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Introduction

Delaware Riverkeepatetwork (DRN)onducted visual assessmemtsd stream monitoring
along sections of the proposed Penn East pipeline rastpart ofgroundtruthing information
suppliedfor the Federal Energy and Regulatory (FEREff Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) for the proposed Penn East Pipeline proj2RiN walked accessible portions of the
pipeline route, focusing on areas efte forestedhabitats steep slope impactgnd streamand
wetlandimpacts would occuwith a goal to spot check information provided about these
impacts in theFEERMEISand to determine how well these resources were mapped out in the
field. Spot aeasmonitoredtargeted sections of the pipeline route proposed to be located in
Pennsylvani&tate Gamelan(SGL168, Appalachian Traicross Blue Mountajed Stiles
Preserve aBaldpate Mountainn New Jerseyand proposed stream crossings Alexauken

Creek, Wickecheoke Creek ahthrinokake Creekhree C1 streams in New Jersey.
Methods

DRN use@ combination of Penn East wetland delineation maps and refgdated Sept 2015
and3/3/2016), the FERC DH®ugust, 2016)PEalignment sheetfkevision Qdated

9/23/2015), and digitized GIS based field mapping $¢8kept., 2015 routand Feb, 2015 roude

to conduct assessments. Photo documentatmd habitat assessments wecenducted along
areas of theproposedpipelineroute. For C1 stream assessmemach stream station was
assessed and selected based ormpitsximity to an existing Right of Way (ROWpmposed PE
route, accessibility and property permissions. Calibrated automatic temperature probes
(HOBO) were temporarily installed into the streamter column to document hourly summer
water temperatures from MidAugust to early SeptembeDRN used approved PA DEP
methodologies for probe placemehity R NBE FSNBYy OSR b 363 (dN&idgE £hé Q &

water quality classifications to seledtesam locations

Mapping Errorsinadequate and Incomplete Information in DEIS

Flaws in Wetlands Analgs ¢ Avoidance& Minimization Measures not Fully
Considered

Ly



According to the FERC DEIS, construction of the PE pipeline would temporarily impaes56 acr
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 Jecseying to
the DEIS, in New Jersey, 17.57 acres ofkterkor scrub shrub wethds will bepermanently
converted to herbaceous wetland ama Pennsylvania 17.27 acres of feted or scrub shrub
wetlands will bepermanently converted to herbaceous wetlan@ilVetland cresing widths in
Pennsylvania andNew Jersey are estimated in th&[3 to be 22,541.fand 16,443 fi.
respectively.Wetland crossingproposed are mostly proposed to be open cuésd at least

173 wetlands are proposed for open cut methodsich are documented tteave long term

and cascadingnpacts to these sensitivRabitatsoften includingbut not limited tochanges in
hydrology, temperature changes, potential invasive plant colonization, and nutrient chinges
The FERC DHISI | (i S ameigdat vagetation regenerates quickly (in wetlands), typically
within one tothree years and in scrub shrub and forested wetlands, PE would maintain a 10 foot
wide corridor centered over the pipeline interbaceous state and would selectively cut trees
within a 3Gfoot-wide corridor centered over the pipeline. The remaindeorafsted 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 Projee®BRN has documeet! 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 retiovelight of

deer browse and other impacts to charfysoils, trees may never establish as they had prior to
the ROW impact in these forestedetlands. Invasive plant speciefen move into these

wetlands and impact the wetland ecology long teffn

These impacts are not fully outlined in the DEIS anduwéiand habitatgshemselvego be
impactedare notall accurately included or represented in the D&18 have missing
informationregarding their features andabitats While the DEIS states th&ERC
acknowledgeshat not all wetland surveys, espetiiarelated to vernal poolsare completedt
recommendghat PE prior to constructionwill provide a revised table of impacts on vernal

pools within or near proposed workspadeased on completed surveys.



Upon limited field reviewsnd alignment sheeateviewsby DRNandfield reviews provided by
Schmid & Compariythe characterization of wetland impacts by FESR&roneous inadequate
YR Ay O2 Y Liatidal endeqlestwilip@aied wetland information being provided

before constructiordoes rot allowfor thorough and adequatpublicandtechnicalreview.

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

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

areas where ennEast has fully surveyed and intends to engage in construction, operation and
maintenance activities, demonstrates that third party public vetting of any claimed future data
isnecessaryCOw/ Qa NI GA2y Il fS (KI G 2 dzNRpiopeknitigdtigny o& 2
and restoration is also not based snience and restoration ecological principsesl what is

actually observean the ground

TheDEIL Gl 6Sa GKFd GKSNB Aa 2yteée 2yS gSGflyR {2
a2 A f & éuestsyPRideNtBylppecial constructimehniquesfor wetlandsas well as

justification of any resulting required additional workspdoecrossings of these saturated

wetland soils.It is unclear what FERC means by highlighting this one wetByadatue, 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 l@etd and that often involve the

cutting of mature trees and compaction of soils adjacent to those wetlaidsome instances
ATWS is proposed to be located in actual wetlargoidanceand minimizatiorof these

wetlands are nobeingfully considered.The DEIS listsl2 wetland and waterbodies that are
proposed to have ATWS impacts within 50 feet of these wetlands and waterkddibke GL0)

which is the majority of waterbodies to be cUPE states and FERC agrees that citing ATWS
within 50 ft of wetands 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 togempa
sensitivewetland habitats in atleast 59 wetlands (TabldG.

PE is proposing Open Cut trenchingX80 of thewetlandsproposedto be crossed Other

wetlands not cut by open cut are notaa the DEI&sN/A for crossing type it is unclear viaat



is meant byN/A ¢ there is nodescription 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/HI2Bpite open
cuts making up the majority of the waterbody crossings despitethe exceptions of allowing
ATWS within 50 feet of sensitive wetlands at least in 21hmsts, FERnNcludes that there is
adequate justification for ATWSs atitht there will be minimal harmC 9 w/ Q& QO<ay Of dza A 2
false conclusiomndavoidance of tesesensitiveareas was not fullpnd adequately
investigated

HDDIlong boringshould be considered and analyzed for feasibility for each and every
waterbody crossing along the route to reduce impacts to sensitive habitatéowever, i

some instages,HDD @trance and exit points which often require lariged clearings and
impacts to soilsre proposed by P be located irsensitivewetland and forestedhabitats.
Thispracticeis another indication that avoidan@nd minimizatioris not fullybeing considered
for wetlandsand waterbodies and the most technological advanced measures and proper citing
of HDD are not being considereBor example, itMercer CoNew Jersey, a horizontal
directional drill (HDD) is ppmsed under Pleasant Valley Rdd an adjacent stream and
wetland complexXbetween MP 105.5 and 106.(ee figurel). However in this instancethe
HDDentry point is proposed to be located at MP 10&nrd within a large PEM wetland
complex (1002PEM and 100PEM). According tdignment sheets, that HDD entry point in
the wetland would requirdemporary work spacen either side of the permanent ROW
additiontol nnanQ o0& dnQ oy &thensida @ thedp&rmananROMithih the
wetland. It would beless impactfl to extend the HD2ntry point westward away from the
waterbody or forest to reduce impactnd to encourage longer HDD borings to better avoid

impacts from open cuts
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Figurel. Penn East Alignmeribrawing 00603-01-212 Revision D lllustrating an HDD entry work spacsvithin a wetland

The exit point for thisame proposedHDDsectionis proposed just adjacent another wetland

complex and just nh of and paralleling a streans€e figure2). The faded aerial overlays

that are provided by Penn Ein alignment sheetare unclear but it appears mature trees may

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

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

longer segments, thereby reducing impacts HDDBshouldbe requiredin this MP aredo

minimize harm to the point pleasant wetlamhd streamcomplexbut the citing for the exit and

entrance points is inappropriate yet it has been deemed acceptable infgya€ERC.
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Figure2. Penn East AlignmeriDrawing 00003-01-213Revision D lllustrating an HDD exit work space adjacentvetland
and parallel a streamMature trees also appear to possibly located in this reach though faded alignments are provigeREb
which make land use determination difficult.

FERC Analysidaws MissingVernal PooHabitat Documentation& Incomplete

Cumulative Review of Impacts to Amphibians

C 9 wrecodmendation in the DEtBat PE provide missing information on vernal [goahd
revise its impact tables on vernal pools within or near the proposed workspace before
construction is not protective of thesemportantwetlands types nor adequate for public review

or proper avoidance or minimization of these impacts.

The FERC [Estates thaapproximately 0.13 acre of vernal pool habitats would be impacted
by construction of the Project, with 0.11 acre permanently impacted during operdased
on thesensitiveareas along the 115 mile proposed route, this acresgends low Soot field
checks in short sections of already surveyed addle route make cleathat vernal pools

and wetlands have been missed and not accurately depicted by field swwéys DEIS

For example, DRfield-truthed and surveye®GL 168 along VB2.4to MP 529 on August 28,

2016after reviewingPEwetland delineation mapgmaps not part of the DEJ&nd alignment



sheets (Revision Cthat showedthere were only threevernal pool habitat presentin this area

of the route (072415 _JC_1A0VP,072415 JC_1003_VP2415 JC_100%Pon Figure 3

Sheets 129 and 13®E wetland delineation map)/hen DRNassessed and walkehis section

of pipeline, it was clear vernal pool habitats were missed even in areas that PE has noted as
being surveyed DRN documeted 12 vernal poolsor potential vernal pootomplexesand
groundwater seepand depressionthat may serve as habitationg this samareaof the

pipeline route(see Figurd). Table G11 of the DEI®iotesonlytwo vernal poolsn this areaat
MP52.4andMP52.6 and both are forested yet an open €6 feet and 67 feets thecrossing
type PE is proposingOne 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 ang&isT his is not
protective of the vernalorestedpool habitatsthat obligate and facultative vernal pool species
requireand it also does not include or map all vernal pa@oid groundwater seepthat were
present in this reach of the proposed rout&able G11 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 ftsurvey area.Herpetologigs recommend 1,000 ft buffer of
upland to protect vernal pool species.

Thissection of thepipelineroute is in a stretch ohigh quality PA State Gameland 168 st

that has sensitive vernal pool species present since surroungil@npdintact matureforest is
present¢ a much needed@omponentfor vernal pool speciesutingtimes of the yeakhen the
vernal pools are dryProtectingvernal pools and the surrounding 1,000 feet of upland habitat

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

and juvenile amphibian€ 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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Furthemore, this areathat DRN field truthed wais 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 rout@d no wetland flagging at all waresent at vernal

pools located along the proposed routEhe pipelingoute either intersects or runs adjacetd

these vernal pool areas whichowld inflict harm to speciethat rely on these vernal pool
wetlandsto breedyet no documentation of thesactualsurroundinghabitats is provided by PE

in the information provided in the DEIS

Though these photos were taken during the dry season on A@Q2016, it ievidentthat

they likely serve as wetland vernal pool areas during the vernal pool seaso

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