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April	7,	2016	
	
Kristina	M.	Heister	 	 	 	 	 	 	 Basil	Seggos	
Superintendent																																																															 	 	 Acting	Commissioner,		
Upper	Delaware	Wild	and	Scenic	National	Park												 	 New	York	DEC	
274	River	Road																																																															 	 	 625	Broadway	
Beach	Lake,	PA		18405																																																			 	 	 Albany,	New	York	12233-1011	
																																																																																					
Re:		Damage	from	Pond	Eddy	Bridge	Project	for	Sensitive	Mussel	Species	
	
Dear	Superintendent	Heister	and	Commissioner	Seggos,	
	
	 Through	a	Right	to	Know	request,	the	Delaware	Riverkeeper	Network	has	obtained	a	copy	of	
the	National	Park	Service	section	7(a)	review	of	PennDOT’s	Pond	Eddy	Bridge	Replacement	Project	in	
Shohola	Township,	Pennsylvania.		We	are	disappointed	that	NPS	would	so	lightly	accept	the	harm	that	
the	project	will	impose	on	sensitive	and	important	mussel	species	of	the	Delaware	River	and	urge	you	
to	revisit/reconsider	your	determination.			And	we	urge	NY	DEC	to	please	step	in	and	take	needed	
protective	action	in	lieu	of,	or	in	addition	to,	NPS.	
	
										As	you	are	aware	this	project	requires	the	construction	of	two	large	causeways	extending	
hundreds	of	feet	into	the	Delaware	River.			The	section	7	review	has	determined	“..the	potential	long	
term	effect	of	this	project	is	the	loss	of	hundreds,	or	even	thousands	of	freshwater	mussels.”		A	2011	
U.S.	Geological	Survey	cited	in	the	review	found	the	presence	of	alewife	floater,		a	species	ranked	as	
“critically	impaired”	in	New	York	state.			
	
	 Although	NPS	is	requiring	the	relocation	of	mussels	impacted	by	the	causeway	the	Delaware	
Riverkeeper	Network	believes	this	effort	falls	critically	short	in	protecting	this	critical	resource.			A	
review	of	the	plan	by	Danielle	Kreiger,	the	Director	of	Science	with	the	Partnership	with	the	Delaware	
Estuary	noted	several	deficiencies:	
	

Ø Mussel	relocation	efforts	aren't	impossible,	but	the	national	record	is	woeful	whenever	
monitoring	of	success	is	tracked.		Most	relocations	end	in	failure,	with	majority	mortality.		PDE	
has	had	some	success,	but	even	we	have	found	some	challenges.		The	report	says	that	a	
qualified	malacologist	be	engaged	to	oversee	the	relocation.		Since	some	malacologists	are	
mainly	taxonomists	with	little	ecological	training,	it	would	be	important	for	someone	with	
specific	training	on	mussel	habitat	suitability.	
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Ø If	I	interpreted	the	impact/relocation	area	correctly,	it	appears	to	be	just	the	immediate	impact	
footprint	plus	a	slight	bit	downstream.		But	if	they	build	a	road	halfway	across	the	river,	that	
would	directly	impact	mussels	downstream	of	that	hydrological	blockage.		Without	knowing	
more	about	the	depth	and	channels,	it's	hard	to	say	how	far	downstream.		But	I	would	expect	
acute	impacts	from	turbidity,	lack	of	food,	and	elevated	temperatures	for	at	least	0.5	km	along	
the	shoreline	of	the	causeway.		Chronic	impacts	could	occur	much	further	downstream	
depending	on	turbidity	and	food	conditions.			

	
Ø What	is	the	monitoring	plan?		For	the	relocated	mussels,	would	they	track	survival	and	fitness	

for	at	least	a	year?		PIT	tags	could	be	affixed	to	find	the	same	mussels	that	are	placed	upstream	
to	track	shell	lengths	at	a	minimum.		Any	monitoring	of	mussels	downstream	in	the	shadow	
zone	would	be	important	too.	

	
Ø Has	anyone	estimated	what	the	net	change	in	suitable	mussel	habitat	will	be	before	versus	

after?		If	constructed	to	not	cause	scour	areas,	bridges	are	not	always	bad	for	mussels.		In	fact,	
some	bridges	seem	to	increase	mussel	carrying	capacity	if	they	create	refugia	from	flooding,	or	
otherwise	enhance	habitats.		But	other	bridges	seem	to	create	permanent	dead	zones	for	
aquatic	bottom	fauna.		Has	anyone	knowledgeable	about	mussel	habitat	been	engaged	to	
predict	whether	the	bridge	design	will	allow	for	mussels	to	become	reestablished	over	time	in	
the	impact	zone?		If	not,	then	this	could	result	in	a	net	decrease	in	suitable	mussel	habitat.		If	
so,	in	the	least,	there	should	be	mitigation.		

	
Ø If	mitigation	is	needed	for	any	of	the	above,	it	should	not	take	the	form	of	surveys,	studies,	

etc.		There	are	so	few	mussels	left	in	most	areas,	I	am	of	the	opinion	that	any	impacts	to	
mussels	(whether	common	or	rare)	should	be	mitigated	for	by	1)	actual	replacements	of	
mussels	(e.g.	from	a	hatchery),	or	less	preferable	2)	enhancement	of	mussel	carrying	capacity	
via	habitat	improvements.			

	
Ø In	summary,	I	think	they	should	ensure	that	the	impact	area	is	large	enough	to	capture	acute	

and	chronic	impacts	to	downstream	mussels,	especially	in	the	shadow	zone	of	the	
causeway.		Mussel	relocations	are	sometimes	unavoidable,	but	in	my	view	they	must	be	
undertaken	by	experienced	ecologists	and	then	carefully	monitored	to	track	success.		Any	
impact	to	any	mussels	(common	or	rare)	has	cascading	impacts	for	water	quality	and	
ecological	integrity,	therefore	true	mitigation	(not	in	kind)	should	be	mandated	if	monitoring	
reveals	any	impacts	for	the	relocated	animals	or	the	downstream	animals.	

	
In	addition,	the	Delaware	Riverkeeper	Network	is	concerned	that:	
	

Ø No	specific	upstream	areas	for	relocation	are	mentioned	in	this	review	or	in	a	memorandum	of	
agreement	between	the	U.S.	Geological	Survey	and	PennDOT.			

	
Ø There	is	no	plan	to	relocate	mussels	downstream	of	the	planned	causeways	that	could	be	

impacted	if	materials	used	for	the	structures	are	washed	down	river.		A	2014	PennDOT	bridge	
replacement	project	over	the	Tohickon	Creek	at	the	confluence	with	the	Delaware	River	in	
Point	Pleasant,	Pennsylvania	resulted	in	stone	being	washed	downstream	during	high	waters.				
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Ø The	plan	fails	to	include	any	agreement	for	PennDOT	to	reimburse	the	four	states	in	the	
Delaware	River	Basin	for	freshwater	mussels	that	may	be	lost	because	of	this	construction	
project	–	i.e.	natural	resource	damages.						

	
Freshwater	mussels	play	a	key	role	in	filtering	water	and	helping	ensure	water	quality,	a	benefit	all	
residents	in	the	watershed	share.		The	section	7	review	and	responsive	plan	proposed	by	NPS	is	
woefully	inadequate.	
	
The	section	7	review	also	discusses	concerns	about	the	impact	of	the	project	on	Bald	Eagles.		Although	
no	nests	are	located	in	the	area	and	the	project	complies	with	the	Bald	Eagle	Protection	Act	the	
construction	area	may	be	used	by	the	species	for	foraging.	There	are	no	provisions	for	suspending	
work	if	Bald	Eagles	are	present	during	construction.	
	
										DRN	believes	authorization	for	this	project	by	both	NPS	and	New	York	State	should	be	
suspended	and	the	rehabilitation	option	for	the	Pond	Eddy	Bridge	should	be	re-evaluated	in	order	to	
protect	these	resources.		
	
Respectfully,	
	

	
Maya	van	Rossum	
the	Delaware	Riverkeeper	
	
	
cc:			 Executive	Director	Steve	Tambini,	DRBC	
	 Concerned	members	of	the	community	
	
	
	
														
							
	




























































