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Executive Summary
Polluting facilities like power plants have long been 
disproportionately located near disadvantaged commu-
nities, including lower-income areas and communities 
of color that face higher pollution burdens than their 

-
nia’s existing 88 power plants fueled by oil, natural gas 
and coal exhibited this pattern of disparate and unfair 
location in disadvantaged communities.

Now, energy companies in Pennsylvania have begun 
-

force the historic environmental injustice of the state’s 

Pennsylvania has been ground zero in the controversial 
and environmentally destructive technique of hydraulic 
fracturing (or fracking) used to drill for natural gas. This 
fracking boom has threatened the health and quality 

energy companies have constructed or planned to build 
48 new power plants fueled by fracked gas (collectively 
referred to here as “proposed” plants, for consistency). 
The surge in power plant construction locks in reliance 
on dirty fossil fuels, encourages more destructive frack-
ing (especially in the shale plays of Pennsylvania, Ohio 

and contributes to increased climate pollution.  

Pennsylvania does not need and should not build these 

in Pennsylvania is exporting more power to other states 
than the state’s residential customers have used.  The 

for power companies that are capitalizing on low gas 
prices, and for fracking companies that hope that the 
new plants will soak up supplies and ultimately raise 
prices enough to encourage more drilling.2 

Energy companies are building new gas plants largely 
to generate power for out-of-state customers: most of 
the proposed plants promote their connection to the 
interstate power grid, and around half emphasize their 
ability to sell electricity outside of Pennsylvania.3

proposed Luzerne County plant would supply electricity 

Jessup, in Lackawanna County, is close to existing and 
proposed transmission lines that will connect to New 
York; and power from a Snyder County plant would be 
destined primarily for New York City.4 Ultimately, the 

Energy5, as well as electricity consumers, but the local-
ized pollution burden will remain in the disadvantaged 
areas surrounding these proposed power plants. 

The shale gas industry is promoting other ways to 
-

munities, including exporting gas to Europe through 

Hook export terminal in Pennsylvania and building a 
new petrochemical manufacturing cluster in the Ohio 

gas liquids into chemicals that can make plastics and 
other products.6 The natural gas, electric and chemi-
cal industries tout the infrastructure expansion and 
increased exports as a panacea to an overabundance of 

buyers (power plants or petrochemical facilities), new 
markets (exports) or new products (plastics) drive up 
gas demand.

Food & Water Watch studied the location of Pennsyl-

power plants (coal, oil and natural gas) and found that 
the existing power plants were disproportionately 
located near disadvantaged communities — areas 
with lower incomes, higher economic stress, lower 
educational levels and/or communities of color. The 
proposed gas plants would only reinforce the environ-
mental injustice of siting polluting power plants in more 
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marginalized communities, including rural areas. These 
-

wave of fracked-gas power plant construction. 

This comprehensive analysis examined demographic 
characteristics (including race, income, indicators of 
economic stress and education levels) of the census 
tracts within a three-mile radius of Pennsylvania’s exist-
ing and proposed power plants. The results describe 
the environmental injustice of gas plant locations in 
three basic ways. 

First, the study compared the demographics of the 
population living under the three-mile radius surround-
ing power plants to the overall Pennsylvania population. 
Second, it analyzed the communities (based on census 
tracts) that were predominantly covered by the power 
plants’ three-mile footprints and compared the census 
tracts (by demographic traits) covered by the power 
plants’ footprints to their statewide distribution. Finally, 
the study examined the proportion of census tracts (by 
demographic trait) that were within three miles of one 
or more plants — essentially, the chance that any type 
of neighborhood might be near a power plant. 

• People of color, people living in poverty and 
recipients of the Supplemental Nutrition Assis-
tance Program (SNAP) disproportionately lived 
within three miles of existing and proposed 
power plants: People of color made up 39 per-
cent of the population living within three miles of 
existing and proposed plants, even though they 
represented 22 percent of Pennsylvania’s total 

of power plants than in the rest of Pennsylvania 
(see page 8).8 

• Existing Pennsylvania power plants were dispro-
portionately located near areas with a higher 
proportion of people of color: 

of an environmental justice area) made up almost a 
quarter of all Pennsylvania census tracts but made 

within three miles of existing power plants (see 
page 9).

• Minority areas were more common near exist-
ing power plants at every income level, and 

upper-income minority areas were twice as 
likely to be near an existing power plant than 
the whitest, lower-income areas: One-fourth of 
upper-income minority census tracts were within 

-
cent of lower-income areas where whites made up 

• The combination of existing and proposed power 
plants disproportionately impacts rural lower-
income and higher-economic stress areas: The 

household incomes were overrepresented near 
any existing or proposed plant and were even more 

• Pennsylvania’s existing and proposed power 
plants were disproportionately located in rural 
areas with fewer college graduates: The rural 

-
cantly overrepresented near existing and proposed 
power plants, and areas with the most college 
graduates were unlikely to be near power plants 
— a gap that was especially pronounced for areas 

• Proposed gas plants reinforce overall disparities 
for communities of color, for lower-income and 
economically stressed areas and for areas with 
lower education levels: 

in white, rural areas, the addition of these proposed 
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plants locks in the historical pattern of racial and 
economic disparities. Throughout Pennsylvania, the 

color and lower-income, higher-economic-stress and 
less-educated areas beneath power plant footprints 
remains virtually unchanged even with the addi-

census tracts where people of color make up more 

that these communities would be in close proximity 
-

town would overlap multiple areas with poverty 

research documenting the disproportionate location of 
polluting facilities near marginalized communities. The 
gas power plant building boom will lock in fossil fuel 
dependence and environmental injustice for decades 

9 Pennsylvania’s oldest operating 

be around for much longer.  

The sunk investment costs in these new greenhouse 
gas emitters not only discourages investments in clean, 

natural gas, encouraging more fracking, pipelines and 
associated leaks of the potent greenhouse gas meth-
ane.
may be considerably higher than thought. 

 
and the greenhouse gas footprint of natural gas is actu-
ally worse than for coal and oil because methane traps 
more heat in the atmosphere. additional natu-
ral gas power plants would further accelerate green-
house gas emissions that would warm the planet more 
than 2 degrees Celsius, a threshold that scientists fear 
could cause irreversibly destructive climate change.

renewable electricity generation to replace the exist-
ing fossil-fueled power plants that disproportionately 
impact communities of color and lower-income com-
munities. This means building new solar, wind and 
geothermal generating capacity and decommissioning 
the dirty fossil fuel plants that plague disadvantaged 

than 2 percent of its electricity from wind, solar and 
geothermal energy — one of the lowest rates in the 
country.
enough power from solar, wind and geothermal energy 
to completely replace these polluting power plants with 
zero-emissions electricity. Pennsylvania and the nation 

-
able energy to prevent climate catastrophe and to 
start delivering environmental justice to disadvantaged 
communities.

The Historical Pattern  
of Environmental Injustice
Environmental justice has been elusive for communities 
of color and lower-income communities living beneath 
the toxic footprint of powerful corporate polluters. The 
dangers of pollution are not borne equally. Toxic emis-
sions from industrial facilities and power plants impose 
an unequal pollution burden on socially and economi-
cally disadvantaged communities, including communi-
ties of color and lower-income, less-educated and rural 
communities. Decades of academic studies and reports 
have repeatedly found that exposure to pollution from 

-

disadvantaged communities.  

political power to prevent the arrival of unwanted pol-
luters, including toxic waste dumps, industrial facilities 
and power plants.  Even today, the racial composition 
of neighborhoods can be a strong predictor of where 
polluters locate their facilities, compounding the his-
torical discriminatory zoning and land-use policies and 
practices that reinforced racial segregation.
study found that hazardous waste facility siting has fol-
lowed a “path of least (political) resistance” for decades; 
as a result, disempowered communities have “borne a 
disproportionate share of the society’s environmental 
burdens.”  

-
rate pollution exposure that communities of color and 

-
sioned by the U.S. Department of Energy found that a 
higher proportion of people of color and low-income 

power plants than their overall share of the popula-
tion.
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people of color made up 39 percent of the population 

the national population.

communities designated as disadvantaged — and only 
9 percent of the plants were in the least disadvantaged 
areas.22 

Food & Water Watch found that Pennsylvania’s existing 
and proposed power plants were disproportionately 
located near socially and economically disadvantaged 

-

Compounding the unequal pollution burdens in mar-
ginalized communities, state and federal authorities 
are less likely to inspect polluters located in socially and 
economically disadvantaged communities, including 
power plants, and they impose less severe penalties on 
facilities, leading to higher levels of pollution.23

24 

decision-making process of siting and permitting new 
power plants makes disadvantaged communities more 
vulnerable to pollutants. Pennsylvania’s approval of the 
proposed natural gas plants appears to short-circuit 
the environmental justice principles of equity, transpar-
ency, inclusion and community empowerment.  

-
tal Protection (DEP) requires an enhanced public par-
ticipation process for facilities sited within a half mile 
of environmental justice areas (census tracts where 

lives below the federal poverty line25) there was limited 
evidence that the public participation process was actu-

fell within designated environmental justice areas. 

MAP 1:  Pennsylvania Power Plants and Communities of Color

*Census tracts where people of color make up at least 30 percent of the population.

Communities of color*Existing power plants 
(three-mile footprint)

Proposed power plants 
(three-mile footprint)

**MW = megawatts

**

**
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There is no evidence or public record that the DEP 
pursued additional outreach to communities where 

would be located — no hearings, notices or mentions of 

the federal poverty line.26 The DEP canceled a planned 

with a footprint that would cover multiple census tracts 

of the population.  

public hearings for another proposed and controversial 
-

whelmingly white population with generally higher 
incomes and lower poverty rates.28 There is broad-

over environmental concerns related to the pipeline 
that would supply the plant and to existing pollution on 

force the federal government to clean up the site in late 
29 

While the DEP did hold a public hearing for another 
proposed plant near Nemacolin, southeast of Pitts-

poverty communities, the limited public participation 
(only two residents asked questions and none provided 
testimony or statements) may suggest inadequate 
DEP outreach to publicize the event.  Despite low 
turnout, a consultant for the power plant highlighted 
the low-income area’s “receptive population here that 
is good for this (type of project).”
and communities must be empowered to participate 
in decisions that impact their health and well-being, 
and government and industry actions must not have a 
discriminatory negative impact on communities of color 
and lower-income communities. 

The public health impacts 
of environmental injustice
Pollution disproportionately impacts the health of 

including communities of color and lower-income, eco-
nomically depressed and less-educated communities, 
which already tend to have worse health outcomes than 

32 The 
disproportionate location of polluters in communities 

of color and lower-income areas worsens these toxic 
health and environmental burdens.33

-

plants release air pollutants like mercury, particulate 
matter, sulfur dioxide (SO2) and nitrogen oxides (NOx).

34 

2 and NOx, and coal-
35 The 

SO2, NOx and particulate matter pollution from power 
plants contributes to respiratory health problems, such 
as chronic bronchitis, asthma, emphysema and exist-
ing heart disease, and also causes labored breathing 
(especially for people living with asthma) and reduces 
life expectancy.36 

-

x 

emitters, contribute to ground-level ozone and smog, 
and threaten the environment and human health.  

particulate matter, which itself has been linked to vari-
ous cancers.38 Prolonged exposure to smog has been 
connected to premature deaths in adults and to low 
birth weight in babies.39

 
a naturally occurring radioactive material that is the 
second leading cause of lung cancer in the United 
States, after smoking.  The fracked shale gas that will 

contain more radon than conventional natural gas.42 

result in cancer-causing mutations.43 

income communities and communities of color, where 
power plants are most commonly located.44

study found higher NO2 concentrations in communities 

more educated and whiter communities.45 

-

air pollution than whites. The Pennsylvania asthma 
-

for Latino children than for white children.46 The two 

risk for asthma due to exposure to prolonged and high 
levels of ozone and particulate matter.



 

birth weights in lower-income areas, leading research-
ers to conclude that “poor pregnancy outcomes among 

County may be partially attributed to higher pollution 
levels in those neighborhoods” and that “there may be 
ongoing environmental justice issues.”48 These health 
problems can be further exacerbated by poorer quality 
of health care and unequal access to services.49

The environmental injustice 
in lower-income, rural fracking zones
Lower-income communities are disproportionately 

as power plants are present in Pennsylvania’s cities 
and factory towns, where many people of color and 
lower-income families live,  lower-income rural com-

toxic neighbors. This rural pollution can originate from 
industrial facilities, factory farms or natural resource 
extraction such as mining and drilling — all of which 
contribute to environmental and health disparities for 
lower-income rural residents.  

issue for the lower-income, rural areas where drill-
ing and fracking boomed.52 Over the past decade, 
the controversial technique supercharged a natural 
gas renaissance across Pennsylvania, with more than 

53 
Fracking companies have targeted lower-income areas 

communities near “big houses” where people have the 
54 Shale gas production 

has diminished the quality of life for the rural communi-
ties where most new wells have been drilled — with a 
labyrinth of fracked gas pipelines, hundreds of com-

health problems, crime spikes and more.55 

northeastern and southwestern Pennsylvania — the 
hotbed of the shale gas boom — where some of the 
state’s poorest rural communities live near an excessive 
number of wells and associated fracking pollution.56

fracking activity had a larger portion of people living in 
poverty.

in Pennsylvania-designated “Environmental  
 

-
old but are nonetheless economically stressed.58 

dependent on fracking exhibited “persistent economic 
marginalization,” making them “one of the most chroni-
cally poor pockets of Pennsylvania.”59 

fracking, endure disproportionate health and environ-
mental impacts.  For example Dimock, Pennsylvania 

by coal mining but is now exposed to the more recent 
dangers associated with fracking,   with widespread 
pollution of drinking water that required much of the 
community to get water trucked to their homes.62 

power to protect themselves from the disproportion-
ate pollution from the fracking industry.63

Pennsylvania caused “collective trauma” to residents 
bullied by the industry and its supporters when they 
expressed concerns; this was “reinforced through 
uneven political, social, and economic power.”64 The 
proposed natural gas power plants would compound 
the environmental injustice in Pennsylvania’s rural 
areas already burdened by fracking.
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The Environmental Injustice  
of Pennsylvania’s Existing and 
Proposed Fossil Fuel Power Plants
Food & Water Watch analyzed multiple demographic 
characteristics of the census tracts within a three-mile 

plants. The analysis found that the placement of both 
existing and proposed power plants was disproportion-
ately in close proximity to lower-income, economically 
marginalized and less-educated communities and com-
munities of color.

This comprehensive, geospatial analysis examined the 
power plants that covered the majority of census tracts 
within a three-mile radius of the plants. The analysis 
assessed multiple demographic characteristics (race 
and ethnicity, household income, economic vulner-
ability, educational attainment and population density) 
of the census tracts that fell predominantly within the 
three-mile radius (where the radius covered more than 

covered the geographic midpoint of the census tract) of 

plants. Further, it examined the census tracts that were 
predominantly within three miles of two or more power 

discussion of this analysis.) 

Some of the largest existing and proposed plants over-
lapped areas where people of color made up a greater 
proportion of the population as well as areas with higher 

 

-
posed plants overlap areas of economic stress, includ-

Center (Lawrence County). The largest new plant, the 

Scranton (Lackawanna Energy Center) partially overlaps 
an area of economic stress and has drawn broad-based 
community opposition over pollution and whether the 

65 

The geographic pattern of Pennsylvania’s power plants 
conforms to the academic literature documenting the 
disparate proximity of polluting facilities to communi-
ties of color and lower-income, less-educated and rural 

lower-income, less-educated and more-rural areas. 

The environmental injustice of Pennsylvania’s 
existing fossil-fueled power plants 
Pennsylvania’s existing power plants were overwhelm-
ingly in close proximity to communities of color and 
lower-income and less-educated communities. The 
census tracts within three miles of the existing coal-, 

-
tionate concentration of people of color, lower-income 
households, people without college degrees and other 
indicators of higher economic stress (higher poverty 
levels, higher use of nutrition programs and higher levels 
of unemployment). 

The census tracts with higher populations of people of 
color, lower incomes, lower educational levels and higher 
economic stress were also substantially more likely to fall 
within the three-mile footprints of two or more existing 
power plants, meaning that these neighborhoods faced a 
higher cumulative pollution burden from multiple nearby 
emitters.

census tracts are covered by a power plant footprint, 
meaning that the chance that a lower-income household 
or person of color will live within three miles of an existing 

-
taged areas with the largest white populations, highest 
median household incomes and more educated popula-
tions are underrepresented in the footprints of existing 
power plants. 

-
ing the substantially disproportionate pollution burden 
faced by disadvantaged communities in closer proximity 

of the population living within three miles of Pennsylva-
nia’s existing power plants were people of color,  
almost double their share of the statewide population 

-

existing plants than throughout Pennsylvania (the poverty 

66
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Pennsylvania’s existing power plants were dispro-
portionately sited within three miles of communi-
ties of color: The census tracts where people of color 

Pennsylvania considers environmental justice areas,  
were twice as likely to be within three miles of an 
existing power plant than their distribution through-
out the state, and nearly three times as likely to be 
near two or more plants. People of color made up  

within the three-mile footprint of an existing power 
plant and 66.3 percent of the census tracts within 

contrast, although census tracts where whites made 

nearly half the Pennsylvania census tracts, they made 

within the footprint of two or more plants. 

MAP 2:  Power Plants in Pennsylvania and Areas of Economic Stress

Areas of economic stress*Existing power plants 
(three-mile footprint)

Proposed power plants 
(three-mile footprint)

FIG. 1:  Distribution of Census Tracts by Race Within 
Three-Mile Footprint of Existing Power Plants

Share of census tracts

Share of census tracts with existing plants

Share of census tracts with two or more existing plants

>30% people of color >90% white

*Census tracts with higher concentrations of economic stress (including poverty rate over 20 percent, unemployment rate over 15 percent,  
household SNAP participation rate over 20 percent or areas below 80 percent of state median household income).
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within three miles of an existing power plant, and areas 
with higher proportions of white residents were sub-
stantially less likely to be within three miles of a power 
plant. Nearly half (42.8 percent) of census tracts where 

population were within three miles of a power plant. 
and nearly one-fourth (23.8 percent) were within three 

these tracts were within three miles of two or more 
plants. 

of power plants, and many communities of color and 
lower-income areas were within three miles of multiple 

the cumulative pollution burden for these neighbor-

FIG. 2:  Proportion of Census Tracts Within Three 
Miles of Existing Power Plants by Race

Any plant two or more plants

>30% people 
of color

70-90% white >90% white

MAP 3:  

Communities of color

Existing power plants 
(three-mile footprint)

Areas of economic stress



 

Communities of color were substantially more likely 
to be within three miles of existing power plants 
than the whitest areas, even when controlling for 
household income: These stark racial disparities 
remained even when controlling for the incomes of the 
census tracts. Large portions of census tracts of color 
were within three miles of an existing power plant at 
every household income level, while few overwhelm-

income level were within three miles of a plant (see 
Figure 3). The gulf was widest at the lower income levels 
but consistent at every income level. Lower-income, 
minority areas were almost four times more likely to 
be near power plants than lower-income, overwhelm-

of Pennsylvania’s median household income), minority 
areas were three times more likely to be near plants 
than upper-income, overwhelmingly white areas.

People living in the upper-income, minority census 
tracts were about twice as likely to live within three 
miles of a power plant than people living in the whitest, 

of upper-income minority census tracts compared to 

-
wide median household income).

Pennsylvania’s existing power plants were dis-
proportionately sited within three miles of lower-
income and economically stressed areas: Census 
tracts with the highest poverty levels, highest levels of 

and lowest household median incomes were dispro-
portionately covered by existing power plant three-mile 

population lived below the federal poverty line, which 
Pennsylvania considers environmental justice areas,68 
were twice as common within three miles of existing 
plants as they were throughout the state, making up 
42.3 percent of the census tracts within three miles of 

poverty census tracts were substantially overrepre-
sented in areas covered by two or more existing plant 

covered by two or more plants.

Families living in these lower-income and higher-
economic-stress areas were substantially more likely 
than average to be within three miles of existing power 

-
-

ployment rate) census tracts were within three miles 

FIG. 3:  Proportion of Census Tracts Within  
Three Miles of Existing Power Plants 
by Race and Median Household Income

>90% white>30% people of color

>120% 
MHHI

100-120% 
MHHI

80-100% 
MHHI

<80% 
MHHI

All 
incomes

FIG. 4:  Proportion of Census Tracts  
Within Three Miles of Existing 
Power Plants by Economic Stress

two or more plantsAny plant

>20% 
poverty

>15% 
unemployment

>20% HH 
SNAP

<80% 
MHHI

All census 
tracts
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participation were within three miles of existing plants 

miles of two or more existing power plants. 

Pennsylvania’s existing power plants were dis-
proportionately sited within three miles of less-
educated areas: The census tracts with the lowest 
percentage of the population with four-year college 

three-mile footprint of existing power plants. The 

over-25-year-old population with college degrees) made 

tracts within three miles of any existing plant and 43.2 
percent of the areas near two or more plants. The tracts 

-
cent of the over-25 population with four-year degrees) 

percent) of the state but over one-fourth of the area 

respectively).

This is consistent with the environmental justice lit-

degrees endure disproportionate amounts of environ-
mental hazards.69 American Journal of Public Health 
study found that people with lower educational levels 

within a mile of polluting facilities.  Food & Water Watch 
found that the share of the population with college 
degrees was 8 percent lower within three miles of  
existing power plants than throughout Pennsylvania 
(26.2 percent and 28.6 percent, respectively).  Commu-
nities with lower educational attainment may also lack 
the power and capacity to engage in the political process 
surrounding the siting of polluting facilities.

 
power plants lock in existing environmental 
injustice and expand disparities to  
economically disadvantaged rural areas

maintain the environmental injustice of power plants 
being disproportionately located near lower-income, 
economically disadvantaged areas and communities 
of color. The proposed gas plants are overwhelmingly 
located in rural areas, locking in the existing disparities 
for lower-income communities and communities of 
color in more densely populated areas and expanding 
the environmental injustice throughout rural areas 
with lower incomes, higher levels of economic stress 

the proposed gas plants are clustered closely together, 
meaning that some disadvantaged areas are covered by 
multiple nearby plants. 

The three-mile footprints of 28 of the proposed natural 

tracts in rural areas, with population density below 

tracts under the three-mile footprint of the proposed 
plants were in these rural areas. The most rural areas 
with fewer than 285 people per square mile — the Cen-

-
tion for rural
of Pennsylvania but were 44.2 percent of the areas 
covered by the proposed plants. The addition of the 
proposed gas plants substantially increased the num-
ber of rural and most-rural census tracts covered by 

increase for all Pennsylvania tracts).



 

economically disadvantaged communities and areas 

areas generally have fewer lower-income, higher-
poverty and higher-economic-stress households, these 
marginalized areas are overrepresented in the areas 
under the three-mile footprint of the existing and pro-
posed power plants. 

major shale plays, where shale gas development is 
occurring in poorer, rural areas of the United States, 

resource development is linked to “a history of mar-
ginalization, extraction-related health issues, and a 
cycle of poverty.”  New power plants are often sited in 
existing or vacant industrial land or in open, rural land, 

-

located in the rural areas with the least political power 
and higher levels of economic stress. 

-
-

nomically stressed rural areas: 

and the lowest household median incomes were dispro-
portionately covered by the existing and proposed power 
plants’ three-mile footprints and multiple plant footprints 
— and economically disadvantaged areas in the most 
rural areas had the greatest disparities (see Figure 5). 

The rural areas with lower household incomes or higher 

were more common within three miles of an existing or 
proposed plant and even more likely to be within three 

twice as common near one plant and four times more 
common near multiple proposed gas plants than they 

-
cent of the population living in poverty were more than 
twice as common under the footprints of two or more 
power plants.

Pennsylvania’s existing and proposed power plants 
in rural areas were disproportionately sited within 
three miles of less-educated areas: The rural and 
most-rural areas with the lowest percentage of the 

-
cantly overrepresented in the three-mile footprint of 
existing and proposed power plants, and areas with the 
highest proportion of college graduates were less likely 

FIG. 5:  Distribution of Census Tracts by Income Indicator in Rural Areas  
Within Three-Mile Footprint of Proposed and Existing Power Plants*

All rural  
<80% MHHI

Most rural 
<80% MHHI

All rural 
>20% SNAP

Share of census tracts with 
existing and new plants

Share of census tracts with  
two or more existing and new plants

Share of 
census tracts

*Distribution within census tracts by population density; most rural has fewer than 285 people per square mile, all rural has fewer than 2,499 people per square mile.

Most rural 
>20% SNAP

All rural 
>15% poverty

Most rural 
>15% poverty
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to be near power plants. The gap between the most 
and least educated areas was especially pronounced for 
areas overlapped by two or more power plants, espe-
cially in the most-rural areas (see Figure 6). These plants 
would have a particular impact on communities that 

-
ford County, where nine proposed plants would largely 

tracts within three miles of two or more power plants. 

common beneath the footprint of multiple plants than 
their distribution in rural and most-rural areas. These 
most-educated areas made up one-third (34.5 percent) 

three miles of multiple power plants.

MAP 4:  Pittsburgh's Power Plants and Areas of Economic Stress

Existing power plants 
(three-mile footprint)

Areas of economic stressProposed power plants 
(three-mile footprint)

FIG. 6:  Distribution of Census Tracts by Education  
Levels Within Three-Mile Footprint of  
Existing and Proposed Power Plants

All rural  
least educated

Most rural  
least educated

All rural  
most educated

Most rural  
most educated

Share of census tracts with existing and new plants

Share of census tracts with two or more existing and new plants

Share of census tracts



 

The proposed gas plants would reinforce overall 
disparities for communities of color, lower-income 
and economically stressed areas, and areas with 
lower education levels: 

areas where whites make up the vast majority of the 
population, the addition of these plants does not dilute 
the substantial disparate proximity for disadvantaged 
communities and communities of color. Throughout 
Pennsylvania, the overrepresentation of these areas 
beneath the footprints of power plants remains virtu-
ally unchanged with the addition of the new plants in 

 

made up nearly half of the census tracts beneath the 
three-mile footprint of both existing power plants and 

for household income, poverty levels, unemployment 

existing plants very modestly increases or maintains 

MAP 5:  Pennsylvania Power Plants and Low-Education Communities

Existing power plants 
(three-mile footprint)

Areas where less than 15 percent of the 
population had college degrees

Proposed power plants 
(three-mile footprint)

Areas where more than 30 percent of 
the population had college degrees



 Food & Water Watch  •  foodandwaterwatch.org

the likelihood that families in these disadvantaged 
areas would live within three miles of any plant. For 
example, one-third of areas where household incomes 

household income were within three miles of both 
existing plants and existing and proposed plants 

This pattern holds true for all of the other indicators 

plant would cover multiple census tracts where people 
-

tion (and also closely overlaps an existing, smaller oil 
plant, meaning that these communities would be in 

proposed plant in southwestern Pennsylvania near 

the pipeline, and some of the known proposals pose 
substantial environmental injustices. The Southeastern 

in North Philadelphia to power mass-transit trains.  

Nicetown neighborhood already endures some of the 
highest particulate pollution in the country and has the 
highest rate of childhood asthma hospitalizations in 
Philadelphia.  

plant would only add to an already substantial pollu-

forward with the proposed plant over the vehement 
objections of community leaders and environmentalists 

failure to respond to comments or to inform the com-
munity of the decision.  

MAP 6:  Proposed Power Plants Near Reading, Pennsylvania

Communities of color

Existing power plants 
(three-mile footprint)

Areas of economic stress

Proposed power plants 
(three-mile footprint)

The DEP canceled 
a public hearing 
for a proposed 
plant covering 
environmental justice 
census tracts that 
closely overlap a 
smaller, existing oil 
plant (note darker 
blue/green footprint).

The DEP held a 
public hearing for the 

plant, which was 
planned for a whiter 

area with generally 
higher incomes and 

lower poverty levels.



 

Conclusion and Recommendations
The fossil fuel power plants in Pennsylvania are dis-
proportionately located near lower-income, economi-
cally stressed, less-educated areas and communities 

plants only reinforces long-standing environmental 

plants is destined for distant, out-of-state consumers, 
but the pollution would remain to burden disadvan-
taged Pennsylvania communities.

The proposed gas plants would increase the climate-
destroying emissions both from the plants and from 
the widespread methane leaks from connecting 
infrastructure, meaning that natural gas cannot be 
considered a low-carbon fuel.

communities. 

Pennsylvania can fully shift to zero-emission, clean, 
renewable power.  The northeastern portion of the 
state where the new gas plants are proposed has good 

homes.
needs could be met by rooftop solar panels alone.82 

generate economically competitive energy.83 

The existing Pennsylvania power plants have not 
delivered economic vitality to the surrounding areas 
— this analysis found that nearby areas have higher 
concentrations of lower-income households and higher 

-
ties, natural gas development has often turned areas 

bears the concentrated environmental burden.84 

engine that the industry and its supporters contend, 
and fracking jobs have often been overhyped.85 Today, 
more Pennsylvanians already work in the wind and 

jobs), according to Department of Energy data.86 Penn-
sylvania could expand this economic opportunity by 

Pennsylvania should not double down on dirty energy 
by increasing the number of fossil fuel power plants 
with 48 proposed new natural gas plants. Food & Water 
Watch recommends:

• Pennsylvania and the nation should halt the 
construction of the proposed natural gas plants 
and any new fossil fuel plants: Pennsylvania 
should require the power companies to replace 

clean, renewable wind, solar and geothermal power 
plants. 

• Pennsylvania and the nation must rapidly shift 
to 100 percent genuine renewable energy by 
2035: Pennsylvania should establish ambitious 
programs for deploying existing renewable energy 

grids to cater to distributed renewable power gen-
eration; and implement aggressive energy con-
servation policies, including large public transport 
investments and widespread deployment of other 
energy-saving solutions. These investments must 
provide a just transition for fossil fuel workers to 

-
turing, installation and maintenance.

• Pennsylvania should substantially strengthen 
its environmental justice review and public par-
ticipation process: The Pennsylvania Department 
of Environmental Protection should fully include 
environmental justice issues and concerns in regu-
latory and permitting decision-making to account 
for vulnerable communities and for the cumulative 
environmental impacts of all polluting facilities — 
including multiple power plants and other toxic 
emitters. Permits should not be issued or renewed 
if the permitting authority determines that the 

avoid unreasonable health or environmental risks. 
The DEP also should increase the environmental 
justice review of proposed fracked shale gas extrac-
tion sites by including oil and gas drilling under the 
enhanced review under environmental justice “trig-
ger permits” that apply to coal mines, new criteria 
air pollutant emitters, and other facilities or activi-
ties that “warrant heightened scrutiny” by the DEP.   

enhanced public participation by making its 
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participation guidelines mandatory instead of 
optional or encouraged — for example, require pub-
lic hearings, require applicants to assess community 
impacts and directly engage with stakeholders, 
require all public meetings and hearings to occur in 
the evenings to ensure that the public can attend 

mechanisms for community capacity building to 
facilitate engagement, and perform direct outreach 

-
nity, faith-based and environmental groups.

• Pennsylvania should assess the disparate 

and pipelines have on disadvantaged commu-
nities: The DEP should publish on its website an 
annual report on the impact that the entire natural 
gas industry and infrastructure — from wellhead 
to power plant to export terminal — has on com-
munities of color and lower-income and economi-
cally stressed communities. The determination of 
environmental justice areas should be expanded 

beyond race and poverty alone to account for 
lower-income and economically stressed areas as 
well as raising the poverty threshold for consider-
ation, and the area of concern should be expanded 
to three miles for proposed or expanded permits. 

• The federal government should ensure that all 
policies and actions do not erode environmental 
justice and health for low-income communities 
and communities of color impacted by pollution: 

of federal funding ensure that their activities do 
not have a disparate and negative impact on com-

Commission should fully investigate the potential 
disparate impact that proposed natural gas pipe-
lines and export terminals might have on communi-
ties of color, lower-income areas and populations 
with cumulative pollution exposures.

• Congress should require the U.S. Environmen-
tal Protection Agency (EPA) to take action to 
enforce environmental civil rights violations: 

appalling backlog of environmental civil rights com-
-

tal civil rights violations. Congress should increase 

enforcement and agency coordination, and actively 
engage communities of color.88

• Congress should restore the private right of 
action that ensures that individuals and commu-
nities can bring their own environmental justice 

enable communities harmed by disproportionate 
impacts to use legal action to address racial dis-
crimination when it comes to siting or permitting 
polluting, hazardous facilities. 

• Pennsylvania and the nation should halt fossil 
fuel infrastructure: Pennsylvania should halt all 
pending and proposed gas pipelines and infrastruc-
ture to support the export of natural gas and other 
fossil fuels and products, including petrochemical 
and plastics manufacturing.

• Pennsylvania and the nation must ban fracking: 
Pennsylvania should immediately ban fracking and 
associated activities, such as sand mining and waste 
disposal that support fracking, and fully investigate 
claims of environmental contamination from drilling 
and fracking. 



 

Methodology
Food & Water Watch analyzed multiple demographic 
characteristics of both Pennsylvania’s population 

plants. The study compared the distribution of the 
demographic characteristics (race and ethnicity, 
household income, economic vulnerability — which 
includes poverty, unemployment and participation in 

— educational attainment and population density) of 
the population and covered census tracts to the overall 
composition of Pennsylvania’s population and census 
tracts.

The population analysis determined the demographic 
characteristics of the population that lived within three 
miles of any power plant using areal apportionment to 
estimate the population based on the fraction of each 
census tract that is covered by a power plant footprint. 
Fractions of census tracts that fell under the footprint 
were treated as having the same demographic distri-
bution as the entire census tract. The census tract’s 
demography (percent of population of color, percent 
unemployment) were applied to the overall population 
to calculate demographic numbers. The areal appor-
tionment estimates of the population living within three 
miles of power plants was compared to Pennsylvania’s 
statewide demographic characteristics.

The census tract-level analysis assessed these demo-
graphic characteristics of Pennsylvania census tracts 
that fell predominantly within the three-mile radius 

power plants. The census tracts were considered 
“covered” by a nearby plant or plants when the area 
beneath the three-mile radius of any plant covered 
either the majority of the geographic area of the tract 
or the geographic midpoint (technically, the geometric 
center or centroid) of the tract. 

that fell predominantly within a three-mile radius of 
multiple power plants. The covered census tracts repre-
sented the population in proximity to one or more fossil 
fuel power plants. The study compared the distribu-
tion of the demographic characteristics of the covered 
census tracts to the overall distribution of comparable 
Pennsylvania census tracts. Census tracts were over-
represented under the footprint of any power plant or 

multiple plants when the proportion of covered census 

cases, the proportion of disadvantaged census tracts 
beneath any plant’s footprint greatly exceeded their 
overall statewide proportion.

census tracts of any demographic group that fell within 
the covered area of power plants. This determined the 
likelihood that any family living in these demographic 
groups (lower income, lower education levels, etc.) 
would live in proximity to power plants. Large portions 
of socially or economically disadvantaged census tracts 
were covered by nearby power plants. 

The studied power generating plants:
publication, the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commis-

electricity generating stations that include power plants 
that provide power to the electric grid and those that 
power institutions (universities) or facilities (factories).89 
Food & Water Watch obtained the list of proposed natu-

to the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Pro-
 Sites with multiple 

generators were counted as a single power plant (for 

both an oil and a gas generating unit). The proposed 
gas plants include new gas plants constructed or pro-

PUC and DEP list were categorized as proposed plants 

Lawrence County). 

Detailed description of geographic analysis method: 

on the geographic location (latitude and longitude) of 

latitude and longitude were determined from the street 
addresses in the Pennsylvania DEP’s Environment Facil-

and longitude (Hilltop Energy Center, LLC) was obtained 

each plant (a commonly used distance to assess com-
munities in close proximity to power plants in environ-
mental justice studies92). The demographic analysis 
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zone covers the majority of the area of any tract (areal 
containment method) or covers the geometric center of 
any tract (centroid containment method). This analysis 
includes census tracts where no single plant covered 

or midpoint were covered by multiple plants, yielding 
areas that are within three miles of two or more plants 

Plants not covered by this analysis: The study only 
examined the areas (census tracts) covered by the 
three-mile radius of existing and proposed power 
plants, but not all of the existing and proposed plants 
covered the majority of any census tract. Since census 

census tracts have considerably larger geographic 
areas, and, as a result, some power plants do not cover 
the majority of any census tract. These plants and 
census tracts were not considered in this analysis that 
compared the communities living in close proximity 
to these plants. Since the power plant footprints may 
cover only a small portion of a census tract (on average 

and demographics of the communities in proximity to 
the power plants. 

There were 88 existing and 48 proposed power plants, 

analysis that covered the majority of one or more 
census tracts. Twenty-four plants were not included in 

existing plants) because they did not cover the majority 
of any census tract, largely because they were within 
or on the edge of census tracts with large geographic 
areas. The three-mile footprint of these excluded plants 
partially covered census tracts that were considerably 
larger than average or typical census tracts (excluded 

These partially covered census tracts also had espe-

of 285 people per square mile (see population density/
ruralness in demographics, below).

While these plants are not covered by this study, the 
partially covered census tracts exhibit similar social 
and economically disadvantaged characteristics to 

MAP 7:  Single Census Tract  
Covered by Multiple Plants

The majority of the darker-shaded census tract is not 
covered by either of the two plants, but together, they 
cover more than 50 percent of the tract and it is included 
in this study.

MAP 8:  Census Tracts Covered by 
One Plant and by Multiple Plants

Census tract covered by one plant

Census tract covered by multiple plants

Census tract not covered

Census tract 
geographic 
midpoint



 

people live within three miles of the excluded plants 

This population has a median household income that 
is 5 percent below the statewide median and has a sig-

 
28.6 percent statewide).

Demographic characteristics considered: The analy-
sis covers multiple demographic characteristics of 
census tracts associated with social or economic disad-
vantage including race and ethnicity, median household 
income, economic vulnerability (unemployment rate, 
poverty rate and percent of households participating in 

-
can Community Survey data and broken into groups 
to compare area based on comparable demographic 
indicators.

People of color as percent of total population: The per-
centage of the population that was not non-Hispanic 

-

Median household income: The census tract median 
household income relative to Pennsylvania’s median 
household income of $53,59993 was broken into four 

-
cil94

 

Educational attainment: The percent of the over-25 
year-old population with at least a four-year college 

 
-
 

-

tracts). Overall, 28.6 percent of Pennsylvanians over 
25 have college or advanced degrees.

Economic stress (unemployment, poverty and SNAP 
participation): The percent of the population living 
below the poverty line (poverty rate) was broken into 
5 percentage point increments, and this analysis con-
sidered the two highest levels to represent higher 
economic stress: the highest poverty category (over 

-

census tracts) and the second highest (over  

tracts, inclusive of the highest rate). The percent of 
the unemployed workforce (unemployment rate) 
was broken into three groups, and this considered 

-
ployment as high economic stress (about double the 
median unemployment rate of all census tracts of 
6.9 percent, this higher unemployment rate repre-

Population density and ruralness: 

-

than 285 people per square mile, the Center for 
95 (a subset of 
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Applicant County Municipality Project Phase (as of December 5, 2017)

Under construction  

Clinton

Under completeness review

Under construction  

Under construction  

 

 

Under construction  

Lycoming Clinton Twp.
Potter Hebron Twp.

 

Panda Hummel Station, LLC  Under construction  

Shamokin Dam Station, LLC Snyder Under technical review
Susquehanna

Under technical review
Wrighter Energy, LLC Susquehanna Thompson Twp. Under technical review

Duncan Twp
ESC Tioga County Power, LLC Tioga Under completeness review

 

Stourbridge Energy, LLC Wayne
Under construction  

 

Appendix
 List of All New/Planned Pennsylvania Natural Gas Power Plants as of December 2017



 23

-

-
ity prices wilt.” Wall Street Journal
Napsha, Joe. “Natural gas-fueled power plants on rise.” 
Pittsburgh Tribune-Review
Shale boom could return.” Observer-Reporter (Washing-

town.” NPR StateImpact Pennsylvania

3 Food & Water Watch analysis of new power plant owner-
-

at www.pjm.com/about-pjm/member-services/member-

-

two Japanese investors.” Lehigh Valley Business

Gant News

natural gas becoming choice for generating electricity.” 
Pittsburgh Business Times

www.power-technology.com/projects/patriot-generating-

-

gas plant to have clean hedge on gas supply.” Natural Gas 
Intelligence
Energy center feeding need for power.” Reading Eagle. July 

-
regulated electricity, no need to subsidize nuclear power.” 
Allentown Morning Call
“EmberClear announces partnership with Tyr Energy for 
plants in Porter Twp.” Pottsville Republican-Herald

Lock 
Haven Express
new Salem plant.” Wilkes-Barre Times Leader

-
-

ing for natural gas-fueled power plant in Westmoreland 

4 Wilkes-Barre Times Leader -
tails emerge on Jessup natural gas plant.” Scranton Times-
Tribune

shuttered coal facility in Snyder County.” NPR StateImpact 
Pennsylvania

The Guardian

and combating.” TESCE

Rigzone

-
-

Back-
grounder

-

8 Food & Water Watch analysis of areal apportionment of 
the population within a three-mile radius of existing and 
proposed plants based on the geographic share of each 

that estimates the population under the footprint of 
three-mile radii from each plant based on the fraction of 
each census tract that the footprint covers. Fractions of 
census tracts that fell under the footprint of plants were 
treated as having the same demographic distributions as 

demographic variables were placed into the sample. 

-
graphic change hypotheses of environmental injustice.” 
Environmental Research Letters

-
tion within three miles of existing plants and 39.9 percent 
of the population near existing and proposed plants, 

percent statewide.

Stockholm Environment Institute. 
-

Endnotes



24 Food & Water Watch  •  foodandwaterwatch.org

to 63.

-

located in Philadelphia County; 2) Falling Spring plant, in 
-

has a 269.4 megawatt generating capacity, is owned by 

-
ergy Corporation and is located in Northampton County.

implications.” Journal of Physics: Conference Series. Vol. 

-
tions for hydraulic fracturing and shale-gas extraction.” 

leaks across Washington, DC.” Environmental Science & 
Technology

Environmental Science & Technology

-
sions and the greenhouse gas footprint of natural gas.” 
Energy Science & Engineering

natural gas from shale formations.” Climatic Change

-
-

tal Panel on Climate Change climate models.” Proceedings 
of the National Academy of Sciences

-
mental justice and government performance.” Journal 

of Policy Analysis and Management

class, and legal determinants of penalties against pe-
Journal of Black Studies. Vol. 34, No. 

“Environmental inequality in exposures to airborne 
particulate matter components in the United States.” 
Environmental Health Perspectives.

Environmental Justice Organization. “Coal blooded. Put-

Associated Press

U.S. DOE. “Environmental quality and the U.S. power sec-

patterns in environmental injustice and inequality: Out-
door NO2 air pollution in the United States.” PLOS ONE. 

Center for Justice, Tolerance & Community, University of 
-

ronmental Health Collaborative. “Still toxic after all these 

-
ronmental justice case study.” American Journal of Public 
Health

communities.” West Virginia Law Review.

-
tal injustices and hydraulic fracturing on Pennsylvania’s 
farms.” Journal of Rural Studies

“Environmental justice: Examining the Environmental 

on environmental justice.” NPR StateImpact Pennsylvania. 

-
tudinal environmental justice studies.” Environmental 
Research Letters

hazardous waste facility siting: Understanding temporal 
Environmental Studies Faculty Publi-

cations



 25

22 Physicians, Scientists, and Engineers for Healthy Energy 

air polluting facilities in New Jersey.” Professional Geog-
rapher

-
moval, and the distribution of environmental violations 

Landscape Research. 

Society & Natural Resources

distribution of water-monitoring organizations across 
-

ing and social justice.” Policing: An International Journal of 
Police Strategies & Management

Coyle. “Unequal protection: The racial divide in environ-
mental law.” National Law Journal -

“Environmental Justice 
Public Participation Policy.” -

26 Food & Water Watch searched the Pennsylvania DEP’s 
-

mation webpages; we also searched the Pennsylvania 

plant plan.” Reading Eagle

methodology.

28 O’Laughlin, Lindsey. “DEP hearing airs pros, cons on 
Reading Eagle. November 3, 

Reading Eagle. December 9, 

-
posed plant near Nemacolin.” Observer-Reporter. Novem-

NPR StateImpact Pennsylvania. November 

face worse health and health care disparities — but some 
Health Policy Brief. 

-
tal justice and regional inequality in Southern California: 

Environmental Health 
Perspectives

-
tariat of the Commission for Environmental Cooperation 

-

-

-
dards. “NOx

-

(SO2), nitrogen oxides (NOx

at Slides 5 and 6.

-

x emission controls 
-

38 Colborn, Theo et al. “Natural gas operations from a 
public health perspective.” International Journal of Human 
and Ecological Risk Assessment

Cancer Epidemiol-
ogy, Biomarkers & Prevention

exposure to ozone, carbon monoxide, and particulate 
Envi-

ronmental Health Perspectives

smog exposure to premature death.” New York Times. 

stream of a natural gas incinerator power plant.” Bulletin 
of Environmental Contamination and Toxicology

Comparing the options.” International Atomic Energy 
Agency Bulletin



26 Food & Water Watch  •  foodandwaterwatch.org

-
sion and its permeability through some building con-
struction materials by using SSNTD technique.” Interna-
tional Journal of Science and Research

-
Environmental Health 

Perspectives

43 World Health Organization. “WHO handbook on indoor 

quality and environmental justice into climate policy.” 
Climatic Change

-
ern University. “Unequal exposure to ecological hazards 

healthy-air/sota/city-rankings/most-polluted-cities.html. 

48 “Environmental inequality, adverse 
birth outcomes, and exposure to ambient air pollution in 

 Journal of Racial and Ethnic 
Health Disparities

-

Unequal Treatment: 
Confronting Racial and Ethnic Disparities in Health Care. 

-
ronmentally hazardous facility location in Pennsylvania.” 
Pennsylvania Geography

Ohio: Perceptions and realities.” Journal of Health Dispari-
ties Research and Practice

The case of North Carolina.” Environmental Health Per-
spectives

52 Ogneva-Himmelberger, Yelena and Liyao Huang. “Spa-
tial distribution of unconventional gas wells and human 

Vulnerability analysis.” Applied Geography

Univer-
sity of Pennsylvania Law Review

another or even linked, are evaluated individually for pol-
lution.” Pittsburgh Post-Gazette

fracking.” Environmental Health News -

58 
Allegheny Front

gas development.” University of Pittsburg Law Review

Environmental Justice. Vol. 8, No. 

hits snag in rural Pennsylvania.” Reuters

costs of producing shale gas.” New York Times

prompts calls for federal action on fracking.” DeSmogBlog. 



 

The Hill
-

mock, Pa.” Associated Press.
gets it owns ‘Occupy’ movement.” TomDispatch. January 

64 Perry, Simona L. “Development, land use, and collective 
-

sylvania.” Culture, Agriculture, Food and Environment. The 
Journal of Culture & Agriculture
and 89.

nearing completion; opponents gaining power.” Scranton 
Times-Tribune

66 Food & Water Watch analysis of areal apportionment of 
the population within a three-mile radius of existing and 
proposed plants based on the geographic share of each 
covered census tract. Fractions of census tracts that fell 
under the footprint of plants were treated as having the 
same demographic distributions as the entire census 
tract. The populations living within three miles was the 
sum of the portions of the census tracts’ populations 
covered by the plants. 

68 Ibid.

-

respiratory health in elementary schoolchildren.” Journal 
of Environmental Management

Cities. Vol. 36. 

residential proximity to polluting industrial facilities: Evi-
Ameri-

can Journal of Public Health. Vol. 99, No. S3. September 3, 

the population within a three-mile radius of existing and 
proposed plants. 

-
porate power in cancer alley.” Organization & Environment. 

urban; this analysis uses population density below that 
threshold to identify rural census tracts.

-
sylvania. “Counting all rural counties.” Center for Rural 
Pennsylvania Newsletter

-

-

Philadelphia Tribune
Jaramillo, Caralina. “Philadelphia energy solutions: a giant 
polluter looms over the lives — and health — of its neigh-
bors.” NPR StateImpact Pennsylvania

natural gas plant in Nicetown.” WHYY-PlanPhilly FM 90.9. 

Synapse Energy Economics. 
-

ing Pennsylvania’s Energy Future: Powering the Com-

station would produce about 39 million kilowatt-hours 
of electricity and typical Pennsylvania households use 

82 
-

36. 

States of New York and Pennsylvania.” Proceedings of the 
-



28 Food & Water Watch  •  foodandwaterwatch.org

Carre, Nancy C. “Environmental justice and hydraulic frac-
turing: The ascendancy of grassroots populism in policy 
determination.” Journal of Social Change

-

85 See -

The Atlantic

Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection.” 

plants’ precise street address numbers (just the road, 
county, state and zip code) Food & Water Watch put the 

-

-
graphic point, determining that the new plant is replacing 

The geographic point for that former coal plant was used; 

-
mographics of dumping.” Demography

-

-

-

-
sylvania. “Counting all rural counties.” Center for Rural 
Pennsylvania Newsletter

-



More Food & Water Watch Research on Energy and The Environment

The Trans-Atlantic Plastics Pipeline:  
How Pennsylvania's Fracking Boom Crosses the Atlantic
America’s oil and gas rush is coming to Europe, polluting both sides of the pond, contributing 
to climate change and threatening coastal wildlife. Over the past decade, the U.S. fossil fuel 
industry has surged by employing new techniques and technologies that combine horizontal 
drilling and hydraulic fracturing (or fracking) to extract oil and gas from shale and other 
underground rock formations. The boom, combined with low-priced fossil fuel-based natural 
gas, also spawned a resurgence in North American petrochemical and plastics manufacturing — 
and the pollution that comes with it.

Paying to Pollute: The Environmental Injustice of Pollution Trading 
Market-based pollution credit schemes are undermining successful environmental laws like 
the Clean Air Act and the Clean Water Act by allowing industries to pay for the right to dump 
contaminants into our waterways and air. The health and environment of communities 
surrounding these pollution sources pay the price for these free market environmental policies. 
All too often, these are lower-income neighborhoods and communities of color.

The Social Costs of Fracking 
Pennsylvania’s natural gas boom has brought thousands of new gas wells, a number of 

accidents, civic disturbances and public health problems in rural Pennsylvania counties have 
increased since the shale rush began in 2005, diminishing the quality of life for residents.

The Urgent Case for a Ban on Fracking 
Fracking, or “hydraulic fracturing,” is a dangerous process that brings a host of problems. This 
comprehensive report details the facts on fracking and the many reasons why it should be 
banned.

For more Food & Water Watch research, visit 

foodandwaterwatch.org/library
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