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Esteemed members of the PUC, 

It is inconceivable to me that Pennsylvania is considering regressing to more harmful 
means of energy production as suggested in the PATER study.  

In 2021, natural gas accounted for 2% of electricity production in Pennsylvania. By 2026, it 
was responsible for producing approximately 60% of PA's electricity. The surge represents 
the transition from coal to natural gas. Methane emissions from natural gas production are 
86% more powerful than CO2 at warming the atmosphere, so the trade off was never a 
solution, but whatever benefits it provided would be erased with the return to coal 
production. Even worse, natural gas production continues to increase to serve data 
centers, further exacerbating fossil fuel's climate impacts. 

The 21 coal, natural gas, and peaker plants identified in the report as candidates for 
redevelopment had a combined capacity of 4.8 GW when they were retired. That is enough 
energy to power 4 million homes. Of the 21 plants identified, 5 - 7 will eventually be 
redeveloped according to the PUC, but there's no reason to think that the number could be 
expanded as the number of data centers coming to PA grows. 

The 12 coal plants on the list account for roughly 4,122 MW of the retired capacity under 
review, or enough energy to power 3 million homes. Pennsylvania currently has 13 
operational coal plants that have a combined capacity of 5.22 GW. If redeveloped, the 
number and total capacity of operational coal plants in the state would nearly double. 
According to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), coal is the single 
largest source of global temperature rise. 

The PATER report states, “...a site ranking methodology will be developed to support a 
rigorous ranking of attributes and options and to ensure that the methodology is structured 
to incorporate all the criteria that arise through discussions with the PA PUC, Team PA, and 
other key stakeholders.” P. 103 Team PA operates as a non-profit that supports the 
Governor's agenda. It has been deeply involved in development of energy and data center 
projects. Its involvement in ranking sites would constitute an unacceptable conflict of 
interest. 

The PATER report states, “Environmental considerations beyond existing site conditions 
were not evaluated as part of this analysis. Because the study focuses on redevelopment 
viability rather than specific redevelopment pathways, potential environmental impacts 



associated with future end uses, such as air emissions, water use, wastewater generation, 
and other permitting considerations, were outside the scope of this assessment. Such 
impacts would need to be evaluated as part of project-specific planning and environmental 
review processes.” (P. 102) The cumulative impacts should be understood before any 
individual redevelopment project begins. If a subset of the list of plants is selected for 
redevelopment, a cumulative impact statement must be a requirement before the overall 
redevelopment project is approved. 

Could solar be considered as a serious option for a source of energy? 

 

 

 

 

I respectfully request you search your hearts and consider less harmful solutions to this 
issue.


