November 2, 2018
US Army Corps of Engineers
Philadelphia District
ATTN: CENAP-OP-R (Regulatory Branch)
Wanamaker Building
100 Penn Square East
Philadelphia, PA 19107-3390
RE: CENAP-OP-R-2018-00649
Dear U.S. Army Corps of Engineers:
The Delaware Riverkeeper Network (DRN) opposes issuance of both a Section 10 Rivers & Harbors Act permit
and a Section 404 Clean Water Act permit for the Camden County Municipal Utilities Authority (CCMUA)
Delaware River Project CENAP-OP-R-2018-00649. The project is located in the City of Camden and will fill
open waters of the Delaware River fronting CCMUA’s wastewater treatment plant (approximate project
boundaries of [39.92358 -75.12911] to the north, and [39.92079 -75.12806] to the south) in order to replace
important existing habitat with alternative habitat. The Delaware Riverkeeper Network has partnered with
CCMUA on many beneficial projects in the past, and looks forward to collaborations that protect and restore
the Delaware River, but the current project cannot be justified on environmental grounds and is not in the
public interest.
The proposed project would introduce 12,019 cubic yards of fill across a project disturbance area of 4.74 acres
and will permanently impact an area of 3.7 acres (160,663 ft2). Existing open water (subtidal) riverine habitats
of 83,710 ft2 (1.92 acres) would be converted to intertidal habitats by filling and regrading areas of the
Delaware River. Rock breakwaters would be introduced to the Delaware River and would permanently
displace 20,473 ft2 (0.47 acres) of natural subtidal habitat. The project partners would attempt to revegetate
approximately 2.33 acres of filled habitat through plantings of emergent aquatic plants. Twenty-five wooden
mussel pens would be created using 585 ft2 of large wood fill and the introduction of individual Eastern Elliptio
mussels (Elliptio complanata) from hatchery stock.
Procedurally, the size and scope of the project and the extent of disturbance to natural open water habitat
currently colonized by extensive beds of submerged aquatic vegetation and utilized by a host of aquatic
invertebrate and fish species means that issuance of Army Corps permits would constitute “major federal
action significantly affecting the human environment” and thus will require a full Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) before any federal action can be
legally taken.

Substantively, based on the information already provided, an in-water site visit and survey, and consideration
of the impacts to currently existing habitat, we do not believe the asserted benefits outweigh the obvious
harms and therefore urge you to deny requested approvals. While we acknowledge the motivations behind the
proposal are genuinely positive, we do not believe that this is the right project in the right location to best serve
the Delaware River system.
Extensive Historic Fill of both Open Water and Tidal Wetlands Has Already Narrowed and Constrained
the Delaware River in Camden, and No Further Fill of the Delaware River Should Be Permitted.
The historical filling of the Delaware River and tidal wetlands, particularly freshwater tidal wetlands, is among
the greatest environmental losses to the Delaware Estuary system. In response, there has been strong support
for reversing these losses with restoration, as opposed to compounding it. Among documents supported by
scientists, environmental organizations, state agencies and the public at large are the 1996 and draft 2018
Comprehensive Conservation & Management Plan for the Delaware Estuary, the 1996 “Scientific
Characterization of the Delaware Estuary”, and the 2006 “White Paper on the Status and Needs of Science in
the Delaware Estuary.”
As shown in the USGS map sequence (see Attachment A), the CCMUA site historically was a key tidal wetland
area extending over many dozens of acres. As with many areas along the tidal Delaware River, these vital tidal
wetlands were converted to upland conditions through the 1800s and 1900s, primarily to allow more
extensive human activities and development. Today, the tidal Delaware River at the CCMUA site is significantly
narrower than its historic condition, with the wetted width of the river reduced by approximately 40%
compared to 1891 USGS mapping (Attachment A). The current proposal, instead of reversing this trend and
reestablishing historic tidal wetland areas in areas historically lost to fill, proposes the opposite and would fill
additional areas of the open water tidal Delaware River and further narrow the Delaware River in the Camden
area.
It is astounding that in this modern era there would be a proposal to continue and extend the historic trend of
filling these tidal wetlands at the CCMUA site. The asserted goals of the project do not support this damaging
outcome. The proposed project would convert nearly 2 acres of high-valued open water habitat that is
populated with extensive submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) beds (see details in comments below) into
intertidal habitats. Although the Delaware Riverkeeper Network acknowledges the value of emergent
intertidal wetlands, the re-creation of such habitat should not come at the expense of existing high-valued and
ecologically critical habitats – such as those that exist in the project area currently. To exchange one highvalued habitat for another cannot be counted as progress, and in an estuarine system that has seen such
extensive losses, proposing further losses of open water habitat and ecologically-vital SAV beds (particularly
Vallisneria americana beds) cannot be justified. The Delaware Riverkeeper Network has strenuously fought
proposals to fill the Delaware River and to sacrifice wetlands and SAV beds against threats from commercial
development (e.g., Southport proposal at the former Philadelphia Navy Yard, and the Sugarhouse Casino in
Philadelphia); we view the impact to open water habitat and SAV beds that would be inflicted by the proposed
project as being of equal concern. The end goals of this project do not justify the means, particularly when the
outcome will be further loss of critical habitat essential to the estuary ecosystem.
Sensitive and Highly Valued Environmental Resources are Currently Thriving on the Project Site and
Would Be Sacrificed by the Proposed Action.
The proposed project site is not a desert, devoid of aquatic life and thus worthy of fill and conversion to the
proposed alternative use. In fact, the open water, riverine habitats currently dominating the site provide
extraordinarily valuable habitats for the Delaware River ecosystem that must be protected in order to retain
the critical ecosystem services they provide. Foremost among them are the extensive submerged aquatic
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vegetation (SAV) beds dominated by the high-valued native species, Vallisneria americana. In addition to the
benefits provided by the current SAV beds, the varied substrate characteristics and varied tidal heights in this
overall shallow-water zone, create additional valuable areas for juvenile and adult species of fish, and provide
important habitats for a host of benthic macroinvertebrates, including freshwater mussels. These species and
these habitats have developed naturally over decades in response to local habitat conditions, and provide selfsustaining ecosystem services for the Delaware River.
Because the Delaware River is a macrotidal, high-energy system (tide ranges exceed 10 ft in some sections)
with high turbidity and high suspended solids, the extent and role of SAV beds have been poorly recognized for
decades. The historic degradation of water quality and the filling of shallow near-shore habitats may have
likewise limited the abundance and distribution of various species of aquatic plants over the past 100 years,
further limiting the recognition that the tidal Delaware River is excellent habitat for an array of submerged
plant species, and that these SAV beds provide some of the most valuable habitat in the tidal Delaware River
and need to be aggressively protected. The historic failure to recognize and document submerged plant beds
and their critical role must not be repeated and perpetuated.
The proposed project site is dominated by extensive beds of the native aquatic plant, Vallisneria americana
(known as freshwater eelgrass or water celery). In the submitted project application and supporting
documents, the project sponsors recognize that extensive Vallisneria beds exist on the southern side of the
project site, all of which would be filled and lost, covering an area near the bulkhead of over 5000 ft2 (see
comments below on how the loss of this SAV bed was not mentioned in the Public Notice). DRN’s own survey,
using an aquatic ecologist experienced in both SAV survey methods and the tidal Delaware River, documented
dense and healthy Vallisneria beds nearly 10 times that area (approximately 40,000 ft2) to the north of the
concrete pier in an area which would be almost entirely filled by the proposed project (see Attachment B; see
also comments below on the inadequacy of the resource surveys, and the need for a more comprehensive
analysis of environmental impacts). Based on these combined surveys (provided by the project applicant and
supplemented by the Delaware Riverkeeper Network in-water site visit), which may still underestimate total
coverage, over 1 acre of the 3.7 acres of the permanent disturbance is currently occupied by perhaps the single
most important habitat-forming species in the freshwater zones of the Delaware Estuary, Vallisneria aquatic
plant beds. Again, the project site is not an aquatic desert devoid of key resources, but is instead a living
ecosystem providing critical habitat that must be protected.
It is important to emphasize the ecological role of Vallisneria itself and of the aquatic plant beds more generally
in the ecology of the tidal Delaware River. As shown in the adjacent major estuaries to the Delaware,
Vallisneria is among the most important drivers of habitat and water quality (CBLRTF 1987, Caraco et al. 2006,
Findlay et al. 2006, Lloyd et al. 2016). When present in significant beds, this species can increase dissolved
oxygen in estuarine waters (which are typically below saturation) and may, at times, even create areas of full
or super-saturation. Beds of Vallisneria are essential nursery habitat for juvenile fishes, providing refuge from
predators and high-quality forage zones in estuarine waters. These SAV beds harbor higher diversity and
abundance of benthic macroinvertebrates than surrounding habitats, increasing the productivity and
ecological function of the estuary and the overall biodiversity of the ecosystem.
These functions are highly valued in any estuarine system. In the urban corridor of the Delaware River, from
Camden and Philadelphia to Wilmington, these functions are all the more critical. Camden sits at the lowest
point of the dissolved oxygen sag for the Delaware River, where D.O. concentrations fall below 3.0 mg/L during
acute events (see USGS data at Ben Franklin Bridge, site 01467200). As described above and documented in
Attachment A, the urban Delaware River has been extensively filled and narrowed, with shallow water habitats
filled for human encroachment, including significant levels of development. In areas of open water, dredging of
a deep-water shipping channel and dredging for near-shore navigation and berths has eliminated much of the
remaining shallow habitats from the urban estuary near Camden. Combined with the high tidal energy and
limited light penetration, these additional human alterations have greatly limited the area suitable for SAV
development and growth. Moreover, the nursery function for the urban river has expanded beyond all
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expectations, and species such as Striped Bass, American Shad, and very notably the federally endangered (and
genetically unique) Atlantic Sturgeon are once again utilizing the urban river from Camden to Wilmington as
essential nursery habitat in their long recovery from historic over-fishing and habitat degradation, and in their
efforts to survive ongoing modern day water quality, habitat and other assaults. The presence of the
Philadelphia International Airport in this urban zone further restricts the ability to protect and restore SAV
beds because of FAA requirements to reduce wildlife attractants near airports (USDOT Advisory Circular
150/5200-33B).
From dissolved oxygen to essential habitat, the extensive beds of Vallisneria at the proposed project site serve
as among the most important ecological drivers of a healthy and recovering Delaware River ecosystem. These
Vallisneria beds must be protected and restored to facilitate the continued recovery of the Delaware Estuary.
No beds of Vallisneria can or should be used as sacrifice zones for human-created habitats, particularly when
associated with uncertain and unproven value (see comments below).
It is important to recognize, in addition, that the ecological value of the proposed project site includes but is not
limited to the SAV beds. As noted above, much of the shallow, open-water habitat of this estuary reach has
been sacrificed from encroachment and filling from the land, and from deepening of both the channel and nearshore berthing areas. The mixture of soft-bottom habitats, transitional habitats, and coarser-grained benthic
habitats at the project site (DRN direct observations and surveys) provides an array of conditions that fosters a
diversity of benthic macroinvertebrate communities. As highlighted by PDE’s benthic surveys, substrate
composition is a key driver in the diversity of the Delaware Estuary’s macrobenthos (Kreeger et al. 2011). This
diversity of habitat, and especially the shallow, open-water nature of the site create additional valuable habitat
for resident and migratory fish, both adults and juveniles.
Benefits to the Delaware River Ecosystem are Speculative and Unproven.
The proposed project will ensure that part of the open-water habitat in the Delaware River is filled with both
sediment and hard-rock breakwaters. There is little uncertainty that this part of the project can be
accomplished successfully. In addition, the negative ecological consequences of the project are equally certain:
extensive areas of highly-valued Vallisneria beds will be permanently filled, additional areas of SAV will be
damaged within the “limit of disturbance” footprint of the project, and millions of invertebrates (including
freshwater mussels, possibly including state-listed species) will be sacrificed in the areas of fill.
The water quality and habitat benefits forecast by the project sponsors, however, cannot be guaranteed.
Created wetlands frequently fail or attain only a fraction of the ecological function and integrity of natural
wetlands. No evidence exists that the created freshwater mussel habitat will succeed or that these artificiallyenhanced freshwater mussel beds will be self-sustaining. Forecast water quality benefits, as a result, are
speculative, and have not been quantitatively compared to the water quality benefits from the ecological
communities currently thriving on the site, particularly the known and highly valued water quality benefits
from dense submerged aquatic plant beds. As a result, it is likely that the net effect on the Delaware River
ecosystem will be negative, and the project sponsors cannot claim a positive impact without a more careful and
detailed environmental analysis that substantiates their claims based on validated data of similar restoration
efforts.
It is well established that wetland mitigation and wetland creation frequently fall far short of the natural
processes that establish and sustain wetlands within the landscape (e.g., Van den Bosch and Matthews 2017).
Created wetlands typically have lower native plant diversity than their natural counterparts and reduced
ecological function. Because the environmental conditions created do not match natural wetland habitats in all
important ways, both the success of plantings on-site and the longer-term recruitment of native species
frequently does not match the expectations set forth by project sponsors. The created wetland can begin with
a density and diversity of plants which rapidly deteriorates, and the frequent failure to match the
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environmental requirements of native plants leads to poor recruitment and growth from wild stock. Longterm funding for subsidizing and replacing substandard or failed efforts typically is not set aside at the outset
of a project, and the artificial wetland continues perpetually in an ecologically “alternate stable-state” with
lower diversity, decreased function, and less ecological value than projected.
At this project site, specifically, a newly-created intertidal emergent wetland community is proposed in an area
of the river where high boat traffic, hardened shorelines, and a general urban surrounding landscape provide
many challenges to establishing and sustaining an emergent wetland community. The habitat will be altered
through filling existing open-water habitat and grading this filled area to create a continuously varying slope,
with unknown ability of this sloping environment to remain stable and to sustain the plantings. As a result, the
ecological benefits from this emergent wetland habitat are, at best, uncertain and cannot be used to justify
ecological damage to the existing system.
The project sponsors likewise promise water quality benefits to the Delaware River, in part based on high
densities of freshwater mussel beds and in part based on the permanent establishment of emergent and
primarily intertidal wetland habitats. With only low to moderate densities of freshwater mussels at the site
presently, and with efforts to reduce wave and tidal energy at the site (particularly the rock breakwaters), the
survival of dense freshwater mussel introductions and their self-recruitment for long-term persistence are
unlikely. Site conditions currently are not favorable for high-density patches of freshwater mussels, in part
because of high deposition of fine sediments throughout the site (DRN unpublished data, October 2018; see
also site characterization in application materials). As noted elsewhere, the Delaware Estuary is a high-energy
system with substantial suspended sediment loads and transport. In areas where flow velocities are reduced,
such as the central concrete pier at the project site, it is natural for sediments to fall out of suspension and
create habitats dominated by soft substrates. With the proposed efforts to further reduce tidal and wave
energy, it is reasonable to expect even lower water velocities and greater rates of sediment deposition.
Freshwater mussel survival and growth will be poor with high rates of fine sediment deposition, and juvenile
mussel recruitment will likely be low to non-existent. The high-ammonia discharge from the CCMUA
wastewater treatment plant (median NH3 concentration of 20.8 mg/L; DRBC 2015) will likely further stress
adult mussels at the site, and will create toxic conditions for juvenile mussel recruitment (see Strayer and
Malcom 2012, USEPA 2013). Thus, without any pilot studies at the project site to screen these issues or to
demonstrate the viability of dense freshwater mussels, mussel survival is logically expected to be low with
natural recruitment non-existent. Like with the purported water quality benefits from uncertain wetland
creation, the speculation that the project will lead to measureable and long-lasting benefits to water quality of
the Delaware River does not stand up to scrutiny.
It is important to note that the Delaware Riverkeeper Network is willing to provide additional information and
feedback about the freshwater mussel component of this project, the limitations of the current approach, and
appropriate steps to evaluate mussel relocations or stockings in the tidal Delaware River. Given the limited
time to review and comment on this project, we highlight the significant uncertainty and the lack of any data to
suggest that high-density mussels will be able to persist at this site.
Given that water quality, ecological, and habitat benefits currently exist and would be lost under the proposed
project, it is clear that forecasts of water quality improvements are speculative and unfounded. Indeed,
because there are known losses to ecological function and to water quality parameters such as dissolved
oxygen, it is highly likely that the net effect from the project will be significant environmental losses for the
Delaware River system.
This highlights the many significant environmental issues that need to be explored pursuant to an
Environmental Impact Statement under NEPA for a project of this size and scope, with known environmental
degradation.
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Inaccurate and Misleading Environmental Characterizations and Justifications Have Been Used to
Motivate Loss of Existing Open Water Habitat and Aquatic Plant Beds
The field surveys to support the project application have major deficiencies and cannot be used to estimate the
environmental risks for the project. In addition, the mapping of habitats at the project site fail to recognize the
potential habitat quality in most of the project areas. These problems have been further exacerbated by a
failure of the permitting system and the Public Notice to acknowledge the loss of significant environmental
resources through project activities. As a result, it is impossible to accurately evaluate whether the public good
will be served by this project, with clear underestimation of environmental impacts because of the oversights
and inaccuracies in submitted permit documents.
As noted earlier, the Delaware Estuary is recognized for its combination of high tidal energy, high suspended
sediment, and limited light penetration. As a result, submerged aquatic plants have largely gone unrecognized
in many areas, and growth of submerged plants can proceed at much slower rates than in high-light settings
(e.g., non-tidal Delaware River, Chesapeake Bay). The aquatic vegetation surveys for this project were
conducted at the beginning of the growing season (June 2017) when nascent SAV beds were not yet fully
established at peak density and biomass. Nevertheless, despite this early-season survey, the project partners
did identify an extensive Vallisneria bed (~ 0.1 acre) within the southern portion of the project site in shallow
habitats near the bulkhead. But the failure to document any Vallisneria coverage north of the CCMUA concrete
outfall pier, and the subsequent documentation of this much larger (~ 1 acre) and more important Vallisneria
bed in October 2018 by the Delaware Riverkeeper Network, demonstrates the inadequacy of the prior surveys
and the inappropriate selection of June as a suitable time period to document the extent, composition, and
value of submerged aquatic plants on the project site.
As a result of this failure to document the largest and most important Vallisneria beds on-site, the permit
application documents and the subsequent Public Notice by the Army Corps of Engineers fail to recognize the
much larger and more significant loss of existing and highly valued aquatic plant communities. It is particularly
troubling that the characterization of the project and its environmental impacts in Public Notice CENAP-OP-R2018-00649 omits any mention of existing aquatic plants beds on the site, the presence of Vallisneria, or that
these Vallisneria beds will be entirely filled by the project activities. Because the smaller Vallisneria bed was
clearly mapped and documented in the project application materials (see Attachment C [from page 10 of
Environmental Questionnaire in project submission documents]), the Army Corps of Engineers has failed to
accurately and fully characterize the environmental risks in its Public Notice. Without taking the time and
effort to request additional documentation, the public would have no ability to evaluate the merits of filling the
known Vallisneria bed based on the Public Notice itself.
The environmental evaluation for this project is further compromised by faulty and outdated information
about the suitability of habitats at different depths for aquatic plant colonization and development. In this
same Camden and Philadelphia stretch of river, prior surveys have documented submerged aquatic vegetation
typically growing at tide elevations of between -3 and -6 ft MLW (e.g., Arsenault 2010). During DRN’s survey in
October 2018, Vallisneria americana was documented at the project site across a broad range of depths,
including an area surveyed as approximately -5.2 ft MLLW, validating the results from historic surveys. Instead
of recognizing stronger and more extensive submerged aquatic plant growth in the tidal Delaware River, the
project sponsors minimize the value of the existing habitat and characterize only depths to -3.7 ft MLLW as
“Subtidal Wetland Potential Area” (see Public Notice CENAP-OP-R-2018-00649 “Existing Conditions Plan,”
sheets 03 and 04 of 21). More accurate mapping of the broader range of depths suitable for aquatic plants such
as Vallisneria americana could have resulted in two important outcomes. First, the possibility of SAV beds
throughout the project site may have led to more thorough and more accurate mapping of the aquatic plant
community, particularly the identification of the extensive Vallisneria bed to the north of the concrete pier, but
also the potential for greater extent of plant beds to the south of the concrete pier. Just as importantly, the
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acknowledgement of suitable habitats across a depth range to -6 ft MLW would have placed the entire project’s
limit-of-disturbance within the range of suitable submerged aquatic plant habitat, increasing the assessment of
potential harm to the entire 4.74 acres of permanent or temporary alteration of the project site.
Freshwater mussel surveys were likewise inadequate. Across an area of nearly 5 acres, the project sponsors
surveyed only 24 small points within the boundaries of the project and conducted no continuous transect
surveys in any of the project area. Freshwater mussels were documented, nonetheless. But particularly when
low to moderate densities are encountered in any biological survey, the risk increases that rare, threatened, or
endangered species will be entirely overlooked. Instead of increasing the survey intensity to more completely
evaluate the freshwater mussel fauna, particularly the likelihood of encountering species such as Ligumia
nasuta and Leptodea ochracea (both known to have occurrences in this reach of the estuary), the current
biological evaluation remains inadequate and provides too little information to correctly assess the full
environmental risks from the project activities.
It is paramount that further resource characterization is conducted at the project site before any permits are
issued. Had DRN not visited the site in October 2018, the dominant Vallisneria bed would not have been part of
the permit evaluation and decision-making. But DRN did not have the time or resources to completely
document all living resources and habitat on-site, particularly the potential areas of more extensive SAV beds
to the south of the concrete pier or the presence of rare, threatened, or endangered mussel species. The
increased environmental impacts highlighted by DRN are thus a lower-bound on the full potential
environmental impacts. Much more complete, careful, and appropriately-timed surveys are needed before the
environmental impacts of the project can even begin to be fully understood.
As noted before, the size and scope of the project and the extent of disturbance to natural open water habitat
currently colonized by extensive beds of submerged aquatic vegetation and utilized by a host of aquatic
invertebrate and fish species means that issuance of Army Corps permits would constitute “major federal
action significantly affecting the human environment” and thus will require a full Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) before any federal action can be
legally taken.
Impacts to Sturgeon and Critical Habitat Remain Unknown
The project sponsors have also failed to thoroughly consider the potential impact to both species of federallylisted sturgeon native to the Delaware River, the Shortnose Sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum) and the Atlantic
Sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrhynchus). For Shortnose Sturgeon, the materials presented in the application packet
are outdated and primarily reflect the biology and behavior of Atlantic Sturgeon. The impacts to Shortnose
Sturgeon have quite simply not been evaluated to date.
For Atlantic Sturgeon, abundant evidence from individually tagged juvenile Atlantic Sturgeon in the Delaware
River system indicates that the project reach is currently utilized for foraging and growth by Atlantic Sturgeon
juveniles (e.g., Bochenek et al. 2014 – this is Seabord 3-yr report). The proposed installation of hard-rock
breakwaters at the project site is particularly incompatible with the Critical Habitat designation for Atlantic
Sturgeon. These structures would replace suitable foraging habitats (soft substrates) and could provide
substantial barriers for unrestricted movement by Atlantic Sturgeon to all suitable foraging habitat within the
river. There is even a risk that these artificial structures could pose a lethal threat to small juveniles as they
attempt to navigate into and out of various foraging habitat. In addition, the filling of open water habitat to
create intertidal habitat represents a net loss of Critical Habitat for Atlantic Sturgeon. Despite data indicating
use of shallow open water habitats by foraging sturgeon, we are aware of no data that indicate Atlantic
Sturgeon can use intertidal areas for foraging, growth, and development. The project unequivocally represents
a net loss of Critical Habitat for the Atlantic Sturgeon, and this net loss has not been acknowledged or fully
evaluated.
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With less than 300 spawning adults returning to the Delaware River each season (ASSRT 2007, NMFS 2012),
and with only sporadic recruitment of juveniles into the population, no additional damage to Critical Habitat
can be absorbed by this struggling population. The significant alterations to deep channel habitats through the
channel deepening project, particularly in areas such as the Marcus Hook range with known aggregations of
adult and juvenile fish, create additional uncertainty on the necessary habitats for sustaining the geneticallyunique Delaware River population of Atlantic Sturgeon. With the salt line continuing to encroach further into
the Delaware Estuary from both sea level rise and human alterations to flows and habitats in the system, the
Philadelphia-Camden reach of river may increasingly be needed to sustain this population. The proposed loss
of open-water habitat as well as the transformation of additional habitat to include hard-rock breakwaters will
result in lost habitat for Atlantic Sturgeon with unknown consequences. Again, these uncertainties and the
magnitude of the proposed project again highlight the need for a full Environmental Impact Statement
pursuant to NEPA.
Alternatives & Pilot Studies Need to be Pursued.
Multiple viable alternatives to this destructive project are possible, but appear not to have been considered.
Among the possibilities include plantings of aquatic plants (e.g., Nuphar) within the existing depths
experienced at the site (i.e., without filling existing habitat) to complement the extensive Vallisneria SAV beds,
and testing one or more small-scale pilots of mussel transplants at different depths and in different substrate
conditions to evaluate the viability of different mussel recovery options at this site and more broadly in the
freshwater tidal Delaware River.
The Delaware Riverkeeper Netowrk has collaborated with both CCMUA and PDE on multiple projects in the
past and recognizes the positive contributions both organizations have made to the Delaware River and its
many varied ecosystems. DRN would welcome the opportunity to collaborate on a project that protects the
ecological resources of the Delaware River, and simultaneously looks to expand the ecological vitality of the
Delaware River system. But the proposed project, instead of protecting existing environmental resources,
seeks to replace one suite of high-valued species with a constructed system where future success is uncertain,
and the permanent environmental damage from continuing to fill the Delaware River is absolutely certain.
Conclusion
As currently proposed, the project would cause significant environmental impacts and is not in the public
interest, although the current evaluation represents a lower-bound of those impacts. We urge the Army Corps
to reject any Clean Water Act or Rivers and Harbors Act permitting for this project. To the extent it wants to
continue to consider this project, it first must fulfill the requirements of NEPA, which includes the preparation
and completion of an Environmental Impact Statement.
Sincerely,

Maya K. van Rossum
the Delaware Riverkeeper
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Erik L. Silldorff, Ph.D.
Restoration Director
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Attachment A

(from USGS 1:62,500 scale “Philadelphia” topographic map, May 1891 edition)

note: the entire area around and including
the current CCMUA facility was historically
part of the Delaware River as either open
water habitat and/or as tidal wetland

Approximate location
of CCMUA facility

(from USGS 1:24,000 scale “Philadelphia” topographic map, 1949 edition)

Approximate location
of CCMUA facility

(from USGS 1:24,000 scale “Philadelphia” topographic map, 1967 edition with 1994 revisions)
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Attachment B

(from USACE Public Notice CENAP-OP-R-2018-00649, Existing Conditions Plan 1, sheet 03 of 21)

approximate
location of dense
Vallisneria SAV beds
in Oct-2018 (DRN
rapid survey)
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