
 

Tetra Tech, Inc. 
 661 Andersen Drive, Pittsburgh, PA  15220 

Tel 412.921.7090  Fax 412.921.40404 www.tetratech.com 

PITT-05-20-026 
 
May 19, 2020 
 
 
Ms. Dana Drake, P.E. 
Environmental Program Manager 
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection 
Waterways and Wetlands Program 
Southwest Regional Office 
400 Waterfront Drive 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15222 
 
Re: DEP FILE E11-352-A1 
 Technical Deficiency Response 
 Pennsylvania Pipeline Project – Mariner East 2 
 Goldfinch Lane HDD and Reroute Major Amendment 
 Application No E11-352-A1 
 APS No. ID No. 876467 
 Jackson Township, Cambria County, PA 
 
 
Dear Ms. Drake: 
 
On behalf of Sunoco Pipeline LP (SPLP), Tetra Tech, Inc. provides the following responses to the 
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (Department) Technical Deficiency letter dated May 
5, 2020, regarding the above-referenced Chapter 105 Major Amendment.  The supporting attachments 
represent additional information to be added to the original modification request. For ease of your review, 
each Department comment is set forth verbatim below, followed by a narrative response with supporting 
attachments where necessary. 
 
Comments and Responses to May 5, 2020 Technical Deficiency Letter as provided in Attachment 
D: 

ENVIRONMENTAL COMMENTS/RESPONSES: 

1. §105.13(e)(1)(viii), §105.16(a) and §105.18a(b)(3): An Aquatic Resource Table that lists the 
impacts along the current route of the section of pipeline that is to be re-routed, and provide a 
cumulative total for all types of aquatic resources to be impacted. (Former TDL item 2.b)  
Status: Per Table 1, the total permanent wetland impact along the original route is 0.121 
acre; however, your response to Item 3, includes another table that indicates that the 
permanent wetland impacts along the original route, using an open cut installation method 
would be 1.312 acres Please explain the differences between these tables. 

 Response: Table 1 provided in April 2, 2020 response to Former TDL Item 2.b reports the 
permanent impact to wetlands of 0.121 acre if the 16” pipeline were installed along the original 
route alignment via the originally-permitted Horizontal Directional Drill (HDD), whereas the table 
provided in response to Former TDL Item 3 reports the permanent impact to wetlands of 1.312 
acres if the 16” pipeline were installed along the original route alignment via open cut installation.  
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2. §105.13(e)(1)(viii), §105.16(a) and §105.18a(b)(3): Related to the preceding item, your Alternatives 

Analysis indicates that the approximately 1-mile pipeline reroute of this section of pipeline is being 
proposed to avoid extensive, permanent, conversion impacts to a PFO wetland area. To facilitate 
the Department’s review of your alternative’s analysis, quantify and describe the impact to the PFO 
wetland area that will be avoided by this proposed reroute. In addition, compare this impact, which 
you are proposing to avoid, to the new/additional impacts to aquatic resources that are anticipated 
within the proposed reroute. (Former TDL item 3) 
Status: Please explain why permanent and temporary impacts to PFO wetlands are reported 
in tables 1 & 2 to be 0.032 acre, along the 16 HDD Route, while your response to this item 
reports impacts to PFO wetlands to be 0.57 acre. Please explain the differences between 
these reported values. In addition, provide a map that shows the location and boundaries of 
the PFO wetland that you are proposing to avoid, in relation to the 16 HDD Route and the 16 
Inch Reroute. 

 Response: Tables 1, 2, and 3 provided in the April 2, 2020 response to Former TDL Item 2 
compare the aquatic resource impacts for the original route alignment using the originally-permitted 
HDD construction method (referenced as “16 HDD Route”) and for the proposed reroute using the 
open cut construction method (referenced as “16 Inch Reroute”). These tables also provide a 
breakdown of individual and total impacts by aquatic resource type and category, and whether the 
impacts are permanent or temporary as defined by the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental 
Protection (PADEP) in the Chapter 105 Fee(s) Calculation Worksheet (form 3150-PM-BWEW0553, 
revision 7/2016).  
 
The April 2, 2020 response to the former TDL Item 3 was designed to compare two open cut 
construction method alternatives for the installation the 16” pipeline one for the original route (the 
route alignment consistent with the originally-permitted HDD) and one for the proposed reroute. In 
this comparison discussed in  the narrative response to Former TDL Item 3, SPLP details that the 
proposed 16” reroute “avoid[s] extensive, permanent, conversion impacts to a PFO wetland area”, 
reducing permanent impacts from 0.57 acre in the originally permitted corridor to 0 acres in the 
proposed 16” reroute corridor. Specifically, the proposed 16” reroute avoids impact to PFO wetland 
N20.  
 
Attachment E of the April 2, 2020 response to the previous TDL letter shows the PFO component 
wetland N20 on Sheet 21 of 104, along with the proposed 16” reroute corridor just to the south on 
Sheet 104 of 104. Additionally, the photo location mapset provided in Attachment A of the SPLP’s 
April 4, 2019 response to the Department’s March 13, 2019 Chapter 105 Incompleteness Review 
depicts wetland N20 with the proposed 16” reroute on Sheet 5 of 6. 

  
3. §105.13(e)(1)(viii) and §105.13(e)(1)(x): Because of the differences in the values that are noted in 

the preceding comments, provide an accurate comparison between the wetland and stream 
impacts that are associated with the original route (16 HDD Route) versus the proposed reroute 
(16 Inch Reroute). (New item) 

  
Response: Table 1 below provides a comparison of the impacts to aquatic resources for the 
installation of the 16” pipeline for the originally-permitted route using the HDD construction 
method (16 HDD Route) and for the proposed reroute using the open cut construction method 
(16 Inch Reroute). 
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Table 1. Comparison of the Total (Temporary/Permanent) Impacts to Aquatic Resources:  
16” HDD Route and 16” Reroute Pipeline Corridors 

Route  
Wetlands (acre) Ponds Stream (square feet) PADEP Resources (acre) 

PEM PSS PFO PuB Per Int Eph Ch. 105 
Floodway 

Ch. 106 
Floodplain 

16 HDD Route 0.086 0.020 0.032 - 75 82 - 0.294 0.365 

16 Inch 
Reroute 0.333 0.451 - 0.008 3,706 862 - 1.586 0.241 

  

  
4. §105.13(e)(1)(viii) and §105.18a(b)(3): Evaluate the feasibility of the following adjustments to the 

proposed reroute, to potentially avoid or minimize impacts to wetlands: 
 Could proposed open cuts through Wetland W1r, at three (3) locations, be avoided or minimized 

by moving the pipeline some tens of feet to the southwest? (Former TDL item #9.a) 
Status: Your response indicates that any further adjustment of the ROW to the south would 
affect another new parcel. Please further evaluate this alternative, including whether this 
new parcel could reasonably be obtained, utilized, expanded or managed, to potentially 
avoid or minimize impacts to Wetland W1r. 

 Response: In response to the Department’s Technical Deficiency letter dated March 2, 2020, SPLP 
provided a more detailed Alternatives Analysis (Attachment A to the submittal to the Department 
on April 2, 2020).  Within that Alternatives Analysis, SPLP presented as part of the Goldfinch HDD 
reroute, that SPLP conducted an integrated and detailed evaluation of potential alternative reroutes 
or trenchless construction methods using the Integrated Project Team and Management of Change 
(MOC) Process presented in the original project-wide Alternatives Analysis.  As part of this 
evaluation process, SPLP considered opportunities to change the permitted route to avoid and 
minimize potential environmental impacts, while simultaneously considering potential construction 
and operational constraints presented by adjacent landowners, existing land uses, infrastructure 
obstacles, and other factors affecting use of existing technology, cost, and logistics. 
 
Specifically, SPLP performed desktop and onsite assessments of the Goldfinch HDD reroute 
“evaluation area”, which included, but was not limited to, the area bounded by the permitted right-
of-way (to the north), currently proposed reroute (to the south), and the end points where the 
currently proposed reroute departs from the permitted right-of-way (to the west and east).  This 
evaluation area encompassed the proposed reroute segment in the vicinity of Wetland W1r.  Based 
on the assessment, SPLP identified and evaluated the following site-specific routing opportunities 
and constraints within the subject evaluation area (including consideration of open cut and non-
HDD trenchless construction methods): 

• The presence of numerous stream channels generally north-south oriented, including a 
number of meandering and braided stream systems covering a greater areal extent and 
exhibiting a more complex orientation toward the northern portion of the subject 
evaluation area; 

• The presence of numerous wetland areas and complexes associated with and/or 
adjacent to the above-noted stream channels, particularly toward the northern portion of 
the subject evaluation area; 

• The presence of a greater areal extent of PFO wetlands, particularly toward the northern 
portion of the subject evaluation area, including along and adjacent to the permitted right-
of-way; 

• The presence of a pond and adjacent forested buffer area toward the eastern end of the 
subject evaluation area; 

• The presence of a large and generally unfragmented (with the exception of residential 
development) forested area encompassing the majority of the eastern half of the subject 
evaluation area; 
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• The presence of a few, sporadic, non-forested (scrub-shrub and open or agricultural) 
lands toward the southern portion of the evaluation area; 

• The presence of numerous residences and associated infrastructure (i.e., outbuildings, 
roads, driveways, and potential associated aboveground and buried utilities or septic 
systems) and adjacent forested buffer area, particularly toward the northern portion of 
the subject evaluation area; 

• The presence of newly affected landowners and associated landowner concerns related 
to establishment of a new permanent right-of-way easement; and 

• Existing configuration of existing parcel/property boundary lines. 
 
Based on the assessment of the above-described opportunities and constraints, SPLP selected the 
shortest practicable route, taking into consideration cost, existing technology, and logistics, that 
results in the least impact to environmental and human environment resources, including: 

• Crosses stream channels perpendicularly and at optimal locations (based on channel 
width, adjacent topography, resource areal extent and complexity, etc.) to avoid complex 
meandering/braided stream channels and adjacent wetland complexes located toward 
the northern portion of the subject evaluation area; 

• Avoids impacts to PFO wetlands located toward the northern portion of the subject 
evaluation area; 

• Avoids the pond and adjacent forested buffer area located toward the eastern end of the 
subject evaluation area; 

• Minimizes impacts to, and fragmentation of, the large and generally unfragmented (with 
the exception of residential areas) forested area encompassing the majority of the 
eastern half of the subject evaluation area to the extent practicable by: 

o routing the pipeline along the southern and eastern edges of this forested area, 
and parallel and adjacent to existing property boundary lines; 

o crossing the contiguous portion of this forested area at its narrowest portion (for 
the shortest length), with open lands proximate to the west and east; and 

o incorporating crossings a few, sporadic, non-forested (scrub-shrub and open or 
agricultural) lands located along the southern portion of the evaluation area; 

• Avoids residences and associated infrastructure (i.e., outbuildings, roads, driveways, and 
potential associated aboveground and buried utilities or septic systems) and adjacent 
forested buffer area located toward the northern portion of the subject evaluation area; 

•  Minimizes easement fragmentation of affected parcels, to the extent practicable by 
routing parallel and adjacent to (co-located with) existing property boundary lines; and 

• Considers and accommodates newly and potentially affected landowner preferences and 
concerns related to routing and establishment of a permanent right-of-way easement, to 
the extent practicable. 

 
In SPLP’s more detailed Alternatives Analysis in Attachment A to the submittal to the Department 
on April 2, 2020, SPLP further evaluated several micro-siting adjustments to the proposed 
reroute to potentially further avoid or minimize impacts to wetlands, including Wetland W1r.  SPLP 
applied the following general objectives to the selection of the proposed reroute, to the extent 
practicable: 

• Shortest length of route alignment; 
• Straight-line route alignment of the pipeline centerline and permanent right-of-way 

easements between points of inflection; 
• Minimize the number of newly affected parcels and landowners; 
• Parallel and adjacent to existing property boundary lines (and avoid easement 

fragmentation of affected parcels and landowners); 
• Accommodation of new landowner preferences and concerns related to routing and 

establishment of a permanent right-of-way easement; 
• Least impact to environmental resources, including wetlands and waterbodies; and 
• Least impact to human environment resources. 
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The following analysis elaborates on SPLP’s Alternatives Analysis in Attachment A to the submittal 
to the Department on April 2, 2020, specifically regarding Wetland W1r.  The proposed reroute 
segment in the vicinity of Wetland W1r meets the above-identified general selection objectives, as 
follows: 

• The proposed reroute segment represents the shortest length of route alignment as it: 
o is a straight-line alignment that avoids use of multiple, short, “zig-zag” alignments 

to avoid individual crossings of obstacles and resources; and 
o avoids a much longer potential reroute alignment further to the south that would be 

necessary to completely avoid encroachment on existing buildings, a pond, a 
residence, and associated infrastructure on the land parcel immediately adjacent 
to the south of Wetland W1r.   

• The proposed reroute segment is a straight-line route alignment of the pipeline centerline 
and permanent right-of-way easements between points of inflection; 

• The proposed reroute segment minimizes the number of new individual parcels of land and 
landowners, being located on a single new parcel affecting a single new landowner; 

• The proposed reroute segment is located parallel and adjacent to (abuts) the north side of 
an existing property boundary line, and thus avoids unnecessary easement fragmentation 
of additional parcels and landowners to the south; 

• The proposed reroute segment avoids unnecessary establishment of a 75-foot-wide 
construction right-of-way, including a new 50-foot-wide permanent right-of-way 
encumbrance and associated permanent operations and maintenance activities, on a new 
parcel and affected landowner.  This avoids encroachment on (including potential 
relocation and/or demolition of) three existing outbuildings (located approximately 49, 120, 
and 150 feet south of the subject property line), encroachment on a private pond (located 
approximately 200 feet south of the subject property line), encroachment on an existing 
private residence (located approximately 230 feet south of the subject property line), 
encroachment on potential associated infrastructure (e.g., private water well, septic 
system, buried utilities, access ways), and impacts associated with permanent operations 
and maintenance activities on existing private agricultural and residential land uses.  The 
northernmost outbuilding (located approximately 49 feet south of the subject property line) 
is currently used as a horse barn, by other animals, and for hay storage, and the adjacent 
pasture is fenced to prevent animals from crossing the subject property line; thus the 
proposed reroute segment avoids potential physical disruption to the horse barn, fence 
line, and pasture use by the horses and other animals during construction, operations, and 
maintenance activities.  In addition, the proposed reroute segment avoids a spring located 
parallel to the property line before leading to the barn; 

• The proposed reroute segment crosses undeveloped land and avoids the private land use 
and infrastructure encroachment and encumbrance impacts noted above, and therefore 
results in the least impact to human environment resources; and 

• By abutting the north side of the subject property line, the proposed reroute segment avoids 
impacts to waterbodies (none) and minimizes impacts to Wetland W1r by crossing at three 
(3) individual wetland segments instead of a single, contiguous, approximately 600-foot-
long crossing further to the north.  The resulting open cut construction method impacts to 
Wetland W1r are minor (a small combined [permanent and temporary impact] areal extent 
of 0.265-acre on a non-exceptional value, palustrine emergent wetland) and temporary 
(restoration to pre-construction conditions, and no permanent conversion of palustrine 
forested wetland cover type).  Therefore, the proposed reroute segment results in the least 
impact to environmental resources, including wetlands and waterbodies, to the extent 
practicable along the proposed reroute alignment. 

 
In addition, acquisition and establishment of temporary and permanent right-of-way easements that 
would be required on an additional new land parcel and landowner to the south of Wetland W1r 
may not reasonably be obtained or utilized, and therefore may not be practicable, for several 
reasons, including but not necessarily limited to: 

• As noted above, temporary and permanent encroachment on private agricultural and 
residential land use and infrastructure, including potential relocation and/or demolition of 
existing outbuildings; 
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• Associated permanent right-of-way operations and maintenance activities encroachment 
on existing agricultural and residential land uses; and 

• As noted above, a potentially much longer reroute alignment may be required further to the 
south to completely avoid encroachment on existing buildings, a pond, a residence, and 
associated infrastructure on the land parcel immediately adjacent to the south of Wetland 
W1r. 

 
Furthermore, as noted in the original project-wide Alternatives Analysis, on a site-specific basis, 
and on a cumulative basis across the entire Project, increasing the length and changing the location 
of the pipeline to further avoid or minimize minor and temporary impacts on individual wetlands via 
realignment results in (among other impacts): 

• A cumulative increased amount (acreage) of new, permanent land disturbance and 
encumbrance on existing private residential development, private land uses, and affected 
private landowners; 

• A cumulative permanent reduction in availability of land for future development (or in this 
case, future uses compatible with existing agricultural and residential land uses); and 

• Suboptimal pipeline construction, suboptimal pipeline operation, and increased pipeline 
construction and operation costs (additional detail presented in the original project-wide 
Alternatives Analysis incorporated herein by reference). 

As a result of this micro-routing assessment, the currently proposed reroute segment in the vicinity 
of Wetland W1r (and use of the open cut construction method) is technically feasible and has the 
least impact on environmental and human environmental resources along the subject alignment, 
taking into consideration existing technology and logistics.  Therefore, SPLP selected the currently 
proposed reroute segment in the vicinity of Wetland W1r as part of the preferred route alignment.  
SPLP does not propose any changes in the currently proposed reroute (permanent right-of-way, 
construction workspace) or the pipeline centerline alignment for Wetland W1r. 

  
5. 25 Pa. Code Chapters 93, 95, 102 and 105: Section S3.H Potential Cumulative Impacts, in your 

Environmental Assessment reports a maximum of approximately 47.9 acres of permanent impacts 
to wetlands, from the overall/entire Pennsylvania Pipeline Project. The Cumulative Impact Analysis 
that was included with the Joint Permit Application that was submitted for Permit No. E11-352, 
reported a cumulative wetland impact of 30.561 acres (see Table 22, page 71. The current 
application for the proposed Goldfinch re-route is reporting 0.77 acre of additional, permanent 
wetland impacts. Please check these numbers and discuss the increase in acreage of permanent 
wetland impacts for the Overall Pennsylvania Pipeline Project. (Former TDL item # 12) 
Status: As previously requested, please explain the reason for the increase, from the 
previously reported cumulative wetland impact of 30.561 acres, to the currently reported 
value of 47.9 acres, since the additional permanent wetland impacts from the proposed 
reroute is reported to be 0.77 acres. 

 Response: Table 22 (page 71) of the original Chapter 105 Joint Permit Application shows that the 
estimated permanent wetland impacts (not cumulative) for the overall/entire Pennsylvania Pipeline 
Project was estimated to be 30.561 acres.  The temporary wetland impacts (not cumulative) for the 
overall/entire Pennsylvania Pipeline Project was estimated to be 6.147 acres.  Therefore, the total 
estimated permanent and temporary wetland impacts from the overall Pennsylvania Pipeline 
Project (per the original permit application) was estimated to be 36.7 acres.   
 
Section S3.H Potential Cumulative Impacts in the Environmental Assessment explains that “a 
Cumulative Impact Analysis (CIA) was prepared for the overall Project and submitted as part of 
the PPP Chapter 105 Joint Permit Application (E11-352) in Appendix 11, Enclosure E (Part 
6).  The CIA addresses the cumulative impacts for the entire Project and other potential or existing 
SPLP projects, and other oil and gas projects within the Cumulative Impact Assessment Area 
(CIAA) of the Project.”  In addition, the section states that “When the impacts to the wetlands from 
the proposed Goldfinch Lane/William Penn Avenue reroute are added to the wetland impacts 
from all other projects in the CIAA, a maximum of approximately of 47.9 acres of wetlands would 
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be disturbed.”  The “increase” PADEP is requesting clarification about is related to the 
approximately 10.4 acres of wetland impacts from other potential or existing SPLP projects, and 
other oil and gas projects identified within the CIAA as part of the PPP’s original Chapter 105 Joint 
Permit Application.   
 
When total permanent and temporary wetland impacts from the overall/entire Pennsylvania Pipeline 
Project (36.7 acres) are added to the wetland impacts of other potential past, present or future 
projects that affect wetlands within the project area (10.4 acres), the cumulative wetland impacts is 
estimated to be 47.1 acres (refer to Table 5-1 in the PPP CIA, dated December 2016).  Therefore, 
the new revised total cumulative wetland impacts for the overall Pennsylvania Pipeline Project and 
other potential existing or related projects (combined 47.1 acres), plus the proposed Goldfinch 
Reroute modification (0.77 acre) is estimated to be 47.9 acres. 

  
6. 25 Pa. Code Chapters 93, 95, 102 and 105: Related to the preceding item, Section S3.H Potential 

Cumulative Impacts, in your Environmental Assessment reports approximately 65,575 linear feet 
of cumulative waterbody disturbance. The Cumulative Impact Analysis that was included with the 
Joint Permit Application that was submitted for Permit No. E11-352, reported a total, permanent 
impact of 12.031 acres to streams, rather than in linear feet (see Table 19, page 56). Accordingly, 
please check these numbers, and discuss any changes in permanent impacts to watercourses (in 
linear feet and acres), from the Overall Pennsylvania Pipeline Project. (Former TDL item # 13) 
Status: Your response indicates that the reported, total, potential, cumulative, permanent 
stream impacts of 65,575 linear feet (LF) includes impacts from the overall Pennsylvania 
Pipeline Project (PPP); as well as, other non-PPP project impacts. Accordingly, the 
Department understands this value to represent not only total stream impact from PPP, but 
also includes the total stream impact from other past, present or future projects that affected 
streams within the project area. Please confirm that the Department’s understanding of the 
value that you are reporting is correct. In addition, please confirm/clarify that potential, 
cumulative, permanent, stream impacts from the overall Pennsylvania Pipeline Project will 
be 53,814 LF [53, 131 LF (previously reported as 12.031 acres) + 683 LF (from the proposed 
Goldfinch modification)]. 

 Response: Yes, the Department’s understanding of the of the value is correct:  the potential, 
cumulative, permanent, stream impacts from the overall Pennsylvania Pipeline Project will be 
53,814 LF with the proposed Goldfinch Reroute impacts added. 

  

ENGINEERING COMMENTS/RESPONSES 
 
1
. 

§105.13(a): Please provide the Joint Permit Application Forms and include an original signature for 
the applicant. These forms are not provided within the package submission. In addition, Attachment 
I’s Joint Application Form Landowner List is not seen. Please provide. 
Status: Please revise Section E (Compliance Review) of the submitted Joint Application 
Forms to list any current violations. Please provide delegation of authority for Nicholas 
Bryan to sign for the applicant (Sunoco Pipeline, LP). 

 Response: SPLP has no current violations and therefore Section E has been completed correctly.  
Delegation of authority for Nicholas Bryan is provided as Attachment A to this technical deficiency 
response.  

  
2
. 

§105.13(e)(1)(x): Please describe how the pipeline will be installed beneath Hinckston Run as it is 
reported to be roughly 30-feet wide. A pump-around will not work in this location due to the size of 
the watercourse. Additionally, please ensure all watercourse and wetland crossings for this 
amendment are located on the resource crossing table on Sheet ES-0.02 as they are not seen. 
Status: The design has been revised to use a flume pipe bypass. Please provide the 
hydraulic information for the flume pipe size that will convey the normal flow of the stream 





Attachment A 





 
Attachment B 

  



STANDARD DESIGN CALCULATION WORKSHEET 

TETRA TECH CALCULATION WORKSHEET PAGE  1 OF 1 

Client: Sunoco Pipeline LP Project Number: 112C05958

Subject: SC-S4R Temporary Stream Crossing Calculations

By: AL Checked By: JP Approved By: RS Date:  5/07/2020

The purpose of this calculation package is to determine the size and number of culverts to safely 
allow passage of the flow of Stream SC-S4R, Hinckston Run during the pipeline construction activities.  

Based on field observation and surveyed measurement, the stream was determined to have, at the 
utility crossing, a bottom width of 20’, a top width of 26’, and a normal depth of 1.4’.    

Per Design Criteria #5 of the “Temporary Stream and Wetland Crossings” section of the Pennsylvania 
Department of Environmental Protection’s Erosion and Sediment Pollution Control Program Manual, 
dated March 2012, the temporary stream crossing should be sized to handle flow under normal flow 
conditions, and a common rule of thumb is to use pipes with a diameter approximately twice the 
normal flow depth of the stream.   

With this in mind, 36” pipes (slightly more than twice the normal depth) were chosen as the culvert 
size needed, and this assumed culvert size was checked to ensure capacity.  Based on the bottom 
channel depth of 20’ and the required minimum spacing dictated by Table 3.5 of the Pennsylvania 
Department of Environmental Protection’s Erosion and Sediment Pollution Control Program Manual, 
dated March 2012, it was determined that 4 culverts could be placed across  the stream channel, 
while maintaining appropriate spacing of at least 18” between culverts.  Potentially placing 5 culverts 
was examined, however, it was determined that to place 5 culverts, excavation of the channel banks 
would be required.  4 culverts are being proposed, as the channel integrity is maintained while 
adequately passing the flow. 

The existing channel dimensions and water elevations were inputted into Bentley’s FlowMaster in 
order to determine the stream flow, Q, in cubic feet per second at the crossing location.   That 
calculation has been attached and determined the flow to be 186.1 cubic feet per second (CFS).  
Additionally, a USGS StreamStats report was ran at this location, which determined the bankfull flow 
at the location to be 189 CFS, which would be anticipated to be greater than the normal flow.  189 
CFS was used for design purposes in order to be conservative. 

The FHWA’s HY-8 program was used to calculate the flow through the culverts at this location, based 
on the geometry of the channel and the dimensions of the proposed culvert.  HY-8 confirmed that the 
assumption of four 36” culverts would adequately pass the flow without overtopping. 

********************************************************************************** 
Attachments: 

Bentley FlowMaster’s Flow Determination 
USGS’s StreamStats Report 
FHWA HY-8 Report 
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StreamStats Report

Basin Characteristics

Parameter Code Parameter Description Value Unit

DRNAREA Area that drains to a point on a stream 5.09 square miles

ELEV Mean Basin Elevation 1958.8 feet

PRECIP Mean Annual Precipitation 49 inches

FOREST Percentage of area covered by forest 81 percent

URBAN Percentage of basin with urban development 3 percent

CARBON Percentage of area of carbonate rock 0 percent

Region ID: PA
Workspace ID: PA20200326200630828000
Clicked Point (Latitude, Longitude): 40.41382, -78.86231
Time: 2020-03-26 16:06:50 -0400
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Low-Flow Statistics Parameters[Low Flow Region 3]

Parameter Code Parameter Name Value Units Min Limit Max Limit

DRNAREA Drainage Area 5.09 square miles 2.33 1720

ELEV Mean Basin Elevation 1958.8 feet 898 2700

PRECIP Mean Annual Precipitation 49 inches 38.7 47.9

Low-Flow Statistics Disclaimers[Low Flow Region 3]

One or more of the parameters is outside the suggested range. Estimates were extrapolated with
unknown errors

Low-Flow Statistics Flow Report[Low Flow Region 3]

Statistic Value Unit

7 Day 2 Year Low Flow 0.855 ft^3/s

30 Day 2 Year Low Flow 1.26 ft^3/s

7 Day 10 Year Low Flow 0.441 ft^3/s

30 Day 10 Year Low Flow 0.578 ft^3/s

90 Day 10 Year Low Flow 0.827 ft^3/s

Low-Flow Statistics Citations

Stuckey, M.H.,2006, Low-flow, base-flow, and mean-flow regression equations for
Pennsylvania streams: U.S. Geological Survey Scientific Investigations Report 2006-5130,
84 p. (http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2006/5130/)

Annual Flow Statistics Parameters[Statewide Mean and Base Flow]

Parameter Code Parameter Name Value Units Min Limit Max Limit

DRNAREA Drainage Area 5.09 square miles 2.26 1720

ELEV Mean Basin Elevation 1958.8 feet 130 2700

PRECIP Mean Annual Precipitation 49 inches 33.1 50.4

FOREST Percent Forest 81 percent 5.1 100

URBAN Percent Urban 3 percent 0 89

CARBON Percent Carbonate 0 percent 0 99

http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2006/5130/
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Annual Flow Statistics Flow Report[Statewide Mean and Base Flow]

PIl:  Prediction Interval-Lower, PIu: Prediction Interval-Upper, SEp: Standard Error of Prediction, SE:

Standard Error (other --  see report)

Statistic Value Unit SE SEp

Mean Annual Flow 11.1 ft^3/s 12 12

Harmonic Mean Streamflow 3.01 ft^3/s 38 38

Annual Flow Statistics Citations

Stuckey, M.H.,2006, Low-flow, base-flow, and mean-flow regression equations for
Pennsylvania streams: U.S. Geological Survey Scientific Investigations Report 2006-5130,
84 p. (http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2006/5130/)

Base Flow Statistics Parameters[Statewide Mean and Base Flow]

Parameter Code Parameter Name Value Units Min Limit Max Limit

DRNAREA Drainage Area 5.09 square miles 2.26 1720

PRECIP Mean Annual Precipitation 49 inches 33.1 50.4

CARBON Percent Carbonate 0 percent 0 99

FOREST Percent Forest 81 percent 5.1 100

URBAN Percent Urban 3 percent 0 89

Base Flow Statistics Flow Report[Statewide Mean and Base Flow]

PIl:  Prediction Interval-Lower, PIu: Prediction Interval-Upper, SEp: Standard Error of Prediction, SE:

Standard Error (other --  see report)

Statistic Value Unit SE SEp

Base Flow 10 Year Recurrence Interval 4.66 ft^3/s 21 21

Base Flow 25 Year Recurrence Interval 4.2 ft^3/s 21 21

Base Flow 50 Year Recurrence Interval 3.94 ft^3/s 23 23

Base Flow Statistics Citations

Stuckey, M.H.,2006, Low-flow, base-flow, and mean-flow regression equations for
Pennsylvania streams: U.S. Geological Survey Scientific Investigations Report 2006-5130,
84 p. (http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2006/5130/)

http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2006/5130/
http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2006/5130/
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Peak-Flow Statistics Parameters[Peak Flow Region 4]

Parameter Code Parameter Name Value Units Min Limit Max Limit

DRNAREA Drainage Area 5.09 square miles 0.92 1720

Peak-Flow Statistics Flow Report[Peak Flow Region 4]

PIl:  Prediction Interval-Lower, PIu: Prediction Interval-Upper, SEp: Standard Error of Prediction, SE:

Standard Error (other --  see report)

Statistic Value Unit SE SEp Equiv. Yrs.

2 Year Peak Flood 263 ft^3/s 28 28 4

5 Year Peak Flood 464 ft^3/s 26 26 7

10 Year Peak Flood 634 ft^3/s 28 28 10

50 Year Peak Flood 1110 ft^3/s 33 33 13

100 Year Peak Flood 1360 ft^3/s 38 38 13

500 Year Peak Flood 2070 ft^3/s 49 49 12

Peak-Flow Statistics Citations

Roland, M.A., and Stuckey, M.H.,2008, Regression equations for estimating flood flows at
selected recurrence intervals for ungaged streams in Pennsylvania: U.S. Geological Survey
Scientific Investigations Report 2008-5102, 57p. (http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2008/5102/)

Bankfull Statistics Parameters[Statewide Bankfull Noncarbonate 2018 5066]

Parameter Code Parameter Name Value Units Min Limit Max Limit

DRNAREA Drainage Area 5.09 square miles 2.62 207

CARBON Percent Carbonate 0 percent

Bankfull Statistics Flow Report[Statewide Bankfull Noncarbonate 2018 5066]

PIl:  Prediction Interval-Lower, PIu: Prediction Interval-Upper, SEp: Standard Error of Prediction, SE:

Standard Error (other --  see report)

Statistic Value Unit SE

Bankfull Area 45 ft^2 64

Bankfull Streamflow 189 ft^3/s 74

Bankfull Width 30.2 ft 59

http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2008/5102/
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Statistic Value Unit SE

Bankfull Depth 1.53 ft 56

Bankfull Statistics Citations

Clune, J.W., Chaplin, J.J., and White, K.E.,2018, Comparison of regression relations of
bankfull discharge and channel geometry for the glaciated and nonglaciated settings of
Pennsylvania and southern New York: U.S. Geological Survey Scientific Investigations
Report 2018–5066, 20 p. (https://doi.org/10.3133/sir20185066)

USGS Data Disclaimer: Unless otherwise stated, all data, metadata and related materials are considered to satisfy the quality

standards relative to the purpose for which the data were collected. Although these data and associated metadata have

been reviewed for accuracy and completeness and approved for release by the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), no warranty

expressed or implied is made regarding the display or utility of the data for other purposes, nor on all computer systems,

nor shall the act of distribution constitute any such warranty.

USGS Software Disclaimer: This software has been approved for release by the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS). Although the

software has been subjected to rigorous review, the USGS reserves the right to update the software as needed pursuant to

further analysis and review. No warranty, expressed or implied, is made by the USGS or the U.S. Government as to the

functionality of the software and related material nor shall the fact of release constitute any such warranty. Furthermore,

the software is released on condition that neither the USGS nor the U.S. Government shall be held liable for any damages

resulting from its authorized or unauthorized use.

USGS Product Names Disclaimer: Any use of trade, firm, or product names is for descriptive purposes only and does not

imply endorsement by the U.S. Government.

Application Version: 4.3.11

https://doi.org/10.3133/sir20185066


HY-8 Culvert Analysis Report 



Crossing Discharge Data 

Discharge Selection Method: Specify Minimum, Design, and Maximum Flow 

Minimum Flow: 189 cfs 

Design Flow: 189 cfs 

Maximum Flow: 189 cfs 



Table 1 - Summary of Culvert Flows at Crossing: SC-S4R 

Headwater Elevation 
(ft)

Total Discharge (cfs)
Culverts 1-4 Discharge 

(cfs)
Roadway Discharge 

(cfs)
Iterations

1637.48 189.00 189.00 0.00 1

1637.48 189.00 189.00 0.00 1

1637.48 189.00 189.00 0.00 1

1637.48 189.00 189.00 0.00 1

1637.48 189.00 189.00 0.00 1

1637.48 189.00 189.00 0.00 1

1637.48 189.00 189.00 0.00 1

1637.48 189.00 189.00 0.00 1

1637.48 189.00 189.00 0.00 1

1637.48 189.00 189.00 0.00 1

1637.48 189.00 189.00 0.00 1

1637.50 190.03 190.03 0.00 Overtopping



Rating Curve Plot for Crossing: SC-S4R 



Table 2 - Culvert Summary Table: Culverts 1-4 

******************************************************************************** 

Straight Culvert 

Inlet Elevation (invert): 1633.70 ft,    Outlet Elevation (invert): 1633.30 ft 

Culvert Length: 40.00 ft,    Culvert Slope: 0.0100 

******************************************************************************** 

Total 
Discharg

e (cfs)

Culvert 
Discharg

e (cfs)

Headwat
er 

Elevatio
n (ft)

Inlet 
Control 
Depth 

(ft)

Outlet 
Control 
Depth 

(ft)

Flow 
Type

Normal 
Depth 

(ft)

Critical 
Depth 

(ft)

Outlet 
Depth 

(ft)

Tailwate
r Depth 

(ft)

Outlet 
Velocity 

(ft/s)

Tailwate
r 

Velocity 
(ft/s)

189.00 189.00 1637.48 3.780 3.047 5-S2n 1.721 2.236 1.916 1.400 9.620 0.000

189.00 189.00 1637.48 3.780 3.047 5-S2n 1.721 2.236 1.916 1.400 9.620 0.000

189.00 189.00 1637.48 3.780 3.047 5-S2n 1.721 2.236 1.916 1.400 9.620 0.000

189.00 189.00 1637.48 3.780 3.047 5-S2n 1.721 2.236 1.916 1.400 9.620 0.000

189.00 189.00 1637.48 3.780 3.047 5-S2n 1.721 2.236 1.916 1.400 9.620 0.000

189.00 189.00 1637.48 3.780 3.047 5-S2n 1.721 2.236 1.916 1.400 9.620 0.000

189.00 189.00 1637.48 3.780 3.047 5-S2n 1.721 2.236 1.916 1.400 9.620 0.000

189.00 189.00 1637.48 3.780 3.047 5-S2n 1.721 2.236 1.916 1.400 9.620 0.000

189.00 189.00 1637.48 3.780 3.047 5-S2n 1.721 2.236 1.916 1.400 9.620 0.000

189.00 189.00 1637.48 3.780 3.047 5-S2n 1.721 2.236 1.916 1.400 9.620 0.000

189.00 189.00 1637.48 3.780 3.047 5-S2n 1.721 2.236 1.916 1.400 9.620 0.000



Culvert Performance Curve Plot: Culverts 1-4 



Water Surface Profile Plot for Culvert: Culverts 1-4 

Site Data - Culverts 1-4 

Site Data Option:  Culvert Invert Data 

Inlet Station:  0.00 ft 

Inlet Elevation:  1633.70 ft 

Outlet Station:  40.00 ft 

Outlet Elevation:  1633.30 ft 

Number of Barrels:  4 

Culvert Data Summary - Culverts 1-4 

Barrel Shape:  Circular 

Barrel Diameter:  3.00 ft 

Barrel Material:  Smooth HDPE 

Embedment:  0.00 in 

Barrel Manning's n:  0.0120 

Culvert Type:  Straight 

Inlet Configuration:  Square Edge with Headwall 

Inlet Depression:  None 



Table 3 - Downstream Channel Rating Curve (Crossing: SC-S4R) 

Tailwater Channel Data - SC-S4R 

Tailwater Channel Option:  Enter Constant Tailwater Elevation 

Constant Tailwater Elevation:  1634.70 ft 

Roadway Data for Crossing: SC-S4R 

Roadway Profile Shape:  Constant Roadway Elevation 

Crest Length:  26.00 ft 

Crest Elevation:  1637.50 ft 

Roadway Surface:  Paved 

Roadway Top Width:  20.00 ft 

Flow (cfs) Water Surface Elev (ft) Depth (ft)

189.00 1634.70 1.40

189.00 1634.70 1.40

189.00 1634.70 1.40

189.00 1634.70 1.40

189.00 1634.70 1.40

189.00 1634.70 1.40

189.00 1634.70 1.40

189.00 1634.70 1.40

189.00 1634.70 1.40

189.00 1634.70 1.40

189.00 1634.70 1.40
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Attachment D 
 
 



 
 Southwest Regional Office 

 

 
Phone: 412.442.4000  |  Fax: 412.442.4242  |  400 Waterfront Drive  |  Pittsburgh, PA 15222  |  www.dep.pa.gov   

 

May 5, 2020 

 

Matthew Gordon 

Sunoco Pipeline, L.P. 

525 Fritztown Road 

Sinking Spring, PA  19608 

Email Address:  MLGordon@sunocologistics.com  

 

Re: DEP FILE E11-352-A1        

Second Technical Deficiency Letter  

Pennsylvania Pipeline Project – Mariner East 2 Goldfinch Lane HDD Reroute  

APS ID # 876467 

Jackson Township 

Cambria County 

 

Dear Matthew Gordon: 

The Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) has reviewed the above referenced application 

package and had identified significant technical deficiencies on March 2, 2020. The attached list 

specifies the deficiency items that still need to be resolved.  The deficiencies are based on applicable 

laws and regulations, and the guidance set forth as DEP’s preferred means of satisfying the applicable 

regulatory requirements.  

Pursuant to 25 Pa. Code §105.13a of DEP’s Chapter 105 Rules and Regulations you must submit a 

response fully addressing each of the significant technical deficiencies set forth on the attached list.  

Please note that this information must be received within Thirty (30) calendar days from the date of this 

letter or DEP may consider the application to be withdrawn by the applicant.  

You may request a time extension, in writing before the due date to respond to deficiencies beyond the 

thirty (30) calendar days.  Requests for time extensions will be reviewed and considered by DEP.  You 

will be notified of the decision in writing to either grant or deny, including a specific due date to respond 

if the extension is granted.  Time extensions shall be in accordance with 25 Pa. Code §105.13a(b).   

DEP has developed a standardized review process and processing times for all permits or other 

authorizations that it issues or grants. Pursuant to its Permit Review Process and Permit Decision 

Guarantee Policy (021-2100-001), DEP guarantees providing permit decisions within the published time 

frames, provided applicants submit complete, technically adequate applications that address all 

applicable regulatory and statutory requirements, in the first submission. Since you did not submit a 

complete and/or technically adequate application, DEP’s Permit Decision Guarantee is no longer 

applicable to your application.   

If you believe that any of the stated deficiencies is not significant, instead of submitting a response to 

that deficiency, you have the option of asking DEP to make a decision based on the information with 

regard to the subject matter of that deficiency that you have already made available.  If you choose this 

option with regard to any deficiency, you should explain and justify how your current submission 

http://www.dep.state.pa.us/
http://www.dep.state.pa.us/
mailto:MLGordon@sunocologistics.com
mailto:MLGordon@sunocologistics.com
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satisfies that deficiency.  Please keep in mind that if you fail to respond, your application may be 

withdrawn or denied.  

Should you have any questions related to the engineering comments, please contact James 

Sommer at 412.442.4268 or jamsommer@pa.gov.  For questions related to the environmental 

comments, please contact Joseph Snyder at 412.442.4308 or jossnyder@pa.gov. Please refer to 

Application No. E11-352-A1 to discuss your concerns or to schedule a meeting. You may also 

follow your application review process via eFACTS on the Web at: 

http://www.ahs2.dep.state.pa.us/eFactsWeb/default.aspx.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

Dana Drake 

 

Dana Drake, P.E. 

Environmental Program Manager 

Waterways & Wetlands Program 

 

 

Enclosure(s) 

 

cc: Jackson Township 

 Cambria County Conservation District – Bobbie Blososky 

 Brad Schaeffer, Tetra Tech, Inc. (brad.schaeffer@tetratech.com) 

 U. S. Army Corps of Engineers 

 PA Fish & Boat Commission  

 Permitting & Technical Services Section DEP File No. E11-352-A1 

Dana Drake, P.E., Program Manager  

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:jamsommer@pa.gov
mailto:jossnyder@pa.gov
http://www.ahs2.dep.state.pa.us/eFactsWeb/default.aspx
http://www.ahs2.dep.state.pa.us/eFactsWeb/default.aspx
mailto:brad.schaeffer@tetratech.com
mailto:brad.schaeffer@tetratech.com


 

 

     DEP FILE NO. E11-352-A1 

 

PLEASE ENCLOSE A COPY OF THIS LETTER WHEN SUBMITTING 

THE REQUESTED INFORMATION 

ALL REQUESTED INFORMATION BELOW MUST BE SUPPLIED IN TRIPLICATE 

Items Needed for TECHNICAL ADEQUACY 

 

Second Technical Deficiency Notice 

 

For ease of review we have repeated the original comment from the first Technical 

Deficiency Letter followed by the information/changes that are still needed (In Bold). 
 

Environmental Comments: 

 

1. §105.13(e)(1)(viii), §105.16(a) and §105.18a(b)(3): An Aquatic Resource Table that lists the 

impacts along the current route of the section of pipeline that is to be re-routed, and provide a 

cumulative total for all types of aquatic resources to be impacted. (Former TDL item 2.b) 

Status: Per Table 1, the total permanent wetland impact along the original route is 0.121 

acre; however, your response to Item 3, includes another table that indicates that the 

permanent wetland impacts along the original route, using an open cut installation method 

would be 1.312 acres Please explain the differences between these tables.   

 

2. §105.13(e)(1)(viii), §105.16(a) and §105.18a(b)(3): Related to the preceding item, your 

Alternatives Analysis indicates that the approximately 1-mile pipeline reroute of this section of 

pipeline is being proposed to avoid extensive, permanent, conversion impacts to a PFO wetland 

area. To facilitate the Department’s review of your alternatives analysis, quantify and describe 

the impact to the PFO wetland area that will be avoided by this proposed reroute. In addition, 

compare this impact, which you are proposing to avoid, to the new/additional impacts to aquatic 

resources that are anticipated within the proposed reroute. (Former TDL item 3) 

Status: Please explain why permanent and temporary impacts to PFO wetlands are 

reported in tables 1 & 2 to be 0.032 acre, along the 16 HDD Route, while your response to 

this item reports impacts to PFO wetlands to be 0.57 acre. Please explain the differences 

between these reported values. In addition, provide a map that shows the location and 

boundaries of the PFO wetland that you are proposing to avoid, in relation to the 16 HDD 

Route and the 16 Inch Reroute.  

 

3. §105.13(e)(1)(viii) and §105.13(e)(1)(x): Because of the differences in the values that are noted 

in the preceding comments, provide an accurate comparison between the wetland and stream 

impacts that are associated with the original route (16 HDD Route) versus the proposed reroute 

(16 Inch Reroute). (New item) 

 

4. §105.13(e)(1)(viii) and §105.18a(b)(3): Evaluate the feasibility of the following adjustments to 

the proposed reroute, to potentially avoid or minimize impacts to wetlands:  

a. Could proposed open cuts through Wetland W1r, at three (3) locations, be avoided or 

minimized by moving the pipeline some tens of feet to the southwest? (Former TDL item 

#9.a) 

Status: Your response indicates that any further adjustment of the ROW to the south 

would affect another new parcel. Please further evaluate this alternative, including whether 
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this new parcel could reasonably be obtained, utilized, expanded or managed, to potentially 

avoid or minimize impacts to Wetland W1r. 

 

5. 25 Pa. Code Chapters 93, 95, 102 and 105: Section S3.H Potential Cumulative Impacts, in your 

Environmental Assessment reports a maximum of approximately 47.9 acres of permanent 

impacts to wetlands, from the overall/entire Pennsylvania Pipeline Project. The Cumulative 

Impact Analysis that was included with the Joint Permit Application that was submitted for 

Permit No. E11-352, reported a cumulative wetland impact of 30.561 acres (see Table 22, page 

71. The current application for the proposed Goldfinch re-route is reporting 0.77 acre of 

additional, permanent wetland impacts. Please check these numbers and discuss the increase in 

acreage of permanent wetland impacts for the Overall Pennsylvania Pipeline Project. (Former 

TDL item # 12) 

Status: As previously requested, please explain the reason for the increase, from the 

previously reported cumulative wetland impact of 30.561 acres, to the currently reported 

value of 47.9 acres, since the additional permanent wetland impacts from the proposed 

reroute is reported to be 0.77 acres. 

 

6. 25 Pa. Code Chapters 93, 95, 102 and 105: Related to the preceding item, Section S3.H Potential 

Cumulative Impacts, in your Environmental Assessment reports approximately 65,575 linear feet 

of cumulative waterbody disturbance. The Cumulative Impact Analysis that was included with 

the Joint Permit Application that was submitted for Permit No. E11-352, reported a total, 

permanent impact of 12.031 acres to streams, rather than in linear feet (see Table 19, page 56). 

Accordingly, please check these numbers, and discuss any changes in permanent impacts to 

watercourses (in linear feet and acres), from the Overall Pennsylvania Pipeline Project. (Former 

TDL item # 13) 

Status: Your response indicates that the reported, total, potential, cumulative, permanent 

stream impacts of 65,575 linear feet (LF) includes impacts from the overall Pennsylvania 

Pipeline Project (PPP); as well as, other non-PPP project impacts. Accordingly, the 

Department understands this value to represent not only total stream impact from PPP, 

but also includes the total stream impact from other past, present or future projects that 

affected streams within the project area. Please confirm that the Department’s 

understanding of the value that you are reporting is correct. In addition, please 

confirm/clarify that potential, cumulative, permanent, stream impacts from the overall 

Pennsylvania Pipeline Project will be 53,814 LF [53, 131 LF (previously reported as 12.031 

acres) + 683 LF (from the proposed Goldfinch modification)]. 

 

 

 

Engineering Comments: 

 

1. §105.13(a):  Please provide the Joint Permit Application Forms and include an original signature 

for the applicant.  These forms are not provided within the package submission.  In addition, 

Attachment I’s Joint Application Form Landowner List is not seen.  Please provide. 

Status:  Please revise Section E (Compliance Review) of the submitted Joint Application 

Forms to list any current violations.  Please provide delegation of authority for Nicholas 

Bryan to sign for the applicant (Sunoco Pipeline, LP).   

 

2. §105.13(e)(1)(x):  Please describe how the pipeline will be installed beneath Hinckston Run as it 

is reported to be roughly 30-feet wide.  A pump-around will not work in this location due to the 
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size of the watercourse.  Additionally, please ensure all watercourse and wetland crossings for 

this amendment are located on the resource crossing table on Sheet ES-0.02 as they are not seen.  

Status:  The design has been revised to use a flume pipe bypass.  Please provide the 

hydraulic information for the flume pipe size that will convey the normal flow of the 

stream with a detail for spacing if multiple flume pipes will be implemented. (The current 

detail shows the pipe against each other with inadequate spacing per the E&S Manual.) 

Ensure this revision has been included within the ESCGP-3 updated E&S plan sheets.   

 

3. §105.13(g):  As revisions have been made to the E&S Plans as part of the ESCGP-3 review, 

including geohazard mitigation measures, please provide a revised E&S Plan Set in whole for the 

Joint Permit Application.   

Status:  The provided drawings and revisions will need to be cross-checked with the 

ESCGP-3 E&S Plan Set.  The ESCGP-3 permit application will need updated E&S sheets 

and narrative sheets, if applicable, to be consistent with the revisions made in this 

application. 

 

 

Please note that the responses should be in the form of revisions to the original 

application.  Any pages revised should bear the revision date.  We need three (3) 

copies of any responses and revisions.  Please do NOT send copies of the entire 

application; only those pages or drawings that change should be submitted. 
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