Open Letter to PATH (Allegheny and AEP)

Protect Our Environment

This is an open letter to raise awareness of the massive and unnecessary destruction which will be caused by the overhead AC lines called PATH, which if built as proposed will destroy so much of our beautiful Frederick County forests, wetlands, and views.  We would like to ask you to publicly address our questions on the way this project has been handled from its conception and the unwillingness you have shown in considering alternatives to the proposed PATH project, which would still provide the needed electricity, but would have substantially less impact on our environment.

Question #1 is on Public Notification:

The Department of Energy in March 2006 had identified the Amos-Bedington-Kemptown circuit and communicated this to PJM Interconnection.  On December 28, 2007 the Potomac-Appalachian Transmission Highline, L.L.C. (PATH) filed proposed tariff sheets with the FERC Commission for the PATH project.  Why did it take PATH so long after the locations for the substations were identified for any notice of the PATH project to be made public?  Our fear is that PATH wanted to limit public input and the possibility of opposition groups from forming and having any impact on the future profits of PATH WV and PATH Allegheny.
Question #2 deals with PATH’s Effort to Seek Public Opinion:

PATH (Allegheny and AEP) made no attempt to notify potentially affected property owners prior to July 21st 2008, when they began their “Open Houses.”  No notices have been sent directly to property owners in the areas being considered; only advertisements in the local paper; thus, many property owners, still are unaware that their farmland, forest, barns, or even homes could be taken.  These Open Houses did not allow for an open exchange between affected parties, but isolated each affected property owner with one or more individual employees of PATH.  The Open Houses were thus, set up in order that you could present to the Maryland Public Service Commission proof that you made an effort to seek public input.  In reality before any Open Houses were held, most if not all decisions had already been made. Why did you limit the public’s ability to get needed information?
Question #3 asks about Alternative Technologies:

On your website extensive coverage is given to the necessity of the PATH project; however, no mention is made of any alternative technologies investigated. In fact in communication with employees of PATH, your staff acknowledged that no alternative technologies (including HVDC and Composite Core Cable) were explored.  Why weren’t all possibilities explored? In our short time with limited backgrounds we have identified two alternatives: HVDC and Composite Cable!

Question #4 relates to Property Owners and the Environment:

Your website states: “We are currently studying the area among these three substations to determine possible routes for the line that minimize the overall impact on the surrounding environment.” A flyer provided at the Open Houses stated:  “Allegheny Power and AEP are committed to working with landowners, neighboring residents, business owners and regulators to balance all interests in an effort to minimize environmental and land use impacts.”

In fact, PATH has made little effort to obtain public input and has failed to explore alternative technologies, which could minimize the negative impact on the environment of new transmission line(s).  If there is any concern by PATH in minimizing environmental and land use impacts, then you should support the investigation of alternative technologies. In what ways have you made any effort to avoid unneeded damage to our countryside?

And so we issue a Challenge to PATH:

By your failure to look at alternative technologies PATH has shown that Allegheny and AEP are biased and only an independent study would have credibility.  This letter challenges PATH to commission an independent study before you submit your proposal to the Maryland Public Service Commission.  This study would include all the advantages and disadvantages of the various technologies and explore alternative substation locations.  

The only reason for not conducting such as study is that PATH is afraid of the results.  Failure to make a public response to this letter will be a further indication that PATH understands that there are realistic alternatives available that can provide the necessary electricity while protecting our environment. 
If PATH is serious about working with the public and gaining the public trust commissioning a study is the way to prove it.  This study could take less than six months and thus, not cause any major delay in constructing new power lines.  
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