Overview of Protective Buffers PA’s Recommended Setbacks
Unconventional Wells
● Unconventional gas wells shall not be constructed within 3,281 ft of any occupied
building or water well, as measured from the edge of the well pad. The property owner
shall not be allowed to waive this setback.1
●

Unconventional gas wells shall not be constructed within 8,202 ft, measured from the
edge of the well pad to the edge of the property line of any parcel containing any
structure serving vulnerable populations including structures used for education, day
care or child care, hospitals, nursing homes and assisted living facilities.2

●

Unconventional gas wells shall not be constructed within 3,281 ft of any existing water
well, surface water intake, reservoir or other water supply extraction point used by a
water purveyor, as measured from the edge of the well pad. The water purveyor shall not
be allowed to waive this setback.3

Compressor Stations
● Natural gas compressor stations that are considered major sources of air pollution
requiring a Title V permit shall not be constructed within a distance of 9,843 ft, measured
from the edge of the property line of parcel(s) containing the compressor station and
related equipment including condensate tanks and dehydrators, to any occupied
building.4
●

Natural gas compressor stations that are not considered major sources of pollution and
do not need a Title V permit shall not be constructed within a distance of 3,281 ft,
measured from the edge of the property line of the parcel(s) containing the compressor
station and related equipment including condensate tanks and dehydrators, to any
occupied building.5

●

Natural gas compressor stations that are not considered major sources of pollution and
do not need a Title V permit shall not be constructed within a distance of 8,202 ft
measured from the edge of the property line of the parcel(s) containing the compressor
station and related equipment including condensate tanks and dehydrators, to the edge
of the property line of any parcel containing any structure serving vulnerable populations
including structures used for education, day care or child care, hospitals, nursing homes
and assisted living facilities.6

Ethane Cracker Plants
● Ethane cracker plants shall not be constructed within 9,842 ft, measured from the edge
of the property line of the parcel(s) containing the ethane cracker plant, to any occupied
building.7

Gas-Fired Power Plants
● Natural gas-fired power plants shall not be constructed within 9,842 ft, measured from
the edge of the property line of the parcel(s) containing the power plant, to any occupied
building.8
Natural Gas Processing Plants
● Natural gas processing plants shall not be constructed within 16,404 ft, measured from
the edge of the property line of the parcel(s) containing the natural gas processing plant
and related equipment including condensate tanks and dehydrators, to any occupied
building.9
Natural Gas Pipelines
● Natural gas gathering and transmission pipelines that are not providing public utility
service and are not under the exclusive jurisdiction of the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission under the Natural Gas Act shall not be permitted within 100 ft beyond the
potential impact radius (PIR) of any occupied building. The PIR is calculated using the
following formula: PIR= 0.69*(square root of (p*d2)), where ‘r’ is the radius of a circular
area in feet surrounding the point of failure, ‘p’ is the maximum allowable operating
pressure (MAOP) in the pipeline segment in pounds per square inch and ‘d’ is the
nominal diameter of the pipeline in inches.10
●

Natural gas gathering and transmission pipelines that are not providing public utility
service and are not under the exclusive jurisdiction of the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission under the Natural Gas Act shall not be constructed within a distance equal
to the potential impact radius (PIR) plus 100 ft of any property containing any structure
serving vulnerable populations, measured from the pipeline to the property line of any
parcel containing structures serving vulnerable populations (including structures used for
education, day care or child care, hospitals, nursing homes and assisted living
facilities).10

Hazardous Liquid Pipelines
● Hazardous liquid pipelines carrying flammable gases, including refrigerated liquids
categorized under Guide 115 of PHMSA’s 2020 Emergency Response Guidebook (e.g.,
ethane, butane, propane), shall require a minimum setback of at least 2,640 ft (0.5 mile)
measured from the pipeline to any occupied building.11
●

Hazardous liquid pipelines carrying flammable gases, including refrigerated liquids
categorized under Guide 115 of PHMSA’s 2020 Emergency Response Guidebook shall
not be constructed within 2,640 ft (0.5 mile) of any property containing any structure
serving vulnerable populations, measured from the pipeline to the property line of any
parcel containing structures serving vulnerable populations (including structures used for
education, day care or child care, hospitals, nursing homes and assisted living
facilities).11

●

Hazardous Liquid pipelines carrying flammable liquids, categorized under Guide 128 of
PHMSA’s 2020 Emergency Response Guidebook (e.g., crude oil, gasoline, fuel oil) shall
require a minimum setback of at least 1,000 ft measured from the pipeline to any
occupied building.11

●

Hazardous liquid pipelines carrying flammable liquids categorized under Guide 128 of
PHMSA’s 2020 Emergency Response Guidebook shall not be constructed within 1,000 ft
of any property containing any structure serving vulnerable populations, measured from
the pipeline to the property line of any parcel containing structures serving vulnerable
populations (including structures used for education, day care or child care, hospitals,
nursing homes and assisted living facilities).11

Natural Gas Gathering and Transmission Pipelines & Hazardous Liquid Transmission
Pipelines
●

Pipeline horizontal directional drilling equipment shall not be placed within 250 feet from
the edge of any water body, leaving a minimum 250 foot undisturbed buffer extending
from the edge of each water body.12

Natural Gas Infrastructure and Aquatic Habitats
●

The following infrastructure shall not be constructed within 450 ft from the edge of any
aquatic habitat, defined as all streams, rivers, seeps, springs, wetlands, lakes, ponds, or
reservoirs.13
○ Unconventional natural gas well pads
○ Compressor stations
○ Ethane cracker plants
○ Natural gas processing plants
○ Natural gas-fired power plants
○ A pit or impoundment containing drilling cuttings, flowback water, produced water
or hazardous materials, chemicals or waste;
○ A tank containing hazardous materials, chemicals, condensate, waste, flowback
or produced water
○ Any storage or handling of water, chemicals, fuels, hazardous materials or solid
waste on a well site.
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