

6. Landis substation work to convert Landis to a ring bus and connect 3 lines

$13.4M)

7. Dorothy

8. Cardiff substation work to acco

Lewis 138 kV line

9. Lewis subst

10. Environmental (Cost Estimate: $2M)

These transmission upgrades alone cannot replace the reliability and economic benefits of BLE’s locally
generated electricity. For example, during times of a natural disaster, like Hurricane Sandy, the reliability
benefits of a local source of electricity
Pennsylvania. Additionally, local generating sources provide a valuable source of reactive power, which is
critical to maintaining grid stability, especially during peak air condition
blackout, restoration of the grid often depends on the availability of local generation sources with “black
start” capability
an electricity feed from a larger unit. BLE will have this black start capability.

Atlantic City Electric (“ACE”) has advised that it intends to pursue some of these transmission upgrades

whether or not BLE is repowered. However, in the event that

regulatory approval to construct their planned transmission upgrades, a repowered BLE will

reduction of a significant portion of PJM’s mandated transmission system improvement cost and will provide

significant reliability, economic, and environmental benefits to the Pinelands that transmission upgrades will

not.

Increased electric cost for South Jersey customers
following the closure of the Oyster C
would be consumed by residents and businesses within the Pinelands. In addition to the electric system
improvement costs detailed above, South Jersey electric customers, primarily those i

225616.00)
Route Analysis Addendum II

and businesses in the Pinelands and surrounding areas of Atlantic and Cape May Counties.

constructed to support the repowering of

would require significant electric system upgrades

and PJM’s 2014 Regional Transmission Expansion

specifically identified improvements that would be required in the

England power plant not be repowered

upgrades identified include:

Rebuild and reconfigure existing 138 kV line to establish a new Orchard

Estimate: $57M)

New Upper Pittsgove

New Cardiff – Lewis #2 138 kV l

Orchard substation work to accommodate new Orchard

$3.6M)

Upper Pittsgrove substation work

Landis substation work to convert Landis to a ring bus and connect 3 lines

$13.4M)

Dorothy Substation work

Cardiff substation work to acco

Lewis 138 kV line (Cost Estimate: $16.4M)

Lewis substation work (Cost Estimate: $0.1M)

Environmental (Cost Estimate: $2M)

These transmission upgrades alone cannot replace the reliability and economic benefits of BLE’s locally
generated electricity. For example, during times of a natural disaster, like Hurricane Sandy, the reliability
benefits of a local source of electricity
Pennsylvania. Additionally, local generating sources provide a valuable source of reactive power, which is
critical to maintaining grid stability, especially during peak air condition
blackout, restoration of the grid often depends on the availability of local generation sources with “black
start” capability – the ability of generating units to come on
an electricity feed from a larger unit. BLE will have this black start capability.

Atlantic City Electric (“ACE”) has advised that it intends to pursue some of these transmission upgrades

whether or not BLE is repowered. However, in the event that

regulatory approval to construct their planned transmission upgrades, a repowered BLE will

reduction of a significant portion of PJM’s mandated transmission system improvement cost and will provide

ficant reliability, economic, and environmental benefits to the Pinelands that transmission upgrades will

Increased electric cost for South Jersey customers
following the closure of the Oyster C
would be consumed by residents and businesses within the Pinelands. In addition to the electric system
improvement costs detailed above, South Jersey electric customers, primarily those i

and businesses in the Pinelands and surrounding areas of Atlantic and Cape May Counties.

constructed to support the repowering of the plant, there would be multiple electric system reliability violations that

would require significant electric system upgrades.

and PJM’s 2014 Regional Transmission Expansion

specifically identified improvements that would be required in the

England power plant not be repowered, as part of their “At Risk Generation Analysis” section of

Rebuild and reconfigure existing 138 kV line to establish a new Orchard

New Upper Pittsgove – Lewis 138 kV line

Lewis #2 138 kV line

Orchard substation work to accommodate new Orchard

Upper Pittsgrove substation work (Cost Estimate: $0.05M)

Landis substation work to convert Landis to a ring bus and connect 3 lines

Substation work – replace two switches with breakers

Cardiff substation work to accommodate new Orchard

(Cost Estimate: $16.4M)

ation work (Cost Estimate: $0.1M)

Environmental (Cost Estimate: $2M)

These transmission upgrades alone cannot replace the reliability and economic benefits of BLE’s locally
generated electricity. For example, during times of a natural disaster, like Hurricane Sandy, the reliability
benefits of a local source of electricity are far superior to more distant electricity sources, such as those in
Pennsylvania. Additionally, local generating sources provide a valuable source of reactive power, which is
critical to maintaining grid stability, especially during peak air condition
blackout, restoration of the grid often depends on the availability of local generation sources with “black

the ability of generating units to come on
an electricity feed from a larger unit. BLE will have this black start capability.

Atlantic City Electric (“ACE”) has advised that it intends to pursue some of these transmission upgrades

whether or not BLE is repowered. However, in the event that

regulatory approval to construct their planned transmission upgrades, a repowered BLE will

reduction of a significant portion of PJM’s mandated transmission system improvement cost and will provide

ficant reliability, economic, and environmental benefits to the Pinelands that transmission upgrades will

Increased electric cost for South Jersey customers
following the closure of the Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station, 86% of the energy of the BLE plant
would be consumed by residents and businesses within the Pinelands. In addition to the electric system
improvement costs detailed above, South Jersey electric customers, primarily those i
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and businesses in the Pinelands and surrounding areas of Atlantic and Cape May Counties.

there would be multiple electric system reliability violations that

. The PJM Transmission Expansion Advisory Committee report

and PJM’s 2014 Regional Transmission Expansion

specifically identified improvements that would be required in the existing electric

as part of their “At Risk Generation Analysis” section of

Rebuild and reconfigure existing 138 kV line to establish a new Orchard

Lewis 138 kV line (Cost Estimate: $28M)

(Cost Estimate: $3.5M)

Orchard substation work to accommodate new Orchard

(Cost Estimate: $0.05M)

Landis substation work to convert Landis to a ring bus and connect 3 lines

replace two switches with breakers

odate new Orchard

(Cost Estimate: $16.4M)

ation work (Cost Estimate: $0.1M)

Environmental (Cost Estimate: $2M)

These transmission upgrades alone cannot replace the reliability and economic benefits of BLE’s locally
generated electricity. For example, during times of a natural disaster, like Hurricane Sandy, the reliability

are far superior to more distant electricity sources, such as those in
Pennsylvania. Additionally, local generating sources provide a valuable source of reactive power, which is
critical to maintaining grid stability, especially during peak air condition
blackout, restoration of the grid often depends on the availability of local generation sources with “black

the ability of generating units to come on
an electricity feed from a larger unit. BLE will have this black start capability.

Atlantic City Electric (“ACE”) has advised that it intends to pursue some of these transmission upgrades

whether or not BLE is repowered. However, in the event that

regulatory approval to construct their planned transmission upgrades, a repowered BLE will

reduction of a significant portion of PJM’s mandated transmission system improvement cost and will provide

ficant reliability, economic, and environmental benefits to the Pinelands that transmission upgrades will

Increased electric cost for South Jersey customers – an analysis of the NJ electric system concluded that,
reek Nuclear Generating Station, 86% of the energy of the BLE plant

would be consumed by residents and businesses within the Pinelands. In addition to the electric system
improvement costs detailed above, South Jersey electric customers, primarily those i

and businesses in the Pinelands and surrounding areas of Atlantic and Cape May Counties.

there would be multiple electric system reliability violations that

PJM Transmission Expansion Advisory Committee report

and PJM’s 2014 Regional Transmission Expansion Plan dated July 22, 2014

existing electric transmission system

as part of their “At Risk Generation Analysis” section of

Rebuild and reconfigure existing 138 kV line to establish a new Orchard

(Cost Estimate: $28M)

(Cost Estimate: $3.5M)

Orchard substation work to accommodate new Orchard – Cardiff 230 kV line

(Cost Estimate: $0.05M)

Landis substation work to convert Landis to a ring bus and connect 3 lines

replace two switches with breakers (Cost Estimate: $4M)

odate new Orchard – Cardiff 230 kV line and new Cardiff

These transmission upgrades alone cannot replace the reliability and economic benefits of BLE’s locally
generated electricity. For example, during times of a natural disaster, like Hurricane Sandy, the reliability

are far superior to more distant electricity sources, such as those in
Pennsylvania. Additionally, local generating sources provide a valuable source of reactive power, which is
critical to maintaining grid stability, especially during peak air conditioning days. Moreover, in the event of a
blackout, restoration of the grid often depends on the availability of local generation sources with “black

the ability of generating units to come on-line quickly after a blackout without the need
an electricity feed from a larger unit. BLE will have this black start capability.

Atlantic City Electric (“ACE”) has advised that it intends to pursue some of these transmission upgrades

whether or not BLE is repowered. However, in the event that BLE is repowered and ACE secures

regulatory approval to construct their planned transmission upgrades, a repowered BLE will

reduction of a significant portion of PJM’s mandated transmission system improvement cost and will provide

ficant reliability, economic, and environmental benefits to the Pinelands that transmission upgrades will

an analysis of the NJ electric system concluded that,
reek Nuclear Generating Station, 86% of the energy of the BLE plant

would be consumed by residents and businesses within the Pinelands. In addition to the electric system
improvement costs detailed above, South Jersey electric customers, primarily those i

and businesses in the Pinelands and surrounding areas of Atlantic and Cape May Counties. If the

there would be multiple electric system reliability violations that

PJM Transmission Expansion Advisory Committee report

Plan dated July 22, 2014

transmission system

as part of their “At Risk Generation Analysis” section of

Rebuild and reconfigure existing 138 kV line to establish a new Orchard – Cardiff 230 kV line

(Cost Estimate: $28M)

Cardiff 230 kV line (Cost Estimate:

Landis substation work to convert Landis to a ring bus and connect 3 lines to it

(Cost Estimate: $4M)

Cardiff 230 kV line and new Cardiff

These transmission upgrades alone cannot replace the reliability and economic benefits of BLE’s locally
generated electricity. For example, during times of a natural disaster, like Hurricane Sandy, the reliability

are far superior to more distant electricity sources, such as those in
Pennsylvania. Additionally, local generating sources provide a valuable source of reactive power, which is

ing days. Moreover, in the event of a
blackout, restoration of the grid often depends on the availability of local generation sources with “black

line quickly after a blackout without the need
an electricity feed from a larger unit. BLE will have this black start capability.

Atlantic City Electric (“ACE”) has advised that it intends to pursue some of these transmission upgrades

BLE is repowered and ACE secures

regulatory approval to construct their planned transmission upgrades, a repowered BLE will

reduction of a significant portion of PJM’s mandated transmission system improvement cost and will provide

ficant reliability, economic, and environmental benefits to the Pinelands that transmission upgrades will

an analysis of the NJ electric system concluded that,
reek Nuclear Generating Station, 86% of the energy of the BLE plant

would be consumed by residents and businesses within the Pinelands. In addition to the electric system
improvement costs detailed above, South Jersey electric customers, primarily those in the Pinelands, will
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(Cost Estimate: $4M)

Cardiff 230 kV line and new Cardiff –

These transmission upgrades alone cannot replace the reliability and economic benefits of BLE’s locally
generated electricity. For example, during times of a natural disaster, like Hurricane Sandy, the reliability

are far superior to more distant electricity sources, such as those in
Pennsylvania. Additionally, local generating sources provide a valuable source of reactive power, which is

ing days. Moreover, in the event of a
blackout, restoration of the grid often depends on the availability of local generation sources with “black

line quickly after a blackout without the need

Atlantic City Electric (“ACE”) has advised that it intends to pursue some of these transmission upgrades

BLE is repowered and ACE secures

regulatory approval to construct their planned transmission upgrades, a repowered BLE will still result in the

reduction of a significant portion of PJM’s mandated transmission system improvement cost and will provide

ficant reliability, economic, and environmental benefits to the Pinelands that transmission upgrades will

an analysis of the NJ electric system concluded that,
reek Nuclear Generating Station, 86% of the energy of the BLE plant

would be consumed by residents and businesses within the Pinelands. In addition to the electric system
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These transmission upgrades alone cannot replace the reliability and economic benefits of BLE’s locally
generated electricity. For example, during times of a natural disaster, like Hurricane Sandy, the reliability

are far superior to more distant electricity sources, such as those in
Pennsylvania. Additionally, local generating sources provide a valuable source of reactive power, which is

ing days. Moreover, in the event of a
blackout, restoration of the grid often depends on the availability of local generation sources with “black

line quickly after a blackout without the need for

Atlantic City Electric (“ACE”) has advised that it intends to pursue some of these transmission upgrades

BLE is repowered and ACE secures

result in the

reduction of a significant portion of PJM’s mandated transmission system improvement cost and will provide

ficant reliability, economic, and environmental benefits to the Pinelands that transmission upgrades will

an analysis of the NJ electric system concluded that,
reek Nuclear Generating Station, 86% of the energy of the BLE plant

would be consumed by residents and businesses within the Pinelands. In addition to the electric system
n the Pinelands, will
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bear increased electric costs resulting from the difference in price between locally generated electricity and
electricity which is imported from Pennsylvania and other states
transmission network. This constrained network results in increased costs for imported power as opposed
to power generated in

 Increased air pollution
dioxide, nitrogen oxides, sulphur dioxide, mercury and fine particulates. If the plant did not repower and was
forced to shut down, much of the replacement power would be purchased from nearby states, primarily
Pennsylvania. M
directly impacts New Jersey and specifically the Pinelands. Prevailing west
particulates and sulfate air pollution from Pennsylvania’s power
they contribute to a number of human health problems.

 Continued risk of natural gas interruption for customers in Atlantic and Cape May counties

construct the pipeline as prop

enhancing reliability of natural gas service for customers in Atlantic and Cape May counties.

earlier in this document, SJG’s existing infrastructure is dependent upon two segments of sing

transmission pipeline service as the “backbone” of the entire system serving Atlantic and Cape May

counties. If a service interruption were to occur along this backbone, as many as 28,700 Pinelands

customers in the Pinelands and 142,000 ove

interruption of this magnitude would put public safety and health at risk, especially during the winter months

when natural gas usage peaks due to the need to heat homes, businesses and other critic

as hospitals, schools, elder care facilities, etc.

For the reasons stated above, the No Build alternative clearly produces significant risks to the well
who live in South Jersey, many of whom reside in the Pinelands,
consideration.

2. Route

Route Description

Route “A” begins in Maurice River Township, Cumberland County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper
Township, Cape May County
Township at Route 49 & Union Road (CR 671), at the location of an existing gas line
Route 49 until it intersects Cedar Avenue
CR 557 to NJ Route 50; then south on NJ Route 50 to the intersection of Mt. Pleasant
The route then continues on what is being described as the Tuckahoe Road Segment,
Tuckahoe Road to the intersection of Marshall Avenue; then east on Marshall Avenue to NJ Route 50
NJ Route 50 to Tuckahoe Road; then east on Tuckahoe Road to the intersection with Ocean
route then proceeds north on O
proceeds east on the Atlantic City
to the power station
impacts and limiting clearing required to install the gas pipeline

SJG revised the project design to include
the surface area disturbance and therefore the potential adverse environmental impacts associated with roadside
land disturbance both within the State Pinelands Area and in the Coastal area. The 2
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bear increased electric costs resulting from the difference in price between locally generated electricity and
electricity which is imported from Pennsylvania and other states
transmission network. This constrained network results in increased costs for imported power as opposed
to power generated in

Increased air pollution
dioxide, nitrogen oxides, sulphur dioxide, mercury and fine particulates. If the plant did not repower and was
forced to shut down, much of the replacement power would be purchased from nearby states, primarily
Pennsylvania. M
directly impacts New Jersey and specifically the Pinelands. Prevailing west
particulates and sulfate air pollution from Pennsylvania’s power
they contribute to a number of human health problems.

Continued risk of natural gas interruption for customers in Atlantic and Cape May counties

construct the pipeline as prop

enhancing reliability of natural gas service for customers in Atlantic and Cape May counties.

earlier in this document, SJG’s existing infrastructure is dependent upon two segments of sing

transmission pipeline service as the “backbone” of the entire system serving Atlantic and Cape May

counties. If a service interruption were to occur along this backbone, as many as 28,700 Pinelands

customers in the Pinelands and 142,000 ove

interruption of this magnitude would put public safety and health at risk, especially during the winter months

when natural gas usage peaks due to the need to heat homes, businesses and other critic

as hospitals, schools, elder care facilities, etc.

For the reasons stated above, the No Build alternative clearly produces significant risks to the well
who live in South Jersey, many of whom reside in the Pinelands,
consideration.

Route “A”

Route Description

Route “A” begins in Maurice River Township, Cumberland County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper
Township, Cape May County
Township at Route 49 & Union Road (CR 671), at the location of an existing gas line
Route 49 until it intersects Cedar Avenue
CR 557 to NJ Route 50; then south on NJ Route 50 to the intersection of Mt. Pleasant
The route then continues on what is being described as the Tuckahoe Road Segment,
Tuckahoe Road to the intersection of Marshall Avenue; then east on Marshall Avenue to NJ Route 50
NJ Route 50 to Tuckahoe Road; then east on Tuckahoe Road to the intersection with Ocean
route then proceeds north on O
proceeds east on the Atlantic City
to the power station. This route primarily follows existing
impacts and limiting clearing required to install the gas pipeline

SJG revised the project design to include
surface area disturbance and therefore the potential adverse environmental impacts associated with roadside

land disturbance both within the State Pinelands Area and in the Coastal area. The 2
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bear increased electric costs resulting from the difference in price between locally generated electricity and
electricity which is imported from Pennsylvania and other states
transmission network. This constrained network results in increased costs for imported power as opposed
to power generated in-state.

Increased air pollution – the repowering of BLE will result in significant reducti
dioxide, nitrogen oxides, sulphur dioxide, mercury and fine particulates. If the plant did not repower and was
forced to shut down, much of the replacement power would be purchased from nearby states, primarily
Pennsylvania. Much of the air pollution generated from Pennsylvania’s coal
directly impacts New Jersey and specifically the Pinelands. Prevailing west
particulates and sulfate air pollution from Pennsylvania’s power
they contribute to a number of human health problems.

Continued risk of natural gas interruption for customers in Atlantic and Cape May counties

construct the pipeline as prop

enhancing reliability of natural gas service for customers in Atlantic and Cape May counties.

earlier in this document, SJG’s existing infrastructure is dependent upon two segments of sing

transmission pipeline service as the “backbone” of the entire system serving Atlantic and Cape May

counties. If a service interruption were to occur along this backbone, as many as 28,700 Pinelands

customers in the Pinelands and 142,000 ove

interruption of this magnitude would put public safety and health at risk, especially during the winter months

when natural gas usage peaks due to the need to heat homes, businesses and other critic

as hospitals, schools, elder care facilities, etc.

For the reasons stated above, the No Build alternative clearly produces significant risks to the well
who live in South Jersey, many of whom reside in the Pinelands,

Route “A” begins in Maurice River Township, Cumberland County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper
Township, Cape May County. Route “A
Township at Route 49 & Union Road (CR 671), at the location of an existing gas line
Route 49 until it intersects Cedar Avenue
CR 557 to NJ Route 50; then south on NJ Route 50 to the intersection of Mt. Pleasant
The route then continues on what is being described as the Tuckahoe Road Segment,
Tuckahoe Road to the intersection of Marshall Avenue; then east on Marshall Avenue to NJ Route 50
NJ Route 50 to Tuckahoe Road; then east on Tuckahoe Road to the intersection with Ocean
route then proceeds north on Oceanwoods
proceeds east on the Atlantic City Electric

This route primarily follows existing
impacts and limiting clearing required to install the gas pipeline

SJG revised the project design to include
surface area disturbance and therefore the potential adverse environmental impacts associated with roadside

land disturbance both within the State Pinelands Area and in the Coastal area. The 2

bear increased electric costs resulting from the difference in price between locally generated electricity and
electricity which is imported from Pennsylvania and other states
transmission network. This constrained network results in increased costs for imported power as opposed

the repowering of BLE will result in significant reducti
dioxide, nitrogen oxides, sulphur dioxide, mercury and fine particulates. If the plant did not repower and was
forced to shut down, much of the replacement power would be purchased from nearby states, primarily

uch of the air pollution generated from Pennsylvania’s coal
directly impacts New Jersey and specifically the Pinelands. Prevailing west
particulates and sulfate air pollution from Pennsylvania’s power
they contribute to a number of human health problems.

Continued risk of natural gas interruption for customers in Atlantic and Cape May counties

construct the pipeline as proposed will signific

enhancing reliability of natural gas service for customers in Atlantic and Cape May counties.

earlier in this document, SJG’s existing infrastructure is dependent upon two segments of sing

transmission pipeline service as the “backbone” of the entire system serving Atlantic and Cape May

counties. If a service interruption were to occur along this backbone, as many as 28,700 Pinelands

customers in the Pinelands and 142,000 ove

interruption of this magnitude would put public safety and health at risk, especially during the winter months

when natural gas usage peaks due to the need to heat homes, businesses and other critic

as hospitals, schools, elder care facilities, etc.

For the reasons stated above, the No Build alternative clearly produces significant risks to the well
who live in South Jersey, many of whom reside in the Pinelands,

Route “A” begins in Maurice River Township, Cumberland County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper
A” is approximately 21.7 miles in length

Township at Route 49 & Union Road (CR 671), at the location of an existing gas line
Route 49 until it intersects Cedar Avenue; then south on Cedar Avenu
CR 557 to NJ Route 50; then south on NJ Route 50 to the intersection of Mt. Pleasant
The route then continues on what is being described as the Tuckahoe Road Segment,
Tuckahoe Road to the intersection of Marshall Avenue; then east on Marshall Avenue to NJ Route 50
NJ Route 50 to Tuckahoe Road; then east on Tuckahoe Road to the intersection with Ocean

woods Avenue to the intersection with the Atlantic City
Electric ROW to the intersection with the BL England property and continues east

This route primarily follows existing
impacts and limiting clearing required to install the gas pipeline

SJG revised the project design to include 24 additional
surface area disturbance and therefore the potential adverse environmental impacts associated with roadside

land disturbance both within the State Pinelands Area and in the Coastal area. The 2
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bear increased electric costs resulting from the difference in price between locally generated electricity and
electricity which is imported from Pennsylvania and other states
transmission network. This constrained network results in increased costs for imported power as opposed

the repowering of BLE will result in significant reducti
dioxide, nitrogen oxides, sulphur dioxide, mercury and fine particulates. If the plant did not repower and was
forced to shut down, much of the replacement power would be purchased from nearby states, primarily

uch of the air pollution generated from Pennsylvania’s coal
directly impacts New Jersey and specifically the Pinelands. Prevailing west
particulates and sulfate air pollution from Pennsylvania’s power
they contribute to a number of human health problems.

Continued risk of natural gas interruption for customers in Atlantic and Cape May counties

osed will significantly impact

enhancing reliability of natural gas service for customers in Atlantic and Cape May counties.

earlier in this document, SJG’s existing infrastructure is dependent upon two segments of sing

transmission pipeline service as the “backbone” of the entire system serving Atlantic and Cape May

counties. If a service interruption were to occur along this backbone, as many as 28,700 Pinelands

customers in the Pinelands and 142,000 overall could be without gas service for several months. An

interruption of this magnitude would put public safety and health at risk, especially during the winter months

when natural gas usage peaks due to the need to heat homes, businesses and other critic

as hospitals, schools, elder care facilities, etc.

For the reasons stated above, the No Build alternative clearly produces significant risks to the well
who live in South Jersey, many of whom reside in the Pinelands, and as a result should be eliminated from

Route “A” begins in Maurice River Township, Cumberland County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper
is approximately 21.7 miles in length

Township at Route 49 & Union Road (CR 671), at the location of an existing gas line
south on Cedar Avenu

CR 557 to NJ Route 50; then south on NJ Route 50 to the intersection of Mt. Pleasant
The route then continues on what is being described as the Tuckahoe Road Segment,
Tuckahoe Road to the intersection of Marshall Avenue; then east on Marshall Avenue to NJ Route 50
NJ Route 50 to Tuckahoe Road; then east on Tuckahoe Road to the intersection with Ocean

Avenue to the intersection with the Atlantic City
ROW to the intersection with the BL England property and continues east

This route primarily follows existing cleared road and utility right
impacts and limiting clearing required to install the gas pipeline.

additional (30 total) horizontal directional drills (HDDs) which will reduce
surface area disturbance and therefore the potential adverse environmental impacts associated with roadside

land disturbance both within the State Pinelands Area and in the Coastal area. The 2

bear increased electric costs resulting from the difference in price between locally generated electricity and
electricity which is imported from Pennsylvania and other states through a very constrained electrical
transmission network. This constrained network results in increased costs for imported power as opposed

the repowering of BLE will result in significant reducti
dioxide, nitrogen oxides, sulphur dioxide, mercury and fine particulates. If the plant did not repower and was
forced to shut down, much of the replacement power would be purchased from nearby states, primarily

uch of the air pollution generated from Pennsylvania’s coal
directly impacts New Jersey and specifically the Pinelands. Prevailing west
particulates and sulfate air pollution from Pennsylvania’s power generation plants to the Pinelands, where

Continued risk of natural gas interruption for customers in Atlantic and Cape May counties

antly impact plans for

enhancing reliability of natural gas service for customers in Atlantic and Cape May counties.

earlier in this document, SJG’s existing infrastructure is dependent upon two segments of sing

transmission pipeline service as the “backbone” of the entire system serving Atlantic and Cape May

counties. If a service interruption were to occur along this backbone, as many as 28,700 Pinelands

rall could be without gas service for several months. An

interruption of this magnitude would put public safety and health at risk, especially during the winter months

when natural gas usage peaks due to the need to heat homes, businesses and other critic

For the reasons stated above, the No Build alternative clearly produces significant risks to the well
and as a result should be eliminated from

Route “A” begins in Maurice River Township, Cumberland County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper
is approximately 21.7 miles in length. Route

Township at Route 49 & Union Road (CR 671), at the location of an existing gas line
south on Cedar Avenue to the intersection of CR 557

CR 557 to NJ Route 50; then south on NJ Route 50 to the intersection of Mt. Pleasant
The route then continues on what is being described as the Tuckahoe Road Segment,
Tuckahoe Road to the intersection of Marshall Avenue; then east on Marshall Avenue to NJ Route 50
NJ Route 50 to Tuckahoe Road; then east on Tuckahoe Road to the intersection with Ocean

Avenue to the intersection with the Atlantic City
ROW to the intersection with the BL England property and continues east

cleared road and utility right

horizontal directional drills (HDDs) which will reduce
surface area disturbance and therefore the potential adverse environmental impacts associated with roadside

land disturbance both within the State Pinelands Area and in the Coastal area. The 2

bear increased electric costs resulting from the difference in price between locally generated electricity and
through a very constrained electrical

transmission network. This constrained network results in increased costs for imported power as opposed

the repowering of BLE will result in significant reductions in the levels of carbon
dioxide, nitrogen oxides, sulphur dioxide, mercury and fine particulates. If the plant did not repower and was
forced to shut down, much of the replacement power would be purchased from nearby states, primarily

uch of the air pollution generated from Pennsylvania’s coal-burning generating units
directly impacts New Jersey and specifically the Pinelands. Prevailing west-east winds transport the fine

generation plants to the Pinelands, where

Continued risk of natural gas interruption for customers in Atlantic and Cape May counties

plans for “hardening” the SJG system and

enhancing reliability of natural gas service for customers in Atlantic and Cape May counties.

earlier in this document, SJG’s existing infrastructure is dependent upon two segments of sing

transmission pipeline service as the “backbone” of the entire system serving Atlantic and Cape May

counties. If a service interruption were to occur along this backbone, as many as 28,700 Pinelands

rall could be without gas service for several months. An

interruption of this magnitude would put public safety and health at risk, especially during the winter months

when natural gas usage peaks due to the need to heat homes, businesses and other critic

For the reasons stated above, the No Build alternative clearly produces significant risks to the well
and as a result should be eliminated from

Route “A” begins in Maurice River Township, Cumberland County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper
Route “A” begins in Maurice River

Township at Route 49 & Union Road (CR 671), at the location of an existing gas line. It then continues
e to the intersection of CR 557

CR 557 to NJ Route 50; then south on NJ Route 50 to the intersection of Mt. Pleasant – Tuckahoe Road (CR 664)
The route then continues on what is being described as the Tuckahoe Road Segment, south on Mt. Ple
Tuckahoe Road to the intersection of Marshall Avenue; then east on Marshall Avenue to NJ Route 50
NJ Route 50 to Tuckahoe Road; then east on Tuckahoe Road to the intersection with Ocean

Avenue to the intersection with the Atlantic City
ROW to the intersection with the BL England property and continues east

cleared road and utility right-of-ways,

horizontal directional drills (HDDs) which will reduce
surface area disturbance and therefore the potential adverse environmental impacts associated with roadside

land disturbance both within the State Pinelands Area and in the Coastal area. The 24 additional HDDs total 22,034
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bear increased electric costs resulting from the difference in price between locally generated electricity and
through a very constrained electrical

transmission network. This constrained network results in increased costs for imported power as opposed

ons in the levels of carbon
dioxide, nitrogen oxides, sulphur dioxide, mercury and fine particulates. If the plant did not repower and was
forced to shut down, much of the replacement power would be purchased from nearby states, primarily

burning generating units
east winds transport the fine

generation plants to the Pinelands, where

Continued risk of natural gas interruption for customers in Atlantic and Cape May counties – the inability to

“hardening” the SJG system and

enhancing reliability of natural gas service for customers in Atlantic and Cape May counties. As described

earlier in this document, SJG’s existing infrastructure is dependent upon two segments of single natural gas

transmission pipeline service as the “backbone” of the entire system serving Atlantic and Cape May

counties. If a service interruption were to occur along this backbone, as many as 28,700 Pinelands

rall could be without gas service for several months. An

interruption of this magnitude would put public safety and health at risk, especially during the winter months

when natural gas usage peaks due to the need to heat homes, businesses and other critical facilities

For the reasons stated above, the No Build alternative clearly produces significant risks to the well-being of residents
and as a result should be eliminated from

Route “A” begins in Maurice River Township, Cumberland County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper
begins in Maurice River

continues east
e to the intersection of CR 557; then east on

Tuckahoe Road (CR 664)
south on Mt. Pleasant

Tuckahoe Road to the intersection of Marshall Avenue; then east on Marshall Avenue to NJ Route 50; then south on
NJ Route 50 to Tuckahoe Road; then east on Tuckahoe Road to the intersection with Oceanwoods Avenue

Avenue to the intersection with the Atlantic City Electric ROW, then
ROW to the intersection with the BL England property and continues east

minimizing potential

horizontal directional drills (HDDs) which will reduce
surface area disturbance and therefore the potential adverse environmental impacts associated with roadside

additional HDDs total 22,034

Woodard & Curran
April 2015

bear increased electric costs resulting from the difference in price between locally generated electricity and
through a very constrained electrical

transmission network. This constrained network results in increased costs for imported power as opposed

ons in the levels of carbon
dioxide, nitrogen oxides, sulphur dioxide, mercury and fine particulates. If the plant did not repower and was
forced to shut down, much of the replacement power would be purchased from nearby states, primarily

burning generating units
east winds transport the fine

generation plants to the Pinelands, where

the inability to

“hardening” the SJG system and

As described

le natural gas

transmission pipeline service as the “backbone” of the entire system serving Atlantic and Cape May

counties. If a service interruption were to occur along this backbone, as many as 28,700 Pinelands

rall could be without gas service for several months. An

interruption of this magnitude would put public safety and health at risk, especially during the winter months

al facilities such

being of residents

Route “A” begins in Maurice River Township, Cumberland County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper
begins in Maurice River

east on NJ
then east on

Tuckahoe Road (CR 664).
asant –

south on
Avenue. The

ROW, then
ROW to the intersection with the BL England property and continues east

minimizing potential

horizontal directional drills (HDDs) which will reduce
surface area disturbance and therefore the potential adverse environmental impacts associated with roadside

additional HDDs total 22,034
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linear feet (4.17 miles). This w
along the same route.

The following is a summary of the reduction in open cut pipe installation in each of the Pinelands Planning Areas:

Open Cut Pipe Installation:
Forest Planning:
Pinelands Village:
Rural Development:

This modification is projected to reduce the area of disturbance along the project route by 11.6 acres and to eliminate
the need to excavate about
enclosed plans clearly show the location of the additional HDDs and the relocation of the interconnect station.

Route “A” crosses through 10.17 miles of Pinelands
length, provide

Results

Route “A”
and engineering design have been completed over the past two years for this route
potential environmental impacts and design are known about this route

Environmental

Route “A” is 21.7
The wetlands were delineated in the field along the route and reviewed in the field by the Pinelands Commission and
the NJDEP. Route “A” does not enc
and are primarily temporary impacts associated with work on grass road shoulders
and endangered (T&E) species habitat along Route
Commission provided specific requirements for field investigations to address plant and animal species of concern
The results of the T&E studies prepared by Trident Environmental Consultants (Trident) were su
Pinelands Commission, the New Jersey Department of Environmental
Engineers so that their wildlife biologists could evaluate the conclusions of the investigations in conjunction with the
project’s design p
the project would not have a significant adverse impact on T&E species
coordinated with the New Jersey Historic
Engineers archeologists prior to conducting field investigations for cultural and historic resources along the route and
at material storage and staging areas
conclusions that the project would not have a significant adverse impact

The Manumuskin River is a designated Natural Heritage site and
south and north side of Route 49 at the western end of Route “A”
Scenic River and Route “A” crosses tributaries within the Wild & Scenic River designated area
be in the existing ro
Park Service has completed its review of the design and confirmed there will be no significant adverse impact.

South Jersey Gas (225616.00
Route Analysis Addendum II

linear feet (4.17 miles). This w
along the same route.

The following is a summary of the reduction in open cut pipe installation in each of the Pinelands Planning Areas:

Open Cut Pipe Installation:
est Planning:

Pinelands Village:
Rural Development:

This modification is projected to reduce the area of disturbance along the project route by 11.6 acres and to eliminate
the need to excavate about
enclosed plans clearly show the location of the additional HDDs and the relocation of the interconnect station.

Route “A” crosses through 10.17 miles of Pinelands
length, provides service to the BL England

was identified as the preferred route in early 2012 and as a
and engineering design have been completed over the past two years for this route
potential environmental impacts and design are known about this route

Environmental

is 21.7 miles long with miles of
The wetlands were delineated in the field along the route and reviewed in the field by the Pinelands Commission and
the NJDEP. Route “A” does not enc
and are primarily temporary impacts associated with work on grass road shoulders
and endangered (T&E) species habitat along Route
Commission provided specific requirements for field investigations to address plant and animal species of concern
The results of the T&E studies prepared by Trident Environmental Consultants (Trident) were su
Pinelands Commission, the New Jersey Department of Environmental
Engineers so that their wildlife biologists could evaluate the conclusions of the investigations in conjunction with the

design plans. The wildlife biologists at all three regulatory agencies agreed with Trident’s conclusions that
the project would not have a significant adverse impact on T&E species
coordinated with the New Jersey Historic
Engineers archeologists prior to conducting field investigations for cultural and historic resources along the route and
at material storage and staging areas
conclusions that the project would not have a significant adverse impact

The Manumuskin River is a designated Natural Heritage site and
south and north side of Route 49 at the western end of Route “A”
Scenic River and Route “A” crosses tributaries within the Wild & Scenic River designated area
be in the existing road ROW, no above ground structures will be located near the designated
Park Service has completed its review of the design and confirmed there will be no significant adverse impact.
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linear feet (4.17 miles). This will reduce

The following is a summary of the reduction in open cut pipe installation in each of the Pinelands Planning Areas:

Open Cut Pipe Installation:
reduced by = 63%
reduced by = 59%

Rural Development: reduced by = 35 %

This modification is projected to reduce the area of disturbance along the project route by 11.6 acres and to eliminate
the need to excavate about 18,782 cubic yards of soil, roughly the equivalent of 1,000 dump trucks worth of soil. The
enclosed plans clearly show the location of the additional HDDs and the relocation of the interconnect station.

Route “A” crosses through 10.17 miles of Pinelands
service to the BL England

was identified as the preferred route in early 2012 and as a
and engineering design have been completed over the past two years for this route
potential environmental impacts and design are known about this route

miles long with miles of
The wetlands were delineated in the field along the route and reviewed in the field by the Pinelands Commission and
the NJDEP. Route “A” does not encroach on any wetlands throughout the project.
and are primarily temporary impacts associated with work on grass road shoulders
and endangered (T&E) species habitat along Route
Commission provided specific requirements for field investigations to address plant and animal species of concern
The results of the T&E studies prepared by Trident Environmental Consultants (Trident) were su
Pinelands Commission, the New Jersey Department of Environmental
Engineers so that their wildlife biologists could evaluate the conclusions of the investigations in conjunction with the

The wildlife biologists at all three regulatory agencies agreed with Trident’s conclusions that
the project would not have a significant adverse impact on T&E species
coordinated with the New Jersey Historic
Engineers archeologists prior to conducting field investigations for cultural and historic resources along the route and
at material storage and staging areas
conclusions that the project would not have a significant adverse impact

The Manumuskin River is a designated Natural Heritage site and
south and north side of Route 49 at the western end of Route “A”
Scenic River and Route “A” crosses tributaries within the Wild & Scenic River designated area

ad ROW, no above ground structures will be located near the designated
Park Service has completed its review of the design and confirmed there will be no significant adverse impact.

reduce roadside disturbance

The following is a summary of the reduction in open cut pipe installation in each of the Pinelands Planning Areas:

reduced by = 63%
reduced by = 59%
reduced by = 35 %

This modification is projected to reduce the area of disturbance along the project route by 11.6 acres and to eliminate
18,782 cubic yards of soil, roughly the equivalent of 1,000 dump trucks worth of soil. The

enclosed plans clearly show the location of the additional HDDs and the relocation of the interconnect station.

Route “A” crosses through 10.17 miles of Pinelands Forest Planning Area
service to the BL England Facility, and provides full reliability to SJG’s customers.

was identified as the preferred route in early 2012 and as a
and engineering design have been completed over the past two years for this route
potential environmental impacts and design are known about this route

miles long with miles of field delineated
The wetlands were delineated in the field along the route and reviewed in the field by the Pinelands Commission and

roach on any wetlands throughout the project.
and are primarily temporary impacts associated with work on grass road shoulders
and endangered (T&E) species habitat along Route”
Commission provided specific requirements for field investigations to address plant and animal species of concern
The results of the T&E studies prepared by Trident Environmental Consultants (Trident) were su
Pinelands Commission, the New Jersey Department of Environmental
Engineers so that their wildlife biologists could evaluate the conclusions of the investigations in conjunction with the

The wildlife biologists at all three regulatory agencies agreed with Trident’s conclusions that
the project would not have a significant adverse impact on T&E species
coordinated with the New Jersey Historic Preservation Office, the Pinelands Commission and the US Army Corps of
Engineers archeologists prior to conducting field investigations for cultural and historic resources along the route and
at material storage and staging areas. The archeologists at all
conclusions that the project would not have a significant adverse impact

The Manumuskin River is a designated Natural Heritage site and
south and north side of Route 49 at the western end of Route “A”
Scenic River and Route “A” crosses tributaries within the Wild & Scenic River designated area

ad ROW, no above ground structures will be located near the designated
Park Service has completed its review of the design and confirmed there will be no significant adverse impact.
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roadside disturbance by 16,904 linear feet

The following is a summary of the reduction in open cut pipe installation in each of the Pinelands Planning Areas:

This modification is projected to reduce the area of disturbance along the project route by 11.6 acres and to eliminate
18,782 cubic yards of soil, roughly the equivalent of 1,000 dump trucks worth of soil. The

enclosed plans clearly show the location of the additional HDDs and the relocation of the interconnect station.

Forest Planning Area
and provides full reliability to SJG’s customers.

was identified as the preferred route in early 2012 and as a
and engineering design have been completed over the past two years for this route
potential environmental impacts and design are known about this route

field delineated wetlands
The wetlands were delineated in the field along the route and reviewed in the field by the Pinelands Commission and

roach on any wetlands throughout the project.
and are primarily temporary impacts associated with work on grass road shoulders

A” identified numerous species and the NJDEP and Pinelands
Commission provided specific requirements for field investigations to address plant and animal species of concern
The results of the T&E studies prepared by Trident Environmental Consultants (Trident) were su
Pinelands Commission, the New Jersey Department of Environmental
Engineers so that their wildlife biologists could evaluate the conclusions of the investigations in conjunction with the

The wildlife biologists at all three regulatory agencies agreed with Trident’s conclusions that
the project would not have a significant adverse impact on T&E species

Preservation Office, the Pinelands Commission and the US Army Corps of
Engineers archeologists prior to conducting field investigations for cultural and historic resources along the route and

The archeologists at all
conclusions that the project would not have a significant adverse impact

The Manumuskin River is a designated Natural Heritage site and a
south and north side of Route 49 at the western end of Route “A”
Scenic River and Route “A” crosses tributaries within the Wild & Scenic River designated area

ad ROW, no above ground structures will be located near the designated
Park Service has completed its review of the design and confirmed there will be no significant adverse impact.

16,904 linear feet

The following is a summary of the reduction in open cut pipe installation in each of the Pinelands Planning Areas:

This modification is projected to reduce the area of disturbance along the project route by 11.6 acres and to eliminate
18,782 cubic yards of soil, roughly the equivalent of 1,000 dump trucks worth of soil. The

enclosed plans clearly show the location of the additional HDDs and the relocation of the interconnect station.

Forest Planning Area. Route “A” is approximately 21.7 miles in
and provides full reliability to SJG’s customers.

was identified as the preferred route in early 2012 and as a result, detailed environmental investigations
and engineering design have been completed over the past two years for this route
potential environmental impacts and design are known about this route.

wetlands adjacent to the route
The wetlands were delineated in the field along the route and reviewed in the field by the Pinelands Commission and

roach on any wetlands throughout the project.
and are primarily temporary impacts associated with work on grass road shoulders

d numerous species and the NJDEP and Pinelands
Commission provided specific requirements for field investigations to address plant and animal species of concern
The results of the T&E studies prepared by Trident Environmental Consultants (Trident) were su
Pinelands Commission, the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection,
Engineers so that their wildlife biologists could evaluate the conclusions of the investigations in conjunction with the

The wildlife biologists at all three regulatory agencies agreed with Trident’s conclusions that
the project would not have a significant adverse impact on T&E species. Richard Grubb & Associates (Grubb)

Preservation Office, the Pinelands Commission and the US Army Corps of
Engineers archeologists prior to conducting field investigations for cultural and historic resources along the route and

The archeologists at all three regulatory agencies agreed with Grubb’s
conclusions that the project would not have a significant adverse impact on historic or cultural resources

a designated Wild & Scenic River loca
south and north side of Route 49 at the western end of Route “A”. The Egg Harbor River is a designated Wild &
Scenic River and Route “A” crosses tributaries within the Wild & Scenic River designated area

ad ROW, no above ground structures will be located near the designated
Park Service has completed its review of the design and confirmed there will be no significant adverse impact.

16,904 linear feet within the State Pinelands area

The following is a summary of the reduction in open cut pipe installation in each of the Pinelands Planning Areas:

This modification is projected to reduce the area of disturbance along the project route by 11.6 acres and to eliminate
18,782 cubic yards of soil, roughly the equivalent of 1,000 dump trucks worth of soil. The

enclosed plans clearly show the location of the additional HDDs and the relocation of the interconnect station.

Route “A” is approximately 21.7 miles in
and provides full reliability to SJG’s customers.

detailed environmental investigations
and engineering design have been completed over the past two years for this route. As a result, more details about

to the route and 16 stream crossings
The wetlands were delineated in the field along the route and reviewed in the field by the Pinelands Commission and

roach on any wetlands throughout the project. Wetland buffer impacts are limited
and are primarily temporary impacts associated with work on grass road shoulders. Our review of known threatened

d numerous species and the NJDEP and Pinelands
Commission provided specific requirements for field investigations to address plant and animal species of concern
The results of the T&E studies prepared by Trident Environmental Consultants (Trident) were su

Protection, and the US Army Corps of
Engineers so that their wildlife biologists could evaluate the conclusions of the investigations in conjunction with the

The wildlife biologists at all three regulatory agencies agreed with Trident’s conclusions that
Richard Grubb & Associates (Grubb)

Preservation Office, the Pinelands Commission and the US Army Corps of
Engineers archeologists prior to conducting field investigations for cultural and historic resources along the route and

three regulatory agencies agreed with Grubb’s
historic or cultural resources

designated Wild & Scenic River loca
The Egg Harbor River is a designated Wild &

Scenic River and Route “A” crosses tributaries within the Wild & Scenic River designated area.
ad ROW, no above ground structures will be located near the designated areas,

Park Service has completed its review of the design and confirmed there will be no significant adverse impact.

Woodard & Curran
April

within the State Pinelands area

The following is a summary of the reduction in open cut pipe installation in each of the Pinelands Planning Areas:

This modification is projected to reduce the area of disturbance along the project route by 11.6 acres and to eliminate
18,782 cubic yards of soil, roughly the equivalent of 1,000 dump trucks worth of soil. The

enclosed plans clearly show the location of the additional HDDs and the relocation of the interconnect station.

Route “A” is approximately 21.7 miles in
and provides full reliability to SJG’s customers.

detailed environmental investigations
As a result, more details about

and 16 stream crossings
The wetlands were delineated in the field along the route and reviewed in the field by the Pinelands Commission and

Wetland buffer impacts are limited
Our review of known threatened

d numerous species and the NJDEP and Pinelands
Commission provided specific requirements for field investigations to address plant and animal species of concern
The results of the T&E studies prepared by Trident Environmental Consultants (Trident) were submitted to the

and the US Army Corps of
Engineers so that their wildlife biologists could evaluate the conclusions of the investigations in conjunction with the

The wildlife biologists at all three regulatory agencies agreed with Trident’s conclusions that
Richard Grubb & Associates (Grubb)

Preservation Office, the Pinelands Commission and the US Army Corps of
Engineers archeologists prior to conducting field investigations for cultural and historic resources along the route and

three regulatory agencies agreed with Grubb’s
historic or cultural resources.

designated Wild & Scenic River located on the
The Egg Harbor River is a designated Wild &

. Construction would
areas, and the National

Park Service has completed its review of the design and confirmed there will be no significant adverse impact.
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within the State Pinelands area

The following is a summary of the reduction in open cut pipe installation in each of the Pinelands Planning Areas:

This modification is projected to reduce the area of disturbance along the project route by 11.6 acres and to eliminate
18,782 cubic yards of soil, roughly the equivalent of 1,000 dump trucks worth of soil. The

Route “A” is approximately 21.7 miles in

detailed environmental investigations
As a result, more details about

and 16 stream crossings.
The wetlands were delineated in the field along the route and reviewed in the field by the Pinelands Commission and

Wetland buffer impacts are limited
Our review of known threatened

d numerous species and the NJDEP and Pinelands
Commission provided specific requirements for field investigations to address plant and animal species of concern.

bmitted to the
and the US Army Corps of

Engineers so that their wildlife biologists could evaluate the conclusions of the investigations in conjunction with the
The wildlife biologists at all three regulatory agencies agreed with Trident’s conclusions that

Richard Grubb & Associates (Grubb)
Preservation Office, the Pinelands Commission and the US Army Corps of

Engineers archeologists prior to conducting field investigations for cultural and historic resources along the route and
three regulatory agencies agreed with Grubb’s

ted on the
The Egg Harbor River is a designated Wild &

Construction would
and the National

Park Service has completed its review of the design and confirmed there will be no significant adverse impact.
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Engineering and Construction Considerations

Construction along this route includes
numerous roadways and three crossings of overhead utility ROWs would be required
ROW is available for construction and HDD p

Construction for Route
to avoid adverse impacts on sensitive areas
space on the entire route
but the available
narrow work zones avoid
with the maintenance and protection of traffic requirements of the NJ Department of Transportation
Road Departments

Summary

It was concluded that the pipeline
achieving the goals of the project
compliance with CAFRA, the Freshwater Wetlands Protection Act, the requirements of the Flood Hazard Area
Protection Act, historic and cultural resources
the project complies with all applicable
to the US Army Corps of Engineers to review for compliance with Section 404 of the Clean Water A
the Rivers and Harbors Act of
Army Corps of Engineers
and issued permits for the project
maintenance,

3. Route “B”

Route “B” begins in
Cape May County
part of this addendum
Heights Ave
575 / English Creek Avenue; then southwest on English Cre
then southeast on School House Road to the intersection of
Somers Point / Mays Landing Road
to Jobs Point/
extended by an
original Route “B” would be approximately

In addition to the original route, after further system modeling it was determined that
the upgrade of the Vineland to Mays Landing
meet the volume and capacity demands of SJG’s Atlantic County and Cape May County customers and the BL
England Facility
begin in the City of Vineland, Cumberland County, just
Road and Union Road at the existing South Jersey Gas
easement right
crosses through 7.2 miles of Pinelands Forest Planning Area.
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Engineering and Construction Considerations

struction along this route includes
umerous roadways and three crossings of overhead utility ROWs would be required

ROW is available for construction and HDD p

Construction for Route “A
to avoid adverse impacts on sensitive areas
space on the entire route

available work zone on larger roads such as Route 49, Route 50 and Tuckahoe Road
narrow work zones avoid

the maintenance and protection of traffic requirements of the NJ Department of Transportation
Road Departments, which

It was concluded that the pipeline
achieving the goals of the project
compliance with CAFRA, the Freshwater Wetlands Protection Act, the requirements of the Flood Hazard Area
Protection Act, historic and cultural resources
the project complies with all applicable
to the US Army Corps of Engineers to review for compliance with Section 404 of the Clean Water A
the Rivers and Harbors Act of
Army Corps of Engineers
and issued permits for the project
maintenance, and protection of traffic plans and issued approvals for the project.

Route “B”

Route “B” begins in Hamilton Township, Atlantic County and
Cape May County. To ensure
part of this addendum. The
Heights Ave at the intersection with Harbor Avenue; then southeast
575 / English Creek Avenue; then southwest on English Cre
then southeast on School House Road to the intersection of
Somers Point / Mays Landing Road

Jobs Point/Morris Avenue
extended by an HDD of approximately 7,000 linear feet across Great Egg Harbor
original Route “B” would be approximately

In addition to the original route, after further system modeling it was determined that
the upgrade of the Vineland to Mays Landing
meet the volume and capacity demands of SJG’s Atlantic County and Cape May County customers and the BL
England Facility. This upgrade would

in the City of Vineland, Cumberland County, just
Road and Union Road at the existing South Jersey Gas
easement right-of-way east, cross country, for approximately 10.2 miles to the intersection of Route 50
crosses through 7.2 miles of Pinelands Forest Planning Area.
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Engineering and Construction Considerations

struction along this route includes
umerous roadways and three crossings of overhead utility ROWs would be required

ROW is available for construction and HDD p

A” incorporates
to avoid adverse impacts on sensitive areas
space on the entire route. Under ideal conditions

work zone on larger roads such as Route 49, Route 50 and Tuckahoe Road
narrow work zones avoid environmentally sensitive areas adjacent to the roadways

the maintenance and protection of traffic requirements of the NJ Department of Transportation
which restrict lane closures to protect the driving public during construction.

It was concluded that the pipeline could be designed
achieving the goals of the project. The designs are complete, and have been submitted to the NJDEP to review for
compliance with CAFRA, the Freshwater Wetlands Protection Act, the requirements of the Flood Hazard Area
Protection Act, historic and cultural resources
the project complies with all applicable regulations,
to the US Army Corps of Engineers to review for compliance with Section 404 of the Clean Water A
the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899, and Section 106
Army Corps of Engineers completed their review, concluded that the
and issued permits for the project. The New Jersey Department of Transportation has reviewed the design

and protection of traffic plans and issued approvals for the project.

Hamilton Township, Atlantic County and
To ensure the required level of

The original Route
at the intersection with Harbor Avenue; then southeast

575 / English Creek Avenue; then southwest on English Cre
then southeast on School House Road to the intersection of
Somers Point / Mays Landing Road to the intersection of Jeffers Landing Road; then south on J

Morris Avenue and continues to the terminus of Jobs Point/
HDD of approximately 7,000 linear feet across Great Egg Harbor

original Route “B” would be approximately

In addition to the original route, after further system modeling it was determined that
the upgrade of the Vineland to Mays Landing
meet the volume and capacity demands of SJG’s Atlantic County and Cape May County customers and the BL

This upgrade would operate at a Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure (MAOP) of 700 psig and
in the City of Vineland, Cumberland County, just

Road and Union Road at the existing South Jersey Gas
east, cross country, for approximately 10.2 miles to the intersection of Route 50

crosses through 7.2 miles of Pinelands Forest Planning Area.

Engineering and Construction Considerations

struction along this route includes HDDs of Tuckahoe River and Cedar Swamp Creek
umerous roadways and three crossings of overhead utility ROWs would be required

ROW is available for construction and HDD pipe staging without significant environmental impacts or road closures.

s HDDs and Jack & Bores under railroad ROWs,
to avoid adverse impacts on sensitive areas. The construction costs for

Under ideal conditions, the
work zone on larger roads such as Route 49, Route 50 and Tuckahoe Road

environmentally sensitive areas adjacent to the roadways
the maintenance and protection of traffic requirements of the NJ Department of Transportation

restrict lane closures to protect the driving public during construction.

could be designed
The designs are complete, and have been submitted to the NJDEP to review for

compliance with CAFRA, the Freshwater Wetlands Protection Act, the requirements of the Flood Hazard Area
Protection Act, historic and cultural resources and T&E impacts

regulations, and issued permits for the project
to the US Army Corps of Engineers to review for compliance with Section 404 of the Clean Water A

and Section 106
completed their review, concluded that the

The New Jersey Department of Transportation has reviewed the design
and protection of traffic plans and issued approvals for the project.

Hamilton Township, Atlantic County and
the required level of reliability on this Route

oute B begins
at the intersection with Harbor Avenue; then southeast

575 / English Creek Avenue; then southwest on English Cre
then southeast on School House Road to the intersection of

to the intersection of Jeffers Landing Road; then south on J
and continues to the terminus of Jobs Point/

HDD of approximately 7,000 linear feet across Great Egg Harbor
original Route “B” would be approximately 10.5 miles in length.

In addition to the original route, after further system modeling it was determined that
the upgrade of the Vineland to Mays Landing Segment
meet the volume and capacity demands of SJG’s Atlantic County and Cape May County customers and the BL

operate at a Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure (MAOP) of 700 psig and
in the City of Vineland, Cumberland County, just

Road and Union Road at the existing South Jersey Gas
east, cross country, for approximately 10.2 miles to the intersection of Route 50

crosses through 7.2 miles of Pinelands Forest Planning Area.
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HDDs of Tuckahoe River and Cedar Swamp Creek
umerous roadways and three crossings of overhead utility ROWs would be required

ipe staging without significant environmental impacts or road closures.

HDDs and Jack & Bores under railroad ROWs,
The construction costs for

, the installation of a 24” gas pipeline
work zone on larger roads such as Route 49, Route 50 and Tuckahoe Road

environmentally sensitive areas adjacent to the roadways
the maintenance and protection of traffic requirements of the NJ Department of Transportation

restrict lane closures to protect the driving public during construction.

along Route “
The designs are complete, and have been submitted to the NJDEP to review for

compliance with CAFRA, the Freshwater Wetlands Protection Act, the requirements of the Flood Hazard Area
T&E impacts. The NJDEP
and issued permits for the project

to the US Army Corps of Engineers to review for compliance with Section 404 of the Clean Water A
and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966.

completed their review, concluded that the
The New Jersey Department of Transportation has reviewed the design

and protection of traffic plans and issued approvals for the project.

Hamilton Township, Atlantic County and ends at the BL England power plant
reliability on this Route

begins in Hamilton Township
at the intersection with Harbor Avenue; then southeast

575 / English Creek Avenue; then southwest on English Creek Avenue to the intersection of School House Road;
then southeast on School House Road to the intersection of Somers Point / Mays Landing Road

to the intersection of Jeffers Landing Road; then south on J
and continues to the terminus of Jobs Point/

HDD of approximately 7,000 linear feet across Great Egg Harbor
miles in length.

In addition to the original route, after further system modeling it was determined that
Segment from a 20”

meet the volume and capacity demands of SJG’s Atlantic County and Cape May County customers and the BL
operate at a Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure (MAOP) of 700 psig and

in the City of Vineland, Cumberland County, just west of Union Road and just north of the intersection of Asher
Road and Union Road at the existing South Jersey Gas Union Road

east, cross country, for approximately 10.2 miles to the intersection of Route 50
crosses through 7.2 miles of Pinelands Forest Planning Area.

HDDs of Tuckahoe River and Cedar Swamp Creek
umerous roadways and three crossings of overhead utility ROWs would be required

ipe staging without significant environmental impacts or road closures.

HDDs and Jack & Bores under railroad ROWs,
The construction costs for Route “A” are driven up by the limited work

installation of a 24” gas pipeline
work zone on larger roads such as Route 49, Route 50 and Tuckahoe Road

environmentally sensitive areas adjacent to the roadways
the maintenance and protection of traffic requirements of the NJ Department of Transportation

restrict lane closures to protect the driving public during construction.

“A” to avoid significant adverse impacts while still
The designs are complete, and have been submitted to the NJDEP to review for

compliance with CAFRA, the Freshwater Wetlands Protection Act, the requirements of the Flood Hazard Area
The NJDEP completed their review, concluded that

and issued permits for the project
to the US Army Corps of Engineers to review for compliance with Section 404 of the Clean Water A

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966.
completed their review, concluded that the project compli

The New Jersey Department of Transportation has reviewed the design
and protection of traffic plans and issued approvals for the project.

ends at the BL England power plant
reliability on this Route, an alternative

in Hamilton Township Atlantic County on Route
at the intersection with Harbor Avenue; then southeast on Ocean Heights Ave

ek Avenue to the intersection of School House Road;
Somers Point / Mays Landing Road

to the intersection of Jeffers Landing Road; then south on J
and continues to the terminus of Jobs Point/Morris Avenue.

HDD of approximately 7,000 linear feet across Great Egg Harbor

In addition to the original route, after further system modeling it was determined that
20” diameter pipeline to a

meet the volume and capacity demands of SJG’s Atlantic County and Cape May County customers and the BL
operate at a Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure (MAOP) of 700 psig and

of Union Road and just north of the intersection of Asher
Union Road Station facility and following the existing gas line

east, cross country, for approximately 10.2 miles to the intersection of Route 50

HDDs of Tuckahoe River and Cedar Swamp Creek.
umerous roadways and three crossings of overhead utility ROWs would be required. Adequate

ipe staging without significant environmental impacts or road closures.

HDDs and Jack & Bores under railroad ROWs, wetlands,
Route “A” are driven up by the limited work

installation of a 24” gas pipeline requires
work zone on larger roads such as Route 49, Route 50 and Tuckahoe Road

environmentally sensitive areas adjacent to the roadways, as well as permit compliance
the maintenance and protection of traffic requirements of the NJ Department of Transportation
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Route “B” with the upgrade of the Vineland to Mays Landing Pipeline is 20.7 miles in length but o
aspect of the project, the need to provide natural gas to the BL England Facility
of reliability to SJG’s customers in Atlantic County and Cape May County
pipe would need to be installed from the BL England Facility to
transmission facilities
Facility and travel
Atlantic City Electric ROW southwest
south along Oceanwoods Ave
Route 50 where it would proceed north to the intersection with Mars
Marshall Ave to Mount Pleasant
Road to a SJG

Route “B”,
England facility to Tuckahoe
redundancy to the Route 50 Pipeline to SJG transmission system
60,000 Cape May County Customers if a
route adds no redundancy to the Vineland and Mays Landing Pipeline and therefore provides no security to SJG’s
142,000 customers located within Atlantic County and Cape May County
the Vineland to Mays
provide service to the BL England

Results

Environmental

Wetlands, Buffers, Streams, and Open Waters

This route would cross
the route, 7 streams on the Tuckahoe Road Segment and 8 streams on the
Egg Harbor Bay
wetlands within the 30 foot wide ROW
buffer, and stream impacts but it is anticipated that the route geometry and extent of wetlands would result in
approximately

The HDD of Great Egg Harbor Bay would be approximately 7,0
however, approximately 5.2 acres of
installation along Morris Avenue
Additionally, significant area of wetland buffer would be impacted along Route
In addition, the wetland area that would be disturbed is mapped habitat for numerous threatened and endangered
species, which
All other streams, wetlands, or open waters on the paved portion of the route would be
with no additional
approximately 7.7 acres
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Route “B” with the upgrade of the Vineland to Mays Landing Pipeline is 20.7 miles in length but o
aspect of the project, the need to provide natural gas to the BL England Facility

reliability to SJG’s customers in Atlantic County and Cape May County
pipe would need to be installed from the BL England Facility to
transmission facilities. This
Facility and travel south through
Atlantic City Electric ROW southwest
south along Oceanwoods Ave
Route 50 where it would proceed north to the intersection with Mars
Marshall Ave to Mount Pleasant
Road to a SJG Interconnect

with the upgrade to the Vineland to Mays Landing
facility to Tuckahoe

redundancy to the Route 50 Pipeline to SJG transmission system
60,000 Cape May County Customers if a

adds no redundancy to the Vineland and Mays Landing Pipeline and therefore provides no security to SJG’s
142,000 customers located within Atlantic County and Cape May County
the Vineland to Mays Landing Segment
provide service to the BL England

Environmental

Wetlands, Buffers, Streams, and Open Waters

This route would cross 21
, 7 streams on the Tuckahoe Road Segment and 8 streams on the

Egg Harbor Bay. The 10+ mile
wetlands within the 30 foot wide ROW

and stream impacts but it is anticipated that the route geometry and extent of wetlands would result in
approximately 2.5 acres of wetland impacts

The HDD of Great Egg Harbor Bay would be approximately 7,0
approximately 5.2 acres of

installation along Morris Avenue
Additionally, significant area of wetland buffer would be impacted along Route
In addition, the wetland area that would be disturbed is mapped habitat for numerous threatened and endangered
species, which would be impacted by the construction.
All other streams, wetlands, or open waters on the paved portion of the route would be

additional anticipated significant adverse impacts
approximately 7.7 acres
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Route “B” with the upgrade of the Vineland to Mays Landing Pipeline is 20.7 miles in length but o
aspect of the project, the need to provide natural gas to the BL England Facility

reliability to SJG’s customers in Atlantic County and Cape May County
pipe would need to be installed from the BL England Facility to

This segment,
south through the BL England property to the Atlantic City Electric ROW, then travel through the

Atlantic City Electric ROW southwest to the intersection of Oceanwoods Ave
south along Oceanwoods Ave. to Tuckahoe Road
Route 50 where it would proceed north to the intersection with Mars
Marshall Ave to Mount Pleasant Tuckahoe

Interconnect Station and tie into SJG’s existing transmission facilities

with the upgrade to the Vineland to Mays Landing
facility to Tuckahoe (29.1 miles in length)

redundancy to the Route 50 Pipeline to SJG transmission system
60,000 Cape May County Customers if a

adds no redundancy to the Vineland and Mays Landing Pipeline and therefore provides no security to SJG’s
142,000 customers located within Atlantic County and Cape May County

anding Segment
provide service to the BL England Facility,

Wetlands, Buffers, Streams, and Open Waters

21 known streams on the entire route
, 7 streams on the Tuckahoe Road Segment and 8 streams on the

The 10+ mile Vineland to Mays Landing Segment
wetlands within the 30 foot wide ROW

and stream impacts but it is anticipated that the route geometry and extent of wetlands would result in
2.5 acres of wetland impacts

The HDD of Great Egg Harbor Bay would be approximately 7,0
approximately 5.2 acres of

installation along Morris Avenue, a 16 foot wide roadway,
Additionally, significant area of wetland buffer would be impacted along Route
In addition, the wetland area that would be disturbed is mapped habitat for numerous threatened and endangered

e impacted by the construction.
All other streams, wetlands, or open waters on the paved portion of the route would be

anticipated significant adverse impacts
approximately 7.7 acres of wetlands.

Route “B” with the upgrade of the Vineland to Mays Landing Pipeline is 20.7 miles in length but o
aspect of the project, the need to provide natural gas to the BL England Facility

reliability to SJG’s customers in Atlantic County and Cape May County
pipe would need to be installed from the BL England Facility to

known as the Tuckahoe Road Segment
the BL England property to the Atlantic City Electric ROW, then travel through the

to the intersection of Oceanwoods Ave
. to Tuckahoe Road. Then the route would travel west along Tuckahoe Road to NJ

Route 50 where it would proceed north to the intersection with Mars
Tuckahoe Road. From there

Station and tie into SJG’s existing transmission facilities

with the upgrade to the Vineland to Mays Landing
(29.1 miles in length), would provide limited reliability to SJG’s Customers by adding

redundancy to the Route 50 Pipeline to SJG transmission system
60,000 Cape May County Customers if a service interruption were to occur on the

adds no redundancy to the Vineland and Mays Landing Pipeline and therefore provides no security to SJG’s
142,000 customers located within Atlantic County and Cape May County

anding Segment. Therefore,
Facility, but only provide limited reliability to SJG’s customers.

Wetlands, Buffers, Streams, and Open Waters

known streams on the entire route
, 7 streams on the Tuckahoe Road Segment and 8 streams on the

Vineland to Mays Landing Segment
wetlands within the 30 foot wide ROW. The project design would utilize HDDs where possible to avoid wetland,

and stream impacts but it is anticipated that the route geometry and extent of wetlands would result in
2.5 acres of wetland impacts and additional wetland buffer impacts.

The HDD of Great Egg Harbor Bay would be approximately 7,0
approximately 5.2 acres of coastal wetlands would be impacted

, a 16 foot wide roadway,
Additionally, significant area of wetland buffer would be impacted along Route
In addition, the wetland area that would be disturbed is mapped habitat for numerous threatened and endangered

e impacted by the construction.
All other streams, wetlands, or open waters on the paved portion of the route would be

anticipated significant adverse impacts
wetlands.
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Route “B” with the upgrade of the Vineland to Mays Landing Pipeline is 20.7 miles in length but o
aspect of the project, the need to provide natural gas to the BL England Facility

reliability to SJG’s customers in Atlantic County and Cape May County
pipe would need to be installed from the BL England Facility to Tuckahoe where it would tie into SJG’s existing

as the Tuckahoe Road Segment
the BL England property to the Atlantic City Electric ROW, then travel through the

to the intersection of Oceanwoods Ave
Then the route would travel west along Tuckahoe Road to NJ

Route 50 where it would proceed north to the intersection with Mars
From there, the

Station and tie into SJG’s existing transmission facilities

with the upgrade to the Vineland to Mays Landing Segment
, would provide limited reliability to SJG’s Customers by adding

redundancy to the Route 50 Pipeline to SJG transmission system
service interruption were to occur on the

adds no redundancy to the Vineland and Mays Landing Pipeline and therefore provides no security to SJG’s
142,000 customers located within Atlantic County and Cape May County

Therefore, Route “B” would then be approximately 29.1 miles in length,
but only provide limited reliability to SJG’s customers.

known streams on the entire route, including
, 7 streams on the Tuckahoe Road Segment and 8 streams on the

Vineland to Mays Landing Segment
The project design would utilize HDDs where possible to avoid wetland,

and stream impacts but it is anticipated that the route geometry and extent of wetlands would result in
and additional wetland buffer impacts.

The HDD of Great Egg Harbor Bay would be approximately 7,000 linear feet
wetlands would be impacted

, a 16 foot wide roadway, due to the narrow width of existing paving and
Additionally, significant area of wetland buffer would be impacted along Route
In addition, the wetland area that would be disturbed is mapped habitat for numerous threatened and endangered

e impacted by the construction.
All other streams, wetlands, or open waters on the paved portion of the route would be

anticipated significant adverse impacts. Therefore, Route “B” would impact a total of

Route “B” with the upgrade of the Vineland to Mays Landing Pipeline is 20.7 miles in length but o
aspect of the project, the need to provide natural gas to the BL England Facility. In order to provide

reliability to SJG’s customers in Atlantic County and Cape May County, an additional 8.4 miles of 24” diameter
Tuckahoe where it would tie into SJG’s existing

as the Tuckahoe Road Segment,
the BL England property to the Atlantic City Electric ROW, then travel through the

to the intersection of Oceanwoods Ave. The alignment then
Then the route would travel west along Tuckahoe Road to NJ

Route 50 where it would proceed north to the intersection with Marshall Ave. The route then would travel west along
the route would travel north along Mount Pleasant

Station and tie into SJG’s existing transmission facilities

Segment and the Tuckahoe Road
, would provide limited reliability to SJG’s Customers by adding

redundancy to the Route 50 Pipeline to SJG transmission system. This pipeline would provide security for SJG’s
service interruption were to occur on the

adds no redundancy to the Vineland and Mays Landing Pipeline and therefore provides no security to SJG’s
142,000 customers located within Atlantic County and Cape May County if a service interruption

Route “B” would then be approximately 29.1 miles in length,
but only provide limited reliability to SJG’s customers.

including 6 streams on the cross
, 7 streams on the Tuckahoe Road Segment and 8 streams on the paved portion of the route north of Great

Vineland to Mays Landing Segment includes approximately 8.5 acres of mapped
The project design would utilize HDDs where possible to avoid wetland,

and stream impacts but it is anticipated that the route geometry and extent of wetlands would result in
and additional wetland buffer impacts.

00 linear feet. The Bay would be crossed with HDD;
wetlands would be impacted

due to the narrow width of existing paving and
Additionally, significant area of wetland buffer would be impacted along Route “B”
In addition, the wetland area that would be disturbed is mapped habitat for numerous threatened and endangered

All other streams, wetlands, or open waters on the paved portion of the route would be
Therefore, Route “B” would impact a total of

Route “B” with the upgrade of the Vineland to Mays Landing Pipeline is 20.7 miles in length but o
In order to provide

an additional 8.4 miles of 24” diameter
Tuckahoe where it would tie into SJG’s existing

, would begin at the BL Engl
the BL England property to the Atlantic City Electric ROW, then travel through the

The alignment then
Then the route would travel west along Tuckahoe Road to NJ

The route then would travel west along
route would travel north along Mount Pleasant

Station and tie into SJG’s existing transmission facilities.

Tuckahoe Road
, would provide limited reliability to SJG’s Customers by adding

This pipeline would provide security for SJG’s
service interruption were to occur on the Route 50 Pipeline

adds no redundancy to the Vineland and Mays Landing Pipeline and therefore provides no security to SJG’s
if a service interruption

Route “B” would then be approximately 29.1 miles in length,
but only provide limited reliability to SJG’s customers.

6 streams on the cross
paved portion of the route north of Great

includes approximately 8.5 acres of mapped
The project design would utilize HDDs where possible to avoid wetland,

and stream impacts but it is anticipated that the route geometry and extent of wetlands would result in
and additional wetland buffer impacts.

The Bay would be crossed with HDD;
wetlands would be impacted by required pipe staging and

due to the narrow width of existing paving and
” for construction and HDD staging

In addition, the wetland area that would be disturbed is mapped habitat for numerous threatened and endangered

All other streams, wetlands, or open waters on the paved portion of the route would be crossed utilizing
Therefore, Route “B” would impact a total of
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Route “B” with the upgrade of the Vineland to Mays Landing Pipeline is 20.7 miles in length but only satisfies one
In order to provide the required level

an additional 8.4 miles of 24” diameter
Tuckahoe where it would tie into SJG’s existing

would begin at the BL Engl
the BL England property to the Atlantic City Electric ROW, then travel through the

The alignment then would proceed
Then the route would travel west along Tuckahoe Road to NJ

The route then would travel west along
route would travel north along Mount Pleasant

Tuckahoe Road Segment from BL
, would provide limited reliability to SJG’s Customers by adding

This pipeline would provide security for SJG’s
Route 50 Pipeline. However, t

adds no redundancy to the Vineland and Mays Landing Pipeline and therefore provides no security to SJG’s
if a service interruption were to occur

Route “B” would then be approximately 29.1 miles in length,

6 streams on the cross-country segment of
paved portion of the route north of Great

includes approximately 8.5 acres of mapped
The project design would utilize HDDs where possible to avoid wetland,

and stream impacts but it is anticipated that the route geometry and extent of wetlands would result in

The Bay would be crossed with HDD;
by required pipe staging and

due to the narrow width of existing paving and
for construction and HDD staging

In addition, the wetland area that would be disturbed is mapped habitat for numerous threatened and endangered

crossed utilizing J&B or HDD
Therefore, Route “B” would impact a total of
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proceed
Then the route would travel west along Tuckahoe Road to NJ

The route then would travel west along
route would travel north along Mount Pleasant

from BL
, would provide limited reliability to SJG’s Customers by adding

This pipeline would provide security for SJG’s
However, this

adds no redundancy to the Vineland and Mays Landing Pipeline and therefore provides no security to SJG’s
were to occur along

Route “B” would then be approximately 29.1 miles in length,

country segment of
paved portion of the route north of Great

includes approximately 8.5 acres of mapped
The project design would utilize HDDs where possible to avoid wetland,

and stream impacts but it is anticipated that the route geometry and extent of wetlands would result in

The Bay would be crossed with HDD;
by required pipe staging and

due to the narrow width of existing paving and fill.
for construction and HDD staging.

In addition, the wetland area that would be disturbed is mapped habitat for numerous threatened and endangered

J&B or HDD
Therefore, Route “B” would impact a total of



South Jersey Gas
Route Analysis Addendum II

Threatened and Endangered Species

Northern pine snake, barred owl and red
cross-country portion
is absent of
exposed sandy soils that may provide habitat for n
Pinelands T/E plants; seasonal surveys (spring,
compliance with the floral standards of the Pinelands CMP.

Eleven species of
these, bald eagle
wetlands and open waters within the Great Eg
the Route “B” corridor
HDD of the Bay, the above species may be adversely affected by constructi
eagle, black, skimmer, and osprey would likely consist of foraging disturbance only; however, black crowned night
heron and cattle egret may be affected by habitat loss associated with the coastal wetland impacts.

Engineering and Construction Considerations

The western section of this route,
ROW. The proposed installation would require clearing and disturbing at least 30ft wide in order to
pipeline. The proposed route traverses through long distances of heavily wooded/forested areas with limited
construction access for installation of the pipeline
of residentia

There are also multiple waterway crossings throughout this area, and HDDs
locations as the route has multiple curves and bends along the alignment. T
the pipe or staging the pipe for the HDD installation without performing additional clearing of trees and potential
wetland areas

This route has several potential construction issues. There are numerous homes on Sc
than fifteen (15’) from the road, and the paving on the ro
which is the only access road to the homes located on the end of Jobs Point Rd.
require 2 major HDD’s, one of which would be a technological challenge in the form of a long, difficult and complex
water crossing posing difficult construction issues and risk. The 7,000 foot larger crossing of Great Egg Harbor
requires 2 vertical and 1
considered drilling from the plant side and from the end of Jobs Point Rd
issues. In the case of drilling from the plant side,
area. Jobs Point Rd
dead end. The terrain drops off qu
working conditions. It would require the relocation of the residents during most of the construction period and
especially during the final welding and pipe pullback. Drill
either locating the drill rig up on Jobs Point
staged at the very end of Jobs Point
considerations in that area.

In addition to the major HDD under Great Egg Harbor
Landing Road just north of Jobs Point Rd.
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Threatened and Endangered Species

Northern pine snake, barred owl and red
country portion of the ROW

is absent of significant sized
exposed sandy soils that may provide habitat for n
Pinelands T/E plants; seasonal surveys (spring,
compliance with the floral standards of the Pinelands CMP.

Eleven species of threatened or endangered species have habitat mapped along the paved portion of Route “B”
these, bald eagle, black crowned night heron, black skimmer, cattle egret
wetlands and open waters within the Great Eg
the Route “B” corridor. Due to the wetland impacts required for the pipe installation on the narrow roadways and the
HDD of the Bay, the above species may be adversely affected by constructi
eagle, black, skimmer, and osprey would likely consist of foraging disturbance only; however, black crowned night
heron and cattle egret may be affected by habitat loss associated with the coastal wetland impacts.

Engineering and Construction Considerations

The western section of this route,
The proposed installation would require clearing and disturbing at least 30ft wide in order to

The proposed route traverses through long distances of heavily wooded/forested areas with limited
construction access for installation of the pipeline
of residential yards, and in close proximity to homes and commercial buildings.

There are also multiple waterway crossings throughout this area, and HDDs
locations as the route has multiple curves and bends along the alignment. T
the pipe or staging the pipe for the HDD installation without performing additional clearing of trees and potential

areas.

This route has several potential construction issues. There are numerous homes on Sc
than fifteen (15’) from the road, and the paving on the ro
which is the only access road to the homes located on the end of Jobs Point Rd.
require 2 major HDD’s, one of which would be a technological challenge in the form of a long, difficult and complex
water crossing posing difficult construction issues and risk. The 7,000 foot larger crossing of Great Egg Harbor
requires 2 vertical and 1
considered drilling from the plant side and from the end of Jobs Point Rd

In the case of drilling from the plant side,
area. Jobs Point Rd - Morris Ave is a very narrow, 16 foot wide paved area with year round homes
dead end. The terrain drops off qu
working conditions. It would require the relocation of the residents during most of the construction period and
especially during the final welding and pipe pullback. Drill
either locating the drill rig up on Jobs Point
staged at the very end of Jobs Point
considerations in that area.

In addition to the major HDD under Great Egg Harbor
Landing Road just north of Jobs Point Rd.
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Threatened and Endangered Species

Northern pine snake, barred owl and red
of the ROW. No impacts to barred owl or red

significant sized trees/snags to provide critical habitat for either of these birds
exposed sandy soils that may provide habitat for n
Pinelands T/E plants; seasonal surveys (spring,
compliance with the floral standards of the Pinelands CMP.

threatened or endangered species have habitat mapped along the paved portion of Route “B”
, black crowned night heron, black skimmer, cattle egret

wetlands and open waters within the Great Eg
Due to the wetland impacts required for the pipe installation on the narrow roadways and the

HDD of the Bay, the above species may be adversely affected by constructi
eagle, black, skimmer, and osprey would likely consist of foraging disturbance only; however, black crowned night
heron and cattle egret may be affected by habitat loss associated with the coastal wetland impacts.

Engineering and Construction Considerations

The western section of this route, the Vineland to Mays Landing Segment,
The proposed installation would require clearing and disturbing at least 30ft wide in order to

The proposed route traverses through long distances of heavily wooded/forested areas with limited
construction access for installation of the pipeline

l yards, and in close proximity to homes and commercial buildings.

There are also multiple waterway crossings throughout this area, and HDDs
locations as the route has multiple curves and bends along the alignment. T
the pipe or staging the pipe for the HDD installation without performing additional clearing of trees and potential

This route has several potential construction issues. There are numerous homes on Sc
than fifteen (15’) from the road, and the paving on the ro
which is the only access road to the homes located on the end of Jobs Point Rd.
require 2 major HDD’s, one of which would be a technological challenge in the form of a long, difficult and complex
water crossing posing difficult construction issues and risk. The 7,000 foot larger crossing of Great Egg Harbor
requires 2 vertical and 1 horizontal curves in its design
considered drilling from the plant side and from the end of Jobs Point Rd

In the case of drilling from the plant side,
Morris Ave is a very narrow, 16 foot wide paved area with year round homes

dead end. The terrain drops off quickly into marsh areas so construction would be very difficult with extremely tight
working conditions. It would require the relocation of the residents during most of the construction period and
especially during the final welding and pipe pullback. Drill
either locating the drill rig up on Jobs Point
staged at the very end of Jobs Point -
considerations in that area.

In addition to the major HDD under Great Egg Harbor
Landing Road just north of Jobs Point Rd.

Threatened and Endangered Species

Northern pine snake, barred owl and red-headed woodpecker habitat is mapped within or in immediate vicinity of
No impacts to barred owl or red

trees/snags to provide critical habitat for either of these birds
exposed sandy soils that may provide habitat for northern pine snake
Pinelands T/E plants; seasonal surveys (spring, summer,
compliance with the floral standards of the Pinelands CMP.

threatened or endangered species have habitat mapped along the paved portion of Route “B”
, black crowned night heron, black skimmer, cattle egret

wetlands and open waters within the Great Egg Harbor Bay and surrounding areas and have habitat mapped within
Due to the wetland impacts required for the pipe installation on the narrow roadways and the

HDD of the Bay, the above species may be adversely affected by constructi
eagle, black, skimmer, and osprey would likely consist of foraging disturbance only; however, black crowned night
heron and cattle egret may be affected by habitat loss associated with the coastal wetland impacts.

Engineering and Construction Considerations

the Vineland to Mays Landing Segment,
The proposed installation would require clearing and disturbing at least 30ft wide in order to

The proposed route traverses through long distances of heavily wooded/forested areas with limited
construction access for installation of the pipeline. The western portion of this route would also pass through pockets

l yards, and in close proximity to homes and commercial buildings.

There are also multiple waterway crossings throughout this area, and HDDs
locations as the route has multiple curves and bends along the alignment. T
the pipe or staging the pipe for the HDD installation without performing additional clearing of trees and potential

This route has several potential construction issues. There are numerous homes on Sc
than fifteen (15’) from the road, and the paving on the ro
which is the only access road to the homes located on the end of Jobs Point Rd.
require 2 major HDD’s, one of which would be a technological challenge in the form of a long, difficult and complex
water crossing posing difficult construction issues and risk. The 7,000 foot larger crossing of Great Egg Harbor

horizontal curves in its design
considered drilling from the plant side and from the end of Jobs Point Rd

In the case of drilling from the plant side, it would require using Jobs Point Rd.
Morris Ave is a very narrow, 16 foot wide paved area with year round homes

ickly into marsh areas so construction would be very difficult with extremely tight
working conditions. It would require the relocation of the residents during most of the construction period and
especially during the final welding and pipe pullback. Drill
either locating the drill rig up on Jobs Point - Morris Ave

- Morris Ave., special permitting would

In addition to the major HDD under Great Egg Harbor
Landing Road just north of Jobs Point Rd. - Morris Ave.
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headed woodpecker habitat is mapped within or in immediate vicinity of
No impacts to barred owl or red-

trees/snags to provide critical habitat for either of these birds
orthern pine snake

summer, and fall) will likely need to be conducted to demonstrate
compliance with the floral standards of the Pinelands CMP.

threatened or endangered species have habitat mapped along the paved portion of Route “B”
, black crowned night heron, black skimmer, cattle egret

g Harbor Bay and surrounding areas and have habitat mapped within
Due to the wetland impacts required for the pipe installation on the narrow roadways and the

HDD of the Bay, the above species may be adversely affected by constructi
eagle, black, skimmer, and osprey would likely consist of foraging disturbance only; however, black crowned night
heron and cattle egret may be affected by habitat loss associated with the coastal wetland impacts.

the Vineland to Mays Landing Segment,
The proposed installation would require clearing and disturbing at least 30ft wide in order to
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drilling from the south and the laydown of the 24 inch steel pipe from the north. Again, the 24 foot wide pavement
makes for a very limited work area and adds difficulty to the project due to the extremely close marsh a
perimeter of the pavement.

Finally, SJG engaged an engineering expert specializing in trenchless drilling technology, Dr. David Bennett, PE, to
evaluate thoroughly whether an HDD beneath the GEHB is feasible. Dr. Bennett is the president
Trenchless Engineers, a specialty engineering consulting firm focusing entirely on trenchless pipel
construction. He
Waterways Experiment Stati
and publication of the USACE’s trenchless construction guidelines and has authored more than 50 technical papers
on trenchless technology, tunneling and geotechnical engi
Guidelines”, published by the North American Society for Trenchless Technology, in which he serves
Practice instructor.
pipeline beneath the GEHB would pose several significant risks that could not be mitigated and that none of the
alternatives involving an HDD beneath the GEHB are technically feasible. Specifically, Dr. Bennett evaluated 104
soil boring logs developed during three separate geotechnical investigations in the vicinity of the proposed HDD
GEHB crossing. Based upon his review of the boring logs, Dr. Bennett concluded that there are extensive depths of
highly unfavorable, low blow count,
and likely insurmountable” challenges, including a high degree of risk of inadvertent returns of drilling fluid mud to the
benthic zone of the GEHB.
the risks associated with the HDDs along the preferred route and concluded based upon the soil borings and site
conditions that these HDDs were well within the technical limits of the technolo
attempting to drill the pipeline beneath

Summary

Route “B” would be approximately 7 miles longer than Route “A”
because of its overall
foot HDD beneath the Great Egg Harbor
ecosystem
“B” also would have significant community impacts because it would cause a major disturbance to homes along
School House Road in Egg Harbor Township and would require temporary relocation of a dozen or so
the small community adjacent to
the cross-country portion of this route,
adjacent to Great Egg Harbor Bay

4. Route “C”

Route “C” begins in Maurice River Township, Cumberland County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper
Township, Cap
evaluated as part of this addendum
NJ Route 49
intersection of Route
west on Clay Avenue for approximately 0.3 miles to the BL England Power Plant i
County. Route “C” crosses through 10.5 miles of Pinelands Forest Planning Area
Analysis is
Route B in that it only adds redundancy to the Route 50 Pipeline due to the limited capacity of SJG’s existing 16”
diameter 250 psig pipeline that is located on Mount Pleasant Tuckahoe Road.
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drilling from the south and the laydown of the 24 inch steel pipe from the north. Again, the 24 foot wide pavement
makes for a very limited work area and adds difficulty to the project due to the extremely close marsh a
perimeter of the pavement.

SJG engaged an engineering expert specializing in trenchless drilling technology, Dr. David Bennett, PE, to
evaluate thoroughly whether an HDD beneath the GEHB is feasible. Dr. Bennett is the president
Trenchless Engineers, a specialty engineering consulting firm focusing entirely on trenchless pipel
construction. He served 28 years with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (“USACE”), where he directed the
Waterways Experiment Stati
and publication of the USACE’s trenchless construction guidelines and has authored more than 50 technical papers
on trenchless technology, tunneling and geotechnical engi
Guidelines”, published by the North American Society for Trenchless Technology, in which he serves
Practice instructor. Based upon
pipeline beneath the GEHB would pose several significant risks that could not be mitigated and that none of the
alternatives involving an HDD beneath the GEHB are technically feasible. Specifically, Dr. Bennett evaluated 104

ring logs developed during three separate geotechnical investigations in the vicinity of the proposed HDD
GEHB crossing. Based upon his review of the boring logs, Dr. Bennett concluded that there are extensive depths of
highly unfavorable, low blow count,
and likely insurmountable” challenges, including a high degree of risk of inadvertent returns of drilling fluid mud to the
benthic zone of the GEHB.
the risks associated with the HDDs along the preferred route and concluded based upon the soil borings and site
conditions that these HDDs were well within the technical limits of the technolo
attempting to drill the pipeline beneath
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HDD beneath the Great Egg Harbor
ecosystem of the Bay in the event of a drilling fluid return to the surfac
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School House Road in Egg Harbor Township and would require temporary relocation of a dozen or so
the small community adjacent to

country portion of this route,
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Route “C”

Route “C” begins in Maurice River Township, Cumberland County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper
Township, Cape May County
evaluated as part of this addendum

Route 49 onto Port Elizabeth Road
intersection of Route 9; then north on Route 9 for approximately 8.9 miles to the intersection of Clay Avenue; then
west on Clay Avenue for approximately 0.3 miles to the BL England Power Plant i

Route “C” crosses through 10.5 miles of Pinelands Forest Planning Area
Analysis is approximately 29 miles long

ute B in that it only adds redundancy to the Route 50 Pipeline due to the limited capacity of SJG’s existing 16”
diameter 250 psig pipeline that is located on Mount Pleasant Tuckahoe Road.
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drilling from the south and the laydown of the 24 inch steel pipe from the north. Again, the 24 foot wide pavement
makes for a very limited work area and adds difficulty to the project due to the extremely close marsh a
perimeter of the pavement.

SJG engaged an engineering expert specializing in trenchless drilling technology, Dr. David Bennett, PE, to
evaluate thoroughly whether an HDD beneath the GEHB is feasible. Dr. Bennett is the president
Trenchless Engineers, a specialty engineering consulting firm focusing entirely on trenchless pipel

served 28 years with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (“USACE”), where he directed the
Waterways Experiment Station Soil and Rock Testing Laboratory. Dr. Bennett was responsible for the development
and publication of the USACE’s trenchless construction guidelines and has authored more than 50 technical papers
on trenchless technology, tunneling and geotechnical engi
Guidelines”, published by the North American Society for Trenchless Technology, in which he serves

Based upon Dr. Bennett’s knowledge and experience, he
pipeline beneath the GEHB would pose several significant risks that could not be mitigated and that none of the
alternatives involving an HDD beneath the GEHB are technically feasible. Specifically, Dr. Bennett evaluated 104

ring logs developed during three separate geotechnical investigations in the vicinity of the proposed HDD
GEHB crossing. Based upon his review of the boring logs, Dr. Bennett concluded that there are extensive depths of
highly unfavorable, low blow count, very soft to soft organic silt and clay, which would pose “extremely unfavorable,
and likely insurmountable” challenges, including a high degree of risk of inadvertent returns of drilling fluid mud to the
benthic zone of the GEHB. A copy of Dr. Bennett’s
the risks associated with the HDDs along the preferred route and concluded based upon the soil borings and site
conditions that these HDDs were well within the technical limits of the technolo
attempting to drill the pipeline beneath the GEHB.
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also would have significant community impacts because it would cause a major disturbance to homes along
School House Road in Egg Harbor Township and would require temporary relocation of a dozen or so
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country portion of this route,
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Route “C” begins in Maurice River Township, Cumberland County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper
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approximately 29 miles long
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diameter 250 psig pipeline that is located on Mount Pleasant Tuckahoe Road.

drilling from the south and the laydown of the 24 inch steel pipe from the north. Again, the 24 foot wide pavement
makes for a very limited work area and adds difficulty to the project due to the extremely close marsh a

SJG engaged an engineering expert specializing in trenchless drilling technology, Dr. David Bennett, PE, to
evaluate thoroughly whether an HDD beneath the GEHB is feasible. Dr. Bennett is the president
Trenchless Engineers, a specialty engineering consulting firm focusing entirely on trenchless pipel

served 28 years with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (“USACE”), where he directed the
on Soil and Rock Testing Laboratory. Dr. Bennett was responsible for the development

and publication of the USACE’s trenchless construction guidelines and has authored more than 50 technical papers
on trenchless technology, tunneling and geotechnical engi
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Dr. Bennett’s knowledge and experience, he
pipeline beneath the GEHB would pose several significant risks that could not be mitigated and that none of the
alternatives involving an HDD beneath the GEHB are technically feasible. Specifically, Dr. Bennett evaluated 104

ring logs developed during three separate geotechnical investigations in the vicinity of the proposed HDD
GEHB crossing. Based upon his review of the boring logs, Dr. Bennett concluded that there are extensive depths of

very soft to soft organic silt and clay, which would pose “extremely unfavorable,
and likely insurmountable” challenges, including a high degree of risk of inadvertent returns of drilling fluid mud to the

A copy of Dr. Bennett’s report is attached as Attachment
the risks associated with the HDDs along the preferred route and concluded based upon the soil borings and site
conditions that these HDDs were well within the technical limits of the technolo

the GEHB.
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To ensure the required level of
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drilling from the south and the laydown of the 24 inch steel pipe from the north. Again, the 24 foot wide pavement
makes for a very limited work area and adds difficulty to the project due to the extremely close marsh a

SJG engaged an engineering expert specializing in trenchless drilling technology, Dr. David Bennett, PE, to
evaluate thoroughly whether an HDD beneath the GEHB is feasible. Dr. Bennett is the president
Trenchless Engineers, a specialty engineering consulting firm focusing entirely on trenchless pipel

served 28 years with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (“USACE”), where he directed the
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and publication of the USACE’s trenchless construction guidelines and has authored more than 50 technical papers
on trenchless technology, tunneling and geotechnical engineering. He is the co
Guidelines”, published by the North American Society for Trenchless Technology, in which he serves
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pipeline beneath the GEHB would pose several significant risks that could not be mitigated and that none of the
alternatives involving an HDD beneath the GEHB are technically feasible. Specifically, Dr. Bennett evaluated 104

ring logs developed during three separate geotechnical investigations in the vicinity of the proposed HDD
GEHB crossing. Based upon his review of the boring logs, Dr. Bennett concluded that there are extensive depths of

very soft to soft organic silt and clay, which would pose “extremely unfavorable,
and likely insurmountable” challenges, including a high degree of risk of inadvertent returns of drilling fluid mud to the

report is attached as Attachment
the risks associated with the HDDs along the preferred route and concluded based upon the soil borings and site
conditions that these HDDs were well within the technical limits of the technolo
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significant constructability issues, and
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in the event of a drilling fluid return to the surfac

also would have significant community impacts because it would cause a major disturbance to homes along
School House Road in Egg Harbor Township and would require temporary relocation of a dozen or so

the Great Egg Harbor Bay. The significant wetland and T&E impacts associated with
as well as the wetland and T&

are considered fatal flaws in this route

Route “C” begins in Maurice River Township, Cumberland County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper
the required level of reliability on this Route

The original route begins at the same location as Route
an abandoned

9; then north on Route 9 for approximately 8.9 miles to the intersection of Clay Avenue; then
west on Clay Avenue for approximately 0.3 miles to the BL England Power Plant i

Route “C” crosses through 10.5 miles of Pinelands Forest Planning Area
and provides limited redundancy

ute B in that it only adds redundancy to the Route 50 Pipeline due to the limited capacity of SJG’s existing 16”
diameter 250 psig pipeline that is located on Mount Pleasant Tuckahoe Road.

drilling from the south and the laydown of the 24 inch steel pipe from the north. Again, the 24 foot wide pavement
makes for a very limited work area and adds difficulty to the project due to the extremely close marsh a

SJG engaged an engineering expert specializing in trenchless drilling technology, Dr. David Bennett, PE, to
evaluate thoroughly whether an HDD beneath the GEHB is feasible. Dr. Bennett is the president
Trenchless Engineers, a specialty engineering consulting firm focusing entirely on trenchless pipel
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on Soil and Rock Testing Laboratory. Dr. Bennett was responsible for the development

and publication of the USACE’s trenchless construction guidelines and has authored more than 50 technical papers
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Dr. Bennett’s knowledge and experience, he concluded that an

pipeline beneath the GEHB would pose several significant risks that could not be mitigated and that none of the
alternatives involving an HDD beneath the GEHB are technically feasible. Specifically, Dr. Bennett evaluated 104

ring logs developed during three separate geotechnical investigations in the vicinity of the proposed HDD
GEHB crossing. Based upon his review of the boring logs, Dr. Bennett concluded that there are extensive depths of

very soft to soft organic silt and clay, which would pose “extremely unfavorable,
and likely insurmountable” challenges, including a high degree of risk of inadvertent returns of drilling fluid mud to the

report is attached as Attachment
the risks associated with the HDDs along the preferred route and concluded based upon the soil borings and site
conditions that these HDDs were well within the technical limits of the technology and posed much less risk than

. Route “B” is not considered a viable alternative
constructability issues, and

present several unacceptable risks
in the event of a drilling fluid return to the surface or other difficulty completing the drill.
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School House Road in Egg Harbor Township and would require temporary relocation of a dozen or so
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and publication of the USACE’s trenchless construction guidelines and has authored more than 50 technical papers

author of “HDD Good Practices
as a Good

attempt to install the
pipeline beneath the GEHB would pose several significant risks that could not be mitigated and that none of the
alternatives involving an HDD beneath the GEHB are technically feasible. Specifically, Dr. Bennett evaluated 104

ring logs developed during three separate geotechnical investigations in the vicinity of the proposed HDD
GEHB crossing. Based upon his review of the boring logs, Dr. Bennett concluded that there are extensive depths of

very soft to soft organic silt and clay, which would pose “extremely unfavorable,
and likely insurmountable” challenges, including a high degree of risk of inadvertent returns of drilling fluid mud to the

Dr. Bennett also evaluated
the risks associated with the HDDs along the preferred route and concluded based upon the soil borings and site

gy and posed much less risk than

is not considered a viable alternative
the 7000
sensitive

e or other difficulty completing the drill. Route
also would have significant community impacts because it would cause a major disturbance to homes along

residents at
he significant wetland and T&E impacts associated with

E impacts associated with the construction

Route “C” begins in Maurice River Township, Cumberland County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper
segment was

, but deviates off of
; then southeast to the

9; then north on Route 9 for approximately 8.9 miles to the intersection of Clay Avenue; then
n Upper Township, Cape May

in the original Route
This route is similar to

ute B in that it only adds redundancy to the Route 50 Pipeline due to the limited capacity of SJG’s existing 16”
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An alternate
approximately 29 miles long
49 onto Port Elizabeth Road
Conrail ROW cross country through the town of Woodbine to the intersection with Dennisville
route then travels northeast along Dennisville
north into the town of Tuckahoe to the intersection with Marshal Avenue
The route then follows the Tuckahoe Road Segment to the BL England Power Plant
bottleneck in the SJG system o
original Route “C” from providing full reliability
length, cross through 14.5 miles of Pinelands Forest Manag
Facility and provide full

Results

Environmental

Wetlands, Buffers, Streams, and Open Waters
This alternative
Due to succession and re
of clearing the re
acres of direct wetland impact
significant area of wetland buffer would be impacted by clearing and construction of this alternative.

Threatened and Endangered Species

Nineteen threatened or endangered species have habitat mapped along Route “C”
crowned ni
within the approximately 5.9 mile length of rail ROW within the Pinelands that would require clearing for project
construction
Route “C” could result in significant adverse impact to the above species from habitat loss, edge creation, habitat
fragmentation, disturbance, and in case of the known population of northern pine snake, potential take.

Engineering Constraints

The approximately 5.9 miles of clearing required and improvements along the railroad ROW present significant
constraints to engineering and construction. In addition, the 11 HDDs would require extensive design considerations.

The plan for this route was to follow the railroad ROW to avoid potential community impacts and crossing large
waterways/tidal wetlands. During the field inspection of this route, the railroad ROW was found to be
understory and overstory species.
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An alternate segment for Route “C” that would provide full
approximately 29 miles long

Port Elizabeth Road
Conrail ROW cross country through the town of Woodbine to the intersection with Dennisville
route then travels northeast along Dennisville
north into the town of Tuckahoe to the intersection with Marshal Avenue
The route then follows the Tuckahoe Road Segment to the BL England Power Plant
bottleneck in the SJG system o
original Route “C” from providing full reliability

cross through 14.5 miles of Pinelands Forest Manag
Facility and provide full redundancy

Environmental

Wetlands, Buffers, Streams, and Open Waters
This alternative Route “C”
Due to succession and re
of clearing the re-vegetated rail line ROW within the Pinelands
acres of direct wetland impact
significant area of wetland buffer would be impacted by clearing and construction of this alternative.

reatened and Endangered Species

Nineteen threatened or endangered species have habitat mapped along Route “C”
crowned night heron, Cope’s gray
within the approximately 5.9 mile length of rail ROW within the Pinelands that would require clearing for project
construction. This area is listed as occupied habitat for northern pine snake. Clearing of this area for construction of
Route “C” could result in significant adverse impact to the above species from habitat loss, edge creation, habitat
fragmentation, disturbance, and in case of the known population of northern pine snake, potential take.

Engineering Constraints

The approximately 5.9 miles of clearing required and improvements along the railroad ROW present significant
constraints to engineering and construction. In addition, the 11 HDDs would require extensive design considerations.

an for this route was to follow the railroad ROW to avoid potential community impacts and crossing large
waterways/tidal wetlands. During the field inspection of this route, the railroad ROW was found to be
understory and overstory species.
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for Route “C” that would provide full
approximately 29 miles long. This route would start at the same location as Route

Port Elizabeth Road south to
Conrail ROW cross country through the town of Woodbine to the intersection with Dennisville
route then travels northeast along Dennisville
north into the town of Tuckahoe to the intersection with Marshal Avenue
The route then follows the Tuckahoe Road Segment to the BL England Power Plant
bottleneck in the SJG system of the 16” diameter pipeline on Mount Pleasant Tuckahoe road that prevents the
original Route “C” from providing full reliability

cross through 14.5 miles of Pinelands Forest Manag
redundancy to SJG’s customers.

Wetlands, Buffers, Streams, and Open Waters
Route “C” would cross 1

Due to succession and re-forestation along the Conrail ROW, this alternative would require approximately 5.9 miles
vegetated rail line ROW within the Pinelands

acres of direct wetland impact associated with clearing enough width to construct the pipeline
significant area of wetland buffer would be impacted by clearing and construction of this alternative.

reatened and Endangered Species

Nineteen threatened or endangered species have habitat mapped along Route “C”
ght heron, Cope’s gray tree frog

within the approximately 5.9 mile length of rail ROW within the Pinelands that would require clearing for project
This area is listed as occupied habitat for northern pine snake. Clearing of this area for construction of

Route “C” could result in significant adverse impact to the above species from habitat loss, edge creation, habitat
fragmentation, disturbance, and in case of the known population of northern pine snake, potential take.

Engineering Constraints and Constru

The approximately 5.9 miles of clearing required and improvements along the railroad ROW present significant
constraints to engineering and construction. In addition, the 11 HDDs would require extensive design considerations.

an for this route was to follow the railroad ROW to avoid potential community impacts and crossing large
waterways/tidal wetlands. During the field inspection of this route, the railroad ROW was found to be
understory and overstory species. There were also protected species identified in the reforested portions of the

for Route “C” that would provide full
This route would start at the same location as Route

to an abandoned
Conrail ROW cross country through the town of Woodbine to the intersection with Dennisville
route then travels northeast along Dennisville-Petersburg Road to Mount Pleasant
north into the town of Tuckahoe to the intersection with Marshal Avenue
The route then follows the Tuckahoe Road Segment to the BL England Power Plant

f the 16” diameter pipeline on Mount Pleasant Tuckahoe road that prevents the
original Route “C” from providing full reliability. The a

cross through 14.5 miles of Pinelands Forest Manag
to SJG’s customers.

Wetlands, Buffers, Streams, and Open Waters
would cross 10 known streams and many large wetland systems and require 11 HDDs
forestation along the Conrail ROW, this alternative would require approximately 5.9 miles

vegetated rail line ROW within the Pinelands
associated with clearing enough width to construct the pipeline

significant area of wetland buffer would be impacted by clearing and construction of this alternative.

reatened and Endangered Species

Nineteen threatened or endangered species have habitat mapped along Route “C”
tree frog, frosted elfin, northern pine snake, and swamp pink

within the approximately 5.9 mile length of rail ROW within the Pinelands that would require clearing for project
This area is listed as occupied habitat for northern pine snake. Clearing of this area for construction of

Route “C” could result in significant adverse impact to the above species from habitat loss, edge creation, habitat
fragmentation, disturbance, and in case of the known population of northern pine snake, potential take.

Construction Considerations

The approximately 5.9 miles of clearing required and improvements along the railroad ROW present significant
constraints to engineering and construction. In addition, the 11 HDDs would require extensive design considerations.

an for this route was to follow the railroad ROW to avoid potential community impacts and crossing large
waterways/tidal wetlands. During the field inspection of this route, the railroad ROW was found to be

There were also protected species identified in the reforested portions of the
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for Route “C” that would provide full redundancy
This route would start at the same location as Route

an abandoned Conrail Railroad ROW
Conrail ROW cross country through the town of Woodbine to the intersection with Dennisville

Petersburg Road to Mount Pleasant
north into the town of Tuckahoe to the intersection with Marshal Avenue
The route then follows the Tuckahoe Road Segment to the BL England Power Plant

f the 16” diameter pipeline on Mount Pleasant Tuckahoe road that prevents the
alternate for Route “C” would then be approximately 29 miles in

cross through 14.5 miles of Pinelands Forest Management Planning Area,
to SJG’s customers.

known streams and many large wetland systems and require 11 HDDs
forestation along the Conrail ROW, this alternative would require approximately 5.9 miles

vegetated rail line ROW within the Pinelands. This clea
associated with clearing enough width to construct the pipeline

significant area of wetland buffer would be impacted by clearing and construction of this alternative.

Nineteen threatened or endangered species have habitat mapped along Route “C”
, frosted elfin, northern pine snake, and swamp pink

within the approximately 5.9 mile length of rail ROW within the Pinelands that would require clearing for project
This area is listed as occupied habitat for northern pine snake. Clearing of this area for construction of

Route “C” could result in significant adverse impact to the above species from habitat loss, edge creation, habitat
fragmentation, disturbance, and in case of the known population of northern pine snake, potential take.

ction Considerations

The approximately 5.9 miles of clearing required and improvements along the railroad ROW present significant
constraints to engineering and construction. In addition, the 11 HDDs would require extensive design considerations.

an for this route was to follow the railroad ROW to avoid potential community impacts and crossing large
waterways/tidal wetlands. During the field inspection of this route, the railroad ROW was found to be

There were also protected species identified in the reforested portions of the

redundancy, similarly to Route “A”
This route would start at the same location as Route

ailroad ROW. The route then proceeds along the
Conrail ROW cross country through the town of Woodbine to the intersection with Dennisville

Petersburg Road to Mount Pleasant
north into the town of Tuckahoe to the intersection with Marshal Avenue (Mt. Pleasant
The route then follows the Tuckahoe Road Segment to the BL England Power Plant

f the 16” diameter pipeline on Mount Pleasant Tuckahoe road that prevents the
lternate for Route “C” would then be approximately 29 miles in

ement Planning Area,

known streams and many large wetland systems and require 11 HDDs
forestation along the Conrail ROW, this alternative would require approximately 5.9 miles

This clearing would result in
associated with clearing enough width to construct the pipeline

significant area of wetland buffer would be impacted by clearing and construction of this alternative.

Nineteen threatened or endangered species have habitat mapped along Route “C”
, frosted elfin, northern pine snake, and swamp pink

within the approximately 5.9 mile length of rail ROW within the Pinelands that would require clearing for project
This area is listed as occupied habitat for northern pine snake. Clearing of this area for construction of

Route “C” could result in significant adverse impact to the above species from habitat loss, edge creation, habitat
fragmentation, disturbance, and in case of the known population of northern pine snake, potential take.

The approximately 5.9 miles of clearing required and improvements along the railroad ROW present significant
constraints to engineering and construction. In addition, the 11 HDDs would require extensive design considerations.

an for this route was to follow the railroad ROW to avoid potential community impacts and crossing large
waterways/tidal wetlands. During the field inspection of this route, the railroad ROW was found to be

There were also protected species identified in the reforested portions of the

similarly to Route “A”
This route would start at the same location as Route “A”, but deviates off of

The route then proceeds along the
Conrail ROW cross country through the town of Woodbine to the intersection with Dennisville- Petersburg Road

Petersburg Road to Mount Pleasant- Tuckahoe Road
(Mt. Pleasant-Tuckahoe Road Segment)

The route then follows the Tuckahoe Road Segment to the BL England Power Plant. This route would eliminate the
f the 16” diameter pipeline on Mount Pleasant Tuckahoe road that prevents the

lternate for Route “C” would then be approximately 29 miles in
ement Planning Area, provide service to the BL England

known streams and many large wetland systems and require 11 HDDs
forestation along the Conrail ROW, this alternative would require approximately 5.9 miles

ring would result in
associated with clearing enough width to construct the pipeline

significant area of wetland buffer would be impacted by clearing and construction of this alternative.

Nineteen threatened or endangered species have habitat mapped along Route “C”. Of these, barred owl
, frosted elfin, northern pine snake, and swamp pink have mapped habitat

within the approximately 5.9 mile length of rail ROW within the Pinelands that would require clearing for project
This area is listed as occupied habitat for northern pine snake. Clearing of this area for construction of

Route “C” could result in significant adverse impact to the above species from habitat loss, edge creation, habitat
fragmentation, disturbance, and in case of the known population of northern pine snake, potential take.

The approximately 5.9 miles of clearing required and improvements along the railroad ROW present significant
constraints to engineering and construction. In addition, the 11 HDDs would require extensive design considerations.

an for this route was to follow the railroad ROW to avoid potential community impacts and crossing large
waterways/tidal wetlands. During the field inspection of this route, the railroad ROW was found to be

There were also protected species identified in the reforested portions of the
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similarly to Route “A”, would also
, but deviates off of NJ

The route then proceeds along the
Petersburg Road

Tuckahoe Road. Then it tra
Tuckahoe Road Segment)

This route would eliminate the
f the 16” diameter pipeline on Mount Pleasant Tuckahoe road that prevents the

lternate for Route “C” would then be approximately 29 miles in
provide service to the BL England

known streams and many large wetland systems and require 11 HDDs
forestation along the Conrail ROW, this alternative would require approximately 5.9 miles

ring would result in approximately 1.7
associated with clearing enough width to construct the pipeline. In addition,

significant area of wetland buffer would be impacted by clearing and construction of this alternative.

Of these, barred owl, black
have mapped habitat

within the approximately 5.9 mile length of rail ROW within the Pinelands that would require clearing for project
This area is listed as occupied habitat for northern pine snake. Clearing of this area for construction of

Route “C” could result in significant adverse impact to the above species from habitat loss, edge creation, habitat
fragmentation, disturbance, and in case of the known population of northern pine snake, potential take.

The approximately 5.9 miles of clearing required and improvements along the railroad ROW present significant
constraints to engineering and construction. In addition, the 11 HDDs would require extensive design considerations.

an for this route was to follow the railroad ROW to avoid potential community impacts and crossing large
waterways/tidal wetlands. During the field inspection of this route, the railroad ROW was found to be re-vegetated

There were also protected species identified in the reforested portions of the
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also be
NJ Route

The route then proceeds along the
Petersburg Road. The

Then it travels
Tuckahoe Road Segment).

This route would eliminate the
f the 16” diameter pipeline on Mount Pleasant Tuckahoe road that prevents the

lternate for Route “C” would then be approximately 29 miles in
provide service to the BL England

known streams and many large wetland systems and require 11 HDDs.
forestation along the Conrail ROW, this alternative would require approximately 5.9 miles

approximately 1.7
In addition,

, black
have mapped habitat

within the approximately 5.9 mile length of rail ROW within the Pinelands that would require clearing for project
This area is listed as occupied habitat for northern pine snake. Clearing of this area for construction of

Route “C” could result in significant adverse impact to the above species from habitat loss, edge creation, habitat

The approximately 5.9 miles of clearing required and improvements along the railroad ROW present significant
constraints to engineering and construction. In addition, the 11 HDDs would require extensive design considerations.

an for this route was to follow the railroad ROW to avoid potential community impacts and crossing large
vegetated by

There were also protected species identified in the reforested portions of the
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railroad ROW.
discovered that miles of the ROW have gone through natural success
be considered an improved ROW.

Summary

This route would be approximately 7 miles longer than Route “A”
impacts on wetlands and threatened and endangered
this route is not

5. Route “D”

Route “D” begins in Maurice River Township, Cumberland County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper
Township, Cape May County
evaluated as part of this addendum
50 Pipeline due to the limited capacity of SJG’s ex
Pleasant-Tuckahoe Road. The original route begins
intersection of Route 49 and Union Road and
intersection of Route 49 and County Route 646 (Port Elizabeth
approximately 4.8 miles to the intersection of Route 47; then south on Route 47 for approximately 14.9 miles to the
intersection of
intersection of County Route 550 (Woodbine
miles to the intersection of State Route 9; the
Clay Avenue; then west on Clay Avenue for approximately 0.3 miles to the BL England Power Plant in Upper
Township, Cape May County
potential impacts and limiting clearing required to install the gas pipeline
Pinelands Forest Planning Area
Facility, but only provide

An alternate for Route “D” that would provide full reliability, similar to Route “A”, would
miles long.
and Union Road and continu
County Route 646 (Port Elizabeth
intersection of Route 47; then south on Route 47 for approximately 14.9 miles to the intersection of County Route
610 (Petersburg Road);
approximately 5.0
intersection with Marshal Avenue
Road Segment)
to the intersection with Ocean
the intersection with the Atlantic City
Electric ROW
Road Segment)
Pleasant Tuckahoe
“D” would then be approximately 36.
provide service to the BL England Facility and provide full
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railroad ROW. Single isolated
discovered that miles of the ROW have gone through natural success
be considered an improved ROW.

This route would be approximately 7 miles longer than Route “A”
impacts on wetlands and threatened and endangered

is not a feasible

Route “D”

” begins in Maurice River Township, Cumberland County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper
Township, Cape May County
evaluated as part of this addendum
50 Pipeline due to the limited capacity of SJG’s ex

Tuckahoe Road. The original route begins
intersection of Route 49 and Union Road and
intersection of Route 49 and County Route 646 (Port Elizabeth
approximately 4.8 miles to the intersection of Route 47; then south on Route 47 for approximately 14.9 miles to the
intersection of County Route 610 (Petersburg Road); then northeast on Route 610 for approximately 3.4 miles to the
intersection of County Route 550 (Woodbine
miles to the intersection of State Route 9; the
Clay Avenue; then west on Clay Avenue for approximately 0.3 miles to the BL England Power Plant in Upper
Township, Cape May County
potential impacts and limiting clearing required to install the gas pipeline
Pinelands Forest Planning Area

but only provides

An alternate for Route “D” that would provide full reliability, similar to Route “A”, would
. This route would

and Union Road and continu
County Route 646 (Port Elizabeth
intersection of Route 47; then south on Route 47 for approximately 14.9 miles to the intersection of County Route
610 (Petersburg Road);
approximately 5.0 miles to Mount Pleasant Tuckahoe Road
intersection with Marshal Avenue
Road Segment); then 1.5 miles
to the intersection with Ocean
the intersection with the Atlantic City

ROW and the BL England property to the power station
Road Segment). This route would eliminate the bottleneck in the SJG system of the 16” diameter pipeline on Mount

t Tuckahoe Road that prevents the original Route “
“D” would then be approximately 36.
provide service to the BL England Facility and provide full
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Single isolated sensitive areas
discovered that miles of the ROW have gone through natural success
be considered an improved ROW.

This route would be approximately 7 miles longer than Route “A”
impacts on wetlands and threatened and endangered

feasible alternative.

” begins in Maurice River Township, Cumberland County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper
Township, Cape May County. To ensure
evaluated as part of this addendum. This route is similar to Routes B & C in that it only adds redundancy to the Route
50 Pipeline due to the limited capacity of SJG’s ex

Tuckahoe Road. The original route begins
intersection of Route 49 and Union Road and
intersection of Route 49 and County Route 646 (Port Elizabeth
approximately 4.8 miles to the intersection of Route 47; then south on Route 47 for approximately 14.9 miles to the

County Route 610 (Petersburg Road); then northeast on Route 610 for approximately 3.4 miles to the
intersection of County Route 550 (Woodbine
miles to the intersection of State Route 9; the
Clay Avenue; then west on Clay Avenue for approximately 0.3 miles to the BL England Power Plant in Upper
Township, Cape May County. This route primarily follows existing cleared road an
potential impacts and limiting clearing required to install the gas pipeline
Pinelands Forest Planning Area. Route “D”

s limited reliability to SJG’s customers.

An alternate for Route “D” that would provide full reliability, similar to Route “A”, would
This route would begin in Maurice River

and Union Road and continue east on Route 49 for approximately 0.5 miles to the intersection of Route 49 and
County Route 646 (Port Elizabeth-Cumberland Road); then south on Route 646 for approxim
intersection of Route 47; then south on Route 47 for approximately 14.9 miles to the intersection of County Route
610 (Petersburg Road); The route then travels northeast along County Route 610 (Petersburg Road)

to Mount Pleasant Tuckahoe Road
intersection with Marshal Avenue; then

1.5 miles south on NJ Route 50
to the intersection with Oceanwoods Avenue
the intersection with the Atlantic City Electric

BL England property to the power station
This route would eliminate the bottleneck in the SJG system of the 16” diameter pipeline on Mount

oad that prevents the original Route “
“D” would then be approximately 36.8
provide service to the BL England Facility and provide full

sensitive areas could be circumvented by HDD, but field inspection of the route
discovered that miles of the ROW have gone through natural success

This route would be approximately 7 miles longer than Route “A”
impacts on wetlands and threatened and endangered

” begins in Maurice River Township, Cumberland County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper
To ensure the required level of

This route is similar to Routes B & C in that it only adds redundancy to the Route
50 Pipeline due to the limited capacity of SJG’s existing 16” diameter 250 psig pipeline that is located on Mount

Tuckahoe Road. The original route begins
intersection of Route 49 and Union Road and continues
intersection of Route 49 and County Route 646 (Port Elizabeth
approximately 4.8 miles to the intersection of Route 47; then south on Route 47 for approximately 14.9 miles to the

County Route 610 (Petersburg Road); then northeast on Route 610 for approximately 3.4 miles to the
intersection of County Route 550 (Woodbine-Oceanview Road); then southeast on Route 550 for approximately 3.9
miles to the intersection of State Route 9; then north on Route 9 for approximately 8.9 miles to the intersection of
Clay Avenue; then west on Clay Avenue for approximately 0.3 miles to the BL England Power Plant in Upper

This route primarily follows existing cleared road an
potential impacts and limiting clearing required to install the gas pipeline

Route “D” is approximately 36.8 miles in length, provide
limited reliability to SJG’s customers.

An alternate for Route “D” that would provide full reliability, similar to Route “A”, would
begin in Maurice River

east on Route 49 for approximately 0.5 miles to the intersection of Route 49 and
Cumberland Road); then south on Route 646 for approxim

intersection of Route 47; then south on Route 47 for approximately 14.9 miles to the intersection of County Route
The route then travels northeast along County Route 610 (Petersburg Road)

to Mount Pleasant Tuckahoe Road
; then 0.2 miles east on Marshall Avenue to NJ Route 50

south on NJ Route 50
Avenue. The route then proceeds
Electric ROW, then proceeds

BL England property to the power station
This route would eliminate the bottleneck in the SJG system of the 16” diameter pipeline on Mount

oad that prevents the original Route “
miles in length

provide service to the BL England Facility and provide full
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ould be circumvented by HDD, but field inspection of the route
discovered that miles of the ROW have gone through natural success

This route would be approximately 7 miles longer than Route “A”.
impacts on wetlands and threatened and endangered species were considered fatal flaws on this route

” begins in Maurice River Township, Cumberland County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper
the required level of reliability on

This route is similar to Routes B & C in that it only adds redundancy to the Route
isting 16” diameter 250 psig pipeline that is located on Mount

Tuckahoe Road. The original route begins in Maurice River Township, Cumberland County at the
continues east on Route 49 for approximately 0

intersection of Route 49 and County Route 646 (Port Elizabeth-Cumberland Road); then south on Route 646 for
approximately 4.8 miles to the intersection of Route 47; then south on Route 47 for approximately 14.9 miles to the

County Route 610 (Petersburg Road); then northeast on Route 610 for approximately 3.4 miles to the
Oceanview Road); then southeast on Route 550 for approximately 3.9
n north on Route 9 for approximately 8.9 miles to the intersection of

Clay Avenue; then west on Clay Avenue for approximately 0.3 miles to the BL England Power Plant in Upper
This route primarily follows existing cleared road an

potential impacts and limiting clearing required to install the gas pipeline
approximately 36.8 miles in length, provide

limited reliability to SJG’s customers.

An alternate for Route “D” that would provide full reliability, similar to Route “A”, would
begin in Maurice River Township, Cumberland County at the intersection of Route 49

east on Route 49 for approximately 0.5 miles to the intersection of Route 49 and
Cumberland Road); then south on Route 646 for approxim

intersection of Route 47; then south on Route 47 for approximately 14.9 miles to the intersection of County Route
The route then travels northeast along County Route 610 (Petersburg Road)

to Mount Pleasant Tuckahoe Road; then north
east on Marshall Avenue to NJ Route 50

south on NJ Route 50 to Tuckahoe Road; then east on Tuckahoe Road
The route then proceeds

ROW, then proceeds
BL England property to the power station in Upper Township, Cape May County

This route would eliminate the bottleneck in the SJG system of the 16” diameter pipeline on Mount
oad that prevents the original Route “D” from providing full

miles in length, cross through 12.6 miles of
provide service to the BL England Facility and provide full redundancy

ould be circumvented by HDD, but field inspection of the route
discovered that miles of the ROW have gone through natural succession to the point that this route would no longer

. The reforestation of the railroad ROW and the
species were considered fatal flaws on this route

” begins in Maurice River Township, Cumberland County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper
reliability on this Route

This route is similar to Routes B & C in that it only adds redundancy to the Route
isting 16” diameter 250 psig pipeline that is located on Mount

in Maurice River Township, Cumberland County at the
east on Route 49 for approximately 0

Cumberland Road); then south on Route 646 for
approximately 4.8 miles to the intersection of Route 47; then south on Route 47 for approximately 14.9 miles to the

County Route 610 (Petersburg Road); then northeast on Route 610 for approximately 3.4 miles to the
Oceanview Road); then southeast on Route 550 for approximately 3.9
n north on Route 9 for approximately 8.9 miles to the intersection of

Clay Avenue; then west on Clay Avenue for approximately 0.3 miles to the BL England Power Plant in Upper
This route primarily follows existing cleared road an

potential impacts and limiting clearing required to install the gas pipeline. Route “D” crosses through 8.6 miles of
approximately 36.8 miles in length, provide

An alternate for Route “D” that would provide full reliability, similar to Route “A”, would
Township, Cumberland County at the intersection of Route 49

east on Route 49 for approximately 0.5 miles to the intersection of Route 49 and
Cumberland Road); then south on Route 646 for approxim

intersection of Route 47; then south on Route 47 for approximately 14.9 miles to the intersection of County Route
The route then travels northeast along County Route 610 (Petersburg Road)

north 3.3 miles
east on Marshall Avenue to NJ Route 50

to Tuckahoe Road; then east on Tuckahoe Road
The route then proceeds 0.4 miles

ROW, then proceeds 2.1 miles east
in Upper Township, Cape May County

This route would eliminate the bottleneck in the SJG system of the 16” diameter pipeline on Mount
” from providing full redundancy

, cross through 12.6 miles of
redundancy to SJG’s customers.

ould be circumvented by HDD, but field inspection of the route
ion to the point that this route would no longer

The reforestation of the railroad ROW and the
species were considered fatal flaws on this route

” begins in Maurice River Township, Cumberland County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper
this Route, an alternative segment

This route is similar to Routes B & C in that it only adds redundancy to the Route
isting 16” diameter 250 psig pipeline that is located on Mount

in Maurice River Township, Cumberland County at the
east on Route 49 for approximately 0

Cumberland Road); then south on Route 646 for
approximately 4.8 miles to the intersection of Route 47; then south on Route 47 for approximately 14.9 miles to the

County Route 610 (Petersburg Road); then northeast on Route 610 for approximately 3.4 miles to the
Oceanview Road); then southeast on Route 550 for approximately 3.9
n north on Route 9 for approximately 8.9 miles to the intersection of

Clay Avenue; then west on Clay Avenue for approximately 0.3 miles to the BL England Power Plant in Upper
This route primarily follows existing cleared road and utility right

Route “D” crosses through 8.6 miles of
approximately 36.8 miles in length, provides service to th

An alternate for Route “D” that would provide full reliability, similar to Route “A”, would also be approximately 36.
Township, Cumberland County at the intersection of Route 49

east on Route 49 for approximately 0.5 miles to the intersection of Route 49 and
Cumberland Road); then south on Route 646 for approximately 4.8 miles to the

intersection of Route 47; then south on Route 47 for approximately 14.9 miles to the intersection of County Route
The route then travels northeast along County Route 610 (Petersburg Road)

3.3 miles into the town of Tuckahoe to the
east on Marshall Avenue to NJ Route 50 (Mt. Pleasant

to Tuckahoe Road; then east on Tuckahoe Road
0.4 miles north on Ocean

east cross country
in Upper Township, Cape May County

This route would eliminate the bottleneck in the SJG system of the 16” diameter pipeline on Mount
redundancy. The alternate for Route

, cross through 12.6 miles of Pinelands Forest Planning Area
to SJG’s customers.

Woodard & Curran
April

ould be circumvented by HDD, but field inspection of the route
ion to the point that this route would no longer

The reforestation of the railroad ROW and the
species were considered fatal flaws on this route; therefore,

” begins in Maurice River Township, Cumberland County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper
an alternative segment

This route is similar to Routes B & C in that it only adds redundancy to the Route
isting 16” diameter 250 psig pipeline that is located on Mount

in Maurice River Township, Cumberland County at the
east on Route 49 for approximately 0.5 miles to the

Cumberland Road); then south on Route 646 for
approximately 4.8 miles to the intersection of Route 47; then south on Route 47 for approximately 14.9 miles to the

County Route 610 (Petersburg Road); then northeast on Route 610 for approximately 3.4 miles to the
Oceanview Road); then southeast on Route 550 for approximately 3.9
n north on Route 9 for approximately 8.9 miles to the intersection of

Clay Avenue; then west on Clay Avenue for approximately 0.3 miles to the BL England Power Plant in Upper
d utility right-of-ways, minimizing

Route “D” crosses through 8.6 miles of
service to the BL England

be approximately 36.
Township, Cumberland County at the intersection of Route 49

east on Route 49 for approximately 0.5 miles to the intersection of Route 49 and
ately 4.8 miles to the

intersection of Route 47; then south on Route 47 for approximately 14.9 miles to the intersection of County Route
The route then travels northeast along County Route 610 (Petersburg Road)

into the town of Tuckahoe to the
(Mt. Pleasant-Tuckahoe

to Tuckahoe Road; then east on Tuckahoe Road for 4.2 miles
north on Oceanwoods Avenue to

country on the Atlantic City
in Upper Township, Cape May County (Tuckahoe

This route would eliminate the bottleneck in the SJG system of the 16” diameter pipeline on Mount
The alternate for Route

Pinelands Forest Planning Area

Woodard & Curran
April 2015

ould be circumvented by HDD, but field inspection of the route
ion to the point that this route would no longer

The reforestation of the railroad ROW and the
therefore,

” begins in Maurice River Township, Cumberland County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper
an alternative segment was

This route is similar to Routes B & C in that it only adds redundancy to the Route
isting 16” diameter 250 psig pipeline that is located on Mount

in Maurice River Township, Cumberland County at the
.5 miles to the

Cumberland Road); then south on Route 646 for
approximately 4.8 miles to the intersection of Route 47; then south on Route 47 for approximately 14.9 miles to the

County Route 610 (Petersburg Road); then northeast on Route 610 for approximately 3.4 miles to the
Oceanview Road); then southeast on Route 550 for approximately 3.9
n north on Route 9 for approximately 8.9 miles to the intersection of

Clay Avenue; then west on Clay Avenue for approximately 0.3 miles to the BL England Power Plant in Upper
minimizing

Route “D” crosses through 8.6 miles of
e BL England

be approximately 36.8
Township, Cumberland County at the intersection of Route 49

east on Route 49 for approximately 0.5 miles to the intersection of Route 49 and
ately 4.8 miles to the

intersection of Route 47; then south on Route 47 for approximately 14.9 miles to the intersection of County Route
The route then travels northeast along County Route 610 (Petersburg Road) for

into the town of Tuckahoe to the
Tuckahoe

for 4.2 miles
Avenue to

on the Atlantic City
(Tuckahoe

This route would eliminate the bottleneck in the SJG system of the 16” diameter pipeline on Mount
The alternate for Route

Pinelands Forest Planning Area,
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Results

Environmental

Wetlands, Buffers, Streams, and Open Waters

This alternative would cross
NJDEP Landscape mapping identified 12 areas of potential vernal habitat along this route.

Threatened and Endangered Species

The NJDEP Landscape mapping identified 2
Swamp pink and Sensitive joint
significant adverse impacts on these species since the route will follow existing paved road ROW and design and
construction techniques would be employed

Engineering and Construction Considerations

The proposed Route
constructability. However, since the majority of the route is in Pineland jurisdictional area, workspace may be
reduced. Heavily populated areas along County Route 646 would limit
of traffic flow and control issues

The route is
community impacts over the length of the construction period.

Summary

Route “D” would be approximately 15 miles longer than Route “A”
flaws, it does not avoid
the evaluation by the Pinelands Commission
increased traffic and community impacts,
would not be more viable than Route “A”

6. Route “E”

Route “E” begins in Estell Manor, Atlantic County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper Township, Cape
May County
County, following Route 50 south for approximately 8.5 miles to the intersection of Tuckahoe Road;
Tuckahoe Road
Avenue to the intersection with the Atlantic City
Electric ROW
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Route Analysis Addendum II

Environmental

Wetlands, Buffers, Streams, and Open Waters

This alternative would cross
NJDEP Landscape mapping identified 12 areas of potential vernal habitat along this route.

Threatened and Endangered Species

The NJDEP Landscape mapping identified 2
p pink and Sensitive joint

significant adverse impacts on these species since the route will follow existing paved road ROW and design and
construction techniques would be employed

Engineering and Construction Considerations

The proposed Route “
constructability. However, since the majority of the route is in Pineland jurisdictional area, workspace may be

Heavily populated areas along County Route 646 would limit
of traffic flow and control issues

route is 36.8 miles long and much of its length is on Route
community impacts over the length of the construction period.

Route “D” would be approximately 15 miles longer than Route “A”
it does not avoid crossing through Pinelands Forest Planning Area, the single biggest reason it was included in

the evaluation by the Pinelands Commission
increased traffic and community impacts,
would not be more viable than Route “A”

Route “E”

Route “E” begins in Estell Manor, Atlantic County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper Township, Cape
May County. The original route begins

following Route 50 south for approximately 8.5 miles to the intersection of Tuckahoe Road;
Tuckahoe Road for 4.2 miles
Avenue to the intersection with the Atlantic City

ROW and the BL England property to the power station

225616.00)
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Wetlands, Buffers, Streams, and Open Waters

This alternative would cross 27 known streams and many large wetland systems and require
NJDEP Landscape mapping identified 12 areas of potential vernal habitat along this route.

Threatened and Endangered Species

The NJDEP Landscape mapping identified 2
p pink and Sensitive joint-vetch are both mapped along the subject route however, we would not expect

significant adverse impacts on these species since the route will follow existing paved road ROW and design and
construction techniques would be employed

Engineering and Construction Considerations

“D” traverses through state and county roads. The route does provide access for
constructability. However, since the majority of the route is in Pineland jurisdictional area, workspace may be

Heavily populated areas along County Route 646 would limit
of traffic flow and control issues. There will be

36.8 miles long and much of its length is on Route
community impacts over the length of the construction period.

Route “D” would be approximately 15 miles longer than Route “A”
crossing through Pinelands Forest Planning Area, the single biggest reason it was included in

the evaluation by the Pinelands Commission
increased traffic and community impacts,
would not be more viable than Route “A”

Route “E” begins in Estell Manor, Atlantic County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper Township, Cape
nal route begins

following Route 50 south for approximately 8.5 miles to the intersection of Tuckahoe Road;
for 4.2 miles to the intersection wit

Avenue to the intersection with the Atlantic City
BL England property to the power station

Wetlands, Buffers, Streams, and Open Waters

known streams and many large wetland systems and require
NJDEP Landscape mapping identified 12 areas of potential vernal habitat along this route.

Threatened and Endangered Species

The NJDEP Landscape mapping identified 2 threatened or endangered species habitat mapped along Route “D”
vetch are both mapped along the subject route however, we would not expect

significant adverse impacts on these species since the route will follow existing paved road ROW and design and
construction techniques would be employed to avoid environmentally sensitive areas.

Engineering and Construction Considerations

traverses through state and county roads. The route does provide access for
constructability. However, since the majority of the route is in Pineland jurisdictional area, workspace may be

Heavily populated areas along County Route 646 would limit
There will be 19 HDDs

36.8 miles long and much of its length is on Route
community impacts over the length of the construction period.

Route “D” would be approximately 15 miles longer than Route “A”
crossing through Pinelands Forest Planning Area, the single biggest reason it was included in

the evaluation by the Pinelands Commission. In addition, when compared to Route “A” this route it would include
increased traffic and community impacts, along with
would not be more viable than Route “A”

Route “E” begins in Estell Manor, Atlantic County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper Township, Cape
nal route begins at SJG’s Esterville Station located on Route 50 in Estell Manor, Atlantic

following Route 50 south for approximately 8.5 miles to the intersection of Tuckahoe Road;
to the intersection with Ocean

Avenue to the intersection with the Atlantic City Electric
BL England property to the power station
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known streams and many large wetland systems and require
NJDEP Landscape mapping identified 12 areas of potential vernal habitat along this route.

threatened or endangered species habitat mapped along Route “D”
vetch are both mapped along the subject route however, we would not expect

significant adverse impacts on these species since the route will follow existing paved road ROW and design and
to avoid environmentally sensitive areas.

traverses through state and county roads. The route does provide access for
constructability. However, since the majority of the route is in Pineland jurisdictional area, workspace may be

Heavily populated areas along County Route 646 would limit
HDDs to cross the many streams and waterways on the route.

36.8 miles long and much of its length is on Route 47, which
community impacts over the length of the construction period.

Route “D” would be approximately 15 miles longer than Route “A”. While Route “D”
crossing through Pinelands Forest Planning Area, the single biggest reason it was included in

In addition, when compared to Route “A” this route it would include
along with increased stream crossings and HDDs

Route “E” begins in Estell Manor, Atlantic County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper Township, Cape
at SJG’s Esterville Station located on Route 50 in Estell Manor, Atlantic

following Route 50 south for approximately 8.5 miles to the intersection of Tuckahoe Road;
h Oceanwoods

Electric ROW; then
BL England property to the power station in Upper Township, Cape May County

known streams and many large wetland systems and require
NJDEP Landscape mapping identified 12 areas of potential vernal habitat along this route.

threatened or endangered species habitat mapped along Route “D”
vetch are both mapped along the subject route however, we would not expect

significant adverse impacts on these species since the route will follow existing paved road ROW and design and
to avoid environmentally sensitive areas.

traverses through state and county roads. The route does provide access for
constructability. However, since the majority of the route is in Pineland jurisdictional area, workspace may be

Heavily populated areas along County Route 646 would limit work space resulting in potential exacerbation
to cross the many streams and waterways on the route.

47, which would represent significant traffic and

While Route “D”
crossing through Pinelands Forest Planning Area, the single biggest reason it was included in

In addition, when compared to Route “A” this route it would include
stream crossings and HDDs

Route “E” begins in Estell Manor, Atlantic County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper Township, Cape
at SJG’s Esterville Station located on Route 50 in Estell Manor, Atlantic

following Route 50 south for approximately 8.5 miles to the intersection of Tuckahoe Road;
woods Avenue; then

then 2.1 miles east
in Upper Township, Cape May County

known streams and many large wetland systems and require numerous
NJDEP Landscape mapping identified 12 areas of potential vernal habitat along this route.

threatened or endangered species habitat mapped along Route “D”
vetch are both mapped along the subject route however, we would not expect

significant adverse impacts on these species since the route will follow existing paved road ROW and design and
to avoid environmentally sensitive areas.

traverses through state and county roads. The route does provide access for
constructability. However, since the majority of the route is in Pineland jurisdictional area, workspace may be

work space resulting in potential exacerbation
to cross the many streams and waterways on the route.

would represent significant traffic and

While Route “D” does not have any identified fatal
crossing through Pinelands Forest Planning Area, the single biggest reason it was included in

In addition, when compared to Route “A” this route it would include
stream crossings and HDDs. Therefore, this route

Route “E” begins in Estell Manor, Atlantic County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper Township, Cape
at SJG’s Esterville Station located on Route 50 in Estell Manor, Atlantic

following Route 50 south for approximately 8.5 miles to the intersection of Tuckahoe Road;
then 0.4 miles north on Ocean
east cross country

in Upper Township, Cape May County

Woodard & Curran
April

numerous HDDs

threatened or endangered species habitat mapped along Route “D”
vetch are both mapped along the subject route however, we would not expect

significant adverse impacts on these species since the route will follow existing paved road ROW and design and

traverses through state and county roads. The route does provide access for
constructability. However, since the majority of the route is in Pineland jurisdictional area, workspace may be

work space resulting in potential exacerbation
to cross the many streams and waterways on the route.

would represent significant traffic and

does not have any identified fatal
crossing through Pinelands Forest Planning Area, the single biggest reason it was included in

In addition, when compared to Route “A” this route it would include
Therefore, this route

Route “E” begins in Estell Manor, Atlantic County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper Township, Cape
at SJG’s Esterville Station located on Route 50 in Estell Manor, Atlantic

following Route 50 south for approximately 8.5 miles to the intersection of Tuckahoe Road; then east on
north on Oceanwoods

cross country on the Atlantic City
in Upper Township, Cape May County.

Woodard & Curran
April 2015

HDDs. The

threatened or endangered species habitat mapped along Route “D”.
vetch are both mapped along the subject route however, we would not expect

significant adverse impacts on these species since the route will follow existing paved road ROW and design and

traverses through state and county roads. The route does provide access for
constructability. However, since the majority of the route is in Pineland jurisdictional area, workspace may be

work space resulting in potential exacerbation
to cross the many streams and waterways on the route.

would represent significant traffic and

does not have any identified fatal
crossing through Pinelands Forest Planning Area, the single biggest reason it was included in

In addition, when compared to Route “A” this route it would include
Therefore, this route

Route “E” begins in Estell Manor, Atlantic County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper Township, Cape
at SJG’s Esterville Station located on Route 50 in Estell Manor, Atlantic

then east on
woods

on the Atlantic City
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Route “E” would also require the upgrade of the Vineland to Mays Landing Segment from a 20” diameter pipeline to a
30” diameter pipeline to meet the volume and capacity demands of SJG’s Atlantic County and Cape May C
customers and the BL England Facility
(MAOP) of 700 psig and begin in the City of Vineland, Cumberland County, just east of Union Road and just north of
the intersection of Asher R
follow the existing gas line easement right
of Route 50.

Placement of a new 24” pipeline dire
redundancy
Approximately 142,000 Atlantic and Cape May County cus
failure of the Vineland to Mays Landing Pipeline
exposures as the existing 20” pipeline
facilities that deliver vital services and products to a community, including natural gas pipelines) increases system
vulnerability because natural events like large storms, or man
co-located infrastructure.
Applications to the Cajon Pass, California
Framework for Establishing Critical Infrastructure Resilience Goals Final Report and Recommendations” (Oct. 2010)
An event that would
service to a new 24” pipeline, thus exposing 60,000 customers in Cape May County to a loss of service
redundancy only can be achieved through what is known as a “loop
to an area.
pathway is lost due to an accident or natural disaster, the other pathway is available to provide service.

Route “E” cr
in length, provide service to the BL England

Results

Environmental

Wetlands, Buffers,

This route would cross 20 known streams on the entire route and 6 streams on the cross
route. The 10+ mile cross
wide ROW
is anticipated that the route geometry and extent of wetlands would result in approximately
impacts and additional wetland buffe
and maintained right
and J&Bs.
the route.

Threatened and Endangered Species

Northern pine snake, barred owl and red
cross-country portion of the ROW
is absent of trees/snags to provide critical habitat for either of these birds
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Route “E” would also require the upgrade of the Vineland to Mays Landing Segment from a 20” diameter pipeline to a
30” diameter pipeline to meet the volume and capacity demands of SJG’s Atlantic County and Cape May C
customers and the BL England Facility
(MAOP) of 700 psig and begin in the City of Vineland, Cumberland County, just east of Union Road and just north of
the intersection of Asher R
follow the existing gas line easement right
of Route 50.

lacement of a new 24” pipeline dire
redundancy. First, this would not fix the single
Approximately 142,000 Atlantic and Cape May County cus
failure of the Vineland to Mays Landing Pipeline
exposures as the existing 20” pipeline
facilities that deliver vital services and products to a community, including natural gas pipelines) increases system
vulnerability because natural events like large storms, or man

located infrastructure.
Applications to the Cajon Pass, California
Framework for Establishing Critical Infrastructure Resilience Goals Final Report and Recommendations” (Oct. 2010)
An event that would interrupt
service to a new 24” pipeline, thus exposing 60,000 customers in Cape May County to a loss of service
redundancy only can be achieved through what is known as a “loop

. It is a fundamental concept in utility infrastructure reliability planning to loop infrastructure so that if one
pathway is lost due to an accident or natural disaster, the other pathway is available to provide service.

Route “E” crosses through 7.3 miles of Pinelands Forest Planning Area
in length, provide service to the BL England

Environmental

Wetlands, Buffers, Streams, and Open Waters

This route would cross 20 known streams on the entire route and 6 streams on the cross
The 10+ mile cross

wide ROW. The project design would utilize HDDs where possible to avoid wetland,
is anticipated that the route geometry and extent of wetlands would result in approximately

and additional wetland buffe
and maintained right-of-ways it is anticipated that wetlands and stream impacts could be avoided by utilizing HDDs

. The NJDEP Landscape mapping also includes two vern
the route.

Threatened and Endangered Species

Northern pine snake, barred owl and red
country portion of the ROW

is absent of trees/snags to provide critical habitat for either of these birds

225616.00)
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Route “E” would also require the upgrade of the Vineland to Mays Landing Segment from a 20” diameter pipeline to a
30” diameter pipeline to meet the volume and capacity demands of SJG’s Atlantic County and Cape May C
customers and the BL England Facility
(MAOP) of 700 psig and begin in the City of Vineland, Cumberland County, just east of Union Road and just north of
the intersection of Asher Road and Union Road at the existing South Jersey Gas Union Road Station facility and
follow the existing gas line easement right

lacement of a new 24” pipeline directly adjacent to the existing 20”
First, this would not fix the single

Approximately 142,000 Atlantic and Cape May County cus
failure of the Vineland to Mays Landing Pipeline
exposures as the existing 20” pipeline
facilities that deliver vital services and products to a community, including natural gas pipelines) increases system
vulnerability because natural events like large storms, or man

located infrastructure. See FEMA, “Collocation Impacts on the Vulnerability of Lifelines During Earthquakes with
Applications to the Cajon Pass, California
Framework for Establishing Critical Infrastructure Resilience Goals Final Report and Recommendations” (Oct. 2010)

interrupt service along the 20” pipeline on Route 50
service to a new 24” pipeline, thus exposing 60,000 customers in Cape May County to a loss of service
redundancy only can be achieved through what is known as a “loop

It is a fundamental concept in utility infrastructure reliability planning to loop infrastructure so that if one
pathway is lost due to an accident or natural disaster, the other pathway is available to provide service.

osses through 7.3 miles of Pinelands Forest Planning Area
in length, provide service to the BL England

Streams, and Open Waters

This route would cross 20 known streams on the entire route and 6 streams on the cross
The 10+ mile cross-country segment includes approximately 8.5 acres of mapped wetlands within the 30 foot

The project design would utilize HDDs where possible to avoid wetland,
is anticipated that the route geometry and extent of wetlands would result in approximately

and additional wetland buffer impacts
ways it is anticipated that wetlands and stream impacts could be avoided by utilizing HDDs

The NJDEP Landscape mapping also includes two vern

Threatened and Endangered Species

Northern pine snake, barred owl and red
country portion of the ROW. No impacts

is absent of trees/snags to provide critical habitat for either of these birds

Route “E” would also require the upgrade of the Vineland to Mays Landing Segment from a 20” diameter pipeline to a
30” diameter pipeline to meet the volume and capacity demands of SJG’s Atlantic County and Cape May C
customers and the BL England Facility. This upgrade would operate at a Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure
(MAOP) of 700 psig and begin in the City of Vineland, Cumberland County, just east of Union Road and just north of

oad and Union Road at the existing South Jersey Gas Union Road Station facility and
follow the existing gas line easement right-of-way east, cross country, for approximately 10.2 miles to the intersection

ctly adjacent to the existing 20”
First, this would not fix the single-feed configuration of the 10.2

Approximately 142,000 Atlantic and Cape May County cus
failure of the Vineland to Mays Landing Pipeline. Second,
exposures as the existing 20” pipeline. The co-location of critical “lifeline” infrastru
facilities that deliver vital services and products to a community, including natural gas pipelines) increases system
vulnerability because natural events like large storms, or man

FEMA, “Collocation Impacts on the Vulnerability of Lifelines During Earthquakes with
Applications to the Cajon Pass, California”, FEMA-221 (Oct. 1991); National Infrastructure Advisory Council, “A
Framework for Establishing Critical Infrastructure Resilience Goals Final Report and Recommendations” (Oct. 2010)

service along the 20” pipeline on Route 50
service to a new 24” pipeline, thus exposing 60,000 customers in Cape May County to a loss of service
redundancy only can be achieved through what is known as a “loop

It is a fundamental concept in utility infrastructure reliability planning to loop infrastructure so that if one
pathway is lost due to an accident or natural disaster, the other pathway is available to provide service.

osses through 7.3 miles of Pinelands Forest Planning Area
in length, provide service to the BL England Facility, and provide limited

Streams, and Open Waters

This route would cross 20 known streams on the entire route and 6 streams on the cross
country segment includes approximately 8.5 acres of mapped wetlands within the 30 foot

The project design would utilize HDDs where possible to avoid wetland,
is anticipated that the route geometry and extent of wetlands would result in approximately

r impacts. Since the remaining portions of Route “E” are within existing cleared
ways it is anticipated that wetlands and stream impacts could be avoided by utilizing HDDs

The NJDEP Landscape mapping also includes two vern

Threatened and Endangered Species

Northern pine snake, barred owl and red-headed woodpecker habitat is mapped within or in immediate vicinity of
No impacts to barred owl or red

is absent of trees/snags to provide critical habitat for either of these birds
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Route “E” would also require the upgrade of the Vineland to Mays Landing Segment from a 20” diameter pipeline to a
30” diameter pipeline to meet the volume and capacity demands of SJG’s Atlantic County and Cape May C

This upgrade would operate at a Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure
(MAOP) of 700 psig and begin in the City of Vineland, Cumberland County, just east of Union Road and just north of

oad and Union Road at the existing South Jersey Gas Union Road Station facility and
way east, cross country, for approximately 10.2 miles to the intersection

ctly adjacent to the existing 20”
feed configuration of the 10.2

Approximately 142,000 Atlantic and Cape May County customers still would be vulnerable to a single contingency
Second, the new 24” pipeline would be vulnerable to the same

location of critical “lifeline” infrastru
facilities that deliver vital services and products to a community, including natural gas pipelines) increases system
vulnerability because natural events like large storms, or man-made disasters like excavation accidents, can

FEMA, “Collocation Impacts on the Vulnerability of Lifelines During Earthquakes with
221 (Oct. 1991); National Infrastructure Advisory Council, “A

Framework for Establishing Critical Infrastructure Resilience Goals Final Report and Recommendations” (Oct. 2010)
service along the 20” pipeline on Route 50

service to a new 24” pipeline, thus exposing 60,000 customers in Cape May County to a loss of service
redundancy only can be achieved through what is known as a “loop

It is a fundamental concept in utility infrastructure reliability planning to loop infrastructure so that if one
pathway is lost due to an accident or natural disaster, the other pathway is available to provide service.

osses through 7.3 miles of Pinelands Forest Planning Area
and provide limited

This route would cross 20 known streams on the entire route and 6 streams on the cross
country segment includes approximately 8.5 acres of mapped wetlands within the 30 foot

The project design would utilize HDDs where possible to avoid wetland,
is anticipated that the route geometry and extent of wetlands would result in approximately

Since the remaining portions of Route “E” are within existing cleared
ways it is anticipated that wetlands and stream impacts could be avoided by utilizing HDDs

The NJDEP Landscape mapping also includes two vernal pool habitats within the cross

headed woodpecker habitat is mapped within or in immediate vicinity of
to barred owl or red-

is absent of trees/snags to provide critical habitat for either of these birds

Route “E” would also require the upgrade of the Vineland to Mays Landing Segment from a 20” diameter pipeline to a
30” diameter pipeline to meet the volume and capacity demands of SJG’s Atlantic County and Cape May C

This upgrade would operate at a Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure
(MAOP) of 700 psig and begin in the City of Vineland, Cumberland County, just east of Union Road and just north of

oad and Union Road at the existing South Jersey Gas Union Road Station facility and
way east, cross country, for approximately 10.2 miles to the intersection

ctly adjacent to the existing 20” pipeline on Route 50 would not provide complete
feed configuration of the 10.2-mile Vineland to Mays Landing Pipeline

tomers still would be vulnerable to a single contingency
new 24” pipeline would be vulnerable to the same

location of critical “lifeline” infrastru
facilities that deliver vital services and products to a community, including natural gas pipelines) increases system

made disasters like excavation accidents, can
FEMA, “Collocation Impacts on the Vulnerability of Lifelines During Earthquakes with

221 (Oct. 1991); National Infrastructure Advisory Council, “A
Framework for Establishing Critical Infrastructure Resilience Goals Final Report and Recommendations” (Oct. 2010)

service along the 20” pipeline on Route 50 would have the potential also to
service to a new 24” pipeline, thus exposing 60,000 customers in Cape May County to a loss of service
redundancy only can be achieved through what is known as a “loop”, an alternative pathway to transport na

It is a fundamental concept in utility infrastructure reliability planning to loop infrastructure so that if one
pathway is lost due to an accident or natural disaster, the other pathway is available to provide service.

osses through 7.3 miles of Pinelands Forest Planning Area. Route “E” would be
and provide limited redundancy

This route would cross 20 known streams on the entire route and 6 streams on the cross
country segment includes approximately 8.5 acres of mapped wetlands within the 30 foot

The project design would utilize HDDs where possible to avoid wetland,
is anticipated that the route geometry and extent of wetlands would result in approximately

Since the remaining portions of Route “E” are within existing cleared
ways it is anticipated that wetlands and stream impacts could be avoided by utilizing HDDs

al pool habitats within the cross

headed woodpecker habitat is mapped within or in immediate vicinity of
-headed woodpecker are anticipated as the ROW

is absent of trees/snags to provide critical habitat for either of these birds. There are areas of exposed sandy soils

Route “E” would also require the upgrade of the Vineland to Mays Landing Segment from a 20” diameter pipeline to a
30” diameter pipeline to meet the volume and capacity demands of SJG’s Atlantic County and Cape May C

This upgrade would operate at a Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure
(MAOP) of 700 psig and begin in the City of Vineland, Cumberland County, just east of Union Road and just north of

oad and Union Road at the existing South Jersey Gas Union Road Station facility and
way east, cross country, for approximately 10.2 miles to the intersection

Route 50 would not provide complete
mile Vineland to Mays Landing Pipeline

tomers still would be vulnerable to a single contingency
new 24” pipeline would be vulnerable to the same

location of critical “lifeline” infrastructure (i.e. those systems and
facilities that deliver vital services and products to a community, including natural gas pipelines) increases system

made disasters like excavation accidents, can
FEMA, “Collocation Impacts on the Vulnerability of Lifelines During Earthquakes with

221 (Oct. 1991); National Infrastructure Advisory Council, “A
Framework for Establishing Critical Infrastructure Resilience Goals Final Report and Recommendations” (Oct. 2010)

would have the potential also to
service to a new 24” pipeline, thus exposing 60,000 customers in Cape May County to a loss of service

an alternative pathway to transport na
It is a fundamental concept in utility infrastructure reliability planning to loop infrastructure so that if one

pathway is lost due to an accident or natural disaster, the other pathway is available to provide service.

Route “E” would be approximately
redundancy to SJG’s customers.

This route would cross 20 known streams on the entire route and 6 streams on the cross-country segment of the
country segment includes approximately 8.5 acres of mapped wetlands within the 30 foot

The project design would utilize HDDs where possible to avoid wetland, buffer, and stream impacts but it
is anticipated that the route geometry and extent of wetlands would result in approximately 2.5

Since the remaining portions of Route “E” are within existing cleared
ways it is anticipated that wetlands and stream impacts could be avoided by utilizing HDDs

al pool habitats within the cross

headed woodpecker habitat is mapped within or in immediate vicinity of
headed woodpecker are anticipated as the ROW

There are areas of exposed sandy soils
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Route “E” would also require the upgrade of the Vineland to Mays Landing Segment from a 20” diameter pipeline to a
30” diameter pipeline to meet the volume and capacity demands of SJG’s Atlantic County and Cape May C

This upgrade would operate at a Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure
(MAOP) of 700 psig and begin in the City of Vineland, Cumberland County, just east of Union Road and just north of

oad and Union Road at the existing South Jersey Gas Union Road Station facility and
way east, cross country, for approximately 10.2 miles to the intersection

Route 50 would not provide complete
mile Vineland to Mays Landing Pipeline

tomers still would be vulnerable to a single contingency
new 24” pipeline would be vulnerable to the same

cture (i.e. those systems and
facilities that deliver vital services and products to a community, including natural gas pipelines) increases system

made disasters like excavation accidents, can damage
FEMA, “Collocation Impacts on the Vulnerability of Lifelines During Earthquakes with

221 (Oct. 1991); National Infrastructure Advisory Council, “A
Framework for Establishing Critical Infrastructure Resilience Goals Final Report and Recommendations” (Oct. 2010)

would have the potential also to interrupt
service to a new 24” pipeline, thus exposing 60,000 customers in Cape May County to a loss of service

an alternative pathway to transport natural gas
It is a fundamental concept in utility infrastructure reliability planning to loop infrastructure so that if one

pathway is lost due to an accident or natural disaster, the other pathway is available to provide service.

approximately 29.1
to SJG’s customers.

country segment of the
country segment includes approximately 8.5 acres of mapped wetlands within the 30 foot

and stream impacts but it
2.5 acres of wetland

Since the remaining portions of Route “E” are within existing cleared
ways it is anticipated that wetlands and stream impacts could be avoided by utilizing HDDs

al pool habitats within the cross–country portion of

headed woodpecker habitat is mapped within or in immediate vicinity of
headed woodpecker are anticipated as the ROW

There are areas of exposed sandy soils

Woodard & Curran
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Route “E” would also require the upgrade of the Vineland to Mays Landing Segment from a 20” diameter pipeline to a
30” diameter pipeline to meet the volume and capacity demands of SJG’s Atlantic County and Cape May County

This upgrade would operate at a Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure
(MAOP) of 700 psig and begin in the City of Vineland, Cumberland County, just east of Union Road and just north of

oad and Union Road at the existing South Jersey Gas Union Road Station facility and
way east, cross country, for approximately 10.2 miles to the intersection

Route 50 would not provide complete
mile Vineland to Mays Landing Pipeline.

tomers still would be vulnerable to a single contingency
new 24” pipeline would be vulnerable to the same

cture (i.e. those systems and
facilities that deliver vital services and products to a community, including natural gas pipelines) increases system

damage
FEMA, “Collocation Impacts on the Vulnerability of Lifelines During Earthquakes with

221 (Oct. 1991); National Infrastructure Advisory Council, “A
Framework for Establishing Critical Infrastructure Resilience Goals Final Report and Recommendations” (Oct. 2010).

interrupt
service to a new 24” pipeline, thus exposing 60,000 customers in Cape May County to a loss of service. Full

tural gas
It is a fundamental concept in utility infrastructure reliability planning to loop infrastructure so that if one

29.1 miles

country segment of the
country segment includes approximately 8.5 acres of mapped wetlands within the 30 foot

and stream impacts but it
acres of wetland

Since the remaining portions of Route “E” are within existing cleared
ways it is anticipated that wetlands and stream impacts could be avoided by utilizing HDDs

country portion of

headed woodpecker habitat is mapped within or in immediate vicinity of
headed woodpecker are anticipated as the ROW

There are areas of exposed sandy soils
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that may provide habitat for northern pine snake
seasonal surveys (spring,
standards of the Pinelands CMP.

Engineering and Construction Considerations

This alternat
pipeline crossing t
May County
redundancy
alternative would still expose 142,00
In addition
Pipeline, it would be vulnerable to the same exposures as
location of critical “lifeline” infrastructure (i.e. those systems and facilities that deliver vital services and products to
community, including natural gas pipelines) increases system vulnerabi
and large storms, or man
FEMA, “Collocation Impacts on the Vulnerability of Lifelines During Earthquakes with Applications to t
California”,
Infrastructure Resilience Goals Final Report and Recommendations” (Oct. 2010).

The western section of this route, starting
Segment), traverses through an existing
and disturbing
distances of heavily wooded/forested areas
western portion of t
commercial buildings.

There are also multiple waterway crossings throughout this area, and HDD
locations as the route has multiple curves and bends along the alignment. There would be no access for laying out
the pipe or staging the pipe for the HDD installation without performing additional clearing of trees and potential
wetlands. Route ”E” would be approximately

Summary

Route “E” woul
an entire system, as opposed to the reliability of its components
the components as well as the way the components are arranged
to the design of a natural gas system means
It is for this basic reason that installing a new gas main down Route 50 alongside other
discounted since it would not provide system supply options and redundancy.

The significant wetland and T&E im
providing the
Alternative “E” was not considered a viable alternative.
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that may provide habitat for northern pine snake
seasonal surveys (spring,
standards of the Pinelands CMP.

Engineering and Construction Considerations

This alternative would approach BLE from the west and north via
crossing through the Pinelands Forest Area

May County. This alternative would be invasive
redundancy as Route “A”
alternative would still expose 142,00
In addition, because this alternative would require the new pipeline to be installed adjacent to the existing Rt. 50
Pipeline, it would be vulnerable to the same exposures as
location of critical “lifeline” infrastructure (i.e. those systems and facilities that deliver vital services and products to
community, including natural gas pipelines) increases system vulnerabi
and large storms, or man
FEMA, “Collocation Impacts on the Vulnerability of Lifelines During Earthquakes with Applications to t

”, FEMA-221 (Oct. 1991); National Infrastructure Advisory Council, “A Framework for Establishing Critical
Infrastructure Resilience Goals Final Report and Recommendations” (Oct. 2010).

The western section of this route, starting
, traverses through an existing

and disturbing at least a
distances of heavily wooded/forested areas
western portion of this
commercial buildings.

There are also multiple waterway crossings throughout this area, and HDD
locations as the route has multiple curves and bends along the alignment. There would be no access for laying out
the pipe or staging the pipe for the HDD installation without performing additional clearing of trees and potential

Route ”E” would be approximately

Route “E” would be approximately
an entire system, as opposed to the reliability of its components
the components as well as the way the components are arranged
to the design of a natural gas system means
It is for this basic reason that installing a new gas main down Route 50 alongside other
discounted since it would not provide system supply options and redundancy.

he significant wetland and T&E im
providing the full redundancy
Alternative “E” was not considered a viable alternative.
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that may provide habitat for northern pine snake
seasonal surveys (spring, summer, and fall) will likely need to be conducted to demonstrate compliance with the floral
standards of the Pinelands CMP.

Engineering and Construction Considerations

ive would approach BLE from the west and north via
hrough the Pinelands Forest Area

This alternative would be invasive
as Route “A” because it would not address the vulnerability of the Vineland

alternative would still expose 142,000 SJG customers to single
, because this alternative would require the new pipeline to be installed adjacent to the existing Rt. 50

Pipeline, it would be vulnerable to the same exposures as
location of critical “lifeline” infrastructure (i.e. those systems and facilities that deliver vital services and products to
community, including natural gas pipelines) increases system vulnerabi
and large storms, or man-made disasters like excavation accidents, can
FEMA, “Collocation Impacts on the Vulnerability of Lifelines During Earthquakes with Applications to t

221 (Oct. 1991); National Infrastructure Advisory Council, “A Framework for Establishing Critical
Infrastructure Resilience Goals Final Report and Recommendations” (Oct. 2010).

The western section of this route, starting
, traverses through an existing

a 30 ft. width in order to construct the pipeline
distances of heavily wooded/forested areas

is route would also pass

There are also multiple waterway crossings throughout this area, and HDD
locations as the route has multiple curves and bends along the alignment. There would be no access for laying out
the pipe or staging the pipe for the HDD installation without performing additional clearing of trees and potential

Route ”E” would be approximately

d be approximately 7.4 miles longer than Route “A”
an entire system, as opposed to the reliability of its components
the components as well as the way the components are arranged
to the design of a natural gas system means
It is for this basic reason that installing a new gas main down Route 50 alongside other
discounted since it would not provide system supply options and redundancy.

he significant wetland and T&E impacts associated with the cross
redundancy element of the project are considered fatal flaws in this route

Alternative “E” was not considered a viable alternative.

that may provide habitat for northern pine snake. Open ROWs quite ofte
and fall) will likely need to be conducted to demonstrate compliance with the floral

Engineering and Construction Considerations

ive would approach BLE from the west and north via
hrough the Pinelands Forest Area

This alternative would be invasive to the
because it would not address the vulnerability of the Vineland

0 SJG customers to single
, because this alternative would require the new pipeline to be installed adjacent to the existing Rt. 50

Pipeline, it would be vulnerable to the same exposures as
location of critical “lifeline” infrastructure (i.e. those systems and facilities that deliver vital services and products to
community, including natural gas pipelines) increases system vulnerabi

made disasters like excavation accidents, can
FEMA, “Collocation Impacts on the Vulnerability of Lifelines During Earthquakes with Applications to t

221 (Oct. 1991); National Infrastructure Advisory Council, “A Framework for Establishing Critical
Infrastructure Resilience Goals Final Report and Recommendations” (Oct. 2010).

The western section of this route, starting on Union
, traverses through an existing cross country

in order to construct the pipeline
distances of heavily wooded/forested areas with limited construction access for installation of the pipeline

also pass through residential yards and in close proximity to hom

There are also multiple waterway crossings throughout this area, and HDD
locations as the route has multiple curves and bends along the alignment. There would be no access for laying out
the pipe or staging the pipe for the HDD installation without performing additional clearing of trees and potential

Route ”E” would be approximately 7.4 miles longer than Route ”A” resulting in more overall disturbance.

miles longer than Route “A”
an entire system, as opposed to the reliability of its components
the components as well as the way the components are arranged
to the design of a natural gas system means there should be
It is for this basic reason that installing a new gas main down Route 50 alongside other
discounted since it would not provide system supply options and redundancy.

pacts associated with the cross
element of the project are considered fatal flaws in this route

Alternative “E” was not considered a viable alternative.
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Open ROWs quite ofte
and fall) will likely need to be conducted to demonstrate compliance with the floral

ive would approach BLE from the west and north via
hrough the Pinelands Forest Area and in parallel with the existing R

Pinelands Forest Area and would not achieve the same level of
because it would not address the vulnerability of the Vineland

0 SJG customers to single-contingency failure and a loss of natural gas service
, because this alternative would require the new pipeline to be installed adjacent to the existing Rt. 50

Pipeline, it would be vulnerable to the same exposures as the existing pipeline and is therefore inadequate. The co
location of critical “lifeline” infrastructure (i.e. those systems and facilities that deliver vital services and products to
community, including natural gas pipelines) increases system vulnerabi

made disasters like excavation accidents, can
FEMA, “Collocation Impacts on the Vulnerability of Lifelines During Earthquakes with Applications to t

221 (Oct. 1991); National Infrastructure Advisory Council, “A Framework for Establishing Critical
Infrastructure Resilience Goals Final Report and Recommendations” (Oct. 2010).

on Union Road, and extending to Route 50
cross country gas ROW.

in order to construct the pipeline
limited construction access for installation of the pipeline

through residential yards and in close proximity to hom

There are also multiple waterway crossings throughout this area, and HDD
locations as the route has multiple curves and bends along the alignment. There would be no access for laying out
the pipe or staging the pipe for the HDD installation without performing additional clearing of trees and potential

miles longer than Route ”A” resulting in more overall disturbance.

miles longer than Route “A”.
an entire system, as opposed to the reliability of its components. The system reliability is defined by the reliability of
the components as well as the way the components are arranged reliability

there should be multiple independent ga
It is for this basic reason that installing a new gas main down Route 50 alongside other
discounted since it would not provide system supply options and redundancy.

pacts associated with the cross
element of the project are considered fatal flaws in this route

Alternative “E” was not considered a viable alternative.

Open ROWs quite often host populations of Pinelands T/E plants;
and fall) will likely need to be conducted to demonstrate compliance with the floral

ive would approach BLE from the west and north via Route 50 and would involve installation of the
in parallel with the existing R

Pinelands Forest Area and would not achieve the same level of
because it would not address the vulnerability of the Vineland

contingency failure and a loss of natural gas service
, because this alternative would require the new pipeline to be installed adjacent to the existing Rt. 50

the existing pipeline and is therefore inadequate. The co
location of critical “lifeline” infrastructure (i.e. those systems and facilities that deliver vital services and products to
community, including natural gas pipelines) increases system vulnerability because natural events like earthquakes

made disasters like excavation accidents, can damage
FEMA, “Collocation Impacts on the Vulnerability of Lifelines During Earthquakes with Applications to t

221 (Oct. 1991); National Infrastructure Advisory Council, “A Framework for Establishing Critical
Infrastructure Resilience Goals Final Report and Recommendations” (Oct. 2010).

and extending to Route 50
. The proposed installation would require clearing

in order to construct the pipeline. The proposed route traverses through long
limited construction access for installation of the pipeline

through residential yards and in close proximity to hom

There are also multiple waterway crossings throughout this area, and HDDs may not
locations as the route has multiple curves and bends along the alignment. There would be no access for laying out
the pipe or staging the pipe for the HDD installation without performing additional clearing of trees and potential

miles longer than Route ”A” resulting in more overall disturbance.

. System reliability is defined as “The reliability of
The system reliability is defined by the reliability of

reliability-wise”
multiple independent ga

It is for this basic reason that installing a new gas main down Route 50 alongside other
discounted since it would not provide system supply options and redundancy.

pacts associated with the cross-country portion of
element of the project are considered fatal flaws in this route

n host populations of Pinelands T/E plants;
and fall) will likely need to be conducted to demonstrate compliance with the floral

50 and would involve installation of the
in parallel with the existing Route 50 feeder line to Cape

Pinelands Forest Area and would not achieve the same level of
because it would not address the vulnerability of the Vineland-Mays Landing Pipeline. This

contingency failure and a loss of natural gas service
, because this alternative would require the new pipeline to be installed adjacent to the existing Rt. 50

the existing pipeline and is therefore inadequate. The co
location of critical “lifeline” infrastructure (i.e. those systems and facilities that deliver vital services and products to

lity because natural events like earthquakes
damage co-located infrastructure. See

FEMA, “Collocation Impacts on the Vulnerability of Lifelines During Earthquakes with Applications to t
221 (Oct. 1991); National Infrastructure Advisory Council, “A Framework for Establishing Critical

and extending to Route 50 (Vineland to Mays Landing
The proposed installation would require clearing

he proposed route traverses through long
limited construction access for installation of the pipeline

through residential yards and in close proximity to hom

may not be feasible in some of these
locations as the route has multiple curves and bends along the alignment. There would be no access for laying out
the pipe or staging the pipe for the HDD installation without performing additional clearing of trees and potential

miles longer than Route ”A” resulting in more overall disturbance.

System reliability is defined as “The reliability of
The system reliability is defined by the reliability of

wise”1. Applying this
multiple independent gas supplies to

It is for this basic reason that installing a new gas main down Route 50 alongside other existing

country portion of this route
element of the project are considered fatal flaws in this route. For all of these reasons,
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n host populations of Pinelands T/E plants;
and fall) will likely need to be conducted to demonstrate compliance with the floral

50 and would involve installation of the
50 feeder line to Cape

Pinelands Forest Area and would not achieve the same level of
Mays Landing Pipeline. This

contingency failure and a loss of natural gas service
, because this alternative would require the new pipeline to be installed adjacent to the existing Rt. 50

the existing pipeline and is therefore inadequate. The co
location of critical “lifeline” infrastructure (i.e. those systems and facilities that deliver vital services and products to

lity because natural events like earthquakes
located infrastructure. See

FEMA, “Collocation Impacts on the Vulnerability of Lifelines During Earthquakes with Applications to the Cajon Pass,
221 (Oct. 1991); National Infrastructure Advisory Council, “A Framework for Establishing Critical

(Vineland to Mays Landing
The proposed installation would require clearing

he proposed route traverses through long
limited construction access for installation of the pipeline

through residential yards and in close proximity to homes and

feasible in some of these
locations as the route has multiple curves and bends along the alignment. There would be no access for laying out
the pipe or staging the pipe for the HDD installation without performing additional clearing of trees and potential

miles longer than Route ”A” resulting in more overall disturbance.

System reliability is defined as “The reliability of
The system reliability is defined by the reliability of

. Applying this definition and logic
s supplies to serve customers.

existing gas mains was

route as well as not
For all of these reasons,
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n host populations of Pinelands T/E plants;
and fall) will likely need to be conducted to demonstrate compliance with the floral

50 and would involve installation of the
50 feeder line to Cape

Pinelands Forest Area and would not achieve the same level of
Mays Landing Pipeline. This

contingency failure and a loss of natural gas service.
, because this alternative would require the new pipeline to be installed adjacent to the existing Rt. 50

the existing pipeline and is therefore inadequate. The co-
location of critical “lifeline” infrastructure (i.e. those systems and facilities that deliver vital services and products to a

lity because natural events like earthquakes
located infrastructure. See

he Cajon Pass,
221 (Oct. 1991); National Infrastructure Advisory Council, “A Framework for Establishing Critical

(Vineland to Mays Landing
The proposed installation would require clearing

he proposed route traverses through long
limited construction access for installation of the pipeline. The

es and

feasible in some of these
locations as the route has multiple curves and bends along the alignment. There would be no access for laying out
the pipe or staging the pipe for the HDD installation without performing additional clearing of trees and potential

miles longer than Route ”A” resulting in more overall disturbance.

System reliability is defined as “The reliability of
The system reliability is defined by the reliability of

definition and logic
customers.

gas mains was

as well as not
For all of these reasons,
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7. Route “F”

Route “F” begins in Franklin Township, Gloucester County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper
Township, Cape May County
Grove Station, approximately 1900 feet west of the intersection of County Route 555 and Weymouth Road, adjacent
to Weymouth Road and following the existing gas line easement
approximately 15.5 miles to the intersection of Route 50; then south on Route 50 for approximately 13.5 miles to the
intersection of Tuckahoe Road;
intersection with Ocean
intersection with the Atlantic City
the BL England property

Placement
reliability. First, this would not fix the single
Approximately 142,000 Atlantic and Cape May County customers would
failure of the Vineland to Mays Landing Pipeline
exposures as the existing 20” pipeline
facilities that deliver vital services and products to a community, including natural gas pipelines) increases system
vulnerability because natural events like large storms, or man
co-located infrastructure.
Applications to the Cajon Pass, C
Framework for Establishing Critical Infrastructure Resilience Goals Final Report and Recommendations” (Oct. 2010)
An event that would
service to a new 24” pipeline, thus exposing 60,000 customers in Cape May County to a loss of service
redundancy only can be achieved through what is known as a “loop
to an area.
pathway is lost due to an accident or natural disaster, the other pathway is available to provide service
crosses through 13 miles of Pinelands Forest Planning Area
provide service to the BL England

Results

Environmental

Wetlands, Buffers, Streams, and Open Waters

This route
route. The 15+ mile cross
wide ROW
is anticipated that the route geometry and extent of wetlands would result in approximately
impacts and additio
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Route “F”

Route “F” begins in Franklin Township, Gloucester County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper
Township, Cape May County
Grove Station, approximately 1900 feet west of the intersection of County Route 555 and Weymouth Road, adjacent
to Weymouth Road and following the existing gas line easement
approximately 15.5 miles to the intersection of Route 50; then south on Route 50 for approximately 13.5 miles to the
intersection of Tuckahoe Road;
intersection with Oceanwoods
intersection with the Atlantic City

BL England property

Placement of a new 24” pipeline directly adjacent to the existing 20”
First, this would not fix the single

Approximately 142,000 Atlantic and Cape May County customers would
failure of the Vineland to Mays Landing Pipeline
exposures as the existing 20” pipeline
facilities that deliver vital services and products to a community, including natural gas pipelines) increases system

lity because natural events like large storms, or man
located infrastructure.

Applications to the Cajon Pass, C
Framework for Establishing Critical Infrastructure Resilience Goals Final Report and Recommendations” (Oct. 2010)
An event that would interrupt
service to a new 24” pipeline, thus exposing 60,000 customers in Cape May County to a loss of service
redundancy only can be achieved through what is known as a “loop

. It is a fundamental concept in utility infrastructure reliability planning to loop infrastructure so that if one
pathway is lost due to an accident or natural disaster, the other pathway is available to provide service
crosses through 13 miles of Pinelands Forest Planning Area
provide service to the BL England

Environmental

Wetlands, Buffers, Streams, and Open Waters

route would cross 18
The 15+ mile cross

wide ROW. The project design would utilize HDDs where possible to avoid wetland,
is anticipated that the route geometry and extent of wetlands would result in approximately

and additional wetland buffer impacts

225616.00)
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Route “F” begins in Franklin Township, Gloucester County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper
Township, Cape May County. Beginning in Franklin Township, Gloucester County, at the South Jersey Gas Forest
Grove Station, approximately 1900 feet west of the intersection of County Route 555 and Weymouth Road, adjacent
to Weymouth Road and following the existing gas line easement
approximately 15.5 miles to the intersection of Route 50; then south on Route 50 for approximately 13.5 miles to the
intersection of Tuckahoe Road; then

woods Avenue. The route then proceeds
intersection with the Atlantic City Electric

BL England property to the power station

of a new 24” pipeline directly adjacent to the existing 20”
First, this would not fix the single

Approximately 142,000 Atlantic and Cape May County customers would
failure of the Vineland to Mays Landing Pipeline
exposures as the existing 20” pipeline
facilities that deliver vital services and products to a community, including natural gas pipelines) increases system

lity because natural events like large storms, or man
located infrastructure. See FEMA, “Collocation Impacts on the Vulnerability of Lifelines During Earthquakes with

Applications to the Cajon Pass, California
Framework for Establishing Critical Infrastructure Resilience Goals Final Report and Recommendations” (Oct. 2010)

interrupt service along the 20” pipeline o
service to a new 24” pipeline, thus exposing 60,000 customers in Cape May County to a loss of service
redundancy only can be achieved through what is known as a “loop

It is a fundamental concept in utility infrastructure reliability planning to loop infrastructure so that if one
pathway is lost due to an accident or natural disaster, the other pathway is available to provide service
crosses through 13 miles of Pinelands Forest Planning Area
provide service to the BL England Facility,

Wetlands, Buffers, Streams, and Open Waters

18 known streams
The 15+ mile cross-country segment includes approximately 7.7 acres of mapped wetlands within t

The project design would utilize HDDs where possible to avoid wetland,
is anticipated that the route geometry and extent of wetlands would result in approximately

nal wetland buffer impacts

Route “F” begins in Franklin Township, Gloucester County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper
Beginning in Franklin Township, Gloucester County, at the South Jersey Gas Forest

Grove Station, approximately 1900 feet west of the intersection of County Route 555 and Weymouth Road, adjacent
to Weymouth Road and following the existing gas line easement
approximately 15.5 miles to the intersection of Route 50; then south on Route 50 for approximately 13.5 miles to the

then (Tuckahoe Road Segment)
Avenue. The route then proceeds

Electric ROW, then proceeds
to the power station in Upper Township, Cape May County

of a new 24” pipeline directly adjacent to the existing 20”
First, this would not fix the single-feed configuration of the 10

Approximately 142,000 Atlantic and Cape May County customers would
failure of the Vineland to Mays Landing Pipeline. Second, a new 24” pipeline still would be vulnerable t
exposures as the existing 20” pipeline. The co-location of critical “lifeline” infrastructure (i.e. those systems and
facilities that deliver vital services and products to a community, including natural gas pipelines) increases system

lity because natural events like large storms, or man
FEMA, “Collocation Impacts on the Vulnerability of Lifelines During Earthquakes with

alifornia”, FEMA-221 (Oct. 1991); National Infrastructure Advisory Council, “A
Framework for Establishing Critical Infrastructure Resilience Goals Final Report and Recommendations” (Oct. 2010)

service along the 20” pipeline o
service to a new 24” pipeline, thus exposing 60,000 customers in Cape May County to a loss of service
redundancy only can be achieved through what is known as a “loop

It is a fundamental concept in utility infrastructure reliability planning to loop infrastructure so that if one
pathway is lost due to an accident or natural disaster, the other pathway is available to provide service
crosses through 13 miles of Pinelands Forest Planning Area

Facility, and provide limited reliability to SJG’s customers.

Wetlands, Buffers, Streams, and Open Waters

known streams on the entire route and 6 streams on the cross
country segment includes approximately 7.7 acres of mapped wetlands within t

The project design would utilize HDDs where possible to avoid wetland,
is anticipated that the route geometry and extent of wetlands would result in approximately

nal wetland buffer impacts.
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Route “F” begins in Franklin Township, Gloucester County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper
Beginning in Franklin Township, Gloucester County, at the South Jersey Gas Forest

Grove Station, approximately 1900 feet west of the intersection of County Route 555 and Weymouth Road, adjacent
to Weymouth Road and following the existing gas line easement
approximately 15.5 miles to the intersection of Route 50; then south on Route 50 for approximately 13.5 miles to the

(Tuckahoe Road Segment)
Avenue. The route then proceeds

ROW, then proceeds 2.1 miles
in Upper Township, Cape May County

of a new 24” pipeline directly adjacent to the existing 20”
feed configuration of the 10

Approximately 142,000 Atlantic and Cape May County customers would
Second, a new 24” pipeline still would be vulnerable t

location of critical “lifeline” infrastructure (i.e. those systems and
facilities that deliver vital services and products to a community, including natural gas pipelines) increases system

lity because natural events like large storms, or man-made disasters like excavation accidents, can
FEMA, “Collocation Impacts on the Vulnerability of Lifelines During Earthquakes with

221 (Oct. 1991); National Infrastructure Advisory Council, “A
Framework for Establishing Critical Infrastructure Resilience Goals Final Report and Recommendations” (Oct. 2010)

service along the 20” pipeline on Route 50 would have the potential also to
service to a new 24” pipeline, thus exposing 60,000 customers in Cape May County to a loss of service
redundancy only can be achieved through what is known as a “loop

It is a fundamental concept in utility infrastructure reliability planning to loop infrastructure so that if one
pathway is lost due to an accident or natural disaster, the other pathway is available to provide service
crosses through 13 miles of Pinelands Forest Planning Area. Route “F” would be approximately 35.7 miles in length,

and provide limited reliability to SJG’s customers.

on the entire route and 6 streams on the cross
country segment includes approximately 7.7 acres of mapped wetlands within t

The project design would utilize HDDs where possible to avoid wetland,
is anticipated that the route geometry and extent of wetlands would result in approximately

Route “F” begins in Franklin Township, Gloucester County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper
Beginning in Franklin Township, Gloucester County, at the South Jersey Gas Forest

Grove Station, approximately 1900 feet west of the intersection of County Route 555 and Weymouth Road, adjacent
to Weymouth Road and following the existing gas line easement right-of-way southeast, cross country, for
approximately 15.5 miles to the intersection of Route 50; then south on Route 50 for approximately 13.5 miles to the

(Tuckahoe Road Segment) east on Tuckahoe Road
Avenue. The route then proceeds 0.4 miles north on Ocean

2.1 miles east on the Atlantic City
in Upper Township, Cape May County

of a new 24” pipeline directly adjacent to the existing 20” pipeline on Route 50 would not provide complete
feed configuration of the 10.2-mile Vineland to Mays Landing Pipeline

Approximately 142,000 Atlantic and Cape May County customers would remain
Second, a new 24” pipeline still would be vulnerable t

location of critical “lifeline” infrastructure (i.e. those systems and
facilities that deliver vital services and products to a community, including natural gas pipelines) increases system

made disasters like excavation accidents, can
FEMA, “Collocation Impacts on the Vulnerability of Lifelines During Earthquakes with

221 (Oct. 1991); National Infrastructure Advisory Council, “A
Framework for Establishing Critical Infrastructure Resilience Goals Final Report and Recommendations” (Oct. 2010)

n Route 50 would have the potential also to
service to a new 24” pipeline, thus exposing 60,000 customers in Cape May County to a loss of service
redundancy only can be achieved through what is known as a “loop”, an alternative pathway to t

It is a fundamental concept in utility infrastructure reliability planning to loop infrastructure so that if one
pathway is lost due to an accident or natural disaster, the other pathway is available to provide service

Route “F” would be approximately 35.7 miles in length,
and provide limited reliability to SJG’s customers.

on the entire route and 6 streams on the cross
country segment includes approximately 7.7 acres of mapped wetlands within t

The project design would utilize HDDs where possible to avoid wetland,
is anticipated that the route geometry and extent of wetlands would result in approximately

Route “F” begins in Franklin Township, Gloucester County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper
Beginning in Franklin Township, Gloucester County, at the South Jersey Gas Forest

Grove Station, approximately 1900 feet west of the intersection of County Route 555 and Weymouth Road, adjacent
way southeast, cross country, for

approximately 15.5 miles to the intersection of Route 50; then south on Route 50 for approximately 13.5 miles to the
east on Tuckahoe Road for 4.2 miles

north on Oceanwoods
on the Atlantic City

in Upper Township, Cape May County.

Route 50 would not provide complete
mile Vineland to Mays Landing Pipeline

vulnerable to a single contingency
Second, a new 24” pipeline still would be vulnerable t

location of critical “lifeline” infrastructure (i.e. those systems and
facilities that deliver vital services and products to a community, including natural gas pipelines) increases system

made disasters like excavation accidents, can
FEMA, “Collocation Impacts on the Vulnerability of Lifelines During Earthquakes with

221 (Oct. 1991); National Infrastructure Advisory Council, “A
Framework for Establishing Critical Infrastructure Resilience Goals Final Report and Recommendations” (Oct. 2010)

n Route 50 would have the potential also to
service to a new 24” pipeline, thus exposing 60,000 customers in Cape May County to a loss of service

an alternative pathway to t
It is a fundamental concept in utility infrastructure reliability planning to loop infrastructure so that if one

pathway is lost due to an accident or natural disaster, the other pathway is available to provide service
Route “F” would be approximately 35.7 miles in length,

and provide limited reliability to SJG’s customers.

on the entire route and 6 streams on the cross-country segment of the
country segment includes approximately 7.7 acres of mapped wetlands within t

The project design would utilize HDDs where possible to avoid wetland, buffer, and stream impacts but it
is anticipated that the route geometry and extent of wetlands would result in approximately 3 acres of wetland

Woodard & Curran
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Route “F” begins in Franklin Township, Gloucester County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper
Beginning in Franklin Township, Gloucester County, at the South Jersey Gas Forest

Grove Station, approximately 1900 feet west of the intersection of County Route 555 and Weymouth Road, adjacent
way southeast, cross country, for

approximately 15.5 miles to the intersection of Route 50; then south on Route 50 for approximately 13.5 miles to the
for 4.2 miles

woods Avenue to the
on the Atlantic City Electric ROW

Route 50 would not provide complete
mile Vineland to Mays Landing Pipeline

vulnerable to a single contingency
Second, a new 24” pipeline still would be vulnerable to the same

location of critical “lifeline” infrastructure (i.e. those systems and
facilities that deliver vital services and products to a community, including natural gas pipelines) increases system

made disasters like excavation accidents, can damage
FEMA, “Collocation Impacts on the Vulnerability of Lifelines During Earthquakes with

221 (Oct. 1991); National Infrastructure Advisory Council, “A
Framework for Establishing Critical Infrastructure Resilience Goals Final Report and Recommendations” (Oct. 2010)

n Route 50 would have the potential also to interrupt
service to a new 24” pipeline, thus exposing 60,000 customers in Cape May County to a loss of service

an alternative pathway to transport natural gas
It is a fundamental concept in utility infrastructure reliability planning to loop infrastructure so that if one

pathway is lost due to an accident or natural disaster, the other pathway is available to provide service. Rou
Route “F” would be approximately 35.7 miles in length,

country segment of the
country segment includes approximately 7.7 acres of mapped wetlands within the 30 foot

and stream impacts but it
3 acres of wetland
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Route “F” begins in Franklin Township, Gloucester County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper
Beginning in Franklin Township, Gloucester County, at the South Jersey Gas Forest

Grove Station, approximately 1900 feet west of the intersection of County Route 555 and Weymouth Road, adjacent
way southeast, cross country, for

approximately 15.5 miles to the intersection of Route 50; then south on Route 50 for approximately 13.5 miles to the
to the

Avenue to the
ROW and

Route 50 would not provide complete
mile Vineland to Mays Landing Pipeline.

vulnerable to a single contingency
o the same

location of critical “lifeline” infrastructure (i.e. those systems and
facilities that deliver vital services and products to a community, including natural gas pipelines) increases system

damage
FEMA, “Collocation Impacts on the Vulnerability of Lifelines During Earthquakes with

221 (Oct. 1991); National Infrastructure Advisory Council, “A
Framework for Establishing Critical Infrastructure Resilience Goals Final Report and Recommendations” (Oct. 2010).

interrupt
service to a new 24” pipeline, thus exposing 60,000 customers in Cape May County to a loss of service. Full

ransport natural gas
It is a fundamental concept in utility infrastructure reliability planning to loop infrastructure so that if one

Route “F”
Route “F” would be approximately 35.7 miles in length,

country segment of the
he 30 foot

and stream impacts but it
3 acres of wetland
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.
Threatened and Endangered Species

On the northwestern segment of Route “F” where it travels cross country for 15+ miles
project mapping includes habitat for
Osprey, Black Skimmer, Cattle Egret,
impacts on 3 acres of wetlands on this segment of the route and significan
have to assume there will be impacts on some of the species habitat identified
pipeline would follow existing paved roadways Barred Owl, Cope’s Gray Tree Frog, Bald Eagle,
Cattle Egret, Least Tern
adverse impacts on
environmentally sensitiv

Engineering and Construction Considerations

The cross-
that the proposed gas main expansion line
in this location
approximately
for the majority of the route
to enter construction areas due to the location of the route
commercial yards/properties, is in close proximity
buildings. Proximity to schools, apartment
that suitable distance is maintained for public safety.

The pipeline easement runs through pockets of residential properties,
constructability within these areas.

There will be multiple
waterways along the route.

This alternative would approach BL
would involve installation of the pipeline through the eastern portion of the Pinelands Forest Area in parallel with the
existing Route
would not achiev
Landing Pipeline. This alternative would still expose 142,000 SJG customers to single
of natural gas service.
the existing Rt. 50 Pipeline, it would be vulnerable to the same exposures as the existing pipeline and is therefore
inadequate. The co
services and products to a community, including natural gas pipelines) increases system vulnerability because
natural events like earthquakes and large storms, or man
located infrastructure. See FEMA, “Collocation Impacts on the Vulnerability of Lifelines During Earthquakes with
Applications to the Cajon Pass, California
Framework for Establishing Critical Infrastructure Resilience Goals Final Report and Recommendations” (Oct. 2010).

Summary
Route “F” would be approximately
entire system, as opposed to the reliability of its components
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Threatened and Endangered Species

On the northwestern segment of Route “F” where it travels cross country for 15+ miles
project mapping includes habitat for
Osprey, Black Skimmer, Cattle Egret,
impacts on 3 acres of wetlands on this segment of the route and significan
have to assume there will be impacts on some of the species habitat identified
pipeline would follow existing paved roadways Barred Owl, Cope’s Gray Tree Frog, Bald Eagle,
Cattle Egret, Least Tern
adverse impacts on these species since design and construction techniques would be employed to avoid
environmentally sensitive areas.

Engineering and Construction Considerations

-country segment of
that the proposed gas main expansion line
in this location. The existing easement traverses through heavily wooded/forested areas

imately 6 to 10 feet wide
for the majority of the route
to enter construction areas due to the location of the route
commercial yards/properties, is in close proximity

Proximity to schools, apartment
table distance is maintained for public safety.

he pipeline easement runs through pockets of residential properties,
constructability within these areas.

There will be multiple HDDs and
ways along the route.

This alternative would approach BL
would involve installation of the pipeline through the eastern portion of the Pinelands Forest Area in parallel with the

oute 50 feeder line to Cape May County
would not achieve the same level of redundancy because it would not address the vulnerability of the Vineland
Landing Pipeline. This alternative would still expose 142,000 SJG customers to single
of natural gas service. In addition
the existing Rt. 50 Pipeline, it would be vulnerable to the same exposures as the existing pipeline and is therefore
inadequate. The co-location of critical “lifeline” infrast
services and products to a community, including natural gas pipelines) increases system vulnerability because
natural events like earthquakes and large storms, or man
located infrastructure. See FEMA, “Collocation Impacts on the Vulnerability of Lifelines During Earthquakes with
Applications to the Cajon Pass, California

amework for Establishing Critical Infrastructure Resilience Goals Final Report and Recommendations” (Oct. 2010).

Route “F” would be approximately
em, as opposed to the reliability of its components
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Threatened and Endangered Species

On the northwestern segment of Route “F” where it travels cross country for 15+ miles
project mapping includes habitat for Barred Owl, Eastern Tiger Salamander, Pine Barrens Tree Frog, Bald Eagle,
Osprey, Black Skimmer, Cattle Egret,
impacts on 3 acres of wetlands on this segment of the route and significan
have to assume there will be impacts on some of the species habitat identified
pipeline would follow existing paved roadways Barred Owl, Cope’s Gray Tree Frog, Bald Eagle,

and Black-crowned night
these species since design and construction techniques would be employed to avoid
e areas.

Engineering and Construction Considerations

country segment of Route “F
that the proposed gas main expansion line

The existing easement traverses through heavily wooded/forested areas
feet wide, thus requiring additional clearing

for the majority of the route. For the majority of the route, there is limited access for construction vehicles/equipment
to enter construction areas due to the location of the route
commercial yards/properties, is in close proximity

Proximity to schools, apartment
table distance is maintained for public safety.

he pipeline easement runs through pockets of residential properties,
constructability within these areas.

HDDs and Jack & Bores
ways along the route.

This alternative would approach BL England facility
would involve installation of the pipeline through the eastern portion of the Pinelands Forest Area in parallel with the

50 feeder line to Cape May County
e the same level of redundancy because it would not address the vulnerability of the Vineland

Landing Pipeline. This alternative would still expose 142,000 SJG customers to single
In addition, because this alternative would require the new pipeline to be installed adjacent to

the existing Rt. 50 Pipeline, it would be vulnerable to the same exposures as the existing pipeline and is therefore
location of critical “lifeline” infrast

services and products to a community, including natural gas pipelines) increases system vulnerability because
natural events like earthquakes and large storms, or man
located infrastructure. See FEMA, “Collocation Impacts on the Vulnerability of Lifelines During Earthquakes with
Applications to the Cajon Pass, California

amework for Establishing Critical Infrastructure Resilience Goals Final Report and Recommendations” (Oct. 2010).

Route “F” would be approximately 14 miles longer than Route “A”
em, as opposed to the reliability of its components

Threatened and Endangered Species

On the northwestern segment of Route “F” where it travels cross country for 15+ miles
Barred Owl, Eastern Tiger Salamander, Pine Barrens Tree Frog, Bald Eagle,

Osprey, Black Skimmer, Cattle Egret, and Least Tern, Black
impacts on 3 acres of wetlands on this segment of the route and significan
have to assume there will be impacts on some of the species habitat identified
pipeline would follow existing paved roadways Barred Owl, Cope’s Gray Tree Frog, Bald Eagle,

crowned night-heron habitat has been identified
these species since design and construction techniques would be employed to avoid

Engineering and Construction Considerations

F” traverses through an existing SJG Easement, and the constraints would be
that the proposed gas main expansion line would require at least a 30

The existing easement traverses through heavily wooded/forested areas
thus requiring additional clearing

For the majority of the route, there is limited access for construction vehicles/equipment
to enter construction areas due to the location of the route
commercial yards/properties, is in close proximity to schools, recreational camps and

Proximity to schools, apartment buildings,
table distance is maintained for public safety.

he pipeline easement runs through pockets of residential properties,

Jack & Bores required

ngland facility from the west and north via
would involve installation of the pipeline through the eastern portion of the Pinelands Forest Area in parallel with the

50 feeder line to Cape May County. This alternative would be invasive of Pinelands Forest Area and
e the same level of redundancy because it would not address the vulnerability of the Vineland

Landing Pipeline. This alternative would still expose 142,000 SJG customers to single
ause this alternative would require the new pipeline to be installed adjacent to

the existing Rt. 50 Pipeline, it would be vulnerable to the same exposures as the existing pipeline and is therefore
location of critical “lifeline” infrast

services and products to a community, including natural gas pipelines) increases system vulnerability because
natural events like earthquakes and large storms, or man
located infrastructure. See FEMA, “Collocation Impacts on the Vulnerability of Lifelines During Earthquakes with
Applications to the Cajon Pass, California”, FEMA-221 (Oct. 1991); National Infrastructure Advisory Council, “A

amework for Establishing Critical Infrastructure Resilience Goals Final Report and Recommendations” (Oct. 2010).

miles longer than Route “A”
em, as opposed to the reliability of its components
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On the northwestern segment of Route “F” where it travels cross country for 15+ miles
Barred Owl, Eastern Tiger Salamander, Pine Barrens Tree Frog, Bald Eagle,

Least Tern, Black-crowned night
impacts on 3 acres of wetlands on this segment of the route and significan
have to assume there will be impacts on some of the species habitat identified
pipeline would follow existing paved roadways Barred Owl, Cope’s Gray Tree Frog, Bald Eagle,

heron habitat has been identified
these species since design and construction techniques would be employed to avoid

traverses through an existing SJG Easement, and the constraints would be
require at least a 30

The existing easement traverses through heavily wooded/forested areas
thus requiring additional clearing of up

For the majority of the route, there is limited access for construction vehicles/equipment
to enter construction areas due to the location of the route. The rest of the route traverses through reside

schools, recreational camps and
and similar structures would require additional investigation so

he pipeline easement runs through pockets of residential properties,

required crossing

from the west and north via
would involve installation of the pipeline through the eastern portion of the Pinelands Forest Area in parallel with the

This alternative would be invasive of Pinelands Forest Area and
e the same level of redundancy because it would not address the vulnerability of the Vineland

Landing Pipeline. This alternative would still expose 142,000 SJG customers to single
ause this alternative would require the new pipeline to be installed adjacent to

the existing Rt. 50 Pipeline, it would be vulnerable to the same exposures as the existing pipeline and is therefore
location of critical “lifeline” infrastructure (i.e. those systems and facilities that deliver vital

services and products to a community, including natural gas pipelines) increases system vulnerability because
natural events like earthquakes and large storms, or man-made disasters like excavat
located infrastructure. See FEMA, “Collocation Impacts on the Vulnerability of Lifelines During Earthquakes with

221 (Oct. 1991); National Infrastructure Advisory Council, “A
amework for Establishing Critical Infrastructure Resilience Goals Final Report and Recommendations” (Oct. 2010).

miles longer than Route “A”. System reliability is defined as “The reliability of an
em, as opposed to the reliability of its components. The system reliability is defined by the reliability of the

On the northwestern segment of Route “F” where it travels cross country for 15+ miles
Barred Owl, Eastern Tiger Salamander, Pine Barrens Tree Frog, Bald Eagle,

crowned night-heron
impacts on 3 acres of wetlands on this segment of the route and significant clearing required during
have to assume there will be impacts on some of the species habitat identified. On the section of this route where the
pipeline would follow existing paved roadways Barred Owl, Cope’s Gray Tree Frog, Bald Eagle,

heron habitat has been identified
these species since design and construction techniques would be employed to avoid

traverses through an existing SJG Easement, and the constraints would be
require at least a 30 ft. wide clearing in order install the gas

The existing easement traverses through heavily wooded/forested areas
of up to 25 ft. for constru

For the majority of the route, there is limited access for construction vehicles/equipment
The rest of the route traverses through reside

schools, recreational camps and
and similar structures would require additional investigation so

he pipeline easement runs through pockets of residential properties, front, and backyards, thus creating limited

crossing major roadways (county roads),

from the west and north via Route
would involve installation of the pipeline through the eastern portion of the Pinelands Forest Area in parallel with the

This alternative would be invasive of Pinelands Forest Area and
e the same level of redundancy because it would not address the vulnerability of the Vineland

Landing Pipeline. This alternative would still expose 142,000 SJG customers to single
ause this alternative would require the new pipeline to be installed adjacent to

the existing Rt. 50 Pipeline, it would be vulnerable to the same exposures as the existing pipeline and is therefore
ructure (i.e. those systems and facilities that deliver vital

services and products to a community, including natural gas pipelines) increases system vulnerability because
made disasters like excavat

located infrastructure. See FEMA, “Collocation Impacts on the Vulnerability of Lifelines During Earthquakes with
221 (Oct. 1991); National Infrastructure Advisory Council, “A

amework for Establishing Critical Infrastructure Resilience Goals Final Report and Recommendations” (Oct. 2010).

System reliability is defined as “The reliability of an
The system reliability is defined by the reliability of the

On the northwestern segment of Route “F” where it travels cross country for 15+ miles, the NJDEP Landscape
Barred Owl, Eastern Tiger Salamander, Pine Barrens Tree Frog, Bald Eagle,

heron. Since there are anticipated
t clearing required during

On the section of this route where the
pipeline would follow existing paved roadways Barred Owl, Cope’s Gray Tree Frog, Bald Eagle,

heron habitat has been identified. We would not expect significant
these species since design and construction techniques would be employed to avoid

traverses through an existing SJG Easement, and the constraints would be
wide clearing in order install the gas

The existing easement traverses through heavily wooded/forested areas with a dirt access road
for construction of the new pipeline

For the majority of the route, there is limited access for construction vehicles/equipment
The rest of the route traverses through reside

schools, recreational camps and ball fields as well as apartment
and similar structures would require additional investigation so

and backyards, thus creating limited

major roadways (county roads),

Route 50 the same as Route “E”
would involve installation of the pipeline through the eastern portion of the Pinelands Forest Area in parallel with the

This alternative would be invasive of Pinelands Forest Area and
e the same level of redundancy because it would not address the vulnerability of the Vineland

Landing Pipeline. This alternative would still expose 142,000 SJG customers to single-contingency failure and a loss
ause this alternative would require the new pipeline to be installed adjacent to

the existing Rt. 50 Pipeline, it would be vulnerable to the same exposures as the existing pipeline and is therefore
ructure (i.e. those systems and facilities that deliver vital

services and products to a community, including natural gas pipelines) increases system vulnerability because
made disasters like excavation accidents, can

located infrastructure. See FEMA, “Collocation Impacts on the Vulnerability of Lifelines During Earthquakes with
221 (Oct. 1991); National Infrastructure Advisory Council, “A

amework for Establishing Critical Infrastructure Resilience Goals Final Report and Recommendations” (Oct. 2010).

System reliability is defined as “The reliability of an
The system reliability is defined by the reliability of the

Woodard & Curran
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the NJDEP Landscape
Barred Owl, Eastern Tiger Salamander, Pine Barrens Tree Frog, Bald Eagle,

Since there are anticipated
t clearing required during construction,

On the section of this route where the
pipeline would follow existing paved roadways Barred Owl, Cope’s Gray Tree Frog, Bald Eagle, Black Skimmer,

We would not expect significant
these species since design and construction techniques would be employed to avoid

traverses through an existing SJG Easement, and the constraints would be
wide clearing in order install the gas pipeline

with a dirt access road
ction of the new pipeline

For the majority of the route, there is limited access for construction vehicles/equipment
The rest of the route traverses through residential and

as well as apartment
and similar structures would require additional investigation so

and backyards, thus creating limited

major roadways (county roads), railroads,

the same as Route “E”
would involve installation of the pipeline through the eastern portion of the Pinelands Forest Area in parallel with the

This alternative would be invasive of Pinelands Forest Area and
e the same level of redundancy because it would not address the vulnerability of the Vineland

contingency failure and a loss
ause this alternative would require the new pipeline to be installed adjacent to

the existing Rt. 50 Pipeline, it would be vulnerable to the same exposures as the existing pipeline and is therefore
ructure (i.e. those systems and facilities that deliver vital

services and products to a community, including natural gas pipelines) increases system vulnerability because
ion accidents, can damage

located infrastructure. See FEMA, “Collocation Impacts on the Vulnerability of Lifelines During Earthquakes with
221 (Oct. 1991); National Infrastructure Advisory Council, “A

amework for Establishing Critical Infrastructure Resilience Goals Final Report and Recommendations” (Oct. 2010).

System reliability is defined as “The reliability of an
The system reliability is defined by the reliability of the
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the NJDEP Landscape
Barred Owl, Eastern Tiger Salamander, Pine Barrens Tree Frog, Bald Eagle,

Since there are anticipated
construction, we

On the section of this route where the
Black Skimmer,

We would not expect significant
these species since design and construction techniques would be employed to avoid

traverses through an existing SJG Easement, and the constraints would be
pipeline

with a dirt access road
ction of the new pipeline

For the majority of the route, there is limited access for construction vehicles/equipment
ntial and

as well as apartment
and similar structures would require additional investigation so

and backyards, thus creating limited

railroads, and

the same as Route “E” and
would involve installation of the pipeline through the eastern portion of the Pinelands Forest Area in parallel with the

This alternative would be invasive of Pinelands Forest Area and
e the same level of redundancy because it would not address the vulnerability of the Vineland-Mays

contingency failure and a loss
ause this alternative would require the new pipeline to be installed adjacent to

the existing Rt. 50 Pipeline, it would be vulnerable to the same exposures as the existing pipeline and is therefore
ructure (i.e. those systems and facilities that deliver vital

services and products to a community, including natural gas pipelines) increases system vulnerability because
damage co-

located infrastructure. See FEMA, “Collocation Impacts on the Vulnerability of Lifelines During Earthquakes with
221 (Oct. 1991); National Infrastructure Advisory Council, “A

amework for Establishing Critical Infrastructure Resilience Goals Final Report and Recommendations” (Oct. 2010).

System reliability is defined as “The reliability of an
The system reliability is defined by the reliability of the
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components as well as the way the components are arranged
the design of a natural gas system means
for this basic reason that installing a new gas main down Route 50 alongside other
discounted since it would not provide

The significant wetland and T&E impacts associated with the cross
providing full
considered a viable alternative.

8. Route “G”

Route “G” begins in Hamilton Township, Atlantic County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper Township,
Cape May County
intersection with Harbor Avenue; then
Parkway right
the Somers Point Toll Plaza on the GSP ROW; then directional drill approximately
Harbor Bay to a point on Route 9 just north of the intersection of Clay Avenue; then south on Route 9 for
approximately
the BL England Power Plant in Upper Township, Cape May County. This route has been presented by Pinelands
Preservation Alliance as a viable alternative

Route “G” would also require the upgrade of the Vineland to Mays Landing
a 30” diameter pipeline to meet the volume and capacity demands of SJG’s Atlantic County and Cape May County
customers and the BL Engl
(MAOP) of 700 psig and begin in the City of Vineland, Cumberland County, just east of Union Road and just north of
the intersection of Asher Road and Union Road at the exist
following the existing gas line easement right
intersection of Route 50

Route “G,” with the
satisfies one aspect of the project, the need to provide natural gas to the BL England Facility
required redundancy
first alternative would require an additional 8.4 miles of 24” diameter pipe to be installed from the BL England Facility
to Tuckahoe
would begin at the BL England Facility and travel south through the BL England property to the Atlantic City Electric
ROW, then travel through the Atlantic City Electric ROW sou
alignment then would proceed south along Oceanwoods Ave. to Tuckahoe Road
along Tuckahoe Road to NJ Route 50 where it would proceed north to the intersection with Mars
then would travel west along Marshall Ave to Mount Pleasant Tuckahoe Road
north along Mount Pleasant Road to a SJG

The second al
Avenue and Route 9 and traveling South along Route 9 for approximately 8.9 miles to the intersection of Route 550;
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components as well as the way the components are arranged
the design of a natural gas system means
for this basic reason that installing a new gas main down Route 50 alongside other

ed since it would not provide

he significant wetland and T&E impacts associated with the cross
full redundancy are considered fatal flaws in this route

considered a viable alternative.

Route “G”

Route “G” begins in Hamilton Township, Atlantic County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper Township,
Cape May County. Beginning in Hamilton Township
intersection with Harbor Avenue; then
Parkway right-of-way (GSP ROW); then south on the GSP ROW for approximately 2.6 miles
the Somers Point Toll Plaza on the GSP ROW; then directional drill approximately
Harbor Bay to a point on Route 9 just north of the intersection of Clay Avenue; then south on Route 9 for
approximately 0.1 miles to the intersection of Clay Avenue; then west on Clay Avenue for approximately 0.3 miles to
the BL England Power Plant in Upper Township, Cape May County. This route has been presented by Pinelands
Preservation Alliance as a viable alternative

Route “G” would also require the upgrade of the Vineland to Mays Landing
a 30” diameter pipeline to meet the volume and capacity demands of SJG’s Atlantic County and Cape May County
customers and the BL Engl
(MAOP) of 700 psig and begin in the City of Vineland, Cumberland County, just east of Union Road and just north of
the intersection of Asher Road and Union Road at the exist
following the existing gas line easement right
intersection of Route 50.

” with the required
satisfies one aspect of the project, the need to provide natural gas to the BL England Facility

redundancy to SJG’s customers in Atlantic County and Cape May County
first alternative would require an additional 8.4 miles of 24” diameter pipe to be installed from the BL England Facility
to Tuckahoe (Tuckahoe Road Segme
would begin at the BL England Facility and travel south through the BL England property to the Atlantic City Electric
ROW, then travel through the Atlantic City Electric ROW sou
alignment then would proceed south along Oceanwoods Ave. to Tuckahoe Road
along Tuckahoe Road to NJ Route 50 where it would proceed north to the intersection with Mars
then would travel west along Marshall Ave to Mount Pleasant Tuckahoe Road
north along Mount Pleasant Road to a SJG

The second alternative would require approximately 12.8
Avenue and Route 9 and traveling South along Route 9 for approximately 8.9 miles to the intersection of Route 550;
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components as well as the way the components are arranged
the design of a natural gas system means
for this basic reason that installing a new gas main down Route 50 alongside other

ed since it would not provide full

he significant wetland and T&E impacts associated with the cross
redundancy are considered fatal flaws in this route

considered a viable alternative.

Route “G” begins in Hamilton Township, Atlantic County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper Township,
Beginning in Hamilton Township

intersection with Harbor Avenue; then
way (GSP ROW); then south on the GSP ROW for approximately 2.6 miles

the Somers Point Toll Plaza on the GSP ROW; then directional drill approximately
Harbor Bay to a point on Route 9 just north of the intersection of Clay Avenue; then south on Route 9 for

0.1 miles to the intersection of Clay Avenue; then west on Clay Avenue for approximately 0.3 miles to
the BL England Power Plant in Upper Township, Cape May County. This route has been presented by Pinelands
Preservation Alliance as a viable alternative

Route “G” would also require the upgrade of the Vineland to Mays Landing
a 30” diameter pipeline to meet the volume and capacity demands of SJG’s Atlantic County and Cape May County
customers and the BL England Facility
(MAOP) of 700 psig and begin in the City of Vineland, Cumberland County, just east of Union Road and just north of
the intersection of Asher Road and Union Road at the exist
following the existing gas line easement right

This upgrade crosses through 7.2 miles of Pinelands Forest Plannin

required upgrade of the Vineland to Mays Landing
satisfies one aspect of the project, the need to provide natural gas to the BL England Facility

to SJG’s customers in Atlantic County and Cape May County
first alternative would require an additional 8.4 miles of 24” diameter pipe to be installed from the BL England Facility

(Tuckahoe Road Segment)
would begin at the BL England Facility and travel south through the BL England property to the Atlantic City Electric
ROW, then travel through the Atlantic City Electric ROW sou
alignment then would proceed south along Oceanwoods Ave. to Tuckahoe Road
along Tuckahoe Road to NJ Route 50 where it would proceed north to the intersection with Mars
then would travel west along Marshall Ave to Mount Pleasant Tuckahoe Road
north along Mount Pleasant Road to a SJG

ternative would require approximately 12.8
Avenue and Route 9 and traveling South along Route 9 for approximately 8.9 miles to the intersection of Route 550;

components as well as the way the components are arranged
the design of a natural gas system means there should be
for this basic reason that installing a new gas main down Route 50 alongside other

full system supply options and redundancy.

he significant wetland and T&E impacts associated with the cross
redundancy are considered fatal flaws in this route

Route “G” begins in Hamilton Township, Atlantic County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper Township,
Beginning in Hamilton Township

intersection with Harbor Avenue; then southeast approximately 6.1 miles to the intersection of the Garden State
way (GSP ROW); then south on the GSP ROW for approximately 2.6 miles

the Somers Point Toll Plaza on the GSP ROW; then directional drill approximately
Harbor Bay to a point on Route 9 just north of the intersection of Clay Avenue; then south on Route 9 for

0.1 miles to the intersection of Clay Avenue; then west on Clay Avenue for approximately 0.3 miles to
the BL England Power Plant in Upper Township, Cape May County. This route has been presented by Pinelands
Preservation Alliance as a viable alternative route.

Route “G” would also require the upgrade of the Vineland to Mays Landing
a 30” diameter pipeline to meet the volume and capacity demands of SJG’s Atlantic County and Cape May County

and Facility. This upgrade would operate at a Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure
(MAOP) of 700 psig and begin in the City of Vineland, Cumberland County, just east of Union Road and just north of
the intersection of Asher Road and Union Road at the exist
following the existing gas line easement right-of-way east, cross country, for approximately 10.2 miles to the

This upgrade crosses through 7.2 miles of Pinelands Forest Plannin

upgrade of the Vineland to Mays Landing
satisfies one aspect of the project, the need to provide natural gas to the BL England Facility

to SJG’s customers in Atlantic County and Cape May County
first alternative would require an additional 8.4 miles of 24” diameter pipe to be installed from the BL England Facility

nt) where it would tie into SJG’s existing transmission facilities
would begin at the BL England Facility and travel south through the BL England property to the Atlantic City Electric
ROW, then travel through the Atlantic City Electric ROW sou
alignment then would proceed south along Oceanwoods Ave. to Tuckahoe Road
along Tuckahoe Road to NJ Route 50 where it would proceed north to the intersection with Mars
then would travel west along Marshall Ave to Mount Pleasant Tuckahoe Road
north along Mount Pleasant Road to a SJG Interconnect

ternative would require approximately 12.8
Avenue and Route 9 and traveling South along Route 9 for approximately 8.9 miles to the intersection of Route 550;
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components as well as the way the components are arranged reliability
there should be multiple independent gas supplies to

for this basic reason that installing a new gas main down Route 50 alongside other
system supply options and redundancy.

he significant wetland and T&E impacts associated with the cross
redundancy are considered fatal flaws in this route. For all of these reasons, Alternative “E” was not

Route “G” begins in Hamilton Township, Atlantic County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper Township,
Beginning in Hamilton Township Atlantic County on Route

southeast approximately 6.1 miles to the intersection of the Garden State
way (GSP ROW); then south on the GSP ROW for approximately 2.6 miles

the Somers Point Toll Plaza on the GSP ROW; then directional drill approximately
Harbor Bay to a point on Route 9 just north of the intersection of Clay Avenue; then south on Route 9 for

0.1 miles to the intersection of Clay Avenue; then west on Clay Avenue for approximately 0.3 miles to
the BL England Power Plant in Upper Township, Cape May County. This route has been presented by Pinelands

Route “G” would also require the upgrade of the Vineland to Mays Landing
a 30” diameter pipeline to meet the volume and capacity demands of SJG’s Atlantic County and Cape May County

This upgrade would operate at a Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure
(MAOP) of 700 psig and begin in the City of Vineland, Cumberland County, just east of Union Road and just north of
the intersection of Asher Road and Union Road at the existing South Jersey Gas Union Road Station facility and

way east, cross country, for approximately 10.2 miles to the
This upgrade crosses through 7.2 miles of Pinelands Forest Plannin

upgrade of the Vineland to Mays Landing
satisfies one aspect of the project, the need to provide natural gas to the BL England Facility

to SJG’s customers in Atlantic County and Cape May County
first alternative would require an additional 8.4 miles of 24” diameter pipe to be installed from the BL England Facility

where it would tie into SJG’s existing transmission facilities
would begin at the BL England Facility and travel south through the BL England property to the Atlantic City Electric
ROW, then travel through the Atlantic City Electric ROW southwest to the intersection of Oceanwoods Ave
alignment then would proceed south along Oceanwoods Ave. to Tuckahoe Road
along Tuckahoe Road to NJ Route 50 where it would proceed north to the intersection with Mars
then would travel west along Marshall Ave to Mount Pleasant Tuckahoe Road

Interconnect Station and tie into SJG’s existing transmission facilities.

ternative would require approximately 12.8 miles of additional pipe starting at the intersection of Clay
Avenue and Route 9 and traveling South along Route 9 for approximately 8.9 miles to the intersection of Route 550;

reliability-wise”2. Applying this
multiple independent gas supplies to

for this basic reason that installing a new gas main down Route 50 alongside other
system supply options and redundancy.

he significant wetland and T&E impacts associated with the cross-country portion of this route
For all of these reasons, Alternative “E” was not

Route “G” begins in Hamilton Township, Atlantic County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper Township,
Atlantic County on Route

southeast approximately 6.1 miles to the intersection of the Garden State
way (GSP ROW); then south on the GSP ROW for approximately 2.6 miles

the Somers Point Toll Plaza on the GSP ROW; then directional drill approximately
Harbor Bay to a point on Route 9 just north of the intersection of Clay Avenue; then south on Route 9 for

0.1 miles to the intersection of Clay Avenue; then west on Clay Avenue for approximately 0.3 miles to
the BL England Power Plant in Upper Township, Cape May County. This route has been presented by Pinelands

Route “G” would also require the upgrade of the Vineland to Mays Landing Segment
a 30” diameter pipeline to meet the volume and capacity demands of SJG’s Atlantic County and Cape May County

This upgrade would operate at a Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure
(MAOP) of 700 psig and begin in the City of Vineland, Cumberland County, just east of Union Road and just north of

ing South Jersey Gas Union Road Station facility and
way east, cross country, for approximately 10.2 miles to the

This upgrade crosses through 7.2 miles of Pinelands Forest Plannin

upgrade of the Vineland to Mays Landing Segment
satisfies one aspect of the project, the need to provide natural gas to the BL England Facility

to SJG’s customers in Atlantic County and Cape May County
first alternative would require an additional 8.4 miles of 24” diameter pipe to be installed from the BL England Facility

where it would tie into SJG’s existing transmission facilities
would begin at the BL England Facility and travel south through the BL England property to the Atlantic City Electric

thwest to the intersection of Oceanwoods Ave
alignment then would proceed south along Oceanwoods Ave. to Tuckahoe Road
along Tuckahoe Road to NJ Route 50 where it would proceed north to the intersection with Mars
then would travel west along Marshall Ave to Mount Pleasant Tuckahoe Road. From there, the route would travel

Station and tie into SJG’s existing transmission facilities.

miles of additional pipe starting at the intersection of Clay
Avenue and Route 9 and traveling South along Route 9 for approximately 8.9 miles to the intersection of Route 550;

. Applying this definition and logic to
multiple independent gas supplies to serve

for this basic reason that installing a new gas main down Route 50 alongside other existing

country portion of this route
For all of these reasons, Alternative “E” was not

Route “G” begins in Hamilton Township, Atlantic County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper Township,
Atlantic County on Route 559 / Ocean Heights Ave

southeast approximately 6.1 miles to the intersection of the Garden State
way (GSP ROW); then south on the GSP ROW for approximately 2.6 miles to a point just north of

the Somers Point Toll Plaza on the GSP ROW; then directional drill approximately 8700 feet under the
Harbor Bay to a point on Route 9 just north of the intersection of Clay Avenue; then south on Route 9 for

0.1 miles to the intersection of Clay Avenue; then west on Clay Avenue for approximately 0.3 miles to
the BL England Power Plant in Upper Township, Cape May County. This route has been presented by Pinelands

Segment from a 20” diameter pipeline to
a 30” diameter pipeline to meet the volume and capacity demands of SJG’s Atlantic County and Cape May County

This upgrade would operate at a Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure
(MAOP) of 700 psig and begin in the City of Vineland, Cumberland County, just east of Union Road and just north of

ing South Jersey Gas Union Road Station facility and
way east, cross country, for approximately 10.2 miles to the

This upgrade crosses through 7.2 miles of Pinelands Forest Planning Area.

Segment, is 33.7 miles in length but only
satisfies one aspect of the project, the need to provide natural gas to the BL England Facility. In order to provide

to SJG’s customers in Atlantic County and Cape May County, there are two alternatives
first alternative would require an additional 8.4 miles of 24” diameter pipe to be installed from the BL England Facility

where it would tie into SJG’s existing transmission facilities
would begin at the BL England Facility and travel south through the BL England property to the Atlantic City Electric

thwest to the intersection of Oceanwoods Ave
alignment then would proceed south along Oceanwoods Ave. to Tuckahoe Road. Then the route would travel west
along Tuckahoe Road to NJ Route 50 where it would proceed north to the intersection with Mars

From there, the route would travel
Station and tie into SJG’s existing transmission facilities.

miles of additional pipe starting at the intersection of Clay
Avenue and Route 9 and traveling South along Route 9 for approximately 8.9 miles to the intersection of Route 550;
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definition and logic to
serve customers. It is

existing gas mains was

country portion of this route as well as not
For all of these reasons, Alternative “E” was not

Route “G” begins in Hamilton Township, Atlantic County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper Township,
559 / Ocean Heights Ave

southeast approximately 6.1 miles to the intersection of the Garden State
to a point just north of

8700 feet under the Great Egg
Harbor Bay to a point on Route 9 just north of the intersection of Clay Avenue; then south on Route 9 for

0.1 miles to the intersection of Clay Avenue; then west on Clay Avenue for approximately 0.3 miles to
the BL England Power Plant in Upper Township, Cape May County. This route has been presented by Pinelands

from a 20” diameter pipeline to
a 30” diameter pipeline to meet the volume and capacity demands of SJG’s Atlantic County and Cape May County

This upgrade would operate at a Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure
(MAOP) of 700 psig and begin in the City of Vineland, Cumberland County, just east of Union Road and just north of

ing South Jersey Gas Union Road Station facility and
way east, cross country, for approximately 10.2 miles to the

g Area.

miles in length but only
In order to provide

, there are two alternatives
first alternative would require an additional 8.4 miles of 24” diameter pipe to be installed from the BL England Facility

where it would tie into SJG’s existing transmission facilities. This route
would begin at the BL England Facility and travel south through the BL England property to the Atlantic City Electric

thwest to the intersection of Oceanwoods Ave
Then the route would travel west

along Tuckahoe Road to NJ Route 50 where it would proceed north to the intersection with Marshall Ave. The route
From there, the route would travel

Station and tie into SJG’s existing transmission facilities.

miles of additional pipe starting at the intersection of Clay
Avenue and Route 9 and traveling South along Route 9 for approximately 8.9 miles to the intersection of Route 550;
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definition and logic to
customers. It is

gas mains was

as well as not
For all of these reasons, Alternative “E” was not

Route “G” begins in Hamilton Township, Atlantic County and ends at the BL England power plant in Upper Township,
559 / Ocean Heights Ave at the

southeast approximately 6.1 miles to the intersection of the Garden State
to a point just north of

Great Egg
Harbor Bay to a point on Route 9 just north of the intersection of Clay Avenue; then south on Route 9 for

0.1 miles to the intersection of Clay Avenue; then west on Clay Avenue for approximately 0.3 miles to
the BL England Power Plant in Upper Township, Cape May County. This route has been presented by Pinelands

from a 20” diameter pipeline to
a 30” diameter pipeline to meet the volume and capacity demands of SJG’s Atlantic County and Cape May County

This upgrade would operate at a Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure
(MAOP) of 700 psig and begin in the City of Vineland, Cumberland County, just east of Union Road and just north of

ing South Jersey Gas Union Road Station facility and
way east, cross country, for approximately 10.2 miles to the

miles in length but only
In order to provide the

, there are two alternatives. The
first alternative would require an additional 8.4 miles of 24” diameter pipe to be installed from the BL England Facility

This route
would begin at the BL England Facility and travel south through the BL England property to the Atlantic City Electric

thwest to the intersection of Oceanwoods Ave. The
Then the route would travel west

The route
From there, the route would travel

Station and tie into SJG’s existing transmission facilities.

miles of additional pipe starting at the intersection of Clay
Avenue and Route 9 and traveling South along Route 9 for approximately 8.9 miles to the intersection of Route 550;



South Jersey Gas
Route Analysis Addendum II

than northwest on Route 550 approxim
which would provide the redundancy element of the project.

Route “G”, with the upgrade to the Vineland to Mays Landing
England fa
adding redundancy to the Route 50 Pipeline to SJG transmission system
SJG’s 60,000 Cape May County Customers
option adds no redundancy to the Vineland and Mays Landing
142,000 customers located within Atlantic County and Cape May County if a
this segment
depending on the alternative chosen
limited reliability to SJG’s customers.

Results

Environmental

Wetlands, Buffers, Streams, and Open Waters

This route would cross 18 known streams on the entire route and 6 streams on the cross
route. The 10+ mile
wide ROW
is anticipated that the route geometry and exten
impacts and additional wetland buffer impacts
cleared and maintained right
HDDs and J&Bs
portion of the route.

Threatened and Endangered Species

Northern pine snake, barred owl and red
cross-country portion of the ROW
is absent of trees/snags to provide critical habitat for either of these birds
that may provide habitat for northern pine snake
seasonal surveys (spring,
standards of the Pinelands CMP
skimmer, osprey

Engineering and Construction Considerations

This alternative would approach BLE from the west
pipeline crossing through the Pinelands Forest Area and in parallel with the existing Route 50 feeder line to Cape
May County
redundancy as Route “A” because it would not address the vulnerability of the Vineland
alternative would still expose 142,000 SJG customers to
gas service.
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than northwest on Route 550 approxim
which would provide the redundancy element of the project.

”, with the upgrade to the Vineland to Mays Landing
England facility to SJG’s
adding redundancy to the Route 50 Pipeline to SJG transmission system
SJG’s 60,000 Cape May County Customers

adds no redundancy to the Vineland and Mays Landing
142,000 customers located within Atlantic County and Cape May County if a
this segment. Route “G” would be at least 29.1 miles in length, and could be as much as 33.
depending on the alternative chosen
limited reliability to SJG’s customers.

Environmental

Wetlands, Buffers, Streams, and Open Waters

This route would cross 18 known streams on the entire route and 6 streams on the cross
The 10+ mile cross

wide ROW. The project design would utilize HDDs where possible to avoid wetland,
is anticipated that the route geometry and exten
impacts and additional wetland buffer impacts
cleared and maintained right
HDDs and J&Bs. The NJDEP Landscape mapping also includes two vernal pool habitats within the cross
portion of the route.

Threatened and Endangered Species

Northern pine snake, barred owl and red
country portion of the ROW

is absent of trees/snags to provide critical habitat for either of these birds
that may provide habitat for northern pine snake
seasonal surveys (spring,
standards of the Pinelands CMP
skimmer, osprey and least tern.

Engineering and Construction Considerations

This alternative would approach BLE from the west
pipeline crossing through the Pinelands Forest Area and in parallel with the existing Route 50 feeder line to Cape
May County. This alternative would be invasive of
redundancy as Route “A” because it would not address the vulnerability of the Vineland
alternative would still expose 142,000 SJG customers to
gas service.
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than northwest on Route 550 approxim
which would provide the redundancy element of the project.

”, with the upgrade to the Vineland to Mays Landing
cility to SJG’s existing transmission facilities, would provide limited reliability to SJG’s Customers by

adding redundancy to the Route 50 Pipeline to SJG transmission system
SJG’s 60,000 Cape May County Customers

adds no redundancy to the Vineland and Mays Landing
142,000 customers located within Atlantic County and Cape May County if a

” would be at least 29.1 miles in length, and could be as much as 33.
depending on the alternative chosen. The pipeline would
limited reliability to SJG’s customers.

Wetlands, Buffers, Streams, and Open Waters

This route would cross 18 known streams on the entire route and 6 streams on the cross
cross-country segment includes approximately 8.5 acres of mapped wetlands within the 30 foot

The project design would utilize HDDs where possible to avoid wetland,
is anticipated that the route geometry and exten
impacts and additional wetland buffer impacts
cleared and maintained right-of-ways it is anticipated that wetlands and stream im

The NJDEP Landscape mapping also includes two vernal pool habitats within the cross

Threatened and Endangered Species

Northern pine snake, barred owl and red
country portion of the ROW. No impacts to barred owl or red

is absent of trees/snags to provide critical habitat for either of these birds
that may provide habitat for northern pine snake
seasonal surveys (spring, summer, and fall) will likely need to be conducted to demonstrate compliance w
standards of the Pinelands CMP. The eastern segment of this route includes mapped habitat for swamp pink, b

least tern.

Engineering and Construction Considerations

This alternative would approach BLE from the west
pipeline crossing through the Pinelands Forest Area and in parallel with the existing Route 50 feeder line to Cape

This alternative would be invasive of
redundancy as Route “A” because it would not address the vulnerability of the Vineland
alternative would still expose 142,000 SJG customers to

than northwest on Route 550 approximately 3.9 miles to the intersection with an existing South Jersey Gas pipeline
which would provide the redundancy element of the project.

”, with the upgrade to the Vineland to Mays Landing
transmission facilities, would provide limited reliability to SJG’s Customers by

adding redundancy to the Route 50 Pipeline to SJG transmission system
SJG’s 60,000 Cape May County Customers if a service interruption were to occur on the Route 50 Pipeline

adds no redundancy to the Vineland and Mays Landing
142,000 customers located within Atlantic County and Cape May County if a

” would be at least 29.1 miles in length, and could be as much as 33.
The pipeline would

Wetlands, Buffers, Streams, and Open Waters

This route would cross 18 known streams on the entire route and 6 streams on the cross
country segment includes approximately 8.5 acres of mapped wetlands within the 30 foot

The project design would utilize HDDs where possible to avoid wetland,
is anticipated that the route geometry and extent of wetlands would result in approximately
impacts and additional wetland buffer impacts. Since the remaining portions of Route “

ways it is anticipated that wetlands and stream im
The NJDEP Landscape mapping also includes two vernal pool habitats within the cross

Threatened and Endangered Species

Northern pine snake, barred owl and red-headed woodpecker habitat is mapped within or in immediate vicinity of
No impacts to barred owl or red

is absent of trees/snags to provide critical habitat for either of these birds
that may provide habitat for northern pine snake. Open ROWs quite often host populations of Pinelands T/E plants;

and fall) will likely need to be conducted to demonstrate compliance w
The eastern segment of this route includes mapped habitat for swamp pink, b

Engineering and Construction Considerations

This alternative would approach BLE from the west
pipeline crossing through the Pinelands Forest Area and in parallel with the existing Route 50 feeder line to Cape

This alternative would be invasive of the
redundancy as Route “A” because it would not address the vulnerability of the Vineland
alternative would still expose 142,000 SJG customers to
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ately 3.9 miles to the intersection with an existing South Jersey Gas pipeline
which would provide the redundancy element of the project.

”, with the upgrade to the Vineland to Mays Landing Segment
transmission facilities, would provide limited reliability to SJG’s Customers by

adding redundancy to the Route 50 Pipeline to SJG transmission system
if a service interruption were to occur on the Route 50 Pipeline

adds no redundancy to the Vineland and Mays Landing Segment
142,000 customers located within Atlantic County and Cape May County if a

” would be at least 29.1 miles in length, and could be as much as 33.
The pipeline would provide service to the BL England Facility but only

This route would cross 18 known streams on the entire route and 6 streams on the cross
country segment includes approximately 8.5 acres of mapped wetlands within the 30 foot

The project design would utilize HDDs where possible to avoid wetland,
t of wetlands would result in approximately

Since the remaining portions of Route “
ways it is anticipated that wetlands and stream im

The NJDEP Landscape mapping also includes two vernal pool habitats within the cross

woodpecker habitat is mapped within or in immediate vicinity of
No impacts to barred owl or red-

is absent of trees/snags to provide critical habitat for either of these birds
Open ROWs quite often host populations of Pinelands T/E plants;

and fall) will likely need to be conducted to demonstrate compliance w
The eastern segment of this route includes mapped habitat for swamp pink, b

This alternative would approach BLE from the west and north via Route 50 and would involve installation of the
pipeline crossing through the Pinelands Forest Area and in parallel with the existing Route 50 feeder line to Cape

the Pinelands Forest Area and
redundancy as Route “A” because it would not address the vulnerability of the Vineland
alternative would still expose 142,000 SJG customers to the risk of a

ately 3.9 miles to the intersection with an existing South Jersey Gas pipeline

Segment and either Reliability segment from BL
transmission facilities, would provide limited reliability to SJG’s Customers by

adding redundancy to the Route 50 Pipeline to SJG transmission system. This pipeline would provide security for
if a service interruption were to occur on the Route 50 Pipeline

Segment and therefore provides no security to SJG’s
142,000 customers located within Atlantic County and Cape May County if a service interruption were to occur

” would be at least 29.1 miles in length, and could be as much as 33.
provide service to the BL England Facility but only

This route would cross 18 known streams on the entire route and 6 streams on the cross
country segment includes approximately 8.5 acres of mapped wetlands within the 30 foot

The project design would utilize HDDs where possible to avoid wetland,
t of wetlands would result in approximately

Since the remaining portions of Route “
ways it is anticipated that wetlands and stream im

The NJDEP Landscape mapping also includes two vernal pool habitats within the cross

woodpecker habitat is mapped within or in immediate vicinity of
-headed woodpecker are anticipated as the ROW

is absent of trees/snags to provide critical habitat for either of these birds. There are areas of exposed sandy soils
Open ROWs quite often host populations of Pinelands T/E plants;

and fall) will likely need to be conducted to demonstrate compliance w
The eastern segment of this route includes mapped habitat for swamp pink, b

and north via Route 50 and would involve installation of the
pipeline crossing through the Pinelands Forest Area and in parallel with the existing Route 50 feeder line to Cape

Pinelands Forest Area and would not achieve the same level of
redundancy as Route “A” because it would not address the vulnerability of the Vineland

the risk of a single-contingency failure and a lo

ately 3.9 miles to the intersection with an existing South Jersey Gas pipeline

and either Reliability segment from BL
transmission facilities, would provide limited reliability to SJG’s Customers by

This pipeline would provide security for
if a service interruption were to occur on the Route 50 Pipeline

and therefore provides no security to SJG’s
service interruption were to occur

” would be at least 29.1 miles in length, and could be as much as 33.
provide service to the BL England Facility but only

This route would cross 18 known streams on the entire route and 6 streams on the cross-country segment of the
country segment includes approximately 8.5 acres of mapped wetlands within the 30 foot

The project design would utilize HDDs where possible to avoid wetland, buffer, and stream impacts but it
t of wetlands would result in approximately 2.5 acres of wetland

Since the remaining portions of Route “G
ways it is anticipated that wetlands and stream impacts could be avoided by utilizing

The NJDEP Landscape mapping also includes two vernal pool habitats within the cross

woodpecker habitat is mapped within or in immediate vicinity of
headed woodpecker are anticipated as the ROW

here are areas of exposed sandy soils
Open ROWs quite often host populations of Pinelands T/E plants;

and fall) will likely need to be conducted to demonstrate compliance w
The eastern segment of this route includes mapped habitat for swamp pink, b

and north via Route 50 and would involve installation of the
pipeline crossing through the Pinelands Forest Area and in parallel with the existing Route 50 feeder line to Cape

would not achieve the same level of
redundancy as Route “A” because it would not address the vulnerability of the Vineland-Mays Landing Pipeline. This

contingency failure and a lo
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ately 3.9 miles to the intersection with an existing South Jersey Gas pipeline

and either Reliability segment from BL
transmission facilities, would provide limited reliability to SJG’s Customers by

This pipeline would provide security for
if a service interruption were to occur on the Route 50 Pipeline

and therefore provides no security to SJG’s
service interruption were to occur

” would be at least 29.1 miles in length, and could be as much as 33.6 miles in length
provide service to the BL England Facility but only provide

country segment of the
country segment includes approximately 8.5 acres of mapped wetlands within the 30 foot

and stream impacts but it
2.5 acres of wetland
G” are within existing

pacts could be avoided by utilizing
The NJDEP Landscape mapping also includes two vernal pool habitats within the cross–country

woodpecker habitat is mapped within or in immediate vicinity of
headed woodpecker are anticipated as the ROW

here are areas of exposed sandy soils
Open ROWs quite often host populations of Pinelands T/E plants;

and fall) will likely need to be conducted to demonstrate compliance with the floral
The eastern segment of this route includes mapped habitat for swamp pink, b

and north via Route 50 and would involve installation of the
pipeline crossing through the Pinelands Forest Area and in parallel with the existing Route 50 feeder line to Cape

would not achieve the same level of
Mays Landing Pipeline. This

contingency failure and a loss of natural
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ately 3.9 miles to the intersection with an existing South Jersey Gas pipeline

and either Reliability segment from BL
transmission facilities, would provide limited reliability to SJG’s Customers by

This pipeline would provide security for
if a service interruption were to occur on the Route 50 Pipeline. This

and therefore provides no security to SJG’s
service interruption were to occur on

in length
provide

country segment of the
country segment includes approximately 8.5 acres of mapped wetlands within the 30 foot

and stream impacts but it
2.5 acres of wetland

” are within existing
pacts could be avoided by utilizing

country

woodpecker habitat is mapped within or in immediate vicinity of
headed woodpecker are anticipated as the ROW

here are areas of exposed sandy soils
Open ROWs quite often host populations of Pinelands T/E plants;

ith the floral
The eastern segment of this route includes mapped habitat for swamp pink, black

and north via Route 50 and would involve installation of the
pipeline crossing through the Pinelands Forest Area and in parallel with the existing Route 50 feeder line to Cape

would not achieve the same level of
Mays Landing Pipeline. This

ss of natural



South Jersey Gas
Route Analysis Addendum II

The western section of this route, starting on Union Road and extending to Route 50, traverses through an existing
gas ROW.
construct the pipeline
limited construction access for installation of the pipeline
pockets of resid

There are also multiple waterway crossings throughout this area, and HDDs may not feasible in some of these
locations as the route has multiple curves and bends along the alignment. T
the pipe or staging the pipe for the HDD installation without performing additional clearing of trees and potential
wetlands.

The eastern segment of Route “G” includes construction on the Garden State Parkway ROW in
tidal waterway and adjacent coastal wetland and an HDD approximately
the Great Egg harbor Bay to the Route 9 ROW south of the
the sensitiv
drill. There would be significant traffic and community impacts associated with the pipe laydown area on Route 9 for
a distance of approximate

Summary

This route would be
impacts associated with the cross
pipeline parallel
(Attachment

The “No Build” alternative is not considered a viable alternative because it
South Jersey residents and

Route “A” meets the goals of the project, would not have significant environmental or community
cross through Pinelands Forest Management Planning Area.

Route “B” would not meet the
significant wetland and threatened & endangered species impacts,
risks associated with the HDD under Great Egg Harbor Bay
Egg Harbor is not feasible due to geotechnical limitations

Route “C” meets the goals of the project but would have significant wetland and threatened & endangered species
impacts. Large sections of the
acceptable route for the gas pipeline.

Route “D” meets the goals of the project but would have greater community and traffic impacts than Route “A”
route crosses th

Route “E” would not meet the goals of the project because it would only provide limited redundancy and there would
be significant wetland and threatened & endangered speci

South Jersey Gas (225616.00
Route Analysis Addendum II

The western section of this route, starting on Union Road and extending to Route 50, traverses through an existing
. The proposed installation would require clearing and disturbing at least

construct the pipeline. The proposed route traverses through long distances of heavily wooded/forested areas with
limited construction access for installation of the pipeline
pockets of residential yards, and in close proximity to homes and commercial buildings.

There are also multiple waterway crossings throughout this area, and HDDs may not feasible in some of these
locations as the route has multiple curves and bends along the alignment. T
the pipe or staging the pipe for the HDD installation without performing additional clearing of trees and potential

The eastern segment of Route “G” includes construction on the Garden State Parkway ROW in
tidal waterway and adjacent coastal wetland and an HDD approximately
the Great Egg harbor Bay to the Route 9 ROW south of the
the sensitive ecosystem of the Bay in the event of a drilling fluid return to the surface or other difficulty completing the

There would be significant traffic and community impacts associated with the pipe laydown area on Route 9 for
a distance of approximate

This route would be approximately
impacts associated with the cross
pipeline parallel to and within the Garden State Parkway ROW

ment 6) are consid

The “No Build” alternative is not considered a viable alternative because it
South Jersey residents and

Route “A” meets the goals of the project, would not have significant environmental or community
cross through Pinelands Forest Management Planning Area.

Route “B” would not meet the
significant wetland and threatened & endangered species impacts,

associated with the HDD under Great Egg Harbor Bay
Egg Harbor is not feasible due to geotechnical limitations

Route “C” meets the goals of the project but would have significant wetland and threatened & endangered species
Large sections of the

acceptable route for the gas pipeline.

Route “D” meets the goals of the project but would have greater community and traffic impacts than Route “A”
route crosses through the Pinelands Forest Management Area and is 15 miles longer than Route “A”.

would not meet the goals of the project because it would only provide limited redundancy and there would
be significant wetland and threatened & endangered speci

225616.00)
Route Analysis Addendum II

The western section of this route, starting on Union Road and extending to Route 50, traverses through an existing
The proposed installation would require clearing and disturbing at least

The proposed route traverses through long distances of heavily wooded/forested areas with
limited construction access for installation of the pipeline

ential yards, and in close proximity to homes and commercial buildings.

There are also multiple waterway crossings throughout this area, and HDDs may not feasible in some of these
locations as the route has multiple curves and bends along the alignment. T
the pipe or staging the pipe for the HDD installation without performing additional clearing of trees and potential

The eastern segment of Route “G” includes construction on the Garden State Parkway ROW in
tidal waterway and adjacent coastal wetland and an HDD approximately
the Great Egg harbor Bay to the Route 9 ROW south of the

e ecosystem of the Bay in the event of a drilling fluid return to the surface or other difficulty completing the
There would be significant traffic and community impacts associated with the pipe laydown area on Route 9 for

a distance of approximately 4350 feet south of Clay Avenue.

approximately 11.9
impacts associated with the cross-country portion of the this route, the prohibition to install a high pressure gas

and within the Garden State Parkway ROW
considered fatal flaws in this route, therefore

The “No Build” alternative is not considered a viable alternative because it
South Jersey residents and would not meet the needs and goals of this project.

Route “A” meets the goals of the project, would not have significant environmental or community
cross through Pinelands Forest Management Planning Area.

Route “B” would not meet the goals of the project because it would only provide limited redundancy
significant wetland and threatened & endangered species impacts,

associated with the HDD under Great Egg Harbor Bay
Egg Harbor is not feasible due to geotechnical limitations

Route “C” meets the goals of the project but would have significant wetland and threatened & endangered species
Large sections of the railroad ROW have overgrown so it is not considered an improved right

acceptable route for the gas pipeline.

Route “D” meets the goals of the project but would have greater community and traffic impacts than Route “A”
rough the Pinelands Forest Management Area and is 15 miles longer than Route “A”.

would not meet the goals of the project because it would only provide limited redundancy and there would
be significant wetland and threatened & endangered speci

The western section of this route, starting on Union Road and extending to Route 50, traverses through an existing
The proposed installation would require clearing and disturbing at least

The proposed route traverses through long distances of heavily wooded/forested areas with
limited construction access for installation of the pipeline

ential yards, and in close proximity to homes and commercial buildings.

There are also multiple waterway crossings throughout this area, and HDDs may not feasible in some of these
locations as the route has multiple curves and bends along the alignment. T
the pipe or staging the pipe for the HDD installation without performing additional clearing of trees and potential

The eastern segment of Route “G” includes construction on the Garden State Parkway ROW in
tidal waterway and adjacent coastal wetland and an HDD approximately
the Great Egg harbor Bay to the Route 9 ROW south of the

e ecosystem of the Bay in the event of a drilling fluid return to the surface or other difficulty completing the
There would be significant traffic and community impacts associated with the pipe laydown area on Route 9 for

feet south of Clay Avenue.

11.9 miles longer than Route “A”.
country portion of the this route, the prohibition to install a high pressure gas

and within the Garden State Parkway ROW
ered fatal flaws in this route, therefore

Conclusion

The “No Build” alternative is not considered a viable alternative because it
would not meet the needs and goals of this project.

Route “A” meets the goals of the project, would not have significant environmental or community
cross through Pinelands Forest Management Planning Area.

goals of the project because it would only provide limited redundancy
significant wetland and threatened & endangered species impacts,

associated with the HDD under Great Egg Harbor Bay
Egg Harbor is not feasible due to geotechnical limitations

Route “C” meets the goals of the project but would have significant wetland and threatened & endangered species
railroad ROW have overgrown so it is not considered an improved right

Route “D” meets the goals of the project but would have greater community and traffic impacts than Route “A”
rough the Pinelands Forest Management Area and is 15 miles longer than Route “A”.

would not meet the goals of the project because it would only provide limited redundancy and there would
be significant wetland and threatened & endangered speci
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The western section of this route, starting on Union Road and extending to Route 50, traverses through an existing
The proposed installation would require clearing and disturbing at least

The proposed route traverses through long distances of heavily wooded/forested areas with
limited construction access for installation of the pipeline. The western portion of this route would also pass through

ential yards, and in close proximity to homes and commercial buildings.

There are also multiple waterway crossings throughout this area, and HDDs may not feasible in some of these
locations as the route has multiple curves and bends along the alignment. T
the pipe or staging the pipe for the HDD installation without performing additional clearing of trees and potential

The eastern segment of Route “G” includes construction on the Garden State Parkway ROW in
tidal waterway and adjacent coastal wetland and an HDD approximately
the Great Egg harbor Bay to the Route 9 ROW south of the Bay, which would present several unacceptable risks to

e ecosystem of the Bay in the event of a drilling fluid return to the surface or other difficulty completing the
There would be significant traffic and community impacts associated with the pipe laydown area on Route 9 for

feet south of Clay Avenue.

miles longer than Route “A”.
country portion of the this route, the prohibition to install a high pressure gas

and within the Garden State Parkway ROW (NJ Turnpike
ered fatal flaws in this route, therefore this route is not a feasible alternative.

Conclusion

The “No Build” alternative is not considered a viable alternative because it
would not meet the needs and goals of this project.

Route “A” meets the goals of the project, would not have significant environmental or community
cross through Pinelands Forest Management Planning Area.

goals of the project because it would only provide limited redundancy
significant wetland and threatened & endangered species impacts,

associated with the HDD under Great Egg Harbor Bay and based on Dr. Bennett’s report an HDD under Great
Egg Harbor is not feasible due to geotechnical limitations.

Route “C” meets the goals of the project but would have significant wetland and threatened & endangered species
railroad ROW have overgrown so it is not considered an improved right

Route “D” meets the goals of the project but would have greater community and traffic impacts than Route “A”
rough the Pinelands Forest Management Area and is 15 miles longer than Route “A”.

would not meet the goals of the project because it would only provide limited redundancy and there would
be significant wetland and threatened & endangered species impacts.

The western section of this route, starting on Union Road and extending to Route 50, traverses through an existing
The proposed installation would require clearing and disturbing at least

The proposed route traverses through long distances of heavily wooded/forested areas with
The western portion of this route would also pass through

ential yards, and in close proximity to homes and commercial buildings.

There are also multiple waterway crossings throughout this area, and HDDs may not feasible in some of these
locations as the route has multiple curves and bends along the alignment. There would be no access for laying out
the pipe or staging the pipe for the HDD installation without performing additional clearing of trees and potential

The eastern segment of Route “G” includes construction on the Garden State Parkway ROW in
tidal waterway and adjacent coastal wetland and an HDD approximately 8,700 feet long from the GSP Row north of

, which would present several unacceptable risks to
e ecosystem of the Bay in the event of a drilling fluid return to the surface or other difficulty completing the

There would be significant traffic and community impacts associated with the pipe laydown area on Route 9 for

miles longer than Route “A”. The significant wetland
country portion of the this route, the prohibition to install a high pressure gas

(NJ Turnpike Authority letter dated July 14, 2014
this route is not a feasible alternative.

The “No Build” alternative is not considered a viable alternative because it would
would not meet the needs and goals of this project.

Route “A” meets the goals of the project, would not have significant environmental or community

goals of the project because it would only provide limited redundancy
significant wetland and threatened & endangered species impacts, and significant

nd based on Dr. Bennett’s report an HDD under Great

Route “C” meets the goals of the project but would have significant wetland and threatened & endangered species
railroad ROW have overgrown so it is not considered an improved right

Route “D” meets the goals of the project but would have greater community and traffic impacts than Route “A”
rough the Pinelands Forest Management Area and is 15 miles longer than Route “A”.

would not meet the goals of the project because it would only provide limited redundancy and there would
es impacts.

The western section of this route, starting on Union Road and extending to Route 50, traverses through an existing
The proposed installation would require clearing and disturbing at least a 30 ft. wide

The proposed route traverses through long distances of heavily wooded/forested areas with
The western portion of this route would also pass through

ential yards, and in close proximity to homes and commercial buildings.

There are also multiple waterway crossings throughout this area, and HDDs may not feasible in some of these
here would be no access for laying out

the pipe or staging the pipe for the HDD installation without performing additional clearing of trees and potential

The eastern segment of Route “G” includes construction on the Garden State Parkway ROW including HDDs under
00 feet long from the GSP Row north of

, which would present several unacceptable risks to
e ecosystem of the Bay in the event of a drilling fluid return to the surface or other difficulty completing the

There would be significant traffic and community impacts associated with the pipe laydown area on Route 9 for

he significant wetland
country portion of the this route, the prohibition to install a high pressure gas

Authority letter dated July 14, 2014
this route is not a feasible alternative.

would produce unacceptable risks for

Route “A” meets the goals of the project, would not have significant environmental or community

goals of the project because it would only provide limited redundancy
significant engineering and environmental

nd based on Dr. Bennett’s report an HDD under Great

Route “C” meets the goals of the project but would have significant wetland and threatened & endangered species
railroad ROW have overgrown so it is not considered an improved right

Route “D” meets the goals of the project but would have greater community and traffic impacts than Route “A”
rough the Pinelands Forest Management Area and is 15 miles longer than Route “A”.

would not meet the goals of the project because it would only provide limited redundancy and there would

Woodard & Curran
April

The western section of this route, starting on Union Road and extending to Route 50, traverses through an existing
wide clearing in ord

The proposed route traverses through long distances of heavily wooded/forested areas with
The western portion of this route would also pass through

There are also multiple waterway crossings throughout this area, and HDDs may not feasible in some of these
here would be no access for laying out

the pipe or staging the pipe for the HDD installation without performing additional clearing of trees and potential

cluding HDDs under
00 feet long from the GSP Row north of

, which would present several unacceptable risks to
e ecosystem of the Bay in the event of a drilling fluid return to the surface or other difficulty completing the

There would be significant traffic and community impacts associated with the pipe laydown area on Route 9 for

he significant wetland impacts and T&
country portion of the this route, the prohibition to install a high pressure gas

Authority letter dated July 14, 2014
this route is not a feasible alternative.

produce unacceptable risks for

Route “A” meets the goals of the project, would not have significant environmental or community impacts, but does

goals of the project because it would only provide limited redundancy. There would be
engineering and environmental

nd based on Dr. Bennett’s report an HDD under Great

Route “C” meets the goals of the project but would have significant wetland and threatened & endangered species
railroad ROW have overgrown so it is not considered an improved right-of-way or an

Route “D” meets the goals of the project but would have greater community and traffic impacts than Route “A”
rough the Pinelands Forest Management Area and is 15 miles longer than Route “A”.

would not meet the goals of the project because it would only provide limited redundancy and there would

Woodard & Curran
April 2015

The western section of this route, starting on Union Road and extending to Route 50, traverses through an existing
in order to

The proposed route traverses through long distances of heavily wooded/forested areas with
The western portion of this route would also pass through

There are also multiple waterway crossings throughout this area, and HDDs may not feasible in some of these
here would be no access for laying out

the pipe or staging the pipe for the HDD installation without performing additional clearing of trees and potential

cluding HDDs under a
00 feet long from the GSP Row north of

, which would present several unacceptable risks to
e ecosystem of the Bay in the event of a drilling fluid return to the surface or other difficulty completing the

There would be significant traffic and community impacts associated with the pipe laydown area on Route 9 for

and T&E
country portion of the this route, the prohibition to install a high pressure gas

Authority letter dated July 14, 2014 –

produce unacceptable risks for

but does

There would be
engineering and environmental

nd based on Dr. Bennett’s report an HDD under Great

Route “C” meets the goals of the project but would have significant wetland and threatened & endangered species
way or an

Route “D” meets the goals of the project but would have greater community and traffic impacts than Route “A”. This

would not meet the goals of the project because it would only provide limited redundancy and there would
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Route “F” would not meet the goals of the project because it would only provide limited redundancy and there would
be significant wetland and threatened & endangered species impacts.

Route “G” would not meet the goals of the project because i
significant wetland and threatened & endangered species impacts, and significant engineering and environmental
risks associated with the HDD under Great Egg Harbor Bay.

The goals
142,000 customers in Cape May and Atlantic Counties
and of these
significant adverse
Alternative, avoid
”D” and would have less adverse community and traffic impacts
Areas and
implementation of the project.
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Route “F” would not meet the goals of the project because it would only provide limited redundancy and there would
be significant wetland and threatened & endangered species impacts.

Route “G” would not meet the goals of the project because i
significant wetland and threatened & endangered species impacts, and significant engineering and environmental
risks associated with the HDD under Great Egg Harbor Bay.

of the project
142,000 customers in Cape May and Atlantic Counties

these three alternatives
significant adverse environmental impacts
Alternative, avoid construction in
”D” and would have less adverse community and traffic impacts
Areas and includes increased stream and open water crossings

entation of the project.
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Route Analysis Addendum II

Route “F” would not meet the goals of the project because it would only provide limited redundancy and there would
be significant wetland and threatened & endangered species impacts.

Route “G” would not meet the goals of the project because i
significant wetland and threatened & endangered species impacts, and significant engineering and environmental
risks associated with the HDD under Great Egg Harbor Bay.

of the project are to provide natural gas to the BL England power plant and to provide redundancy to
142,000 customers in Cape May and Atlantic Counties

three alternatives, Route “
environmental impacts

construction in the Pinelands Forest Management Area.
”D” and would have less adverse community and traffic impacts

increased stream and open water crossings
entation of the project.

Route “F” would not meet the goals of the project because it would only provide limited redundancy and there would
be significant wetland and threatened & endangered species impacts.

Route “G” would not meet the goals of the project because i
significant wetland and threatened & endangered species impacts, and significant engineering and environmental
risks associated with the HDD under Great Egg Harbor Bay.

to provide natural gas to the BL England power plant and to provide redundancy to
142,000 customers in Cape May and Atlantic Counties

Route “C” has significant en
environmental impacts except “A” and “D”

the Pinelands Forest Management Area.
”D” and would have less adverse community and traffic impacts

increased stream and open water crossings
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Route “F” would not meet the goals of the project because it would only provide limited redundancy and there would
be significant wetland and threatened & endangered species impacts.

Route “G” would not meet the goals of the project because it would only provide limited redundancy
significant wetland and threatened & endangered species impacts, and significant engineering and environmental
risks associated with the HDD under Great Egg Harbor Bay.

to provide natural gas to the BL England power plant and to provide redundancy to
142,000 customers in Cape May and Atlantic Counties. Only Routes “A”, “C”

significant environmental impacts
except “A” and “D”. None of the alternative routes, including the No Build

the Pinelands Forest Management Area.
”D” and would have less adverse community and traffic impacts. Route “D” does not avoid Pinelands Forest Planning

increased stream and open water crossings.

Route “F” would not meet the goals of the project because it would only provide limited redundancy and there would
be significant wetland and threatened & endangered species impacts.

t would only provide limited redundancy
significant wetland and threatened & endangered species impacts, and significant engineering and environmental

to provide natural gas to the BL England power plant and to provide redundancy to
Only Routes “A”, “C” and “D” meet the goals of the project

vironmental impacts
None of the alternative routes, including the No Build

the Pinelands Forest Management Area. Route “A” is 15
Route “D” does not avoid Pinelands Forest Planning

. Therefore, Route “A”

Route “F” would not meet the goals of the project because it would only provide limited redundancy and there would

t would only provide limited redundancy
significant wetland and threatened & endangered species impacts, and significant engineering and environmental

to provide natural gas to the BL England power plant and to provide redundancy to
and “D” meet the goals of the project

vironmental impacts. All other routes also include
None of the alternative routes, including the No Build

Route “A” is 15 miles shorter than Route
Route “D” does not avoid Pinelands Forest Planning

Route “A” is the Preferred Route for

Woodard & Curran
April

Route “F” would not meet the goals of the project because it would only provide limited redundancy and there would

t would only provide limited redundancy. There would be
significant wetland and threatened & endangered species impacts, and significant engineering and environmental

to provide natural gas to the BL England power plant and to provide redundancy to
and “D” meet the goals of the project

All other routes also include
None of the alternative routes, including the No Build

miles shorter than Route
Route “D” does not avoid Pinelands Forest Planning

the Preferred Route for

Woodard & Curran
April 2015

Route “F” would not meet the goals of the project because it would only provide limited redundancy and there would

There would be
significant wetland and threatened & endangered species impacts, and significant engineering and environmental

to provide natural gas to the BL England power plant and to provide redundancy to
and “D” meet the goals of the project,

All other routes also include
None of the alternative routes, including the No Build

miles shorter than Route
Route “D” does not avoid Pinelands Forest Planning

the Preferred Route for
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Operational Scope for Horizontal Directional Drilling

(HDD) 24 inch Pipe

Horizontal Directional Drilling (HDD) of 24” steel pipe is a monumental undertaking that requires a

significant amount of open surface area for staging and operations . The operation is divided into two

locations, each with its own requirements. On one side of the HDD, the entry pit and the equipment

necessary for the drilling operation will be located in the staging area. The exit pit and the lay down

area for the 24” pipe will be located at the opposite end of the HDD. This summary shall provide some

perspective on the scope and logisitics of the HDD operation in regards to the staging and lay down

areas.

The project contains numerous drills varying in length from 800 to 5500 linear feet. No two drills are

ever the same regardless if they are the same length. Each drill has its own hurdles that must be

overcome but when planning for a drill there are guidelines that should be applied. The North American

Society for Trenchless Technology (NASTT) has published Horizontal Directional Drilling: Good Practices

Guidelines and is considered the industry standard when determining space requirements for a HDD

pipeline. These guidelines will assist in providing a better understanding of the scope and operations

associated with a HDD.

The guidelines recommend the staging area be 50 to 150 feet wide and 150 to 250 feet long for large

diameter applications. This is due to the equipment necessary for the operation to be a success. The

staging area will need space for the Drill Rig, the trailer containing the drill pipe, the power unit, the

control cab, the boom truck, mud tanks and pumps, solids containers, water storage tanks, equipment

trailers and storage trailers. The figure below illustrates the ideal placement of how the equipment

should be staged at the entry point.

The following picture provides a more realistic view of how the equipment will be staged. The width of

the staging for that drill is equivalent to 4 tractor trailers side by side in a parking lot (approximately 40



feet wide). The first trailer would be the control cab, the power unit, the mud tanks and pumps. The

next trailer is the drilling rig itself. Then there is the trailer with the drill pipe and finally we have the

excavator which is used to load and unload the drill pipe from the trailer to the drill rig. The remaining

equipment needed for the operation does not need to be in the immediate vicinity of the drilling

operation. The contractor will work within the constraints of the space provided.

This final picture depicts the lay down area for a large diameter HDD in an urban environment.



The guidelines recommend the lay down area be at least 40 feet wide and the length of the drill. The

width is necessary to allow for the welding of the pipe and for the crane and sideboom equipment

necessary to assist when the pipe is being pulled through the drilled hole. The guidelines recommend

that the length of the lay down area be the entire length of the drill so that once the pullback of the pipe

begins, the operator does not need to interrupt the pullback of the pipe to allow for segments to be

welded together. Once the pullback begins, it is important to keep the interruptions to the process at

an absolute minimum.

As the figure and pictures illustrate, the HDD process requires a significant amount of space and

equipment. Despite the scale of the operation, the disturbance that is saved by using this construction

technique is even greater. Despite the size of the operation necessary to use HDD technology, it is

worth it to avoid trenching between the entry and exit points, which can be as much as a mile apart.

Projects are able to move forward while still protecting environmentally sensitive areas through the use

of this technology.
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Table 1: South Jersey Gas - BL England Gas Pipeline Route Analysis Summary

Route A Route B Route C Route D Route E Route F Route G

Total Route Length (miles) 21.7 29.1 29 36.8 29.1 35.7 33.6

Width of pavement &

maintained shoulder
30 to 50 0- 30 0-50 30-50 0-50 0-50 0-175

Construction & Engineering

Considerations

roads, utility ROW, HDDs Significant HDD 7000

ft under bay, 10.2

miles of cross country

installation , narrow

roads very limited

work area

5.9 miles of cross

country re-forested

area within

Pinelands; HDDs

Traffic and

community impacts

on Route 9 and

Route 47

10.2 miles of cross

country installation,

traffic and

community impacts

from HDD in

Tuckahoe,

construction timing

conflict with Route 50

road improvements

15.5 miles of cross

country installation,

traffic and

community impacts

from HDD in

Tuckahoe ,

construction timing

conflict with Route

50 improvements

Significant HDD

approx 8,700 feet,

10.2 miles of cross

country installation ,

Parkway ROW use

not attainable, utility

and traffic conflicts

on 8.9 miles of Route

9, significant traffic

and community

impacts from pipe

laydown on Route 9

Wetland Impacts (acres) 0.0 ac 7.7 ac 1.7 ac 0.0 ac 2.5 ac 3.0 ac 2.5 ac

Stream/open water crossings
16 21 10 27 20 18 18

HDD Sections 30 6 11 19 10 11 11

T&E Species Potentially

Affected

bald eagle, barred owl,

black crowned night

heron, black skimmer,

cattle egret, red headed

woodpecker, osprey

bald eagle, black

crowned night heron,

black skimmer, cattle

egret, osprey,

northern pine snake,

red-headed

woodpecker, barred

owl

northern pine

snake, swamp pink,

barred owl, Cope's

gray treefrog,

frosted elfin

swamp pink,

sensitive joint-vetch

northern pine snake,

barred owl and red-

headed woodpecker

barred owl, eastern

tiger salamander,

pine barrens tree

frog, bald eagle,

osprey, black

skimmer, cattle

egret, least tern,

black-crowned

night-heron

northern pine snake,

barred owl and red-

headed woodpecker,

swamp pink, black

skimmer, osprey,

least tern

Potential Adverse Effect on

T&E

No; minor ROW edge

temporary disturbance

and minor tree clearing

only

Yes; significant

impacts to coastal

wetland habitat,

potential impact to

Pine snake habitat

Yes; significant

clearing (approx. 36

acres) of T&E

habitat required

No; minor ROW

edge temporary

disturbance and

minor tree clearing

only

Yes, potential impact

on Pine snake habitat

Yes, significant

impact on

freshwater

wetlands habitat

and ROW clearing

Yes, potential impact

on Pine snake

habitat

Length through PC Forest

Planning Area
10.17 miles 7.2 miles 14.5 miles 12.6 miles 7.3 miles 13 miles 7.2 miles
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PJM©20141

Transmission Expansion Advisory Committee

April 10, 2014

PJM TEAC 4/10/2014



PJM©2014 2 

Interregional Planning Update 

PJM TEAC 4/10/2014 



PJM©2014 3 

EIPC non-grant 2014 Analysis 
• Stakeholder WebEx March 25 
• Stakeholder proposed scenarios 

– Winter stressed case (EIPC sample) 
– Spring stressed case (EIPC sample) 
– Severe drought (EISPC) 
– Update rollup case (NYISO PSC) 
– Indian Point and increased gas generation (NYISO PSC) 
– Increased gas generation (NYISO PSC) 
– High transmission build-out (NYISO PSC) 
– Nuclear shutdown (EISPC) 

 
PJM TEAC 4/10/2014 



PJM©2014 4 

EIPC Future Direction Discussion  

• NERC power flow compliance responsibility 
• DOE congestion study data collection 
• 2015/16 Work Plan possibilities 

– 10 year map 
– Rollup (add winter case), engage NERC process 
– Scenarios 
– Production Cost  

PJM TEAC 4/10/2014 
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Interregional Planning Studies (not including JCM) 
• NCTPC 

– Study requested by NCUC 
– Reliability and Economic impact of BRA resources 
– Scope under development 
– 2014 target completion 

• PJM/MISO Joint Planning Study 
– Futures 1, 2, 3 
– No Future 1 projects pass yet 
– Futures 2 and 3 still being checked 
– Stakeholder comments still being evaluated 

PJM TEAC 4/10/2014 
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Reliability Analysis Update 

 

 

PJM TEAC 4/10/2014 
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Winter Peak Study Update  

PJM TEAC 4/10/2014 
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• Winter Study case 
– Same topology as 2019 Summer Peak case 
– External model using MMWG winter model 
– Winter Rating and Winter load profile submitted from TO 
– PJM Winter load forecast 
– Generation dispatch based on capacity factor during winter peak hours 
– Area interchange (Firm transfer Vs Historical metered data will be compared) 

• Study Methodology  
– Deliverability test similar to light load test with different ramping level 
– CETO test (gas line contingency will be included) 

 

2019 Winter Study Update 

PJM TEAC 4/10/2014 
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2018 CETO/CETL Values 

PJM TEAC 4/10/2014 
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• Brattle recommendation for an annual “CETL forecast” 
 

• 2013 RTEP Assumptions 
– Include transmission approved by the PJM Board through 

December 2013 
 

• 2018 CETO/CETL values based on 2013 RTEP assumptions 
 

• Limiting facilities identified 

Brattle Recommendation 

PJM TEAC 4/10/2014 
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Year 2018 RTEP Base Case CETO/CETL Values 

PJM TEAC 4/10/2014 

2018 RTEP Base Case CETO & CETL Values 
Area 

MW 
CETL/CETO % Limiting Facility Violation Type 

CETO CETL 
AE 1130 2322 205.5% Voltage violation for the loss of Orchard - Cumberland 230 kV circuit Voltage 

AEP 1260 >4222 335.1%     
APS 3740 >7652 204.6%     
ATSI 4970 8470 170.4% South Canton - Harmon 345 kV circuit Thermal 
BGE 4350 6217 142.9% Pumphrey  230/115  kV Thermal 

CLEVELAND 3350 4940 147.5% South Canton - Harmon 345 kV circuit Thermal 
COMED 2290 7020 306.6% University Park – East Frankfort 345kV circuit Thermal 
DAYTON 970 >1455 150.0%     

DLCO 1520 >2280 150.0%     
DPL 980 >1470 150.0%     

DPL SOUTH 1440 1869 129.8% Easton - Trappe Tap 69 kV circuit Thermal 
DEOK 3760 5065 134.7% Pierce - Beckjord 138 kV  circuit '1887' Thermal 
EKPC 250 >574 229.6%     

EMAAC 6140 9315 151.7% Voltage collapse for the loss of the Keeney - Rock Springs 500 kV circuit Voltage 
JCPL 3370 >5055 150.0%     
MAAC 4420 7393 167.3% Bristers - Ox 500 kV circuit Thermal 

METED 1290 2954 229.0% Yorkana 230/115 kV transformer Thermal 
PECO 3260 >6172 189.3%     

PENELEC 600 >1083 180.5%     
PEPCO 3740 5359 143.3% Voltage collapse for the loss of Burches Hill - Possum Point 500 kV circuit Voltage 

PJM WEST 8210 >12135 147.8%     
PLGRP 1310 4336 331.0% Wescosville 500/138 kV transformer Thermal 
PSEG 6080 6700 110.2% Roseland - Wilpipe 230 kV 230 kV circuit Thermal 

PSEG NORTH 2370 2795 117.9% Roseland - Wilpipe 230 kV 230 kV circuit Thermal 
SWMAAC 5880 8053 137.0% Voltage collapse for the loss of Burches Hill - Possum Point 500 kV circuit Voltage 

VAP -540 >2089 386.9%     
WMAAC -5010 >-1638 32.7%     
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2020 Summer Peak Study Results 
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• 2020 (Year 8) summer peak case studied as part of the 2012 RTEP 
 

• 2020 (Year 7) summer peak case studied as part of the 2013 RTEP 
 

• Based on this study, no longer lead time system reinforcements 
recommended at this time 

 

• 2022 (Year 8) summer peak base case will be created as part of the 
2014 RTEP 

2020 Summer Peak Study Result 

PJM TEAC 4/10/2014 
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2020 Summer Thermal Analysis 
Single Contingency Result 

Fr Bus Fr Name To Bus To Name CKT KVs Areas 100% Year 

219110 GLOUCSTR_2 219753 CUTHBERT_2 1 230/230 PSEG 2020 
219108 CUTHBERT 219125 CAMDEN 2 230/230 PSEG 2021 
314074 6POSSUM 314096 6WOODB A 1 230/230 DOMINION 2028 
214206 RICHMRE29 213922 RICHMOND 1 230/230 PECO 2026 
314074 6POSSUM 314029 6DUMFRES 1 230/230 DOMINION 2024 
232004 MILF_230 232001 COOLSPGS 1 230/230 DPL 2025 
219754 CUTHBERT_3 219125 CAMDEN 1 230/230 PSEG 2020 
219110 GLOUCSTR_2 219755 CUTHBERT_4 2 230/230 PSEG 2020 
213519 CONOWG01 231006 COLOR_PE 1 230/230 PECO/DPL 2027 
231004 RL_230 232002 CEDAR CK 1 230/230 DPL 2020 
213520 CONOWG03 213844 NOTTNGHM 1 230/230 PECO 2026 

                

Tower Contingency Result 
Fr Bus Fr Name To Bus To Name CKT KVs Areas 100% Year 

217079 ESSEX 217061 KRNY_4-6 1 230/230 PSEG 2029 
314094 6WOODBR 314067 6OCCOQUN 1 230/230 DOMINION 2026 
314074 6POSSUM 314029 6DUMFRES 1 230/230 DOMINION 2024 
314171 6BRAMBL 314006 6ASHBURA 1 230/230 DOMINION 2023 
208040 MONT 208034 MILT 1 230/230 PPL 2025 
905190 W4-021 TAP 206292 28FRENEAU 1 230/230 JCPL 2028 
206314 28RED OAKA 206305 28RAR RVR 1 230/230 JCPL 2026 

PJM TEAC 4/10/2014 
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Supplemental Projects 
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ATSI Transmission Zone 
• Supplemental Project 

 
• Associated work in the PJM ATSI transmission 

zone for MISO MTEP13 project  
– 4292: Allen Junction (FE) – Lenawee (ITC) 

345kV Tie Line – MTEP13  
– ITC will be creating a new 345/138kV 

substation named Lenawee 
– The existing Beecher - Whiting 138kV, 

Beecher-Samaria 138kV, and the Allen 
Junction – Milan - Monroe 345kV lines will 
loop into the new substation. 

– The Milan/Monroe 345kV line exit at Allen 
Junction will be converted to the Lenawee 
345kV line exit. 

 
• PJM Supplemental:  Upgrade the equipment on 

the existing Milan/Monroe 345kV line in order to 
become compatible with the new relaying & 
equipment at Lenawee (S0693) 

• Projected IS Date: 4/1/2015  

  PJM TEAC 4/10/2014 
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Generation Deactivation Notification  

Update  

PJM TEAC 4/10/2014 
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Deactivation Status 

Unit(s) Transmission Zone Requested Deactivation 
Date 

PJM Reliability Status 

McKee Units 1 & 2 
(17MWs each) 

DPL 5/31/2017 Reliability analysis 
complete.  No impacts 
identified.  

Dale Units 1-4 
(193MWs total) 

 

EKPC 4/16/2015 Reliability analysis 
underway 

PJM TEAC 4/10/2014 
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Generation Retirements 
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At Risk Generation Analysis 
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Generator At Risk Analysis 
• BL England unit 2: 155MW 
• BL England unit 3: 148.9MW 
 

– ACE Transmission Zone  
– 288 MW Total 
– Study Year: 2015 
 
 

• BL England unit 1 & diesels 
were modeled offline in this 
study as it was already 
studied for deactivation 
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ACE Transmission Zone 
• N-1-1 Violation 
• The DENNIS  230/138kV transformer is 

overloaded to 119.35% and DENNIS – 
CORSON 2 138kV line is overloaded to 
114.37% for the loss of the New 
Freedom to Cardiff 230 kV line 
(CONTINGENCY 'NEWFDM-CARD' ) followed by the 
loss of Corson 3 – Union 138kV line 
(CONTINGENCY 'CORSON-UNION' ) 

• The MDLE TP – BLE 138kV line is 
overloaded to 102.81% for the loss of 
New Freedom – Cardiff 230 kV line 
followed by the loss of Oyster Creek – 
Cedar 230 kV line 

• Install new Dennis 230/69kV transformer 
• Cost Estimate: $15.2M 
• Required IS Date: 6/1/2015 
• Expected IS Date: 6/01/2016 
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ACE Transmission Zone 

• N-1-1 Violation 
• The CORSON 2 - CORSON 1 138kV line is 

overloaded to 115.97% for the loss of the New 
Freedom to Cardiff 230 kV line (CONTINGENCY 
'NEWFDM-CARD' ) followed by the loss of Corson 2 
– MDLE TP kV 138kV line ('228107(CORSON 2)-
228111(MDLE TP)_1' ) 

• The CORSON 2 - MDLE TP 138kV line is 
overloaded to 114.31% for the loss of New 
Freedom – Cardiff 230 kV line followed by the 
loss of Corson 1 – Corson 2 138kV line 
(CONTINGENCY '228106(CORSON 1)-228107(CORSON 2)_1') 

• Upgrade 138kV and 69kV breakers at Corson 
substation  

• Cost Estimate: $0.8M 
• Required IS Date: 6/1/2015 
• Expected IS Date: 6/01/2016 

PJM TEAC 4/10/2014 
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ACE Transmission Zone 

• N-1-1 Violation 
• The SHRMAN#3 - LINCOLN 138kV 

line is overloaded to 103.22% for the 
loss of the Dennis – Corson 2 138kV 
(CONTINGENCY 'DENN-COR' ) followed by 
the loss of Union – Cumberland 
138kV line (CONTINGENCY 
'228210(UNION)-228262(CUMB)_1') 

• Reconductor 2.74 miles Sherman-
Lincoln 138 kV line 

• Sherman substation work  
– Cost Estimate: $0.11M 

• Lincoln substation work  
– Cost Estimate: $0.11M 

• Cost Estimate: $4.0M 
• Required IS Date: 6/1/2015 
• Expected IS Date: 6/01/2016 
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ACE Transmission Zone 
Multiple N-1-1 Thermal and N-1-1 Voltage 
magnitude and drop violations in ACE area 
are addressed by this set of upgrades  

 

• IS Date 6/1/2015 
• Expected IS Date: 6/01/2018-06/01/2019 
• Rebuild and reconfigure existing 138 kV line to 

establish a new New Orchard – Cardiff 230kV 
line 

– Cost Estimate: $57.0M 
• New Upper Pittsgrove – Lewis 138kV line 

– Cost Estimate: $28.0M 
• New Cardiff – Lewis #2 138kV line  

– Cost Estimate: $3.5M 
• Orchard substation work to accommodate new 

Orchard – Cardiff 230kV line  
– Cost Estimate: $3.6M 

• Upper Pittsgrove substation work  
– Cost Estimate: $0.05M 

 
Continues on the next slide… 
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ACE Transmission Zone 
Continued from the previous slide: 

• Landis substation work to convert Landis to a ring 
bus and connect 3 lines to it 

– Cost Estimate: $13.4M 
• Dorothy substation work – replace two switches 

with breakers 
– Cost Estimate: $4.0M 

• Cardiff substation work to accommodate new 
Orchard – Cardiff 230kV line and new Cardiff – 
Lewis 138kV line  

– Cost Estimate: $16.4M 
• Lewis substation work  

– Cost Estimate: $0.1M 
• Environmental  

– Cost Estimate: $2M 
Note: These upgrades will use existing ROW and will also 
address significant existing age and condition issue of 40 
mile 138 kV double circuit tower line. 
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ACE Transmission Zone 

• Short term solution to multiple 
N-1-1 Voltage Violation in ACE 
area is to install a 100 MVAr 
capacitor at BLE 

 
• Cost Estimate: $4.0M 
 
• Required IS Date: 6/1/2015 
• Expected IS Date: 6/1/2017 
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PECO Transmission Zone 

• Generator Deliverability Violation 

• Croydon – Burlington 230kV line is 
overloaded to 107.61%% for the loss 
of Neshameny 138kV bus 
(CONTINGENCY '130-25/* $ BUCKS $ 130-25 $ L' ) 

• Existing baseline upgrades b1197 
and b1197.1 – reconductor Croydon – 
Burlington 230kV line 

 
• Cost Estimate: $8.6M 
• Required IS Date: 6/1/2015 
• Expected IS Date: 6/1/2015 

At Risk – BL England Units 2 & 3 
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Generator At Risk Scenario Study – Next Steps  

www.pjm.com 

• Evaluate the impact of the Oyster Creek deactivation 
along with BL England 
– Study conditions in 2017 
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Artificial Island Update 
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Artificial Island 
Stability Performance Comparison 
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Previous Stakeholder Questions 

1. Directional Carrier Blocking (DCB) Schemes 
 

2. Performance of PSS/E version 32 vs. PSS/E version 29. 
 

3. SVC performance during a fault and modeling of SVC 
 

4. Performance of SVC on the Delaware Peninsula 
 

5. Market Efficiency of various proposals 

PJM TEAC 4/10/2014 
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• Stakeholder concern:  Should PJM reinforce the system as a result 
of the potential for a carrier blocking relay failure? 
 

• Relay Subcommittee Discussion: 
– Directional Comparison Blocking (DCB) schemes are a widely used and valid 

communication method to help protect power system equipment.  No simulation 
testing beyond normal criteria analysis is necessary unless there is a need to test 
beyond criteria (extreme or Type D) contingencies.  If DCB schemes do fail they 
trip more equipment than is necessary in a conservative secure manner. 

Directional Carrier Blocking (DCB) Schemes 
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• Stakeholder concern:  PSS/E v29 produces a different technical 
result as compared to PSS/E v32 

• PJM Findings: 
– PJM consulted with Siemens (the software vendor) 

• Siemens described both the technical differences between v29 and v32 as well as the feedback from 
the global PSS/E user base 

• There is no technical driver for a benchmarking issue nor has any been reported by the user base, 
according to Siemens 

– PJM benchmarked PSS/E v29 versus v32 for several scenarios and observed 
comparable performance 

– Stability results from both versions are valid 

PSS/E v29 versus PSS/E v32 Benchmarking 
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PSS/E v29 versus PSS/E v32 Benchmarking 

PSS/E ver. 29 case gives comparable results to ver. 32 
case.    

Group Project ID TO SVC option 
AI 500kV  

bus voltage 
Maximum 

Angle Swing 

7.1 P2013_1-5A-SVC LS Power 

Artificial Island 1.044 84 

Orchard 1.043 111 

New Freedom 1.043 115 

7.1 P2013_1-2B-SVC Transource 
(AEP) 

Artificial Island 1.055 86 

Orchard 1.055 113 

New Freedom 1.055 117 

7.1 P2013_1-2A-SVC Transource 
(AEP) 

Artificial Island 1.057 86 

Orchard 1.057 112 

New Freedom 1.057 116 

7.1 P2013_1-1B-SVC DVP 

Artificial Island 1.053 83 

Orchard 1.053 110 

New Freedom 1.053 115 

Current Operational AIOG Case (PSS/E ver. 29) 

Group Project ID TO SVC option 
AI 500kV  

bus voltage 
Maximum 

Angle Swing 

7.1 P2013_1-5A-SVC LS Power 

Artificial Island 1.042 80 

Orchard 1.041 108 

New Freedom 1.041 112 

7.1 P2013_1-2B-SVC Transource 
(AEP) 

Artificial Island 1.042 81 

Orchard 1.042 105 

New Freedom 1.042 109 

7.1 P2013_1-2A-SVC Transource 
(AEP) 

Artificial Island 1.043 82 

Orchard 1.042 107 

New Freedom 1.042 112 

7.1 P2013_1-1B-SVC DVP 

Artificial Island 1.042 85 

Orchard 1.041 106 

New Freedom 1.041 110 

AI Order 1000 stability case (PSS/E ver. 32) 
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230kV+SVC proposal on PSS/E v29 Case 

230kV+SVC options show stable result using the AIOG 
case in PSS/E ver. 29.   

Group Project ID TO 
 Proposed  

Cost ($)  
SVC option 

AI 500kV  
bus voltage 

AI MVAr 
output 

Critical 
Outage 

Critical 
Contingency 

Maximum 
Angle Swing 

7.1 P2013_1-5A-SVC LS Power  $54+SVC  

Artificial Island 1.044 636 5015 14b 84 

Orchard 1.043 641 5015 14b 111 

New Freedom 1.043 641 5015 14b 115 

7.1 P2013_1-2B-SVC Transource 
(AEP) 

 $165 - 
$208+SVC  

Artificial Island 1.055 623 5015 14b 86 

Orchard 1.055 623 5015 14b 113 

New Freedom 1.055 623 5015 14b 117 

7.1 P2013_1-2A-SVC Transource 
(AEP)  $213-$269+SVC  

Artificial Island 1.057 619 5015 14b 86 

Orchard 1.057 620 5015 14b 112 

New Freedom 1.057 620 5015 14b 116 

7.1 P2013_1-1B-SVC DVP  $126+SVC  

Artificial Island 1.053 621 5015 14b 83 

Orchard 1.053 621 5015  14b 110 

New Freedom 1.053 621 5015  14b 115 

Note: The study results are obtained under the assumption of unity power factor at the high side of GSU. 
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SVC Performance During a Fault 

• Stakeholder concern:  Review PJM assumptions for modeling of 
SVC performance during a fault. 
 

• PJM Findings:   
– PJM consulted industry experts at EPRI and a SVC hardware manufacturer 
– SVCs can support reactive power during the fault-on period 
– Response speed is fast enough to improve transient stability 
– PSS/E generic SVC models provide a reasonable representation of SVC 

performance in transient stability studies 
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• Stakeholder concern:  PJM Should consider an SVC on the 
Delmarva Peninsula 
 

• PJM Findings: 
– PJM simulated the sensitivity of an SVC on the Delmarva Peninsula and did not 

observe stable performance for the sensitivity cases. 

SVC Performance on the Delmarva Peninsula 
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Artificial Island  
Constructability Update 
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• On-going discussion around SVCs and cable 
 
– Focus on application, budget level cost and sizing 

 
• SVC lead time tends to be 18 – 24 months 

Equipment Manufacturer’s Feedback 

PJM TEAC 4/10/2014 



PJM©2014 41 

• Request to minimize outage and physical impacts to existing transmission facilities 
 

• Station licensing documentation will need to be updated based on new configuration.  
Documentation will need to be submitted to the NRC for approval. 

 

• Existing Hope Creek and Salem substations are within the Owner Controlled Area and subject to 
Nuclear Security screenings. 

– Increased schedule time and labor costs 
 

• Licensing requirements 
– New lines would need to cross under any station Offsite Power Source. 
– An NRC review and acceptance of the SVC technology and application  would be required for an SVC 

located at Artificial Island 
 

• Detailed design items 
– Maintenance access for station service transformers 
– Limited available access to the Salem substation control house 

 

 
 

Salem/Hope Creek Facility Owner Feedback 
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• 5015 line outage challenges 
– 8 day outage in 2008 is the longest in the last 15 years 
– Numerous instances of curtailed or cancelled outages 

 

• Generation islanding contingency 
– Pre-contingency 230kV overload  

 

• Request to minimize impact to existing transmission facilities 
– RFP goal to reduce operational complexity 

 

• Blackstart 
– 230kV connection provides additional benefit 

 

• Avoid creating any additional NERC Category-D contingencies 
– 500kV line crossings 

 

• Route Diversity 

PJM Operations Review 
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• PJM Scope Additions in Developing Cost Estimate  
– Submarine Cable 

• Added an installed spare cable 
 

– Auto-Transformer  
• Added a spare to proposals that included only one bank 

 

– 500kV Line Crossings 
• Added dead-end structures at 500kV line crossings 

Constructability Review – Project Scope 
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• Major components account for 70% - 90% of estimated material and 
construction costs 

 

– Submarine cable at $5.3 million per mile 
 

– 500kV aerial at $3.6 million per mile 
 

– Aerial Delaware river crossing at $100 million  
 

– 500/230kV auto transformer at $7.8 to $10.5 million per phase 
 
 

  Constructability Review – Cost Estimates 
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• Costs independently estimated in collaboration with PJM outside 
consultants 
– Engineering at 2.5% 
– Project management at 5% 
– Contingency range from 15% to 40% 

 

• Estimate Sources 
– RTEP project cost estimates and actuals 
– Inputs from multiple outside consultants 
– Industry sources 

 

  Constructability Review – Cost Estimates 
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Cost Estimates – Southern Delaware Crossing Lines
Dominion (VEPCO)

Proposal 1B
(overhead)

Transource
Proposal 2A
(submarine)

Transource
Proposal 2B
(submarine)

LS Power
Proposal 5A
(submarine)

LS Power
Proposal 5A

(overhead)

Estimated 
Costs as 
Proposed
(millions)

•$133 •$213 - $269 •$165 - $208 •$148 •$116

PJM Estimated 
Costs
(millions)

•$233- $283

•Aerial Delaware
river crossing

•3 miles 500kV

•Six 500/230kV 
auto-transformers

•$378 - $461

•5.7 circuit miles of 
submarine cable 
(two cables per 
phase plus one 
spare cable)

•Six  500/230kV 
auto-transformers

•$264 - $321

•3.6 circuit miles of 
submarine cable 
(two cables per 
phase plus one 
spare cable)

•Six  500/230kV 
auto-transformers

•$256 - $311

•3.3 circuit miles of 
submarine cable 
(two cables per 
phase plus one 
spare cable)

•Four 500/230kV 
auto-transformers

•$211- $257

•Aerial Delaware
river crossing

•Four 500/230kV 
auto-transformers
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Cost Estimates – Artificial Island to Red Lion Lines 
  Dominion (VEPCO) 

Proposal 1C 
PSE&G  

Proposal 7K 

PHI / Exelon  
Proposal 4A 

LS Power 
Proposal 5B 

Transource 
Proposal 2C 

Estimated 
Costs as 
Proposed 
(millions) 

•$199 
 
 

•$297 
 

•$181 
 

•$171 
 

•$123 - $156 
 

PJM 
Estimated 
Costs 
(millions) 
 

•$242 - $294 
 

•Aerial Delaware 
river crossing 
 

•15.1 miles 500kV 
(includes aerial 
Salem-Hope Creek 
tie) 

•$249 - $304 
 

•Aerial Delaware 
river crossing 
 

•14.6 miles 500kV 
 

• $216 - $263 
 

• Aerial Delaware 
river crossing 
 

• 14.6 miles 500kV 
 

 

•$221 - $269 
 

•Aerial Delaware 
river crossing 
 

•14.6 miles 500kV 
 

•$232 - $282 
 

•Aerial Delaware 
river crossing 
 

•14.6 miles 500kV 
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Schedule Risk Factors 

PJM TEAC 4/10/2014 

  Southern Delaware Line Crossing Projects 

  Submarine River Crossing Overhead River Crossing 
Schedule Risk Factors • Environmental permitting  

 
• (Transource) Relocation of 5024 line 

requires Salem expansion 
 

• Submarine cable lead time 

• Public opposition / Permitting risk for the 
Delaware river crossing 
 

• (Dominion) - Salem interconnection 
coordination risk due to generator lead 
proximity 

Common Factors • Route cannot be finalized until permitting is complete 
 

• Salem expansion requires two bus outages for final tie-in 
 

• Crossing Delaware state route 9, which is a ‘Scenic and Historic Highway’ may impact 
permitting  
 

• Construction is approximately 2 years and does not appear to be a major schedule risk 
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Schedule Risk Factors 
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  Dominion (VEPCO) 
Proposal 1C 

PSE&G  
Proposal 7K 

PHI / Exelon  
Proposal 4A 

LS Power 
Proposal 5B 

Transource  
Proposal 2C 

 
Common 
Factors 

 
•Route parallels existing 5015 line 

•Permitting process  
 

•Delaware River Crossing 
 

•Supawna Meadows National Wildlife Refuge 
 

•All include an attachment into Salem and Red Lion substations 
 

•Construction is approximately 2 years and does not appear to be a major schedule risk 
•All projects require at least one 500kV line crossing 

 
•All projects require a 5015 line outage 
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Schedule Risk Factors 
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  Dominion (VEPCO) 
Proposal 1C 

PSE&G  
Proposal 7K 

PHI / Exelon  
Proposal 4A 

LS Power 
Proposal 5B 

Transource  
Proposal 2C 

Schedule Risk 
Factors 
 

•Significant 5015 line 
outages required for 
Red Lion expansion 
and line crossing 
 

•Salem and Hope 
Creek tie 
coordination risk due 
to generator lead 
proximity 

•Significant 5015 
line outages 
required for Red 
Lion expansion 
and line crossing 
 

•5037 relocation 
outage impact to 
Hope Creek 
substation 
 

•Salem and Hope 
Creek tie risk due 
to Salem generator 
lead proximity 

• 5015 line outage 
required for Red 
Lion expansion 
and tie-in to new 
bay 
 

• Outages required 
to raise 5023, 
5024, and 5021 
lines to allow for 
crossing 

•5015 line outage 
required for Red 
Lion expansion and 
tie-in to new bay 
 

•Relocation of 5037 
line requires Salem 
expansion 
 

•Outages required 
to raise 5023 and 
5015 lines to allow 
for crossing 

•5015 line outage 
required for Red 
Lion expansion 
 

•Relocation of 5024 
line requires 
Salem expansion 
 

•Relocation of 5021 
line requires  
 

•Outage required to 
raise 5023 line to 
allow for crossing 
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• SVC Locations: 
– New Freedom 
– Orchard 
 

• Schedule Estimate 36 months 
– SVC lead time of 24 months 
– Permitting and land acquisition 

6 months 
 

• Cost Estimate $80 million 
– SVC $60 million 

 

SVCs 

PJM TEAC 4/10/2014 
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• Next Steps  
 

• May 2014 – Artificial Island recommendation at PJM 
TEAC 

 

• July 2014 – PJM staff to submit recommendation to the 
PJM Board 
 

Artificial Island Timeline 
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Questions? 

Email:  RTEP@pjm.com 

 

 

PJM TEAC 4/10/2014 
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Revision History 
• 4/7/2014 v1 

– Original version distributed to PJM TEAC 

• 4/9/2014 
– Updated expected in-service dates on slides 25 & 27 
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Presented by PJM Staff to the Board Reliability Committee  

 On July 22, 2014 
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PJM’s 2014 Regional Transmission Expansion Plan 

 
Transmission Plan Proposed for Approval to Proceed with  

Construction Related to the 
2014 Baseline Regional Transmission Expansion Plan  

 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
On February 11, 2014 the PJM Board of Managers approved changes to the Regional Transmission 
Expansion Plan (RTEP), totaling over $281.47 million, to resolve identified baseline reliability criteria 
violations and to incorporate network upgrades associated with new interconnection customers.    
 
At the July PJM Board of Managers meeting PJM staff recommended a number of baseline upgrades to 
address violations that will occur for the anticipated deactivation of B. L. England generation in the 
Atlantic City Electric transmission zone.  Although PJM has not been formally notified that the 
generation will deactivate, the units are considered to be at-risk.  Baseline upgrades to address these 
issues are summarized below and were presented for the Board Reliability Committee’s (BRC) 
consideration and for recommendation to the Board for approval.  The projects described in this 
whitepaper were approved by the PJM Board of Managers.  The total increase to the RTEP to include 
these baseline project additions and include these upgrades is $143.6million.    With these changes, the 
RTEP will include over $29,308 million of transmission additions and upgrades since the first plan was 
approved by the Board in 2000. 
 
In addition to the changes associated with the B. L. England units, PJM staff also reviewed the Artificial 
Island operational performance issue and proposed upgrades at the July board meetings.  See the letter 
from Mr. Herling to the TEAC posted at the following link:  http://pjm.com/~/media/committees-
groups/committees/teac/20140807/20140807-teac-artificial-island-letter.ashx 
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Artificial Island  
 
Operational Performance Issue 
 
“Artificial Island” is the area in Southern New Jersey where the Salem and Hope Creek nuclear generation 
is located.  The area has historically been stability constrained.  Stability of the generation has been 
ensured through the use of operating procedures that require a minimum reactive output for each of the 
generators under various operating conditions.  Higher generator reactive output generally results in higher 
local system voltages.  Maintaining the minimum reactive output of each of the machines is becoming 
increasingly difficult while still respecting system high voltage limits.  These issues are made even worse 
under transmission maintenance conditions since removing transmission typically requires maintaining 
higher reactive output from each of the generators. 
 
Proposal Window 
 
In April of 2013 PJM opened a 60 day proposal window to solicit projects from stakeholders to address the 
operational performance issues around Artificial Island.  PJM received 26 proposals from 7 different 
entities.  The proposals, which are summarized in the table below, range in cost from just over $100 million 
to over $1,500 million and include FACTS devices, HVDC lines, new overhead and 
underground/underwater 230 kV lines and new overhead 500 kV lines.  Additional information on each of 
the proposals is included in Appendix A – Artificial Island Proposal Descriptions. 
 

 
 
 
 
The locations of the various proposals are shown on the following map. 
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Proposal Evaluation 
 
The proposals were evaluated from several different perspectives to identify the most efficient and effective 
solution.  PJM staff completed extensive technical evaluations of each of the proposals that included 
stability, thermal, voltage and short circuit assessments.  In addition, “constructability” reviews of the 
proposals were completed to review the overall feasibility and anticipated cost associated with the 
proposals.  Staff met with the entities that proposed the projects as needed to get clarification on the 
proposals.  In addition, staff met with PJM Operations, Artificial Island plant representatives and equipment 
manufacturers to solicit their feedback on the proposals. 
 
PJM staff performed an initial analytical screen of all of the proposals and found that only two of the 
projects as proposed satisfied PJM criteria. However, PJM staff determined that many of the proposals 
could be made more effective or efficient with some modification.  The modifications included substation 
configuration changes, device changes such as increasing the size of a Static Var Compensator (SVC), 
and adding or removing substation components such as circuit breakers and SVCs.  Considering the 
results of the analytical screening and the estimated cost of each of the proposals, PJM began to focus on 
a subset of proposals that included projects to build new lines from Artificial Island, across the Delaware 
River to transmission facilities in Delaware.  The subset of proposals included both southern Delaware 
River crossings (both overhead and submarine) that terminated at the existing 230 kV system in Delaware 
and new 500 kV lines from either Hope Creek or Salem substations to the Red Lion 500 kV substation in 
Delaware. 
 
The Delaware River crossing proposals were further evaluated for a number of factors including technical 
analysis.  The technical analysis considered things such as generator rotor angle swing, voltage and 
thermal performance, short circuit, and NERC category D performance.  All of the proposals with the PJM 
modifications noted above satisfied the required criteria.  In addition, production cost simulations were done 
to determine the market efficiency benefits of the different proposals.  These simulations showed that there 
were market efficiency benefits of the proposals however they were only on the order of several million 
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dollars per year and were far below the savings that would be required to satisfy the market efficiency 
criteria. 
 
In addition to the evaluation of the technical performance of the Delaware River crossing proposals, 
projects were also evaluated for cost, schedule, operational factors, and factors or risks to cost and 
schedule.  PJM engaged outside consultants to perform independent constructability reviews.  These 
reports were factored into PJM’s overall constructability evaluation. 
 
The PJM estimated cost of the proposed projects ranged in cost from just over $200 million to just over 
$300 million with the exception of the Transource-2A proposal.  The estimated costs are shown in the table 
below.  Note that a range of cost for each proposal is shown below considering the risk and contingency 
variance for project components that ranged from 15% to 40%. 
  

 
 
Cost estimates were driven by four major components: 

 Delaware River Crossing (aerial) 
 Submarine Cable Installation 
 500 kV Transmission Line Installation 
 500/230 kV Auto-Transformers 

 
Factors considered for project schedule included permitting, construction and long-lead time equipment.  
Multiple permits would be required for any of the proposals including CPCN or the equivalent from two 
states as well as permits from the Army Corp of Engineers.  The construction schedule for any of the 
proposals would need to consider spawning and nesting seasons of endangered species however the 
southern crossing 230 kV submarine lines would also need to consider the time for obtaining or scheduling 
the specialized equipment required for installation of submarine cable.  Materials can also impact overall 
project schedule.  Long lead time materials for the southern crossing proposals include the 500/230 kV 
auto-transformers that would be required and the submarine cable and associated terminations that would 
be required for the submarine southern 230 kV crossings.  
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Risks to project cost and schedule were also considered in the evaluation of the proposals.  Factors that 
could impact overall project cost and schedule include overall project complexity, right-of-way and land 
acquisition, and siting and permitting.  All of the proposals will face challenges from a siting and permitting 
perspective and public opposition can be expected for all of the proposals.  All of the projects would require 
a Delaware River crossing.  All projects will require approval to cross coastal state lands and in addition, 
the Artificial Island to Red Lion 500 kV proposals will need approval to cross the Supawna Meadows 
National Wildlife Refuge.  All of the projects are likely to impact wetlands which may require remediation 
and/or special construction methods to minimize impact.  All of the projects will need to acquire land and 
right-of-way however there is existing right-of-way along the Hope Creek to Red Lion route that will need to 
be expanded in some locations to accommodate a second 500 kV line.  Overall project complexity may 
also impact cost and schedule.  All of the projects will require outages to interconnect to the existing 
system.  The outages will need to be closely coordinated with Artificial Island operating personnel as well 
as with other required transmission system outages.  Line crossings also add additional complexity to some 
of the proposals from the design, construction and operational perspectives.  Projects with no line crossings 
are preferred.  The extent to which proposals require modifications to the Artificial Island substations is also 
a factor related to project complexity.  Projects that minimize the modifications required at the Artificial 
Island substations, and in particular the Salem substation, are viewed as more constructible due to the 
limited space for expansion and the complexity of installing new protection and control equipment in the 
secure area of the generating station at Salem. 
 
The proposals were also evaluated from an operational impact perspective.  Several operational impact 
factors were evaluated including on-going maintenance requirements, route diversity, blackstart benefits 
and Artificial Island facility requirements.  The 230 kV projects are considered to have additional on-going 
maintenance needs primarily due to the new 500/230 kV transformers and associated equipment.  In 
addition, projects that would utilize portions of the Salem substation would likely have additional 
maintenance needs from salt contamination due to the proximity to the river.  Artificial Island facility 
requirements were also a consideration for operational impact.  All of the projects will impact Artificial Island 
facilities to some degree however proposals that involve the Salem substation are considered to have a 
greater impact.   
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The picture above is an aerial view of the Salem Substation.  Proposed space for expansion of the 
substation is hi-lighted by the yellow box.  Most of the projects had proposed using this parcel of property to 
interconnect either a new 500 kV line bay for the proposals to add a new line to Red Lion, or to install 
equipment associated with a new 500/230 kV substation.  Any additions to this section of the substation 
would need to be carefully designed given the proximity to the connections to the Salem 1 generator step-
up leads.  In addition, installing equipment in this section of the substation would impede access to station 
auxiliary transformers shown just above and to the left of the yellow box.  In addition, the Salem to Red Lion 
500 kV proposals would need to either relocate and/or cross existing lines.   Finally, all of the controls for 
the Salem substation are located within the protected area of the generating station.  There is currently 
limited spare conduit from the substation back into the plant that could be used for any of the control cable 
associated with the new substation facilities.   
 
By way of comparison, the picture below provides an aerial view of the Artificial Island complex, including 
Hope Creek substation.  Proposals to build a new line from Hope Creek to Red Lion would likely utilize the 
space in the yellow box.  This space is believed to be of sufficient size for a new 500 kV line bay, and use 
of this space would not significantly impede access to station equipment as compared to the alternatives 
out of Salem.  Controls for the equipment in the Hope Creek substation are located in a separate control 
building in the substation yard, eliminating the need to run new control cable into either Hope Creek or 
Salem protected areas.  Finally, building a new 500 kV line from this part of the Hope Creek substation to 
Red Lion would not introduce any new 500 kV line crossings.  
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Considering all of these factors, proposals out of the Hope Creek substation that do not impact the Salem 
substation are preferred from an operational impact perspective. 
 
The projects were also evaluated based on their impact to the thermal and voltage performance of the 
system.  The southern river crossing proposals that were interconnecting with 230 kV facilities along the 
Delmarva Peninsula are expected to be very lightly loaded under normal conditions.   The 500 kV path from 
Peach Bottom through Keeney and Red Lion to the Artificial Island is normally heavily loaded and is often a 
limiting contingency for transfers into the eastern part of PJM.  Given that, the proposals between Red Lion 
and the Artificial Island will make the system more robust by providing additional transmission capability 
along a heavily loaded path and by eliminating a critical contingency improving overall reactive performance 
of the system. 
 
PJM Staff Recommendation 
In consideration of all of these factors, PJM staff prepared a recommendation to the PJM Board to build a 
new 500 kV line from Hope Creek to Red Lion be added to the RTEP to address the Artificial Island 
operational performance issues.  In addition, PJM staff noted that stakeholders could comment on their 
recommendation.  The PJM Board received a wide range of comments from interested stakeholders related 
to among other things, electrical performance, environmental impact and cost allocation.  In addition LS 
Power, in its comments to the PJM Board modified their initial proposal to include a fixed cost cap on their 
proposal.  The PJM Board deferred decision on the issue and asked PJM staff to take a number of 
additional steps.  These additional actions are noted in the letter from Mr. Herling to the TEAC which is 
posted at the following link:  http://pjm.com/~/media/committees-
groups/committees/teac/20140807/20140807-teac-artificial-island-letter.ashx 
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B. L. England At-Risk Analysis 
 

 
 
PJM staff completed a series of “at-risk” scenario studies related to the B. L. England units in the Atlantic 
City Electric transmission zone.  These studies evaluated the impact to the system of the complete 
shutdown of all generation at the site by June of 2015.  There are currently three steam units and four 
diesel units at the site.  The B. L. England #1 unit is a 129 MW coal fired unit that retired in May of this year.  
In January of 2013 we were notified by the owners of the B. L. England diesels, which total 8 MW, of their 
intent to deactivate the units in the fall of 2015.  The B. L. England #2 and #3 units are 155 MW oil fired 
steam units that had notified PJM back in 2004 of their intent to deactivate but withdrew that notice in 2007.  
In addition the #2 unit is under a consent order to shut down in 2017 due to environmental concerns.  The 
owners of the B. L. England generators have entered an interconnection queue request (Y1-001) to build a 
new gas fired combustion turbine on site to replace the existing generation.  The request is currently 
suspended.  Earlier in 2014, a permit for the construction of a new gas pipeline to the B. L. England facility 
was rejected.   
 
PJM staff evaluated the impact of the deactivation of all of the generation at B. L. England.  Deactivation of 
all of the generation at B. L. England will have an adverse impact on the reliability of the transmission 
system.  Specifically PJM staff identified a number of thermal and voltage reliability criteria violations 
primarily on the 138 kV and 69 kV systems in Atlantic City Electric.  The following transmission upgrades 
were identified to address the potential thermal and voltage violations: 
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 Install new Dennis 230/69 kV transformer, environmental work –$15.2 M 
 Upgrade 138 kV and 69 kV breakers at Corson substation – $0.8 M 
 Reconductor 2.74 miles of Sherman - Lincoln 138 kV line and associated substation upgrades - 

$4.22 M 
 New Orchard - Cardiff 230 kV line (remove, rebuild and reconfigure existing 138 kV line) and 

associated substation upgrades - $69.25 M 
 New Upper Pittsgrove - Lewis 138 kV line and associated substation upgrades - $7.23 M 
 Relocate Monroe to Deepwater Tap 138 kV to Landis 138 kV and associated substation upgrade - 

$0.57 M 
 New Landis - Lewis 138 kV line and associated substation upgrades - $31.03 M 
 New Cardiff - Lewis #2 138 kV line and associated substation upgrades - $11.26 M 
 Install a 100 MVAR capacitor bank and B. L. England - $4 M 

 

 
 
It should be noted that a number of these upgrades will use existing right-of-way and will address an aging 
infrastructure issue for a roughly 40 mile 138 kV double circuit tower line. 
 
Given the concerns that the existing generation at B. L. England will shut down due to environmental / 
economic concerns and the viability of the new generation given the permitting issues related to the new 
gas pipeline, PJM staff recommended the upgrades described above be added to the 2014 RTEP.  If the 
status of the existing or proposed generation at B. L. England changes, staff will re-evaluate the need for 
the upgrades. 
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Review by the Transmission Expansion Advisory Committee (TEAC)  
 
The results of the evaluation summarized in this report were reviewed with the TEAC throughout the 
process.  The most recent analyses, along with the recommended solutions, were reviewed at the June 16, 
2014 TEAC meeting for the Artificial Island upgrades and June 5th, 2014 TEAC meeting for the B. L. 
England upgrades.  Written comments were requested to be submitted to PJM communicating any 
concerns with the recommendations and any alternative transmission solutions for consideration. . 
 
Cost Allocation 
 
Pursuant to FERC order, the allocations for the preliminary baseline reliability upgrades associated with the 
B. L. England “at-risk” studies that were recommended to the PJM Board were developed using the new 
“use based” allocation methodology.  The preliminary cost allocations are attached at the end of this 
whitepaper.   
                                          
Board Approval 
 
The PJM Board Reliability Committee was requested to endorse the new baseline reliability projects 
associated with the BL England at-risk analysis and associated cost allocations and recommend to the 
Board approval of the baseline upgrades to the 2014 RTEP.   
On July 23rd, 2014, the PJM Board approved the changes to the RTEP associated with the BL England at-
risk analysis as described within this document. 
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Single Zone Allocations 
 
Upgrade ID Description Cost Estimate ($M)

Cost 
Allocation

b2476 Install new Dennis 230/69 kV transformer $15.29 AEC - 100%
b2477 Upgrade 138 kV and 69 kV breakers at Corson substation $0.80 AEC - 100%

b2478
Reconductor 2.74 miles of Sherman - Lincoln 138 kV line and 
associated substation upgrades $4.33 AEC - 100%

b2480.1
New Upper Pittsgrove - Lewis 138 kV line and associated 
substation upgrades $7.80 AEC - 100%

b2480.2
Relocate Monroe to Deepwater Tap 138 kV to Landis 138 kV and 
associated substation upgrades $0.57 AEC - 100%

b2480.3
New Landis - Lewis 138 kV line and associated substation 
upgrades $31.03 AEC - 100%

b2481
New Cardiff - Lewis #2 138 kV line and associated substation 
upgrades $11.54 AEC - 100%

b2489 Install a 100 MVAR capacitor at BL England $4.00 AEC - 100%  
 
 
Multiple Zone Allocations 
 

Upgrade ID Description
Cost 

Estimate 
($M)

Cost Allocation

b2479

New Orchard - Cardiff 230 kV 
line (remove, rebuild and 

reconfigure existing 138 kV 
line) and associated 
substation upgrades

$69.81 AEC - 68.57%, JCPL - 31.43%
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90 Blue Ravine, Suite 165
Folsom, CA 95630

Phone: 916-294-0095
Fax: 916-294-0098

August 18, 2014

Mr. Richard Bethke, PE.
Senior Engineer
South Jersey Gas Company

1 South Jersey Plaza, Route 54
Folsom, NJ 08037

Subject: Expert Report: Technical feasibility and risk evaluation for HDD bore proposed by Pinelands
Preservation Alliance (PPA) and alternative HDD alignments beneath Greater Egg Harbor Bay (GEHB)

Mr. Fontaine:

As requested, I have evaluated the technical feasibility and risks associated with a proposed long
horizontal directional drilled (HDD) bore beneath Greater Egg Harbor Bay (GEHB) for installation of a
24-inch diameter steel gas pipeline for South Jersey Gas. The GEHB HDD bore was proposed by the
Pinelands Preservation Alliance (PPA) as part of an alternative to the alignment recommended by
South Jersey Gas’s (SJC) design consultant, Woodard and Curran. The GEHB HDD bore proposed by
PPA would be approximately 8,700 feet long, and would need to be approximately 36-inches in
diameter to allow installation of a 24-inch diameter steel gas pipeline. Two other alternative GEHB
HDD bore alignments were evaluated. In addition, I evaluated the relative risks and technical
feasibility of the two longest proposed HDD bores along Alternative A Route.

I have relied on my extensive experience in geotechnical engineering, design and construction
observations for long, large diameter HDD bores, my expertise in evaluating risks of inadvertent
drilling fluid returns, sometimes referred to as hydrofractures, my expertise evaluating pipe stresses
and pullback loads, and my extensive experience and knowledge of HDD design and construction
good practices. I have reviewed documents provided to me, including available geotechnical data,
aerial photographs, drawings, and engineering reports associated with the proposed gas pipeline.
Figures referenced in the report are included at the end of the report. A list of documents I
reviewed and/or relied upon is included in Appendix A.

My expert opinions are summarized below, followed by discussion of evidence supporting my
opinions.

1. The anticipated ground conditions for the PPA proposed GEHB HDD crossing are extremely
unfavorable. The ground conditions anticipated for the GEHB HDD crossing proposed by
PPA, based on my review of available geotechnical boring logs and geotechnical reports, are
extremely unfavorable, and likely insurmountable. I reviewed logs of 104 borings that were
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drilled for 3 investigations in the near vicinity of the proposed HDD GEHB crossing. These
borings were drilled over a period of 42 years by different geotechnical engineers. Almost
without exception, the logs indicated extensive depths of highly unfavorable, low blow
count, very soft to soft organic silt and clay. The logs of three borings drilled on land for the
1973 B. L. England Generating Station foundation investigation revealed extremely weak,
soft soils (Harroun, 1973). Of 50 borings drilled for the 1970 Garden State Parkway (GSP)
investigation, logs of 41 borings indicated intervals of low blow count, i.e. very soft to soft
weak soils (Knoerle, Bender, Stone, and Associates, 1970). Fifty-one borings were drilled in
2011 for the New Jersey Turnpike Authority (NJTPA) GSP bridge replacement project
investigation (Michael Baker, 2011). Every one of the 51 boring logs indicated very low blow
count very soft to soft and weak soils, with some boring logs noting these unfavorable soils
over extensive depth intervals. The logs and depth intervals where very soft to soft soils
were noted on the 2011 boring logs are tabulated in Appendix B.

The available geotechnical information I reviewed indicates that very soft to soft organic silt
and clay with low blow counts (weight of hammer or weight of rod were noted in many
instances) were encountered in the vast majority (91%) of borings in the vicinity of the PPA
proposed GEHB HDD bore, including numerous notations of these low blow count, weak,
compressible materials at extensive depths. These extremely unfavorable soils would be
anticipated along much or all of the proposed HDD bore alignment. Very soft to soft organic
clay and silt deposits are unstable, will collapse around the HDD bore, will result in
inadvertent drilling fluid returns, and will make it impossible to maintain circulation. These
ground conditions will result in very poor steering response, inability to maintain design
alignment and grade, and will make it impossible to install the pipe. Risks of adverse
consequences to sensitive environmental features will be extremely high, as a result of the
Contractor’s inability to maintain circulation and avoid inadvertent drilling fluid returns.

2. Work areas and pipe layout areas are inadequate for PPA proposed GEHB HDD crossing.
The pipe layout area for the PPA proposed HDD bore crossing of GEHB is inadequate for
fabrication and staging of the pipeline in one continuous string for pullback. The 24-inch
steel pipe cannot be bent around sharp curves. My review of the available drawings
indicates that only approximately 2,500 feet of layout area is available near the south end of
the PPA proposed GEHB crossing. The pipe fabrication and layout area would require use of
an abandoned roadway that extends from North Shore Road near the intersection of Clay
Avenue, southeast to Garden State Parkway. In order to take advantage of this area, the
pipe would have to be deflected approximately 30°. Even if the pipe could be deflected by
30° within the layout area, the layout area is still inadequate to allow fabrication of a single
continuous pipe string, and instead would have to be fabricated in at least four pipe
segments. Very little work area exists at the northern end of the bore and would likely
require clearing a significant amount of trees to accommodate the drilling equipment.

Fabrication and pullback of the pipeline in a continuous string reduces the risks of getting
the pipeline stuck and being unable to complete the installation. When the pipeline must be
staged in multiple shorter strings to accommodate the available layout area, long delays are
incurred at each stopping point, to position, weld, inspect the weld, coat the welded joint,
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inspect and test the coating, and resume pulling. Pullback forces increase after each stop,
bore instability increases with time, and the bore would collapse. The very high pulling
forces could exceed the rig pullback capacity.

3. The HDD intercept method and conductor casings would be required to attempt the PPA
GEHB HDD Crossing. The work areas available to execute the PPA proposed GEHB HDD bore
are highly constrained and inadequate. Very long HDD bores must be drilled using the
intersect method, with a large HDD drill rig and separation plant (mud pump, mechanical
shakers, and hydrocyclones) and other equipment at each end of the bore. Approximately ¾
acre is required at each end for the equipment. Traffic and access to private property must
be maintained. The intersect method can reduce risk of inadvertent drilling fluid returns,
especially if conductor casing is installed at each end of the bore. The conductor casings and
the use of two HDD rigs would help maintain circulation, reduce risk of settlement damage
to existing utilities above the HDD bore, reduce the length of the drilling fluid flow path, and
reduce drilling fluid pumping pressures. For the extensive very soft and soft organic soils
anticipated along much or all of the PPA proposed GEHB HDD bore path, the conductor
casings would have to be very long. Installation of the conductor casings would require use
of a percussive hammer, which is very noisy. The fabrication and installation of the
conductor casings would be disruptive to nearby residents and businesses. Conductor
casing, if left in place, could pose high risks of corrosion to the gas pipeline. Removal of the
conductor casings would introduce high risks of settlement damage to surface roads,
utilities, and other features. The use of the intersect method and conductor casing would
reduce risks for the GEHB HDD crossing, but would not render it feasible.

4. The PPA Proposed GEHB Crossing is Fatally Flawed and Beyond the State of the Industry.
The PPA proposed HDD bore crossing of GEHB would be approximately 8,700 feet long, and
would need to be approximately 36-inches in diameter to allow installation of 24-inch steel
pipe. HDD bores up to 10,000 feet have been completed by highly skilled and experienced
contractors in stable ground conditions, i.e. ground conditions which provide bore stability,
allow circulation of drilling fluids to be maintained, reduce risks of inadvertent drilling fluid
returns, and allow the product pipe to be pulled back without bore collapse. Favorable
(stable) ground conditions include stiff to hard clay and cohesive silt, dense to very dense
sand to clayey sand, and soft to medium strength competent rock. The soil conditions for
the GEHB HDD crossing are anticipated to be very unfavorable, and therefore a long, large
diameter HDD crossing is ill-advised. However, even if the ground conditions were
favorable, an HDD bore of the required diameter and length needed to cross GEHB would
be extremely challenging, even when attempted by highly skilled and experienced
Contractors in favorable ground conditions.

5. The alternative alignments investigated for GEHB HDD crossing are also fatally flawed. In
addition to the construction risks identified and discussed above, permitting risks must be
identified and addressed. The proposed GEHB HDD crossing alignment is parallel and
encroaches on the NJTPA GSP Right of Way (ROW). A permit would be required to construct
the gas pipeline within the NJTPA GSP ROW. NJTPA’s letter of July 14, 2014 indicates that
there are no circumstances or exceptions under which such a permit for parallel occupancy
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of the gas pipeline would be approved (NJTPA, 2014). Consequently, any GEHB crossing
would have to be outside the GSP ROW.

I investigated two alternative alignments for an HDD crossing of GEHB outside the NJTPA
GSP ROW. Specifically, I reviewed alternative GEHB alignments identified and described by
Woodard and Curran, illustrated in Figure 1. Figure 1 shows alternative gas pipeline routes
for portions of Alternatives A, B, and G, including three alternative GEHB crossing
alignments, and the two longest HDD bores proposed along the Alternative A route. The
PPA proposed alignment shown in purple on Figure 1 has been discussed previously. The
other two alignments are shown in yellow and black. The yellow alignment represents an
approximately 7,000-foot long HDD bore with a horizontal curve that makes a bend of
approximately 68°, along Alternative Route B. The black alignment represents an
approximately 12,700’ long HDD bore with a horizontal curve that also makes a bend of
approximately 68°.

The two alternative GEHB HDD bores are near the PPA proposed GEHB HDD bore alignment.
Therefore, ground conditions along the yellow and black alternative GEHB crossing
alignments would be expected to be very similar to the ground conditions anticipated and
described previously for the PPA proposed crossing of GEHB, i.e. predominantly low blow
count, weak, very soft to soft organic soils. No 36-inch diameter by 12,700’ long HDD bore
alignment with a 68° horizontal curve through weak, very soft to soft organic soils has ever
been successfully completed. In fact, no 12,000-foot long HDD bore has ever been
completed in any ground conditions. The extreme length, diameter, and severe horizontal
curved geometry represent extremely risky uncharted territory, far outside the state of
practice in the industry, and should not be attempted.

The 7,000-foot long bore has precedent within the HDD state of practice for length, but the
36-inch diameter, severe 68° horizontal curve, and weak, very soft to soft soils present
extremely high risks that should be avoided. Neither of these alternative GEHB HDD bores
has sufficient pipe layout area to accommodate the full pipe string length, necessitating one
or more stops during pullback to position, weld, inspect the weld, and resume pullback. The
interruptions significantly increase the risks of the pipe becoming stuck.

The severe horizontal curves in both alignments would substantially increase pipe pullback
loads and bending stresses. Such severe horizontal curves cannot be achieved in very soft to
soft organic soils, and very loose to loose sands because of the poor steering response. The
end result of attempting either of these alignments would be certain failure and expensive
Contractor claims for defective design. My evaluation led me to conclude that while possible
to select an HDD bore alignment outside the GSP ROW, each of the risk factors identified
previously related to extreme length, diameter, disruption to residents, inadequate pipe
layout, highly constrained work areas, highly unfavorable soil conditions, and high risk of
inadvertent drilling fluid returns would remain. In fact, any attempt to complete the 12,700
foot long alternative GEHB HDD bore would be certain to fail.

The cumulative effects of the identified risks for the Pinelands proposed HDD bore
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alignment, and the two alternative GEHB HDD alignments evaluated renders any proposed
GEHB HDD crossing not feasible. Any GEHB HDD crossing would violate good design practice
in numerous ways and present extreme risks.

6. Alternative A alignments for Cedar Swamp Creek and Atlantic City Electric HDD bores are
technically feasible and avoid or mitigate fatal flaws. Good HDD design practice dictates
that risks be identified and avoided if possible. Risks that cannot be avoided must be
mitigated, but risk avoidance always trumps mitigation. The PPA proposed GEHB HDD
crossing and alternative GEHB crossings present very high risks that should be avoided. The
identified risks can be avoided by selecting a route/alignment which reduces bore lengths,
places the bore in more favorable anticipated ground conditions, provides adequate work
area and pipe layout area, reduces risk of adverse environmental consequences, and
reduces disruption to residents and businesses.

The South Jersey Gas design team has achieved substantial risk avoidance and reduction in
its recommended route which avoids the excessively long and risky GEHB HDD crossing. I
evaluated the two longest HDD bores along the recommended Alternative Route A.
Specifically, I evaluated the Cedar Swamp Creek (CSC) bore and the Atlantic City Electric
(ACE) bore. These bores are shown on Figure 1. The CSC HDD bore would be approximately
4,500 feet long. The ACE HDD bore would be approximately 5,330 feet long.

Cedar Swamp Creek Crossing. The CSC bore lies beneath Tuckahoe Road and would be
approximately 70 feet deep along much of the bore alignment. This bore has a horizontal
curve with a radius of approximately 2,600 feet and a deflection of approximately 20° along
a portion of the HDD bore. Boring BS-04 was drilled approximately 1,000 feet from the
proposed HDD bore exit point. The boring log is depicted in Figure 2 on the HDD bore
profile. The log of BS-04 indicates very loose sand for the upper 15 feet of the bore,
underlain by firm silt for the next 15 feet. Loose sands and loose silty sands were
encountered for the next 25 feet, underlain by dense to very dense sand and silty sand to
the bottom of the boring at approximately 94.5 foot depth. The HDD bore would be within
the lower dense to very dense sands at this location. Boring BS-11 was drilled approximately
280 feet west of the CSC HDD bore entry along the alignment. Soils encountered in BS-11 at
and near pipe elevation were very dense silty sand, with a thin lens or layer of very loose
sand approximately 10 feet above the pipe, overlain by approximately 60 feet of medium
dense to dense sand. Seven borings were drilled in 1964 for the reconstruction of Tuckahoe
Road. These borings lie primarily within the horizontal curve portion of the proposed HDD
bore. The logs of these 7 borings indicate that the soils at and near the HDD bore elevations
are stiff to hard silt and medium dense to dense sand. Very loose to loose sands were
encountered in the upper 14 to 20 feet below ground surface. These very loose to loose
sands would be expected within the relatively short, straight tangent sections of the HDD
bore near entry and exit, where neither vertical nor horizontal steering is required. My
review of the available boring logs indicates that the majority of the proposed CSC HDD
bore would be expected to be within the stiff to hard silt and dense to very dense sand, with
excellent steering response. The stiff to hard silt and dense to very dense sand would
provide excellent protection against inadvertent drilling fluid returns.
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Layout area for the CSC HDD bore would be constrained, but the pipe could be
accommodated in two strings. The proposed 4,500-foot long by 36-inch diameter HDD
bore, while challenging, would have a high probability of success. The length and diameter
are within the state of practice, successful precedent exists, and the soils encountered at
and near HDD bore depth are predominantly stiff to hard silt and dense to very dense sand
and silty sand, which are stable and represent favorable ground conditions for HDD
construction. The proposed geometry, including the relatively gentle 20° horizontal bend
presents low to moderate risks with successful precedent. The proposed 4,500-foot long
CSC HDD bore presents far lower risks than any of the alternative GEHB HDD bores
evaluated.

Atlantic City Electric Crossing. The proposed ACE HDD bore along Alternative Route A would
be approximately 5,330 feet long by 36-inch diameter. The bore, as depicted, would include
two horizontal curves, each with approximately 30° deflection. Adequate pipe layout area
exists for at least 4,500 feet of the pipe string, and possibly for the entire 5,330-foot pipe
string. The bore would be approximately 60 feet deep for the majority of its length. Boring
BS-07 was drilled along the HDD bore alignment approximately 700 feet east of the HDD exit
point, and is shown in Figure 3. Boring BS-08 was drilled approximately 1,150 feet west of
the HDD entry and BS-09 was drilled within 200 feet of the entry. The soils encountered in
BS-07 at and near the proposed HDD bore elevation were medium dense to dense sand,
overlain by soft silt from approximately 5 feet above the bore to approximately 30 feet
above the bore, with approximately 17 feet of firm silt above the soft silt. The upper 13 feet
of surficial soils were soft silt and very loose sand. The medium dense to dense sand
encountered at and near the proposed pipe elevation represent favorable soils for HDD
construction, although the overlying soft silt presents risks for inadvertent drilling fluid
returns. Since these soils would be expected near HDD entry and exit at shallow depth on
land, these risks could be mitigated by mobilizing equipment to clean up any drilling fluid
returns. The soils encountered in BS-08 at and near the proposed HDD bore elevation were
medium dense to very dense sands, overlain by a thin layer of firm silt, and approximately
25 feet of medium dense to dense sand. Surficial soils to approximately 22 feet depth were
very loose sands. The relatively thick medium dense to dense sands and firm silt represent
favorable ground conditions from HDD bore elevation to approximately 40 feet above the
bore. These soils would provide good protection against inadvertent drilling fluid returns
and would provide reasonable stability against bore collapse and loss of circulation.

The soils encountered in BS-09 at and near HDD bore elevation were medium dense to
dense sand and firm silt, overlain by approximately 10 feet of very soft silt and very loose
sand, and approximately 10 feet of stiff silt. Surficial soils to approximately 30 feet depth
were interbedded soft to firm silt. These three borings indicate favorable ground conditions
at and near HDD bore elevation, overlain by relatively thin layers or lenses of soft or loose
soils. The indicated soil conditions are generally favorable for HDD construction and far
superior to the ground conditions indicated by borings within GEHB. The proposed ACE
HDD bore presents far lower risks than any of the GEHB bores evaluated, due to its shorter
length, much longer pipe layout areas, and much more favorable anticipated ground
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conditions.

7. The two longest Alternative A HDD alignments present far lower risks than the GEHB
bores. The two long HDD bores proposed by the South Jersey Gas design team along the
Alternative A alignment present far lower risks than any of the potential GEHB HDD bores
identified and evaluated. The Cedar Swamp Creek and ACE HDD bore lengths are well
within the HDD industry state of practice. The lengths of all of the potential GEHB HDD
bores are near the edge or beyond the state of practice in the industry. The soils
encountered in borings drilled in the vicinity of the CSC and ACE HDD bores are generally
favorable for HDD construction. The soils encountered in borings in the vicinity of the
potential GEHB HDD crossings are extremely unfavorable for HDD construction. The GEHB
crossings present very high risks of inadvertent drilling fluid returns, and present very high
risks of bore collapse and loss of circulation. Steering response would be extremely poor for
the potential GEHB crossings. The inadequate pipe layout area for the GEHB crossings,
coupled with the extreme bore lengths and adverse soils conditions, present extremely high
risk of failure to complete the bore. Adverse environmental consequences are far more
likely for the potential GEHB bores, because of the long aqueous crossing. It would be
impossible to mobilize and clean up the numerous inadvertent drilling fluid returns which
would occur along the bottom of the GEHB. In summary, the potential GEHB HDD crossings
are technically unsound, without successful precedent, fatally flawed, and should be
avoided. The Alternative A alignment long HDD bores are within the state of practice of the
HDD industry, have numerous successful precedents, are technically sound, and are far
superior to the GEHB crossing alternatives.

I have reached my expert opinions with a high degree of scientific certainty, based on my review of
available documents and my extensive experience and expertise in HDD design and construction
oversight. I reserve the right to supplement or revise my opinions should additional evidence or facts
become available which would warrant reconsideration.

Sincerely,

David Bennett PhD, PE (CA)
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Figure 1. Depiction of portions of alternative routes A, B, and G, three alternative GEHB HDD
crossings, and two longest HDD bores proposed along alternative A route.
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Figure 2. Profile of proposed Cedar Swamp Creek HDD crossing and BS-04 boring log.
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Figure 3. Profile of Atlantic City Electric proposed HDD crossing and BS-07, BS-08, and BS-09 boring logs.
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Appendix A: List of Documents Reviewed and Relied Upon

Bennett, David, and Ariaratnam, Samuel, 2008. “HDD Good Practices Guidelines”, HDD
Consortium, 3rd edition, copyright, North American Society for Trenchless Technology

Bennett, David, and Wallin, Kathryn, 2008. “Step-by-Step Method for Evaluation of
Hydrofracture Risks on HDD Projects”. Proceedings, No-Dig 2008, Dallas, TX

Cherry, Weber & Associates, 2013. “Geotechnical Engineering Report: 24-inch BL England
Pipeline Supply Project”, July 10, 2013.

Harroun Incorporated, 1973. “Engineering Soil and Foundation Analysis, BL England
Generating Station, Unit No. 3 Natural Draft Cooling Tower “, prepared for United
Engineers and Constructors, April, 1973.

Hyland Design Group, 2012. Drawing Sheet 1 of 1, BL England Generating Station Wetlands
Conservation Area, August 21, 2012.

Hyland Design Group, 2008. Drawing Sheet 1 of 2 1, BL England Generating Station Plan of
Freshwater Wetlands/Water Delineation, April 8, 2008.

Knoerle, Bender, Stone & Associates, 1970. “ New Jersey Turnpike Authority, Garden State
Parkway, Contract 77-526 Grading, Drainage, Paving, and Structures, Greater Egg Harbor
Crossing Improvement”, profiles of boring logs and boring location plan, August, 1970.

Michael Baker, 2011. Boring logs from 2011 New Jersey Turnpike Authority Garden State
Parkway Bridge Replacement Project Geotechnical Investigation.

New Jersey Turnpike Authority, 2014. Letter with attachments to Mr. Steven Ewing, VP,
Woodard and Curran: Subject-Proposed Gas Line Installation for BL England Power Plant,
July 14, 2014.

Pinelands Preservation Alliance Staff, undated. “Review of Alternatives”, printout of
PowerPoint presentation, 20 pages.

Sprague and Henwood, 1964. “Profile of Boring Logs, Reconstruction of Tuckahoe Road
Crossing at Cedar Swamp Creek”, April 23, 1964

Woodard and Curran, 2013. “Alternatives Analysis Addendum to the June 18, 2012 South
Jersey Gas-BL England Gas route Analysis Report”, January 10, 2013.

Woodard and Curran, 2012. “South Jersey Gas-BL England Gas Route Analysis Report, June
18, 2012.
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Woodard and Curran, 2014. “Proposed 24” BL England Gas Pipeline”, Plan view map of
Routes A, B, and G.

Woodard and Curran, 2013. “Cedar Swamp Creek – HDD”, two drawings depicting plan and
profile views of Atlantic City Electric HDD bore.
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Appendix B: Boring Logs and Depth Intervals with Very Soft to Soft Soils
2011 NJTPA GSP Bridge Replacement Geotechnical Investigation (Michael Baker, 2011)

Boring Number
Very Soft to Soft
Soils? (1 = yes)

Elevation of Very Soft Soils (3 blow counts or
less)

Elevation of Soft Soils (4 to 7 blow counts)

B-1 1 1.4 to 0.4, -1.6 to -6.1, -22.1 to -26.1, -32.1 0.4 to -1.6, -33.1, -38.1

B-2 1 5.4 to -0.6, -10.6, -21.6 to -29.1 -1.6 to -4.6, -11.6

BL-3 1 3.3 to 0.3, -22.7 -0.7 to -1.7, -4.7 to -5.7, -23.7

BL-4 1 3.4 to -1.6, -3.6, -22.4 -2.6

B-4A 1 0.1, -20.4 -3.9

BL-7 1 -46.0, -50.2, -55.7
0.3, -4.7 to -9.7, -17.7, -30.2, -35.2, -47.0 to -

49.2, -51.2, -56.7, -85.7

B-8 1
4.7, 2.7, 0.7, -1.3, -4.2 to -34.7, -41.7 to -51.2, -

55.7 to -61.7, -66.7 to -68.7, -75.7, -85.7
3.7, 1.7, -0.3, -36.7

B-9 1
3.2 to 2.2, -5.8 to -35.3, -42.3, -57.8 to -62.8, -

67.3 to -72.3, -77.3, -87.3
-1.8, -3.8, -47.3, -52.3

B-10 1 -1 to -36, -55.5 1 to 0, -60.5 to -66.5, -86

B-11 1 0.6 to -0.4, -4.2 to -20.7, -25.7 to -41.7 4.8 to 3.6, -1.4, -21.7

B-12 1 6, 2 to 1, -2 to -18.8, -23.8, -28.8 0 to -1, -33.8, -58.8, -73.8, -84.3

B-13 1 0.6 to -32.5, -40

BL-16 1 -5 to -9, -31 to -42 7 to 5, -6, -10 to -28, -46.7, -76.7, -81.7

B-17 1 3.4 to 2.4, -4.6, -6.6, -12.6 to -37.1 1.4, -0.6, -5.6, -7.6

B-18 1 0.9, -13.6 to -39.1 -0.1 to -1.1, -5.1, -7.1 to -12.6, -40.1 to -44.1

B-19 1 -3.6 to -10.1, -35.6 0.4, -40.6

BL-20 1 3.4 5.4 to 4.4, 1.4, -7.2, -20.6

BL-20A 1 -36

BL-21 1 -3.1 to -3.3, -25.2 1.7, -20.2 to -24.2, -34.6, -59.3

BL-22 1 -20, -24.5 1.9, -4, -15, -21, -25.5, -34.5 to -25.5, -49.5

BL-23 1 -35.5 -3.5, -20.5 to -25.5, -64.4

BL-24 1 0.9, -19.6, -35.9, -36.9 -1, -3.1 to -4.1, -20.6, -44.6, -59.6 to -60.6

WB-1 1 -16.1 to -25.1, -61.1 -5.6 to -6.6, -26.1, -51.1, -62.1, -82.2 to -83.2



14

WB-2 1
-3.3 to -9.6, -12.9 to -19.6, -23.8 to -24.8, -34.1

to -35.1, -83.1, -108.8
-58.5 to -63.6, -109.8

WB-3 1 -4.5 to -30, -35 to -48, -60 -31, -50, -75 to -76

WB-4 1 -5.5 to -51 -56 to -61

WB-5 1 -7.3 to -42.8 -47.8

WB-6 1 7.8 to -46.3, -113.3 -63.7, -114.3

WB-7 1 -11.9 to -41.4, -108.4 to -111.4 -42.4, -52.4 to -53.4, -72, -112.4

WB-8 1 -27.3 to -42.5, -52.5 -43.5, -53.5, -147

WB-9 1 -50.5 to -60, -71, -105, -117, -156, -158 -62, -116, -157

WB-10 1 -10.5 to -41 -62.2, -156.5

WB-11 1 -2 to -51.5, -102 to -105 -57.5 to -62.5

WB-12 1 -2.5 to -52, -58 to -62, -108 -53, -113.5 to -114.5

WB-13 1 -4.7 to -45.7, -56.2 to -60.7

WB-14 1 -5.6 to -46.1, -118 to -120 -57.1 to -61.9, -76, -115

WB-15 1 -6 to -49.5, -119 -56, -61 to -64.5

WB-16 1 -5.4 to -46.4, -56.6, -70.6 to -71.6 -57.6, -65.9, -120

WB-17 1 -4.1 to -47.6, -69 -54, -59 to -60, -70, -104, -114

WB-18 1 -3.5 to -52, -69 to -70 -99.3, -109.2

WB-19 1 -3.3 to -49.3, -58, -68, -88.8, -94.3, -99.4 -59, -69, -89.8, -95.3, -118

WB-20 1 -2.3 to -49 -67, -77 to -87

WB-21 1 -1.4 to -36, -66, -81 to -83 -37, -72

WB-22 1 -6.1 to -36, -46.4 -37 to -41, -51, -56, -61 to -63, -76 to -79

WB-23 1 -11.3 to -37.7, -81 -38.7, -46, -51, -61

WB-24 1 -16.1 to -40, -81, -86 -41, -46, -82, -87, -96 to -98, -112

WB-25 1 -17.2 to -36.7, -77 to -79, -107 -37.7, -42, -47

WB-26 1 -18.9 to -38.4, -53, -73, -79 to -82, -94 -44, -48, -54 to -58, -74

WB-27 1 -15.1 to -38.6, -75, -80, -103 to -105 -45, -50, -55, -60, -95, -100

WB-28 1 -7.8 to -37 -42, -52, -72, -78 to -82, -94, -99

WB-29 1 0.8 to -37.7, -77 to -83 -51, -56, -76, -96

51
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State of New JerseyState of New JerseyState of New JerseyState of New Jersey    
BOARD OF PUBLIC UTILITIES 

44 SO. CLINTON AVENUE 
9TH FLOOR – P.O. BOX 350 

TRENTON, NEW JERSEY 08625-0350 
 

 
   CHRIS CHRISTIE                                                      TRICIA CALIGUIRE 

        GOVERNOR                                                                                                                                                                                     CHIEF COUNSEL 

                                                         TEL: (609)292-1482 
   KIM GUADAGNO                                                                                                                                                                               FAX: (609)292-2264 
   LT. GOVERNOR 

 

        December 12, 2013 

 
Mark Lohbauer, Chairman 
New Jersey Pinelands Commission 
PO Box 359 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 
 
Re: South Jersey Gas Pipeline Project 

 BPU Docket # GO13030202 

 Pinelands Commission Application # 2012-0056.001 

Dear Mr. Lohbauer: 

 I write on behalf of the staff of the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities (“Board staff”) 
regarding the proposed Memorandum of Agreement (“MOA”) recently presented to, and 
currently under consideration by, the Pinelands Commission and the Board of Public Utilities 
(“BPU” or “Board”).  

 Our agencies have a history of working together, as reflected by a prior 
intergovernmental MOA authorizing construction of public utility infrastructure within the 
Pinelands area.  In 2004, the Board and the Pinelands Commission entered into a MOA 
permitting Atlantic City Electric (“ACE”) to construct a 230 kilovolt (“kV”) electric 
transmission line project through approximately 17.5 miles of the Pinelands Preservation Area 
District and Forest Area.  

Background – The Role of the Board of Public Utilities 

 The Board has been vested by the Legislature with the general supervision and regulation 
of, and jurisdiction and control over, all public utilities. N.J.S.A. 48:2-13.  The courts of this 
State have held that the grant of power by the Legislature to the Board is to be read broadly, and 
that the provisions of the statute governing public utilities are to be construed liberally. The 
Board is authorized to ensure safe, adequate and proper public utility service to New Jersey 
residents, including safe and reliable natural gas for heating homes and businesses. N.J.S.A. 
48:2-23 and N.J.S.A. 48:2-13.  It is the only agency in the State of New Jersey charged with this 
responsibility and is the only agency vested with specific expertise to carry out this mission.   
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 By statute, the Board is also vested with the primary responsibility to prepare and oversee 
implementation of the State’s Energy Master Plan (“EMP”), a 10-year blueprint for how New 
Jersey will produce, distribute, and conserve energy.  The 2011 EMP, published by the Christie 
Administration in December 2011, recognizes that the implementation of New Jersey’s energy 
goals requires the support and cooperation of all State agencies, together with energy developers 
and suppliers, power plant owners, PJM,1 all levels of the federal and State government, and 
ratepayers.  

 The EMP includes the commitment of the Administration to “expansion of the existing 
[natural gas] pipeline network that serves gas utilities and power plants throughout New Jersey,” 
and notes that “South Jersey, in particular, lacks adequate natural gas infrastructure to support 
new, gas-fired generation as well as substitution for other fuels in the residential and commercial 
sectors.”  

 While the Board is charged with ensuring safe, adequate and proper public utility service 
to residents, and has broad authority to implement the goals of the EMP, it does not actually 
own, operate or construct utility infrastructure needed to deliver essential utility services to the 
public, such as electric transmission lines or natural gas pipelines. In this regard, New Jersey is 
different from other states, such as New York, where utility services may be provided by public 
utility authorities who actually own, operate and construct public utility infrastructure.  Instead, 
the Board fulfills this statutory responsibility through its regulation of the State’s various public 
utilities and by approving utility franchises to provide these essential services to the public. In 
the case of SJG, the Board has granted the company the right to provide natural gas service 
within a defined service territory, including the southernmost seven counties in the State.  Tariff 
for Gas Service, B.P.U.N.J. No. 10 – Gas at http://www.southjerseygas.com/for-my-
home/pdfs/tariff/Tariff.pdf. 
 
 All public utilities in the State, including SJG, are subject to the Board’s jurisdiction, 
including control over property, equipment and facilities. The Board regulates and controls most 
of SJG’s operations including, but not limited to its service quality, customer service and billing 
practices, safety, construction specifications, accounting, financing and auditing.  Indeed, there 
are very few actions of any significance which SJG may undertake without Board approval.  SJG 
may not change its rates without Board approval consistent with N.J.S.A. 48:2-21 and N.J.S.A. 
48:2-21.1; SJG is required to serve the public interest by providing safe, adequate and proper 
service at just and reasonable rates pursuant to N.J.S.A. 48:2-21 and N.J.A.C. 14:3-3.1; SJG may 
not terminate customers, except in accordance with Board regulations, N.J.A.C. 14:3-3A.1 to 
N.J.A.C. 14:3-3A.9; SJG must get Board approval to construct certain major pipelines pursuant 
to N.J.A.C. 14:7-1.4, such as this one; SJG may not issue stocks, bonds or other evidence of 
indebtedness without Board approval pursuant to N.J.S.A. 48:9-19 and N.J.S.A. 48:3-7; SJG may 
not mortgage its properties without Board approval pursuant to N.J.S.A. 48:9-18 and N.J.S.A. 
48:3-7; SJG may not abandon service without Board approval; SJG must maintain an office 
within the State pursuant to N.J.S.A. 48:3-7.8(c), it may not close its customer service office 

                                                 
1 PJM is the privately-held, limited liability corporation approved by the Federal Energy Regulation Commission as 
a Regional Transmission Organization that manages the regional, high–voltage electricity grid serving all or parts of 
13 states, including New Jersey.  PJM also operates the regional competitive wholesale power markets in its territory 
and manages the regional transmission planning process.  N.J.S.A. 48:3-51; EMP Table of Acronyms, p. 6. 
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without Board approval pursuant to N.J.A.C. 14:3-5.1(e)(3); and SJG may not provide service in 
a new location without Board approval.  Ibid. 

 On or about November 4, 2013, SJG filed a petition with the BPU seeking a 
determination and Order pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40:55D-19, the Municipal Land Use Law, which 
authorizes the BPU to order that zoning, site plan review and all other municipal land use 
ordinances or regulations promulgated under the auspices of Title 40 of the New Jersey Statutes 
shall not apply to a development proposed by a public utility for installation in more than one 
municipality for the furnishing of service.  BPU’s administrative review of this application will 
include a hearing and opportunity for public comment.  Ultimately, to approve the application, 
the BPU must determine that the proposed installation of the development in question is 
reasonably necessary for the service, convenience or welfare of the public.  N.J.S.A. 40:55D-19.   

The Proposed Pipeline Project 

 SJG is, as stated above, a public utility subject to the Board’s jurisdiction and is engaged 
in the business of purchasing, distributing, transporting and selling natural gas to approximately 
360,000 customers within its service areas in Cape May, Cumberland, Atlantic and Salem 
Counties, and parts of Gloucester, Camden and Burlington Counties.  According to the company, 
twenty-five percent of its existing natural gas pipelines are located in areas designated within the 
New Jersey State Pinelands or the Pinelands National Reserve.  On March 8, 2013, SJG filed a 
petition with the Board requesting approval and authorization to construct and operate 21.6 miles 
of 24-inch natural gas pipeline through Maurice River Township, Estell Manor Township and 
Upper Township.  Board staff reviewed the proposal and held a public hearing on May 1, 2013 
in Upper Township.2   

 At the public hearing, a SJG associate engineer testified as to the need for the project, its 
design and proposed alignment, alternative pipeline routes considered, inline pipeline integrity 
inspections of the pipeline, and proposed construction safety measures to be utilized during the 
installation process.   Board staff reviewed engineering analyses and sworn testimony from 
qualified experts which established that the eastern and southern portion of the Company’s 
natural gas system is highly vulnerable to a single-contingency failure of the single 20” pipeline 
from Union Road Station to Estell Manor Station.  This 20” line is the only major feed into the 
eastern and southern parts of the SJG service territory.  Approximately 142,000 customers 
located east and south of the Union Road Station are vulnerable to a gas outage if this pipeline is 
interrupted.   

 Board staff reviewed the proposal, including the project’s design, construction plans and 
specifications, as well as the listing of structures within 100 feet of the pipeline and their 
distances from the proposed pipeline alignment. Board staff also conducted a full field inspection 
of the entire pipeline route and worked with SJG on the pipeline alignment to mitigate the 
number of human-occupied structures within 100 feet of the pipeline.3   

                                                 
2  In the Matter of the Petition of South Jersey Gas Company for Authorization to Construct a 24” Pipeline Through 
Maurice River Township in Cumberland County, City of Estell Manor in Atlantic County and Upper Township in 
Cape May County, New Jersey, BPU Docket No. GO13030202, June 21, 2013 (June Order). 
3 June Order at 2. 
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 By Order dated June 21, 2013 (“June Order”), the Board approved the request of SJG to 
construct the pipeline. In authorizing the construction of the project, the Board determined that 
construction of the pipeline will increase the reliability of natural gas service by interconnecting 
with an existing transmission line in Upper Township, and will provide service to the B.L. 
England electrical generation plant.4   
 

 In the June Order, the Board also found that the project was reasonable and in compliance 
with all federal and state requirements. The Board’s authorization of the project was, however, 
subject to the approval of any pending road opening permits from the affected municipalities and 
the New Jersey Department of Transportation and, all other pending permits and the pressure 
testing requirements of N.J.A.C. 14:7-1.14 prior to the placing of pipeline in question.  The June 
Order further specifically acknowledged that portions of the pipeline project would traverse the 
Pinelands area, and further indicated that the approval was contingent upon any applicable 
requirements of a Memorandum of Agreement (“MOA”) between the Board and the Pinelands 
Commission.5 

Proposed Repowering of B.L. England 

 One of the five overarching goals of the 2011 EMP is to “promote a diverse portfolio of 
new, clean, in-State [electricity] generation, to improve reliability and to lower costs, consistent 
with environmental and economic development objectives.”6 To this end, the Administration has 
supported the construction of new combined cycle natural gas plants and continues to work 
toward replacement of the capacity that will be lost following the retirement of the Oyster Creek 
nuclear plant (in 2019).  As stated in the EMP, replacing Oyster Creek is a particular challenge 
because “Oyster Creek’s geographic location has prevented significant transmission bottlenecks 
and overloads in the State, and [unless] replaced by new comparable baseload generation, at least 
$100 million in transmission upgrades will be required when Oyster Creek is retired, excluding 
new rights of way.”7   

 The repowering of the B.L. England facility (from coal and oil to natural gas) will help to 
ensure an adequate supply of electricity in the Southern New Jersey region, and specifically in 
the Pinelands Area.  Contrary to some common misperceptions, there is no “glut” of energy in 
New Jersey.   In fact, New Jersey is located within the heart of the Mid-Atlantic Critical 
Congestion Area, one of only two such areas so designated by the U.S. Department of Energy 
(“DOE”) due to severely inadequate transmission capacity that threatens the reliability of the 
electrical grid.  In 2006 and again in 2009, the DOE determined that it is critically important to 
remedy existing congestion problems in New Jersey because the current and projected effects of 
the congestion are severe.   
 
 We disagree with those who claim that PJM’s load forecast is proof that the local demand 
for electricity will decrease, rather than continue to increase.  PJM recently released the 2014 
Load Forecast in draft; while PJM revised the numbers for 2017-18 downward from what was 

                                                 
4 Ibid. 
5 Id. at 3. 
6 EMP at 1, 4.   
7 Id. at 79. 
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expected at the beginning of this year, this does not mean that demand in 2017-18 is expected to 
be lower than demand is now.  PJM still expects the peak summer and winter demands to grow 
over the next 10 years, just at lower rates than was previously projected.  In other words, the only 
decrease is in the amount of the increase.  The PJM Resource Adequacy Planning Department 
Draft 2014 Load Forecast projects summer peak load growth for the entire PJM footprint to 
increase 1% per year over the next 10 years, and .9% over the next 15 years. Annualized 10-year 
growth rates for individual zones range from 0.4% to 1.8%; growth in the AE zone, which 
includes the Pinelands, is projected at .8%.  Winter peak load growth for PJM is projected to 
average .9% per year over the next 10-year period, and .8% over the next 15 years. Annualized 
10-year growth rates for individual zones range from 0.3% to 1.7%; growth in the AE zone is 
projected at 0.7%.  

 New Jersey is located at the extreme eastern edge of the PJM territory.  Transmission 
constraints limit the ability to import electricity, causing most of the State to face electricity 
congestion and some of the highest electricity prices in the entire mid-Atlantic area.  The 
solution has often involved the strategy of higher voltage reinforcement of the interstate 
transmission lines, which raises land use and other environmental concerns.  The pending 
retirement of several old, inefficient power plants will also reduce local generation and further 
degrade reliability.  The situation will be only worsened by the closure of the Oyster Creek 
nuclear plant in 2019.  As discussed above, the closure of Oyster Creek, one of only two large 
electrical generation facilities in the eastern and southern portion of the State (the other being 
B.L. England), will require a replacement source of energy.  Reliability in that region would be 
enhanced by new (or upgraded) local generation resources. 
 

 We disagree with those who claim that Oyster Creek and B.L. England can be replaced 
solely with energy from renewable sources, such as solar energy and offshore wind.  While the 
Administration continues to work diligently to develop renewable resources, we recognize that 
offshore wind energy and solar energy are intermittent resources.  They cannot be run 
continuously, or “dispatched,” because they are variable throughout the day and, therefore, are 
unable to fully replace baseload resources such as nuclear and natural gas generating plants.  In 
fact, for offshore wind to be a reliable resource, it will ideally be balanced by other resources 
which are able to ramp up quickly in response to variable weather conditions, like combined 
cycle natural gas turbines.8 

 Thank you for your consideration.   Board staff looks forward to continuing to work 
together; please feel free to contact me if you have questions.  

        Sincerely,  

 

        Tricia Caliguire 
 

                                                 
8 See The Future of Natural Gas, An Interdisciplinary MIT Study, Massachusetts Institute of Technology (2011), at 
93. 
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Transmission Expansion Advisory Committee

June 5, 2014
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Interregional Planning Update
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EIPC non-grant 2014 Analysis

• 2014 Scenario Analysis - update
• Scenario A - Update rollup case
• Scenario B - Severe Heat and Drought
• May – July - target assumptions and model builds
• July Stakeholder WebEx
• June – August - target analysis
• Sept – Oct - target draft report
• November - target Stakeholder WebEx

PJM TEAC 6/5/2014
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EIPC non-grant – Future Work

• Beyond 2014 discussions
– Winter Scenario
– Production Cost Analysis
– DOE Congestion Report Support
– Synergies between Planning Coordinator MOD 

standard activities and EIPC model building

PJM TEAC 6/5/2014
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Interregional Planning Studies (not including JCM)

• NCTPC - update
– Study requested by NCUC
– Reliability and Economic impact of BRA resources
– Reliability and Economic Scopes Approved
– 2014 target completion

• PJM/MISO Joint Planning Study
– Futures 1, 2, 3 analysis is complete
– Stakeholder comments have been incorporated
– 3 Proposals under further joint review - JOA metric B/C > 1.25
– Further discussion of lessons learned

• Northeast Protocol Activities

PJM TEAC 6/5/2014
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2014 RTEP Proposal Windows Update

PJM TEAC 6/5/2014
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• Early May 2014
– 2019 Power Flow and contingency files posted to window participants
– 2019 Thermal Baseline N-0 & N-1 results posted to window participants

• Mid May 2014
– 2019 Generator Deliverability results posted

• Late May 2014
– 2019 Load Deliverability results distributed

• Early June 2014
– 2019 Thermal N-1-1 results to be distributed

• Early July 2014
– Anticipate opening 2014 RTEP proposal window
– Included in scope: Baseline N-0 & N-1, Generator Deliverability, Load Deliverability, N-1-1

2014 RTEP Proposal Windows Anticipated Schedule

PJM TEAC 2/6/2014
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• 2019 Summer Thermal Analysis
– Basecase Analysis Result

• 12 potential thermal violations 

– Generation Deliverability Analysis Result
• 42 potential thermal violations 

– Load Deliverability Analysis Result
• One potential voltage violation

– N-1-1 Analysis Result
• Several potential thermal violations

2014 RTEP Progress Update

PJM TEAC 2/6/2014
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Reliability Analysis Update
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APS Transmission Zone

• Driver:  Block load addition in the APS 
zone

• Lead time: less than 24 months

• Low voltage and voltage drop violations at 
West Union, Varner, Mountwood, 
Lamberton, and Sherwood 138kV buses 
for various contingencies 

• Construct a new line between Oak Mound 
138kV Substation and Waldo Run 138kV 
Substation.  (B2475)

• Estimated Project Cost: $38M

• Projected  IS Date: 12/31/2015

PJM SRRTEP - West 11/4/2013
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MetEd Transmission Zone
• Add Additional upgrades to existing project 

scope to address required work in neighboring 
transmission zones

• The existing B2006 upgrade establishes  
Lauschtown 500/230/69 kV stations and loops 
TMI – Hosensack 500 kV into the new 500 kV 
stations. (Estimated Project Cost: $95 M)

• Add additional upgrades (B2006.1.1 and 
B2006.2.1) to address the required 
MetEd/FirstEnergy work that is required as part 
of the existing B2006 upgrade.

• B2006.1.1: Build new sections to loop the 5026 
(TMI – Hosensack 500 kV) line in to the 
Lauschtown substation and upgrade relay at TMI 
500 kV.

• Estimated Project Cost: $5.25 M
• Required IS Date: 6/1/2017
• B2006.2.1: Upgrade relay at South Reading, on 

the 1072 230 kV line. 
• Estimated Project Cost: $0.25 M
• Required IS Date: 5/1/2016
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Winter Peak Study Update 

PJM TEAC 6/5/2014
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• PJM Winter Study case update

– PJM topology - 2019 Summer Peak RTEP model
– External world model is updated to the MMWG 2019 winter model
– Winter rating and Winter load profile applied
– PJM Winter load forecast applied

2014 RTEP Winter Study Update – Load Flow Model

PJM TEAC 4/10/2014
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• Base case dispatch
– Pumped storage will be in generating mode
– Similar to the PJM Light Load Reliability criteria, the generator fuel type will be considered in 

the initial base case dispatch
– Average Capacity Factors (CF) by fuel type during the winter peak hours are used for the 

base case generating levels as shown in the following table (initial generator output = AVG 
CF* ICAP)

– Target area interchange reflects all yearly long term firm (LTF) transmission service
– Coal Units will be scaled to maintain the interchange
– ProMOD study underway to predict the future CF for different fuel type of generator

• The results of the ProMOD run will determine if additional sensitivity studies are needed

2014 RTEP Winter Study Update – Base Dispatch

PJM TEAC 2/6/2014
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• Similar to the Generator Deliverability, Common Mode Outage and Light 
Load reliability criteria, generation will be ramped from their base values

• Deliverability test 
– Wind will be ramped up to 80% for single contingencies 
– The ramping limit for the remaining generators of all fuel types will be 

100% 

– Contingencies
– NERC Category A, B, C (except N-1-1)

2014 RTEP Winter Study Update
– Generator Ramping Study

PJM TEAC 4/10/2014
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• Critical Conditions:
– Forced outage rates
– Natural gas contingency

• Capacity Emergency Condition Simulation
• PJM Resource Adequacy is currently calculating Winter CETO 

values
• PJM Developing a list of target LDAs for load deliverability 

simulation
• PJM Developing gas contingency definitions

2014 RTEP Winter Study Update
– Load Deliverability Study

PJM TEAC 4/10/2014
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• Next Steps

• Finalize base case
• Perform generator ramping study
• Define gas related contingencies
• Determine Locational Deliverability Areas (LDAs) to study

– Calculate CETO values for LDAs

• Begin Load Deliverability Analysis

2019 Winter Study Update – Next Steps

PJM TEAC 4/10/2014
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Generation Deactivation Notification 

Update 
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Deactivation Status

Unit(s) Transmission 
Zone

Requested 
Deactivation Date

PJM Reliability 
Status

- UPDATED
Sunbury 1-4

(382MWs total)
PPL 7/18/2014

(Previous 6/1/2015)
Impacts identified and will 
be presented at July TEAC

- UPDATED
Riverside 4
(76MWs)

BGE 6/1/2015
(Previous 6/1/2016)

Reliability analysis 
complete.  No violations 

identified
-UPDATED

Chalk 1, 2 & Dickerson 1-3
(1224MWs)

PEPCO 5/31/2018
(Previous 5/31/2017)

Impacts identified and will 
be presented at July TEAC
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Generation Retirements
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Yorktown 1 & 2

• Yorktown 1 & 2 scheduled to deactivate 12/31/2014
• Skiffe’s Creek reinforcement identified as upgrade for 

deactivation of Yorktown 1 & 2 (b1905)
– Construction schedule delayed and an updated schedule is 

being finalized
• Yorktown 1 & 2 have been requested to remain available beyond 

requested deactivation date and have indicated they will discuss 
continued operation

• PJM & Dominion currently working to resolve construction schedule 
in order to inform discussion with Yorktown 1 & 2

PJM TEAC 2/6/2014
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Generation Deactivation At Risk Analysis
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Deactivation At Risk Analysis
• BL England diesel: 8 MW 
• BL England unit 2: 155MW
• BL England unit 3: 148.9MW

– ACE Transmission Zone 
– 288 MW Total
– Deactivation date: 06/01/2015

• BL England unit1 was 
modeled offline in this study 
as it was already studied for 
deactivation
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ACE Transmission Zone
• N-1-1 Violation
• The DENNIS  230/138kV transformer is 

overloaded to 119.35% and DENNIS –
CORSON 2 138kV line is overloaded to 
114.37% for the loss of the New 
Freedom to Cardiff 230 kV line 
(CONTINGENCY 'NEWFDM-CARD' ) followed by the 
loss of Corson 3 – Union 138kV line 
(CONTINGENCY 'CORSON-UNION' )

• The MDLE TP – BLE 138kV line is 
overloaded to 102.81% for the loss of 
New Freedom – Cardiff 230 kV line 
followed by the loss of Oyster Creek –
Cedar 230 kV line

• Install new Dennis 230/69kV transformer 
(b2476)

• Cost Estimate: $15.2M
• Required IS Date: 6/1/2015
• Expected IS Date: 6/01/2016

At Risk – BL England Units 2,3, and diesel



PJM©201425

ACE Transmission Zone
• N-1-1 Violation
• The CORSON 2 - CORSON 1 138kV line is 

overloaded to 115.97% for the loss of the New 
Freedom to Cardiff 230 kV line (CONTINGENCY 
'NEWFDM-CARD' ) followed by the loss of Corson 2 
– MDLE TP kV 138kV line ('228107(CORSON 2)-
228111(MDLE TP)_1' )

• The CORSON 2 - MDLE TP 138kV line is 
overloaded to 114.31% for the loss of New 
Freedom – Cardiff 230 kV line followed by the 
loss of Corson 1 – Corson 2 138kV line 
(CONTINGENCY '228106(CORSON 1)-228107(CORSON 2)_1')

• Upgrade 138kV and 69kV breakers at Corson 
substation (b2477)

• Cost Estimate: $0.8M
• Required IS Date: 6/1/2015
• Expected IS Date: 6/01/2016

At Risk – BL England Units 2,3, and diesel
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ACE Transmission Zone
• N-1-1 Violation
• The SHRMAN#3 - LINCOLN 138kV 

line is overloaded to 103.22% for the 
loss of the Dennis – Corson 2 138kV 
(CONTINGENCY 'DENN-COR' ) followed by 
the loss of Union – Cumberland 
138kV line (CONTINGENCY 
'228210(UNION)-228262(CUMB)_1')

• Reconductor 2.74 miles Sherman-
Lincoln 138 kV line (b2478)

• Sherman substation work (b2490)
– Cost Estimate: $0.11M

• Lincoln substation work (b2491)
– Cost Estimate: $0.11M

• Cost Estimate: $4.0M
• Required IS Date: 6/1/2015
• Expected IS Date: 6/01/2016

At Risk – BL England Units 2,3, and diesel
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ACE Transmission Zone
Multiple N-1-1 Thermal and N-1-1 Voltage 
magnitude and drop violations in ACE area 
are addressed by this set of upgrades 
• IS Date 6/1/2015
• Expected IS Date: 6/01/2017-06/01/2018
• New Orchard – Cardiff 230kV line (Remove, 

rebuild and reconfigure existing 138 kV) 
(b2479)

– Cost Estimate: $57.0M
• New Upper Pittsgrove – Lewis 138kV line (b2480)

– Cost Estimate: $28.0M
• New Cardiff – Lewis #2 138kV line (b2481)

– Cost Estimate: $3.5M
• Orchard substation work to accommodate new 

Orchard – Cardiff 230kV line (b2482)
– Cost Estimate: $3.6M

• Upper Pittsgrove substation work (b2483)
– Cost Estimate: $0.05M

Continues on the next slide…

At Risk – BL England Units 2,3, and diesel
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ACE Transmission Zone
Continued from the previous slide:

• Landis substation work to convert Landis to a ring 
bus and connect 3 lines to it (b2484)

– Cost Estimate: $13.4M
• Dorothy substation work – replace two switches 

with breakers (b2485)
– Cost Estimate: $4.0M

• Cardiff substation work to accommodate new 
Orchard – Cardiff 230kV line and new Cardiff –
Lewis 138kV line (b2486)

– Cost Estimate: $16.4M
• Lewis substation work (b2487)

– Cost Estimate: $0.1M
• Environmental (b2488)

– Cost Estimate: $2M
Note: These upgrades will use existing ROW and will also 
address significant existing age and condition issue of 40 
mile 138 kV double circuit tower line.

At Risk – BL England Units 2,3, and diesel
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ACE Transmission Zone
• Short term solution to multiple 

N-1-1 Voltage Violation in ACE 
area is to install a 100 MVAr
capacitor at BLE (b2489)

• Cost Estimate: $4.0M

• Required IS Date: 6/1/2015
• Expected IS Date: 6/1/2016

At Risk – BL England Units 2,3, and diesel
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PECO Transmission Zone
• Generator Deliverability Violation

• Croydon – Burlington 230kV line is 
overloaded to 107.61%% for the loss 
of Neshameny 138kV bus 
(CONTINGENCY '130-25/* $ BUCKS $ 130-25 $ L' )

• Existing baseline upgrades b1197 
and b1197.1 – reconductor Croydon –
Burlington 230kV line

• Cost Estimate: $8.6M
• Required IS Date: 6/1/2015
• Expected IS Date: 6/1/2015

At Risk – BL England Units 2,3, and diesel



PJM©201431

• Current unit status
– Unit 1 – Deactivated
– Unit 2 – Under consent order to shut down in 2015 due to environmental concerns
– Unit 3 – available for operations

• New Service Request exists for repowering facility
– Natural gas facility requiring pipeline
– New Jersey Pinelands Commission has denied the proposal to build pipeline

• Concerns exist as to the violations which will exist if BL England deactivates
– Sufficient lead time is not available to construct the necessary upgrades

• PJM staff will recommend the upgrades to the PJM Board for inclusion in the RTEP 
• The need for the upgrades will be re-evaluated if assumptions regarding the status of 

the BL England generation change

BL England

PJM TEAC 5/8/2014



PJM©201432

Artificial Island Update

PJM TEAC 6/5/2014
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• Monday, May 19th Artificial Island TEAC  
– 3 hour stakeholder technical meeting

– In-person at PJM CTC

• Monday, June 2nd – Due date for stakeholder comment/feedback (14 day 
comment period)

• Today - June 5th TEAC
• Monday, June 16th – PJM review of stakeholder comment/feedback and final 

recommendation meeting
– TEAC WebEx / Teleconference

• Comment Period to the PJM Board (36 days for comment period)
• July 10th TEAC
• Tuesday, July 22nd – PJM Board meeting

– Artificial Island solution recommendation to the PJM Board

Artificial Island Timeline

PJM TEAC 6/5/2014
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2014 RTEP Next Steps

PJM TEAC 6/5/2014
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• Open a single proposal window for Baseline N-1, Generator 
Deliverability, Load Deliverability and N-1-1

• Complete 2019 Summer Voltage Analysis

• Review 15 Year Analysis Results with the TEAC

• Develop Year 8 (2022) Base Case

• Consider additional at-risk generation to evaluate

2014 RTEP Next Steps

PJM TEAC 2/6/2014
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Questions?

Email:  RTEP@pjm.com

PJM TEAC 6/5/2014
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Revision History
• V1 – 6/3/2014 – Original version distributed to the PJM TEAC

PJM TEAC 6/3/2014
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M E M O R A N D U M 

 
TO:  Nancy Wittenberg, Executive Director, Pinelands Commission 
 
FROM: Francis C. Steitz, Assistant Director, Division of Air Quality 
 
DATE: September 16, 2013 
 
SUBJECT: Pinelands Air Quality Benefit Analysis of BL England Repowering Project 
 
BL England Generating Station (BL England) is currently a 447 megawatt coal and oil fired 
power plant located on the Great Egg Harbor Bay in Upper Township, Cape May County, New 
Jersey. It consists of two coal-fired boilers (Boilers 1 and 2) and one residual oil-fired boiler 
(Boiler 3). An air quality permit for the proposed BL England Repowering Project was approved 
on April 30, 2013. This project consists of the construction of a new 275-MW natural gas-fired 
Combined Cycle Combustion Turbine (CCCT) system, the conversion of the residual oil boiler 
into a natural gas boiler, and the retirement of the two existing coal-fired boilers. Best Available 
Control Technologies are required to minimize air pollutant emissions. In your email dated July 
31, 2013, you requested an evaluation of public benefits of the Repowering Projects to the 
defined Pinelands Area. 
 
Attached is a description and results of an air quality modeling analysis conducted to assess the 
air quality benefit of the Repowering Project in the Pinelands Area. The figures in this memo 
were provided by the environmental consultant AECOM under contract with RC Cape May and 
under the supervision and approval of NJDEP. 
 
c:  Jane Kozinski, Assistant Commissioner 

William O’Sullivan, Director 
Bashir Bouzid, Section Chief 
Joel Leon, Section Chief 
Alan Dresser, Research Scientist I 
Yiling Zhang, Principal Environmental Engineer  

  

 

  CHRIS CHRISTIE  DEPARTMENT of ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION          BOB MARTIN 
      Governor           Commissioner 

Division of Air Quality 
Bureau of Technical Services 

    KIM GUADAGNO Air Quality Evaluation 
         Lt. Governor  401 E. State Street, 2nd floor, P.O. Box 27 

Trenton, NJ 08625-0027

New Jersey is an Equal Opportunity Employer  -  Recycled Paper
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Evaluation of the Air Quality Impact Benefit of the 
BL England Repowering Project on New Jersey Pinelands 

 
Conclusion 
 
The proposed Repowering Project will very significantly reduce both actual and allowable air 
pollutant emissions at the BL England Generating Station. As a result of these emissions 
reductions (see Table 1), significant air quality benefits were predicted by computer modeling for 
both the Allowable Emissions Scenario and the Actual Emissions Scenario. Based on the actual 
emissions reduction, the following benefits over the Pinelands Area were predicted: 
 

• Up to 40.9% reduction in the maximum existing background 1-hour sulfur dioxide (SO2) 
concentrations; 
 

• Up to 41.4% reduction in the maximum existing background 3-hour sulfur dioxide (SO2) 
concentrations. 

 
Reductions in the existing background levels of 1-hour nitrogen dioxide (NO2) concentrations 
and 24-hour fine particulate (PM2.5) in the Pinelands were also predicted. 
 
The reduction in emissions and air pollution concentrations over the Pinelands Area will result in 
environmental benefits such as: 
 

• Less potential for acute and chronic damages to plants due to lower SO2 concentrations,  
 

• Reduced SO2 and NOx (nitrogen oxides) emissions will result in less acid rain formation, 
a benefit to plants, lakes, fish, and wildlife,  
 

• Reduced emissions of NOx, an ozone precursor, will result in lower ozone concentrations 
in the Pinelands and reduced ozone damage to plants and vegetation,  
 

• Reduced SO2, NOx, and PM2.5 emissions will improve visibility over the Pinelands Area.  
 

• A 94% reduction in allowable mercury emissions will benefit fish and animals that eat 
the fish, including humans. 

 
BL England Air Pollutant Emissions – Current and Repowering Project 
 
The Repowering Project will be fueled exclusively by natural gas. By retiring the two existing 
coal-fired boilers and converting the residual oil boiler into a gas boiler, significant reductions in 
air pollutant emissions will occur. Table 1 shows the hourly and annual allowable emission rates 
of criteria air pollutants before and after the Repowering Project. The pre-project PM2.5 
emissions were assumed equivalent to PM10. The station’s current permit allowable emission 
rates were discounted to the limits established in the NJDEP Administrative Consent Order 
(ACO). The pre-ACO permit allowable emission rates were much higher. 
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Table 1. Summary of Allowable Emission Rates 
Before and After the Repowering Project 

 
Hourly Emission Limits (lbs/hr) 

Pollutant Allowable Emission Rate 
Before Project a 

Allowable Emission Rate 
After Project b 

Net Emission 
Reduction 

Percent 
Reduction 

SO2 1,633.9 10.8 - 1,623.1 99.3 % 

NOx 821.4 175.0 - 646.4 78.7 % 

PM10 1,033.3 34.0 - 999.3 96.7 % 

PM2.5 1,033.3 34.0 -999.3 96.7 % 

Annual Emission Limits (tons/yr) 

Pollutant Allowable Emission Rate 
Before Project a 

Allowable Emission Rate 
After Project b 

Net Emission 
Reduction 

Percent 
Reduction 

SO2 5,887 15 - 5,872 99.7 % 

NOx 3,090 183 - 2,906 94.0 % 

PM10 4,526 77 - 4,449 98.3 % 

PM2.5 4,526 77 -4,449 98.3 % 

HAPs c 1,283 27 1,256 97.9 % 

Mercury 0.068 (136 lbs/yr) 0.004 (8 lbs/yr) - 0.064  
(-128 lbs/yr) 94.1 % 

a: Includes Unit 1 (coal) with ACO limits, Unit 2 (coal) with ACO limit, Unit 3 (residual oil) with RACT 
limits, and Unit 5 diesel generators.  

b: Includes Unit 3 (converted to natural gas), and the new Combined Cycle Combustion Turbine (natural gas).  
c: HAP: Hazardous Air Pollutants. 
 
The air quality benefit was assessed for two sets of scenarios:  
 

1. Benefit based on BL England’s allowable emissions;  
2. Benefit based on its past actual emissions and future projected actual emissions. 

 
For the Allowable Emissions Scenario, emission sources modeled for the Repowering Project are 
the proposed Combined Cycle Combustion Turbine (CCCT) with duct firing plus gas fired 
Boiler 3. The current sources modeled are the existing coal-fired Boilers 1 & 2 and the residual 
oil-fired Boiler 3. To be conservative, the allowable emission rates of Boilers 1 & 2 were 
lowered to the Administrative Consent Order (ACO) limits. These limits are much lower than the 
pre-ACO limits; hence, significantly less emission reduction credits were taken. 

 
Table 2 lists each source’s emission rates and stack parameters for the short-term impact 
modeling of the Allowable Emissions Scenario. Table 3 lists each source’s emission rates and 
stack parameters for the long-term impact modeling of the Allowable Emissions Scenario.  
 
For the Actual Emissions Scenario, emission sources modeled were the same as the Allowable 
Emissions Scenario except for Boiler 3 in the current configuration. The residual oil-fired Boiler 
3 was not included because the NJDEP deemed it was not operated frequent enough recently to 
take the emissions reduction credit. 
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Table 4 lists each source’s emission rates and stack parameters for the short-term impact 
modeling of the Actual Emissions Scenario. Table 5 lists each source’s emission rates and stack 
parameters for the long-term impact modeling of the Actual Emissions Scenario. These emission 
rates were based on BL England’s 2008 and 2009 actual operating data. 

 
Table 2. Emission Rates and Stack Parameters 

For Modeling Short-Term Impacts of Allowable Emissions Scenario 

Pollutant 

 

Source 
Emission 

Rate 
(lb/hr) 

Stack 
Height 

(ft) 

Stack 
Temp. 

(K) 

Stack Exit 
Velocity 

(m/s) 

Stack 
Diameter

(m) 

SO2 
 

Pre-Project Boilers 1 and 2 (coal) 
Boiler 3 (oil) 1,629 475 360.5 15.43 7.68 

 
Post-

Project 

Boiler 3 (Gas) 4.0 475 329.0 20.66 4.14 

CCCT (Gas) 6.8 180 350.7 17.96 6.71 

PM2.5 
 

Pre-Project Boilers 1 and 2 (coal) 
Boiler 3 (oil) 853 475 360.5 15.43 7.68 

 
Post-

Project 

Boiler 3 (Gas) 13.4 475 329.0 20.66 4.14 

CCCT (Gas) 20.6 180 350.7 17.96 6.71 

NOx 
 

Pre-Project Boilers 1and 2 (coal) 
Boiler 3 (oil) 745 475 360.5 15.43 7.68 

 
Post-

Project 

Boiler 3 (Gas) 152.4 475 329.0 20.66 4.14 

CCCT (Gas) 22.6 54.9 350.7 17.96 6.71 
 
 

Table 3. Emission Rates and Stack Parameters 
For Modeling Long-Term Impacts of Allowable Emissions Scenario 

Pollutant 

 

Source 
Emission 

Rate 
(tons/yr) 

Stack 
Height 

(ft) 

Stack 
Temp. 

(K) 

Stack Exit 
Velocity 

(m/s) 

Stack 
Diameter

(m) 

SO2 
 

Pre-Project Boilers 1and 2(coal) 
Boiler 3 (oil) 5,863 475 360.5 15.43 7.68 

 
Post-

Project 

Boiler 3(Gas) 1.2 475 329.0 20.66 4.14 

CCCT (Gas) 13.8 180 350.7 17.96 6.71 

PM2.5 
 

Pre-Project Boilers 1 and 2 (coal) 
Boiler 3 (oil) 3,738 475 360.5 15.43 7.68 

 
Post-

Project 

Boiler 3 (Gas) 8 475 329.0 20.66 4.14 

CCCT (Gas) 69 180 350.7 17.96 6.71 

NOx 
 

Pre-Project Boilers 1 and 2 (coal) 
Boiler 3 (oil) -2,755 475 360.5 15.43 7.68 

 
Post-

Project 

Boiler 3 (Gas) 91 475 329.0 20.66 4.14 

CCCT (Gas) 92 180 350.7 17.96 6.71 

CCCT (Gas) 0.00378 180 350.7 17.96 6.71 
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Table 4. Emission Rates and Stack Parameters 

For Modeling Short-Term Impacts of Actual Emissions Scenario 
 

Pollutant 

 

Source 
Emission 

Rate 
(lb/hr) 

Stack 
Height 

(ft) 

Stack 
Temp. 

(K) 

Stack Exit 
Velocity 

(m/s) 

Stack 
Diameter

(m) 

SO2 
 

Pre-Project Boilers 1 and 2 (coal) 652.5 475 334.2 13.50 6.47 
Post-Project CCCT (Gas) 6.8 180 350.7 17.96 6.71 

PM2.5 
 

Pre-Project Boilers 1 and 2 (coal) 409.6 475 334.2 13.50 6.47 
Post-Project CCCT (Gas) 20.6 180 350.7 17.96 6.71 

NOx 
 

Pre-Project Boilers 1 and 2 (coal) 391.5 475 334.2 13.50 6.47 
Post-Project CCCT (Gas) 22.6 180 350.7 17.96 6.71 

 
Table 5. Emission Rates and Stack Parameters 

For Modeling Long-Term Impacts of Actual Emissions Scenario 
 

Pollutant 

 

Source 
Emission 

Rate 
(ton/yr) 

Stack 
Height 

(ft) 

Stack 
Temp. 

(K) 

Stack Exit 
Velocity 

(m/s) 

Stack 
Diameter

(m) 

SO2 
 

Pre-Project Boilers 1 and 2 (coal) 565 475 334.2 13.50 6.47 
Post-Project CCCT (Gas) 14 180 350.7 17.96 6.71 

PM2.5 
 

Pre-Project Boilers 1 and 2 (coal) 118 475 334.2 13.50 6.47 
Post-Project CCCT (Gas) 69 180 350.7 17.96 6.71 

NOx 
 

Pre-Project Boilers 1 and 2 (coal) 414 475 334.2 13.50 6.47 
Post-Project CCCT (Gas) 92 180 350.7 17.96 6.71 

 
Modeling Methodology 
 
The most recent version of the EPA’s air dispersion model, AERMOD (version 12345), was 
used in the modeling with regulatory default options. The area surrounding BL England was 
determined to be rural. Modeling was performed with the Department pre-processed 1-minute 
ASOS meteorological data for the period of 2008 to 2012 from the Atlantic City Airport. The 
concurrent upper air data was from Brookhaven, NY. A uniform grid with receptors spaced at 
1,000 meters covers the entire defined Pinelands Area. 
 
The height of the common stack of Boilers 1, 2 and 3 is 475 feet. This height was used in the 
modeling. The influence of onsite structures to pollutant dispersion was also considered. Normal 
operations were modeled. For NO2 modeling, Ambient Ratio Method Tier 2 was used (80% NO 
to NO2 conversion for 1-hr average concentrations). 
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BL ENGLAND & RELIABILITY 
PIPELINE PROJECT
September 27, 2013



PRESENTATION OUTLINE

Utility Service in New Jersey
South Jersey Gas overview
Project background
Existing system infrastructure
Reliability considerations
Horizontal directional drilling
Environmental impact studies
Safety and maintenance 



UTILITY SERVICE IN NEW JERSEY
New Jersey Board of Public Utilities has the 
responsibility to ensure safe, adequate and proper 
utility service for residents
BPU implements this responsibility by overseeing 
the actions of the State’s various public utilities
Public utilities are granted exclusive franchise 
rights to provide these services subject to the 
BPU’s jurisdiction
The BPU regulates most of the company’s 
operations, including but not limited to service 
cost and quality, customer service, safety, and 
construction specifications



ABOUT SOUTH JERSEY GAS

Approximately 
360,000 
customers
6,100 miles of 
distribution 
pipeline
Serves seven 
southern 
counties
122 miles of 
transmission 
pipeline



63,000 
Customers 
currently 
residing 
within the 
Pinelands

EXISTING PINELANDS INFRASTRUCTURE



SJG TRANSMISSION INFRASTRUCTURE



PROJECT OVERVIEW



RELIABILITY CONSIDERATIONS
Total number 
of customers 
impacted by 
service 
disruption
= 60,000

Number of 
customers 
within the 
Pinelands
= 3,300



Total number 
of customers 
impacted by 
service 
disruption 
= 140,000

Number of 
customers 
within the 
Pinelands
= 28,700

Number of 
Customers 
within the 
Pinelands in 
Atlantic County
= 25,400

RELIABILITY CONSIDERATIONS



RESTORING NATURAL GAS SERVICE

Restoring natural gas service is a lengthy, tedious process
Each gas meter needs to be turned off as the pipeline problem 
is repaired
Once gas is re-introduced to the system, each meter needs to 
be turned on and appliances relit for each home and business
Restoring service to all of Cape May County could take 3 
months or longer
Events like Hurricane Sandy have demonstrated that this type 
of outage is possible (ex. Long Beach Island)
Utilities have been asked by the BPU to propose actions that 
will ‘harden’ their systems 



POTENTIAL PIPELINE ROUTES



ROUTE C

Why was the route 
eliminated?

Railroad corridor 
reforested
Large habitat for endangered species
Required significant clearing and disturbance of 
wetlands
Regulatory agencies discouraged route option



ROUTE B

Why was the route 
eliminated?

Environmental impact –
significant wetland 
mitigation required
Required relocation of residents
Restricted access to emergency services
Lack of available area for HDD construction
Limits of current drilling technology
Diminished reliability benefit



ROUTE B



ROUTE B



ROUTE A

Why was this route 
chosen?

Minimal environmental 
impact
Limited residential impacts
Provides significant reliability benefit
Use of previously established right-of-way corridor 



DESIGN ROUTE



Crossing Name Structure to be drilled under
Total length of 

drilll

Maximum 
depth of 

drill

Distance 
from 
Water 
Bottom 
to Pipe

Cumberland Pond on  Rte 49  Bridge and Dam Piles 2410' 62' 37'
Tuckahoe River @ 1st Ave on Rte 49  Headwalls of bridge 2290' 56' 44'

Tuckahoe River @ Head of River Rd on Rte 
40 Headwalls of bridge 1150' 61' 49'

Mill Creek on Rte 49 Headwalls of bridge 2120' 58' 46'

Horizontal Directional Drills ‐ SJG ‐ Pinelands Area

HORIZONTAL DIRECTIONAL DRILLING



ENSURING SAFETY OF THE HDD PROCESS

Identify potential environmental risks

Require emergency response plans in the event of a problem

Install sediment controls and containment areas around drilling operations

Constantly track the exact path of the drill during the process

Continually assess site practices and environmental controls

Rehabilitate all disturbed areas as soon as possible and stabilize exposed soils



ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STUDIES

Three Threatened & Endangered Species Surveys 
Were Prepared for Pinelands 

Concluded that the proposed alignment avoids 
threatened and endangered species habitats
Recommended Best Management Practices that will 
be followed during construction

Cultural Resource Studies
Phase 1A and 1B/II studies were completed
Concluded that archaeological resources will not be 
impacted by the pipeline



SAFETY AND MAINTENANCE

Pipeline design exceeds federal requirements

Continuous pressure monitoring

Monthly patrols for erosion, excavation, illegal 
dumping, etc. for anything that may impact the 
pipeline

Annual leak survey

Periodic integrity assessments
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Area of Detail

PENNSYLVANIA NEW YORK

DELAWARE

NEW JERSEY

ATLANTIC
OCEAN

Salem

Cumberland

Cape May

Atlantic

Gloucester

Camden

Burlington

Ocean

Monmouth

Mercer

Middlesex

Glassboro

Cumberland

Waterford

Atlantic

Cape May

PENNSYLVANIA

DELAWARE

NEW JERSEY

ATLANTIC
OCEAN

Legend
SJG PIPELINE SYSTEM WITHIN PINELANDS BOUNDARY LOCATION MAP

111 Wood Avenue South, Iselin, NJ 08830

0 10 205

Miles

BL England
Power Plant

.
REVISION 4:               10/21/2014Pipes with Pinelands Boundary

Pipes outside Pinelands Boundary

Abc County Name

SJG Division Boundary
NJ County Boundary

Forest Area
Preservation Area
Other Pinelands Area
Outside State designated
Pinelands Area

!( Transco and Columbia Gates

Abc Division Name

1 inch = 41,000 feet
REFFERENCE SCALE

1:492,000
ABSOLUTE SCALE

Lower than 250 psig
250 psig and Higher
Proposed 24" Pipeline

PROPOSED 24" PIPELINE
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90 Blue Ravine, Suite 165 
Folsom, CA  95630 

Phone:  916-294-0095 
Fax:  916-294-0098 

 

 
  
August 18, 2014 
 
Mr. Richard Bethke, PE. 
Senior Engineer 
 South Jersey Gas Company 
1 South Jersey Plaza, Route 54 
Folsom, NJ 08037 
 
 
Subject: Expert Report: Technical feasibility and risk evaluation for HDD bore proposed by Pinelands 
Preservation Alliance (PPA) and alternative HDD alignments beneath Greater Egg Harbor Bay (GEHB)  
 
Mr. Bethke: 
 
As requested, I have evaluated the technical feasibility and risks associated with a proposed long 
horizontal directional drilled (HDD) bore beneath Greater Egg Harbor Bay (GEHB) for installation of a 
24-inch diameter steel gas pipeline for South Jersey Gas. The GEHB HDD bore was proposed by the 
Pinelands Preservation Alliance (PPA) as part of an alternative to the alignment recommended by 
South Jersey Gas’s (SJC) design consultant, Woodard and Curran. The GEHB HDD bore proposed by 
PPA would be approximately 8,700 feet long, and would need to be approximately 36-inches in 
diameter to allow installation of a 24-inch diameter steel gas pipeline. Two other alternative GEHB 
HDD bore alignments were evaluated. In addition, I evaluated the relative risks and technical 
feasibility of the two longest proposed HDD bores along Alternative A Route.  
 
I have relied on my extensive experience in geotechnical engineering, design and construction 
observations for long, large diameter HDD bores, my expertise in evaluating risks of inadvertent 
drilling fluid returns, sometimes referred to as hydrofractures, my expertise evaluating pipe stresses 
and pullback loads, and my extensive experience and knowledge of HDD design and construction 
good practices. I have reviewed documents provided to me, including available geotechnical data, 
aerial photographs, drawings, and engineering reports associated with the proposed gas pipeline. 
Figures referenced in the report are included at the end of the report.  A list of documents I 
reviewed and/or relied upon is included in Appendix A.  
 
My expert opinions are summarized below, followed by discussion of evidence supporting my 
opinions. 

 
1. The anticipated ground conditions for the PPA proposed GEHB HDD crossing are extremely 

unfavorable. The ground conditions anticipated for the GEHB HDD crossing proposed by 
PPA, based on my review of available geotechnical boring logs and geotechnical reports, are 
extremely unfavorable, and likely insurmountable. I reviewed logs of 104 borings that were 



 

2 

drilled for 3 investigations in the near vicinity of the proposed HDD GEHB crossing. These 
borings were drilled over a period of 42 years by different geotechnical engineers. Almost 
without exception, the logs indicated extensive depths of highly unfavorable, low blow 
count, very soft to soft organic silt and clay. The logs of three borings drilled on land for the 
1973 B. L. England Generating Station foundation investigation revealed extremely weak, 
soft soils (Harroun, 1973). Of 50 borings drilled for the 1970 Garden State Parkway (GSP) 
investigation, logs of 41 borings indicated intervals of low blow count, i.e. very soft to soft 
weak soils (Knoerle, Bender, Stone, and Associates, 1970). Fifty-one borings were drilled in 
2011 for the New Jersey Turnpike Authority (NJTPA) GSP bridge replacement project 
investigation (Michael Baker, 2011). Every one of the 51 boring logs indicated very low blow 
count very soft to soft and weak soils, with some boring logs noting these unfavorable soils 
over extensive depth intervals. The logs and depth intervals where very soft to soft soils 
were noted on the 2011 boring logs are tabulated in Appendix B.    
 
The available geotechnical information I reviewed indicates that very soft to soft organic silt 
and clay with low blow counts (weight of hammer or weight of rod were noted in many 
instances) were encountered in the vast majority (91%) of borings in the vicinity of the PPA 
proposed GEHB HDD bore, including numerous notations of these low blow count, weak, 
compressible materials at extensive depths. These extremely unfavorable soils would be 
anticipated along much or all of the proposed HDD bore alignment.  Very soft to soft organic 
clay and silt deposits are unstable, will collapse around the HDD bore, will result in 
inadvertent drilling fluid returns, and will make it impossible to maintain circulation. These 
ground conditions will result in very poor steering response, inability to maintain design 
alignment and grade, and will make it impossible to install the pipe. Risks of adverse 
consequences to sensitive environmental features will be extremely high, as a result of the 
Contractor’s inability to maintain circulation and avoid inadvertent drilling fluid returns.  
 

2. Work areas and pipe layout areas are inadequate for PPA proposed GEHB HDD crossing. 
The pipe layout area for the PPA proposed HDD bore crossing of GEHB is inadequate for 
fabrication and staging of the pipeline in one continuous string for pullback. The 24-inch 
steel pipe cannot be bent around sharp curves.  My review of the available drawings 
indicates that only approximately 2,500 feet of layout area is available near the south end of 
the PPA proposed GEHB crossing.  The pipe fabrication and layout area would require use of 
an abandoned roadway that extends from North Shore Road near the intersection of Clay 
Avenue, southeast to Garden State Parkway.  In order to take advantage of this area, the 
pipe would have to be deflected approximately 30°.  Even if the pipe could be deflected by 
30° within the layout area, the layout area is still inadequate to allow fabrication of a single 
continuous pipe string, and instead would have to be fabricated in at least four pipe 
segments.  Very little work area exists at the northern end of the bore and would likely 
require clearing a significant amount of trees to accommodate the drilling equipment.   
 
Fabrication and pullback of the pipeline in a continuous string reduces the risks of getting 
the pipeline stuck and being unable to complete the installation. When the pipeline must be 
staged in multiple shorter strings to accommodate the available layout area, long delays are 
incurred at each stopping point, to position, weld, inspect the weld, coat the welded joint, 
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inspect and test the coating, and resume pulling. Pullback forces increase after each stop, 
bore instability increases with time, and the bore would collapse. The very high pulling 
forces could exceed the rig pullback capacity. 
 

3. The HDD intercept method and conductor casings would be required to attempt the PPA 
GEHB HDD Crossing. The work areas available to execute the PPA proposed GEHB HDD bore 
are highly constrained and inadequate. Very long HDD bores must be drilled using the 
intersect method, with a large HDD drill rig and separation plant (mud pump, mechanical 
shakers, and hydrocyclones) and other equipment at each end of the bore. Approximately ¾ 
acre is required at each end for the equipment. Traffic and access to private property must 
be maintained. The intersect method can reduce risk of inadvertent drilling fluid returns, 
especially if conductor casing is installed at each end of the bore. The conductor casings and 
the use of two HDD rigs would help maintain circulation, reduce risk of settlement damage 
to existing utilities above the HDD bore, reduce the length of the drilling fluid flow path, and 
reduce drilling fluid pumping pressures. For the extensive very soft and soft organic soils 
anticipated along much or all of the PPA proposed GEHB HDD bore path, the conductor 
casings would have to be very long. Installation of the conductor casings would require use 
of a percussive hammer, which is very noisy. The fabrication and installation of the 
conductor casings would be disruptive to nearby residents and businesses. Conductor 
casing, if left in place, could pose high risks of corrosion to the gas pipeline.  Removal of the 
conductor casings would introduce high risks of settlement damage to surface roads, 
utilities, and other features. The use of the intersect method and conductor casing would 
reduce risks for the GEHB HDD crossing, but would not render it feasible. 
 

4. The PPA Proposed GEHB Crossing is Fatally Flawed and Beyond the State of the Industry. 
The PPA proposed HDD bore crossing of GEHB would be approximately 8,700 feet long, and 
would need to be approximately 36-inches in diameter to allow installation of 24-inch steel 
pipe. HDD bores up to 10,000 feet have been completed by highly skilled and experienced 
contractors in stable ground conditions, i.e. ground conditions which provide bore stability, 
allow circulation of drilling fluids to be maintained, reduce risks of inadvertent drilling fluid 
returns, and allow the product pipe to be pulled back without bore collapse. Favorable 
(stable) ground conditions include stiff to hard clay and cohesive silt, dense to very dense 
sand to clayey sand, and soft to medium strength competent rock. The soil conditions for 
the GEHB HDD crossing are anticipated to be very unfavorable, and therefore a long, large 
diameter HDD crossing is ill-advised.  However, even if the ground conditions were 
favorable, an HDD bore of the required diameter and length needed to cross GEHB would 
be extremely challenging, even when attempted by highly skilled and experienced 
Contractors in favorable ground conditions. 
 

5. The alternative alignments investigated for GEHB HDD crossing are also fatally flawed. In 
addition to the construction risks identified and discussed above, permitting risks must be 
identified and addressed. The proposed GEHB HDD crossing alignment is parallel and 
encroaches on the NJTPA GSP Right of Way (ROW). A permit would be required to construct 
the gas pipeline within the NJTPA GSP ROW. NJTPA’s letter of July 14, 2014 indicates that 
there are no circumstances or exceptions under which such a permit for parallel occupancy 
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of the gas pipeline would be approved (NJTPA, 2014). Consequently, any GEHB crossing 
would have to be outside the GSP ROW.  
 
I investigated two alternative alignments for an HDD crossing of GEHB outside the NJTPA 
GSP ROW. Specifically, I reviewed alternative GEHB alignments identified and described by 
Woodard and Curran, illustrated in Figure 1. Figure 1 shows alternative gas pipeline routes 
for portions of Alternatives A, B, and G, including three alternative GEHB crossing 
alignments, and the two longest HDD bores proposed along the Alternative A route.  The 
PPA proposed alignment shown in purple on Figure 1 has been discussed previously.  The 
other two alignments are shown in yellow and black.  The yellow alignment represents an 
approximately 7,000-foot long HDD bore with a horizontal curve that makes a bend of 
approximately 68°, along Alternative Route B.  The black alignment represents an 
approximately 12,700’ long HDD bore with a horizontal curve that also makes a bend of 
approximately 68°.   
 
The two alternative GEHB HDD bores are near the PPA proposed GEHB HDD bore alignment. 
Therefore, ground conditions along the yellow and black alternative GEHB crossing 
alignments would be expected to be very similar to the ground conditions anticipated and 
described previously for the PPA proposed crossing of GEHB, i.e. predominantly low blow 
count, weak, very soft to soft organic soils.  No 36-inch diameter by 12,700’ long HDD bore 
alignment with a 68° horizontal curve through weak, very soft to soft organic soils has ever 
been successfully completed.  In fact, no 12,000-foot long HDD bore has ever been 
completed in any ground conditions.  The extreme length, diameter, and severe horizontal 
curved geometry represent extremely risky uncharted territory, far outside the state of 
practice in the industry, and should not be attempted.   
 
The 7,000-foot long bore has precedent within the HDD state of practice for length, but the 
36-inch diameter, severe 68° horizontal curve, and weak, very soft to soft soils present 
extremely high risks that should be avoided.  Neither of these alternative GEHB HDD bores 
has sufficient pipe layout area to accommodate the full pipe string length, necessitating one 
or more stops during pullback to position, weld, inspect the weld, and resume pullback.  The 
interruptions significantly increase the risks of the pipe becoming stuck.   
 
The severe horizontal curves in both alignments would substantially increase pipe pullback 
loads and bending stresses. Such severe horizontal curves cannot be achieved in very soft to 
soft organic soils, and very loose to loose sands because of the poor steering response.  The 
end result of attempting either of these alignments would be certain failure and expensive 
Contractor claims for defective design. My evaluation led me to conclude that while possible 
to select an HDD bore alignment outside the GSP ROW, each of the risk factors identified 
previously related to extreme length, diameter, disruption to residents, inadequate pipe 
layout, highly constrained work areas, highly unfavorable soil conditions, and high risk of 
inadvertent drilling fluid returns would remain. In fact, any attempt to complete the 12,700 
foot long alternative GEHB HDD bore would be certain to fail.  
 
The cumulative effects of the identified risks for the Pinelands proposed HDD bore 
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alignment, and the two alternative GEHB HDD alignments evaluated renders any proposed 
GEHB HDD crossing not feasible. Any GEHB HDD crossing would violate good design practice 
in numerous ways and present extreme risks.  
 

6. Alternative A alignments for Cedar Swamp Creek and Atlantic City Electric HDD bores are 
technically feasible and avoid or mitigate fatal flaws. Good HDD design practice dictates 
that risks be identified and avoided if possible. Risks that cannot be avoided must be 
mitigated, but risk avoidance always trumps mitigation. The PPA proposed GEHB HDD 
crossing and alternative GEHB crossings present very high risks that should be avoided. The 
identified risks can be avoided by selecting a route/alignment which reduces bore lengths, 
places the bore in more favorable anticipated ground conditions, provides adequate work 
area and pipe layout area, reduces risk of adverse environmental consequences, and 
reduces disruption to residents and businesses.  
 
The South Jersey Gas design team has achieved substantial risk avoidance and reduction in 
its recommended route which avoids the excessively long and risky GEHB HDD crossing.  I 
evaluated the two longest HDD bores along the recommended Alternative Route A.  
Specifically, I evaluated the Cedar Swamp Creek (CSC) bore and the Atlantic City Electric 
(ACE) bore.  These bores are shown on Figure 1.  The CSC HDD bore would be approximately 
4,500 feet long.  The ACE HDD bore would be approximately 5,330 feet long.   
 
Cedar Swamp Creek Crossing. The CSC bore lies beneath Tuckahoe Road and would be 
approximately 70 feet deep along much of the bore alignment.  This bore has a horizontal 
curve with a radius of approximately 2,600 feet and a deflection of approximately 20° along 
a portion of the HDD bore.  Boring BS-04 was drilled approximately 1,000 feet from the 
proposed HDD bore exit point. The boring log is depicted in Figure 2 on the HDD bore 
profile.  The log of BS-04 indicates very loose sand for the upper 15 feet of the bore, 
underlain by firm silt for the next 15 feet.  Loose sands and loose silty sands were 
encountered for the next 25 feet, underlain by dense to very dense sand and silty sand to 
the bottom of the boring at approximately 94.5 foot depth.  The HDD bore would be within 
the lower dense to very dense sands at this location. Boring BS-11 was drilled approximately 
280 feet west of the CSC HDD bore entry along the alignment.  Soils encountered in BS-11 at 
and near pipe elevation were very dense silty sand, with a thin lens or layer of very loose 
sand approximately 10 feet above the pipe, overlain by approximately 60 feet of medium 
dense to dense sand.  Seven borings were drilled in 1964 for the reconstruction of Tuckahoe 
Road.  These borings lie primarily within the horizontal curve portion of the proposed HDD 
bore. The logs of these 7 borings indicate that the soils at and near the HDD bore elevations 
are stiff to hard silt and medium dense to dense sand.  Very loose to loose sands were 
encountered in the upper 14 to 20 feet below ground surface.  These very loose to loose 
sands would be expected within the relatively short, straight tangent sections of the HDD 
bore near entry and exit, where neither vertical nor horizontal steering is required. My 
review of the available boring logs indicates that the majority of the proposed CSC HDD 
bore would be expected to be within the stiff to hard silt and dense to very dense sand, with 
excellent steering response.  The stiff to hard silt and dense to very dense sand would 
provide excellent protection against inadvertent drilling fluid returns.   
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Layout area for the CSC HDD bore would be constrained, but the pipe could be 
accommodated in two strings.  The proposed 4,500-foot long by 36-inch diameter HDD 
bore, while challenging, would have a high probability of success.  The length and diameter 
are within the state of practice, successful precedent exists, and the soils encountered at 
and near HDD bore depth are predominantly stiff to hard silt and dense to very dense sand 
and silty sand, which are stable and represent favorable ground conditions for HDD 
construction.  The proposed geometry, including the relatively gentle 20° horizontal bend 
presents low to moderate risks with successful precedent.  The proposed 4,500-foot long 
CSC HDD bore presents far lower risks than any of the alternative GEHB HDD bores 
evaluated.   
 
Atlantic City Electric Crossing. The proposed ACE HDD bore along Alternative Route A would 
be approximately 5,330 feet long by 36-inch diameter. The bore, as depicted, would include 
two horizontal curves, each with approximately 30° deflection.  Adequate pipe layout area 
exists for at least 4,500 feet of the pipe string, and possibly for the entire 5,330-foot pipe 
string.  The bore would be approximately 60 feet deep for the majority of its length.  Boring 
BS-07 was drilled along the HDD bore alignment approximately 700 feet east of the HDD exit 
point, and is shown in Figure 3.  Boring BS-08 was drilled approximately 1,150 feet west of 
the HDD entry and BS-09 was drilled within 200 feet of the entry.  The soils encountered in 
BS-07 at and near the proposed HDD bore elevation were medium dense to dense sand, 
overlain by soft silt from approximately 5 feet above the bore to approximately 30 feet 
above the bore, with approximately 17 feet of firm silt above the soft silt.  The upper 13 feet 
of surficial soils were soft silt and very loose sand.  The medium dense to dense sand 
encountered at and near the proposed pipe elevation represent favorable soils for HDD 
construction, although the overlying soft silt presents risks for inadvertent drilling fluid 
returns.  Since these soils would be expected near HDD entry and exit at shallow depth on 
land, these risks could be mitigated by mobilizing equipment to clean up any drilling fluid 
returns. The soils encountered in BS-08 at and near the proposed HDD bore elevation were 
medium dense to very dense sands, overlain by a thin layer of firm silt, and approximately 
25 feet of medium dense to dense sand.  Surficial soils to approximately 22 feet depth were 
very loose sands. The relatively thick medium dense to dense sands and firm silt represent 
favorable ground conditions from HDD bore elevation to approximately 40 feet above the 
bore.  These soils would provide good protection against inadvertent drilling fluid returns 
and would provide reasonable stability against bore collapse and loss of circulation.  
 
The soils encountered in BS-09 at and near HDD bore elevation were medium dense to 
dense sand and firm silt, overlain by approximately 10 feet of very soft silt and very loose 
sand, and approximately 10 feet of stiff silt.  Surficial soils to approximately 30 feet depth 
were interbedded soft to firm silt.  These three borings indicate favorable ground conditions 
at and near HDD bore elevation, overlain by relatively thin layers or lenses of soft or loose 
soils.  The indicated soil conditions are generally favorable for HDD construction and far 
superior to the ground conditions indicated by borings within GEHB.  The proposed ACE 
HDD bore presents far lower risks than any of the GEHB bores evaluated, due to its shorter 
length, much longer pipe layout areas, and much more favorable anticipated ground 
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conditions. 
 

7. The two longest Alternative A HDD alignments present far lower risks than the GEHB 
bores. The two long HDD bores proposed by the South Jersey Gas design team along the 
Alternative A alignment present far lower risks than any of the potential GEHB HDD bores 
identified and evaluated.  The Cedar Swamp Creek and ACE HDD bore lengths are well 
within the HDD industry state of practice. The lengths of all of the potential GEHB HDD 
bores are near the edge or beyond the state of practice in the industry.  The soils 
encountered in borings drilled in the vicinity of the CSC and ACE HDD bores are generally 
favorable for HDD construction.  The soils encountered in borings in the vicinity of the 
potential GEHB HDD crossings are extremely unfavorable for HDD construction.  The GEHB 
crossings present very high risks of inadvertent drilling fluid returns, and present very high 
risks of bore collapse and loss of circulation.  Steering response would be extremely poor for 
the potential GEHB crossings.  The inadequate pipe layout area for the GEHB crossings, 
coupled with the extreme bore lengths and adverse soils conditions, present extremely high 
risk of failure to complete the bore.  Adverse environmental consequences are far more 
likely for the potential GEHB bores, because of the long aqueous crossing. It would be 
impossible to mobilize and clean up the numerous inadvertent drilling fluid returns which 
would occur along the bottom of the GEHB.  In summary, the potential GEHB HDD crossings 
are technically unsound, without successful precedent, fatally flawed, and should be 
avoided.  The Alternative A alignment long HDD  bores are within the state of practice of the 
HDD industry, have numerous successful precedents, are technically sound, and are far 
superior to the GEHB crossing alternatives. 
 

I have reached my expert opinions with a high degree of scientific certainty, based on my review of 
available documents and my extensive experience and expertise in HDD design and construction 
oversight. I reserve the right to supplement or revise my opinions should additional evidence or facts 
become available which would warrant reconsideration.  
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
David Bennett PhD, PE (CA)  
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Figure 1.  Depiction of portions of alternative routes A, B, and G, three alternative GEHB HDD 
crossings, and two longest HDD bores proposed along alternative A route.  
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Figure 2. Profile of proposed Cedar Swamp Creek HDD crossing and BS-04 boring log. 
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Figure 3. Profile of Atlantic City Electric proposed HDD crossing and BS-07, BS-08, and BS-09 boring logs. 
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Appendix A: List of Documents Reviewed and Relied Upon 

Bennett, David, and Ariaratnam, Samuel, 2008. “HDD Good Practices Guidelines”, HDD 
Consortium, 3rd edition, copyright, North American Society for Trenchless Technology 

Bennett, David, and Wallin, Kathryn, 2008. “Step-by-Step Method for Evaluation of 
Hydrofracture Risks on HDD Projects”. Proceedings, No-Dig 2008, Dallas, TX 

Cherry, Weber & Associates, 2013. “Geotechnical Engineering Report: 24-inch BL England 
Pipeline Supply Project”, July 10, 2013. 

Harroun Incorporated, 1973. “Engineering Soil and Foundation Analysis, BL England 
Generating Station, Unit No. 3 Natural Draft Cooling Tower “, prepared for United 
Engineers and Constructors, April, 1973. 

Hyland Design Group, 2012. Drawing Sheet 1 of 1, BL England Generating Station Wetlands 
Conservation Area, August 21, 2012. 

Hyland Design Group, 2008. Drawing Sheet 1 of 2 1, BL England Generating Station Plan of 
Freshwater Wetlands/Water Delineation, April 8, 2008. 

Knoerle, Bender, Stone & Associates, 1970. “ New Jersey Turnpike Authority, Garden State 
Parkway, Contract 77-526 Grading, Drainage, Paving, and Structures, Greater Egg Harbor 
Crossing Improvement”, profiles of boring logs and boring location plan, August, 1970. 

Michael Baker, 2011. Boring logs from 2011 New Jersey Turnpike Authority Garden State 
Parkway Bridge Replacement Project Geotechnical Investigation. 

New Jersey Turnpike Authority, 2014. Letter with attachments to Mr. Steven Ewing, VP, 
Woodard and Curran: Subject-Proposed Gas Line Installation for BL England Power Plant, 
July 14, 2014. 

Pinelands Preservation Alliance Staff, undated. “Review of Alternatives”, printout of 
PowerPoint presentation, 20 pages. 

Sprague and Henwood, 1964. “Profile of Boring Logs, Reconstruction of Tuckahoe Road 
Crossing at Cedar Swamp Creek”, April 23, 1964 

Woodard and Curran, 2013. “Alternatives Analysis Addendum to the June 18, 2012 South 
Jersey Gas-BL England Gas route Analysis Report”, January 10, 2013. 

Woodard and Curran, 2012. “South Jersey Gas-BL England Gas Route Analysis Report, June 
18, 2012. 
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Woodard and Curran, 2014. “Proposed 24” BL England Gas Pipeline”, Plan view map of 
Routes A, B, and G. 

Woodard and Curran, 2013. “Cedar Swamp Creek – HDD”, two drawings depicting plan and 
profile views of Atlantic City Electric HDD bore. 
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Appendix B:  Boring Logs and Depth Intervals with Very Soft to Soft Soils 

2011 NJTPA GSP Bridge Replacement Geotechnical Investigation (Michael Baker, 2011) 

Boring Number 
Very Soft to Soft 
Soils? (1 = yes) 

Elevation of Very Soft Soils (3 blow counts or 
less) 

Elevation of Soft Soils (4 to 7 blow counts) 
 

 B-1 1 1.4 to 0.4, -1.6 to -6.1, -22.1 to -26.1, -32.1 0.4 to -1.6, -33.1, -38.1 
 

 B-2 1 5.4 to -0.6, -10.6, -21.6 to -29.1 -1.6 to -4.6, -11.6 
 

 BL-3 1 3.3 to 0.3, -22.7 -0.7 to -1.7, -4.7 to -5.7, -23.7 
 

 BL-4 1 3.4 to -1.6, -3.6, -22.4 -2.6 
 

 B-4A 1 0.1, -20.4 -3.9 
 

 
BL-7 1 -46.0, -50.2, -55.7 

0.3, -4.7 to -9.7, -17.7, -30.2, -35.2, -47.0 to -
49.2, -51.2, -56.7, -85.7  

 
B-8 1 

4.7, 2.7, 0.7, -1.3, -4.2 to -34.7, -41.7 to -51.2, -
55.7 to -61.7, -66.7 to -68.7, -75.7, -85.7 

3.7, 1.7, -0.3, -36.7 
 

 
B-9 1 

3.2 to 2.2, -5.8 to -35.3, -42.3, -57.8 to -62.8, -
67.3 to -72.3, -77.3, -87.3 

-1.8, -3.8, -47.3, -52.3 
 

 B-10 1 -1 to -36, -55.5 1 to 0, -60.5 to -66.5, -86 
 

 B-11 1 0.6 to -0.4, -4.2 to -20.7, -25.7 to -41.7 4.8 to 3.6, -1.4, -21.7 
 

 B-12 1 6, 2 to 1, -2 to -18.8, -23.8, -28.8 0 to -1, -33.8, -58.8, -73.8, -84.3 
 

 B-13 1 0.6 to -32.5, -40   
 

 BL-16 1 -5 to -9, -31 to -42 7 to 5, -6, -10 to -28, -46.7, -76.7, -81.7 
 

 B-17 1 3.4 to 2.4, -4.6, -6.6, -12.6 to -37.1 1.4, -0.6, -5.6, -7.6 
 

 B-18 1 0.9, -13.6 to -39.1 -0.1 to -1.1, -5.1, -7.1 to -12.6, -40.1 to -44.1 
 

 B-19 1 -3.6 to -10.1, -35.6 0.4, -40.6 
 

 BL-20 1 3.4 5.4 to 4.4, 1.4, -7.2, -20.6 
 

 BL-20A 1 -36   
 

 BL-21 1 -3.1 to -3.3, -25.2 1.7, -20.2 to -24.2, -34.6, -59.3 
 

 BL-22 1 -20, -24.5 1.9, -4, -15, -21, -25.5, -34.5 to -25.5, -49.5 
 

 BL-23 1 -35.5 -3.5, -20.5 to -25.5, -64.4 
 

 BL-24 1 0.9, -19.6, -35.9, -36.9 -1, -3.1 to -4.1, -20.6, -44.6, -59.6 to -60.6 
 

 WB-1 1 -16.1 to -25.1, -61.1 -5.6 to -6.6, -26.1, -51.1, -62.1, -82.2 to -83.2 
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WB-2 1 
-3.3 to -9.6, -12.9 to -19.6, -23.8 to -24.8, -34.1 

to -35.1, -83.1, -108.8 
-58.5 to -63.6, -109.8 

 

 WB-3 1 -4.5 to -30, -35 to -48, -60 -31, -50, -75 to -76 
 

 WB-4 1 -5.5 to -51 -56 to -61 
 

 WB-5 1 -7.3 to -42.8 -47.8 
 

 WB-6 1 7.8 to -46.3, -113.3 -63.7, -114.3 
 

 WB-7 1 -11.9 to -41.4, -108.4 to -111.4 -42.4, -52.4 to -53.4, -72, -112.4 
 

 WB-8 1 -27.3 to -42.5, -52.5 -43.5, -53.5, -147 
 

 WB-9 1 -50.5 to -60, -71, -105, -117, -156, -158 -62, -116, -157 
 

 WB-10 1 -10.5 to -41 -62.2, -156.5 
 

 WB-11 1 -2 to -51.5, -102 to -105 -57.5 to -62.5 
 

 WB-12 1 -2.5 to -52, -58 to -62, -108 -53, -113.5 to -114.5 
 

 WB-13 1 -4.7 to -45.7, -56.2 to -60.7   
 

 WB-14 1 -5.6 to -46.1, -118 to -120 -57.1 to -61.9, -76, -115 
 

 WB-15 1 -6 to -49.5, -119 -56, -61 to -64.5 
 

 WB-16 1 -5.4 to -46.4, -56.6, -70.6 to -71.6 -57.6, -65.9, -120 
 

 WB-17 1 -4.1 to -47.6, -69 -54, -59 to -60, -70, -104, -114 
 

 WB-18 1 -3.5 to -52, -69 to -70 -99.3, -109.2 
 

 WB-19 1 -3.3 to -49.3, -58, -68, -88.8, -94.3, -99.4 -59, -69, -89.8, -95.3, -118 
 

 WB-20 1 -2.3 to -49 -67, -77 to -87 
 

 WB-21 1 -1.4 to -36, -66, -81 to -83 -37, -72 
 

 WB-22 1 -6.1 to -36, -46.4 -37 to -41, -51, -56, -61 to -63, -76 to -79 
 

 WB-23 1 -11.3 to -37.7, -81 -38.7, -46, -51, -61 
 

 WB-24 1 -16.1 to -40, -81, -86 -41, -46, -82, -87, -96 to -98, -112 
 

 WB-25 1 -17.2 to -36.7, -77 to -79, -107 -37.7, -42, -47 
 

 WB-26 1 -18.9 to -38.4, -53, -73, -79 to -82, -94 -44, -48, -54 to -58, -74 
 

 WB-27 1 -15.1 to -38.6, -75, -80, -103 to -105 -45, -50, -55, -60, -95, -100 
 

 WB-28 1 -7.8 to -37 -42, -52, -72, -78 to -82, -94, -99 
 

 WB-29 1 0.8 to -37.7, -77 to -83 -51, -56, -76, -96 
 

 
 

51   
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Proposed Pipeline Routes HCA Analysis 

7/28/14 

 A survey was conducted to determine the number and location of High Consequence Areas  

(HCAs) along two of the potential cape-atlantic reliability pipeline routes.  The survey was conducted in 

accordance with CFR 49 Part 192.903 and the SJG Transmission Integrity Management Plan, using the 

potential impact circle method.  The calculated potential impact radius was buffered with an additional 

50’, to be consistent with SJG TIMP processes. 

 Route A was surveyed in two sections, Section 1 consisted of the proposed route from the 

intersection of Rte 49 and Union Rd to the interconnect station site in Tuckahoe.  A total of five 

identified sites, resulting in a total HCA mileage of 0.81 miles, were found in Section 1.  Section 2 of 

Route A consisted of the proposed route from the interconnect station in Tuckahoe to the BL England 

plant.  A total of six identified sites, resulting in a total HCA mileage of 2.12 miles were found in Section 

2.  

 Route G was surveyed in three sections, Section 1 consisted of proposed route from the 

intersection of Ocean Heights Ave and Harbor Ave to the BL England Plant.  A total of ten identified sites, 

resulting in a total HCA mileage of 4.47 miles were found in Section 1.  Section 2 of Route G consisted of 

the proposed route from the BL England Plant to the interconnect station in Tuckahoe.  A total of six 

identified sites, resulting in a total HCA mileage of 2.12 miles were found in Section 2.  Section 3 

consisted of the route of the existing 20” pipeline from Union Rd to Route 50 that would be replaced 

with 30” pipeline, one new HCA with a total length of 0.70 miles was found in this section. 

 In total Route A would contain 2.93 miles in HCAs versus Route G which would contain 7.29 

miles in HCAs.  A spreadsheet listing the locations of the various HCAs is attached. 

 



Proposed Pipeline Routes HCA Analysis
7/28/2014

Route A

Section Size HCA # Town Address Name(s) HCA Length

1 24" 1 Millville 5216 Route 49 Cumberland United Methodist Church 690

1 24" 2 Millville 5280 Route 49 NJ Dept. of Transportation 1005

1 24" 3 Millville 5314 Route 49 Citgo 690

1 24" 4 Woodbine 505 Route 49 Di Luzio's Farm Market 690

1 24" 5 Woodbine 394 Route 49 Party Hoppers / Ice Equipment 1190

4265

0.81

2 24 1 Woodbine

Rt 50, New York Ave, Mt Pleasant - 

Tuckahoe Rd, Reading Ave

Tuckahoe Diner, Cody Equipment, Municple 

Facilities, Pizza Place 4235

2 24 2 Woodbine 1790 Route 50 Community Center 690

2 24 3 Woodbine 1443 Route 50 Going Bananas Deli 690

2 24 4 Woodbine 1291 Route 50 Levari's Seafood and American Grill 740

2 24 5 Woodbine 2018 Tuckahoe Rd

Fire and Rescue, Library, Municiple Building, 

Baseball Field 2960

2 24 6 Marmora 98 St. Andrews Pl Upper Township Schools 1890

11205

2.12

Total HCA Impact 2.93

Route G

Section Size HCA # Town Address Name(s) HCA Length (ft)

1 24 1 Egg Harbor Twp 1049 Ocean Heights Ave Share Fellowship 1228

1 24 2 620 Harbor Ave Hamilon Trails Golf Course 690

1 24 3 Egg Harbor Twp 1140 Ocean Heights Ave Solid Rock Church 690

1 24 4 Egg Harbor Twp Ocean Heights Ave

OC Home Bank, Ocean Heights Auto, Car 

Wash, Primos, Wawa 2876

1 24 5 Egg Harbor Twp Ocean Heights Ave

Auto Repair, Masonry, Trailer Park, Faith 

Bible 2666

1 24 6 Egg Harbor Twp 2110 Ocean Heights Ave

Twisted Dunes Club House / Ocean Heights 

Presbyterian Church 1276

1 24 7 Egg Harbor Twp Ocean Heights Ave

Library, Sports Facilities, Wonder Years 

Daycare, BP, Custard Garden Market, Praise 

Church, Cape Bank, Strip Mall, Juliano's 

Restaurant, Gulf, Library III, Liquor Store, 

Golf course, C-Jam 9226

1 24 8 Egg Harbor Twp Ocean Heights Ave

Medical Center, Ocean Carwash, Friendship 

Church, Redstone complex 2566

1 24 9 Somers Pt. Pacific Ave Mystic Point Apartments 1206

1 24 10 Somers Pt. 70 Mays Landing Rd Great Bay Raquet Ball and Fitness 1153

23577

4.47

2 24 1 Woodbine

Rt 50, New York Ave, Mt Pleasant - 

Tuckahoe Rd, Reading Ave

Tuckahoe Diner, Cody Equipment, Municple 

Facilities, Pizza Place 4235

2 24 2 Woodbine 1790 Route 50 Community Center 690

2 24 3 Woodbine 1443 Route 50 Going Bananas Deli 690

2 24 4 Woodbine 1291 Route 50 Levari's Seafood and American Grill 740

2 24 5 Woodbine 2018 Tuckahoe Rd

Fire and Rescue, Library, Municiple Building, 

Baseball Field 2960

2 24 6 Marmora 98 St. Andrews Pl Upper Township Schools 1890

11205

2.12

3 30 1 Mays Landing 11th Street The Oaks of Weymouth 3709

0.70

7.29

Total Feet

Miles

Miles

Total HCA Impact

Total Feet

Miles

Total Feet

Miles

Total Feet

Miles
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