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Garrett County Shale Gas Advisory Committee 
Final Report 

(November 26, 2014) 
 
Background 
 
The Garrett County Board of Commissioners developed a one-year Garrett County Shale 
Gas Advisory Committee (SGAC) charter and appointed eleven members in October of 
2013. The charter identified four topic areas to be explored: Emergency Preparedness, 
Workforce Development, Local Legislative/ Regulatory/Policy Options, and Other Major 
Topics/Issues. It included tasking to selectively review studies/reports emerging from the 
Governor’s Marcellus Shale Safe Drilling Initiative. Finally, the charter provided 
fundamental Commissioner guidance by stating, “Development of shale gas in Garrett 
County shall be viewed in a manner of maximizing economic benefits and mitigating any 
negative impacts.” 
 
A “kick-off” meeting was held on November 5, 2013 with all members and the full Board 
of County Commissioners present. Meetings were conducted on a monthly basis, the last 
meeting occurring on October 30, 2014. 
 
On April 24, 2014, the SGAC received follow-up Commissioner tasking related to the 
topic of local regulatory options. This tasking requested specific recommendations on 
possible local regulatory actions to fill jurisdictional “gaps” or perceived inadequacies in 
terms of risk/impact mitigation practices being proposed at the state level. The SGAC 
was asked to consider “local regulatory frameworks – existing or otherwise” as a basis 
for its recommendations. 
 
Commissioner Raley, representing the full Board, attended meetings regularly and 
provided both support and guidance throughout the year. 
 
This Report 
 
The first section below briefly characterizes the nature and content of the Committee’s 
work over the past year, pointing to the companion compilation of formal products to 
provide substantive findings and recommendations. 

 
The section which then follows is devoted to “looking forward”. It highlights points from 
the October 30, 2014 discussion of: (1) candidate areas for County action and/or 
exploration as the state process proceeds, and (2) possible roles for and contributions of a 
citizen-based advisory group.  This potential advisory group could be the SGAC as 
currently constituted or some other model. It is understood that decisions on the latter are 
in the hands of the newly elected Board of County Commissioners; the purpose here is to 
provide input. 
 
Beyond the specifics captured below, the “sense of the committee” is viewed as a key 
part of our input. It can be summarized as follows: 



2 
 

• A citizen-based group can provide both useful input to the commissioners and a 
useful service to the broader community; 

• There are topics to be addressed looking forward which could benefit from the 
perspectives and selective, focused efforts of such a group; 

• The SGAC has matured in such a way that it offers constructive dialogue and 
deliberation among members with diverse viewpoints; 

• SGAC members are generally interested in and willing to continue to serve, if an 
extension is viewed by the new Board of Commissioners as adding value. 

 
The Work of the Committee 
 
Some Fundamentals 
As understood by all, Committee members were selected to represent a wide range of 
views on the risk/benefit tradeoffs associated with deep shale gas recovery, a complicated 
and often controversial issue. It was critical to continually seek “balance” and to clarify 
objectives and assumptions. 
 
Regarding objectives, the Committee attempted to focus on local actions that would 
maximize benefits, minimize risks/adverse impacts, and help ensure that the County 
would be “prepared” (including funding) to meet projected additional demands on both 
infrastructure (e.g., roads) and services (e.g., health). The “minimize’ objective went 
beyond topics such as environment and health to include protecting and preserving the 
rural and scenic character of the County. 
 
The SGAC adopted the assumption – accepted as prudent even by those who have serious 
concerns about ”fracking” – that deep shale gas recovery in western Maryland would be 
approved sometime in the future and that drilling would proceed.  
 
The Process  
As would be expected, the Committee’s process varied by topic area. There was tracking 
of external developments (e.g., shale-related legislation), off-line review and then 
discussion of state reports (e.g., the RESI study), question/answer exchanges with County 
organizations (e.g., emergency preparedness and transportation), interaction on 
presentations from both County staff (e.g., severance tax revenue projections) and outside 
experts (e.g., potential property value impacts), joint “research”/analysis efforts with 
County staff (e.g., regulatory frameworks and possible local actions), and sponsorship of 
community dialogue on critical issues (e.g., potential public health impacts).  
 
The latter two “models” seem to warrant some highlighting from the viewpoint of any 
continuing SGAC or other citizen-based effort. Further collaborative County staff/ 
Committee member efforts may be warranted as more focused County exploratory and 
preparatory efforts are undertaken (member time and expertise to be considered, of 
course.) In addition, one can imagine several topics where further sponsorship of public 
education and dialogue would add value. 
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Areas of Focus and Resulting Products 
The committee struggled with prioritizing among the broad range and long list of specific 
topics that are relevant and might be considered. In the end, however, the combination of 
external events (e.g., state reports of particular relevance), member interest and research 
(e.g., transportation issues), and new commissioner tasking (e.g., to address local 
regulatory options) led to focus on the particular efforts reflected in the delivered SGAC 
products. These seven products are compiled, along with this final report and selected 
background information, in the companion “binder” and on the county’s shale gas 
website. 
 
The seven products delivered over the past year are organized in accordance with their 
nature/content as follows: 
• Two reports present findings and recommendations related to projected impacts on 

the County in two functional areas: 
 Transportation 
  Emergency Preparedness; 

• One report responds to the referenced 24 April tasking and presents findings, 
recommendations, and associated rationale for the exploration of local regulatory 
actions; 

• Three reports provided input to the Commissioners on state-tasked impact studies: 
 A record of presentations, invited local health official remarks, and public 

comments from an SGAC-sponsored open session on the state’s public health 
impact study; 

 Comments on the so-called “scoping report” which laid out the proposed 
content and information sources for the public health impact study; 

 Comments on the RESI study of the projected local economic and community 
impacts of natural gas recovery; 

• One brief report provided a list, for consideration, of what could be viewed as 
byproduct benefits of natural gas recovery operations (e.g., industry investment in 
infrastructure). 

 
Status 
The three reports providing input/comment on state shale drilling initiative (SDI) studies 
were generally forwarded by the Commissioners to both Maryland Department of the 
Environment (MDE) and Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR) and study 
leadership/staff with the intent of strengthening/improving study content – and of 
informing the state final report and decision process. The report listing potential 
“byproduct” benefits did not recommend any particular action at this time. 
 
However, the reports on transportation, emergency preparedness, and potential local 
regulatory actions contain recommendations which invite some form of follow-up action 
by the County – potentially with SGAC involvement if extended (modified or not). There 
has been some selective follow-up discussion, but it is recognized that any definitive 
further action will logically await engagement of the new Board of Commissioners. 
Appendix A provides a tabulation of the subject recommendations for ease of reference. 
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Note that recommendations in the report on potential local regulatory actions reinforce 
those made in the transportation paper. 
 
Looking Forward 
 
As noted above, the October 30, 2014 “looking forward” discussion focused on: (1) 
candidate areas for County action and/or exploration as the state process proceeds, and 
(2) possible roles for and contributions of a citizen-based advisory group, whether that be 
the SGAC as currently structured or some other model. A presentation was reviewed to 
frame the discussion and the views of all members were solicited. This presentation is 
provided here as Appendix B. Highlights from the discussion are presented below. 
 
Areas Deserving Priority Attention: 

• Broadened Economic Analysis  
 The Committee has been briefed on the economic analysis work of County 

staff and strongly encourages further broadening to develop the most 
balanced, quantitative view possible of projected “upsides” and 
“downsides”. The envisioned “balance sheet” would attempt to encompass 
the range of economic stakeholders; for instance, the County (e.g. 
severance tax revenues vs. infrastructure costs), local businesses (e.g., 
direct and indirect shale activity gains vs. potential tourism losses), and 
individual landowners (e.g., leasing and royalty income vs. property value 
declines). Member interest in broadened economic analysis by the County 
has been motivated in part by the desire to fill gaps in the Impact Analysis 
of the Marcellus Shale Safe Drilling Initiative by the Regional Economic 
Studies Institute (RESI) at Towson University.  

• Related Economic Points 
 Several members specifically noted the need to protect at least a portion of 

gas recovery revenues for pre-defined, high-priority public purposes (e.g., 
education). A “trust fund” concept was introduced in early SGAC 
discussions and could be further explored. 

 Economic impacts are, of course, not uniform across stakeholders. The 
case was made that leasing benefits could far out-weigh property value 
declines for selected, benefitting landowners – but maybe not for their 
neighbors. 

 The possibility was raised of County collaboration with an also-interested 
organization which could provide funding support (e.g., the Appalachian 
Regional Commission).  

 The “boom-bust” character of natural gas recovery operations was noted 
as a factor to be considered. 

• Follow-up on Recommended Local Actions with a Particular Emphasis on 
Transportation Issues 
 Three of the SGAC products recommend particular actions at the County 

level as noted above and summarized in Appendix A. During the October 
30 meeting discussion, several members highlighted concerns about 
transportation issues related to road wear/damage, public safety, and 
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projected truck traffic congestion. The need to avoid school bus operations 
and major public events was expressed. Recommendations in these areas 
and others are made in the referenced reports. Follow-up exploratory and 
possible implementing actions are viewed as warranted. 

• Tracking of State Best Management Practices (BMP) Evolution and the 
Translation of These into Codified Regulations 
 The dependence of “safe drilling” on the effective translation of proposed 

BMPs into enforceable regulations is well-recognized. Several members 
noted the importance of tracking the process at the state level with the 
objectives of either attempting to influence outcomes important to Garrett 
County or identifying emerging regulatory “gaps” that the County might 
fill. As a related point, some members feel that it is important to track the 
fleshing out of the Comprehensive Gas Development Plan (CGDP) 
process and to push for a County role in formal approval as well as 
participation in plan development (e.g., as a key source of local 
information). 

• Providing a Mechanism for Coordinating Shale-Related Policies and Actions 
Across County Government Operations 
 Several members raised this issue in one form or another. The creation of 

a dedicated position to provide coordination as well as the aforementioned 
tracking of BMPs was noted. Discussions in earlier meetings had 
identified the possibility of a committee chaired by a senior county 
official. The question of accountability was raised. For background, note 
that the need for some such mechanism was identified in a set of case 
studies covering four “Garett-like” counties involved extensively in deep 
shale gas recovery. (The Multi-State Shale Gas Research Collaborative 
(M-SSRC) study.) 

• Addressing the Property Rights “Balance” Among Different Stakeholders 
 Different members noted what could be described as “the right to benefit” 

and “the right to be protected”, these rights sometimes competing as all 
understand. The work of the state’s Marcellus Shale Advisory 
Commission (MSAC) on surface owner’s property rights was mentioned 
(i.e., the proposed Surface Owner’s Protection Act, or “SOPA,” 
legislation). So, the question was implicitly raised of whether local actions 
to achieve “balance” – without denying landowner benefits – should be 
explored. 

 
Improving the Committee Process if the SGAC is Extended 
It is clear that an extended committee would have to continue to prioritize among 
issues/efforts and solicit Commissioner guidance in this regard. Further, member 
comments supported: 

• More Emphasis on Hearing from External Sources 
 Several members supported the idea of spending more of the Committee’s 

time hearing from both shale-experienced organizations (e.g., officials 
from neighboring gas-producing counties and industry representatives) 
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and “researchers” (e.g., from neighboring state university and independent 
study organizations like the M-SSRC identified above). 

• Doing a Better Job of Assuring that Committee Findings and Recommendations 
are Timely Relative to Potential Commissioner and/or County Department 
Actions 
 Whether or not this was an issue this past year, one could argue that the 

timeliness topic will be more important if/when the level and pace of 
County activity increases. 

• Doing Our Best to “Calibrate” the Risks/Impacts of Shale Gas Operations Against 
the Risks Presented by Other Industries/Activities  
 This “calibration” issue was brought up as a matter of fairness, 

recognizing that – though some areas of risk/impact are unique to deep 
shale gas recovery – others apply to other industries/activities as well (e.g., 
truck traffic air emissions as impacting health). There are, of course, 
questions of degree (e.g., truck traffic volume/frequency). Even so, the 
question of “calibrating” relative risk applies. 
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Appendix A 
Summary of Recommendations from Selected SGAC Reports 

 
From the October report on potential local regulatory actions, the committee’s response 
to 24 April tasking from the Commissioners. The committee recommends a number of 
actions to be further explored, understanding that several of these would require 
new/additional authorities at the County level. These are organized in terms of the 
risk/impact area being addressed:  
County Fiscal Impacts 

• The introduction and enforcement of road bonding agreements with industry to 
cover the inevitable road damage and wear caused by natural gas recovery 
operations, particularly the movement of large convoys during certain phases of 
operation. 

• Implementation of a mechanism to cover County costs/outlays during the pre-
production (pre-severance tax) phases of operation. Options appear to include 
escrow funds, permitting fees, and forms of impact fee. 

Public Safety 
• The introduction of a truck permitting process to control routes and timing from a 

public safety standpoint, avoiding public activities and events with school bus 
activity being a particularly important case in point. 

Public Health 
• The application of land use ordinances to protect particularly vulnerable 

populations (e.g., the young, the elderly) by specifying targeted setbacks which go 
beyond the current more general setback proposed in the state’s BMP’s. 

• The development and implementation of a practical mechanism to enforce state-
defined noise standards in the difficult situation of widespread, diverse gas 
recovery infrastructure. Options include the requirement for industry to provide 
projected noise contours during the planning phase as well as on-site monitoring 
once operations commence. 

• The review and potential implementation of strengthened landfill permitting 
requirements and/or monitoring and disposal mechanisms to minimize the 
presence and possible leakage of radioactive (and other toxic) materials. 

Property Owner Stakes 
• The application of land use ordinances – increased setbacks and/or area zoning –  

to protect property values against both the reality and perception of potential risks 
to the environment (e.g., drinking water) and/or scenic/rural character. 
(Recognizing, of course, positives for selected landowners who would benefit 
from leasing fees and royalties.) 

GC “Character” and Appeal to Tourists and 2nd Home/Retirement Home Owners (rural 
character, scenic beauty, recreational opportunities) 

• The application of land use ordinances to preserve the quality of 
recreational/outdoor experience by targeted increases in setbacks around county 
parks, trails, etc., complementing setbacks in state-proposed BMP’s. 

• The application of land use ordinances or possible extensions of “sensitive area” 
protections to preserve scenic beauty as well as recreational opportunity 
/experience, “Viewshed” impacts would be considered. 
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• Minimizing the impact of “industrialization” on the local quality-of-life by taking 
some of the same local regulatory actions noted above under “public health” and 
“public “safety”. More specifically: 

o Managing noise levels potentially impacting people (and animals) 
o Managing truck routes and timing as related to traffic congestion 

impacting public events (e.g., county fairs, Autumn Glory Festival, the 
“Deep Creek Dunk”, etc.) 

 
From the October report on transportation issue and impacts, several actions were 
recommended. These are generally re-enforced by the regulatory action report 
recommendations summarized immediately above. They are: 

• Road Inventory 
 Continue to work with the State to develop GIS mapping and an 

associated data base to cover locations, features, and characteristics which 
support the continued monitoring and management of road quality, 
including projections of maintenance and repair costs. Attributes of 
interest include bridge/culvert locations and conditions, rights of way, 
surface materials used, etc. 

• Road Bonding 
 Pursue granting of road bonding authority to the County, including 

requesting legislative support from our local elected state legislators. 
• Road Use Permit 

 Initiate action by the County Attorney and the Department of Public 
Works (DPW) to develop a road use policy (and permitting process) to 
address both traffic safety and congestion concerns. 

• Permit Enforcement 
 Seek coordination among elements of DPW, state and local law 

enforcement, and the permitting office to develop an effective mechanism 
for enforcing permit provisions. 

 
From the August report on emergency preparedness issues and impacts, the following 
actions were recommended: 

• Planning 
 Development of a shale gas specific annex to the Emergency Operations 

Plan (EOP) that covers both issues uniquely related to shale gas recovery 
and selected specifics like estimates of response times, training needs of 
responders, communications, the role and use of contractors and vendor 
expertise, role of regional teams and mutual aid, landing zones (airport 
and other locations), the need for off-site facilities and support, etc. 
Emergency management personnel in other counties with experience in 
shale gas emergency response and their EOP’s should be designated as 
resources. 

• Local Knowledge Base 
 Counties where gas development has already taken place should be 

contacted to obtain advice and suggestions on filling gaps in knowledge 
and training of volunteer first responders. Additional training and 
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knowledge should be identified in the GCEOP and arranged for through 
MFRI for Garrett County responders. 

• Local Technical Capability 
 Garrett County should expedite the development of a local HAZMAT 

team based in the fire service to respond to most usual incidents. Formal 
MOU’s should be executed with contiguous counties and MDE to assist 
with timely and effective response to all hazardous materials incidents. 
Further, Garret County should explore executing a formal MOU with 
regional resources to assure an adequately trained, practiced and 
experienced team. 

• Local Equipment Capability 
 Garrett County should consult with counties and fire departments where 

gas development has already taken place to determine what specialized 
equipment may be necessary and the county should coordinate the 
acquisition of any needed equipment to help assure availability and 
efficient deployment when needed. 

• Local Communications Capability 
 Garrett County should revisit and revise the current emergency 

communications plan to allow for better interoperability among first 
responders, for improved communication about actions to be taken by 
County residents, and establish and practice communications strategies as 
part of pre-incident planning. 

• Mutual Assistance Agreements 
 Gas development companies, contractors and vendors should have a 

wealth of information regarding hazards, existing emergency plans, and 
response elements under their control. Formalized mutual assistance 
agreements and pre-incident planning should be developed with the 
principals of these corporations, to include accurate estimates of response 
time and capabilities by contractor emergency response elements. 

• Exercises 
 Table top exercises and field exercises should be developed and 

implemented with gas development interests to identify procedures and 
develop cooperative relationships among gas interests and first due fire 
companies. 

• Manpower 
 The impact of gas field development will place increased stress on the 

volunteer fire and rescue system which already struggles with maintaining 
adequate personnel for coverage. In addition to demands on volunteer time 
for responses, training requirements are increasing because volunteers are 
being called upon to do more than just respond to fires. For example, 
training is required for malfunctioning solar panels, wind turbines, electric 
and hydrogen-powered vehicle accidents, and ethanol and natural gas 
fires. 
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Appendix B 
 

Discussion Package for the October 30, 2014 SGAC Meeting; 
 

Looking Forward 
 
 

Questions 
 
What is our view of: 

• Topics to be addressed looking forward 
 By the County 

• Potential SGAC role and contributions 
 In support of the County 

 
Context – A Perspective 
 
State level: 

• Safe Drilling Initiative winding down 
• Follow-up processes key (esp. translating BMP’s into regulations) 
• “Drilling” decision in hands of new admin. (By when??) 

 
County level: 

• Objectives presumably constant – maximize benefits, minimize risks/adverse 
impacts, “be prepared” 

• But, new administration here, too 
• And: 

 Formal decisions/actions “on the plate” (e.g., watershed zoning, 
Comprehensive Plan) 

 County depts./staff taking initiatives (e.g., economic analysis, truck 
permitting options) 

 Potential review of state study and/or BMP “gaps” as things evolve 
 

Candidate Topics to be Addressed Looking Forward 
(A quasi-sorted, straw-man “menu”) 
 
Related to $’s: 

• Economic “balance sheet” (upsides and downsides) 
• Initiatives to maximize economic benefits (workforce development, severance tax 

usage models [e.g., trust fund],  industry incentives] 
• Mechanisms to cover pre-production costs (e.g., “impact fees) 

 
Related to County Preparatory Steps: 

• Infrastructure capability/sizing (e.g., public health) 
• Services capability/sizing (e.g., EMS manpower) 
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• Inclusion in planning products (e.g., Comprehensive Plan) 
• Possible cross-department focal point/coordinating mechanism? 

 
Related to Minimizing Risk/Impact: 

• Local regulatory implications of BMP evolution and/or state regulatory 
developments (e.g., filling emerging “gaps”) 

• Follow-up on SGAC permitting/ ordinance recommendations (e.g., new authority 
options) 

• Possibly strengthened County review and approval roles for CGDP’s and/or 
individual well permits 

 
Additional: 

• Non-economic benefits 
 Infrastructure (industry improvements) 
 Services (industry-driven “growth”) 

• Other 
 Legislative initiatives in support of County objectives (e.g., new 

authorities) 
 Property owner rights/protections (e.g. elements of state commission look 

at surface owner rights??) 
 
SGAC Role and Contributions 
 
Range of Potential Contributions: 

• Comment on State/other products 
• Review County plans/proposals 
• Generate recommendations in focused areas 
• Facilitate stakeholder/public dialogue 
• Contribute ideas and/or “researched” information 
• Provide a range of viewpoints 

 
Some “Operating Model” Thoughts: 

• Sub-groups as needed? 
• Joint topic-driven teams with County staff? 
• “Regularized” updates on County plans and progress? 
• More sponsorship of stakeholder/public dialogue? 
• More attention to member “education” (e.g., expert speakers, “deep dives”) 
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Garrett County  
Shale Gas Advisory Committee 

Transportation Issues  
The Garrett County Roads Division is responsible for the upkeep of approximately 680 miles of 
roads and 127 bridges. This includes the design, management and construction of County roads, 
bridges and associated structures. 
 
The Garrett County Roads Division is divided into 3 service and maintenance areas; Accident, 
Grantsville, and Oakland garages. The Director of Public Works oversees this division.  Each 
garage is under the supervision of an Assistant Roads Division Chief who receives direction from 
the Division Chief. 

Garrett County roads are one of our most valuable assets. We spend in excess of $17 million 
dollars annually (21.75% of budget) to maintain county roads. 

There currently is no clear cost for full replacement of roads in Garrett County, but a safe 
estimate would be in excess of $1.5 billion. There is a need to assess the inventory of roads in the 
county to determine the actual replacement cost for all roads under county control. 

Heavy truck traffic generally causes more damage to roads because, by some estimates, each 
passing of a single large truck is the equivalent of approximately 9,000 passing automobiles. 

Currently Garrett County does not have the authority to protect the infrastructure from 
commercial or industrial use.  

There are several mechanisms for protecting roads from excessive wear and damage from 
commercial or industrial truck traffic: 

– Road Bonding Authority 
– Road Restrictions 
– Trucking Permits 

Prior to development of any program to protect Garrett County roads and infrastructure there 
are questions that need to be answered: 

– The County needs to have a complete inventory of all roads under county control, 
to include; 

• Right of way 
• Design 
• Base 
• Surface material 
• Culverts 
• Stormwater systems 
• Bridges 
• Any current restriction or prescribed uses 

– GIS mapping of roads with layered information 
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• Road inventory 
• School bus routes 
• Traffic Survey to identify: 

– Road hazards to include steep grades, narrow roadways 
– Residential impacts  

 
Discussion regarding the above issues posed several questions, which in turn were submitted to 
the County for consideration. The response from the County outlined several clarifications and 
current legal positions.  
See Appendix A for the response to the Committee’s questions. 
 
A presentation on September 15th 2014 from MDE regarding Risk Assessment outlined 
standardized assumptions with trucking from Unconventional Natural Gas Development 
(UNGD) during the Marcellus Shale Advisory Committee (MSAC) meeting in Frostburg. They 
outlined 12,970 total truck trips per well, with 6 wells per pad is 77,820 truck trips and under 
the RESI (economic) Study there would be 4 pads the first year, which would require 311,280 
truck trips in the first year alone (under Scenario 1) and 12 pads (under scenario 2) which would 
require 933,840 truck trips. (Scenario 2 doubles in the second year to nearly 2 million truck 
trips and is tripled in the 8th year).  

With the amount of truck traffic identified there are two (2) separate considerations; Fiscal 
Impacts and Public Safety. 

Discussion continued regarding costs for road damage and how best to mitigate the impact to 
the County prior to financial input from the severance tax. Additionally the committee discussed 
impacts to local events (Autumn Glory, Deep Creek Dunk, and Fair Week to name a few) and 
school bus routes. Congestion could impacts events and limit travel when heavy, but studies 
show there are increased accidents with the influx from the trucks, additionally, MDE just 
released (10/3/2014) Risk Assessment “Assessment of risks from unconventional gas well 
development in the Marcellus Shale of Western Maryland”, Appendix C “Road and Traffic” 
concludes, “Overall, UGWD will bring a significant increase in truck traffic to nearby 
communities. This will lead to roadway infrastructure damage as well as corresponding 
increases in traffic hindrances and accidents. BMPs will help mitigate these risks, but they 
cannot be eliminated. Residents living along a truck route near a well pad could expect to see 
many thousands of trucks going by their homes over years of well development.” 
Supplemental documentation can be found in Appendix B. 
 

MDE made several suggestions regarding mitigating impacts from increased truck traffic at the 
County/Municipality level: 

• Road Use and Maintenance Agreement (RUMA) - RUMAs vary, and the counties 
and/or municipalities will have to negotiate their RUMAs with the drilling companies. 
RUMAs can include requirements to improve and reinforce existing roads, bridges, 
clearance at intersections, drainage facilities, and other relevant infrastructure along the 
truck route prior to the start of natural gas development. 
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http://www.mde.state.md.us/programs/Land/mining/marcellus/Documents/Appendix_C_100314.pdf


• Bonding - The hauler must post a performance bond or irrevocable letter of credit in an 
amount based on the type of roadway. It is common to require the company to post a 
bond to reimburse the local jurisdiction in the event performance is not satisfactory. 

• Enforcement – Cost for “policing” were Moderate, while “Injury and death” were 
classified High in the Summary of cumulative risk ranking chart on table 10. 

• Transportation planning - Travel routes will be identified in the Comprehensive Gas 
Development Plan and incorporated into individual permits as conditions. This planning 
can be used to establish truck routes that, to the extent possible, avoid roads that are 
very close to homes, businesses, public buildings, and high use recreational areas and 
direct traffic away from roads that cannot bear the traffic. Hours of road use can also be 
specified to avoid peak hours and times when school buses are transporting students. 
Once a transportation plan is approved and incorporated into the permit, it would 
become enforceable. The routes, hours, and times of travel should be restricted to avoid 
or minimize conflicts with the public as well as sensitive wildlife migratory or mating 
seasons. Participation by the public, state and county roads departments is encouraged.  

 
In a meeting with County Administrator, Monty Pagenhardt and DPW Director, Jay Moyer, 
additional clarification was discussed in response to the Committee’s questions. Jay stated that 
the there was a need for bonding and that that would be a function of our Legislative Delegation 
to seek that bonding authority. Jay was very concerned about unintended consequences from a 
blanket trucking permits and the possible fiscal impacts to our areas legacy industries; farming, 
logging and coal. Jay stated that the County Attorney also stated that the County, under the 
current regulatory process, could not single out any one industry for targeted regulatory 
oversight.  
 
One of the areas the County has authority to develop oversight in is within the permitting 
process. Currently commercial development is required to have Grading permit, Stormwater 
permit, an Entrance permit from County roadways and a Building permit for structures. Jay felt 
that many of the areas of concern could be addressed in having a Road Use Permit, which would 
be used in conjunction with the other required permits for commercial development. 
Currently there is no legal language specific to this Road Use Permit and would have to be 
developed by DPW and the County Attorney. 
 
Enforceable action could be taken by DPW, but would require enforcement (policing) from 
Garrett County Sheriff’s Department and the Maryland State Police. 
 
Recommendations: 
Based on the information supplied by the County regarding the transportation questions the 
SGAC suggest the following recommendations: 

• Continue to work with the State to develop GIS mapping to include above listed areas of 
concern, 

• Request legislation from our local delegation for Road Bonding Authority, 
• Request that the County Attorney and DPW begin developing policies for a Road Use 

Permit, 
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• Seek coordination between area Law Enforcement, DPW and Permitting 
 
Based on the Multi-State Shale Research Collaborative, Garrett County should also consider 
creating a Shale specific central clearinghouse to deal with crosscutting issues within County 
government, State government, Stakeholders, Citizens and Industry. 
http://www.multistateshale.org/case-studies 
 
Public comments were solicited and a total of six were received. Five of the six supported 
protecting infrastructure and made some additional suggestions, most of which had been 
discussed by the committee. One commenter felt there were adequate protections and that 
industry would be responsive to County needs. A links to these comments can be found at the 
SGAC website: 
http://marcellusshale.garrettcounty.org/ 
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Appendix A – County response to Committee questions  
MEMORANDUM 
PUBLIC MEMORANDUM:  
 
DATE: July 22, 2014 
 
TO:   John Quilty, Chairperson, Garrett County Shale Gas Advisory Committee 
FROM: Mike Koch, Executive Director 
 Garrett County Department of Community Planning & Development 
CC:   Garrett County Board of Commissioners 
SUBJECT: Responses to Transportation-Related Questions 
 
Thank you for submitting your issues and questions related to transportation in the context of 
potential shale gas development in Garrett County. 
 
We have reviewed the questions and consulted with the appropriate county departments and staff 
members. Below you will find written summary responses to each question. Please review these 
responses and let me know if you have additional questions. 
 
We appreciate the time and energy you put into your service to this committee. 
 
Questions and Answers: 
Question: 
1. Road Inventory: 

a. It would benefit the County to have an updated, complete inventory of all roads 
under county control, to include; 

i. Rights of way 
ii. Design 
iii. Base 
iv. Surface material 
v. Culverts 
vi. Stormwater systems 
vii. Bridges 
viii. Any current restrictions or prescribed uses 

b. What is the cost analysis for completing the inventory? 
c. Can this inventory be integrated into the County’s current GIS mapping with layers 
for each individual category as a tool for future reference on bonding or permitting? 
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Answer: 
There is broad agreement that such an inventory would be beneficial. The County’s Office of 
Planning and Land Management and its recently hired GIS lead are currently working the State 
Highway Administration (SHA) on a multi-year mapping project which seeks similar outcomes. 
Counties across the state are providing geometrical centerline data for existing road inventories. 
This data will be used to build out a comprehensive, shared and distributed GIS database which 
will form the foundation for the layered inventory you describe. Once the core GIS data is 
collected, attribute data layers may be added representing the various characteristics and 
attributes you list. 
 
While to our knowledge a specific ROI for this work has not been generated, it seems clear that 
a shared, distributed, layered database will create much value and drive process efficiencies in 
permitting, inspection, and maintenance activities. 
 
Question: 
2. Under a Board of County Commissioner form of County government, what would be the best 
Legislative language to use in order for the County to receive explicit Road Bonding 
authority? 
 
Answer: 
The County does not maintain a legislative affairs office. Any proposed legislation seeking to 
secure for the County specific road bonding authority would need to be generated via 
collaboration between the current County Attorney and the respective legislative affairs 
departments of appropriate elected State Officials. 
 
It should be noted that the county does possess specific and limited road bonding authority 
under its Subdivision Ordinance for roads in designated subdivisions. 
 
The County has very limited authority to place limits on the use of County Roads. The existing 
provisions of the State Code provide for weight and size limitations. While we have the authority 
and obligation to determine the weight limits on County Roads (generally dictated by bridge 
weight limits), the real problem is not individual weights but the intensity of use by specific 
industries. We have reached agreements with wind energy companies but our authority comes 
from their need for specific permits because the weight/size of their vehicles exceeds the State 
limits. Where we have difficulty is in those circumstances where the individual vehicles being 
used are not in excess of the limits but the intensity of their use destroys or damages the roads. 
Without authority from the State, we do not currently have the authority to impose such an 
obligation. Without that authority little is to be gained, if anything, from a County Roads 
Ordinance. 
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Question: 
3. Does the County have the authority to limit County road usage based on weight or the 
number of axles? If not, is such authority possible, and how would the County pursue it? 
 
Answer: 
Generally speaking, road use and weight restrictions are governed by the State. County Code 
weight limit restrictions reflect these SHA standards. County staff, working with our elected 
State Officials, has in the past attempted to legislatively achieve an increase in these SHA weight 
restrictions on targeted roads that provide egress and ingress to neighboring West Virginia 
where increased weight limits exist in an attempt to accommodate existing commercial 
transport. All such legislative efforts have failed to date. 
 
As noted above, the County does not have the authority to limit road usage based on weight 
except in respect to bridge weight limits. The County generally exercises authority in the form of 
powers delegated by the State. The County has no inherent powers. The State has not 
delegated the power to the county to regulate vehicle traffic on the basis of weight. 
 
It should be noted that road standards and design guidelines are clearly documented by the 
American Association of State Highway Transportation Officials (AASHTO). 
 
It should be further noted that attempts to further regulate County road usage based on weight, 
number of axels, or other attributes would need to be carefully considered in order to mitigate 
unintended impacts on legacy commercial activity supporting agri-business (lumber, dairy, etc.). 
 
Question: 
4. Under what authority could the County designate truck routes on state roads within the 
county? 
 
Answer: 
None. The county has no authority or jurisdiction over State roads. 
 
If trucks are over the State-established weight/size and need a permit from the County, there 
may be an opportunity for the County to determine the "best" route for them to take and 
condition the County Permit on the use of that specific route. To the extent possible we could 
then seek to maximize the use of State Roads. 
 
Question: 
5. Does a Board of County Commissioner form of County government have the authority to 
issue road use permits and under what limitations? 
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Answer: 
The County issues road-use permits for vehicles whose weight or size exceeds the limits set by 
the State (maximum weights/width/height). We have no authority to limit or regulate use except 
in that instance. If we are to exercise such additional controls, we first have to have legislation 
delegating such authority to the county. 
 
It should be noted that attempts to further regulate County road usage via additionally required 
permitting would need to be carefully considered in order to mitigate unintended impacts on 
legacy commercial activity supporting agri-business (lumber, dairy, etc.). 
 
Question: 
6. If the county were to adopt a permitting program for roads, would the Public Works 
department establish a department for permitting? Or would the permitting be achieved 
through the current department structure? 
 
Answer: 
Should a road use permitting process be established, the process and the resources required to 
support the process would need to be carefully considered. At this juncture, County staff 
believes that the existing Office of Permits and Inspections could provide support for such a 
process. This office currently collaborates closely with the Department of Public Works and 
would envision doing so similarly to support this process. 
 
Question: 
7. To establish specific travel times and avoid delays with school buses, a complete list of all 
bus routes and pick-up and delivery times countywide each year would be beneficial. 
 
Answer: 
A bus routing layer does not currently exist in the County’s GIS database. However, as noted 
above, we can not limit or dictate road usage in the manner suggested except for overweight or 
oversize vehicles without an additional grant of authority by the State. 
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Appendix B – Supplemental documents  
Traffic accidents and fatalities skyrocket in shale boom areas. Karnes County, Texas in the 
Eagle Ford Shale experienced an increase of over 1,000% in commercial motor vehicle 
accidents from 2008 to 2011. 
Eagle Ford Shale by county increases in traffic accidents from 2008 to 2011 (Source): 

 Atascosa: +56% 
 DeWitt: +67% 
 Dimmit: +175% 
 Frio:  +200% 
 Gonzalez: +204% 
 Karnes: +1,050% 
 La Salle: +418% 
 Maverick: +100% 
 McMullen: +1,050% 

 
KARNES CITY, TEXAS -- Many counties within the Eagle Ford Shale play receive “donations” 
from oil companies or have “gentleman agreements” to provide materials for road repair. 
But officials in several South Texas counties estimate it will take hundreds of millions of dollars 
to fix the roads and bridges that are worn down, ground up, and spit out by 18-wheels of 
constant use from oil and gas trucks. 
http://www.kens5.com/news/Oil-and-gas-companies-question-road-repair-fees-in-Eagle-Ford-
shale-play-166180276.html 
(video of damaged roads) 
 
The Texas Tribune reported yesterday on legislative attempts to address the 
damage done to Texas roads by drilling: 
“The Texas Department of Transportation has estimated that maintaining infrastructure 
impacted by the drilling boom will cost $4 billion a year. Advocates are urging lawmakers to tap 
the state’s Rainy Day Fund to help repair — and, in some cases, widen — roads in the counties 
where drilling is most active. This week, the Senate unanimously passed Senate Joint Resolution 
1, which would ask voters to approve spending $5.7 billion from the fund, including $2.9 billion 
for transportation debt. But little, if any, of that money is likely to go toward repairing roads in 
areas hit hardest by the drilling boom.” 
Click here to read the article 
 
Possible costs of road damage caused by natural gas drilling activity in New York 
were estimated in a NYS Dept. of Transportation document in 2011, as outlined in 
the articles linked to below. Excerpts from the executive summary: 
“The potential transportation impacts are ominous… this Discussion Paper suggests that it will 
be necessary to reconstruct hundreds of miles of roads and scores of bridges and undertake 
safety and operational improvements in many areas…. 
“The annual costs to undertake these transportation projects are estimated to range from $90 to 
$156 million for State roads and from $121-$222 million for local roads. There is no mechanism 
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in place allowing State and local governments to absorb these additional transportation costs 
without major impacts to other programs and other municipalities in the State.” 
http://un-naturalgas.org/weblog/2011/07/leaked-draft-nysdot-document-the-potential-
impacts-are-ominous/ 
- See more at: http://www.damascuscitizensforsustainability.org/2013/04/fracked-up-roads-
texas-ny/#sthash.us19qokP.dpuf 
 
County Leaders Propose Tax Rate to Help Fund Road Repairs 
In January, the commissioner’s court hired Naismith Engineering of Corpus Christi  
to study the county road system. 
The study evaluated 394 miles of DeWitt County roads and determined that the  
cost of providing a road system suitable for the public and the oil and gas industry  
could cost as much as $432 million. 
The study revealed that 45 miles of annual road maintenance would cost $80,000  
per mile with 187 miles of basic reconstruction at $920,000 per mile and 99 miles  
of major reconstruction at $1.9 million per mile. 
“Rural counties do not have limitless income potential just because the tax base is  
exploding.” 
The dilemma lies in how much money will be needed to repair the county’s roads  
that are being ravaged by the increase in large truck traffic from the Eagle Ford  
Shale play. 
The tax rate could be set at the effective rate of 32.617 cents per $100 of  
assessed valuation, which would generate the same amount of revenue as last  
year’s budget. 
But commissioners – Curtis Afflerbach, John Oliver, James Pilchiek and Donald  
Kuecker – and DeWitt County Judge Daryl Fowler have proposed a 2012-13 tax  
rate of 50.203 cents per $100 of valuation. 
 
 
Additional reference materials: 
Pennsylvania’s Posted and Bonded Roadway Program 
http://www.papostedroads.pa.gov/ 
Estimating The Consumptive Use Costs of Shale Natural Gas Extraction on Pennsylvania 
Roadways  
http://repository.cmu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1065&context=cee  
The impact of natural gas extraction and fracking on state and local roadways  
http://journalistsresource.org/studies/government/infrastructure-government/costs-shale-
natural-gas-extraction-local-roads#  
Posting and Bonding Local Roads 
http://bradfordtwpmckeancnty.jimdo.com/roads/posting-and-bonding-local-roads/  
Fracking Roads Costs Taxpayers 
http://www.nofrackingway.us/2013/10/16/fracking-roads/  
Garrett County Budget 2014 
http://garrettcounty.org/resources/commissioners/pdf/Budgets/budget14/Approved-Budget-
FY14.pdf  
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Britten Martin [mailto:leo36@me.com]  
Sent: Monday, September 08, 2014 9:02 PM 
To: cdeberry@garrettcounty.org 
Cc: Raley Jim; Gatto Bob; Crawford Gregan 
Subject: Transportation Issues 
 
It is crystal clear that Garrett County is in no position to control the 
damage to our infrastructure from fracking companies. Forget the proposed 
gas tax. Pennsylvania has experienced damage in the billions of dollars and 
has collected taxes in the millions of dollars. Some deal. This information 
was know long before the county jumped on the drilling bandwagon. I suggest 
you review your Economic Development Strategic Plan. It uses the term 
"responsible" extraction. As things stand, moving forward without 
transportation controls is not responsible and could devastate our county. 
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Cheryl: 
 
     The Transportation issues report has a major flaw because it is based on 22,848 trips to each 
well pad. There is no way one could get 23,000 trucks in and out of a pad in 30 days of drilling 
(760 per day in and out). What size trucks and what are they hauling? 
     In two days of visiting nine sites in Pennsylvania, I only saw two or three tractor trailers on a 
fracking site and two tractor trailers coming out of a site, which were moving housing units for 
drilling workers. There was a tri-axle truck and about a dozen pick-up and small service trucks 
spread around the nine sites. 
    As a I mentioned in my previous e-mail to John and you, there is no need to spend 
$15,000,000 for a detailed road inventory with the bonding, permitting and a video of county 
roads that could be used to each pad site. 
     I also agree with Shawn Bender, who indicated that the gas industry has a lower accident 
incidence rating that tourism. The 1.5 million tourists who visit Garrett County each year use 
more emergency services than the less than 400 gas workers would use. 
      
     From my experience dealing with New Page and talking recently with an company official--
New Page receives an average of 200 log trucks coming in and out a day and there was once, in 
fact, a school one mile on either side of the mill. The road from Garrett County to the mill (MD 
135) is probably one of the most dangerous roads in the area. 
 
--Marshall Stacy 
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RndSweitz@aol.com [RndSweitz@aol.com]  
You replied on 9/8/2014 11:10 AM. 
Sent:  Sunday, September 07, 2014 5:26 PM  
To:  Cheryl DeBerry 

 

 
 

This will disrupt the peace and joy of property owners in Garrett County. 
Thank You. 
Swanton, MD 
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I. INTRODUCTION  
 
On May 16, 2014 at its regular meeting, the Garrett County Commissioners’ Shale Gas 
Advisory Committee (SGAC) focused on Garrett County’s emergency management and 
preparedness activities and local actions in that may be necessary to prepare for 
Marcellus gas development in Garrett County. 
 
The Maryland Marcellus Shale Safe Drilling Advisory Commission (The Governor’s 
Commission) is developing several reports and studies concerning gas development in 
Maryland, with those reports generally relating to economic impacts, best management 
practices, and public health implications. These three reports will guide actions by 
Maryland State government, particularly the Departments of Environment and Natural 
Resources. While segments of the three reports may cover selected parts of emergency 
preparedness and emergency management, drafts that have been made public do not 
provide the specific details needed for Garrett County.  
 
The SGAC heard presentations by James “Smokey” Stanton, President. INSIGHT 
Solutions, and John H. Frank, Director, Garrett County Emergency Management on 
emergency preparedness activities relating to Marcellus gas development in Garrett 
County. The presentation and subsequent discussion by the SGAC at its May meeting 
forms the basis for these recommendations to the Board of Commissioners in five areas 
of concern.  
 
At its August 4, 2014 meeting, the SGAC invited comments from the public on the 
recommendations, with comments published on the Garrett County SGAC website.  
 
Public comments were due on August 19, with several insightful comments received. 
These comments are included verbatim as one of the appendices of this report. 
 
This report has the following parts: 
 

I. Introduction 
II. Recommendations 
III. Public comments 
IV. Initial questions by the SGAC 
V. Presentation by Mr. Stanton and Mr. Frank (Power Point separate file) 
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II. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
1. PLANNING 

 
The SGAC reviewed portions of the “Garrett County Emergency Management Plan” 
and appropriate appendices (annexes). The SCAC understands and appreciates the 
use by Garrett County of the ”All-hazards Approach”. 
 
Garrett County does not currently have an annex to the Emergency Operations Plan 
specifically for shale gas issues. Among these specific considerations are: 
identification of well sites, inventories of risks, types of hazards and responses, 
capabilities on-site and what expectations are of Garrett County first responders, 
identification of triggers for responses, what equipment may be needed in addition to 
the equipment currently available, and identifying and providing training for fire / 
EMS personnel unique to gas operations.  

 
The SGAC is aware of the knowledge available by the gas development companies 
and the various contractors and vendors supporting drilling, however contractors 
responsible for response operations may be as long as 11 hours away.  For the recent 
overturned propane truck incident in Oakland, it took several hours to obtain on-site 
capability to offload the materials, and it took MDE 2.5 hours to be on-site. It took 
approximately 13 hours to obtain a vacuum truck from Pittsburgh for an incident on 
I-68 .  
 
Recommendation: The SGAC recommends a shale gas specific annex to the EOP be 
developed that covers the above issues, but also include: estimates of response times, 
training needs of responders, communications, role and use of contractors and vendor 
expertise, role of regional teams and mutual aid, landing zones (airport and other 
locations), what off-site facilities and support may be needed, listings of needed 
truck and heavy-lift equipment capabilities, identification and locations of any 
specialized equipment that may be needed. Emergency management personnel in 
other counties with experience in shale gas emergency response and their EOP’s 
should be used as resources. 
 

2. DEVELOP LOCAL KNOWLEDGE BASE 
 
Garrett County’s emergency response system is basically all-volunteer, with the 
exception of law enforcement and some paid EMS personnel. Garrett County’s 
emergency management program uses the nationwide “all-hazards” approach. The 
SGAC reviewed the training offered by the Maryland Fire and Rescue Institute for 
both fire and rescue personnel, and understands MFRI to among the best in the U.S. 
Additionally, MFRI provides training locally in Garrett County and through the 
Western Regional facility in Cresaptown. The SGAC understands the role of 
responders may primarily be containment until additional expertise is made 
available. 
 



 4 

Recommendation: Counties where gas development has already taken place should 
be contacted to obtain advice and suggestions on filling gaps in knowledge and 
training of volunteer first responders. Additional training and knowledge should be 
identified in the GCEOP and arranged for through MFRI for Garrett County 
responders.  

 
3. DEVELOP LOCAL TECHNICAL CAPABILITY 

 
The SGAC is aware that the primary incidents for Garrett County emergency 
responders are fuel spills, gasoline/oil/etc.  A local HAZMAT team has been under 
development for approximately 5 years and on any given day, 10 -12- volunteers are 
able to respond from any given company.  Current level of training is at the 
technician level, all-volunteer, and it is difficult to have them trained and practiced. 
The team will need access to absorbents, booms, air and other supplies from other fire 
companies, and resupply and rehabilitation for teams operating over several hours of 
work. MDE has both equipment and trained manpower. Garrett College offers 
HAZMAT technician training to firefighters who have completed Firefighter I and II 
training. There is an existing local HAZMAT response trailer, however formal mutual 
aid agreements have not been executed with Allegany County, Somerset Co., or MDE 
to help reduce response time to an incident. The SGAC understands the actual 
number of incidents in Garrett County may require additional practice and exercises 
to maintain the proper skill levels of personnel. 
 
Recommendation: Garrett County should expedite the development of a local 
HAZMAT team based in the fire service to respond to most usual incidents. Formal 
MOU’s should be executed with contiguous counties and MDE to assist with timely 
and effective response to all hazardous materials incidents. Garret County should 
explore executing a formal MOU with regional resources to assure an adequately 
trained, practiced and experienced team  
 

4. DEVELOP LOCAL EQUIPMENT CAPACITY 
 

Garrett County volunteer fire departments may not have the necessary equipment to 
handle shale gas incidents, and nearby counties that have already experienced gas 
development can provide information about types, amounts, and numbers of 
equipment that is needed when responding to a gas well emergency. Gas 
development companies have emergency plans that may detail expectations and 
requirements of local responders. The SGAC is aware of the potential costs of 
acquiring and maintaining such equipment and the difficulties some departments 
have in obtaining adequate funds for existing fire service operations. It is important 
that any specialized equipment have multiple applications and be available 
countywide. 
 
Recommendation: Garrett County should consult with counties and fire departments 
where gas development has already taken place to determine what specialized 
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equipment may be necessary and the county should coordinate the acquisition of any 
needed equipment to help assure availability and efficient deployment when needed. 

 
5. COMMUNICATIONS 

 
The SGAC discussed the need for improved emergency communications from 
several perspectives: interoperability among first responder units and central 
dispatch; the lack of service and limitations of cellular telephones in parts of the 
county; the availability of reverse-911 to inform the general public about incidents 
and actions they should take; and the ability of the county to inform and advise both 
the general public and special populations such as the elderly, disabled, handicapped, 
and populations that may be impacted by localized incidents. If an incident occurs 
during the school year, pre-planned rerouting of school busses would assist parents 
with anticipating schedule changes. 
 
Recommendation: Garrett County should revisit and revise the current emergency 
communications plan to allow for better interoperability among first responders, for 
improved communication about actions to take by County residents, and establish 
and practice communications strategies as part of pre-incident planning. 

 
 
ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS 
 

o Gas development companies, contractors and vendors should have a wealth of 
information regarding hazards, existing emergency plans, and response elements 
under their control. Formalized mutual assistance agreements and pre-incident 
planning should be developed with the principals of these corporations, to include 
accurate estimates of response time and capabilities by contractor emergency 
response elements.  

o  Table top exercises and field exercises should be developed and implemented 
with gas development interests to identify procedures and develop cooperative 
relationships among gas interests and first due fire companies. 

o  The development of regional assets and resources is likely the best approach to 
help assure responses are efficient and effective and to prevent costly duplication. 

 
 
 
.   
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III. PUBLIC COMMENTS 
 
 

The following comments and suggestions were received on the SGAC Emergency 
Preparedness recommendations. The SGAC appreciates these insightful comments, and 
includes them here verbatim for consideration by Garrett County decision and policy 
makers. 
 

1. Commenter: EPA  
“Please note that facilities subject to the risk management program regulations 
found at 40 C.F.R. Part 68 must develop and implement an emergency response 
program to protect public health and the environment Generally natural gas 
processing plants in the natural gas production/transmission industry submit a risk 
management plan to EPA.  This requirement may be considered when developing 
requirements/recommendations for emergency preparedness at other natural gas 
facilities in the state of Maryland as well as industry code requirements such as 
the Flammable and Combustible Liquids Code (NFPA 30).” 

 
2. Commenter: DR 

“Thank you for the opportunity to make comment on the proposed 
recommendations to the Garrett County Commissioners on emergency 
preparedness.” 

 
“The draft recommendations include reference to the volunteer structure of fire 
and EMS in the county.  The impact of gas field development will place increased 
stress on this system which already struggles with maintaining personnel for 
coverage.  I would propose that a sixth (6) section be added to your 
recommendations dealing specifically with Manpower.” 

 
“I concur with an earlier recommendation from one of your committee members 
that the county and state join neighboring states in lobbying the gas industry for 
the establishment of special response teams for well explosions and fires.  The 
proposed response times in your recommendations and those in the current Best 
Practices Draft of the Governors Advisory Committee for Safe Drilling are too 
long. In this region of the country, where so many wells have been developed, it is 
unacceptable that the gas and oil industry would rely on teams thousands of miles 
away in Texas to protect THEIR investments and the people and property 
adjoining the well sites.” 
 
3. Commenter: PD 
“A comment on the Emergency Preparedness recommendations. A big thanks out 
to Smokey et al for putting this together!” 

 
“When I was at the 3RQ conference in Pittsburgh yesterday, there was a 
presentation on the nature and character of drilling waste "brine" water. Currently, 
this is considered "residual waste" and generally not placarded (the "Halliburton 
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loophole"). I recall hearing some discussion in the county committee where it was 
expressed that this waste was not really a big issue or perhaps it was so diluted its 
hazard threat was minimal.” 

 
“However, investigation and research made by Dr. Ben Stout of Wheeling Jesuit 
University shows that often times this waste is extremely hazardous, and if it were 
not for the exemptions in the law it would be placarded.” 

 
“One wastewater tanker truck that was tested in Wheeling WV contained liquid 
that had a ph of 1.5 and included radioactive compounds.   But, no placards.” 

 
“Here is a copy of his testimony on the matter to the Wheeling City Council in a 
public hearing: ‘One of the 13 samples of liquids from brine water trucks entering 
Liquid Assets Disposal on the Peninsula in Wheeling was a 5,000 gallon tank 
truck carrying pH 1.5 liquids from a frac pit at Range Resources well 
#37-121-23194 in Washington County, PA (Attachment 2). Liquids with a pH 1.5 
are corrosive strong acids that if spilled form a corrosive acid mist capable of 
causing irreversible damage to eyes, respiratory systems, and skin. The US EPA 
ranks hydrochloric acid as one of the most hazardous compounds to human and 
ecosystem health. Because of exceptions to RCRA, brinewater trucks are not 
required to post placards identifying their contents. The response of GreenHunter 
when asked about loads like this was that "it wasn't brinewater." The data 
collected by WV DEP indicates that it was brinewater. Note the high total 
dissolved solids (16,600 mg/L) and other dissolved constituents, particularly 
barium, strontium, and bromide, which are fairly specific indicators of 350 
million year old brinewater. When asked how they would respond to such a load, 
GreenHunter representatives said, "we have a pH meter" and "that truck was 
illegal." It takes days for a water sample to be collected, transported to an 
analytical laboratory, analyzed, and a report to be generated.’ 

 
“Anyway, I wouldn't know where to fit it in to the recommendations, but perhaps 
a discussion about the unknown hazards/liquids in waste shipments and how to 
respond could be included in the planning or training. If a truck like this were to 
overturn on a county road, what local capabilities and processes would be needed 
to identify the contents during a HAZMAT response?” 
 

3. Commenter: DM  
“Last week I sent you comments on the Emergency Preparedness Recommendations 
reference Marcellus Shale/Gas Drilling.  I thought of that today when I read this article in 
this morning’s New Your Times: 
http://www.nytimes.com/2014/08/17/sunday-review/the-disappearing-volunteer-
firefighter.html?emc=edit_th_20140817&nl=todaysheadlines&nlid=57096276&_r=0 
<http://www.nytimes.com/2014/08/17/sunday-review/the-disappearing-volunteer-
firefighter.html?emc=edit_th_20140817&amp;nl=todaysheadlines&amp;nlid=57096276
&amp;_r=0>  
The closing paragraph in the article pretty well sums up what I was trying to say in my 
earlier email: 
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“…the burdens on firefighters continue to grow. Edward A. Mann 
<http://www.osfc.state.pa.us/portal/server.pt/community/state_fire_commissioner_home/
4462> , a volunteer chief in Pennsylvania, said that training requirements keep increasing 
partly because volunteers are now being called to do much more than just “putting water 
on fire.” Terrorist attacks and improvised explosive devices, malfunctioning solar panels 
and wind turbines 
<http://topics.nytimes.com/top/reference/timestopics/subjects/w/wind_power/index.html?
inline=nyt-classifier> , ethanol and natural gas fires, and electric- and hydrogen-powered 
vehicle accidents — these are just some of the emergencies for which training is needed, 
said Mr. Mann, who is also the Pennsylvania State Fire Commissioner 
<http://www.osfc.state.pa.us/portal/server.pt/community/state_fire_commissioner_home/
4462> .” 
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IV. INITIAL QUESTIONS BY THE SGAC 
 
 
1. Does the Garrett County Emergency Operations Plan ("EOP") have an annex or 
appendix covering response to an incident occurring as a result of Marcellus shale gas 
development? 
 
2. What are new or additional capabilities that Garrett County first responders may need 
as the direct result of Marcellus gas development operations? (Fire, EMS, Law 
enforcement, Roads, etc.) 
 Personnel?     Communications? 
 Training?     Facilities? 
 Response vehicles?    Meters/detectors? 
 Personal Protective Equipment?  Contractors? 
 
3. Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency Response (HAZWOPER) certification is 
required for site workers, for emergency response personnel, and for clean-up operations.  
 A. How does Garrett County ensure site workers have the required certifications?  

B. Does each volunteer fire company in Garrett County have trained and certified 
HAZWOPER personnel at the Awareness, Operations, Technician, Specialist and 
Incident Commander levels? 

  C. HAZMAT Teams 
Is the MOU between Allegany and Garrett Counties for HAZMAT Team 
mutual aid still in effect? 

  What are plans for a Garrett County HAZMAT Team, if any? 
What are the conditions under which the MDE Special Operations Team is 
called to Garrett County? 
The Gas and Oil Companies have emergency response contractors, but a 
recent  explosion in WV revealed the response time was 13 hours. Do you 
have suggestions about this delay? 

 
4. Are there any mechanisms in place in adjoining States/Counties for sharing 
information and lessons learned? 
 
5. Notification: 
 Are there procedures in place for Marcellus sites notifying Garrett 911 about 
 emergencies? 
 Does Garrett County utilize the NIMS Incident Command System? 
 What procedures are in place for notifying the general public about emergencies? 

Are there procedures to notify the public about road closures, delays, reroutes in 
the event of emergencies? School busses? 
Does Garrett County have "Reverse 911" to notify residents and businesses about 
an incident? What information is included? 
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6. Spills and chemical emergencies: 
Does the Garrett County EOP address spills and hazardous materials into 
waterways and drinking water protection areas? Roads?     
How does Garrett County Emergency Management interact with MDE for spills 
and contamination incidents? 
Does Garrett County have stand-by contractors to mitigate hazardous materials 
incidents? 

 
7. Sheltering: 

Does Garrett County have pre-incident plans for sheltering-in-place and shelter-
centers if evacuations are necessary? Are centers prepared with food, supplies, 
generators, staffing? 

 Where are such centers? 
 Are there plans for livestock or domestic animals? 
 
8. Potable water: 

Are there any Garrett County plans for short-term or long term water supply for 
residents? 

 
9. Setback requirements: 
 Are there any recommendations for setback requirements for structures that might 
be affected by Marcellus gas operations? Businesses? Health care facilities? Schools? 
Other? 
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Garrett County Shale Gas Advisory Committee (SGAC)  

Response to 24 April Commissioner Tasking 

(October 6, 2014) 

 

Introduction 

On 24 April, the SGAC received a tasking letter from the Board of Commissioners. The 
letter cited several recent events and study publications as motivating a Board focus on 
“risk management”. The letter stated that— 

“---the Board seeks specific recommendations regarding: 

1. The areas of risk that are likely to fall outside of the state’s jurisdictional 
control and require Garrett county to lead any risk mitigating effort; and 

2. Local regulatory frameworks---existing or otherwise—that might be 
implemented to effectively mitigate these locally-managed risks. 

---we seek your recommendations for further review and possible action by this 
Board and other appropriate county personnel.”  (underlining added.) 
 

Our purpose here is to respond to both the specifics and spirit of this tasking. This 
response will hopefully provide a useful and actionable input to the Board, supporting 
local deliberations on finding the best possible balance between maximizing potential 
economic/other benefits and minimizing potential risks/adverse impacts. 
 
A brief summary of the findings and recommendations is provided immediately below. 
This is followed by a review of the SGAC process, an elaboration of findings and 
recommendations, and some related observations regarding possible County efforts if 
drilling proceeds. An appendix further discusses specifics. 
 
Summary of Findings and Recommendations 
 
Basic SGAC findings were: 

• There are a number of risks/impacts that warrant serious consideration of 
potential local regulatory actions. These involve risk/impact areas ranging from 
fiscal demands at the County level, through matters of public health and safety, 
to protecting the character of the area and its derivative economic benefits 
(tourism, 2nd home/retirement home market). 

• Local regulatory frameworks which offer risk/impact mitigation can generally be 
characterized as involving the broader application of permitting, land use 
ordinances, or other ordinances (e.g., possible extended use of the current 
“sensitive areas” ordinance). 
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• A number of specific potential regulatory actions, targeted against a number of 
specific risks/impacts, can be identified as warranting “further review and 
possible action” in accordance with the tasking. The specific candidate actions 
identified are summarized in Figure 1. It is noted that several of these appear to 
require new/additional County authorities and/or implementing mechanisms. 

 

 
 
Based on these findings, we recommend that the Commissioners initiate an activity to 
explore the applicability of the identified set of current and potential local regulatory 
frameworks to the mitigation of the identified potential natural gas (NG) recovery 
risks/adverse impacts. 
 
SGAC Process 
The SGAC devoted three meetings (3 June, 1 July, and 5 August) to developing a 
response to the 24 April tasking. Both of the first two meetings focused on the two 
elements of the Commissioner tasking as follows--- 

• Identifying areas of risk/impact which, given the scope and content of state-
proposed Best Management Practices (BMP’s, “final draft”), require or invite 
consideration of local risk mitigation action.  This was supported primarily by (1) 
an analysis of the BMP’s themselves for either statements regarding local 
responsibilities or for gaps in certain risk/impact areas and (2) a review and 
analysis of case studies conducted by the Multi-State Shale Research 
Collaborative (M-SSRC) covering 4 “Garrett-like” counties with extensive shale 
gas recovery experience (2 in PA, 1 in WV, 1 in OH.) Additionally, these efforts 
were informed by earlier SGAC work---and county staff interactions---on 

http://www.mde.state.md.us/programs/Land/mining/marcellus/Documents/7.10_Version_Final_BP_Report.pdf
http://www.multistateshale.org/case-studies
http://www.multistateshale.org/case-studies
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transportation issues in particular. The assumption was consistently made for 
purposes of our analyses that, if the de facto moratorium is lifted, the proposed 
BMP’s will be translated into enforceable regulations. We understand that this 
assumption may or may not turn out to be fully valid in practice. 

• Identifying---and developing a basic SGAC member understanding of---both 
current and potential future local regulatory frameworks offering risk mitigation 
in the risk/impact areas identified. Tutorial information was presented and 
discussed, and an attempt was made to “step back” and consider the 
fundamental differences between possible regulatory regimes (e.g., permitting 
vs. application of land use ordinances). There was focused attention on the 
question of which potential regulatory actions could be taken by the county 
under existing authorities as opposed to requiring new/additional authorities. 

The third meeting was designed to review our efforts from the first two meetings with a 
focus on “pairing” potential risk/impact candidates for local regulatory action with the 
judged-to-be-appropriate regulatory option, specifically noting whether new/additional 
county authorities appeared to be required. Additionally, a draft recommendation was 
presented and discussed, including a polling of individual member views along with any 
cautions or concerns. The material presented and the discussions held during this third 
meeting provide the basis for the findings and recommendations presented below. 

It is noted with great appreciation that county staff from the Department of Community 
Planning and Development made substantial contributions in terms of both 
presentations and supporting material. This point was made above relative to tutorial 
information on regulatory frameworks, but applies also to the key area of BMP analysis. 

Findings 

Summary comments are provided here for each of the 2 basic elements of our tasking. 
More specific findings are recorded below in terms of the “bottom line” question---what 
specific local regulatory actions might be taken in particular areas of risk/impact, these 
designed to complement or supplement proposed state regulatory actions? 

It is recognized that several of the topics identified here for county attention are not 
new and are surely recognized by county officials and staff. The hope is that we are 
adding value by highlighting these in a broader context (including explicit consideration 
of state BMP “coverage”) and in a more structured framework. This will presumably 
support more integrated and prioritized consideration. 

Potential risks/impacts warranting consideration of County-level regulatory action---
As is elaborated below, these risk/impact areas  range from fiscal, though public health 
and safety, to preserving the character of Garrett County as related to both quality-of-
life and business/revenue considerations (e.g., tourism, property values). Some of these 
are designated in the BMP’s as areas of local responsibility (e.g., enforcing noise 
standards). Others are simply inherently local matters (e.g., road bonding. managing 
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truck convoy routes and timing to avoid major local events). Still others are within the 
state’s “jurisdictional control” as a legal matter, but are not well-covered in the 
currently-proposed BMP’s (e.g., targeted protection of population groups deemed 
particularly vulnerable to health risks). Fortunately, the list of specific risk/impact areas 
to be addressed is reasonably well-focused and is not long (i.e., less than a dozen items). 

Potential Local Regulatory Frameworks—Fundamental Options--- 

The discussion and “stepping back” process described above led to adoption of three 
local regulatory framework options for purposes of SGAC deliberations. These were 
identified and characterized as follows: 

Permitting---The term is used broadly here to cover situations where industry must 
satisfy codified, specific provisions or requirements in order to operate. In that view, 
for instance, road bonding is considered to be a permitting process. 

Current coverage includes: erosion & sediment control; stormwater management; 
building, electrical & plumbing permits; and floodplain management. 

As understood by the committee, permitting tends to be topic-specific and may well 
require additional, state-granted authorities, depending on the topic and current 
legislation. 

Land Use Ordinances---These become a useful tool particularly when setbacks are 
the only or a preferred risk mitigation action. 

Land use ordinances are currently in place for the Deep Creek Lake Watershed and 
for the towns of Oakland, Mt. Lake Park, Loch Lynn, Accident, Friendsville and 
Grantsville. 

Experts talk about different kinds of implementing options, including adoption of the 
“Euclidian” approach (e.g., DCL Watershed) or use of a “performance-based” 
approach. Interestingly, the “performance-based” approach can apparently be 
designed to allow “anything, anywhere” unless there is a possible negative impact 
on “neighbors”. In the latter case---and only in the latter case---would pre-specified 
protective steps come into play (engineering standards, setbacks, whatever). Of 
course, effort would be required to codify “negative impacts” along with defining 
protective steps and at least the general criteria for requiring their implementation. 

The SGAC interest in county-wide land use ordinances stems from our charter to 
address shale gas recovery risks/impacts, but there is of course a broad range of 
other considerations at the County level.  

Other Ordinances---Other classes of ordinance appear to be very topic-specific and 
could require new/additional authorities. They currently include the Sensitive Areas 
Ordinance and the Junkyard Ordinance, for example. 

http://garrettcounty.org/permits-inspections
http://garrettcounty.org/permits-inspections/erosion-and-sediment-control-1
http://garrettcounty.org/permits-inspections/stormwater-management-1
http://garrettcounty.org/permits-inspections/building-permits-1
http://garrettcounty.org/permits-inspections/electrical
http://garrettcounty.org/permits-inspections/plumbing
http://garrettcounty.org/permits-inspections/floodplain-management
http://garrettcounty.org/planning-land-development
http://garrettcounty.org/planning-land-development/deep-creek-watershed-zoning
http://garrettcounty.org/planning-land-development/zoning-administration
http://garrettcounty.org/planning-land-development/zoning-administration
http://garrettcounty.org/planning-land-development/sensitive-areas
http://garrettcounty.org/planning-land-development/sensitive-areas
http://garrettcounty.org/planning-land-development/junkyard-ordinance
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Potential Risks/Impacts vs. Potential Local Regulatory Actions---Specifics 
 
As indicated, the “bottom line” findings couple specific risk/impact candidates for local 
action to the specific local actions that might be taken. The specifics presented below 
are organized in terms of broad risk/impact areas (e.g., fiscal, health). We understand 
that the development of supporting rationale and information has been limited by 
member time and expertise, but we hope we have achieved our objective of putting 
actionable specifics in the hands of the County. We understand that our findings 
regarding the need for new/additional county authorities may well warrant further legal 
and legislative review. 
 
 Fiscal Impact (County) 

• Road maintenance---Bonding/other enforceable agreements 
− Discussion: Road wear/damage caused by heavy truck traffic, including 

convoys, is a potentially significant expense to the County. Bonding is viewed 
as a more assured, enforceable mechanism than current letter agreements 

− Authorities: Would require new authorities, acquired through state 
legislative action.  

• Development phase/pre-production outlays--- designated funds, special fees 
− Discussion: A pre-production cost recovery mechanism would be used by the 

County to address issues such as spills, land disturbance issues, or other 
damage situations, as well as costs related to traffic management, first-
responder staffing and social services. Escrow funds, permitting fees, and 
impact fees could apply. 

− Authorities: New authorities potentially required. 
 

 Property owner stakes 
• Personal/business property value reductions vs. real and/or perceived risks and 

impacts---increased setbacks 
− Discussion: Beyond the positives of mineral rights leasing fees and potential 

royalties, there is the issue of potential reductions to property values due to 
real or perceived risks, with proximity to NG recovery operations being a 
factor. A variety of estimates can be found regarding such impacts. Including 
several in peer-reviewed journals.  Additionally, there are reports of 
difficulties in obtaining Mortgages for properties near drilling activities. 
 Authorities: Land use ordinances could be introduced under existing 
authorities although there is currently no county-wide mechanism in place.  

 Public Health 
• Vulnerable population exposure (e.g., children, elderly, pregnant mothers, people 

with respiratory illnesses) ---increased, targeted setbacks for designated facilities 
(e.g., schools, day care centers, hospitals, senior care facilities) 
− Discussion: Both the public health study generated as a Marcellus Shale Safe 

Drilling Initiative (SDI) product and a number of neighboring county case 

http://www.marcellushealth.org/final-report.html
http://www.mde.state.md.us/programs/Land/mining/marcellus/Pages/index.aspx
http://www.mde.state.md.us/programs/Land/mining/marcellus/Pages/index.aspx
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studies identify health vulnerabilities of selected populations (e.g., children, 
the elderly, pregnant mothers, people with respiratory illnesses) and justify 
setbacks beyond those more general setbacks specified in the current BMP’s. 

−  Authorities: Targeted land use ordinances could be introduced under 
existing authorities. 

• Noise levels---an enforceable process/mechanism 
− Discussion: The state’s public health study, as well as other sources, identifies 

noise as a health as well as a “quality-of-life” issue (see below). As the SGAC 
understands it, the responsibility for enforcement of state standards is 
delegated to the County. It is not clear that practical mechanisms currently 
exist to enforce standards in the complicated situation of widespread 
activities/infrastructure and situations where there are both temporary and 
continuous, long-term sources. 

− Authorities: May or may not require new authorities depending upon the 
enforcement mechanism selected.  

• Management of drilling waste radioactivity levels and leakage--- strengthened 
permitting and/or on-site measurement/and disposal mechanisms. 
− Discussion: The topic of radioactive material in drilling mud/waste products 

has been raised as related to environmental damage (e.g., nearby stream 
contamination form landfill leakage) and ultimate public health 
consequences. Questions/controversies exist about existing landfill standards 
applied to NG deep drilling/recovery and about local enforcement. 

− Authorities: As above, new authorities may or may not be required 
dependent upon findings regarding the need for more stringent standards or 
new enforcement mechanisms. 
 

 Public Safety 
• Truck traffic avoidance of public events/activities (e.g., school bus routes/timing), 

---a permitting process 
− Discussion: NG recovery operations require heavy truck convoys during 

certain phases. These not only raise the issue of congestion (see below), but 
also the issue of public safety with respect, for instance, to school bus 
operations. There is precedent in PA and elsewhere for implementation of a 
truck route/scheduling permitting process.  

− Authorities: Would require new County authorities, acquired through state 
legislative action.  
 

 GC “Character”/Tourism and 2nd Home & Retirement Appeal (related to the rural 
character, scenic beauty, and recreational opportunities provided by Garrett county) 
• Preserving recreational character---increased setbacks around County trails, 

parks, etc. 
− Discussion: A well-recognized part of the appeal of Garrett County---

important to both its economy and quality-of-life---is the recreational 
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opportunities offered by its county parks, trails, rivers, streams, etc. DNR and 
others have raised questions regarding the coverage and adequacy of the 
current BMP setbacks.  

− Authorities: Targeted land use ordinances could be introduced under existing 
authorities as a complement to setbacks ultimately codified in state 
regulation. 

• Protecting aesthetic resources (incl. “viewshed”)---increased setbacks/other 
provisions 
− Discussion: There is the important topic of preserving scenic beauty as well 

as recreational opportunities. Regarding scenic beauty and including the 
preservation of “viewsheds” in particular, there is the challenge of 
minimizing the visibility of industrial activity. 

− Authorities: Current authorities including land use ordinances and possible 
“creative” use of sensitive area ordinances would appear to provide options.  

• Minimizing the adverse impacts of “industrialization” topics covered above under 
public health and safety 
− NOISE---noise impacts were covered above as related to designation as a 

potential public health hazard. The noise topic is repeated here simply to 
convey the message that noise is an industrialization impact that can also 
have an adverse impact on County character/quality-of-life.  

− TRAFFIC CONGESTION---Congestion, especially during active convoy periods 
relates to concerns above about “quality-of-life” as well as public safety. The 
safety-oriented permitting process described above could be used to avoid 
conflict between truck convoys and scheduled public events, (e.g., fair week, 
Autumn Glory activities, the fund-raising “lake dunk”, etc.). 

See the appendix for a further elaborated discussion of these specifics. The 
appendix includes points from the referenced M-SSRC case studies as 
particularly relevant to the consideration of local regulatory action. 

Recommendation  

Based on the above findings, we recommend that the Commissioners initiate an 
activity to explore the applicability of the identified set of current and potential local 
regulatory frameworks to the mitigation of the identified potential NG recovery 
risks/adverse impacts. Specific areas of recommended focus and action are elaborated 
immediately above. It is noted that the State’s public health assessment, as well as the 
not–yet-released state risk assessment and an NGO-sponsored independent risk 
assessment, along with any further revisions to the BMP’s, may further inform and help 
prioritize the exploratory efforts recommended here. In fact, they may suggest 
additional regulatory actions to be considered, 

It is viewed as important and appropriate to adopt the objectives of (1), on the one 
hand maximizing risk mitigation effectiveness while (2), on the other hand, minimizing 
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any unintended negative effects or constraints on the activities of individual property 
owners and/or other business/commercial operations.  

Further, the recommended exploration, as envisioned by the SGAC, would: 

• Prioritize and target the most significant potential risks/impacts with actions 
designed to complement/supplement projected state level regulatory actions. 

• Address any policy, legislative, and/or legal implications associated with new 
permitting authorities and broadened application of land use ordinances. 

• Consider possible enforcement mechanisms. 
• More broadly, support the critical objectives of being both “safe” and being 

“prepared”. 

Member Viewpoints---the SGAC was “designed” to represent a wide range of 
community viewpoints. It is noteworthy that the 5 August meeting found broad 
consensus in support of the recommendation made above. Interesting, fundamental 
points were made, including articulation of the fiscal principle of “those who profit 
should pay”.  It should be noted also, however, that several “cautions” were identified. 
The concern about unintended consequences on property owners and/or other 
businesses was incorporated in the above recommendation, and the related point was 
made of being sure to introduce regulatory requirements/constraints only to a degree 
which is commensurate with the potential risk/impact. The potential issue of added 
regulation discouraging industry investment was noted, along with the counterpoint 
that regulatory impacts on industry are simply a “cost of doing business” if overall 
profitability is attractive. Further, we briefly discussed the fact that some of the specific 
regulatory actions we identified for exploration will undoubtedly have “ripples” and 
“tentacles” that the SGAC has not addressed. 

Finally and more broadly, we note---in the interest of “balance”---that shale gas 
recovery potentially offers non-economic as well as economic benefits in some of the 
areas we’ve identified as candidates for local regulatory action. For instance, in the area 
of County infrastructure there is the possibility of industry investment in improved 
bridges/culverts as well as the issue of road damage/wear. A list of such potential 
benefits will be provided as a separate SGAC product. 

Related Observations 

County Workload Implications--- As a byproduct of the analysis of BMP’s, it became 
clear that---independent of the “further explorations” recommended here--- County 
staff will face a non-trivial workload supporting state BMP-derived activities if the de 
facto moratorium is lifted and shale gas recovery proceeds. For instance, the BMP 
analysis identified some 70 explicit or implied local actions, roughly 50 of which involved 
County development of supporting information/data and/or participating in reviews of 
both Comprehensive Gas Development Plans (CGDP’s) and/or individual well permit 
applications. The numbers have no literal meaning, but they are indicative. This is not 
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being raised as an issue, but simply as a factor to be addressed “if and when”. Workload 
and staffing implications have been identified for other counties in a variety of sources, 
including the M-SSRC case studies reviewed by the SGAC. 

Potential County Communication and Cross-Department Coordination Mechanisms--- As 
a byproduct of analyzing the M-SSRC case studies in support of our efforts, the SGAC 
became aware of a need for county mechanisms to both facilitate active communication 
among stakeholders and to track/coordinate activities and decisions across county 
departments. These needs, often recognized only in retrospect within the studied 
counties, seemed to be most intense—not surprisingly—in the early years of 
development. Specific areas of “need” ranged from communicating with the public 
about ongoing monitoring of environmental health, through providing a centralized 
organizational “place” for addressing public complaints (odor, noise), to assuring 
coordination among county departments on topics which are inherently cross-cutting. 
Noted externally-oriented mechanisms included stakeholder forums for interactions 
among residents, industry, and county officials. Noted internally-oriented mechanisms 
included establishment of a staff office or function dedicated to shale gas recovery 
matters, including cross-department coordination. 

Further, the a series of recommendations from the MIAEH study parallel 
recommendations from the M-SSRC studies on addressing such needs as related to 
health care services and infrastructure, including establishing both a committee of state 
and local stakeholders and a community outreach program (e.g., addressing observed 
issues such as apparently high rates of depression and drug use in transient workers). 

 Our purpose here is not to make a specific recommendation; there are a range of issues 
and options to be considered if the de facto moratorium is lifted and drilling proceeds. 
Our intent is to highlight the need for activities and mechanisms which go beyond those 
in place today. There will be time to address such matters if drilling proceeds, but it will 
also take time to consider options and put mechanisms in place (including fiscal 
support).
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 Appendix A 

Potential Risks/Impacts vs. Potential Local Regulatory Actions 

 Fiscal Impact (County) 
• Road maintenance---Bonding/other enforceable agreements 

− Discussion: Road wear/damage caused by heavy truck traffic, including 
convoys, is a potentially significant expense to the County unless costs are 
borne by the industry. Bonding is viewed as a more assured, enforceable 
mechanism than current letter agreements. There are a variety of 
implementing considerations in terms of specifics including possible criteria 
for bonding (e.g., truck weights, trip numbers and convoy concentrations) 
and possible bonding rates (e.g., $’s per road mile ). To provide some 
calibration: using MDE truck round-trip estimates and the RESI  75% scenario 
for numbers of wells and well pads, a total of approximately 91,000 truck 
trips can be calculated for 2017. Further discussion will be found in the 
separate SGAC report on transportation issues, as well as in the SGAC 
Analysis of the Multi-State Shale Research Collaborative (M-SSRC) case 
studies of four “Garrett-like” shale counties; 2 counties in PA, 1 in WV, 1 in 
OH. (All four studies recommend addressing road maintenance/management 
issues, including assuring a bonding system is in place prior to development.). 

− Authorities: Would require new authorities, acquired through state 
legislative action. (County answers to SGAC-posed transportation questions.) 

• Development phase/pre-production outlays--- designated funds, special fees 
− Discussion: This involves a cost recovery fund or mechanism for use by the 

County where there is either lack of action by the development entity, the 
issue requires immediate action, or the responsible entity can’t be identified. 
This fund would allow the County to address issues such as spills, land 
disturbance issues, or other emergency situations, as well as costs related to 
traffic management, first-responder staffing and social services, with 
confidence that the costs would be recovered under a pre-production 
scenario---before production and the attendant severance tax revenues. 
Development entities could be required to set up escrow accounts or 
permitting fees could be set at a level to cover these potential costs. Further, 
a Dec. 2013 state review of impact fees and excise taxes for new 
developments may imply that the concept of “impact fees“ would apply if 
the uses were appropriately constrained (Dept. of Legislative Services, Office 
of Policy Analysis).  The 2014 M-SSRC studies recommend implementation, in 
all 4 study counties, of a fee or taxation system that secures funding during 
the development stage, as this is the stage when the majority of impacts 
occurs and requires mitigation. The idea of treating such industry-provided 
funds as a credit against future severance taxes came up, covering 
development phase outlays without increasing overall costs to industry.  

− Authorities: New authorities potentially required. 

http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/Pubs/BudgetFiscal/2013-Impact-Fees-excise-taxes.pdf
http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/Pubs/BudgetFiscal/2013-Impact-Fees-excise-taxes.pdf
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 Property owner stakes 
• Personal/business property value reductions vs. real and/or perceived risks and 

impacts---increased setbacks 
− Discussion: Beyond the positives of mineral rights leasing fees and potential 

royalties for individual property owners, there is of course the issue of 
potential reductions to property values due to real or perceived risks, with 
proximity to NG recovery operations being a factor in general. Further, it is 
arguably true that values for property values related to tourism and/or to the 
important 2nd home/retirement home market in Garrett County are 
particularly vulnerable to risk/impact perceptions or realities. Even for areas 
not characterized by this property value vulnerability/fragility, a variety of 
estimates can be found regarding such impacts, ranging from 5% to 23% for 
properties dependent on well water within 1.25 miles of a fracked well 
(Duke, 11/2012; http://www.dukechronicle.com/articles/2012/11/16/duke-
researchers-show-dip-home-value-caused-nearby-fracking). Such impacts 
would be of concern to both individual property owners and to the County 
from a property tax revenue standpoint. Property value impacts are generally 
traceable to either unwelcome “industrialization” or to perceived risks to 
drinking water. Regarding risks to drinking water, note that approximately 
14,394 households in Garrett County rely on residential drinking water wells. 
The M-SSRC case studies discuss setbacks as mitigating multiple risks, 
including drinking water contamination. The often-appearing number of 
3,280 ft. or greater is cited. 

− Authorities: Land use ordinances could be introduced under existing 
authorities. 

 Public Health 
• Vulnerable population exposure (e.g., children) ---increased. targeted setbacks 

for designated facilities (e.g., schools, day care centers, senior care facilities) 
− Discussion: Both the public health study generated as an SDI product and a 

number of neighboring county case studies identify health vulnerabilities of 
selected populations (e.g., children, the elderly, pregnant mothers, people 
with respiratory illnesses) and recommend setbacks beyond those BMP-
specified setbacks, which apply more generally to “occupied buildings” or 
residences. Air emissions were identified as a particular concern in the state 
work. Recommended setbacks range from zero (current Maryland BMP 
recommendation for setbacks between compressor stations and unoccupied 
structures) to 2000 feet from well pads and compressor stations (MIAEH, 
Potential Public Health Impacts of NG Development and Production in the 
Marcellus Shale in Western Maryland, August, 2014) to 3,280 ft. in several 
case studies as noted above. In addition, a study from Colorado shows 
concentration of air pollutant significantly higher within 0.5 miles (2640 feet) 
of UNGDP facilities, while two separate studies in Pennsylvania 
demonstrated infant low birth-weight outcomes as far out as 2.5 km. 
Although such selectively increased setbacks could be specified by the state 

http://www.dukechronicle.com/articles/2012/11/16/duke-researchers-show-dip-home-value-caused-nearby-fracking
http://www.dukechronicle.com/articles/2012/11/16/duke-researchers-show-dip-home-value-caused-nearby-fracking
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within its jurisdiction, the current BMP’s do not separately consider 
vulnerable populations. 

− Authorities: Targeted land use ordinances could be introduced under existing 
authorities. 

• Noise levels---an enforceable process/mechanism 
− Discussion: The public health study conducted under the state’s SDI, as well 

as other sources, identifies noise as a health as well as a “quality-of-life” 
issue (see below). Two of the 4 –county studies, as well at the County’s study 
analysis, include discussions of noise impacts and mitigation strategies 
(Wetzel, WV; Carroll, OH). As the SGAC understands it, the responsibility for 
enforcement of state standards is delegated to the County under HB Chapter 
190. This is consistent with provisions of the proposed BMP’s. Although this 
responsibility is not new, It is not clear that practical mechanisms currently 
exist to enforce standards in the complicated situation of widespread 
activities/infrastructure and situations where there are both temporary and 
continuous, long-term sources (e.g., drilling vs compressor operations). 
Options include requiring enclosures and/or even requiring predicted noise 
contours to be submitted as part of a CGDP or well permit application.  The 
MIAEH study on Public Health Impacts recommends the following measures:  
Implement noise reduction strategies recommended by UMCES-AL in the MD 
Best Management Practices, including requiring electric motors wherever 
power supplies are available and construction of artificial sound barriers; 
require a setback of 2,000 feet for natural gas compressor stations using 
diesel engines, 1000 feet for stations using electric motors and sound 
barriers. The MIAEH study also recommends a system to actively address 
noise complaints. 

− Authorities: May or may not require new authorities depending upon the 
enforcement mechanism selected. New authorities would not be required to 
allow local enforcement of state standards. But, for instance, there could be 
a pre-operation permitting regime requiring filing and approval of predicted 
noise contours, a planning/approval phase mechanism for assessing impact.  

• Management of drilling waste radioactivity levels and leakage--- strengthened 
permitting and/or on-site measurement/and disposal mechanisms. 
− Discussion: The topic of radioactive material in drilling mud/waste products 

has been raised as related to environmental damage (e.g., nearby stream 
contamination from landfill leakage) and ultimate public health 
consequences. Incidents have been reported, though perhaps not well-
calibrated. Significant attention has been focused on the topic in NY. On the 
one hand, MD state regulations regarding disposal seem to be quite 
stringent. On the other, questions/controversies exist about existing 
standards applied to NG deep drilling/recovery and about local enforcement 
(e.g., adequate level measuring/determination, alternative disposal options. 
managing of volumes).  As we understand it, there is a study underway in 

http://wvwri.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/10/A-N-L-Final-Report-FOR-WEB.pdf
http://www.publicnewsservice.org/2014-04-21/environment/marcellus-waste-radioactivity-in-water-leaching-from-landfills/a38864-1
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WV. Landfills in PA and WV have recently begun refusing waste with NORM 
exceeding radiation standards. Michigan landfills have begun accepting this 
waste, but  a Republican legislator in that state recently announced plans to 
stop accepting out-of-state fracking waste out of concern that “it could harm 
the tourism industry.” 
http://www.freep.com/article/20140821/NEWS06/308210178/radioactive-
fracking-waste-Michigan. Two of four-county studies cited failure to address 
problems from solid waste as well as from wastewater disposal (Wetzel, WV; 
Carroll, OH). Analyses recommend permits, limits and radioactivity 
monitoring be established for cuttings.   

− Authorities: As above, new authorities may or may not be required 
dependent upon findings regarding the need for more stringent standards or 
new enforcement mechanisms. 

 Public Safety 
• Truck traffic avoidance of public events/activities (e.g., school bus 

routes/timing)---a permitting process 
− Discussion: NG recovery operations of course require heavy truck convoys 

during certain phases, noting the above sample calculation of total truck 
trips. These not only raise the issue of congestion (see below), but also the 
issue of public safety with respect, for instance, to school bus operations. 
There is precedent in PA and elsewhere for implementation of a permitting 
process where truckers are obligated to avoid certain routes at certain times 
or face significant fines. Further discussion will be found in the planned 
separate SGAC report on transportation issues. 

− Authorities: Would appear to require new County authorities, acquired 
through state legislative action. (See the county response to SGAC-submitted 
transportation questions.) 
 

 GC “Character”/Tourism and 2nd Home & Retirement Appeal (related to the rural 
character, scenic beauty, and recreational opportunities provided by Garrett county) 
• Preserving recreational character---increased setbacks around County trails, 

parks, etc. 
− Discussion: A well-recognized part of the appeal of Garrett county---

important to both its economy and quality-of-life---is the recreational 
opportunities offered by its county parks, trails, rivers, streams, etc. (in 
addition to those offered by Deep Creek Lake itself) The BMP’s recognize 
setbacks as important to preserving the quality of recreational experiences 
(specifying a 300 ft. setback from trails and historic/cultural/aesthetic 
amenities and 450 ft. from waterways, springs and selected bodies of water ) 
However, DNR and others have raised questions regarding the adequacy of 
this setback. Given such questions and the particular objective of preserving 
the quality of recreational experience with respect to County features/assets, 

http://www.freep.com/article/20140821/NEWS06/308210178/radioactive-fracking-waste-Michigan
http://www.freep.com/article/20140821/NEWS06/308210178/radioactive-fracking-waste-Michigan
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it appears that consideration of selective increases beyond projected state-
imposed setbacks is warranted. 

− Authorities: Targeted land use ordinances could be introduced under existing 
authorities as a complement to setbacks ultimately codified in state 
regulation. 

• Protecting aesthetic resources (incl. “viewshed”)---increased setbacks/other 
provisions 
− Discussion: Analogous to the points made immediately above, there is the 

important topic of preserving scenic beauty as well as recreational 
opportunities. Regarding scenic beauty and including the preservation of 
“viewsheds” in particular, there is the challenge of minimizing the visibility of 
industrial activity, especially as related to the Garrett County experience of 
potential tourists and those investing in 2nd/retirement homes. There 
appear to be practical options related at least to where NG 
facilities/infrastructure is located (although drilling rigs potentially present a 
particular challenge though present for only bounded periods; pipelines, 
compressor and processing stations are permanent structures and will 
require permanent mitigation). 

− Authorities: Current authorities including land use ordinances and possible 
“creative” use of sensitive area ordinances would appear to provide options 
to be explored. Further, County participation in CGDP review and approval---
including GIS-based analysis--- could provide an effective mechanism (though 
specifics of the CGDP process are apparently yet to be developed). 

• Minimizing the adverse impacts of “industrialization” topics covered above 
under public health and safety 
− NOISE---noise impacts where covered above as related to designation as a 

potential public health hazard. The topic is repeated here simply to convey 
the message that noise is an industrialization impact that, if not controlled 
can have an adverse impact on County character/quality-of-life. Much of the 
above discussion above applies here as well, including the need for local 
enforcement mechanisms. 

− TRAFFIC CONGESTION---Congestion, especially during active convoy periods 
(e.g., delivery of some 500 truckloads of water for fracking) relates to the 
concern above about public safety and consideration of mechanisms to 
manage truck routes and timing. As for noise, the topic is repeated here as 
an “unavoidable” impact of NG recovery operations. Though “unavoidable” 
in a way which covers all circumstances, it is clearly possible to augment the 
safety-oriented permitting process to de-conflict scheduled convoys from 
discreet, scheduled public events (e.g., fair week, Autumn Glory activities, 
the fund-raising “lake dunk” activity, etc.) The need for new authorities again 
applies. 
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REPORT: SEPTEMBER 25, 2014 PUBLIC INFORMATIONAL MEETING ON 

POTENTIAL PUBLIC HEALTH IMPACTS OF NATURAL GAS DEVELOPMENT AND 

PRODUCTION IN THE MARCELLUS SHALE IN WESTERN MARYLAND  

REPORT 
 
PREPARED BY:  
GARRETT COUNTY COMMISSIONERS SHALE GAS ADVISORY COMMITTEE  

OCTOBER 3, 2014 
I. PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT 

The Garrett County Commissioners Shale Gas Advisory Committee organized a public informational meeting 
held September 25, 2014 to discuss the Maryland Marcellus Shale Public Health Study. The objective of the 
public information meeting was to enable Garrett County citizens, especially those in the health and medical 
community, to hear directly about the study from the Maryland Institute for Applied Environmental Health, 
the developers and authors of the study.  In addition, the local public health department, hospital, and non-
governmental organizations were invited to give their perspectives on the study’s potential impacts on the 
local community.  Based on the presentations, attendees would then be able to make informed comments to 
aid in providing feedback to the Advisory Committee and the study authors.  

This Committee Report does not judge the value of the comments; rather it is the mechanism for the Garrett 
County Commissioners and interested stakeholders to learn about public health impacts relating to Marcellus 
gas development, to collect informed comments on the Public Health Study, and to form the basis to forward 
comments to the Study authors.  

Members of the Commissioners Shale Gas Advisory Committee attending the public information meeting 
were: John Quilty, Chairman; Nadine Grabania, Eric Robison, and James “Smokey” Stanton, members.  

II.  OVERVIEW OF THE FINAL REPORT: POTENTIAL PUBLIC HEALTH IMPACTS OF NATURAL GAS DEVELOPMENT 

AND PRODUCTION IN THE MARCELLUS SHALE IN WESTERN MARYLAND 

On June 6, 2011, Governor O'Malley issued Executive Order (E.O.) 01.01.2011.11, which established the 
Marcellus Shale Safe Drilling Initiative.  The purpose of the Initiative is to assist regulators in determining 
whether and how gas production from the Marcellus Shale and other shale formations in Maryland can be 
accomplished without unacceptable risks of adverse impacts to public health, safety, the environment, and 
natural resources.   

The report, “Potential Public Health Impacts of Natural Gas Development and Production in the 
Marcellus Shale in Western Maryland” was released for public comment in July 2014, with comments 
to be received by October 3, 2014. 
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The purpose of the Marcellus Shale Public Health Study is to evaluate the potential public health impacts 
associated with drilling in the Marcellus Shale in Maryland, as prepared by the Maryland Institute for Applied 
Environmental Health, School of Public Health, University of Maryland:  

On October 18, 2013, the Maryland Department of Health and Mental Hygiene (DHMH) signed a 
memorandum of understanding (MOU) with the Maryland Institute for Applied Environmental 
Health (MIAEH), School of Public Health, University of Maryland, College Park to conduct an 
assessment of the potential public health impacts associated with drilling in the Marcellus Shale 
in Maryland and to provide a Marcellus Shale Public Health Report. This document is the final 
report. The MOU specified that the “project is designed to provide a baseline assessment of 
current regional population health, an assessment of potential public health impacts, and 
possible adaptive and public health mitigation strategies in the event that natural gas extraction 
takes place within Maryland’s Marcellus Shale resource.” In particular, the project is not 
designed to make recommendations about whether or when to allow unconventional natural gas 
development and production (UNGDP) in Maryland. Rather this study is designed to inform 
decisions by clearly describing the risks and potential public health responses 

The focus of the recommendations is on answering this question: “Given the baseline population 
health, vulnerabilities, and potential impacts of UNGDP, how can Maryland best protect public health 
if and when UNGDP goes forward?” 

The Public Health Study assessed Marcellus gas development in eight areas: Air Quality, Flowback and 
Production Water Related, Noise, Earthquakes, Social Determinants of Health, Occupational Health, 
Healthcare Infrastructure, and Cumulative Exposures/Risk.  

A total of fifty-two recommendations were made regarding public health impacts and prevention and 
mitigation strategies within the eight areas of concern. 

The full, “Potential Public Health Impacts of Natural Gas Development and Production in the 
Marcellus Shale in Western Maryland” is available at: http://www.marcellushealth.org/final-
report.html 

III. PUBLIC HEALTH STUDY MEETING NOTES 
 (PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING OF SEPTEMBER 25, 2014)  

John Quilty, Chair, Garrett County Shale Gas Advisory Committee provided an overview of the Shale Gas Advisory 
Committee and a quick summary of the reports from the Governor’s Marcellus Shale Advisory Commission.  

James “Smokey” Stanton, M.S.W., Garrett County Shale Gas Advisory Committee member, provided an overview 
of the agenda and introduced the presenters.   

Dr. Clifford Mitchell, Maryland Department of Health & Mental Hygiene and Dr. Donald Milton, University of 
Maryland Institute for Applied Environmental Health presented information about the Final Report: Potential 
Public Health Impacts of Natural Gas Development and Production In The Marcellus Shale In Western 
Maryland.  A full slide presentation is available here:  

http://phpa.dhmh.maryland.gov/OEHFP/EH/Shared%20Documents/Reports/081814%20MD%20Public%20He
alth%20Study%20Advisory%20Commission%20Presentation_final.pdf  

http://phpa.dhmh.maryland.gov/OEHFP/EH/Shared%20Documents/Reports/081814%20MD%20Public%20Health%20Study%20Advisory%20Commission%20Presentation_final.pdf
http://phpa.dhmh.maryland.gov/OEHFP/EH/Shared%20Documents/Reports/081814%20MD%20Public%20Health%20Study%20Advisory%20Commission%20Presentation_final.pdf
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Rodney Glotfelty, Health Officer, Garrett County Health Department provided the following comments.  Mr. 
Glotfelty’s full testimony is included in the attachments:  

• A major role of public health is to inform community of risks to public health and come up with 
strategies to mitigate those risks – this document is very important in that regard.  The basic 
methodology is sound.  Prefer high/med/low risk levels as originally proposed in the study – less 
confusing.  Concur with many of recommendations of the report.  During scoping, reliance on public 
comments from citizens at public hearings – total emphasis on these comments may not reflect the 
public concern or lack thereof.  A well-designed and random study of GC and AC citizens may have 
been done as has been done elsewhere, usually after drilling was being done.  A baseline opinion and 
risk hazard perception study may be helpful before drilling, another done after it starts.  Realize 
funding limited, survey may not be feasible.   

• Authors did nice job of describing health delivery systems in GC and AC.  Don’t totally agree with 
some conclusions – health system may be challenged in serving people in gas industry, in general it is 
resilient enough to serve increased demand without jeopardizing public health.  Examples – new 
satellite office of Mt laurel opening in Grantsville this fall/winter, could include additional providers.  
CEO of hospital, Mark Boucot aggressive in attracting new physicians in GC and has set up strategic 
planning process at hospital to respond rapidly to changing conditions.  GC & AC Health Depts 
provide mental health, substance abuse, sexually transmitted infection clinics, etc. that can be 
augmented to meet increased need.  Will also be opportunities to integrate mental health services 
within private practice – something being supported by the state.   

• Certainly the pace of gas development will determine the changes that need to be made to the 
system.  Scope was not to look at econ issues, but econ status of community, and how poverty is 
determining factor of health of community would be nice to see.  If positive economic benefit in 
community, reduced poverty, reduced unemployment, may expect positive health outcomes.  

• Baseline health assessment in section 9 of appendix 1 – there is more up to date health info available 
md vital stats – and at GCHD website.  In health impact assessment, much data has no reference 
dates, trend information, or whether data were age adjusted.  Would prefer use of datasets for 
Maryland rather than national databases to be in conformance with what we use locally in planning 
and assessment processes.   

• In conclusion, the decision will be decided by state / local authorities.  Believe document highlighted 
adverse health effects that could be expected if control measures at state and county level reported 
to the commission aren’t followed.  Commend thoroughness of effort and the work of the local 
committee.   

Response: Dr. Milton - Economic development is important – there are pluses and minuses to the economics 
of shale gas development – there was not time to work with Towson to get input from them to digest to 
get net pluses and minuses on health with respect to economic impacts.  Extent that industry employs 
locals and money into economy, that’s good.  Poverty has serious health implications.  Negative property 
values near development have important impacts on wealth and income too.  We weren’t able to address 
this issue but it is important.   

Rodney Glotfelty - Use of ‘CDC Wonder’ for health stats – some was dated, no trend analysis?  

Response: Dr. Milton – hoped to do more mapping, some of this will continue on, the health department is 
picking it up and using environmental public health tracking to work on it.   

Response: Dr. Mitchell – that’s a good point – DHMH is working with DNR and Don’s group and MDE – to 
construct and host a site incorporating more up to date stats that are available.  Talked about need to get 
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more up to date stats, but this was the quick and easy way.  At end of day, whether using 2012 or 2010 
statistics, it probably doesn’t really affect, fundamentally, the conclusion they reached or quality of 
analysis. 

Mark Boucot, President, Garrett County Memorial Hospital provided the following comments: 

• Economics aside, there is a certain amount of elasticity in the health care system we can count on, 
I’m concerned from perspective of evidence based medicine as preventative medicine, demonstrates 
that the earlier we catch things upstream, we will be better able to solve long term health effects.   

• I have a big issue from health perspective, this community has an at-risk population – the level of 
cancer in this community is fairly average compared to rest of state, but mortality rate is not.  We 
don’t have infrastructure for early detection systems.  We have a mortality rate for breast cancer 25% 
higher than Maryland, prostate and colorectal cancers similar results.  There is a great body of 
evidence demonstrating treatment and causality.   

• I personally don’t feel confident speaking on behalf of our local medical community, with so many 
varied opinions.  As a Health Care Provider – I support the findings of the symposium from MS Public 
health draft report dated 9/23/14, that there is incomplete regulatory surveillance structure, and it 
doesn’t have sufficient capacity for dealing with this issue in the community.  It is anathema to me 
that we would proceed with this without a huge degree of caution around protecting long term 
health effects of the community.  Can’t pretend we know outcomes.   

• Not enough evidence today to sustain a solid position.  This report acknowledges 10 years of data 
required to find out long term effects.  The report concludes that Maryland would benefit from 
waiting until the industry has proven out how to safely conduct this line of business.  Agree that there 
are economic considerations, but I was not invited to speak to those, so I’d rather not.  I came to the 
community nine months ago, and have spent my time figuring out how to bring a cancer care center 
here to cure the people with cancer in this community – I have a difficult time thinking about bringing 
causality for this disease at same time as trying to bring ways to heal people.   

Dr. Ann Bristow provided the following presentation of Public Health Study Responses developed by the Maryland 
Environmental Health Network, Physicians for Social Responsibility, Chesapeake Chapter, and Ann Bristow, 
Governor’s Marcellus Shale Advisory Commission:  

http://marcellusshale.garrettcounty.org/images/documents/Bristow.pdf 

• In summary, this presentation included the Hazard Evaluation Summary Chart; Best Management 
Practices impacts not based on research; Local costs impacts; Twenty-two MIAEH Recommendations 
to modify the Public Health Study recommendations; Limitations of the Public Health Study; 
Additional references available through the Southwestern Pennsylvania – Environmental Health 
Project. 

• The audio file of Dr. Bristow’s presentation as well as the following comments from Rebecca Ruggles 
is available here: 

http://marcellusshale.garrettcounty.org/images/documents/rebeccaruggles.mp3 

Invited Additional Information: Rebecca Ruggles, Maryland Environmental Health Network – Some of the 
information that Mr. Boucot cited came from a symposium Maryland public health advocates held on 
September 12.  We brought in people from across the country, first listened to Dr. Mitchell and Dr. Milton and 
an expert panel, then asked the attendees, public health experts and environmental scientists, to tell us what 

http://marcellusshale.garrettcounty.org/images/documents/Bristow.pdf
http://marcellusshale.garrettcounty.org/images/documents/rebeccaruggles.mp3
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they would have us do.  Drafts of the symposium report are available on the website and will be part of the 
comments from the Maryland Environmental Health Network to the commission.   

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 
Steve Sherrard 

• I’m the Environmental Health Director – a lot of this has to do with environmental health.   

• At local level, environmental health is very different locally than we’re hearing here. We do 
restaurants, rabies, perc tests, subdivision plats, nuisance complaints, etc.  One place I take issue 
with the report is we also issue permits for private wells.  Wells are regulated by COMAR and we 
enforce it.  We permit the wells; licensed well drillers must drill wells.  Has to be constructed to 
specifications for casing, and they are tested before use. After that point, yes, wells are not 
monitored and regulated, and it’s up to individual responsible for well to take responsibility for the 
well.  I think the report did say public water and community supplies are safer because they fall 
under Safe Drinking Water Act.  Somewhat safer because they are monitored, but as we saw at the 
beginning of the year, Charleston WV was out of water for months.  In Toledo Ohio there have been 
issues with Lake Erie and microcystin algae.  A public water supply well is drilled and constructed to 
same specifications as an individual well, and that may not be necessarily reassuring.   

• Another area we have lately been getting calls on noise complaints – not associated with natural gas, 
but with coal mines, with deep coal activity.  MDE a number of years ago stopped enforcing noise 
regulations and put it on the counties to enforce.  So, I spoke with Monty Pagenhardt, the County 
Administrator and as a result of that conversation, I’m drafting a noise ordinance for Garrett County.  
Monty will send to the Shale Gas Advisory Committee for review.  We will also run it by the county 
attorney.  Hopefully we can get it on books.  Right now, when we get complaints about noise from 
coal mines, I’m powerless to help them – we have no regulatory authority.   

• The report tries to characterize Garrett County and does a good job of that.  It mentions three 
superfund sites and two toxic release inventory sites.  I wish there were more details on these.  Toxic 
release inventory sites, the amount of materials being released have gone way down in the last few 
years; the material is manganese oxides, associated with the spoils of coal mining.  One reason for 
the reduction is that one site, Metikki, has moved operation to West Virginia.  The other site is 
Vindex coal.  The superfund sites in Garrett County - one was in Grantsville, the former Yoder’s 
Locker plant.  I got a call from Mayor Paul Edwards, who was concerned, because the site was 
unsecure and abandoned - unclear who was responsible.  There were lots of unsafe things on site; 
kids were getting into the building.  It was a health concern.  I contacted MDE who called EPA, and 
we tapped the superfund to clean it up.  The next superfund site was at Southern High School, when 
kids got in, took a vial of mercury, a couple of pounds, and spread it around school.  Moved kids out 
of school and used the superfund money clean up.  Dry cleaning establishment was the last one.  I 
wish more detailed information had been provided.   

Ruth Yoder 

• Earlier the presenter said that water effects are less clear than air effects.  I wonder how we then 
say it’s only a moderately high risk.  I have a private well, I’m a private citizen, and I’m alarmed 

https://mdehndotorg.files.wordpress.com/2014/08/sept-12-symposium-report.pdf
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when I hear this.  I’m a survivor of two kinds of cancer.  We don’t know what may happen – how 
can we give it a low risk? I hope this isn’t the end.   

Nadine Grabania  

• For the Garrett County Shale Gas Advisory committee, one of the tasks I accepted was to analyze 
another set of studies – Multi State Shale Research Collaborative – studied four actively drilled 
shale counties – all have relevant data regarding impacts to public health, public safety and social 
services infrastructure. Looked from 2000 through 2012 from before and during drilling activity, 
and includes drilling boom and bust. 

• I encourage all to look at the studies, links on the website. (http://www.multistateshale.org/) If 
you have concerns, communicate them to the county.  The state makes decisions and they look 
closely to the county.   

• If they do this in MD, should do a baseline study – we’re the first place to look at these things 
before jumping in.  It’s giving us time to look at public health, baseline water, baseline air.  Look 
at this area.  Use what we learn here.  

Rodney Glotfelty 

• I agree with Nadine – baseline studies are so, so important.  The Health Department recently 
completed work with MD Geological Survey – over 1,500 wells in database, one gas study, a 
radon study, along with routine sampling.   These are fascinating the reports – can see 
formations in the county with elevated arsenic levels.  The report that MD Geological Survey put 
out made some strong recommendations to add parameters to test for – the issue is, do we have 
lab capacity in MD, how pay for it, etc.  We really do have a unique opportunity to study this 
before activity.   

Eric Robison 

• I looked at the MD Geological Society study and agree more studies are needed. I tried to get a 
bill passed to study water resources, a continuation of Wolman report, covering the area from 
Frederick west.  I'm going to try to push for this legislation again this year as well.   

• Thanks for coming out - The Shale Gas Advisory Committee members have been working hard on 
these issues.    

• It's hard to not be too biased.  Everyone comes with bias on anything.  I think we're trying to find 
factual information on both sides, to get to what's the net, the bottom line, but there's not 
enough information yet.  We do have some information showing that some of the fiscal 
considerations we're looking at as a community are starting to get a little more upset than we 
first thought. I think that's an important to note.  As we move into the health study part of this, 
we'll also see this upset again, so we need to be cautious.  One reason I've been talking to Dr. 
Alvarez so often, is I'm very worried the facilities, the hospital, has other resources to support 
and carry them to handle an influx of uninsured.  But private practitioners - we have so few - 
need to be cautious about overburdening them.   

http://www.multistateshale.org/
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• I think it's important to look at private practitioners as part of the costing.  We don't have that, 
there is no costing/impact to private practitioner - this should be considered.  We need to review 
this in the near future.  We should have the best information available to make an inform 
decision.  

•  One of the other issues is about EMS - Smokey worked with John Henry Frank on emergency 
preparedness. We know some things are lacking and in this study MIAEH didn't address 
emergency workers; who are the primary contacts for upset events - our local EMS is all 
volunteer.  They are the first ones impacted.  This too should be addressed.   

• The committee is looking at all these studies to find the gaps, and then we'll submit these to the 
Garrett County Commissioners, so these are the things the county has as part of their 
conversation.  If we're not addressing the gaps, not being fiscally responsible to the community.   

Leo Martin  

• Some of you know, my town was the first and only town in Maryland to ban fracking.  The longer 
this thing goes, the more we think we did the right thing.  Appreciate comments made tonight, 
especially those from the new hospital administrator.   

• Some of us have been concerned about having capacity to handle things happening next door in 
WV.  People have accidents at these wells, how do we take care of them?  I don’t think we have 
the capacity right now to do this.   

• As you know, we’re going to shortly have three new commissioners – all have different views 
than those in the past.  It’s something different.  Thank health professionals for their comments.  
If we can’t take care of the health in our county we’re in trouble.  I think Mark mentioned having 
a cancer center here – that’s a key thing to think about rather than drilling for gas. 

Annie Bristow  

• I think we’re all in agreement that we would love to see some baseline data collection – who 
funds baseline data collection?  It’s tough to get funding for that.  Once the threat is there, it is 
easier.  We are doing some baseline water quality monitoring, SRWA has been monitoring 60-
some stream reaches associated with previously leased properties, starting in March 2012. 
Smokey has been engaged with that too with the YRWA.  But we’re only testing 10% of all stream 
reaches that could be affected.  It’s not adequate to protect all of us if we need to demonstrate a 
change in water quality if it comes pre/post.  

John Quilty  

• I want to elaborate on comments by committee members – we were appointed by the 
Commissioners as a set of citizens with different viewpoints, widely different in some cases.  As I 
tried to comment earlier, we are doing our best to focus on local things - actions and initiatives.  
A number of things, including the basic fracking decision, are in the hands of state.  Decisions will 
be made with strong doses of political as well as substantive input; our committee can deal only 
with the latter.   
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• There is a pile of issues, and the 11 members surely do not represent all of the local wisdom and 
concerns.  Smokey made it clear that we will listen the best we can to your issues and questions, 
and s send these to the  commissioners as well as to the study team.  Some of you may generate 
your own commentary as input to the public health study folks.   

• I encourage you to also copy our committee one way or another. Who knows what the 
committee’s future will be, but if you put things in our hands that the committee may address 
over time, you will be helping set an agenda that is consistent with your interests.  Thank you for 
participation.   

Cliff Mitchell 

• On behalf of the Department of Health and Mental Hygiene, thanks to those who spent time 
here tonight.  I have listened and taken notes.  

• For those of you submitting comments, you live there, and no one else can talk about conditions 
on ground like you can.  One thing helpful to DHMH, MDE, DNR, etc. is to hear from you directly 
about local conditions and local concerns, and perhaps things UMD may not have captured.  The 
more you can give the local information and perspective, as well as your personal views, the 
more you can inform us.  It helps the commission with responses.  The commission will look at 
comments and appreciate, urge you, add those specific background and details not captured in 
study.   

Jerry Plauger 

• With rescue squads and responses, it’s not shale gas, but at one time we had a factory with 1,000 
people on four shifts, and that involved a lot of back and forth at that time.  So that shows we’re 
not novices.  At that time, we had less infrastructure than we do now, but we took care of it.  
We’ve experienced it here before.  At one time Metikki had lots of potential for explosive events.  
It’s not fair to say we’re not prepared for any of this, from what we’ve seen in the past.   

Gina Angiola, Chesapeake Chapter, Physicians for Social Responsibility 

• I wanted to mention a couple of resources – physicians, scientists and engineers for healthy 
energy website – video lectures are fantastic.  There are risks to everything.  Other point – one 
concern, is the issue of chemical disclosures – there are literally hundreds used.  Some have 
known hazards.  Some we don’t know how they interact.  It’s critical we force the industry to be 
transparent.  It’s difficult to get good studies – without knowing what people were exposed to in 
first place.   

• We are saying if the industry comes here, we need them to be completely transparent - no trade 
secrets.  Right now, with current BMPs, they’re allowing industry to determine what’s a trade 
secret and what’s not.  We’re calling on complete disclosure of all chemicals, with toxicological 
and epidemiologic data.  Provide info on these.  We’re asking that non-disclosure agreements 
can’t be signed.  It’s incredible that people could be harmed, and they have to sign non-
disclosure agreements before they get the finances they need – that completely shuts that 
information off from study. <handouts – brochure and petitions> 

http://www.psehealthyenergy.org/
http://www.psehealthyenergy.org/
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Mark Boucot 

• I can’t get paid to treat the diseases that we know what they are and what caused them.  I can’t get 
paid as a hospital for COPD.  How can we get paid if we don’t know what the causality is?   

James “Smokey” Stanton 

We’ve had a tremendous amount of expertise here tonight – that tells me we do have the ability to come 
together and look at problems and come up with reasonable solutions.  I’m proud that you came, that you 
were civil and respectful, and you participated.  Thank you. 



 

ATTACHMENTS:  
 

1. Meeting Attendees 

2. Full testimony by Rodney Glotfelty 

3. DRAFT 9/25/14 Shale Gas Public Health Study Meeting CITIZEN HANDOUT from Maryland Environmental 
Health Network 
 

4. Hydraulic Fracturing: Will Maryland hinder the work of medical and health professionals? A view from 
Chesapeake Physicians for Social Responsibility and Clean Water Action 
 

5. Information for Garrett County Medical Providers On Public Health Report on Marcellus Shale Of the 
Maryland Institute for Applied Environmental Health (MAIEH) Highlights Developed by Health Advocates 
9/22/14 
  

6. CALLS FOR RESEARCH ON UNCONVENTIONAL GAS DEVELOPMENT AND ITS HEALTH EFFECTS AUGUST 
2014 from Maryland Environmental Health Network and Dr. Ann Bristow 
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Testimony from Rodney B. Glotfelty, Garrett County Health Officer, regarding the 

“Marcellus Shale Development Public Health Impact Assessment” 
Presented to the Garrett County Marcellus Shale Advisory Committee 

September 25, 2014 
 

 
A major role of public health is to inform the community of potential risks to health, and to 
develop strategies that will mitigate or lessen those risks.  It is our belief that this document is 
very useful in this regard.  While some subjective analysis appears to have been possible by 
the authors in assigning scores when doing the hazard analysis, the basic methodology 
utilized seems sound.  We would have preferred to keep the designation of public health risk at 
high, medium or low as originally proposed in the study.   As the authors note, many of the 
adverse health effects identified in the report may be minimized if strict regulations and 
appropriate local policies are put into place. We concur with many of the recommendations 
made in the report, recognizing that some tweaking may be necessary in certain areas.  
 
During the scoping process in developing this report, much reliance was given to comments 
submitted at various public hearings to identify hazards. While this seemed to work well, total 
emphasis on comments made by those willing or able to attend meetings may not be totally 
reflective of public concern or lack thereof.  A well-designed and executed random survey of 
Garrett and Allegany residents may have been useful in this regard.  This has, in fact, been 
done for health impact assessments (HIAs) in other areas of the Country that are experiencing 
a boom in unconventional natural gas development and production (UNGDP), but most were 
initiated after drilling had already begun.  A baseline survey, documenting public opinion of 
perception of risk, would have been valuable if UNGDP ever occurs in Garrett County.  Follow-
up surveys could help determine how well regulatory and policy measures are actually 
working.  We recognize that funding was limited for this study and that such a survey may not 
have been feasible.  
       
The authors did a nice job in describing the health delivery system in Garrett and Allegany 
Counties; however, we do not agree with the conclusions drawn by the authors. While our 
health system may be challenged in serving an influx of relatively young people working in the 
gas development industry, in general we feel it is resilient enough to meet the increased 
demand without jeopardizing public health.  In late fall or early winter, a new satellite office of 
Mountain Laurel Medical Center (FQHC) will be opening in Grantsville. This means additional 
providers will be recruited to serve Garrett County residents.  The new CEO of the hospital has 
also been very aggressive in recruiting new physicians and services to the community and in 
developing strategic planning processes that can allow the hospital to rapidly respond to 
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changing conditions.  Finally, the Garrett and Allegany Health Departments provide mental 
health, substance abuse, and STI clinics that can be augmented to meet increased need. 
There will also be many opportunities to integrate mental health services with somatic care in 
the next few years in local provider offices.  Certainly the pace of natural gas development in 
Garrett County, if it ever occurs, will determine how rapidly changes to the delivery system 
must be made.   
 
Somewhat lacking in the study was a discussion of the socio-economic status of the 
community and how poverty is a major factor in adverse health outcomes.  Should 
unconventional natural gas development in Garrett County have the effect of increasing 
income, reducing unemployment rates, and lowering the percentage of our population in 
poverty, one might expect improved health status outcomes.     
 
The Baseline Health Assessment contained in Section 9 and Appendix 1 of the report could be 
improved in certain areas.  More up to date status of health information is available from the 
Maryland Vital Statistics web portal.   Much of this data can also be found by accessing the 
Garrett County Health Department’s website which contains updated status of health reports, 
the Maryland SHIP report, and hundreds of other health indicators that are updated as soon as 
the information is available.  In the HIA, much of the data reported does not contain reference 
dates, trend information, or whether rates reported are age adjusted.  We would have 
preferred the authors of the report to use data sets from Maryland rather than relying on 
National databases which at times contain dated information.  This would bring the report into 
conformance with the data we use in our local community health planning process and with 
that depicted on various State and County websites. 
 
In conclusion, the decision on whether or not to proceed in allowing unconventional natural gas 
development and production in Garrett and Allegany counties ultimately will be decided by our 
elected officials. I do believe this document has highlighted the potential adverse health effects 
that one could expect if control measures at the State and County levels do not incorporate 
many of the best practices already reported to the Commission along with many of the 
recommendations contained in this HIA.  Although I have outlined some areas of concerns 
related to this report, we commend the University of Maryland Institute for Applied 
Environmental Health for the thoroughness of their effort given the limited funding. We also 
commend the work done by our local committees over the past 4 plus years in making 
recommendations to mitigate the adverse health effects that may occur if UNGDP proceeds 
forward in Allegany and Garrett counties. 
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CALLS FOR RESEARCH ON 

UNCONVENTIONAL GAS DEVELOPMENT AND ITS HEALTH EFFECTS 

AUGUST 2014 

 

The following list indicates how many national groups -- from government, academia, and 
industry -- have recently called for more research into the health effects of hydraulic fracturing.   
 
CALLS FROM GOVERNMENT: 
 
1) Trevor M. Penning, Patrick N. Breysse, Kathleen Gray, Marilyn Howarth, and Beizhan Yan   Environmental 
Health Research Recommendations from the Inter-Environmental Health Sciences Core Center Working Group on 
Unconventional Natural Gas Drilling Operations  July 2014  http://ehp.niehs.nih.gov/1408207/  
 

This is a working group of the National Institutes of Health. “Conclusions: Exposure and health 
outcomes research related to [Unconventional Natural Gas Development Operations] is urgently 
needed and community engagement is essential in the design of such studies.” 
 
2) The Health Effects Institute (HEI) June 2014 workshop:  an independent research body focused on air pollution 
and funded in equal measures by the US Environmental Protection Agency and the motor vehicle industry.  
 
HEI's intent is to "work toward development of a strategic scientific research plan to better 
understand potential impacts of unconventional oil and gas development".  The stated reason for 
this effort is that “questions remain about potential impacts of unconventional oil and gas 
development on people and the environment. While oil and gas development is well underway in 
the Appalachian region, it represents only a fraction of what is expected in coming years. 
 
CALLS FROM ACADEMIA: 
 
1) Seth B. Shonkoff, Jake Hays, & Madelon L. Finkel Environmental Public Health Dimensions of Shale and Tight 
Gas Development Environmental Health Perspectives http://dx.doi.org/10.1289/ehp.1307866    16 April 2014 
 
“Conclusion: Despite a growing body of evidence, a number of data gaps persist. Most 
importantly, there is a need for more epidemiological studies to assess associations between risk 
factors, such as air and water pollution and health outcomes among populations living in close 
proximity to shale gas operations.” 
 
2) Adgate, J. L., Goldstein, B. D., & McKenzie, L. M.  Potential public health hazards, exposures and health effects 
from unconventional natural gas development. Environmental Science & Technology.  24 February 2014 
http://pubs.acs.org/doi/abs/10.1021/es404621d   
 
 “Overall, the current literature suggests that research needs to address these uncertainties before 
we can reasonably quantify the likelihood of occurrence or magnitude of adverse health effects 
associated with UNG production in workers and communities.” 
 
3) Jerome Paulson, MD Medical Director for National & Global Affairs; Director of the Mid-Atlantic Center for 
Children’s Health & the Environment; Child Health Advocacy Institute Children’s National Health System and 
Professor of Pediatrics and of Environmental & Occupational Health George Washington University – public letter 
to Christopher Abruzzo, Secretary, Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection  30 June 2014 
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“As a physician with significant expertise in environmental health, I want to point out that there 
is no information in the medical or public health literature to indicate that [Unconventional Gas 
Exploitation] can be implemented with a minimum of risk to human health. “ 
 
CALLS FROM INDUSTRY: 
 
1) American Petroleum Institute:  Request for proposals – due August 29, 2014 
 
 “This Request for Proposals (RFP) solicits research proposals designed to quantitatively assess 
community exposure from operations related to unconventional resource development (URD), 
… evaluate whether a causal relationship exists between community exposure to URD 
operations (including well construction, hydraulic fracturing and well production) and selected 
health outcomes. … We anticipate that this work will lead to publications in peer-reviewed 
journals...” 
 
2) Alan J. Krupnick, Raymond J. Kopp, Kristin Hayes, and Skyler Roeshot   The Natural Gas Revolution:  Critical 
Questions for a Sustainable Energy Future March 2014  
 
This report published by Resources for the Future (RFF) identifies 24 critical questions that need 
to be addressed because: “It is time to take stock of what is known, what is uncertain, and what is 
unknown about the economic and environmental consequences of the natural gas revolution.” 
 
Critical Question # 22 is:  “The public is concerned about potential health effects from shale gas 
development, yet there are few studies that adequately demonstrate the impacts. How has public 
health (both mental and physical) been affected by shale gas development? What potential future 
impacts exist? And how could such impacts be reduced through policy?”   
 
The report states that “… conflicting studies, unavailable data, an evolving regulatory landscape, 
and public concern could hamper the potential for economic benefits and environmental 
improvements from natural gas” and states that “experts at RFF aim to undertake research in as 
many areas as possible, working with other researchers and knowledgeable stakeholders who are 
also seeking to reliably resolve many of these ‘known unknowns’.” 
 
 
For further information: 
 

Rebecca Ruggles, Director    Ann Bristow PhD 
The Maryland Environmental Health Network Professor Emeritus, Frostburg State  
rebeccalruggles@gmail.com    piperannie@gmail.com 
410-903-9498      301-338-1101 
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Information for Garrett County Medical Providers 
On Public Health Report on Marcellus Shale 

Of the Maryland Institute for Applied Environmental Health (MAIEH) 

Highlights Developed by Health Advocates 
9/22/14  

 Hazard Evaluation Summary: 7 of 8 hazard areas assessed were ranked as High or Moderately High Likelihood of 
Negative Public Health Impacts (Table 6-1, Hazard Evaluation Summary, p. xx). Studies evaluating health 
outcomes are just starting to come out, with most being published in 2013 and 2014; several key studies were 
released after the MIAEH report.  Industry non-disclosure agreements have impaired health research. In 
addition, many providers are prioritizing direct patient care for those affected by unconventional gas 
development and simply do not have time to write journal articles that will take years to get published. 

 

 Best Management Practices not based on Research on Health Impacts: Health hazards will be observed even if 

proposed Best Management Practices are implemented by regulators. Many recommendations lack research 

support.  

o Setbacks are not supported by literature – safe distances from wells and compressor stations have not 

been demonstrated empirically. Evidence of safety is needed.  

o Chemical Disclosure: MIAEH proposed full chemical disclosure (page 89): “Implement the provisions of 

H. B. 1030 for timely access to disclosed information by medical professionals, emergency responders, 

poison control centers, local officials, scientists, and the public.”  This recommendation exceeds MDE’s 

recommended Best Practice; however, telling people what they’ve been exposed to is not the same as 

preventing exposure.  

 

 Local Costs: MIAEH makes many recommendations to involve local citizens, health care providers and/or county 

health departments to insure the health and safety of citizens and workers; however, suggested funding 

mechanisms or leadership for implementation is not specified. (pgs. 88-99). 

o Recommended that local health care providers participate in identifying and preparing for impacts to 

the healthcare infrastructure (p.97), thus further taxing providers in these Health Professional Shortage 

and Medically Underserved Areas.    

o Did not quantify the costs to local government and health institutions of needed capacity to handle 

traffic accidents, pipeline leaks, chemical spills, explosions, worker injuries, resident health problems, 

domestic violence, and increased sexually transmitted diseases. The state-funded economic study also 

did not address these costs.  

o MIAEH does not address Garrett County’s capacity for emergency response (e.g., all volunteer fire 

departments, relies on Allegany County’s HAZMAT team). 

 

 Water Contamination: Air contamination was prioritized over water contamination due solely to a relative lack 

of research on water contamination.  

o PA-DEP found residential well contamination of VOCs, ethylene glycol and 2-butoxyethanol among 243 

cases of contaminated residential water wells; PA-DEP records released 8/28/14 after MIAEH report 

o Dr. Ingraffea’s 2014 data suggest unconventional wells show a 6x higher incidence of cement and/or 

casing failures compared to conventional wells.  Unconventional wells drilled in the NE PA region since 

2009 (2,714 wells) show a high failure rate – 9.18%.  Rates go up over time as wells age. 
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Maryland’s Hydraulic 
Fracturing Proposal 

Hydraulic fracturing involves 
injecting millions of gallons of 
fluid deep underground to break 
up shale rock and to force out gas 
or oil. These fluids contain toxic 
chemicals that can cause cancer 
and other serious ailments. 
 
They also have been known to 
leak into drinking water supplies 
and into the environment. 
 
The state’s proposal would shield 
the disclosure of some chemical 
formulas as trade secrets, and 
would make it difficult for 
medical and health professionals 
to get the information they need. 
 
It also does nothing to stop 
companies from restricting what 
local residents can say about 
actual health harms caused by 
hydraulic fracturing. 
 

Hydraulic Fracturing  
 

Will Maryland hinder the 
work of medical and health 

professionals? 
 

 

325 East 25th St. 
Baltimore, Maryland 21218 

410-235-7760  
www.psr.org/chapters/chesapeake  

Chesapeake PSR 
A view from  

Chesapeake Physicians for 
Social Responsibility  

and  
Clean Water Action 

How can I get involved? 
 
Please contact Tim Whitehouse, 
Director, Chesapeake PSR at 240-
246-4492 or twhitehouse@psr.org. 
 
Sign up for our newsletter at 

www.psr.org/chapters/chesapeake  
 
We will let you know about 
upcoming legislation and 
opportunities to comment to the 
state on issues related to hydraulic 
fracturing in Maryland. 

Clean Water Action 
711 W. 40th Street 

Baltimore, MD 21231 
410-235-8808 

www.cleanwateraction.org/md 
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You have a right to know  

Keep Secrets Out of Hydraulic Fracturing 
 

Hydraulic fracturing companies want to shield information on the toxic chemicals they are injecting 
into the environment from public scrutiny and examination. They have also resisted conducting health 
studies on the chemicals they use and have relied on non-disclosure agreements to suppress public 
discussion about health issues related to hydraulic fracturing. Unfortunately, the draft Best Management 
Practices for hydraulic fracturing in Maryland proposed by the Maryland Department of the 
Environment and the Department of Natural Resources would allow these practices to continue in 
Maryland. 
 

That is why we are proposing that Maryland: 
 

• Require drilling companies to provide comprehensive data to the Department of 
Health and Mental Hygiene (DHMH), including toxicological profiles and epidemiological evaluations of chemicals 
and agents used in the production of natural gas. 

 
• Require drilling operators to report the chemicals they use to a publicly accessible on-line database managed by the 

DHMH and paid for by permitting fees. 
 

• Set up a process that would allow Maryland’s health professionals to expeditiously obtain and share information 
needed to treat patients and to report public health concerns.  

 
• Prohibit the use of non-disclosure agreements between drillers and local residents that restrict the ability of parties 

to disclose environmental or health issues associated with natural gas production. 
 

• Ensure that chemicals and other agents injected into our environment are NOT subject to restrictions on disclosure 
under trade secret rules. 

Sign Our Petitions at: 
www.change.org/p/american-petroleum-institute-don-t-let-fracking-companies-suppress-important-health-information 

http://action.psr.org/site/Survey?SURVEY_ID=9340&ACTION_REQUIRED=URI_ACTION_USER_REQUESTS 
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9/25/14 Shale Gas Public Health Study Meeting CITIZEN HANDOUT 

 

The following recommendations are drawn from the Southwest Pennsylvania 

Environmental Health Project.  This non-profit organization provides access 

to public health information and health services for PA citizens affected by 

natural gas extraction.  www.environmentalhealthproject.org 

 

SWPA-EHP Helping Citizens:  

• Real time air and water monitors 

• Devices to remove particulate and gases from home air 

• Provide an air model to determine periods of high risk 

• Management guidance for cleaning homes 

• Warning signs of health effects 

• Worry and anxiety support systems 

• Access to immediate safe locations 

• Need to know conditions that make citizens susceptible to injury 

• Clear understanding of the limitations of government to assist citizens 

 

Other concerns for citizens to consider: 

• Test residential wells/springs BEFORE drilling operations; $1000+ for 

single test for all parameters that could be necessary to determine 

causality if contamination occurs; DNR completed baseline methane 

monitoring 

• No Surface Owners Protection Act; surface owners with severed mineral 

rights should be told what to expect with UNGDP property access 

• Nighttime lodging for citizens who can’t sleep due to noise 

• Protection/evacuation of livestock & pets; safety of eating wild game 

 

Public comments on “Potential Health Impacts of Natural Gas Development 

and Production in the Marcellus Shale in Western Maryland” will be accepted 
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through close of business on Friday, October 3, 2014.  The final report can 

be found at: 

• www.marcellushealth.org/final-report.html 

 

Comments on the report can be made directly to 

dhmh.envhealth@maryland.gov or sent to Environmental Health Bureau, 

Marcellus Shale Comments, Maryland Department of Health and Mental 

Hygiene, 201 W. Preston Street, Rom 327, Baltimore, MD  21201 

 

Another helpful resources for citizens: 

 

Maryland Environmental Health Network:  www.mdehn.org 

• Issues for consideration for public comment will be posted here: 

http://mdehn.org/resources/public-health-study-of-fracking/ 
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To: Board of Garrett County Commissioners 
CC:  Monty Pagenhardt; Mike Koch 
From:  Garrett County Shale Gas Advisory Committee 
Subject:   Comments and Recommendations – RESI Impact Analysis of the Marcellus Shale 

Safe Drilling Initiative Report 
Date:   July 7, 2014 
 
Dear Commissioners: 
 
Our committee has reviewed the Impact Analysis of the Marcellus Shale Safe Drilling Initiative 
by the Regional Economic Studies Institute (RESI) at Towson University, conducted as part of 
the state’s Marcellus Shale Safe Drilling Initiative (MSSDI). This report has been viewed as a key 
input to the state-level decision-making process and to the planned MSSDI final report in 
particular. As we understand it, the analysis was designed and tasked to provide primary input 
characterizing economic and community impacts of potential shale gas development on the 
affected counties and Maryland. 
 
We found substantial information in the report helpful for understanding some of the potential 
impacts of Marcellus Shale gas drilling in Garrett County. More specifically, we found a rich set 
of both quantitative information and qualitative discussion, generally balanced, in several topic 
areas. We particularly note useful baseline information, a valuable compilation of 
information/discussion capturing the experience of other states, and a useful discussion of 
concerns raised in both stakeholder interviews and citizen surveys. 
 
However, our review also resulted in a number of serious concerns.  The RESI report fully 
acknowledged but did not completely investigate some of the more unique aspects of our local 
economy, specifically in the areas of tourism, recreational use, and impact on property 
investment. We understand that satisfying analysis in these areas is often data-limited, but it 
seems that further penetration would have been possible. In addition, a fuller accounting of 
community and infrastructure impacts, fiscal impacts to local government, and the full net 
economic effect of gas development were not provided. Again, these topics are complicated, 
but even a structured delineation of potential economic gains (e.g., county revenues, business 
revenues, individual property owner royalties/fees and their derivatives) vs. the full range of 
costs or potential downsides (e.g., costs to the counties ranging from infrastructure support to 
necessary services like permitting) would have been useful. Lastly, there is a recurring theme 
from commenters that – in certain key areas – the report itself does not provide sufficient 
information on assumptions made, data used, etc. to support a full understanding of findings. 
This seems critical to both credibility and support of a satisfying public review. 



 
Given both the SGAC charter and the interest expressed by the public in this matter, we have 
provided some summary comments below and assembled a list of specific public comments for 
your review. The latter are provided in the appendix, noting links to the full set of comments 
submitted by the identified individuals or organizations. Our goal is not to weigh the relative 
merits of these comments, but to provide you with a more holistic community-wide picture of 
how the RESI report has been received locally. 
 
We understand that the report has been completed and that there is a short time frame for 
public review and questions. The ability to have the report expanded upon or modified may be 
very limited.  
 
Based on the comments below and in the attachment, we feel obligated to express several 
concerns---hopefully constructively and in selected areas--- about the report’s representation 
of a number of key impacts on Garrett County as part of the state’s MSSDI process.  This letter 
is intended to provide input to the Commissioners in support of any County response regarding 
the RESI report and its use as a potentially key input to the state’s decision-making process. 
 
Summary Observations in Selected Critical Areas 
 
We offer the following summary observations: 
 
1. Tourism and recreation – One of the things that makes Garrett County unique is its 

extensive recreation, tourism, and second-home economy. The RESI report was intended to 
be “a comprehensive and context-sensitive understanding of potential impacts of natural 
gas exploration and extraction….”  Despite useful report discussion, we find that the 
information it provides about the economic and fiscal impacts on tourism is incomplete 
particularly in terms of the economic ripple effects of negative impacts.  More work needs 
to be done to determine to what extent our tourism economy is at risk and the best ways 
we can mitigate those risks at the local level. 

2. Job and Related Wage Projections – Reviewers had difficulty penetrating the job projection 
numbers in terms of: (1) more detailed scenario information is needed, which would drive 
the projections (e.g., number of drilling rigs operating simultaneously), (2) the kinds and 
salary levels of jobs built into the overall projections, and (3) the extent of real 
opportunities for local hires as opposed to already-trained/experienced transient workers. 
We understand that analyses at the next level down are challenging, but there seem to be 
empirical data available from neighboring states. For instance, the study did review 
Somerset County, PA’s experience as related to tourism, but did not report on employment 



demographics in that same County or in nearby Fayette County. We note also that an 
industry-experienced reviewer found the job projections to be high and the average wage 
projections to be low, and could not find sufficient backup to validate (or not) his concern. 

3. Housing – Questions have been raised as to whether RESI’s evaluation of available housing 
is accurate. Closely linked to this is whether gas company employees will place additional 
demands on our tourist accommodations – hotels, motels and rental properties. The study 
does not provide enough detail or data to allow the county and local real estate, hospitality, 
or housing organizations the opportunity to compare RESI’s conclusions with local 
information and experience. The availability of housing and lodging could be a critical issue 
once gas drilling starts. This issue raises questions of a possible displacement effect for 
tourists and visitors, low income residents, and workers in other industries or businesses. A 
more thorough understanding of housing impacts is needed, perhaps supported by RESI 
data/analysis that is not captured in the report itself. 

4. Roads and infrastructure – Garrett County’s significant investment in county road 
infrastructure is at risk from the anticipated damage from concentrated heavy truck traffic 
associated with each drilling pad. RESI’s analysis does not seem to include projected costs to 
the county and local jurisdictions for repairing road damage, although other sources provide 
useful experience-based planning factors such as maintenance costs per mile. The indirect 
costs of managing both the increased truck traffic and conflicts are also not included (e.g. 
route/timing constraints as imposed in PA apparently through a local permitting process). 
We note that the concern about road maintenance costs would largely disappear if explicit, 
adequate, and enforceable local bonding authorities and mechanisms were in place. 
However, this is not currently the case in Garrett County. 

5. Real property values – RESI concludes that Garrett County would experience more than a 
30% reduction in property values for properties in close proximity (half mile to a mile) to a 
gas well. Unfortunately, RESI’s conclusion was buried in an appendix and barely discussed in 
the body of the report. It would have been useful to conduct a simple a data analysis of 
what this might mean in terms of reductions in the Garrett County tax base and derivative 
impacts on county revenue, i.e. the net effect. While the percentage is slightly higher than 
other peer reviewed studies, the negative effect is now well-documented and experienced 
across the Marcellus and other shale plays. This is a significant finding and has serious 
community, investment and county revenue implications.   

6. Fiscal impacts – RESI provides extensive details on positive impacts in the areas of jobs, 
wages, and county severance tax revenue. RESI fails to provide a complete analysis 
weighing these positive benefits against costs in order to provide a comprehensive net 
economic effect to policy makers. It implies that some of these costs, such as the loss of real 
property tax revenue, might be compensated for by the increase in severance tax revenues, 
but does not provide a complete examination of this conclusion. A follow-up report is 



needed that properly examines the net economic effects of Marcellus Shale development to 
our local economy, including a fuller analysis of taxation and fee strategies (e.g., potential 
“impact-type” fees as well as severance tax revenues). 

7. Impacts of royalty payments on the local economy – Royalty and gas lease payments to 
participating mineral rights owners are a positive economic outcome of Marcellus Shale 
development. When taken together, these payments are projected to create a positive cash 
flow to many local residents. However, even though this issue was pointed out by 
stakeholders to RESI before the study started, the study does not project how much of that 
cash flow would stay resident and how much of it would “leak” from the local economy. In 
light of the boom/bust nature of resource extraction and natural gas development, it may 
be only a portion of the royalty monies that will stay resident and invested in the local 
economy as a net long term positive economic benefit to our community. This needs to be 
further examined. 

8. Public health costs – While these costs are indeed relevant, RESI does not provide a 
summary of the fiscal implications to local government nor the costs to people living in the 
county. This impact has been viewed as out-of-scope for the RESI effort, but is an important 
subset of the infrastructure impact projection as related to net benefits/costs. Any further 
analysis of health infrastructure cost impact would, of course, have to be calibrated by 
recognition of other “temporary”/seasonal demands on the system (e.g., tourism). 

9. Boom/bust cycle -The RESI report recognizes and discusses this phenomenon, but fails to 
provide predictions on the economic effects of the bust phase of the gas extraction cycle. 
Many studies exist that have examined this effect in other areas. Some even suggest that 
the net result after the bust effect is an economy that is less diverse and less vibrant than 
when the boom began. The bust effect has policy implications and Garrett County should 
establish policies, such as how severance taxes might be used, that help us to prepare for or 
mitigate potential negative impacts.  Perhaps there are lessons to be learned from analyzing 
the boom/”quasi-bust” cycle relative to the coal industry. 

 
 
Appendix:  
Excerpts and links to Full Comments used in drafting this response 



Public comments appendix for the Regional Economic Studies Institute 
“Impact Analysis of the Marcellus Shale Safe Drilling Initiative” 
 
The following are excerpts of comments from community sources regarding the analysis from RESI and 
concerns raised regarding outcomes within the report. 
 
Excerpt of Comments from Kathelene Koscianski MS, Community and Economic Development to GC 
Shale Gas Advisory Committee:  
“In the Executive Summary, page 10 it is stated that the Impact Analysis of the Marcellus Safe Drilling 
Initiative Study by Towson University RESI is "a comprehensive impact analysis for informed 
policymaking."  Although the study does present some useful information to help characterize the 
proposed development, many critical components needed to adequately project the economic, fiscal, 
community, and tourism-related impacts of natural gas exploration and extraction in the Marcellus Shale 
(both positive and negative) are missing and/or significantly incomplete.   
 
“In addition, the referenced RESI Impact Analysis study does not adequately address several of the 
specific areas called out for analysis in Section F-4 of Executive Order 01.01.2001.11 The Marcellus Shale 
Safe Drilling Initiative.  These include short-term, long-term, and cumulative effects of natural gas 
exploration and production in the Marcellus shale related to:   
 

1. (F-4h)  …damages to roads and bridges from truck traffic related to drilling operations 
2. (F-4i)  impacts to local land use patterns and the character of rural areas and towns 
3. (F-4k)  impacts to state resources and recreation lands 

 
“Because of the extensive omission of critical data and the incomplete analysis of the projected positive 
and negative impacts of hydraulic fracturing activities— the Impact Analysis of the Marcellus Safe 
Drilling Initiative Study by Towson University RESI is significantly flawed in its present form.  Substantial 
revisions are recommended (and are described in more detail in the sections that follow).  With this in  
mind, the authors and sponsors of this study are strongly urged to address the myriad of deficiencies 
identified and to make comprehensive revisions before the RESI study is used or relied upon for policy-
making or other related decision-making at the local, regional, or state level.” 
 
Full Comments from Ms. Koscianski are available at this link: 
http://marcellusshale.garrettcounty.org/images/documents/SRWAComments.pdf  
 

 
Excerpt of Comments from Heritage Resources, LLC to GC Shale Gas Advisory Committee: 
“RESI concludes that “Due to a lack of data regarding the coexistence of tourism and drilling, the possible 
impacts to tourism activity in Western Maryland were difficult to quantify.” This points to one of the 
shortfalls of a data driven economic study; there are qualitative and quantitative aspects to 
understanding a recreation and tourism economy.”  
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“Local studies prepared by DBED, our own Chamber of Commerce, and DNR point to a resilient tourism 
economy that actually remained stable or in fact grew in some areas during the recent recession. Our 
tourism economy is fairly recession resistant. RESI’s approach should have included an analysis of why 
this economy sustained itself during the recession and whether any of those reasons are at risk by gas 
development.”  
“Chamber officials and industry interests have advocated that gas development can co-exist with our 
recreation and tourism product. The question that remains unanswered is what needs to happen for that 
to remain true. Intuition suggests otherwise unless there is evidence to support the idea that nothing 
needs to change. RESI’s report does not provide these answers and this part of our economy remains at 
risk as long as those answers are not forthcoming.”  
 
Full Comments from Heritage Resources, LLC are available at this link: 
http://marcellusshale.garrettcounty.org/images/documents/heritage_resources.pdf  
 

 
Excerpt of Comments from SGAC Committee member Shawn Bender to SGAC Committee Chair John 
Quilty: 
“There doesn’t seem to be much supporting documentation relating to the job estimates shown and it is 
somewhat difficult to follow. Admittedly, however, arriving at any number would certainly be 
challenging. It would be great to have some details such as: estimated number of drilling rigs, crew 
breakdowns, support services, etc.” 
“The wages shown for the associated jobs are also difficult for me to understand. My initial impression is 
that the wages seem low, but then again I may just be missing where they are showing them... … I would 
consider this a very conservative wage projection that could easily be doubled.” 
 
Full Comments from SGAC Committee member Shawn Bender are available at this link: 
http://marcellusshale.garrettcounty.org/images/documents/Bender Comments.pdf  
 

 
Excerpt of Comments from the GC Board of Realtors to the Marcellus Shale Advisory Committee: 
“… concern that RESI’s analysis of the availability of rental housing does not seem to match our 
experience on the ground. Our observations, while not quantified, do not reflect RESI’s conclusion that 
more than 10% of our housing supply is available for rental.  
When we exclude vacation and seasonal housing, we simply do not see one in 10 homes in Garrett 
County being vacant or available for new workers.” 
 
Full Comments from the GC Board of Realtors are available at this link: 
http://marcellusshale.garrettcounty.org/images/documents/GCBOR comments.pdf 
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Excerpt of Comments from Eric Robison to MDE Senior Advisor Brigid Kenney: 
 
“I know you have been very {strict} …when it came to the public supplying references for any materials or 
recommendations we (the public) supplied. {And it would be equally important}…to have access to all of 
the reference materials RESI has used for their data sources. We have had multiple conversations 
regarding data input for studies and the accuracy of the data supplied, to include baselines, the same 
applies for these studies.  
Data omissions are just as important as the data used when determining the final output for these types 
of reports. If data was not available and projections were used to fill data gaps, it would be very 
important to see how the data was compiled and what the criterion was for inclusion in the study.” 
 
Full Comments from Eric Robison are available at this link: 
http://marcellusshale.garrettcounty.org/images/documents/Robison Comments to MDE.pdf  
 

 
Full Comments from Dr. Michael Bell to GC Shale Gas Advisory Committee are available at this link: 
http://marcellusshale.garrettcounty.org/images/documents/Critique of RESI Study - MBell.pdf   
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Comments on Public Health Impact Study, Draft “Scoping” Report 
Garrett County Shale Gas Advisory Committee (GC SGAC) 

(January 2014) 
 
 

The GC SGAC appreciates the opportunity to comment on the subject report. Our 
comments are based on committee member review and discussion during our 11 January 
meeting. Committee members represent a broad range of perspectives and interests 
related to shale gas recovery in Garrett County. 
 
We applaud the comprehensive (and ambitious) scope of the study and the early 
commitment to soliciting public/stakeholder input to help shape that scope. We note the 
serious effort to baseline the “pre-Marcellus” situation in a variety of dimensions, 
developing a foundation for the targeted impact assessments. 
 
Regarding our comments, we acknowledge that these sometimes go beyond the proposed 
scope and address study methodology and factors we feel should be considered. Such 
comments are offered in the spirit of providing constructive input as early as possible in 
the process, understanding that we may not be fully aware of study plans and activities 
that are already in place. 
 
We would welcome any follow-up discussion to clarify and/or elaborate on our 
comments if that would be useful. Please contact our chairman, John Quilty, to arrange 
for any such follow-up engagement (jquilty@mitre.org). 
 
An Observation---Section 5.1.1 specifically lays out a categorized list of impact areas to 
be addressed, making it clear that these go beyond those identified in the original study 
MOU. The impact area list of course includes what might be called “traditional” areas of 
public health concern, but also covers areas apparently emphasized during the 
stakeholder engagement meetings under the general theme of “secondary impacts”. The 
latter appear to include topics categorized as either matters of “public safety” or “social 
determinants of health” (p. 19). 
 
Several of our comments below address the distinction between ‘traditional” areas of 
public health analysis and the listed derivative/secondary areas of impact. 
 
Comments---These follow: 
 
Focusing on Local Specifics (“traditional” public health impacts)---We strongly support 
the commitment to focused analyses of impacts on potentially vulnerable communities 
and populations. Further, our members with public health experience note that both the 
population of Garrett County (~30,000) and the availability of substantial local data (e.g., 
hospital discharge information) suggest that conduct of a “small area analysis” would be 
doable and would add significant value. Topics like “migration” of individuals across 
county and state boundaries to seek health care was discussed as both an important and 

mailto:jquilty@mitre.org


tractable issue as related to health care demographics and demands on 
facilities/infrastructure.  
 
We are simply suggesting that both the data collection and analysis strongly emphasize 
local issues and sources of local information, some of which appear to be beyond those 
identified in the appendices. For further specifics and elaboration of our point here, we 
refer you to comments already submitted by one of our members. (29 December 2013 e-
mail from James R. “Smokey” Stanton with a parallel input through the study website.) 
 
Baselining in Support of Assessing “Secondary” Impacts---A comparison of the list of 
“baseline assessment” areas (pp.16-17) with the list of “impact assessment” areas (p. 19) 
yields the conclusion that the former is targeted almost exclusively on what we’ve called 
“traditional” areas of public health. We understand that baselining with respect to 
secondary areas of impact may be more difficult (e.g., less readily available, standardized 
information required by regulation). However, there is local data available in areas such 
as calls for emergency services, law enforcement activity, the related topic of motor 
vehicle collisions, etc. ----and these should be relatable to seasonal fluctuations in county 
population (very significant). 
 
We strongly urge a re-look at the scope and content of the “baseline assessment” in light 
of the positive commitment to address the identified “secondary” impacts. 
 
Fully-Leveraging Neighboring State Experience---The importance of leveraging 
neighboring state experience with drilling and its potential impacts is recognized in the 
report, providing the opportunity to go beyond predictive “models” and analysis to 
capture empirical data/facts. References are made to literature searches, potential focus 
group sessions, and specifically to available water quality information for both PA and 
WV. However, at least when reading the text and reviewing the appendices, we find no 
clear evidence of a plan to directly tap the experience and data held by key institutional 
players---county governments, industry, and citizen groups/NGO’s. This would seem to 
be invaluable with respect to both “traditional” health and “secondary” impacts. We 
acknowledge, of course, that there may be ongoing activities or plans along this line 
which are simply not reflected in the report. 
 
We are simply urging that any additional emphasis required be placed on this 
“leveraging”. Both analytic approach and study resource considerations seem to suggest 
that executing such an “outreach” strategy for a “Garrett-like” county, one each in both 
PA and WV, would provide invaluable insights. (Population demographics, geographic 
distribution of potentially-impacted people/assets, etc.) 
 
Calibrating Impacts/Risks---As identified in the scoping report, many of the impacts to be 
addressed are associated with chemicals/gases or other features of industrial activity (e.g., 
noise, transient workers) which pertain to shale gas recovery but are of course not unique 
to shale gas recovery. This is not to say that these impacts/risks should be ignored as 
simply “already present”, but it strongly suggests that---when traceable to shale gas 
recovery---they should be expressed as additive, incremental risks whenever possible. Put 



differently, the objective should arguably be to express shale gas impacts/risks as “% 
increases” in the degree of impact/risk over what would have existed anyway (without 
shale gas recovery).  The concept applies across a range of specific topics. For instance---
What would be the % increase in health-relevant vehicle emissions caused by Marcellus 
Shale natural gas recovery at the RESI scenario levels of activity? What are the 
incremental demands on public health infrastructure (qualitative and/or quantitative) 
associated with  shale gas transient workers as compared to transient tourists (local 
Chamber estimates of 1.5 M persons with admittedly different profiles)?? 
 
It is understood that this is difficult to do and seemingly is seldom done. The outlined 
baselining helps and correlates with efforts to, for instance, identify the “pre-Marcellus” 
presence of methane in drinking water. However, the identified elements of the “baseline   
assessment” would not seem to cover examples of the kind presented above. However, 
the concept is critical if impacts are to be calibrated as a meaningful basis for county and 
state decisions/actions. 
 
We strongly encourage efforts to “calibrate” identified impacts/risks in accordance with 
the above discussion, recognizing practical limitations in terms of supporting 
data/”science” and even study time/resources. In areas where this can not be reasonably 
accomplished, it is recommended that other sources/causes of the same impacts be at 
least explicitly identified. 
 
Managing Intersections With Other “Safe Drilling Initiative” Studies---Intersections with 
the RESI study of “community and economic impacts” is noted in several places in the 
report---use of the RESI shale gas recovery/activity level scenarios as a basis for “sizing” 
selected health-relevant parameters (e.g. shale gas worker projections as a new 
population), turning to the RESI study to address some of the topics identified in the 
public participation/comment sessions (economic benefits, obviously), etc. Beyond these 
acknowledged intersections, one could also identify--- 

 Overlap with the “community impact” analyses of the RESI study. 
 Possible 2-way synergies between the health study’s impact assessments and the 

analysis of health-related risk “pathways” as part of the ongoing MDE/DNR risk 
analysis. (E.g., the health study could identify a “new” risk pathway to be 
considered.) 

 Possible health study identification of new, modified, or more highly prioritized 
“best practices” as input to the ultimate progression toward regulations. 

 Other?? 
It is understood that the referenced efforts are proceeding largely in parallel, making it 
difficult to identify and fully exploit such intersections. However, it seems both important 
and possible to identify and address a “short list” of important intersections. 
 
We simply encourage the study team to participate proactively with their colleagues from 
the other studies to explicitly address and exploit a manageable list of important 
intersections. We understand that some of this will have to await an “integration” effort 
once the various component studies have been completed. (We are aware that the study 



“integration” topic has been discussed at MSAC meetings. If plans and mechanisms are 
already in place, we simply applaud.) 
 
 
 
Addressing Public Health Infrastructure Demands and Potential Costs---Healthcare 
infrastructure is identified as one of the top ten themes emerging from the stakeholder 
engagement meetings (table, p. 6). Appendix 2 delineates component topics/issues 
ranging from healthcare capacity to impact on emergency responders (e.g., dealing with 
hazardous materials). Such topics, however, are not listed in the areas to be covered by 
the “impact assessments” (p. 19). This may be perfectly reasonable---studies need to be 
bounded, stakeholders apparently displayed less concern about this area than about 
others, and the specific issues/challenges are generally found at the local as opposed to 
the state level. However, there are important infrastructure capability, capacity, and cost 
challenges which need to be addressed.  
 
We understand that, in response to at least a critical element of this need, the cognizant 
MASC member (Dr. Mitchell) is working with others to develop a terms of reference for 
a potential public health infrastructure cost study. And, other elements of the 
infrastructure topic may well be ultimately addressed as related to the “public safety” 
impact assessment area. 
 
We support the definition and execution of a Public Health Infrastructure Cost Study and 
encourage the explicit identification and consideration of infrastructure implications as 
the various public health “impact assessments” are conducted. This area is potentially 
crucial in the context of Garrett County planning and budgeting.  
 
Some Additional Observations--- 

 Interestingly, the p.19 outline of potential water quality impacts does not include 
the issue of methane released by drilling operations and finding its way into 
drinking water sources/aquifers and/or inhabited commercial or residential 
structures. This is likely an unintended omission, but it is noted that many now 
argue that this risk may well be more severe than that posed by the release of 
toxic fracking fluids several thousand feet below typical groundwater levels. 

 There may be a small issue associated with the liberal use of the HVHF 
acronym/vocabulary. It could leave the misimpression that the study is tightly 
focused on impacts specific to HVHF per se as opposed to those associated with 
the full spectrum of natural gas recovery operations from deep shale. The 
discussion immediately above is a case in point. 

 
We hope that the foregoing comments and observations are of some value as the study 
scope is refined and the study effort proceeds. Again, we would be happy to support 
follow-up engagement with the study team if that is viewed as useful. 
 
 
 



Additional comments: 
 

1. Under section 4.7, pg 11 of the scoping report and then on pg 19 #1. The topic is 
air quality: might want to suggest a literature review or data collection on baseline 
and impacts focused on indoor air quality and particularly looking for issues 
related to radon gas presence before and after horizontal drilling. 

2. Top of pg 8, “trucks carrying hazardous materials”, there is clear and present 
conflict here since disclosure laws prevent functional knowledge for emergency 
responders in the event of a spill. Materials leaving the well are not legally 
defined as hazardous based on exemptions of federal law even though they may 
be hazardous and toxic. This may or may not be presented in the data but certainly 
adds risk to first responders and anybody in the vicinity of an accident. So my 
question would be, “How will exposure scenarios be modified to account for 
regulations that do not apply to HVHF operations as compared to other regulated 
industries that handle toxic and hazardous materials that currently operate in 
Garrett County?” 

3. 4.10.1 Healthcare Capacity, pg 13 – question, “Does the study plan to look at the 
impact that uninsured transient workers have on the local healthcare system?” 

4. Pg 29, last row, DNR Graoundwater Quailty Constituents for Western MD 
Marcellus Monitoring. Suggest that they also leverage USGS groundwater data. 
Also, strongly recommend developing a literature based baseline for radon 
dissolved in groundwater. We see that radionuclides will be included but make 
sure that this includes dissolved radon if datasets are available. Recommend that 
other inorganic indicators also be included, such as: arsenic, lithium, and 
strontium. 
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August 28, 2014 

 

Shale Gas Development Benefits 

“Why would you give up the boom because you are afraid of the bust?” 
 
Roads 

 Gas companies usually spend lots of money upgrading roads to handle traffic ahead of time. 
Example: dirt road upgraded to tar & chip at no expense to taxpayers paid 

 

 Repair roads damaged during process to keep roads maintained to access drill sites (necessary 
for well maintenance and inspection) 

 

 Bridge or culverts replaced and maintained 
 

 Financial benefits to County before wells are in production and before severance tax is collected 
 

Tourism/Quality of Life 

 Temporary housing for drillers will help increase occupancy rates – not 100% occupancy here 
except 4th of July & Autumn Glory.  In other communities (i.e. Punxsutawney), drillers leave 
during those sold-out times. Industry adapts well. 

 

 Could help owners whose houses have been for sale for a long time; may be able to rent 
 

 For off-peak/shoulder season, drillers could help sustain businesses – temporary workers spend 
money on food, gas, entertainment, etc. 
 

 Garrett County needs large volumes of people coming in as part of Economic Development 
strategy to recruit people as second home owners & hopefully full-time residents 
 

 Pace of development dictates traffic; do not foresee the same kind of pace in Garrett County 
 

 Williamsport – new trails, parks, clean streams & lakes, best fishing. Increase in tourism and has 
not negatively impacted Little League World Series 
 

 Not sure of correlation between crime rates & increase in drilling – no hard data. How does 
Garrett County’s current tourism peaks correlate to crime? 
 

Real Estate/Property Values 

 Decreasing values @ 20% may not be specific to drilling; if so, is it long-term? 
 



August 28, 2014 

 

 Increasing property values in Williston, ND; TX; OK; PA, “Supply & Demand” 
 

 American Board of Realtors study doesn’t address if mineral rights are owned by property 
owners; if so, values go up 
 

 Long-term rentals could be alternative for inventory of homes on market for long time 
 

 Better paying jobs for residents could lead to people upgrading their housing. Average wage 
$65,000 in gas industry 
 

Public Safety/Public Health 

 Crime Rates – already addressed 
 

 Dangerous loads – any industry 
 

 Emergency Management in place in Garrett County 
 

 Is increase in emergency/urgent care centers a bad thing? Upsides: 
- Help attracting doctors 
- Gas workers are insured 
- Gas work related incidents are extremely low or OSHA would shut the companies down 
- Greater use of medical facilities which helps with funding (census driven) 
- Visitors have more accidents here than compared to gas drilling related accidents in other 

communities 
 

 No proof of correlation that drilling/fracking causing health issues 
 

 Doctor’s letter to Farm Bureau about how positive drilling in Colorado is in spite of what 
opposition is saying. Colorado is now home for this doctor who had previously vacationed in 
Garrett County.  
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