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Introduction 

Delaware Riverkeeper Network (DRN) conducted visual assessments and stream monitoring 

along sections of the proposed Penn East pipeline route as part of ground-truthing information 

supplied for the Federal Energy and Regulatory (FERC) Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

(DEIS) for the proposed Penn East Pipeline project. DRN walked accessible portions of the 

pipeline route, focusing on areas where forested habitats, steep slope impacts, and stream and 

wetland impacts would occur with a goal to spot check information provided about these 

impacts in the FERC DEIS and to determine how well these resources were mapped out in the 

field.  Spot areas monitored targeted sections of the pipeline route proposed to be located in 

Pennsylvania State Gameland (SGL) 168, Appalachian Trail across Blue Mountain, Ted Stiles 

Preserve at Baldpate Mountain in New Jersey, and proposed stream crossings of Alexauken 

Creek, Wickecheoke Creek and Harihokake Creek, three C1 streams in New Jersey.     

Methods 

DRN used a combination of Penn East wetland delineation maps and reports (dated Sept 2015 

and 3/3/2016), the FERC DEIS (August, 2016), PE alignment sheets Revision D (dated 

9/23/2015), and digitized GIS based field mapping tools (Sept., 2015 route and Feb, 2015 route) 

to conduct assessments.  Photo documentation and habitat assessments were conducted along 

areas of the proposed pipeline route.  For C1 stream assessments, each stream station was 

assessed and selected based on its proximity to an existing Right of Way (ROW) or proposed PE 

route, accessibility and property permissions.  Calibrated automatic temperature probes 

(HOBO) were temporarily installed into the stream water column to document hourly summer 

water temperatures from Mid-August to early September.  DRN used approved PA DEP 

methodologies for probe placement ŀƴŘ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜŘ bŜǿ WŜǊǎŜȅΩǎ LƴǘŜƎǊŀǘŜŘ 303 (d) listings and 

water quality classifications to select stream locations.i  

Mapping Errors, Inadequate and Incomplete Information in DEIS 

Flaws in Wetlands Analyses ς Avoidance & Minimization Measures not Fully 

Considered 
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According to the FERC DEIS, construction of the PE pipeline would temporarily impact 56 acres 

of wetlands (26 acres in Pennsylvania and 30 acres in New Jersey) and permanently impact 

about 35 acres of wetlands (17 acres in Pennsylvania and 18 acres in New Jersey).  According to 

the DEIS, in New Jersey, 17.57 acres of forested or scrub shrub wetlands will be permanently 

converted to herbaceous wetland and in Pennsylvania 17.27 acres of forested or scrub shrub 

wetlands will be permanently converted to herbaceous wetland.  Wetland crossing widths in 

Pennsylvania and New Jersey are estimated in the DEIS to be 22,541 ft. and 16,443 ft., 

respectively.  Wetland crossings proposed, are mostly proposed to be open cuts and at least 

173 wetlands are proposed for open cut methods which are documented to leave long term 

and cascading impacts to these sensitive habitats often including but not limited to changes in 

hydrology, temperature changes, potential invasive plant colonization, and nutrient changes.ii  

The FERC DEIS ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ άemergent vegetation regenerates quickly (in wetlands), typically 

within one to three years and in scrub shrub and forested wetlands, PE would maintain a 10 foot 

wide corridor centered over the pipeline in an herbaceous state and would selectively cut trees 

within a 30-foot-wide corridor centered over the pipeline. The remainder of forested and scrub-

shrub vegetation would be allowed to return to preconstruction conditions and would not be 

affected during operation. No permanent fill or loss of wetland area would result from 

construction and operation of the ProjectΦέ DRN has documented continued and irreversible 

impacts to wetlands from pipeline crossings that are sustained beyond this short term view, 

especially in forested wetlands where tree regrowth can take decades to recover.iii  In light of 

deer browse and other impacts to changed soils, trees may never establish as they had prior to 

the ROW impact in these forested wetlands.  Invasive plant species often move into these 

wetlands and impact the wetland ecology long term. iv   

These impacts are not fully outlined in the DEIS and the wetland habitats themselves to be 

impacted are not all accurately included or represented in the DEIS and have missing 

information regarding their features and habitats.    While the DEIS states that FERC 

acknowledges that not all wetland surveys, especially related to vernal pools, are completed it 

recommends that PE, prior to construction, will provide a revised table of impacts on vernal 

pools within or near proposed workspaces based on completed surveys.   
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Upon limited field reviews and alignment sheet reviews by DRN and field reviews provided by 

Schmid & Companyv, the characterization of wetland impacts by FERC is erroneous, inadequate 

ŀƴŘ ƛƴŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜΦ  C9w/Ωǎ rationale and request of updated wetland information being provided 

before construction does not allow for thorough and adequate public and technical review.  

Given the wealth of inaccuracies and misinformation the Delaware Riverkeeper Network and 

experts have documented regarding the wetlands and vernal pools, and/or lack thereof, in 

areas where PennEast has fully surveyed and intends to engage in construction, operation and 

maintenance activities, demonstrates that third party public vetting of any claimed future data 

is necessary.  C9w/Ωǎ ǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƧǳǊƛǎŘƛŎǘƛƻƴ ōȅ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎ ǿƛƭƭ ƭŜŀŘ ǘƻ proper mitigation 

and restoration is also not based on science and restoration ecological principles and what is 

actually observed on the ground.   

The DEIS  ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƻƴƭȅ ƻƴŜ ǿŜǘƭŀƴŘ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ t9 ǊƻǳǘŜ ǿƛǘƘ άŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘŜŘ 

ǎƻƛƭǎέ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǉuests PE identify special construction techniques for wetlands as well as 

justification of any resulting required additional workspace for crossings of these saturated 

wetland soils.  It is unclear what FERC means by highlighting this one wetland.  By nature, most 

wetlands have saturated soils and most wetland crossings identified in the PE alignment sheets 

indicate significant temporary work space (TWS) and additional temporary work space (ATWS) 

that are often located just adjacent to the waterbody and wetland and that often involve the 

cutting of mature trees and compaction of soils adjacent to those wetlands.  In some instances 

ATWS is proposed to be located in actual wetlands.  Avoidance and minimization of these 

wetlands are not being fully considered.  The DEIS lists 211 wetland and waterbodies that are 

proposed to have ATWS impacts within 50 feet of these wetlands and waterbodies (Table G-10) 

which is the majority of waterbodies to be cut.  PE states and FERC agrees that citing ATWS 

within 50 ft of wetlands is justified and allowed for when the following conditions occur:  HDD 

under roads and interstates, to store excavated material, to cross steep slope and wetlands, 

and to cross railroad corridors.  Minor and major road crossings alone appear to jeopardize 

sensitive wetland habitats in atleast 59 wetlands (Table G-10).    

PE is proposing Open Cut trenching for 130 of the wetlands proposed to be crossed.  Other 

wetlands not cut by open cut are noted in the DEIS as N/A for crossing type ς it is unclear what 
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is meant by N/A ς there is no description of that condition in the notes of the table (Table G-

11).  Still a few other wetlands are noted as Bore/Open Cut or Open Cut/HDD.  Despite open 

cuts making up the majority of the waterbody crossings and despite the exceptions of allowing 

ATWS within 50 feet of sensitive wetlands at least in 211 instances, FERC concludes that there is 

adequate justification for ATWSs and that there will be minimal harm.  C9w/Ωǎ ŎƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ is a 

false conclusion and avoidance of these sensitive areas was not fully and adequately 

investigated.   

HDD long borings should be considered and analyzed for feasibility for each and every 

waterbody crossing along the route to reduce impacts to sensitive habitats.vi    However, in 

some instances, HDD entrance and exit points which often require large land clearings and 

impacts to soils are proposed by PE to be located in sensitive wetland and forested habitats.   

This practice is another indication that avoidance and minimization is not fully being considered 

for wetlands and waterbodies and the most technological advanced measures and proper citing 

of HDD are not being considered.  For example, in Mercer Co. New Jersey, a horizontal 

directional drill (HDD) is proposed under Pleasant Valley Rd. and an adjacent stream and 

wetland complex (between MP 105.5 and 106.0) (see figure 1).   However, in this instance, the 

HDD entry point is proposed to be located at MP 105.4 and within a large PEM wetland 

complex (1002-PEM and 1001-PEM).  According to alignment sheets, that HDD entry point in 

the wetland would require temporary work space on either side of the permanent ROW  in 

addition to ŀ пллΩ ōȅ флΩ ŀƴŘ пллΩ ōȅ слΩ !¢²{ on either side of the permanent ROW within the 

wetland.  It would be less impactful to extend the HDD entry point westward away from the 

waterbody or forest to reduce impacts and to encourage longer HDD borings to better avoid 

impacts from open cuts.  
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Figure 1. Penn East Alignment Drawing 000-03-01-212 Revision D.  Illustrating an HDD entry work space within a wetland 

The exit point for this same proposed HDD section is proposed just adjacent another wetland 

complex and just north of and paralleling a stream (see figure 2).   The faded aerial overlays 

that are provided by Penn East in alignment sheets are unclear but it appears mature trees may 

be cut for this HDD exit point.  Again, it would be less impactful to extend the HDD to a location 

where already impacted land would not be harmed since technology is feasible to drill for 

longer segments, thereby reducing impacts.  An HDD should be required in this MP area to 

minimize harm to the point pleasant wetland and stream complex but the citing for the exit and 

entrance points is inappropriate yet it has been deemed acceptable impact by FERC.   
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Figure 2. Penn East Alignment Drawing 000-03-01-213 Revision D.  Illustrating an HDD exit work space adjacent a wetland 
and parallel a stream. Mature trees also appear to possibly located in this reach though faded alignments are provided by PE 
which make land use determination difficult.   

FERC Analysis Flaws, Missing Vernal Pool Habitat Documentation & Incomplete 

Cumulative Review of Impacts to Amphibians  

C9w/Ωǎ recommendation in the DEIS that PE provide missing information on vernal pools and 

revise its impact tables on vernal pools within or near the proposed workspace before 

construction is not protective of these important wetlands types nor adequate for public review 

or proper avoidance or minimization of these impacts.   

The FERC DEIS states that approximately 0.13 acre of vernal pool habitats would be impacted 

by construction of the Project, with 0.11 acre permanently impacted during operation. Based 

on the sensitive areas along the 115 mile proposed route, this acreage sounds low.  Spot field 

checks in short sections of already surveyed areas of the route, make clear that vernal pools 

and wetlands have been missed and not accurately depicted by field surveys or the DEIS.   

For example, DRN field-truthed and surveyed SGL 168 along MP 52.4 to MP 52.9 on August 28, 

2016 after reviewing PE wetland delineation maps (maps not part of the DEIS) and alignment 
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sheets (Revision D)  that showed there were only three vernal pool habitats present in this area 

of the route. (072415_JC_1001_VP, 072415_JC_1003_VP, 72415_JC_1002_VP on Figure 3 

Sheets 129 and 130, PE wetland delineation map). When DRN assessed and walked this section 

of pipeline, it was clear vernal pool habitats were missed even in areas that PE has noted as 

being surveyed.  DRN documented 12 vernal pools or potential vernal pool complexes and 

groundwater seeps and depressions that may serve as habitat along this same area of the 

pipeline route (see Figure 3).  Table G-11 of the DEIS notes only two vernal pools in this area at 

MP 52.4 and MP 52.6 and both are forested yet an open cut (25 feet and 67 feet) is the crossing 

type PE is proposing.  One stream, an UNT to Indian Creek at 52.4 is documented by PE on Table 

G-7.  No groundwater seeps or springs have been documented by PE in this area.  This is not 

protective of the vernal forested pool habitats that obligate and facultative vernal pool species 

require and it also does not include or map all vernal pools and groundwater seeps that were 

present in this reach of the proposed route.  Table G-11 in the FERC EIS and the wetland 

delineation maps provided by PE are also not consistent.   
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Figure 3:  Vernal pools and groundwater seeps along base of Blue Mountain.  Note red line 
depicts pipeline route with 400 ft. survey area.  Herpetologists recommend 1,000 ft buffer of 
upland to protect vernal pool species.   

This section of the pipeline route is in a stretch of high quality PA State Gameland 168 forest 

that has sensitive vernal pool species present since surrounding upland intact mature forest is 

present ς a much needed component for vernal pool species during times of the year when the 

vernal pools are dry.  Protecting vernal pools and the surrounding 1,000 feet of upland habitat 

is critical for protection of water quality, amphibian breeding, and terrestrial habitat for adult 

and juvenile amphibians.vii Residents along Cottonwood Drive that are about 500 feet from the 

proposed route and that back up to the SGL property forest, have noted amphibian calls during 

the breeding season.   
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Furthermore, this area that DRN field truthed was in an area that PE stated they had surveyed.  

However during assessment of this route, there were only a few pink flags marked by the PE 

surveyors for a short section of the route and no wetland flagging at all was present at vernal 

pools located along the proposed route. The pipeline route either intersects or runs adjacent to 

these vernal pool areas which would inflict harm to species that rely on these vernal pool 

wetlands to breed yet no documentation of these actual surrounding habitats is provided by PE 

in the information provided in the DEIS.   

Though these photos were taken during the dry season on August 29, 2016, it is evident that 

they likely serve as wetland vernal pool areas during the vernal pool season.    

 

Figure 4.  Note depression, stained leaves, cardinal flower in bloom and ground indicative of forested vernal 
pools 


