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SUMMARY OF FILING INFORMATION

Data Found in
INFORMATION Sources Section
Minimum FERC Requirements
1. Identify all perennial surface waterbodies crossed by the proposed 231
Project and their water quality classification. (8§ 380.12(d)(1)) "
. . L, DD, 2.3.2
¢ Identify by milepost (MP)
o : - . FF, GG | Tables 2C-1
¢ Indicate if potable water intakes are within 3 miles downstream and 2C-2
of the crossing.
2. ldentify all waterbody crossings that may have contaminated 2396
waters or sediments. (8§ 380.12(d)(1)) DD. GG e
, ' ' 2.3.2.7
¢ Identify by MP J Table 2.3-2
¢ Include offshore sediments. anie &=
3. Identify watershed areas, designated surface water protection
areas, and sensitive waterbodies crossed by the proposed Project. ‘LFD%CL_ 2.3.3
(8 380.12(d)(1)) i_L ' 2.3.4
o Identify by MP
4. Provide a table (based on NWI maps if delineations have not been
done) identifying all wetlands, by MP and length, crossed by the Tables 2F-1
proposed Project (including abandoned pipeline), and the total D, L and 2E-2
acreage and acreage of each wetland type that would be affected
by construction. (§ 380.12(d)(1&4))
5. Discuss construction and restoration methods proposed for
crossing wetlands, and compare them to staff's Wetland and D. GG, Z o5
Waterbody
Construction and Mitigation Procedures. (8 380.12(d)(2))
6. Describe the proposed waterbody construction, impact mitigation,
and restoration methods to be used to cross surface waters and
compare to the staff's Wetland and Waterbody Construction and
Mitigation Procedures. (8§ 380.12(d)(2)) 2.3.4
e Although the Procedures do not apply offshore, the first part of | D, GG, Z 2.5.3
this requirement does apply. Be sure to include effects of 2.6
sedimentation, etc. This information is needed on a mile-by-
mile basis and will require completion of geophysical and other
surveys before filing. (See also Resource Report 3.)
7. Provide original NWI maps or the appropriate state wetland maps, Manbin
if NWI maps are not available, that show all proposed facilities and pping
) : L @) Supplement,
include MP locations for proposed pipeline routes. (8 volume 3
380.12(d)(4))
8. Identify all U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) - or state-
designated aquifers crossed. (& 380.12(d)(9)) b. DD. J 2.2.2
e Identify the location of known public and private "EE 2.2.3
groundwater supply wells or springs within 150 feet of Table 2.2-2

construction.
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SUMMARY OF FILING INFORMATION

INFORMATION

Data
Sources

Found in
Section

Additional Information Often Missing and Resulting in D

ata Requests

¢ Identify proposed mitigation for impacts on groundwater resources. D, Z 226
¢ Discuss the potential for blasting to affect water wells, springs, and 226
wetlands, and associated mitigation. D, L 23.4.4
o Identify all sources of hydrostatic test water, the quantity of water
required, methods for withdrawal, and treatment of discharge, and D, DD 2.4
any waste products generated.
¢ If underground storage of natural gas is proposed, identify how
water produced from the storage field will be disposed. NA NA
o If salt caverns are proposed for storage of natural gas, identify the
source locations, the quantity required, the method and rate of NA NA
water withdrawal, and disposal methods.
o For each waterbody greater than 100 feet wide, provide site-
specific construction mitigation and restoration plans. NA NA
¢ Indicate mitigation measures to be undertaken to ensure that public
or private water supplies are returned to their former capacity in D 226.3
the event of damage resulting from construction.
o Describe typical staging area requirements at waterbody and
wetland crossings. D, Z 234.2,253
o If wetlands would be filled or permanently lost, describe proposed
measures to compensate for permanent wetland losses. DL Z 252
o If forested wetlands would be affected, describe proposed
measures to restore forested wetlands following construction. D,Z,DD 2.5.3
o Describe technigues to be used to minimize turbidity and
NA NA

sedimentation impacts associated with offshore trenching, if any.

Key:

- <«goz

FWS FF  State Drinking Water Division

Applicant (0] FWS NWI Map LL
EPA A Procedures

Field Surveys DD State Agencies

GG  State Water Quality Division
USGS Topographic Maps
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Response to FERC Comments on September 28, 2011

Comment: Found in:

1. Rectify discrepancies in the descriptions of 6.2.2and 2.2.1.1
physiographic provinces provided in section
2.2.1 and draft RR6. For example, section
2.2.1.1 states that the Muncy Loop is located
entirely within the Valley and Ridge
Physiographic Province, whereas section 6.2.2
of draft RR6 states that the Muncy Loop is
located in the Deep Valleys Section of the
Appalachian Plateau Physiographic Province.

2. Provide a table summarizing by Project facility: Table 2.2-1
a. the name or type of aquifer crossed by the

facility;

depth to groundwater;

well depths;

well yield,;

general water quality; and

typical water use.

mooo0o

3. Update table 2.2-1 to indicate whether there are Table 2.2-2
any springs within 150 feet of the proposed
loops and provide the information sources used
to determine the presence or absence of
springs.

4. Insection 2.2.6.2, confirm that Transco would 2.2.6.2
use a qualified, independent contractor to
conduct pre- or post-construction well sampling
and identify the chemical, biologic, and physical
parameters for which the samples would be
analyzed.

5. In section 2.2.6.3, Transco notes that previous 2.2.6.3
remediation activities at Compressor Station 505
resulted in a No Further Action (NFA)
determination from the NJDEP. However, an
NFA determination does not necessarily mean
that contamination is no longer present at a site.
Provide additional historic details (e.g., the
location of previous contamination relative to the
proposed work area, post-remediation soil
and/or groundwater test results) to support
Transco’s conclusion that groundwater
contamination should not be encountered during
Project activities at the site.

6. Include on table 1.7-1 any regulatory permits or Table 1.7-1
approvals that, due to the current of former
presence of contamination, would be required
prior to construction at Compressor Station 303,
the 240 Regulator Station, and any other Project
facilities with known or suspected contamination.
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Response to FERC Comments on September 28, 2011

Comment:

Found in:

Explain how land use is regulated within
Wellhead Protection Areas (WHPAS) in New
Jersey and conduct and document any
consultations with WHPA implementing
agencies, if necessary.

224

Transco states that typical drawings depicting
the proposed wetland and waterbody crossing
methods are located in Appendix 1A; however,
no drawings depicting these special construction
methods were included in the referenced
appendix. Provide typical drawings depicting
these methods in cross section and plan view
with final RR2.

Appendices 2D and 2H

Section 2.3 and table 2A-1 (Appendix 2A) in
draft RR2 indicate that 39 waterbodies would be
crossed by the Project; however, section 3.2 in
draft RR3 indicates that 31 waterbodies would
be crossed by the Project. Clarify this
discrepancy.

2.3 and Appendix 2C

10.

Section 2.3.2.2 states that Buchwha Creek is
designated as a trout-stocked fishery; however,
section 3.2.1 of draft RR3 identifies Buchwha
Creek as a Cold Water Fishery and a Migratory
Fishery stream. Clarify this discrepancy.

2.3.2.2

11.

Clarify how many waterbody crossings along the
pipeline loops are listed as impaired on the
Pennsylvania and New Jersey 303(d) lists (the
text indicates six, but table 2.3-2 shows five).

2.3.2.6 and Table2.3-2

12.

Section 2.3.2.6 indicates that three waterbodies
along the Stanton Loop are listed on the 2008
303(d) List of Water Quality Limited Waters in
New Jersey (Pleasant Run, Prescott Brook, and
the South Branch of Raritan River). However,
Pleasant Run is not listed in table 2A-1 as a
waterbody being crossed by the Stanton Loop.
Clarify this discrepancy.

2.3.2.6 and Table 2.3-2

13.

Clarify how many wetlands were identified within
the Project area; section 2.5.1 indicates 42
wetlands, while table 2B-1 shows 46 wetlands.

2.5.1 and Appendix 2F

14.

Table 2.5-1 indicates that 0.71 acre of wetland
would be permanently filled for construction and
operation of the substation to serve Compressor
Station 303. To comply with our Procedures
VI.A.6, reconfigure or relocate the proposed
substation to avoid permanent impacts on
wetlands.

2.5.3.2, Table 2.5-1 and 10.7
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2. WATER QUALITY USE

2.1 INTRODUCTION

Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line Company, LLC (Transco) is proposing to expand its
pipeline systems in the Pennsylvania-New Jersey-New York region to meet the immediate and
future demand for natural gas in the Northeast. To accomplish this, Transco will file an
application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (Certificate) from the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC). Transco is requesting authorization to construct and
operate the Northeast Supply Link Project (NSL Project or Project) to expand its existing
pipeline systems located in Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and New York under Section 7(c) of the
Natural Gas Act (NGA); and to abandon certain facilities under Section 7(b) of the NGA. The
NSL Project will create a new transportation path for 250,000 decatherms per day (dt/d) of
natural gas from various receipt points on Transco’'s Leidy Line in Pennsylvania to various
delivery points along Transco’s mainline and Leidy systems in Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and
New York.

The Project will consist of 12.03 miles of 42-inch diameter pipeline looping extension,
26.95 miles of pipeline uprate, 0.46 miles of 36-inch diameter pipeline replacement, construction
of a new compressor station and new electrical substation, and maodification of several
aboveground facilities. The proposed facilities are located in Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and
New York. An overview of the proposed facilities is provided below. Refer to Figure 1.1-1 in
Resource Report (RR) 1, “General Project Description,” for a Project overview map that shows
the location of all proposed facilities and their association with Transco’s existing pipeline

facilities.

Proposed Pipeline Facilities

m Muncy Loop (Lycoming County, Pennsylvania): Approximately 2.22 miles of 42-inch
diameter pipeline, extending the existing Leidy Line “D” loop between mileposts (MPs)
128.97 and 131.19.

m Palmerton Loop (Monroe County, Pennsylvania): Approximately 3.17 miles of 42-inch
diameter pipeline, extending the existing Leidy Line “D” loop between MPs 40.50 and 43.67.

m Stanton Loop (Hunterdon County, New Jersey): Approximately 6.64 miles of 42-inch
diameter pipeline, extending the existing Leidy Line “C” loop between MPs 6.90 and 13.54.

m Caldwell B Replacement (Essex County, New Jersey): Approximately 0.46-mile
replacement of the existing 36-inch diameter Caldwell B Loop.

Construction alignment sheet mapping for the proposed pipeline facilities is included in the
Mapping Supplement in Volume 3.
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Proposed Pipeline Uprates

m Caldwell Uprate (Essex, Passaic, Bergen, and Hudson counties, New Jersey):
Pressure uprate along approximately 25.55 miles of the existing 36-inch Caldwell B Loop,
Mainline B, and 72" Street Lateral.

m Long Island Extension Uprate (Richmond County, New York): Pressure uprate along
approximately 1.40 miles of the existing 26-inch diameter Long Island Extension pipeline.
The pipeline uprates will not include any ground disturbance and are, therefore, not

discussed further in this RR. All work related to the uprates will be at aboveground facilities as

described below.

New Compressor Station: New Jersey

m Compressor Station 303 (Essex County, New Jersey): A new single-unit 25,000 hp
electric-drive compressor station.

New Electrical Substation: New Jersey

m Electrical Substation (Essex County, New Jersey): A new high-voltage electric
substation to be constructed on an existing PSE&G transmission right of way (ROW) to
transmit power from the PSE&G grid to Compressor Station 303.

Site plans for the new compressor station and electrical substation are provided in the

Mapping Supplement in Volume 3.

Compressor Station Modification: Pennsylvania
m Compressor Station 515 (Luzerne County, Pennsylvania): An additional 16,000
horsepower (hp) compressor unit at Transco’s existing Compressor Station 515.
Compressor Station Modification: New Jersey
m Compressor Station 505 (Somerset County, New Jersey): Facility modifications at
Transco’s existing Compressor Station 505.
Site plans for the compressor station modifications are provided in the Mapping

Supplement in Volume 3.

Other Aboveground Facility Modifications: Pennsylvania
m Leidy Interchange Hub (Clinton County, Pennsylvania): Facility modification associated
with upgrading the odorization system due to increased flow volumes.

m Mainline Valves (MLVs) (Lycoming and Monroe Counties, Pennsylvania): Relocation
and maodification of MLVs along the Muncy and Palmerton pipeline loops.
Other Aboveground Facility Modifications: New Jersey

m Roseland Meter and Regulator (M&R) Station (Essex County, New Jersey): Facility
modification due to the Caldwell Uprate including valve and piping replacement and
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regulation installation. It may also include modification related to the proposed Compressor
Station 303.

Montclair State University M&R Station (Passaic County, New Jersey): Facility
modification due to the Caldwell Uprate including valve replacement and isolation of the
station during testing of the Caldwell Loop.

East Rutherford M&R Station (Bergen County, New Jersey): Isolation of the scrubbers
and heaters during testing of the Caldwell Loop. Facility modification due to the Caldwell
Uprate including additional regulation installation.

Regulator Station 240 (Bergen County, New Jersey): Isolation of Regulator Station 240
piping during testing of the Caldwell Loop; pressure testing of Meadows Regulator No. 2 and
installation of valves and other equipment.

Meadows Heaters (Bergen County, New Jersey): Modification of existing heaters and
replacement of an existing heater to accommodate increased flow volumes.

Mainline Valve (MLV) 505B60 (Essex County, New Jersey): Modifications and testing to
accommodate increased pressure.

Paterson Lateral Take-off (Bergen County, New Jersey): Installation of overpressure
protection from Mainline B.

MLVs (Hunterdon County, New Jersey): Relocation and modification of MLVs along the
Stanton Loop.

Other Aboveground Facility Modifications: New York

Narrows M&R Station (Richmond County, New York): Modification to accommodate
proposed increased delivery volumes.

Brooklyn Regulating Vault (Kings County, New York): Addition of below-grade,
downstream regulation facility adjacent to an existing facility to accommodate proposed
increased delivery volumes.

134" Street Manhattan M&R Station (New York County, New York): Facility modification
due to the proposed increased delivery volumes, including piping replacement, building
replacement, and ancillary modifications.

Site plans for all aboveground facility modifications are provided in the Mapping

Supplement in Volume 3.

RR 2 describes the existing water resources and water quality in the NSL Project area,

evaluates the potential impacts of construction and operation of the proposed Project on these

resources, and identifies proposed mitigation measures to avoid or minimize potential impacts

to groundwater, surface water, and wetlands. Information contained in this RR was obtained

from field surveys, review of available literature, and consultations with various federal, state,

and local regulatory agencies. Copies of agency correspondence are located in Appendix 2A.
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A checklist showing the status of the FERC filing requirements for this RR is included in the

table of contents.

2.2 GROUNDWATER RESOURCES

Groundwater resources include all waters beneath the earth’s surface. In terms of
storage at any given time, groundwater represents the largest single supply of freshwater
available for human use (USGS 1999). Groundwater is contained in aquifers of various types
that vary from high to low permeability and groundwater resources may lie shallow or deep.

The following subsections describe groundwater resources within the Project area.

221 Aquifers Occurring within the Project Area
2.2.1.1 Pipeline Facilities

Muncy Loop

The Muncy Loop is located entirely within the Trimmers Rock Formation within the Ridge
and Valley Physiographic Province. Aquifers in this formation consist of permeable rocks within
a sequence of folded and faulted sedimentary formations (PADCNR Bureau of Topographic and
Geological Survey 2001 and Trapp and Horn 1997). The Muncy Loop crosses undifferentiated
sedimentary rock aquifers within these geologic formations along its entire length. Surficial
aquifers in the vicinity of the loop consist of sand and gravel aquifers at or near the ground
surface, alluvium along streams and rivers, and till and glacial lake deposits. Yields from wells
located in these glacial-deposit aquifers can range from about 400 to 750 gallons per minute
(gpm) to as much as 1,300 gpm. Groundwater quality is suitable for drinking and most other
uses. The minerals that compose the undifferentiated sedimentary-rock aquifers in the region
consist primarily of fractured sandstone with some fractured shale. The minerals in these rocks
result in low dissolved solids concentrations and good groundwater quality (Trapp and Horn
1997).

A review of Pennsylvania’s Emap program indicates that well depths range from 32 to
over 100 feet in the vicinity of the Muncy Loop (PADEP 2011). Groundwater levels recorded by
the United States Geological Survey (USGS) in Lycoming County from 2006 to 2011 range from
approximately 2.5 to 24 feet below ground surface (bgs) in sand and gravel and alluvium
surficial aquifers (USGS 2011). Known data on groundwater wells and springs within 150 feet
of the Muncy Loop workspace are provided in Section 2.2.3. Table 2.2-1 summarizes the

aquifer and groundwater data for the Muncy Loop.
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Palmerton Loop

The Palmerton Loop crosses nine formations within the Ridge and Valley Physiographic
Province. Aquifers in these formations consist of permeable rocks within a sequence of folded
and faulted sedimentary formations (PADCNR Bureau of Topographic and Geological Survey
2001, Trapp and Horn 1997). The Palmerton Loop crosses carbonate rock aquifers and
undifferentiated sedimentary rock aquifers. Surficial aquifers in the vicinity of the loop consist of
sand and gravel aquifers at or near the ground surface, alluvium along streams and rivers, and
till and glacial lake deposits. Yields from wells located in these glacial-deposit aquifers can
range from about 400 to 750 gpm to as much as 1,300 gpom. Groundwater quality is suitable for
drinking purposes. The minerals that compose the undifferentiated sedimentary-rock aquifers in
the region consist primarily of fractured sandstone with some fractured shale. The minerals in
these rocks result in low dissolved solids concentrations and good groundwater quality. The
carbonate-rock aquifers in the Project area are composed of calcium and magnesium
carbonate, which often results in high dissolved solids and hard water (Trapp and Horn 1997);
however, Pennsylvania’s Emap indicates that groundwater is a primary source of drinking water
in the Palmerton Project area.

A review of Pennsylvania’s Emap indicates that well depths range from 100 to 500 feet
in the vicinity of the Palmerton Loop (PADEP 2011). Groundwater levels recorded by the USGS
in Monroe County from 2006 to 2011 ranged from approximately 8 to over 62 feet bgs in Valley
and Ridge aquifers and from 12 to 35 feet in sand and gravel and alluvium surficial aquifers
(USGS 2011). Known data on groundwater wells and springs within 150 feet of the Palmerton
Loop workspace are provided in Section 2.2.3. Table 2.2-1 summarizes the aquifer and
groundwater data for the Palmerton Loop.

Stanton Loop

The Stanton Loop crosses four distinct bedrock aquifer formations within the Highlands
and Piedmont Physiographic Provinces: the Brunswick Aquifer with diabase intrusions, Stockton
Formation, Stockton Formation Conglomerate, and the Martinsburg Formation and Jutland
Sequence. The underlying bedrock is dense and yields water mostly from fractures. These four
aquifers are located in both crystalline rock and early Mesozoic basins (e.g., Brunswick Aquifer;
Herman et al. 1999; Trapp and Horn 1997). In crystalline-rock areas, the regolith, or
unconsolidated material over solid bedrock, and fractures in the bedrock serve as the principal
places for the storage and transmission of water, and groundwater movement is generally along
short flow paths from upland recharge areas to the nearest stream. The groundwater in the
lower Mesozoic rocks moves primarily along joints, fractures, and bedding planes. The water-
bearing fractures and bedding planes in each aquifer are more or less continuous, but the
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hydraulic connection across the confining units between individual aquifers is poor. The
diabase that intrudes the sedimentary rocks has very low porosity lending to the poor hydraulic
connections (Trapp and Horn 1997).

Several factors affect the yields of wells located in the rocks of the Piedmont Province.
Variations in yield depend on the type of rock in which a well is completed; the thickness of the
regolith; the number, size, and spacing of bedrock fractures and the degree to which the
fractures are connected; as well as the topographic setting of the well. Crystalline bedrock is
covered by a thick or thin layer of regolith almost everywhere in the province. The thicker the
regolith, the greater the volume of water in storage and the more likely well yield can be
sustained. Where the regolith is thin, crystalline-rock wells are more likely to go dry during the
summer months or periods of drought (Trapp and Horn 1997).

Within these four aquifers, groundwater levels recorded by the USGS in Hunterdon
County from 1990 to 2011 range from approximately 1 to 29 feet bgs in early Mesozoic
formations and 13 to 29 feet in crystalline-rock aquifers (USGS 2011). Water quality is
generally suitable for drinking and other uses, but iron, manganese, and sulfate can locally
occur in objectionable concentrations. The aquifers in early Mesozoic basins, such as the
Brunswick aquifer, are mostly sandstone, siltstone, and shale, with some limestone and
conglomerate, which are slightly more soluble than those of the rocks that compose the
crystalline-rock aquifers; as such, the water quality in the early Mesozoic basins is typically
higher in dissolved solids concentrations; however, most of the water withdrawn from the
aquifers in early Mesozoic basins and the carbonate-rock aquifers is used for public supply
(Trapp and Horn 1997).

Data from the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP; Apalinski
2011a) indicates that while there are private wells in the vicinity of the Stanton Loop, surface
water is also used as a potable water source in the vicinity of the Project area. Known data on
groundwater wells and springs within 150 feet of the Stanton Loop workspace are provided in

Section 2.2.3. Table 2.2-1 summarizes the aquifer and groundwater data for the Stanton Loop.

Caldwell B Replacement

The Caldwell B Replacement is located entirely within the Towaco Geologic Formation
of the Piedmont Physiographic Province. This site is located over the Brunswick bedrock
aquifer, which is what Trapp and Horn (1997) refer to as an aquifer in early Mesozoic basins.
This aquifer type and its general water quality are described in the Stanton Loop description
above. Public water supply records indicated that wells within the Brunswick aquifer in the
vicinity of the Caldwell B Replacement range from 90 to over 400 feet in depth (NJDEP 2010).
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The NJDEP generally classifies the Brunswick aquifer as Rank C, which typically yields 101 to
250 gpm (Herman et al. 1999).

The surficial aquifer in this region is comprised of lake bottom sediment and till (NJDEP
and NJGS 1998). Groundwater levels recorded by the USGS in Essex County from 2001 to
2011 range from approximately 13 to over 100 feet bgs in surficial aquifers. Groundwater levels
recorded by the USGS in the Towaco formation of the early Mesozoic basin formation average
around 34 feet, while groundwater levels in Early Mesozoic basins in surrounding counties
range from approximately 4 feet to over 60 feet bgs (USGS 2011). Table 2.2-1 summarizes the

aquifer and groundwater data for the Caldwell B Replacement.

Table 2.2-1 Aquifers Crossed by Pipeline Facilities

Depth to
Loo Count State Name of Aquifer | Type of Aquifer Median Well | Groundwater (feet Well Depths G;;;i:' Typical Water
P Y Crossed™’ Crossed™® Yields (gpm)® below land (feet)*® o Lk Use™"
b.e Quality”"”
surface)
Residential,
Muncy Lycoming PA Trimmers _ROCk Bedrock Aquifer Unknown 101.44 to 102.09 200-409 Good cgmmer.ual,
Formation industrial,
institutional
Valley and Ridge
Palmerton Monroe PA Physiographic Bedrock Aquifer Unknown 9.75t0 12.06 98-534 Good Unknown
Province
Martinsburg Fractured Rock - Public Water
Stanton Hunterdon NJ Formation Jutland ) 25 to 100 4.91t05.95 65 to 505 Very good Supply,
Bedrock Aquifer Lo
Sequence Institutional
Stockton Fractured Rock - Public Water
Stanton Hunterdon NJ Formation ) >100 to 250 8.49t0 16.92 170 to 660 Good Supply,
Bedrock Aquifer Lo
conglomerate Institutional
Public Water
Stanton Hunterdon NJ Stocktgn Fractured Ro.ck ) >100 to 250 8.49t0 16.92 170 to 660 Good Supply,
Formation Bedrock Aquifer Lo
Institutional
Fractured Rock - Public Water
Stanton Hunterdon NJ Brunswick Aquifer . >100 to 250 Unknown 300 to 446 Good Supply,
Bedrock Aquifer L
Institutional
Public Water
Fractured Rock - NA - lls i
Stanton Hunterdon NJ Diabase racture 0(.: <25 Unknown no v.ve sin Unknown Supply,
Bedrock Aquifer vicinity o
Institutional
Caldwell Essex NJ Brunswick Aquifer Fractured Ro?k ) >100 to 250 Unknown 468-503 Good Public Water
Bedrock Aquifer Supply
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Notes:
gpm = gallons per minute

Sources:

New Jersey

* NJDEP New Jersey Geological Survey. Aquifers of New Jersey Open-File Map OFM-24. http://www.state.nj.us/dep/njgs/pricelst/ofmap/ofm24.pdf.
Accessed November 10, 2011.

PUSGS New Jersey Water Science Center. Groundwater-Level Network: Listed by Aquifer.
http://nj.usgs.gov/infodata/networks/gw_networks aquifer.html. Accessed November 10, 2011.

°NJDEP. 2010. NJDEP Public-Community Water Supply Wells of New Jersey, Version 20100218 (NJ-Geoweb Layer).
http://www.state.nj.us/dep/njgs/geodata/dgs97-1.htm . Accessed May 3, 2011.

?USGS New Jersey Water Science Center. Hunterdon County -- Ground-Water-Quality Information. http://nj.usgs.gov/qw-cgi/county.pl?county=19.
Accessed November 15, 2011.

"USGS New Jersey Water Science Center. Essex County -- Ground-Water-Quality Information. http://nj.usgs.gov/gw-cgi/county.pl?county=13.

| Accessed November 15, 2011.
New Jersey Geological Survey. 2004. Groundwater Quality in the Bedrock Aquifers of the Highlands and Valley and Ridge Physiographic Provinces
of New Jersey. http://www.state.nj.us/dep/njgs/pricelst/gsreport/gsr39.pdf. Accessed November 22, 2011.

K NJDEP. 2007 New Jersey's Ambient Ground Water Quality Network Data. http:/www.state.nj.us/dep/njgs/geodata/dgs05-2.htm. Accessed
November 23, 2011.

Pennsylvania

¢ PADCNR Bureau of Topographic and Geological Survey. 2001. Digital Bedrock Aquifer Characteristics by Physiographic Section of Pennsylvania.
http://www.dcnr.state.pa.us/topogeo/groundwater/dac_data.aspx. Accessed May 3, 2011.

® USGS Groundwater Data for Pennsylvania. http://waterdata.usgs.gov/pa/nwis/gw/. Accessed November 10, 2011.

f Lycoming County Planning Commission. 2001. Lycoming County Pennsylvania Water Supply Plan.
http://www.lyco.org/Portals/1/PlanningCommunityDevelopment/Documents/EDPS_PDFs/WSP_Final Report.pdf. Accessed November 15, 2011.

| USGS. 2011b. GROUND WATER ATLAS of the UNITED STATES Delaware, Maryland, New Jersey, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, Virginia, West
Virginia. HA-730L. http://pubs.usgs.gov/ha/ha730/ch_I/L-text5.html. Accessed November 22, 2011.

2.2.1.2 Aboveground Facilities

Compressor Station 515

Compressor Station 515 is located within the Pocono geologic formation within the
Ridge and Valley Physiographic Province in Luzerne County, Pennsylvania. Aquifers in the
Ridge and Valley Physiographic Province consist of permeable rocks within a sequence of
folded and faulted sedimentary formations as described under the Muncy and Palmerton Loops
in Section 2.2.1.2. Surficial aquifers in the vicinity of Compressor Station 515 are
undifferentiated sedimentary rock aquifers. USGS depth to groundwater data in Luzerne

County ranges from approximately 29 to 36 feet bgs (USGS 2011).

Compressor Station 303

Compressor Station 303 is located over the Brunswick Aquifer in the Piedmont
Physiographic Province. The Brunswick aquifer and its general water quality are described in
the Stanton Loop and Caldwell B Replacement descriptions above in Section 2.2.1.1.
Groundwater levels in the vicinity of Compressor Station 303 are the same as provided for the

Caldwell B Replacement.

Compressor Station 505
Compressor Station 505 is located entirely within the Passaic Formation and the Passaic
Formation Gray Bed Geologic Formations of the Piedmont Physiographic Province in Somerset

County, New Jersey. This site is located over the Brunswick bedrock aquifer, an aquifer in early
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Mesozoic basins. This aquifer type and depth to groundwater ranges are described in the

Stanton Loop and Caldwell B Replacement descriptions in Section 2.2.1.1.

Other Aboveground Facilities

The Leidy Interchange Hub is located within the Catskill Formation of the Appalachian
Plateau Physiographic Province. The site is located over Mississippian aquifers that are chiefly
composed of sandstone (Trapp and Horn 1997). Devonian siltstone, shale, and thin-bedded
sandstone associated with these aquifers locally yield sufficient water for domestic and
commercial supplies, especially where the rocks are fractured, but are not considered to be
principal aquifers. Unconsolidated glacial and alluvial deposit surficial aquifers are productive
aquifers in this area of Pennsylvania (Trapp and Horn 1997). Depth to groundwater in Clinton
County is recorded by the USGS as ranging from approximately 46 to 55 feet bgs (USGS 2011).

The Roseland M&R Station, East Rutherford M&R Station, Station 240 Regulator
Station, Meadows Heaters, and Paterson Lateral Take-off are all located over the Brunswick
aquifer, an aquifer in early Mesozoic basins. This aquifer type is described in the Stanton Loop
and Caldwell B Replacement description in Section 2.2.1.1. The Montclair M&R Station and
MLV 505B60 are located over basalt intrusions of the Brunswick Aquifer (Herman et al. 1999;
Trapp and Horn 1997).

The Narrows Meter Station and Brooklyn Regulating Vault are located over early
Mesozoic basin aquifers, described in more detail under Stanton Loop and the Caldwell B
Replacement above. The 134th Street Manhattan Meter Station is located in the Hudson River

and is discussed in this RR in Section 2.3.1.

2.2.2 Sole Source Aquifers

The EPA defines sole source aquifers (SSA) or principal SSAs as those aquifers “which
supply at least 50 percent of the drinking water consumed in the area overlying the aquifer.”
These areas characteristically have no alternative drinking water source(s) that could
“physically, legally, and/or economically supply all those who depend on the aquifer for drinking
water” (USEPA 2010). Based on review of the EPA’s designated SSA maps for Region 2,
various Project components are located within one of two SSAs or a designated stream flow
source zone (USEPA 1980, 1988a, 1988b and 2010).

Northwest New Jersey 15 Basin SSA

The Stanton Loop and Compressor Station 505 in New Jersey are located entirely within
an area designated by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in 1988 as the
Northwest New Jersey 15 Basin SSA (EPA 1988b). This SSA occurs at depths of 20 to 40 feet

Page 2-9



NORTHEAST SUPPLY LINK PROJECT RESOURCE REPORT 2

bgs on hilltops and intersects with the ground surface in the streams and wetlands (EPA
1988b). Drinking water within the Northwest New Jersey 15 Basin SSA is primarily from surface
water sources that provide drinking water to 114 municipalities in eight counties (Warren,
Sussex, Mercer, Somerset, Middlesex, Hunterdon, and South Passaic counties in New Jersey,
and Orange County, New York). The SSA provides the primary source of drinking water to the
townships of Clinton, Franklin, and Union that are crossed by the Stanton Loop and the Town of

Branchburg, where Compressor Station 505 is located.

Buried Valley Aquifer System SSA

The Caldwell B Replacement, Compressor Station 303, and Roseland M&R Station in
New Jersey are located entirely with in an area designated by the EPA in 1980 as the Buried
Valley Aquifer System (EPA 1980). This SSA is characterized as having shallow depth to
groundwater, and each of the above project components are all located within 2,000 feet of the
Passaic River, where recharge flows from the river to the aquifer. The area underlying these
facilities is considered the Northwest Essex Subregion of the SSA and consists of broad valley
filled sediments of Fairfield, the Caldwells, Essex Fells, and Roseland (USEPA 1980). The SSA
in this area is referred to as the Brunswick formation and serves the following communities
within the Project area, among others: Caldwell Borough, Roseland Borough, and West
Caldwell Borough in Essex County. The Caldwell B Replacement, Compressor Station 303 and
Roseland Meter Station are located within this service area in Essex County.

The primary groundwater resource for the Buried Valley Aquifer System SSA is
contained in the Brunswick Formation (shale and sandstone) carbonate rocks of western Morris
County (dolomitic limestone), and the Pleistocene deposits of both areas. The stratified
deposits produce the largest source of groundwater in Essex County (approximately 81
percent).

The Watchung Basalt Formation underlies portions of Essex County, which serves as an
aquifer in the following communities within the Project area, among others: West Caldwell
Borough in Essex County. This formation serves as a minor source of groundwater in the

vicinity of Project facilities in Essex County in comparison to the Brunswick formation.

New Jersey Coastal Plain Aquifer SSA Streamflow Source Zone

The Palmerton Loop and Compressor Station 515 in Pennsylvania are located within the
streamflow source zone of the New Jersey Coastal Plain Aquifer. SSA boundaries were
designated by the EPA in May 1988 (USEPA 1988a). The streamflow source zone of the New
Jersey Coastal Plain Aquifer is identified as the upstream headwaters area that drains into the
recharge zone of the aquifer; however, it is not considered a part of the SSA (EPA 1988a).

Page 2-10



NORTHEAST SUPPLY LINK PROJECT RESOURCE REPORT 2

The Delaware River Basin is designated as the streamflow source zone for the
Palmerton Loop and Compressor Station 515. Heavy pumping in the basin has caused a
reversal in the normal discharge from the aquifer, so the surface stream now recharges the
aquifer. Although the Delaware River Basin is not located within the SSA boundary; cumulative

impacts to surface waters in the basin could have an impact on the water quality of the SSA.

2.2.3 Public and Private Water Supply Wells

Throughout the Project area both groundwater and surface water resources are utilized
for public and private water supplies; however, groundwater is the primary source of drinking
water across the project as a whole. State drinking water agencies and state databases were
consulted to identify the location of potable wells and springs within 150 feet of construction
workspace (PADCNR Bureau of Topographic and Geological Survey 2005, NJDEP 2010,
Bowling 2011, PADEP 2011, Apalinski 2011a). In addition, Transco has identified private wells
and springs within 150 feet of construction workspace not listed in publicly available databases
through civil survey, as well as by directly contacting landowners. Any springs observed in the
environmental survey corridor were also recorded by field teams during waterbody and wetland
surveys. The locations or known presence of wells and springs identified within 150 feet of the
construction workspaces are provided in Table 2.2-2.

State agencies have certain restrictions on well data obtained from the agencies that
limit how the data may be used. For example, the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental
Protection (PADEP) has instituted a policy that classifies the location of water sources serving
public water systems as “sensitive information.” As such, the exact location or coordinates of
water source locations cannot be obtained; instead, a blind search can be conducted for these
water sources by using a set buffer distance, which can be no smaller than 1 mile. The blind
search provides contact information for potential water systems within the mapped buffer
(Bowling 2011). The NJDEP has a similar policy where they will not disclose the precise
location of water sources serving public or private water systems, but will provide general
information on the location of the vicinity of these resources when provided project information
and data needs (Apalinski 2011a, b). As such, in most cases, general location information is
provided for public and private water supply wells identified using these methods. Review of
available mapping and follow-up with owners of public water supplies was used to narrow the
results of agency blind searches to the extent practicable and the results of narrowing that data
are reflected in Table 2.2-2. Transco will continue to verify exact locations of wells and springs
in the vicinity of the ROW during ongoing discussions with landowners.

New York City's drinking water is primarily supplied by upstate New York reservoirs.
The only groundwater wells that provide drinking water in the New York City region are located
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in the Borough of Queens; as such, potable water supply wells and springs are not located

within 150 feet of New York Project facilities (NYCDEP 2011a, 2011b).

Table 2.2-2

Potable Water Supply Wells and Springs within 150 feet of Construction Workspaces

Nearest MP
(if known)*

Township / Number of
Wells?

Approximate Distance (feet)/

Direction from Construction
Workspaces (if known)?

Data Source®/ Supply
Type®

Muncy Loop, Lycoming County, Pennsylvania

6 wells

129.29 Penn 104 / South PADCNR 2005/

Private
No springs identified within 150 feet. Eﬁ\ll:i)r(ci,r\]lrl:ezn(ieofl;:iel d Survey
Palmerton Loop, Monroe County, Pennsylvania
41.98 Ross 68 / Southwest Transco Survey / Private
41.99 Ross 0 - located within the workspace Transco Survey / Private
42.19 Ross 0 - located within the workspace Transco Survey / Private
42.21 Ross 70 / Northeast Transco Survey / Private
42.33 Ross 0 - located within the workspace PADCNR 2005 / Private
42.40 Ross 0 - located within the workspace PADCNR 2005 / Private
42.54 Ross 0 - located within the workspace Transco Survey / Private
42.56 Ross 57 / Southwest PADCNR 2005 / Private
42.56 Ross 58 / Northeast PADCNR 2005 / Private
42.57 Ross 0 - located within the workspace PADCNR 2005 / Private
42.57 Ross 77 | Northeast PADCNR 2005 / Private
42.58 Ross 28 / Northeast PADCNR 2005 / Private
42.59 Ross 0 - located within the workspace PADCNR 2005 / Private
42.60 Ross 0 - located within the workspace PADCNR 2005 / Private
42.61 Ross 136 / Northeast PADCNR 2005 / Private
42.77 Ross 115/ Southwest Transco Survey / Private
42.77 Ross 125 / Southwest Transco Survey / Private
42.80 Ross 59 / Northeast PADCNR 2005 / Private
42.82 Ross 95 / Southwest Transco Survey / Private
43.16 Ross 133/ Southwest PADCNR 2005 / Private
No springs identified within 150 feet. Eﬁ\ll:i)gr\\lrl:ezn(igﬁ:iel d Survey
Stanton Loop, Hunterdon County, New Jersey
12.98 Franklin 99 / Southwest Transco Survey / Private
13.10 Franklin 37 / Southwest Transco Survey / Private
13.11 Union 119/ Northeast Transco Survey / Private
NA Unknown township(s) / within 150 feet of workspace Apalinski 2011a / Private

No springs identified within 150 feet.

USGS 2009; Environmental
Field Survey

Caldwell B Replacement, Essex County, New Jersey

No wells or springs identified within 150 feet.

USGS 2009; Environmental
Field Survey
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Table 2.2-2
Potable Water Supply Wells and Springs within 150 feet of Construction Workspaces

Approximate Distance (feet)/

Nearest MP Township / Number of Direction from Construction Data Source®/ Supply
(if known)* Wells? Workspaces (if known)? Type®

Compressor Station 303, Essex County, New Jersey

USGS 2009; Environmental

No wells or springs identified within 150 feet. Field Survey

Compressor Station 505, Somerset County, New Jersey

NA Branchburg 0 - located at Compressor Station Apalinski 2011 / PNCWS
505

Compressor Station 515, Luzerne County, Pennsylvania

USGS 2009; Environmental

No wells or springs identified within 150 feet. Field Survey

Leidy Interchange Hub, Clinton County, Pennsylvania

NA Leidy 0 - located at Leidy Interchange PADEP 2011/ Private
Hub

Roseland M&R Station, Essex County, New Jersey

USGS 2009; Environmental

No wells or springs identified within 150 feet. Field Survey

Montclair State University M&R Station, Passaic County, New Jersey

USGS 2009; Environmental

No wells or springs identified within 150 feet. Field Survey

East Rutherford M&R Station, Bergen County, New Jersey

USGS 2009; Environmental

No wells or springs identified within 150 feet. Field Survey

Station 240 M&R Station, Bergen County, New Jersey

USGS 2009; Environmental

No wells or springs identified within 150 feet. Field Survey

Meadows Heaters, Bergen County, New Jersey

USGS 2009; Environmental

No wells or springs identified within 150 feet. Field Survey

Paterson Lateral Take-off, Bergen County, New Jersey

USGS 2009; Environmental

No wells or springs identified within 150 feet. Field Survey

MLV 505B60, Essex County, New Jersey

USGS 2009; Environmental

No wells or springs identified within 150 feet. Field Survey

Narrows M&R Station, Richmond County, New York*

USGS 2009; Environmental

No wells or springs identified within 150 feet. Field Survey

134™ Street Manhattan Meter Station, New York County, New York*

USGS 2009; Environmental

No wells or springs identified within 150 feet. Field Survey
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Table 2.2-2
Potable Water Supply Wells and Springs within 150 feet of Construction Workspaces

Approximate Distance (feet)/

Nearest MP Township / Number of Direction from Construction Data Source®/ Supply
(if known)* Wells? Workspaces (if known)? Type®

Brooklyn Regulating Vault, Kings County, New York*

USGS 2009; Environmental

No wells or springs identified within 150 feet. Field Survey

Notes:
1 Blind search results provided by the NJDEP do not include MP information.

2 Blind search results provided by the NJDEP includes the number of wells within 150 feet of each facility, and does not
disclose the nearest MP.

% Blind search results provided by the NJDEP includes the number of wells within 150 feet of each facility, and does not
disclose the approximate distance or direction from construction workspaces.

4 Apalinski 2011 and 2011a indicate that the wells were identified in-house by the NJDEP Division of Water Supply and
exact well locations were not provided. This data has not been field verified. Private well data provided by the NJDEP
is based on real estate data sales from September 16, 2002, until present and does not represent all domestic wells in
use.

PADCNR 2005 refers to Pennsylvania GIS data. This data has not been field verified. Transco will continue to verify
exact locations of wells and springs in the vicinity of the ROW during ongoing discussions with landowners.

PADEP 2011 indicates that the wells were identified by PADEP’s Enviromapper blind search.

Transco Survey indicates that the well locations were verified in the field during civil survey or through landowner
consultation

USGS 2009 refers to U.S. Geological Survey National Hydrography Dataset data. This data has not been field verified.
Transco will continue to verify exact locations of wells and springs in the vicinity of the ROW during ongoing discussions
with landowners.

® Municipal = Municipal source water well.
Private = Privately owned well.
PNCWS = Public non-community water system well.

224 Wellhead Protection Areas

Under a 1986 amendment to the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA), each state is
required to develop and implement a wellhead protection program in order to identify the land
and recharge areas contributing to public supply wells, and prevent the contamination of
drinking water supplies. The SDWA was later updated in 1996 with an amendment requiring the
development of a broader-based Source Water Assessment Program, which includes the
assessment of potential contamination to both groundwater and surface water through a
watershed approach. States assess and delineate groundwater protection areas under a
combination of these mandates.

A search for wellhead protection areas (WHPAS) crossed by the Project was conducted
using state resources (Bowling 2011; Apalinski 2011;a, b; NYSDOH 2002; NJDEP and NJGS
2004; NJDEP and NJGS 2010). The state of Pennsylvania considers this sensitive information
and uses the same blind search process used to identify public and private water supply wells.

The location of WHPAs is available in New Jersey, although non-community wellhead protection
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areas have not been updated since 2004. New York State has a wellhead protection program
that is administered by the New York State Department of Health. New York City’s drinking
water is primarily supplied by upstate New York reservoirs. Project facilities in New York State
are located in areas that receive public water from these reservoirs. The nearest potable water
wells to these facilities are located in the Borough of Queens; as such, the Project will not
impact wellhead protection areas (NYCDEP 201la and 2011b). The locations or known

presence of WHPAs within 150 feet of the construction workspaces are listed in Table 2.2-3.

Table 2.2-3
Wellhead Protection Areas within Construction Workspaces

) Approximate Direction of
Approximate MP associated well from
(when applicable) Township Construction Workspaces Notes®

Muncy Loop, Lycoming County, Pennsylvania

No WHPAs identified within 150 feet

Palmerton Loop, Monroe County, Pennsylvania

No WHPAs identified within 150 feet

Stanton Loop, Hunterdon County, New Jersey

Between 8.04 and Clinton North Tier 2 and 3 wellhead protection
8.39 area for two PCWS wells

Between 8.02 and Clinton South Tier 1, 2 and 3 wellhead protection
8.37 areas for PNCWS well

Between 8.30 and Clinton North Tier 2 and 3 wellhead protection
8.47 areas for PNCWS well

Tier 2 overlaps ATWS only

Between 8.54 and Clinton South Tier 3 wellhead protection area for
8.60 PNCWS well
Between 8.91 and Clinton North Tier 3 wellhead protection area for
8.94 PNCWS well

Overlaps ATWS only
Between 11.94 and Franklin and Union North Tier 1, 2 and 3 wellhead protection
13.56 areas for two PCWS wells

Caldwell B Replacement, Essex County, New Jersey

Between 1821.10 Essex East Tier 1, 2, and 3 wellhead protection
and 1821.56 areas for two PCWS wells

Compressor Station 303, Essex County, New Jersey

N/A Roseland Borough Southeast Tier 1 and 2 wellhead protection
area for two PCWS wells

Compressor Station 505, Somerset County, New Jersey

N/A Branchburg Overlapping Tier 1, 2 and 3 wellhead protection
area for PNCWS well associated
with the existing compressor station
well

Compressor Station 515, Luzerne County, Pennsylvania

No WHPAs identified within 150 feet

Leidy Interchange Hub, Clinton County, Pennsylvania
No WHPAs identified within 150 feet
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Table 2.2-3
Wellhead Protection Areas within Construction Workspaces

] Approximate Direction of
Approximate MP associated well from
(when applicable) Township Construction Workspaces Notes®

Roseland M&R Station, Essex County, New Jersey

N/A Roseland Borough Southeast Tier 1 and 2 wellhead protection
area for two PCWS wells

Montclair State University M&R Station, Passaic County, NJ
No WHPAs identified within 150 feet

East Rutherford M&R Station, Bergen County, New Jersey
No WHPAs identified within 150 feet

Station 240 Regulator Station, Bergen County, New Jersey
No WHPA:s identified within 150 feet

Meadows Heaters, Bergen County, New Jersey

No WHPAs identified within 150 feet

Paterson Lateral Take-off, Bergen County, New Jersey
No WHPAs identified within 150 feet

MLV 505B60, Essex County, New Jersey

No WHPA:s identified within 150 feet

Narrows M&R Station, Richmond County, New York
No WHPAs identified within 150 feet

134" Street Manhattan Meter Station, New York County, New York
No WHPAs identified within 150 feet

Brooklyn Regulating Vault, Kings County, New York
No WHPAs identified within 150 feet

Note:

L Tier 1 two-year time of travel to the well.
Tier 2 five-year time of travel to the well.
Tier 3 12-year time of travel to the well.

Key:

PCWS = Public Community Water Supply Well
PNCWS = Public Non-Community Water Supply Well
WHPA = Wellhead Protection Area

MLV = Mainline Valve

N/A = Not applicable

The proposed Project workspaces in Pennsylvania and New York are greater than 150
feet from designated WHPAs (Bowling 2011, Cahn 2011, NYCDEP 2011a). Proposed Project
workspaces in New Jersey cross WHPAs at the locations noted in Table 2.2-3; as such, the
remainder of this section addresses New Jersey WHPASs only.

In New Jersey, a WHPA is a mapped area around a public non-community water supply
(PNCWS) well or public community water supply (PCWS) well that delineates the calculated
horizontal extent of groundwater captured by a well pumping at a specific rate over a 2-, 5-, and

12-year period of time. The WHPAs are divided into tiers (Tiers 1 to 3) based upon the time of
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travel to the well (Spayd and Johnson 2003), with Tier 1 representing the 2-year time of travel,
Tier 2 representing the 5-year time of travel and Tier 3 representing the 12-year time of travel.
A PNCWS well is a public water supply well used by individuals other than year-round residents
for at least 60 days of the year. A non-community water supply well can be either a transient or
non-transient well. A non-transient, non-community water supply well serves at least 25 of the
same people over a period of six months during the year, such as schools, factories, and office
buildings. A transient, non-community water supply well is a well that serves people year-round
for at least 60 days of the year, but does not serve the same individuals during that one-year
period. Transient, non-community water supply wells include rest stop areas, restaurants, and
motels (NJAC 2011a). A PCWS well is a public water supply well that serves at least 15 service
connections used by year-round residents or regularly serves at least 25 year-round residents
(NJAC 2011a). The NJDEP, Division of Water Quality, operates these systems under the
guidelines of the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act.

The Stanton Loop, Caldwell Replacement, Compressor Station 505, Compressor Station
303, Electrical Substation, and Roseland M&R Station are all located within a WHPA. The
Stanton Loop crosses Tiers 1, 2, and 3 of both PNCWS and PCWS wells. The Caldwell
Replacement crosses Tiers 1, 2, and 3 of PCWS wells. Compressor Station 505 has a PNCWS
well on site with an associated WHPA; as such, the Compressor Station 505 workspace
intersects Tiers 1, 2, and 3 of the associated WHPA. Compressor Station 303, the Electrical
Substation, and Roseland M&R Station are located within Tier 1 and 2 WHPAs for PCWS wells.
Each of these wells is located greater than 150 feet from the Project.

Consultation with NJDEP Bureau of Water Supply indicated that land use within WHPAs
is not regulated by the state of New Jersey (Apalinski 2011c). However, individual
municipalities may have ordinances regulating activities within WHPAs. A search of the town
codes for Branchburg, Clinton, Franklin, and Union did not reveal such ordinances; therefore,
Transco has not identified any additional land use regulations in WHPAs (Township of
Branchburg, 2011; Township of Clinton, 1983; Township of Franklin, 2004; Township of Union,
2009).

2.25 Potential for Contaminated Groundwater

A search of various federal and state databases including the EPA’s Regulated Facility
dataset (USEPA 2011a), the EPA’'s Enviromapper for Envirofacts (USEPA 2011b), the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) Environmental Facilities
Navigator (NYSDEC 2011), and data layers available through PADEP’s Water Monitoring
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Table 2.2-4
Potential Groundwater Contamination Sites for the Northeast Supply Link Project

Site Name

Site Address

Database’

Distance from
site (miles)

and Direction

Notes Based on Review of Data?

Muncy Loop, Lycoming County, Pennsylvania — No sites identified within 0.25 mile of the center line

Palmerton Loop, Monroe County, Pennsylvania — No sites identified within 0.25 mile of the center line

Stanton Loop, Hunterdon County, New Jersey

Rolling Hills of Hunterdon 16 Cratetown Road NJDEP 0.11 N of MP Underground injection of sanitary waste, permitted (New Jersey Water Supply

Care Center Lebanon 08833 GWDP 8.31 Authority 2011).

Red Horse Shoppers, Inc. Rte. 31 and Payne Road NJDEP KCSL | 0.15 N of MP | C3: Multi-Phased Remedial Action — Unknown or Uncontrolled Discharge to Soil or
8.98 Ground Water. Designated in July 1999, site status is active.

Clinton Township 08842

Caldwell B Replacement, Essex County, New Jersey — No sites identifie

d within 0.25 mile of the center line

Compressor Station 303, Essex County, New Jersey

Intedge Industries, Inc. 565 Eagle Rock Avenue NJDEP KCSL 0.09 NwW D: Multi-Phased Remedial Action — Multiple Source/Release to Multi-Media Including
Roseland Borough 07068 CEA Ground Water. Designated in August 1997, site status is No Further Action with
limited restricted use. CEA was applied in August 1997. Contaminants of concern in
groundwater are listed as TCE, PCE, vinyl chloride and volatile organics. Possible
soil contamination at this address from former seepage pit.
ITW MARK-TEX / 565 Eagle Rock Avenue USEPA: 0.11 NW Site that releases TRI contaminants to the environment, regulated by USEPA.
ITW American Safety Roseland 34013 RCRA Known groundwater contamination. Site has existing CEA and WRA.
Technologies TRI
LUKOIL #57350 / Mobil 525 Eagle Rock Avenue NJDEP KCSL 0.17 SE C2: Formal Design — Known Source or Release with Ground Water Contamination.
Service Station #15-LXL Roseland Borough 07068 LUST Designated in February 1998, site status is active. CEA was applied in February
(Roseland) CEA 1998. Site Remediation Lead-Bureau of Underground Storage Tanks. Contaminants
of concern are listed as benzene, methyl tertiary-butyl ether (MBTE), t-Butyl Alcohol
(TBA), and tentatively identified compounds (TICs).
Exxon R/S 38842 550 Eagle Rock Avenue NJDEP KCSL 0.18 SE C2: Formal Design — Known Source or Release with Ground Water Contamination.
Roseland Borough 07068 LUST Designated in March 1992, site status is active. Site Remediation Lead-Bureau of
Underground Storage Tanks.
Electrical Substation, Essex County, New Jersey
LUKOIL #57350 / Mobil 525 Eagle Rock Avenue NJDEP KCSL 0.19 SE C2: Formal Design — Known Source or Release with Ground Water Contamination.
Service Station #15-LXL Roseland Borough 07068 LUST Designated in February 1998, site status is active. CEA was applied in February
(Roseland) CEA 1998. Site Remediation Lead-Bureau of Underground Storage Tanks. Contaminants
of concern are listed as benzene, methyl tertiary-butyl ether (MBTE), t-Butyl Alcohol
(TBA), and tentatively identified compounds (TICs).
Exxon R/S 38842 550 Eagle Rock Avenue NJDEP KCSL 0.20 SE C2: Formal Design — Known Source or Release with Ground Water Contamination.
Roseland Borough 07068 LUST Designated in March 1992, site status is active. Site Remediation Lead-Bureau of
Underground Storage Tanks.
Intedge Industries, Inc. 565 Eagle Rock Avenue NJDEP KCSL 0.11 NW D: Multi-Phased Remedial Action — Multiple Source/Release to Multi-Media Including
Roseland Borough 07068 CEA Ground Water. Designated in August 1997, site status is No Further Action with

limited restricted use. CEA was applied in August 1997. Contaminants of concern are
listed as TCE, PCE, vinyl chloride and volatile organics.
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Table 2.2-4
Potential Groundwater Contamination Sites for the Northeast Supply Link Project

Distance from

site (miles)
Site Name Site Address Database' and Direction Notes Based on Review of Data
East Hanover Township N/A CKE 0.12W Mixed volatile organic compounds identified as the ground water contaminant of
Regional Groundwater concern.
Contamination
ITW MARK-TEX / 565 Eagle Rock Avenue USEPA: 0.03 NW Site that releases TRI contaminants to the environment, regulated by USEPA.
ITW American Safety Roseland 34013 RCRA
Technologies TRI
Compressor Station 505, Somerset County, New Jersey
TGPL Station 505 Case Road NJDEP KCSL 0 C3: Multi-Phased Remedial Action — Unknown or Uncontrolled Discharge to Soil or
Branchburg Township Ground Water. Designated in July 1989, site status is active.
08853 Station 505 has received a “No Further Action” letter from NJDEP and clean-up has
been completed.
620 Case Road 620 Case Road NJDEP KCSL 0.01 N C1: No Formal Design — Source Known or Identified-Potential Ground Water

Branchburg Township
08853

Contamination. Designated in June 2009, site status is active.

Compressor Station 515, Luzerne County, Pennsylvania— No sites identified within 0.25 mile

Leidy Interchange Hub, Clinton County, Pennsylvania— No sites identified within 0.25 mile

Roseland M&R Station, Essex County, New Jersey

LUKOIL #57350 / Mobil 525 Eagle Rock Avenue NJDEP KCSL 0.17 SE C2: Formal Design — Known Source or Release with Ground Water Contamination.
Service Station #15-LXL Roseland Borough 07068 LUST Designated in February 1998, site status is active. CEA was applied in February
(Roseland) CEA 1998. Site Remediation Lead-Bureau of Underground Storage Tanks. Contaminants
of concern are listed as benzene, methyl tertiary-butyl ether (MBTE), t-Butyl Alcohol
(TBA), and tentatively identified compounds (TICs).
Exxon R/S 38842 550 Eagle Rock Avenue NJDEP KCSL 0.18 SE C2: Formal Design — Known Source or Release with Ground Water Contamination.
Roseland Borough 07068 LUST Designated in March 1992, site status is active. Site Remediation Lead-Bureau of
Underground Storage Tanks.
Intedge Industries, Inc. 565 Eagle Rock Avenue NJDEP KCSL 0.09 NwW D: Multi-Phased Remedial Action — Multiple Source/Release to Multi-Media Including
Roseland Borough 07068 CEA Ground Water. Designated in August 1997, site status is No Further Action with
limited restricted use. CEA was applied in August 1997. Contaminants of concern are
listed as TCE, PCE, vinyl chloride and volatile organics.
East Hanover Township N/A CKE 0.12w Mixed volatile organic compounds identified as the ground water contaminant of
Regional Groundwater concern.
Contamination
ITW MARK-TEX / 565 Eagle Rock Avenue USEPA: 0.11 NW Site that releases TRI contaminants to the environment, regulated by USEPA.
ITW American Safety Roseland 34013 RCRA
Technologies TRI

Montclair State University M&R Station, Passaic County, New Jersey— No sites identified

within ¥ mile

East Rutherford M&R Station, Bergen County, New Jersey

254 Outwater Lane

254 Outwater Lane
Carlstadt Boro 07110

NJDEP KCSL

0.24 E/SE

C1: No Formal Design — Source Known or Identified-Potential Ground Water
Contamination. Designated in January 2009, site status is active.
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Table 2.2-4
Potential Groundwater Contamination Sites for the Northeast Supply Link Project
Distance from
site (miles)
Site Name Site Address Database' and Direction Notes Based on Review of Data
Station 240 Regulator Station, Bergen County, New Jersey
TGPL Station 0240 718 Paterson Plank Road NJDEP KCSL 0 D: Multi-Phased RA — Multiple Source/Release to Multi-Media Including Ground
Carlstadt Borough, 07072 CEA Water. Designated in August 1988, site status is active. CEA applied March 1996.
Contaminant of concern is listed as benzene.
Station 240 has received a “No Further Action” letter from NJDEP and clean-up has
been completed.
Meadows Heaters, Bergen County, New Jersey
Sier-Bath Gear Co. 9252 John F. Kennedy CEA 0.16 E-SE Site status is active. Contaminants of concern are listed as TCE, Vinyl chloride, lead,
Bivd. arsenic, volatile organics and base neutral contaminants.
North Bergen Township

Paterson Lateral Take-off, Bergen County, New Jersey— No sites identified within 0.25 mile

MLV 505B60, Essex County, New Jersey

North Caldwell Borough Gould Avenue NJDEP KCSL 0.10 SW C2: Formal Design — Known Source or Release with Ground Water Contamination.

Gould Avenue School North Caldwell Borough LUST Designated in June 1994, site status is active. Site Remediation Lead-Bureau of
07006 Underground Storage Tanks.

Narrows M&R Station, Richmond County, New York— No sites identified within 0.25 mile

134" Street Manhattan Meter Station, New York County, New York

CE — West 132" st. 12" Ave between West NY VCP 0.16 SE The site is the location of two former gas holders, the last of which was closed in

Station 131% and West 133" 1962. The Site Characterization Report has shown that no manufactured gas plant
Streets related contamination is located on the site. The NYSDEC determined that no further
New York 10027 action was necessary in a letter dated March 18, 2008.

Olin Water Services 609 West 132™ Street USEPA: 0.22 SE Site that releases TRI contaminants to the environment, regulated by USEPA.
New York 10027 RCRA

TRI
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Table 2.2-4
Potential Groundwater Contamination Sites for the Northeast Supply Link Project
Distance from
site (miles)
Site Name Site Address Database® and Direction Notes Based on Review of Data’
Brooklyn Regulating Vault, Kings County, New York— No sites identified within 0.25 mile

Notes:
! Database IDs:

CEA - Classification Exception Area database. Identifies sites in New Jersey where groundwater contamination has been identified and the NJDEP has established a Classification
Exception Area. CEAs are institutional controls in geographically defined areas within which the New Jersey Ground Water Quality Standards (NJGWQS) for specific contaminants
have been exceeded. When a CEA is designated for an area, the constituent standards and designated aquifer uses are suspended for the term of the CEA (NJDEP SRP 2010).

CKE - Currently Known Extent of Groundwater Pollution database — sites in New Jersey where the local ground water resources are known to be compromised because the water
quality exceeds drinking water and groundwater quality standards for specific contaminants.

LUST - New Jersey State Database of Leaking Underground Storage Tanks (NJDEP 2010a)
NJDEP GWDP - New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection Groundwater Discharge Point.
NJDEP KCSL - New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection Known Contaminated Site List

C1 remedial levels are associated with simple sites with one or two contaminants localized to soil and the immediate spill or discharge area.

C2 remedial levels are associated with more complicated contaminant discharges, multiple site spills and discharges, and/or more than one contaminant, with both soil and
groundwater impacted or threatened.

C3 remedial levels are associated with high complexity and threatening sites. Multiple contaminants, some at high concentrations with unknown sources continuing to
impact soils, groundwater, and possibly surface waters and potable water resources. Dangerous for direct contact with contaminated soils.

D remedial levels are typically the same conditions as C3 remedial levels except that D levels are also usually designated federal Superfund sites.
NY VCP - Site is part of New York’s Voluntary Cleanup Program for Brownfield site remediation (NYSDEC 2011).

RCRA - Resource Conservation and Recovery Act - Facilities that generate or transport hazardous waste or meet other RCRA requirements from the EPA-regulated sites database
(USEPA 2011a).

TRI - Toxic Release Inventory from EPA-regulated sites database (USEPA 2011a).

% Notes based on review of data— summary of site-specific information obtained from available agency data.
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Report (PADEP 2010), New Jersey's GeoWeb program, and the NYSDEC Environmental
Remediation Sites data layer (NYSDEC 2006) were conducted to determine potential
groundwater contamination areas in the vicinity of the Project. The search area extended
outward and perpendicular from the proposed Project centerline (for pipeline loops and/or the
replacement) and the temporary workspace (for proposed aboveground facilities) a total
distance of 0.25 miles in each direction. Table 2.2-4 provides a summary of sites identified
within this search area that have the potential to pose groundwater hazards. Each site listed in
Table 2.2-4 was identified, where possible, with respect to the type of the reported release,
relevant case status, and proximity to the Project.

In addition to the sites identified in Table 2.2-4, multiple underground storage tanks
regulated by the PADEP and NJDEP were identified within 0.25 mile of the following facilities:
Stanton Loop, Compressor Station 303, Electrical Substation, Compressor Station 505,
Compressor Station 515, Leidy Interchange Hub, Roseland M&R Station, Montclair State
University M&R Station, East Rutherford M&R Station, Station 240 Regulator Station, and the
MLV 505B60 (PADEP 2006, NJDEP 2011). Some of these underground storage tanks are still
operational, while others are documented as leaking underground storage tanks (LUSTs). The
presence of these tanks presents further potential for groundwater contamination in the vicinity
of these sites.

2.2.6 Groundwater Impacts and Mitigation

Short-term and highly localized impacts to groundwater could potentially occur during
various stages of construction, particularly during clearing and grading, trench excavation and
dewatering, horizontal directional drilling (HDD) activities, hydrostatic testing, and blasting (if
required). A summary of these impacts is provided below. Standard and specialized

construction techniques to minimize or avoid these impacts are discussed in Section 2.2.6.3.

Clearing and Grading

Shallow (perched) aquifers could sustain minor impacts from temporary changes in
overland water flow and recharge caused by clearing and grading of the proposed ROW and
temporary workspaces. In forested areas, water infiltration, which is normally enhanced by
vegetation, will be reduced until vegetation is reestablished. Vegetation will be cleared only
where necessary, and will be allowed to regenerate (with certain controls) upon completion of
construction. RR 3 provides more information on vegetation impacts and mitigation. The
workspace for the Muncy, Palmerton, and Stanton Loops is collocated with the existing,
maintained Transco ROW, which will be utilized for workspace to the extent practicable. The

workspace for the Caldwell Replacement is collocated with an existing, maintained overhead
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transmission line ROW, which will also be utilized for workspace to the extent practicable. The
majority of aboveground facility workspaces will be located within existing cleared areas to
further minimize the need for new areas to be cleared and graded.

To avoid long-term changes in water table elevation and subsurface hydrology,
excavated topsoil and sub-soils will be segregated, where appropriate, in accordance with the
Project-specific Plan (see Appendix 7B), and returned as nearly as possible to their original soil
horizon. In addition, near-surface soil compaction caused by heavy construction vehicles could
temporarily reduce the soil’'s ability to absorb water. These minor impacts would be temporary

and would not significantly affect groundwater resources.

Trench Excavation and Dewatering

For pipeline construction, a trench will be excavated by a backhoe to the proper depth to
allow for the burial of the pipe. The trench excavation will be approximately 7 feet deep for the
42-inch diameter pipeline loops and 36-inch diameter pipeline replacement. Based on the
groundwater levels identified in the region of these pipeline routes, trenching activities may
intersect the water table, particularly in wetlands and adjacent to streams corridors. Dewatering
may be required in areas where groundwater is encountered. Removal of the water from the
trench may result in a temporary fluctuation in local groundwater levels. Trench dewatering
activities are usually completed in a few days within a particular location; therefore, potential
impacts are expected to be temporary.

Transco proposes to discharge water from dewatering activities into well-vegetated
upland areas. If vegetation is insufficient or if water must be discharged to flow into wetland
areas, Transco will use straw bale/silt fence filtering structures, as described in the Project-
specific Plan and Procedures (see Appendices 7B and 2E, respectively). The straw bale
structure will capture a significant volume of solids during discharge, as well as decrease the
erosive forces of the water and the likelihood of associated impacts. Implementation of these
procedures and use of dewatering structures at stream crossings will minimize turbidity and
erosion and reduce the risk of groundwater impacts during dewatering operations. To allow the
water table to return to original conditions, Transco will minimize the amount of time that the

trench will remain open to the extent practicable.

Horizontal Directional Drilling
In locations where the use of an HDD method is used for pipeline installation,
inadvertent releases of drilling mud could occur. However, drilling mud is most often comprised

of naturally occurring materials, such as bentonite, which in small quantities would not be
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detrimental to groundwater. Municipal water sources will be used in combination with bentonite

to prepare the drilling mud mixture. This crossing method is discussed in Section 2.3.4.8.

Hydrostatic Testing

Hydrostatic test water is not anticipated to be a potential source of groundwater
contamination. Pipeline segments will either be new or will be cleaned prior to hydrostatic
testing to remove any laden solids from the pipe, ensuring a high level of water quality used for
testing. Impact minimization measures related hydrostatic tests are discussed in Section 2.4 of
this RR.

Blasting

Transco does not anticipate that controlled blasting will be required due to previous
construction experience and existing information about subsurface geologic formations present
along the proposed Project area. However, if conditions are encountered that warrant the use
of controlled blasting, the appropriate permits and regulatory requirements would be met prior to
blasting. If hard bedrock is encountered during construction and blasting is required, seismically
controlled blasting technigques will be used to protect against possible impacts on nearby water
supply wells. Temporary changes in water level and increased turbidity may occur in well
systems located in proximity to the proposed pipeline construction ROW. However, the use of
controlled blasting techniques will limit rock fracture to the immediate vicinity of detonation,
thereby minimizing potential impacts associated with blasting. Additional details regarding

blasting mitigation, should blasting become necessary, are in RR 6.

2.2.6.1 Sole Source Aquifers

Potential sources of impact to SSAs associated with pipeline, compressor station, and
aboveground facility construction are related to: construction activities, discharge of hydrostatic
test water, and the pipeline itself. At stream and wetland crossings and areas with shallow
groundwater within each of the three designated areas, it is likely that trenching and excavation
activities could intersect a SSA streamflow source zone or recharge zone.

The Stanton Loop and Compressor Station 505 in New Jersey are located entirely within
the Northwest New Jersey 15 Basin SSA (EPA 1988b). This SSA intersects with the ground
surface in streams and wetlands. The Stanton Loop crosses several streams and wetlands,
and will likely encounter perched areas and/or recharge areas of the aquifer; including the South
Branch of the Raritan River and tributaries, which are identified as a major source of drinking
water within the SSA. The South Branch of the Raritan River will be crossed by HDD, which will
minimize disturbance to the bed and banks and surrounding vegetation. Utilizing the HDD

crossing method is expected to result in minimal to no impact to the river and the SSA. Minor
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impacts to the groundwater quality are expected when trench excavation and crossing of water
resources temporarily disturb groundwater resources and recharge areas. However, the length
of time that the trench is left open in areas of shallow groundwater will be minimized to the
extent practicable and best management practices (BMPs) will be implemented during
construction of waterbody and wetland crossings to reduce the likelihood of water quality impact
as discussed in Section 2.3.4 and 2.5.3 of this RR. Also, the disturbance footprint associated
with the proposed workspaces is minor in comparison to the geographic extent of the SSA
resource; as such, impacts would be localized and minimal. Waterbodies and wetlands will be
restored to their preconstruction conditions, except forested wetlands within the permanent
ROW, which will require mitigation offsite. No impacts to water quantity or quality are expected
within the Northwest New Jersey 15 Basin SSA.

The Caldwell B Replacement, Compressor Station 303, Electrical Substation, and
Roseland Meter Station in New Jersey are located entirely within the Buried Valley Aquifer
System SSA (USEPA 1980). This SSA is characterized as having shallow depth to
groundwater and each of the project components in the SSA are located within 2,000 feet of the
Passaic River, where recharge flows from the river to the aquifer and which is also used as a
drinking water source. Groundwater will likely be encountered during trench excavation for the
Caldwell B Replacement. This will result in minor and localized impacts on groundwater. The
length of time that the trench will be left open in areas of shallow groundwater will be minimized
to the extent practicable. BMPs will be implemented at all work areas to prevent the
uncontrolled release of sediments from construction work areas into the Passaic River. The
new Compressor Station 303 will be constructed primarily on an existing developed site,
resulting in minimal increase in impervious surface and associated storm water runoff.
Additional storm water generated from development of the new Electrical Substation is not
expected to be significant based on a total development footprint of less than two acres. In
addition, stormwater runoff from the substation site will be controlled in accordance with all
applicable state permit authorizations. Based on these considerations, no adverse impacts to
water quantity or quality within the Buried Valley Aquifer System SSA are expected.

The Palmerton Loop and Compressor Station 515 in Pennsylvania are located within the
streamflow source zone of the New Jersey Coastal Plain Aquifer. Water resources in the
steamflow source zone will be minimized through the implementation of BMPs at stream and
wetland crossings as discussed in Sections 2.3.4 and 2.5.3 of this Resource Report.

The EPA is required to review all federally funded projects that have the potential to

impact a designated SSA (EPA 2010). Proposed projects that are funded entirely by state, local
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or private entities are not subject to EPA review (EPA 2010). The proposed Project is not

federally funded, so EPA’s review is not required for the Project’'s SSA crossings.

2.2.6.2 Public and Private Water Supply Wells and Wellhead Protection Areas

Prior to construction, Transco will seek landowner permission to test all wells within 150
feet of the construction footprint before and after construction. With the well-owner's
permission, Transco will conduct pre- and post-construction monitoring of water quality and
yield using a qualified, independent contractor to conduct well sampling. Prior to sampling,
wells will be purged for 10 minutes. Discharge flow rates (gpm) will be measured during
purging. Samples then will be collected and sent to an approved laboratory for analysis. Water
samples will typically be analyzed for total dissolved solids, total coliform, nitrates and nitrites,
chloride, pH, specific conductance, iron, and sulfate. Sampling methods will be finalized with
Transco personnel conducting the sampling and a state-certified laboratory conducting the
water analysis. All samples will be collected such that properly preserved water samples are
delivered to the laboratory and tested within the holding times required by the EPA, the
American Public Health Association, and applicable state groundwater quality standards.
Samples will be analyzed in accordance with parameters outlined by New Jersey and
Pennsylvania drinking water standards.

In the unlikely event that construction activities adversely affect a water supply, Transco
will make the necessary repairs to restore the water supply system to its preconstruction
capacity. If necessary, Transco will re-work the existing well or install a comparable
replacement. If the water supply is off-line for any repair, reworking, or replacement, Transco
will provide a temporary source of water (e.g., contracting with a local water supply firm to
deliver potable water). Within 30 days of placing the pipeline in service, Transco will file with the
Secretary a report discussing any complaints received concerning well yield or water quality and
how each was resolved.

Potable well construction in New Jersey requires that steel casing be installed to a
minimum depth of 50 feet bgs. The purpose of the casing is to prevent the infiltration of shallow
ground-water into deeper water bearing zones. As a result, infiltrating surface water must
typically extend greater than 50 feet bgs to contribute to aquifer recharge or potentially be
captured by a potable well (NJAC 2011b). Trenching activities along the Stanton Loop will vary
in depth with typical construction depth varying between 6.5 to 9 feet bgs; typical depth of a
road bore varying between 14 and 16 feet bgs; typical HDD depth varying between 30 and 50
feet bgs; and typical crossover depth varying from 12 to 15 feet bgs. Excavation at compressor
stations and other aboveground facilities is not expected to extend beyond 4 to 7 feet bgs. It is

expected that the static water table will be intersected by trenching activities in wetlands,
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streams, and other areas where shallow bedrock occurs, but impacts to the shallow water table
will not be expected to impact the quality of well water in the vicinity of the Project.

The Stanton Loop, Compressor Station 505, Compressor Station 303, the Electrical
Substation, and the Roseland M&R Station cross Tier 1 WHPAs, indicating that construction will
take place within a 2-year time of travel zone for a public or public non-community water supply
well.  Trenching and/or excavation within WHPAs could potentially intersect groundwater
resources in a WHPA. In these areas, the groundwater could be subject to higher than normal
sediment discharges associated with ground work; however, impacts will be minimized and
localized through the implementation of BMPs as indicated in Section 2.3.4.

Trenching and excavation activities at Pennsylvania and New York facilities are
expected to encounter groundwater, but will likely not impact groundwater wells. No wellhead
protection areas were identified in the vicinity of Pennsylvania or New York facilities. Surficial
aquifer sources are not expected to intrude into potable wells and impact water resources, and
any impact to these resources would be localized and temporary due to the implementation of

BMPs and restoration of waterbodies and wetlands.

2.2.6.3 Groundwater Contamination

No sites with a high potential for groundwater contamination were identified within 0.25
miles of the Muncy, Palmerton, Stanton, or Caldwell Replacement loops. Based on this data,
Transco does not anticipate encountering contaminated groundwater during construction of the
pipeline loops.

The greatest potential for encountering contaminated groundwater exists during
excavation at aboveground facilities in New Jersey.

As shown in Table 2.2-4, sites with contaminated groundwater have been identified
within 0.25 miles of the following aboveground facilities: Compressor Station 505, proposed
Compressor Station 303, proposed Electrical Substation, Roseland M&R Station, East
Rutherford M&R Station, 240 Regulator Station, Meadows Heaters, MLV 505B60, and 134"

Street Manhattan Meter Station.

Compressor Station 505

Remediation activities were completed at the existing Compressor Station 505 under C3:
Multi-Phased Remedial Action, Unknown or Uncontrolled Discharge to Soil or Ground Water.
The plan was designated in July of 1989.

Transco performed extensive soil and groundwater assessment and soil remediation at
Compressor Station 505 and, with the exception of four small areas, met the NJDEP’s

Unrestricted Use Soil Cleanup Criteria (i.e., residential standards). The following areas did not
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meet Unrestricted Use Soil Cleanup Criteria, but did meet the Restricted Use Soil Cleanup

Criteria;

1. Area of Concern (AOC) 9, the Aboveground Pipeline Condensate Tank, where most
soils met the Unrestricted Use Soil Cleanup Criteria, but soils located under the
secondary containment with polychlorinated biphenyls and total petroleum hydrocarbons
(TPHC) could not be remediated.

2. AOC 18, Heat Exchange and Compressor Engine Exhaust Area (eight units), where
soils at Units 1 through 7 met the Unrestricted Use Soil Cleanup Criteria, but soils in a
small area in the vicinity of Unit 8 contained TPH above the NJDEP’s Total Organic
Contaminant Criterion (TOC).

3. Valve 505S1, where soils met the Unrestricted Use Soil Cleanup Criteria, but one
sample at 6 bgs on the south side of the valve was just above the Unrestricted Use Soil
Cleanup Criteria for arsenic.

4. Valve 505S2, where soils met the Unrestricted Use Soil Cleanup Criteria, but one
sample at 5.5 feet bgs on the southeast side of the valve was just above the TOC.

Due to operational considerations and the placement of a deed notice on the property,
NJDEP approved the restricted use standard for these four areas. The proposed work at
Compressor Station 505 for the NSL Project will not be conducted within or immediately
adjacent to any of these restricted use areas. Consequently, contaminated groundwater is not

expected to be present during construction activities at the site.

Compressor Station 303

There is known groundwater contamination at the Compressor Station 303 site due to a
former seepage pit used for historical disposal of solvent wastes. In addition, the entire property
is under an NJDEP-approved “Classification Exception Area” (or CEA) and a “Well Restriction
Area” (or WRA) even though contaminated groundwater is limited to a small area in the center
of the property and mostly under the east/southeast sides of the existing building. Groundwater
depth varies between approximately 3 feet (or less) and 8 feet bgs, depending upon recent
rainfall. Thus, there is the possibility for encountering contaminated groundwater during
construction of the compressor station. Preliminary Assessments (PAs) and Site Investigations
(Sls) will be performed according to NJDEP rules to more fully document current contamination
issues, and these studies will be coordinated with NJDEP during the site permitting process.
Transco may elect to treat contaminated groundwater in order to avoid issues associated with
handling contaminated groundwater during construction. Such treatment, if performed, would
remove the current CEA and WRA designations.
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Roseland M&R Station

Three sites which have adversely affected groundwater were identified within 0.25 miles
of Roseland M&R Station. These sites were identified in the NJDEP Known Contaminated Sites
List (KCSL), New Jersey State Database of Leaking Underground Storage Tanks (LUST),
Classification Exception Area (CEA), and Currently Known Extent of Groundwater Pollution
(CKE) databases. The first site, the LUKOIL No. 57350/Mobil Service Station No. 15-LXL
(Roseland), has artificial drainage from the highway acting as a barrier for shallow groundwater,
and is approximately 898 feet (0.17 miles) southeast of the Roseland M&R Station. This site is
currently undergoing C2: Formal Design, Known Source or Release with Groundwater
Contamination. This plan was designated in February 1998 and the site status has remained
active under the Bureau of Underground Storage Tanks (NJDEP KCSL; LUST) Contaminants
of concern were listed as benzene, methyl tertiary-butyl ether (MBTE), t-butyl alcohol (TBA),
and tentatively identified compounds (TICs) (CEA).

The second site identified as a potential groundwater hazard is the Exxon R/S 38842,
has artificial drainage from the highway acting as a barrier for shallow groundwater, and is
located approximately 950 feet (0.18 miles) southeast of the Roseland M&R Station. The site is
currently undergoing C2: Formal Design, Known Source or Release with Groundwater
Contamination. This plan was designated in March 1992 and the site status has remained
active under the Bureau of Underground Storage Tanks (NJDEP KCSL; LUST).

The third site identified as a potential groundwater hazard is the East Hanover Township
Regional Groundwater Contamination; it is located approximately 634 feet (0.12 miles) west (of
the Roseland M&R Station as determined from the Caldwell, New Jersey 7.5-Minute, USGS
Topographic Quadrangle. The site has a mix of volatile organic compounds identified as the
groundwater contaminant of concern (CKE).

None of the sites are either crossed or immediately upgradient of the Roseland M&R
Station such that Transco expects to encounter groundwater contamination during construction.
In addition, the limited subsurface disturbance at this facility will limit the potential for
contaminated groundwater to be encountered. Transco will implement its Unanticipated
Discovery of Contamination Plan (see Appendix 7C) during construction and BMPs will be

implemented if contaminated groundwater is encountered.

Electrical Substation

The same three sites discussed above for the Roseland M&R Station, which have
adversely affected groundwater, are also within 0.25 miles of the Electrical Substation.

The Electrical Substation will be a greenfield development which will require ground

excavation for activities such as grading and foundation work. However, none of the
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contaminated sites are either crossed or immediately upgradient of the Electrical Substation
such that Transco expects to encounter groundwater contamination during construction.
Transco will implement its Unanticipated Discovery of Contamination Plan (see Appendix 7C)

during construction and BMPs will be implemented if contaminated groundwater is encountered.

East Rutherford M&R Station

One site was identified which has adversely affected the soil within 0.25 miles of East
Rutherford M&R Station. This site was identified in the NJDEP KCSL database. The site is at
254 Outwater Lane, located approximately 1,267 feet (0.23 miles) east-southeast
(downgradient) of the East Rutherford M&R Station as determined from the Weehawken, New
Jersey 7.5-Minute, USGS Topographic Quadrangle. The site is currently undergoing C1: Bo
Formal Design, Source Known or Identified-Potential Ground Water Contamination. This plan
was designated in January 2009 and the site status has remained active (NJDEP KCSL).
Based on the distance of this site from the East Rutherford M&R Station and its downgradient
position in the landscape, the proposed construction workspace is not expected to intersect any

contaminated groundwater.

240 Regulator Station

The existing Regulator Station 240 is currently listed as D: Multi-Phased Remedial
Action, Multiple Source/Release to Multi-Media Including Ground Water. The remediation plan
was designated in August 1988 and the site status has remained active (NJDEP KCSL). The
contaminant of concern found at the site is listed as benzene (CEA). Due to the ongoing
remedial activities at this site, Transco will coordinate with NJDEP prior to construction activities
to obtain any necessary approvals for site disturbance. If contaminated groundwater is
identified in the work areas, appropriate remediation measures will be implemented prior to

construction.

Meadows Heaters

One site has been identified which has adversely affected the groundwater within 0.25
miles of Meadows Heaters. This site was identified in the CEA database and is located
approximately 849 feet (0.16 miles) east-southeast and downgradient of the Meadows Heaters,
as determined from the Weehawken, New Jersey 7.5-Minute, USGS Topographic Quadrangle.
The site has an artificial road acting as a berm for groundwater flow. The site is listed as active
and contaminants of concern are listed as trichloroethylene (TCE), vinyl chloride, lead, arsenic,
volatile organic and base neutral contaminants (CEA). Based on the distance of this site from
the Meadows Heaters and its downgradient position in the landscape, the proposed

construction workspace is not expected to intersect any contaminated groundwater.
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MLV 505B60

One site has been identified which has adversely affected the groundwater within 0.25
miles of MLV 505B60. The site is North Caldwell Borough Gould Avenue School and is located
528 feet (0.10 miles) southwest of MLV 505B60. The site has artificial drainage separated by
roadways and is currently undergoing C2: Formal Design, Known Source or Release with
Ground Water Contamination. The plan was designated in June 1994 and the site has
remained active under the Bureau of Underground Storage Tanks (NJDEP KCSL; LUST).
According to the Caldwell, New Jersey 7.5-Minute, USGS Topographic Quadrangle map, the
site is located downgradient of MLV 505B60. Based on the distance of this site from MLV
505B60 and its downgradient position in the landscape, the proposed construction workspace is

not expected to intersect any contaminated groundwater.

134th Street Manhattan M&R Station

Two sites which have adversely affected groundwater were identified within 0.25 miles of
the 134" Street Manhattan M&R Station. These sites were identified in the Currently Known
Extent of Groundwater Pollution, TRI, New York’s Voluntary Cleanup Program (NY VCP), and
EPA: Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) databases. The first site, the CE-West
132" St. Station has artificial drainage and is approximately 840 feet (0.16 miles) southeast of
the 134™ Street Manhattan M&R Station. This site was the former location of two gas holders,
the last one closing in 1962. The Site Characterization Report showed that no manufactured
gas plant related contamination is located on site. NYSDEC determined no further action was
necessary as stated in a letter dated March 18, 2008 (NY VCP).

The second site identified as a potential groundwater hazard is the Olin Water Services,
which is located approximately 1,125 feet (0.21 miles) southeast of the 134th Street Manhattan
M&R Station. This site releases Toxic Release Inventory (TRI) contaminants into the
environment and is regulated by the EPA (RCRA).

Based on the remediated nature of the first site and distance of the second site from the
proposed construction work area, no contaminated groundwater from either site is expected to
be present at the 134" Street Manhattan M&R Station.

2.2.6.4 Implementation of BMPs

In order to minimize the overall potential for impacts to groundwater, Transco will
implement standard BMPs throughout the duration of construction. For example, at streams
and wetlands where the aquifer may be at or near the surface, Transco will implement
safeguards in accordance with FERC guidance and the Project-specific Plan and Procedures

(see Appendices 7B and 2E, respectively); Erosion and Sediment Control Plans (E&SCPs); and
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the Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan (see Appendix 2B). The
potential for contaminants entering recharge zones will be precluded to the extent practicable by
implementing BMPs including providing setback distances from water resources. Transco will
prohibit refueling or the storage of fuel or other hazardous liquids within 200 feet of private
drinking-water wells and within 400 feet of public water supply wells and WHPAs. If any
modifications to these setbacks will be required, they will be requested as part of the
Implementation Plan for the Project.

The SPCC Plan outlines procedures to be followed to minimize impact and remedy the
source of spills as quickly as possible in the event that contaminants, such as hydraulic fluid,
gasoline, diesel fuel, or other hazardous materials, are spilled or leaked during construction.
During Project construction, construction equipment and vehicles will be washed in appropriate
facilities containing grit traps prior to coming on site. No cleaning of equipment and vehicles will
occur near the trench, aboveground facility excavations, wetlands, or waterbodies.

The impact minimization measures identified in the SPCC Plan (see Appendix 2B) will
be implemented to prevent any discharged fluids from leaving the ROW and/or leaching into the
groundwater. Several additional construction practices and requirements that are addressed
more completely in the SPCC Plan include the following:

m Using absorbent pads/booms to remove any product from the ground surface or trench
should a spill occur;

m Pumping out impacted groundwater from the trench and storing it in water storage tanks for
proper treatment or disposal should a spill occur; and

m Excavating soils impacted by any such release and properly storing and disposing of them
so that contaminants will not spread.

2.3 SURFACE WATER RESOURCES

Surface water resources documented in the NSL Project area include rivers, streams,
and associated tributaries. These surface water resources were identified during field surveys
conducted throughout 2010 and 2011. Field surveys have been completed for all Project
components. This section describes the surface water resources crossed by the Project and

measures proposed by Transco to mitigate impacts to those resources.

2.3.1 Waterbody Crossings

The Project will cross a total of 27 surface waterbodies: 10 in Pennsylvania and 17 in
New Jersey. No waterbodies will be crossed by Project components in New York, including
Narrows M&R Station, Brooklyn Regulating Vault, and 134™ Street Manhattan Meter Station.
Waterbody crossings are identified and described by MP in Tables 2C-1 and 2C-2 in Appendix
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2C. All perennial and intermittent waterbodies to be crossed by the Project are identified. For
each waterbody crossing, the table includes the MP location, the waterbody identification
number, waterbody name, the state water use quality or classification, FERC classification, flow
regime (intermittent or perennial), the approximate width at the crossing point, the proposed
crossing method, and any seasonal crossing restrictions. Seasonal crossing restrictions were
obtained through consultation with PADEP and NJDEP. Waterbody locations are shown on the
FERC alignment sheets in the Mapping Supplement (Volume 3).

Surface water resources associated with the pipeline and aboveground facilities are
described below. The Wetland Delineation Reports for Project components in Pennsylvania
and New Jersey and New York (see Appendix 2G) include additional information for individual

surface water features.

2.3.1.1 Pipeline Facilities

Muncy Loop

The Muncy Loop is located within the Muncy and Chillisquaque creeks’ subwatershed
(Watershed Management Area 10D) of the Upper/Middle Susquehanna River watershed. The
Muncy Loop crosses four perennial streams and one intermittent stream (see Table 2C-1). The
streams are either minor or intermediate waterbodies (FERC classification). With a crossing
width of approximately 80 feet, Muncy Creek is the largest stream crossing on the loop. Muncy
Creek is considered a sensitive stream with a state-designated water quality classification (see
Section 2.3.2.2). Waterbodies along the Muncy Loop typically were found at low points between

hills and function as drainage for the surrounding higher elevations.

Palmerton Loop

The Palmerton Loop is located in the Middle Lehigh River subwatershed (Watershed
Management Area 02B) of the Delaware River watershed, which drains approximately 6,470
square miles in Pennsylvania (PADEP 2011b). The Palmerton Loop crosses three perennial
and two intermittent streams (see Table 2C-1). The streams are either minor or intermediate
waterbodies (FERC classification). With crossing widths of approximately 25 and 30 feet,
Buckwha and Aquashicola creeks, respectively, are the largest stream crossings on the loop.
Buckwha Creek and Aquashicola Creek and its tributaries are considered sensitive streams
with state-designated water quality classifications (see Section 2.3.2.2). Waterbodies along the
Palmerton Loop typically were found at low points between hills and function as drainage for the

surrounding higher elevations.
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Stanton Loop

The Stanton Loop is located within the North and South Branch Raritan River Watershed
Management Area (Watershed Management Area 8) in the Raritan River Drainage Basin. The
Raritan River Drainage Basin drains approximately 1,100 square miles in New Jersey (NJWSA
2011). The Stanton Loop crosses 14 perennial and one intermittent stream (see Table 2C-2).
The streams are either minor or intermediate waterbodies (FERC classification). With a
crossing width of approximately 80 feet, the South Branch Raritan River (two channels) is the
largest stream crossing on the loop. There are three unnamed tributaries to Grandin Stream
located along the proposed Stanton Loop in New Jersey that are considered sensitive streams
with state-designated water quality classifications (see Section 2.3.2.2). Waterbodies along the
Stanton Loop are typically between 4 to 12 feet in width and located at low topographic points
within the landscape. These streams generally drain surface waters from surrounding areas

primarily within suburban residential or agricultural landscapes.

Caldwell B Replacement

The Caldwell B Replacement is located within the Upper and Mid Passaic, Whippany,
and Rockaway Rivers Watershed Management Area (Watershed Management Area 6; NJDEP
2011), which is in the Hackensack-Passaic Watershed (USEPA 2011c). The Caldwell B
Replacement does not cross any waterbodies. One perennial stream is crossed by a temporary
access road associated with the Caldwell B Replacement. This unnamed tributary to the
Passaic River is approximately 6 feet in width and appears to be man-manipulated as it displays
a very linear path. The stream is currently culverted for the existing roadway; depending on the

integrity of the culvert, it may need to be replaced.

2.3.1.2 Aboveground Facilities

Table 2.3-1 provides watershed information for the aboveground facilities. None of the
aboveground facilities in Pennsylvania have waterbodies within the site boundaries.
Waterbodies within or in immediate proximity to the New Jersey aboveground facilities are listed
in Table 2C-2.

Compressor Station 303 is the only aboveground facility with a waterbody within the
workspace boundaries. S-MI-012, an ephemeral stream, is an unnamed tributary to the Passaic
River. This minor waterbody is approximately 3 feet in width and appears to be man-
manipulated as it displays a very linear path.

Several other aboveground facilities in New Jersey have waterbodies in the immediate
vicinity of proposed construction workspaces. Compressor Station 303, the Electrical

Substation, and Roseland M&R Station are located just northeast of the Passaic River
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(approximately 0.1 mile southwest). S-MI-013B, a perennial stream and unnamed tributary to
the Passaic River, is located just southwest of the workspace for the Electrical Substation. In
addition, there is an ephemeral stream (S-MI-010; an unnamed tributary to the Passaic River)
located just west of the workspace for Compressor Station 303. At MLV505B60, a perennial
stream that is an unnamed tributary to Green Brook (S-MI-004) is located just east of the
proposed workspace. The East Rutherford M&R Station is in proximity to an unnamed tributary
to the Hackensack River (approximately 0.04 miles north) and the Hackensack River itself
(approximately 0.1 miles south). The Meadows Heaters site is located just north of an unnamed

pond and Bellman’s Creek (approximately 0.1 miles south), a tributary of the Hackensack River.

Table 2.3-1
Watershed Information for Aboveground Facilities of the Northeast Supply Link Project

Facility Name

Location
(county, state)

Watershed

Major Drainages within Watershed

Leidy Interchange Hub

Clinton County, PA

Susquehanna River

Susquehanna River

Station 515

Luzerne County, PA

Lehigh

Lehigh River

Roseland M&R Station

Essex County, NJ

Hackensack-Passaic

Hackensack River
Passaic River

Montclair State University M&R Station

Passaic County, NJ

Hackensack-Passaic

Hackensack River
Passaic River

East Rutherford M&R Station

Bergen County, NJ

Hackensack-Passaic

Hackensack River
Passaic River

Station 240 Regulator Station

Bergen County, NJ

Hackensack-Passaic

Hackensack River
Passaic River

Meadows Heaters

Bergen County, NJ

Hackensack-Passaic

Hackensack River
Passaic River

MLV 505B60

Essex County , NJ

Hackensack-Passaic

Hackensack River
Passaic River

Narrows M&R Station
Brooklyn Regulating Vault

Richmond County, NY

Sandy Hook-Staten
Island

Arthur Kill
Fresh Kill
Richmond Creek

134" Street Manhattan Meter Station

New York County, NY

Lower Hudson

Hudson River

Paterson Lateral Take-off

Bergen County, NJ

Hackensack-Passaic

Hackensack River
Passaic River

2.3.2

Sensitive Surface Waters

Sensitive surface waters include those that:

m Are designated as national or state wild and scenic rivers;

m Are state-designated high-quality or outstanding natural resource waters;

m Provide habitat for threatened and/or endangered species or critical habitat;

m Are located in sensitive and protected watershed areas or source water protection areas;

m Have potable surface water intakes located within 3 miles downstream of the pipeline

crossing; and/or
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m Have impaired segments or contaminated sediments.

A total of six waterbodies crossed by the NSL Project could be considered sensitive
because they possess one or more of the above characteristics. Sensitive waterbodies

traversed are discussed below.

2.3.2.1 National or State Wild and Scenic Rivers

The National Rivers Inventory (NRI) designates free-flowing river segments in the U.S.
that possess outstandingly remarkable natural or cultural values, which are considered to be of
national significance (NPS 2007). The NRI is maintained by the National Park Service as a list
of river segments that potentially qualify as national wild, scenic, or recreational river areas. All
federal agencies must seek to avoid or mitigate actions that would adversely affect any NRI
segments. There are no federal wild and scenic rivers identified in the NRI within the NSL

Project area.

2.3.2.2 State-Designated High Quality Waters

Pennsylvania Facilities

In Pennsylvania, streams are classified by water quality or biotic health according to
Pennsylvania Code Title 25, Chapter 93.4b by the PADEP with designations such as EV-CWF
(exceptional value cold water fishery), HQ-CWF (high quality cold water fishery), TSF (trout
stocked fishery), and WWF (warm water fishery). The highest quality streams are rated as "EV”
and PADEP testing must show a high biotic integrity and health with test data from over a year
period to obtain this rank. There are no EV streams within the Project area. The high quality
(HQ) streams are the next level of quality (slightly degraded) and must show a macro-
invertebrate community score of 83% or better, or be a state-designated Class A trout stream.
HQ streams are defined as streams that can sustain cold-water fisheries. The EV streams are
mostly found in undeveloped areas of a watershed and represent, perhaps, some of the more
pristine streams remaining in the state (PAC 2011b). Additionally, the Pennsylvania Code Title
25, Chapter 93.3 states that water uses will be protected based on the following designations
regarding aquatic life: cold-water fisheries (CWF), warm-water fisheries (WWF), migratory
fisheries (MF), and trout-stocked fisheries (TSF) (PAC 2011a).

The Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission (PAFBC) also classifies streams
according to the existence of self-sustaining wild trout populations. Class A wild trout streams
are in excellent condition with a standing stock of wild trout according to Pennsylvania Code 58,
Chapter 57.8a.
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Muncy Creek is located at MP 130.32 along the proposed Muncy Loop in Pennsylvania.
This intermediate waterbody is a designated TSF and is included in PAFBC'’s trout stocking
program.

Aquashicola Creek and its tributaries are located between MP 40.45 and 40.72 along the
proposed Palmerton Loop in Pennsylvania. These waterbodies have a FERC classification of
either minor or intermediate and all are designated “HQ.” Aquashicola Creek itself is designated
as a “Class A” stream and is included in PAFBC'’s trout stocking program.

Buckwha Creek is located at MP 42.27 along the proposed Palmerton Loop in
Pennsylvania. This intermediate waterbody is a designated CWF and MF and is a naturally

sustaining trout fishery.

New Jersey Facilities

In New Jersey, Outstanding National Resource Waters (ONRW) are high quality waters
that constitute an outstanding national resource (e.g., waters of National/State Parks and
Wildlife Refuges and waters of exceptional recreational or ecological significance). Waters
classified as “FW1” (fresh waters that are to be maintained in their natural state of quality and
not subjected to any man-made wastewater discharges or increases in runoff from
anthropogenic activities) are ONRWSs. There are no waterbodies with an FW1 classification
crossed by New Jersey facilities.

Category One Waters (or “Cl waters”) include those waters with an exceptional
ecological significance, exceptional recreational significance, exceptional water supply
significance, or exceptional fisheries resource. C1 waters are protected from measurable
changes in water quality through the implementation of antidegradation policies set forth at New
Jersey Administrative Code (NJAC) 7:9B-1.5(d) of the New Jersey Surface Water Quality
Standards (NJAC 2011b).

There are three unnamed tributaries to Grandin Stream located along the proposed
Stanton Loop designated as C1 waters in New Jersey; two between MP 12.6 and 12.76 and

one along an access road (AR-ST-003).

2.3.2.3 Waters Containing Federally or State-listed Threatened or Endangered
Species or Critical Habitat

Agency consultation and field surveys were completed for threatened and endangered
species and critical habitat. The Palmerton and Stanton loops will cross waterbodies with
threatened and endangered species habitat. Additional details regarding these waterbodies are
provided in RR 3.
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2.3.2.4 Surface Water Protection Areas

Pennsylvania Facilities
Based on consultation with PADEP (Bowling 2011, PADEP 2011), there are no surface
water protection areas within 3 miles downstream of any waterbody crossings on the Palmerton

and Muncy Loops.

New Jersey Facilities

According to the NJDEP, a community water system has at least 15 service connections
used by year-round residents, or regularly serves at least 25 year-round residents. Community
water systems in New Jersey receive drinking water from both groundwater and surface water.

Based on consultation with NJDEP (Apalinski 2011a, Apalinski 2011b), the Stanton Loop
portion of the Project will cross or be within 150 feet of the headwaters for surface water
drinking water sources for the following community water systems: New Jersey Water Supply
Authority Raritan and New Jersey American Raritan System. In addition, the Project will cross
or be within 150 feet of the headwaters for surface water drinking water sources for the following
community water systems: New Jersey American Raritan System (Compressor Station 505),
Passaic Valley Water Commission (PVWC; MLV505B60, Caldwell Replacement, Compressor
Station 303, Electrical Substation, and Roseland Meter Station), and North Jersey District Water
Commission (NJDWSC; Roseland Meter Station). The NJDEP will not disclose the precise
location of water sources serving public or private water systems, but will provide general
information on the location of the vicinity of these resources when provided project information
and data needs (Apalinski 2011a, b). As such, in most cases, general location information is
provided for surface drinking water sources for community water systems identified using these

methods.

2.3.2.5 Potable Water Intakes

Pennsylvania Facilities
Based on consultation with PADEP (Bowling 2011, PADEP 2011), there are no potable
surface water intakes within 3 miles downstream of any waterbody crossings on the Palmerton

and Muncy loops.

New Jersey Facilities

Based on correspondence with NJDEP and the New Jersey Water Supply Authority,
there is one surface water intake on the Raritan River less than 1 mile downstream of the South
Branch Raritan River crossing on the Stanton Loop. The South Branch Pumping Station only

pumps water from this location during certain times of year (Apalinski 2011a, Snyder 2011).
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According to Julie Anne Hajdusek, Property Administrator for New Jersey Water Supply
Authority, March and April are the most common months of the year for pumping to take place

at this station, although pumping can take place during other times of the year (Hajdusek 2011).

2.3.2.6 Impaired Surface Waters

As part of state water quality assessments, Section 303(d) of the federal Clean Water
Act (CWA) mandates that states must also prepare a list of all waters that do not meet the water
quality criteria for their designated uses, and develop for each a Total Maximum Daily Load
(TMDL), which establishes the maximum allowable discharge into a waterbody to better control
pollutant levels. To determine whether any impaired waterbodies will be affected by the Project,
the 303(d) lists were reviewed for Pennsylvania and New Jersey that are included in EPA
Categories 4 and 5. Category 4 includes waterbodies where TMDLs have been completed or
cannot be completed due to the nature of the contamination, and Category 5 includes
waterbodies where TMDLSs need to be developed by the state.

A total of four waterbody crossings along the Project pipeline loops occur along stream
segments listed as impaired on the Pennsylvania and New Jersey 303 (d) lists. Table 2.3-2

provides a summary of impaired waterbody segments for each pipeline loop.

Table 2.3-2
Impaired Waterbodies Identified for the Northeast Supply Line Project
Milepost Impaired Designated Use(s) — _ :
Waterbody Name 305(b) List Pollutant(s) — 303(d) List
Muncy Loop
Pine Run | 130.87 | Aquatic Life (general) | Siltation
Palmerton Loop
Aquashicola Creek | 40.72 | Aguatic Life (general) | Metals
Stanton Loop
Prescott Brook 8.14 Aquatic Life (general), Mercury
Aguatic Life (trout)
South Branch Raritan River 11.53 Aquatic Life (general), Temperature
Aquatic Life (trout), Arsenic
Recreation, Cause Unknown
Drinking Water Supply
Muncy Loop

There are no impaired waters as listed on the 2010 303(d) Integrated List of Limited
Waters in Pennsylvania crossed by the Muncy Loop (PADEP 2010). However, Pine Run is
listed as being in non-attainment due to siltation as a result of land development, with a TMDL

approved as of 2010.
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Palmerton Loop

There are no impaired waters as listed on the 2010 303(d) Integrated List of Limited
Waters in Pennsylvania crossed by the Palmerton Loop (PADEP 2010). However, a portion of
Aquashicola Creek outside of the Project Area was listed as being in non-attainment for metals
and had an approved TMDL completed in 2009 (PADEP 2010).

Stanton Loop

Two waterbodies along the Stanton Loop are listed on the 2008 303(d) List of Water
Quality Limited Waters in New Jersey: Prescott Brook, and the South Branch Raritan River
(NJDEP 2008). In addition to these listings, the South Branch Raritan River from Grandin
Stream downstream to Holland Brook (including Prescott Brook, Allerton Creek, and Cramers
Creek) are included in a statewide TMDL for fecal coliforms (NJDEP 2003), while Prescott
Brook has been included in a statewide TMDL for mercury (NJDEP 2009).

2.3.2.7 Waterbodies with Contaminated Sediments

The Section 303(d) impaired waterbodies described in Section 2.3.2.6 and Table 2.3-2
provided the basis for determining waterbody crossings that may have the potential for
encountering contaminated sediments. Based on information available from the Section 303(d)
lists, it is not expected that any of the waterbodies crossed by the Project have sediment

contamination.

2.3.3 Waterbody Crossing Methods

Proposed waterbody crossing methods for each waterbody are listed in Tables 2C-1 and
2C-2 in Appendix 2C and described in this section. The crossing methods, along with Transco’s
Wetland and Waterbody Construction and Mitigation Procedures (see Appendix 2E), are
designed to maintain water flow and minimize changes in waterbody flow characteristics.

Typical drawings for the waterbody crossings are provided in Appendix 2D.

2.3.3.1 Non-flowing, Intermittent Streams

For any intermittent waterbodies that are less than 10 feet wide and/or any stream
without flow at the time of construction, Transco will evaluate the use of standard upland
construction methods. However, Transco will be prepared for water flow during construction.
Intermittent or ephemeral waterbodies that are identified as having the potential to carry flow
during construction based on precipitation forecasts will be crossed using the conventional

stream crossing technigues described in Section 2.3.3.2.
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For any open cut crossings, the pipeline will be placed deep enough to meet the
minimum cover requirement of five feet, provided rock is not encountered. The following
additional stipulations will apply to all open cut stream crossings:

m Use of equipment operating in the waterbody will be limited to that needed to construct the
crossing;

m Material excavated from the trench will be stockpiled in the construction ROW at least 10
feet from the water’s edge or in additional extra work areas (located at least 50 feet from the
water’s edge);

m Material excavated from the trench will generally be used as backfill unless federal or state
permits specify otherwise;

m  Any excess material will be removed from the body of water; and
m The stream bottom will be returned to its original contour.

2.3.3.2 Perennial and Flowing Streams

To cross perennial streams and intermittent streams that are flowing at the time of
construction, Transco will use the dry-ditch method, which consists of the “dam and pump”
crossing method. This method temporarily diverts stream flow around or through the work area
in order to minimize contact between stream water and excavation and to minimize sediment
suspension during trench excavation, pipeline installation and backfill activities. Typical

drawings for these waterbody crossing methods are provided in Appendix 2D.

“Dry Pump-Around” or “Dry Dam and Pump” Method

The “pump around”/*dam and pump” crossing method proposed consists of diversion
structures used to dam the waterbody, which can consist of one or more of the following:
imported riprap, concrete jersey barriers, water bladder, port-a-dams, steel plates and/or sand
bags. The selection of the dam type or material depends on the stream or waterbody depth,
flow velocity, channel width, and type.

This method for crossing streams and waterbodies temporarily diverts stream flow
around construction area activities. One of these damming structures will be installed upstream
and downstream of the proposed trench. Pumps and hoses will be used to convey flow around
the in-stream work area, discharging the water downstream of the construction site and creating
a dry work area (multiple discharge pumps may be required to keep the area dry and maintain
adequate flow to avoid flooding of the waterbody upstream). Construction crews also will have
additional pumps on standby for use should they encounter a high-flow event during
construction. The trench then will be excavated, and the pipeline will be installed in the dry
ditch.
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At the time the upstream and downstream dams will be installed, the pumps will be
started to divert water around the pipeline crossing and associated workspaces. Water will be
discharged to the downstream area through an energy dissipating (or similar) device to prevent
erosion and scouring and minimize turbidity. Once the pipeline is installed, the trench will be
backfilled to pre-construction contours, and stream banks will be restored prior to restoring
water flow.

There may be some relatively minor turbidity issues associated with this type of crossing
method resulting from the installation of the diversion dams. This method may also require
equipment to work in the stream to install, rearrange, and remove the diversion dams. In some
cases, stream bottom preparation to place the diversion dams may be required, such as in the
case of boulder relocation with a rip-rap dam. Any turbidity associated with these activities will

be incidental, short-term, and minor.

“Dry—flumed” Method

The “dry-flumed” crossing method may be applied to intermittent waterbodies that are
dry during the initial installation but may flow should an unforeseen storm event cause the
waterbody to suddenly flood due to storm water runoff. Flume pipe(s) will be installed over the
trenchline prior to trenching (or during trenching should an unforeseen event create flow), which
will remain in place and maintained until restoration of the waterbody is complete. The size and
number of flumes will be sufficient for maximum anticipated flows. Excavation equipment
located on the stream banks will work around the flume pipe during excavation. The pipe will be
threaded under the flume pipe and the ditch will be backfilled while flows are maintained through
the flume pipe(s) and downstream. If topographic conditions do not permit the pipe to be
threaded under the flume, then the flow may be temporarily pumped while the flume is pulled to
lower the pipe into the ditch. Flume pipes will be permanently removed as part of restoration.

2.3.3.3 Horizontal Directional Drilling

Transco will use the HDD method to cross the South Branch of the Raritan River (east
and west channels) on the Stanton Loop. A description of the HDD construction process is
provided in Section 1.3.3.7 of Resource Report 1. Transco has prepared a site-specific
crossing plan for the proposed South Branch Raritan River HDD (see Mapping Supplement,
Volume 3). A contingency plan outlining the measures to be implemented in the event of drill

failure is provided in Appendix 1C to RR 1, “General Project Description”.
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234 Surface Water Impacts and Mitigation

Construction of the Project across waterbodies may result in minor, short-term impacts.
These impacts could occur as a result of in-stream construction activities or construction on
slopes adjacent to stream channels. Clearing and grading of stream banks, blasting (if
required), in-stream trenching, trench dewatering, and backfilling could result in modification of
aguatic habitat, increased sedimentation, turbidity, decreased dissolved oxygen concentrations,
releases of chemical and nutrient pollutants from sediments, and introduction of chemical
contaminants, such as fuel and lubricants. Based on correspondence with the NJDEP and the
New Jersey Water Supply Authority, there is one surface water intake less than 1 mile
downstream of the South Branch Raritan River crossing on the Stanton Loop (Apalinski 2011a,
Snyder 2011). Impacts to this surface water intake will be avoided by using HDD to complete
the South Branch Raritan River crossing.

To minimize adverse impacts at stream crossings, Transco proposes to implement
Transco’s Project-specific Plan and Procedures during the construction, post-construction
restoration, and operation of the Project (see Appendices 7B and 2E, respectively).
Construction activities at stream crossings will also be in accordance with all federal, state, and
local regulations and permit requirements. As part of the federal and state waterbody permitting
process, Transco has also developed a Restoration Plan to address temporary waterbody
impacts associated with construction of the Project (see Appendix 2I, Section T). The
Restoration Plan contains a summary of elements of Transco’'s E&SCP and Procedures, and is
intended to satisfy the waterbody restoration requirements of all resource protection agencies
with jurisdiction over the Project.

Depending on the overall construction schedule, pipeline construction at stream
crossings will be conducted during low- or no-flow periods whenever possible. Construction
during low- or no-flow conditions will minimize sedimentation and turbidity, minimize stream bed
and bank disturbances, and limit the time it takes to complete in-stream construction. Specific
impacts and proposed mitigation measures are discussed in the following subsections.

2.3.4.1 Stream Bank Protection

During construction, clearing and grading of vegetative cover could increase erosion
along stream banks. Alteration of the natural drainage or compaction of soils by heavy
equipment near stream banks during construction may accelerate erosion of the banks and the
transportation of sediment carried by overland flow into the waterbodies. The extent of the
impact would depend on sediment loads, stream velocity, turbulence, stream bank composition,
and sediment particle size. To minimize these impacts, equipment bridges, equipment pads,

and pads will be used (as described below under Sedimentation Control). To the extent
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possible, at least 15 feet of vegetation will be preserved along the stream banks at the pipeline
crossings. Extra workspaces for spoil storage and pipe staging will be set back from the bank
as discussed in Section 2.3.4.2, and temporary sediment barriers will be installed around
disturbed areas, in accordance with Transco’'s Procedures (see Appendix 2E). Upon
completion of construction, Transco will restore and properly armor the stream banks to prevent

erosion and washouts and the associated turbidity and sedimentation.

2.3.4.2 Sedimentation Control

Turbidity and sedimentation could occur as a result of in-stream construction activities,
trench dewatering, and/or storm water runoff. In slow moving waters, increases in suspended
sediments could increase the biological oxygen demand and reduce levels of dissolved oxygen
in localized areas during construction. Suspended sediments also could alter the chemical and
physical characteristics of the water column on a temporary basis. All turbidity and
sedimentation that occurs will be composed of on-site materials; no foreign sediments will be
introduced.

Most of the waterbodies crossed by the Project are minor and intermediate streams,
which have food chains that are driven by detrital input from riparian vegetation, rather than
phytoplankton. Therefore, temporary increases in sediment load will not have an adverse
impact on the trophic structure of the streams. It is unlikely that temporary increases in turbidity
will have an adverse impact on aquatic biota of the area, especially due to the fact that these
waterbodies are already turbid and the biota are adapted to living in turbid conditions. Oxygen
levels will begin to return to normal within hours of the completion of in-stream construction as
the sediment settles. In general, impacts will be limited to the short period of in-stream
construction, and conditions are expected to return to normal after stream restoration activities.
Potential effects on fisheries due to increased turbidity and sedimentation resulting from in-
stream construction activities are addressed in RR 3.

Transco will install temporary equipment bridges to reduce the potential for turbidity
caused by construction equipment and vehicular traffic crossing waterbodies. Equipment
bridges will be constructed of clean rock or gravel and culverts, timber mats, portable
prefabricated bridges, or railcars, depending on stream conditions (e.g., if excessively soft soils
are encountered in the streambed, or if high water flows occur, portable bridges would be used
at minor stream crossings instead of rock and culverts). Equipment bridges will be maintained
throughout construction. Equipment bridges will be designed to accommodate normal to high
stream flow and will be maintained to prevent restriction of flow during the period of time the

bridge is in use.
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One waterbody crossed by the Project, Pine Run on the Muncy Loop, is listed as being
in non-attainment due to siltation from land development. BMPs will be in place for erosion and
sediment control so that the Project does not contribute to siltation in this waterbody. To
minimize sedimentation during pipeline construction across each minor or intermediate
waterbody, as specified in Transco’s Project-specific Plan and Procedures (see Appendices 7B
and 2E, respectively), trench spoil will be placed at least 10 feet away from the top of the bank,
unless impractical due to topography. Silt fences and/or straw bales will be placed around the
spoil piles to prevent spoil from flowing into waterbodies. Additional temporary workspace
(ATWS), staging areas and spoil storage areas that will not be set back 50 feet from the
waterbody boundary are identified in Appendix 2J. Once the pipe is placed in the trench, the
excavated material will be replaced immediately, and the stream banks and streambed will be
restored to pre-construction contours. To further stabilize the banks, stream banks and riparian

areas will be re-vegetated using approved seed mixes.

2.3.4.3 Trench Dewatering

During construction, the open trench could accumulate water, either from the seepage of
groundwater or from precipitation. This water must be removed from the trench for construction
to proceed. During trench dewatering, water will be pumped from the trench and discharged
into vegetated upland areas after first being filtered through a straw bale structure or filter bag.
The rate of flow from the pump will be regulated to prevent scouring from runoff. Dewatering
will be conducted in a manner designed to prevent the flow of heavily silt-laden water directly

into adjacent waterbodies and will be in accordance with state permitting requirements.

2.3.4.4 Blasting

Transco does not anticipate controlled blasting will be required at any waterbody
crossings due to previous construction experience and existing information about subsurface
geologic formations present along the proposed Project area (see RR 6, “Geologic Resources
and Hazards,” and RR 7, “Soils”). However, if conditions are encountered that warrant the use
of controlled blasting, the appropriate permits and regulatory requirements will be met prior to
blasting.

In general, if blasting is required at a waterbody crossing, the preparation of the rock for
blasting (i.e., drilling shot holes) will cause sufficient disturbance to displace most aquatic
organisms from the immediate vicinity of the blast and temporarily increase stream turbidity.
Before resorting to blasting, every effort will be made to mechanically remove rock, using
backhoes equipped with rippers. If in-water blasting is deemed necessary, Transco will

implement site-specific discussions into a Project blasting plan to specifically address in-water
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blasting. The blasting plan would outline proper precautions and necessary pre-blast planning
to be implemented to minimize potential impacts. To reduce the potential for impacts, Transco
would use scare charges or other scare techniques before the primary blast to chase aquatic
organisms from the area. Immediately following blasting, Transco would remove rock that
impedes stream flow. These steps would avoid or minimize the impact of blasting on aquatic
organisms. The appropriate federal, state, and local permits would be acquired, and agencies

would be notified per permit requirements.

2.3.4.5 Spill Control

Fuel spills, although unlikely, could result in toxicity to aquatic organisms and associated
modifications of aquatic habitat, as well as decreased oxygen concentrations. Increased
sediment loads can decrease light penetration in the water column, thus decreasing the primary
productivity of the waterbody.

Transco has developed a SPCC Plan that describes measures to be implemented by
Transco personnel and contractors to prevent and, if necessary, control any inadvertent spill of
hazardous materials that could impact soil or water quality (see Appendix 2B). The SPCC Plan
will be updated with site-specific information prior to the initiation of construction activities. As
required in the Project-specific Plan and Procedures (see Appendices 7B and 2E, respectively),
hazardous material, chemicals, lubricating oils, and fuels used during construction will be stored
in upland areas at least 100 feet from wetlands and waterbodies, unless otherwise noted.
Refueling of construction equipment will be conducted at least 100 feet from wetlands and
waterbodies unless otherwise noted in the Project-specific Procedures. If refueling within 100
feet of an associated stream or wetland is needed, an environmental inspector or an appropriate
governmental authority will first determine that there is no reasonable alternative and Transco
and its contractors will take appropriate steps including use of secondary containment structures
to prevent spills and provide for prompt cleanup in the event of a spill. Additional precautions,
such as continual monitoring of fuel transfer and utilization of spill kit readiness, will be
employed. All hazardous materials will be handled in accordance with Transco’s SPCC Plan
(see Appendix 2B).

2.3.4.6 Tree Removal, Infiltration, and Related Surface

Following construction, disturbed areas will be reseeded in accordance with the seeding
recommendations of the local soil conservation district or the landowner. Trees and other
woody vegetation will be allowed to reestablish naturally within the temporary ROW and other

temporary workspaces that were cleared for construction of the pipeline. Use of soll
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conservation technigques and adherence to the Project’'s E&SCP will avoid and minimize erosion
and runoff that would potentially affect surface water quality.

Temporary alteration of the ROW and construction areas is expected to be relatively
insignificant compared to the size of drainage areas and sub-watersheds for surface water
systems across the Project area. Considering the Project’s plans for runoff management and
site stabilization during construction, as well as re-vegetation, changes in the quality of the
vegetative cover are expected to be relatively minor. Restoration of forested riparian buffers
along waterbodies will be completed in accordance with the Restoration Plan (see Appendix 21,
Section T) and all applicable state and federal permit authorizations.

In New Jersey, the amount of clearing in the riparian zone adjacent to surface waters is
regulated according to the Flood Hazard Area Control Act Rules in NJAC 7:13 (NJAC 2011b).
The width of the riparian zone adjacent to a waterbody is determined by the characteristics of
that regulated water. The riparian zone is 300 feet wide along both sides of any Category One
water, and any upstream tributaries within the same watershed. The riparian zone is 150 feet
wide along both sides of waters that are not C1, but are trout production waters (and waters
upstream), trout maintenance waters (and upstream waters and tributaries within 1 linear mile),
waters that contain documented threatened or endangered species habitat (and upstream
waters and tributaries within 1 linear mile), and waters that flow through an area that contains
acid producing soils. All other regulated waters have a 50 foot wide riparian zone on either side.
Requirements for regulated activities within the riparian zone are outlined in NJAC 7:13-10.2
(NJAC 2011c).

Construction of the New Jersey facilities will disturb approximately 17.83 acres of
regulated riparian zone (based on defined regulatory widths). Table 2C-2 in Appendix 2C lists
the riparian zone impacts for each facility. Approximately 2.34 acres of the riparian zone
impacts are subject to mitigation under the New Jersey Flood Hazard Area Control Act. Under
the Act, removal of forested vegetation is considered a permanent impact and is subject to
mitigation. Forested habitat, defined as upland and wetland forested habitat, within the impacted
riparian zone comprises 3.93 acres of the 17.83 acres of riparian zone impacted by the Project
components. To calculate the mitigation debt, the total forested riparian zone area impacts were
subtracted from the maximum allowable area of vegetation disturbance, and the area remaining
became the mitigation debt, or area subject to mitigation. This area is the 2.34 acres and is
comprised of 1.98 acres along the Stanton Loop, 0.27 acres at Compressor Station 303, and
0.09 acres at the proposed electrical substation site.

Section 2.5.3 discusses riparian zone mitigation that will be accomplished offsite at the

Cakepoulin Creek mitigation site.
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The temporary change in vegetative cover during construction is expected to result in
some changes in the portioning of precipitation via transpiration (plant water use) and a
decrease in interception (evaporation of precipitation that wets the foliage). As a result,
infiltration and aquifer recharge is expected, but there may be some related increase to surface
runoff. The Project's E&SCP will provide runoff management controls during construction and
the ensuing site stabilization and re-vegetation period; for example, slope breakers will direct
runoff from the construction ROW to well vegetated areas. It is also critical to recognize that the
temporary changes in runoff and infiltration will be short-lived. Within three months of re-
seeding and as a grass cover is re-established, the original water flux will be largely re-
established to approximately those of preconstruction conditions. A grassland area uses 80
percent or more water than a forested area. Any additional planting of the temporary workspace
with tree seedlings, with a proposed density of 200 3- to 5-year-old seedlings per acre, will
further compensate for changes between pre- and post-construction levels of water uptake by
plants, infiltration, and runoff. As a result, little or no measurable change in runoff toward
surface waters is anticipated (USDA 1986) and infiltration of precipitation to the groundwater
table will not be expected to change significantly, given the relatively minor hydrologically
related changes in vegetation and plant cover in the construction areas. Tree seedlings will not
be planted in the permanent ROW.

Construction of the new substation may result in the addition of up to approximately 1.45
acres of new impervious surface. The addition of impervious surfaces can alter the natural
hydrology in a watershed by increasing the volume of stormwater runoff and reducing
groundwater recharge. The result is more frequent flooding, higher flood peaks, lower base flow
in streams, and lower water table levels. A Stormwater Management Plan is being developed
for the new substation and will include measures to manage the quality and quantity of storm
water runoff from the site. The plan will be submitted concurrently to the NJDEP with the

Individual Freshwater Wetland and Flood Hazard permit applications.

2.3.4.7 Contaminant Suspension and Migration

The Section 303(d) impaired waterbodies described in Section 2.3.2.6 and Table 2.3-2
provided the basis for determining waterbody crossings that may have the potential for
encountering contaminated sediments. Based on information available from the Section 303(d)
lists, it is not expected that any of the waterbodies crossed by the Project have sediment
contamination.

Transco will continue to consult with appropriate federal and state agencies regarding

the potential to encounter contaminated sediments in the New Jersey and New York Project
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areas. In the event that contaminated sediment areas are confirmed, Transco will work with

federal and state agencies to develop appropriate mitigation.

2.3.4.8 HDD Contingency Plan

Transco is proposing to use the HDD method to cross the South Branch Raritan River
(east and west channels) on the Stanton Loop. This construction technique will allow the
pipeline to be installed beneath the South Branch Raritan River without direct impacts that
would be associated with in-water crossing methods. A site-specific crossing plan for this
waterbody crossing showing the plan and profile HDD alignment is provided in the Mapping
Supplement in Volume 3.

The HDD drill path will be located deep below the riverbed within bedrock. With any
HDD, there is potential for drilling fluids to inaverdently migrate to the surface should the
bedrock formation contain long vertical fractures. The HDD procedure uses bentonite slurry, a
fine clay material as a drilling lubricant. The bentonite is non-toxic and commonly used in
farming practices; however, benthic invertebrates, aquatic plants, and fish and their eggs can be
smothered by the fine particles if bentonite was inadvertently discharged into any waterbody.
Geotechnical borings that have been performed along the proposed HDD alignment indicate a
low potential for inadvertently released drilling fluids to disturb sediments within the South
Branch Raritan River.

Transco has developed an HDD Contingency Plan for the South Branch Raritan River
crossing that describes monitoring for inadvertent releases of drilling fluid, containment and

cleanup procedures, and agency notifications (see Appendix1C).

235 Construction Permits

Table 1.7-1 of RR 1, “General Project Description,” summarizes the permits required for
the construction of the proposed Project. Transco will acquire necessary permits from the
various federal, state, and local regulatory agencies having jurisdiction and permit issuance

authority over the proposed facilities prior to initiating construction activities.

2.4 HYDROSTATIC TEST WATER

In compliance with United States Department of Transportation (USDOT) requirements,
Transco will perform hydrostatic testing of the new pipeline segments prior to placing them into
service. Additionally, the Caldwell Uprate and Long Island Extension Uprate will require
hydrostatic testing to determine that the existing pipe can accommodate the proposed increase
in pressure. Transco will follow federal, state, and local permit requirements with regard to

water withdrawal and discharge.
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As part of the hydrostatic test procedures, Transco will appropriate approximately 4.6.5
million gallons of water to test the new pipeline and other facilities. Transco plans to obtain
water for hydrostatic testing from surface waterbodies. Water withdrawals from surface
waterbodies will be conducted in a manner that will not reduce water flow to a point that would
impair flow and impact fish and recreational uses. In cooperation with local providers, water
withdrawals will be conducted in a manner that will not reduce water availability to a point that

would affect public usage. Table 2.4-1 provides hydrostatic test details for each pipeline

segment.
Table 2.4-1
Anticipated Hydrostatic Test Water Source Locations
Approximate Discharge '
Begin End Withdrawal Volume Location Discharge
Pipeline Segment MP MP Water Source Location (gallons) (MP) Rate (gal/min)
Muncy Loop 128.97 | 131.19 Muncy Creek 130.32 950,000 130.32 2,000
Palmerton Loop 40.50 43.67 Reservoir off 42.3 1,200,000 42.3 2,000
of Buckwha
Creek
Stanton Loop 6.90 13.54 South Branch 11.52 2,500,000 11.52 2,000
Raritan River

Following testing, each test section will be depressurized, and the water will be allowed
to discharge directly to the source waterbody or into a well-vegetated upland, at low enough
discharge rates so as to not impact waterbodies. When discharging directly to receiving waters,
Transco will employ the use of diffusers to minimize the potential for stream scour. If
hydrostatic test water is discharged to upland and other areas, Transco would use a large
dewatering structure of straw bales, stone, and geotextile fabric, in compliance with applicable
federal and state permits and the Project-specific Plan and Procedures located in Appendices
7B and 2E, respectively.

No significant water quality impacts are anticipated as a result of discharge from
hydrostatic testing. New proposed pipeline loops will consist of new steel pipe that will be free
of chemicals or lubricant and no additives will be used. In accordance with NJDEP and USDOT

requirements, sections of pipe subject to an uprate will be cleaned prior to discharging.

25 WETLANDS

Wetland surveys were performed for all project components during 2010 and 2011. In
Pennsylvania, wetland delineations were conducted in accordance with the 1987 United States
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Wetlands Delineation Manual as well as the regional
USACE supplements for the North-central and Northeast region, and Eastern Mountains and

Piedmont region. These two supplements were utilized as the project locations are located
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along the boundary for these two regions. While the boundary between the regions is depicted
as a sharp line, the locations can, in practice, be considered transition zones between the two
regions. Wetland boundaries are not likely to differ between the two supplements in these
transition areas; however, one supplement may provide more detailed information with how to
proceed when a problem area is encountered at a site. Both supplements can be applied in this
case, and the results between the two can be compared for any differences. In New Jersey,
wetland delineations were conducted in accordance with the 1989 Federal Interagency Manual
for Identifying and Delineating Jurisdictional Wetlands.

To verify wetland boundaries delineated along pipeline loops and at the aboveground
facilities associated with the NSL project, Transco coordinated with the USACE, PADEP, and
NJDEP. Transco submitted requests for Preliminary Jurisdictional Determinations (JDs) on
August 30, 2011 to the following USACE district offices: Baltimore District for the Muncy Loop;
Philadelphia District for the Palmerton Loop and Compressor Station 515; and New York District
for the East Rutherford M&R Station, Meadows Heaters, and Paterson Lateral Take-off. The
Philadelphia District conducted a field review of wetland boundaries along the Palmerton Loop
and at Compressor Station 515 on September 26, 2011. A joint site review of wetlands along
the Muncy Loop was conducted by the Baltimore District and PADEP on November 8, 2011.
Wetland boundaries have been adjusted according to direction provided by USACE and PADEP
staff.

Transco submitted Freshwater Wetlands Letter of Interpretation (LOI) applications for
the Stanton Loop, Caldwell B Replacement, and various aboveground facilities on August 26,
2011. NJDEP conducted site inspections of the delineated stream and wetland boundaries
during November 2011. LOI approvals from NJDEP are pending as of December 8, 2011.

251 Wetlands Crossed by the Project

Based on field surveys, 40 wetlands were identified in the Project area: five in
Pennsylvania and 35 in New Jersey. No wetlands were identified for the New York project
components. A list of individual wetlands crossed by the Project is included in Appendix 2F,
Tables 2F-1 and 2F-2. A detailed description of wetland habitats is included in the wetland
delineation reports for Project components in Pennsylvania and New Jersey (Appendix 2G).
The following is an overview of wetland communities within the Project area.

Wetlands crossed by the Project include a combination of palustrine emergent (PEM),
palustrine scrub-shrub (PSS), and palustrine forested (PFO) cover types. Emergent wetlands
typically were found to be dominated by low-growing sedges, rushes, and other herbaceous
vegetation and were located within the existing maintained ROW, as well as in open areas

outside of the ROW. Scrub-shrub areas typically were located along the margins of the ROW or
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within/adjacent to forested areas outside of the existing ROW. Scrub-shrub wetlands consisted
of low woody vegetation, and were dominated by species, such as dogwood (Cornus spp.),
spicebush (Lindera benzoin), and arrowwood (Viburnum spp.), as well as tree saplings.
Forested wetlands were located outside of the existing maintained ROW and included a variety
of mature tree species, such as green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica), red maple (Acer rubrum),
and pin oak (Quercus palustris).

Within Transco’s existing maintained ROW, vegetation has been altered by routine
maintenance mowing and by livestock, where the survey corridor crossed pastureland. More
detailed information about these wetland features (i.e., soils, hydrology, and vegetation) is

provided in the wetland delineation reports (see Appendix 2G).

25.2 Wetland Crossing Procedures

Transco has developed Project-specific Procedures that address construction mitigation
in wetlands (see Appendix 2E). Transco’'s E&SCP will identify the erosion control devices (e.g.,
silt fence) that will be used at each wetland crossing depending upon site-specific conditions.
Transco will also adhere to Section 404 and 401 of the CWA or other applicable state
requirements and conditions under any USACE, PADEP, and NJDEP permits granted. Typical

drawings for the wetland crossings are provided in Appendix 2H.

Clearing

Clearing involves the removal of all trees and brush from the construction workspace.
Vegetation will be cut just above ground level. Stumps will not be removed from the wetland
with the exception of those directly over the trench line. Stumps will be ground to ground level
leaving existing root systems in place. Debris will be removed from the wetland and stockpiled

within an upland area of the ROW for disposal.

Unsaturated Wetlands

Construction procedures across wetlands found to be unsaturated at the time of
construction will be similar to those used in upland areas. Topsoil will be segregated in
unsaturated wetlands in the same manner as in agricultural lands. Pipe stringing and
fabrication may occur within the wetland adjacent to the trench or adjacent to the wetland in a

designated extra workspace.

Wetlands with Saturated Soils
If saturated wetlands with standing water or unstable soils are encountered, stable
temporary work surfaces of timber or crushed stone on geotextile fabric will be constructed

adjacent to the pipeline trench. Construction will proceed as in unsaturated wetlands, except
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topsoil segregation will not be possible because of saturation. Pipe stringing and fabrication
may occur within the wetland adjacent to the trench or adjacent to the wetland in a designated

extra workspace.

Temporary Erosion and Sediment Control
Erosion control measures to be implemented at wetland crossings are described in
Section 2.5.3.3.

Cleanup and Restoration
After the pipeline is lowered into the trench, wide track bulldozers or backhoes supported
on timber mats will be used for backfill, grading, and final cleanup. This method will minimize

the amount of equipment and travel in wetland areas.

2.5.3 Wetland Impacts and Mitigation

Construction of the Project will result in impacts to 17.83 acres of wetlands, including
temporary impacts to 13.78 acres of PEM wetland, 0.28 acres PSS wetland, and 2.97 acres of
PFO wetland. Approximately 0.70 acre of PFO wetlands will be permanently converted to non-
forested cover types and maintained by means of mechanical cutting and mowing as part of
pipeline operation. An additional 0.43 acre of PEM wetland and 0.08 acre of PFO wetland will
be permanently filled for construction of the new Electrical Substation. Table 2.5-1 provides a

summary of wetland impacts for the NSL Project.

Table 2.5-1
Summary of Wetland Impacts for the Northeast Supply Link Project
Total Emergent Permanent Temporary Temporary Scrub-
Number of Forested Forested
) Wetland Wetland Shrub Wetland
Project Component Wetlands Disturbance| Disturbance Wetland Wetland .
Impacted (acres)® (acres)’ Disturbance | Disturbance | Disturbance
(acres)" (acres)® (acres)f

Pipeline Facilities
Muncy 0.35 0.35 0.00 0.00 0.00
Palmerton 1.55 0.50 0.26 0.51 0.28
Stanton 25 9.58 8.28 0.44 0.84 0.00
Caldwell 2 4.46 2.99 0.00 1.47 0.00

Pipeline Facilities Subtotal 32 15.94 12.12 0.70 2.82 0.28
)Aboveground Facilities
MLV505B60 1 0.38 0.35 0.00 0.03 0.00
Meadows Heaters 2 0.26 0.26 0.00 0.00 0.00
Compressor Station 303 3 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.00
Electrical Substation 1 0.77 0.65f 0.08¢ 0.04 0.00

Aboveground Facilities| 7 1.49 1.26 0.08 0.15 0.00
Subtotal
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Table 2.5-1
Summary of Wetland Impacts for the Northeast Supply Link Project

Permanent Temporary |Temporary Scrub-
Total Emergent porary
Number of Forested Forested
Project Component Wetlands Di\é\{ﬁtrlsgr?ce Di\é\{ﬁtrlt?gr?ce Wetland Wetland ShTUb Wetland
Impacted (acres)® (acres)b Disturbance | Disturbance Disturbance
(acres)® (acres)" (acres)f
)Access Roads
IAR-CW-001 1 0.40 0.40 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 40 17.83 13.78 0.78 2.97 0.28

Notes:

® Total Wetland Disturbance = combined impacts of all cover types in full workspace footprint

Emergent Wetland Disturbance = total impacts to emergent wetlands in full workspace footprint (no differentiation between existing and
new permanent ROW)

Permanent Forested Wetland Disturbance = forested wetlands within new proposed ROW

Temporary Forested Wetland Disturbance = forested wetlands within workspace footprint OUTSIDE of new proposed ROW (so allowed
to revert back to forested wetland after construction)

b

® Temporary Scrub-Shrub Wetland Disturbance = scrub-shrub wetlands within workspace footprint OUTSIDE of new proposed ROW (so
allowed to revert back to scrub-shrub wetland after construction)

Includes 0.43 acre of permanent PEM wetland fill.
? The 0.08 acre of permanent wetland disturbance comprises wetland fill.

2.5.3.1 Pipeline Facilities

The NSL pipeline facilities will cross a total of 32 wetlands, including 5 in Pennsylvania
and 27 in New Jersey. This will result in a total of 15.94 acres of wetland impacts, including
temporary impacts to 12.12 acres of PEM and 0.28 acres of PSS wetlands. An additional 2.82
acres of PFO wetlands will be allowed to revert to a forested state following construction and
restoration of the ROW. Approximately 0.70 acres of PFO wetlands will be permanently
converted to non-forested wetland cover types and maintained by means of mechanical cutting

and mowing as part of pipeline operation.

2.5.3.2 Aboveground Facilities
The Project’s aboveground facilities will impact a total of seven wetlands, all located in

New Jersey. This will result in a total of 1.49 acres of wetland impacts.

Mainline Valve 505B60
Construction activities at MLV 505B60 will impact 0.35 acre of PEM wetland and 0.03
acre of PFO wetland. Wetland impacts will result from temporary ground disturbance

associated with the facility upgrade. No wetlands will be permanently filled at this facility.

Meadows Heaters
Construction activities at Meadows Heaters will impact 0.26 acre of PEM wetland.
Wetland impacts will be limited to temporary placement of mats in wetlands adjacent to the

facility to stage construction equipment. Transco has confirmed with the USACE New York
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District that a Section 404 permit is not required for the facility, since no excavation or

placement of fill will occur within wetlands (Yan 2011).

Compressor Station 303

Construction of the new Compressor Station 303 will disturb 0.08 acre of PFO wetland.
Wetland impacts will result from establishment of two utility corridors: one for interconnecting
pipelines between the compressor station and electrical substation (W-MI-011 impacts); and
one for an electric transmission line between the two facilities (W-MI-012 impacts). The 0.08
acre of PFO wetland will be will be allowed to revert to a forested state following construction

and restoration of the utility corridors.

Electrical Substation

Construction of the Electrical Substation will result in 0.51 acre of permanent wetland
impacts (e.g. wetland fill), including 0.43 acre of PEM wetland and 0.08 ace of PFO wetland. An
additional 0.22 acre of PEM wetland and 0.04 acre of PFO wetland will be temporarily disturbed
during construction of the facility. Transco completed a thorough alternatives analysis to identify
other sites or facility layouts that avoided or reduced wetland impacts to the maximum extent

possible. Results of this analysis are provided in RR 10.

2.5.3.3 Access Roads

The placement of timber mats for temporary access road AR-CW-001 for the Caldwell B
Replacement will impact approximately 0.40 acre of PEM wetland. Following construction, the
access road will be removed and the wetland will be restored and allowed to revert to a natural

state. No wetlands will be crossed by the other access roads for the Project.

2.5.3.4 Wetland Impact Minimization Measures

Transco proposes to implement the Project-specific Plan and Procedures during
construction and operation of the Project. Copies of the Project-specific Plan and Procedures
are provided in Appendices 7B and 2E, respectively. As part of the federal and state wetland
permitting process, Transco has also developed a Restoration Plan to address temporary
wetland impacts associated with construction of the Project (see Appendix 2I, Section T). The
Restoration Plan contains a summary of elements of Transco’'s E&SCP and Procedures, and is
intended to satisfy the wetland restoration requirements of all resource protection agencies with
jurisdiction over the Project.

In general, impacts to wetlands will be minimized by implementing specialized

construction and restoration procedures, by preventing sedimentation of the wetlands during
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construction, and by allowing re-establishment of native wetland vegetation after construction

following restoration of the ROW and all temporary workspace areas.

Erosion and Sedimentation Controls

Construction activities can disturb the surface soils and cause subsequent sedimentation
into adjacent wetlands. Sedimentation will be minimized by the installation of temporary
sediment control devices between the upland construction areas and the wetlands. Permanent
erosion controls including slope breakers, interceptor diversion devices, riprap and vegetative
cover will be used in adjacent upland areas to minimize long-term sedimentation into the
wetlands. Energy dissipation devices may be installed at the down-slope end of surface water
diversion devices to prevent erosion off the ROW into wetlands. Trench plugs will be installed in
upland slopes adjacent to wetlands to prevent trench erosion. Trench plugs also will be
installed at the edges of the wetland to prevent subsurface drainage along the pipeline.

To minimize erosion and promote revegetation within the wetland, removal of the root
mats for woody vegetation will be allowed only directly over the trench area or where required
for safety. This serves to enhance regeneration on the construction and permanent ROW.
Permanent erosion control structures that may alter hydrology will not be installed within
wetland boundaries, but will be used in the adjacent upland areas to control erosion and

sedimentation (e.g., slope breakers).

Compaction
Compaction of wetland soils and rutting within wetlands will be minimized by using low-

ground-pressure equipment and installing temporary equipment mats.

Topsoil Mixing

Soil characteristics can be changed during construction because of inadvertent mixing of
topsoil and subsoils. To prevent such mixing in unsaturated wetlands, topsoil will be removed
from directly over the trench and stockpiled for restoration as close as feasible to its original

horizon.

Potential Spills

Inadvertent spills of fluids used during construction, such as fuels, lubricants, and
solvents, could contaminate wetland soils and vegetation. To minimize the potential for spills,
and minimize impacts from spills, a SPCC Plan will be implemented. In general, hazardous
materials, chemicals, fuels, lubricating oils, and concrete-coating activities will be located away
from wetlands. Where construction equipment is refueled within 100 feet of a wetland

boundary, fueling and lubricating will be done in areas designated for such purposes.
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Hydrology

Permanent changes in surface and subsurface hydrology through a wetland can have a
long-term impact on the habitat type and quality. To minimize these impacts in areas where the
pipeline might divert drainage or block the normal flow of water through a wetland, cross-
drainage will be provided to maintain the hydrologic characteristics of the wetland. Trench plugs
will be installed at the entrance and exit of the pipeline through the wetland to ensure that the
wetland is not drained along the pipeline. Any confining layers that were breached during the
construction will be restored during backfilling. Restoration of each wetland will involve

returning contours to pre-construction levels and removing temporary control measures.

Revegetation

Some wetland vegetation will be cut, removed, or crushed during construction. After the
completion of construction, wetland areas within the ROW will be allowed to revegetate
naturally. Emergent wetlands, dominated primarily by low-growing sedges, rushes, and other
herbaceous vegetation, and scrub-shrub wetlands, dominated by low woody vegetation, will
revert to pre-existing conditions following construction, resulting in no permanent impacts to
these wetland types. These wetlands will be monitored for a period of three to five years after
the completion of construction to ensure successful revegetation of the Project area.
Revegetation will be considered successful when the vegetative cover returns to at least 80
percent of the type, density, and distribution of the vegetation in adjacent undisturbed portions
of the wetland.

Replanting of forested wetlands located outside of the permanent ROW will be
completed in accordance with the Restoration Plan (see Appendix 2I, Section T) and all
applicable state and federal permit authorizations. In general trees and shrub species used for

restoration will be the same as those found within the impacted wetland or adjacent wetlands.

2.5.3.5 Wetland Mitigation

For PEM and PSS wetlands that will be temporarily disturbed, restoration and
revegetation upon completion of construction is expected to be sufficient mitigation, and no
additional mitigation is anticipated to be required for these impacts. Transco is consulting with
the appropriate agencies to create approved mitigation plan(s) for the permanent wetland
impacts (e.g., forested wetland conversion and wetland fill) resulting from the Project. The
following discussion provides an overview of the mitigation required by state and federal

regulations, as well as the types of acceptable mitigation that is available to Transco.
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Pennsylvania
In Pennsylvania, mitigation is defined in the Pennsylvania Code Title 25 (Environmental
Protection), Chapter 105 (Dam Safety and Waterway Management), as an action undertaken to
accomplish one or more of the following:
m Avoid and minimize impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its
implementation;

m Rectify the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted environment;

m Reduce or eliminate the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operation during
the life of the action; and

m If impact cannot be eliminated by the above, compensate for the impact by replacing the
environment or by providing substitute resources or environments.

In addition to the state mitigation requirements, which are administered by the PADEP,
the USACE also requires mitigation for wetland impacts. Within the area of the Muncy and
Palmerton Loops, the required mitigation will be determined by the USACE. The USACE has
published its own mitigation and monitoring guidelines, dated April 2008, and mitigation for the
wetlands impacted by this Project will comply with those guidelines, pursuant to Section 404 of
the CWA. Compensatory mitigation is defined by the USACE as the restoration, enhancement,
creation, or, in exceptional circumstances, preservation of wetlands and/or other aquatic
resources for the purpose of compensating for unavoidable impacts. Mitigation options also
may include mitigation banking. The wetland replacement ratios utilized by the USACE for
mitigation consists of a 2:1 ratio for forested wetlands,1.5:1 for scrub-shrub wetlands, and 1:1
for emergent wetlands.

Transco is required to provide mitigation for the permanent conversion of 0.26 acre of
PFO wetland to PEM wetland on the Palmerton Loop. At this time, Transco does not expect
that mitigation will be required for the 0.51 acre of PFO wetland within the construction ROW
that will be allowed to revert back to PFO wetland. As discussed in the Restoration Plan (see
Appendix 2I, Section T), PFO wetlands located outside of the new permanent ROW that have
been cleared as a result of construction activities will be replanted with woody vegetation to
ensure reestablishment of tree cover. No wetland mitigation is required for the Muncy Loop,
since no forested wetlands will be impacted during construction of that facility.

Transco has identified two potential mitigation sites for the permanent forested wetland
impacts associated with the Palmerton Loop. The first site is the Aquashicola Creek Mitigation
Site, a 3-acre privately owned site located in Ross Township, Monroe County and within the
same watershed as the Palmerton Loop. The northern portion of the site includes NWI-mapped

PFO wetlands and the headwaters of Aquashicola Creek begins within the eastern portion of
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the mitigation site. Wetland preservation and riparian buffer enhancement through invasive
species control are proposed for this mitigation site. The entire 3-acre site would be preserved
in perpetuity through a permanent deed restriction.

The second potential mitigation site is the McMichael Creek Mitigation Site, a privately
owned 2.2-acre parcel adjacent to the north side of McMichael's Creek in Chestnuthill
Township, Monroe County. The majority of the site is comprised of wooded riparian buffer for
McMichael's Creek. Approximately 0.5 acre of the site are maintained as an agricultural field.
Hiawatha Lake is located along the southern boundary of the mitigation site. An unnamed
tributary of McMichael's Creek also flows through the site. Riparian buffer enhancement,
protection, and invasive species control are proposed for this site. The enhancement will consist
of planting native species within any non-wooded portions of the site, along with invasive
species removal throughout the riparian buffer. In addition, the entire 2.2-acre site will be
permanently protected via a deed restriction.

Transco completed a field review of these mitigation sites with the USACE Philadelphia
District on November 18, 2011. The field review included assessment of waterbody and
wetland boundaries and confirmation of wetland hydrology, soils, and vegetation. Potential
suitability of the wetland at the Aquashicola Creek Mitigation Site for bog turtle habitat was also
evaluated. The proposed Wetland Mitigation Plan included with the joint Section
404/Pennsylvania Water Obstruction and Encroachment permit application (see Appendix 2I)
provides additional information on the wetland mitigation sites.

New Jersey

In New Jersey, mitigation is defined under N.J.A.C. 7:7A-15 as activities carried out in
accordance with N.J.A.C. 7:7A-15 in order to compensate for the loss or disturbance of
freshwater wetlands or state open waters. Mitigation is intended to compensate for impacts to a
freshwater wetland and/or state open water resulting from activities authorized under individual
or general freshwater wetlands or open water fill permit, or a violation of the Freshwater
Wetlands Protection Act.

Based on discussions with NJDEP, Transco is required to provide off-site mitigation for
the permanent conversion of 0.44 acre of PFO wetland to PEM wetland on the Stanton Loop
and 0.51 acre of wetland fill associated with construction of the proposed Electrical Substation
(Tamagno and Legg 2011). Transco does not expect that off-site mitigation will be required for
the approximately 2.44 acres of PFO wetland that would be cleared during construction
activities, but allowed to revert back to PFO wetland. As discussed in the Restoration Plan

(Appendix 21, Section T), PFO wetlands located outside of the new permanent ROW that have
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been cleared as a result of construction activities will be replanted with woody vegetation to
ensure reestablishment of tree cover.

Transco proposes to mitigate for the above-referenced 0.95 acre of wetland impact at
the Cakepoulin Creek site, located in Franklin Township, New Jersey. The site is approximately
5.5 acres and includes the floodplain of Cakepoulin Creek and an unnamed tributary to this
waterbody. Cakepoulin Creek is a major tributary to the South Branch Raritan River watershed,
a component of the Raritan River Drainage Basin crossed by the Stanton Loop. A 1.06-acre
portion of the site has been delineated, flagged, and surveyed as an agricultural wetland.
Because of the presence of the waterbody and wetland, both wetland and riparian zone
mitigation will be possible at this site. A combination of wetland and riparian habitat
enhancement, restoration, and preservation is being proposed to offset both the wetland
impacts described above and riparian zone impacts discussed in Section 2.3.4.6. Transco is
currently consulting with NJDEP on the suitability of this site to provide the appropriate wetland

and riparian zone mitigation for the NSL Project.

2.6  MODIFICATIONS TO THE FERC PROCEDURES

Transco is providing Project-specific Procedures (that have been modified from the
FERC Procedures) in Appendix 2J. Substantial departures from the FERC Procedures have
been highlighted as bold text, and minor additions made by Transco have been highlighted as
italicized text. Modifications to setback requirements for wetland and waterbody crossings and
ROW widths for wetland crossings are proposed to account for site-specific conditions in the

Project area and are listed in Tables 2J-1 and 2J-2 in Appendix 2J of this RR.

2.6.1 Modifications at Waterbody Crossings

In general, ATWS is typically required on both sides of a waterbody crossing to stage
construction equipment, to fabricate the pipe, to store materials, and for temporary storage of
trench spoil. These work areas will be located at least 50 feet away from the waterbody edge,
topographic and other site-specific conditions permitting. If conditions do not permit a 50-foot
setback, Transco is proposing modifications to this FERC requirement in their Project-specific
Procedures. Table 2J-1 identifies the locations where ATWS waterbody setback modifications

are required along the pipeline loops.

2.6.2 Modifications at Wetland Crossings
FERC requires that the standard construction ROW through wetlands is no greater than 75-

feet wide. As stated in Resource Report 1, Section 1.2.1, Transco is proposing to use a 75-foot-
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wide corridor plus 15 feet of ATWS for a total workspace width through wetlands of 90-feet
along the pipeline loops. As described below, soil structure and presence of water commonly
found in wetlands along with the large surface loads of construction equipment and materials to
construct the 42-inch diameter pipeline contribute to the need to have the 15-feet of additional
work space.

Soil survey information obtained from the National Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)
and field visual observations indicates the wetland soils crossed by the pipeline loops are loam,
silt loam, or clay, often with organic content. The shear strength of these soils is typically low
and becomes weaker when saturated. The topography and subsurface conditions of the
wetlands crossed by the pipeline loops often result in soils with higher moisture content and
periodic saturation.

The handling of this weak material during the excavation/stockpile process further reduces
strength of the soil mass by disturbance/remolding/mixing. The ability to stockpile wetland soils
vertically is nearly always less than comparable soils outside a wetland environment. The
volumetric increase from in-situ (bank measure) to stockpile (loose measure) can be 15% to
30%. Concrete weight coating often required for buoyancy control in wetland environments
requires the trench to be excavated larger in width and depth resulting in additional stockpile
material subject to volumetric increase during the excavation/stockpile process. Consequently,
wetland soils crossed by the pipeline loops have properties contributing to the need for
increased workspace for both trenching and stockpiling.

If wetlands were to occur in rock or gravel or other material not subject to low shear
strength, then the workspace could possibly be reduced to 75 feet. However, wetland soils
along the pipeline loops are under-consolidated silts, clays, loams, fine grained sands or other
fine grain material with low strength.

In summary, Transco is requesting 15 feet of ATWS for all wetland crossings along the
proposed pipeline loops based on the following:

m Inability to stockpile material within the same area as typical construction due to loose,
unconsolidated soils with low shear strength.

m The larger construction equipment necessary for installation of a 42-inch diameter pipeline.

m Concrete weight coating is often required for buoyancy control within wetlands, further
increasing the overall trench excavation size while simultaneously increasing the amount of
loose, unconsolidated material to stockpile within the limited area.

Table 2J-2 provides additional site-specific information regarding Transco’s request for 15
feet of ATWS in each wetland crossing along the pipeline loops. This table also lists the

locations where ATWS wetland setback modifications are required along the pipeline loops.

Page 2-61



NORTHEAST SUPPLY LINK PROJECT RESOURCE REPORT 2

2.7 REFERENCES

Apalinski, Edward. 2011a. NJDEP Division of Water Supply, Trenton, New Jersey. E-mail
correspondence on May 13, 2011, to Joanna Craigmile, Ecology and Environment, Inc.,
Lancaster, New York.

2011b. NJDEP Division of Water Supply, Trenton, New Jersey. E-malil
correspondence on June 2, 2011, to Joanna Craigmile, Ecology and Environment, Inc.,
Lancaster, New York.

2011c. NJDEP Division of Water Supply, Trenton, New Jersey. Telephone
correspondence on October 11, 2011, to Amy Goodstine, Ecology and Environment,
Inc., Lancaster, New York.

Bowling, G. Patrick. 2011. Senior Geologist. PADEP, Harrisburg, Pennsylvania. Email
communication on May 9. 2011, to Joanna Craigmile, Ecology and Environment, Inc.,
Lancaster, New York.

Cahn, Dale. 2011. Hughesville Borough Water Authority. Telephone correspondence on May
18 and May 19 with Joanna Craigmile, Ecology and Environment, Inc.

Ecology and Environment, Inc. (E & E). 2010. Northeast Supply Link Project Northeastern
Bulrush Survey Report for the Palmerton Loop.

Hajdusek, Julie. 2011. New Jersey Water Supply Authority. Clinton, New Jersey. Telephone
correspondence on May 25, 2011, to Joanna Craigmile, Ecology and Environment, Inc.,
Lancaster, New York.

Herman, G.C., R.J. Canace, S.D. Stanford, R.S. Pristas, P.J. Sugarman, M.A. French, J.L
Hoffman, M.S. Serfes, and W.J. Mennel. 1999. Aquifers of New Jersey. Digital
Compilation by G.C. Herman. N.J. Geological Survey Digital Geodata Series DGS98-5.
http://www.njgeology.org/geodata/dgs98-5.htm, accessed May 3, 2011.

National Park Service (NPS). 2007. Nationwide Rivers Inventory. http://www.nps.gov/ncrc/
programs/rtca/nri/, accessed May 22, 2011.

New Jersey Administrative Code (NJAC). 20l1la. NJAC 7:10. Safe Drinking Water Act
Regulations. http://njmpa.org/Documents/Cross%20Connection%20Control/
Safe%20Drinking%20Water%20Act.pdf, Accessed May 9, 2011.

. 2011b. NJAC 79 D-2. Well construction and maintenance.
http://www.state.nj.us/dep/watersupply/NJAC7 9D.pdf, accessed May 5, 2011.

: 2011c. NJAC 7:13. Flood Hazard Area Control Act Rules.
http://www.nj.gov/dep/landuse/7-13.pdf, accessed June 10, 2011.

New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP). 2003. Total Maximum Daily
Loads for Fecal Coliform to Address 48 Streams in the Raritan Water Region. NJDEP
Division of Watershed Management. 81 pp.

Page 2-62


http://www.njgeology.org/geodata/dgs98-5.htm
http://www.nps.gov/ncrc/‌programs/rtca/nri/
http://www.nps.gov/ncrc/‌programs/rtca/nri/
http://njmpa.org/Documents/Cross%20Connection%20Control/‌Safe%20Drinking%20Water%20Act.pdf
http://njmpa.org/Documents/Cross%20Connection%20Control/‌Safe%20Drinking%20Water%20Act.pdf
http://www.state.nj.us/‌dep/watersupply/NJAC7_9D.pdf

NORTHEAST SUPPLY LINK PROJECT RESOURCE REPORT 2

2008. New Jersey 2008 Integrated Water Quality Monitoring and Assessment

Report. [Includes 305(B) Report and 303(D) List].
http://www.state.nj.us/dep/wms/bwgsa/2008 final IR _complete.pdf. Accessed May 11,
2011.

2009. Total Maximum Daily Load for Mercury Impairments Based on
Concentration in Fish Tissue Caused Mainly by Air Deposition to Address 122 HUC 14s
Statewide. NJDEP Division of Watershed Management. 94 pp.

2010. NJDEP Public-Community Water Supply Wells of New Jersey, Version
20100218 (NJ-Geoweb Layer). http://www.state.nj.us/dep/njgs/geodata/dgs97-1.htm.
Accessed May 3, 2011.

. 2011. Underground Storage Tanks data set, current as of May 3, 2011.

NJDEP Site Remediation Program (SRP). November 2010. NJDEP Classification Exception
Areas/Well Restriction Areas Polygon Maps for New Jersey, Version 201011.
http://www.state.nj.us/dep/gis/digidownload/metadata/statewide/cea.htm. Accessed May
11. 2011.

New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP) and New Jersey Geological
Survey (NJGS). 1998. Surficial Aquifers of New Jersey, Version 19980325 (NJ-
Geoweb Layer). http://www.state.nj.us/dep/qgis/digidownload/metadata/
statewide/sde.saqfr250.htm. Accessed May 3, 2011.

2004. Well Head Protection Areas for Non-Community Water Supply Wells in
New Jersey, 2004 edition. http://www.state.nj.us/dep/njgs/geodata/dgs04-5md.htm.
Accessed May 11, 2011.

. 2010. Well Head Protection Areas for Public Community Water Supply Wells in
New Jersey, 2010 edition. http://www.state.nj.us/dep/njgs/geodata/dgs02-2md.htm
Accessed May 11, 2011.

New Jersey Water Supply Authority (NJWSA). 2011. Table B-4: NJPDES Discharges to
Ground Water within the 7 Counties of the Raritan Basin as of 2000.
http://www.raritanbasin.org/Alliance/Reports/GroundWater/Tables/Table B4.pdf,
Accessed May 17, 2011.

New York City Department of Environmental Protection (NYCDEP). 201l1a. Drinking Water
Web Site. http://www.nyc.gov/html/dep/html/drinking water/index.shtml, Accessed on
May 17, 2011.

2011b.  Groundwater System for 2010. http://www.nyc.gov/html/dep/html/
drinking water/groundwater.shtml#wells Accessed May 17, 2011.

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC). 2006. Environmental
Remediation Sites-New York State. Available online at http://www.nysqis.state.ny.us/
gisdata/inventories/details.cfm?DSID=1097, accessed June 6, 2011.

2011. Environmental Facilities Navigator. http://www.dec.ny.gov/imsmaps/
facilities/viewer.htm Accessed June 1, 2011.

Page 2-63


http://www.state.nj.us/dep/wms/bwqsa/2008_final_IR_complete.pdf
http://www.state.nj.us/dep/njgs/geodata/dgs97-1.htm.%20%20Accessed%20May%203
http://www.state.nj.us/dep/njgs/geodata/dgs97-1.htm.%20%20Accessed%20May%203
http://www.state.nj.us/dep/gis/digidownload/metadata/statewide/cea.htm.%20Accessed%20May%2011
http://www.state.nj.us/dep/gis/digidownload/metadata/statewide/cea.htm.%20Accessed%20May%2011
http://www.state.nj.us/dep/gis/digidownload/‌metadata/‌statewide/sde.saqfr250.htm.%20Accessed%20May%203
http://www.state.nj.us/dep/gis/digidownload/‌metadata/‌statewide/sde.saqfr250.htm.%20Accessed%20May%203
http://www.state.nj.us/dep/njgs/geodata/dgs04-5md.htm
http://www.state.nj.us/dep/njgs/geodata/dgs02-2md.htm%20Accessed%20May%2011
http://www.state.nj.us/dep/njgs/geodata/dgs02-2md.htm%20Accessed%20May%2011
http://www.raritanbasin.org/Alliance/Reports/GroundWater/Tables/Table_B4.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/dep/html/drinking_water/index.shtml
http://www.nyc.gov/html/dep/html/drinking_water/groundwater.shtml#wells
http://www.nyc.gov/html/dep/html/drinking_water/groundwater.shtml#wells
http://www.nysgis.state.ny.us/‌gisdata/inventories/details.cfm?DSID=1097
http://www.nysgis.state.ny.us/‌gisdata/inventories/details.cfm?DSID=1097
http://www.dec.ny.gov/‌imsmaps/‌facilities/‌viewer.htm%20Accessed%20June%201
http://www.dec.ny.gov/‌imsmaps/‌facilities/‌viewer.htm%20Accessed%20June%201

NORTHEAST SUPPLY LINK PROJECT RESOURCE REPORT 2

New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH). 2002. Wellhead Protection Program.
http://www.health.ny.gov/environmental/water/drinking/wellhead/wellfact.ntm  Accessed
June 1, 2011.

PADCNR Bureau of Topographic and Geological Survey. 2001. Digital Bedrock Aquifer
Characteristics by Physiographic Section of Pennsylvania. http://www.dcnr.state.pa.us/
topogeo/groundwater/dac data.aspx. Accessed May 3, 2011.

2005. Pennsylvania Groundwater Information System.
http://www.dcnr.state.pa.us/topogeo/groundwater/PaGWIS/help.aspx#Data.  Accessed
May 2, 2011.

Pennsylvania Code (PAC). 2011a. PAC Title 25, Chapter 93.3. Protected Water Uses.
http://www.pacode.com/secure/data/025/chapter93/chap93toc.html, Accessed June
2011.

. 2011b. PAC Title 25, Chapter 93.4b. Qualifying as High Quality or Exceptional
Value  Waters. http://www.pacode.com/secure/data/025/chapter93/chap93toc.html,
Accessed June 2011.

Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (PADEP). 2006. Storage Tank Location

dataset. Available online at http://www.pasda.psu.edu/uci//
FullMetadataDisplay.aspx?file=StorageTankLocations2011 04.xml, = Accessed May
2011.

. 2010. 2010 Pennsylvania Integrated Water Quality Monitoring and Assessment
Report: Clean Water Act Section 305(b) Report and 303(d) List. Draft. PADEP Division
of Water Standards and Facility Regulation. 66 pp. + Appendices.

. 2011. EmapPA Interactive Map.
http://www.emappa.dep.state.pa.us/emappa/viewer.htm. Accessed on May 4, 2011.

2011b. Pennsylvania’s Priority Planning Watersheds.
http://www.portal.state.pa.us/portal/
server.pt/gateway/PTARGS 0 2 74910 10593 554356 43/http%3B/
pubcontent.state.pa.us/publishedcontent/publish/cop _environment/dep/
dep external website/dep content/water/watershed management/images/
lib/watershedmgmt/images/papriorityplngwatrshds72dpi.jpg. Accessed on June 9, 2011.

Riley, Clinton. 2010. Letter dated May 12, 2010, from Clinton Riley, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, Pennsylvania Field Office, to Sara Mochrie, Ecology and Environment, Inc.,
Lancaster, New York, regarding information about federally protected species.

Snyder, Lou. 2011. New Jersey Water Supply Authority, Annandale, NJ. E-mail
correspondence on May 18, 2011, to Joanna Craigmile, Ecology and Environment, Inc.,
Lancaster, New York.

Spayd, Steven E. and S. W. Johnson. 2003. Guidelines for Delineation of Well Head Protection
Areas in New Jersey. http://www.state.nj.us/dep/njgs/whpaguide.pdf. Accessed May 5,
2011.

Tamagno and Legg 2011. NJDEP. Telephone conversation with K. Dixon (E & E) on
November 28, 2011.

Page 2-64


http://www.health.ny.gov/environmental/water/drinking/wellhead/wellfact.htm%20Accessed%20June%201
http://www.health.ny.gov/environmental/water/drinking/wellhead/wellfact.htm%20Accessed%20June%201
http://www.dcnr.state.pa.us/‌topogeo/groundwater/dac_data.aspx.%20Accessed%20May%203
http://www.dcnr.state.pa.us/‌topogeo/groundwater/dac_data.aspx.%20Accessed%20May%203
http://www.dcnr.state.pa.us/‌topogeo/groundwater/PaGWIS/help.aspx#Data
http://www.pacode.com/secure/data/025/chapter93/chap93toc.html
http://www.pacode.com/secure/data/025/chapter93/s93.4b.html
http://www.pacode.com/secure/data/025/chapter93/s93.4b.html
http://www.pacode.com/secure/data/025/chapter93/chap93toc.html
http://www.pasda.psu.edu/uci/‌FullMetadataDisplay.aspx?file=StorageTankLocations2011_04.xml
http://www.pasda.psu.edu/uci/‌FullMetadataDisplay.aspx?file=StorageTankLocations2011_04.xml
http://www.emappa.dep.state.pa.us/emappa/viewer.htm
http://www.portal.state.pa.us/portal/‌server.pt/gateway/PTARGS_0_2_74910_10593_554356_43/‌http%3B/‌pubcontent.state.pa.us/‌publishedcontent/publish/cop_environment/dep/‌dep_external_website/‌dep_content/water/watershed_management/images/‌lib/watershedmgmt/images/papriorityplngwatrshds72dpi.jpg
http://www.portal.state.pa.us/portal/‌server.pt/gateway/PTARGS_0_2_74910_10593_554356_43/‌http%3B/‌pubcontent.state.pa.us/‌publishedcontent/publish/cop_environment/dep/‌dep_external_website/‌dep_content/water/watershed_management/images/‌lib/watershedmgmt/images/papriorityplngwatrshds72dpi.jpg
http://www.portal.state.pa.us/portal/‌server.pt/gateway/PTARGS_0_2_74910_10593_554356_43/‌http%3B/‌pubcontent.state.pa.us/‌publishedcontent/publish/cop_environment/dep/‌dep_external_website/‌dep_content/water/watershed_management/images/‌lib/watershedmgmt/images/papriorityplngwatrshds72dpi.jpg
http://www.portal.state.pa.us/portal/‌server.pt/gateway/PTARGS_0_2_74910_10593_554356_43/‌http%3B/‌pubcontent.state.pa.us/‌publishedcontent/publish/cop_environment/dep/‌dep_external_website/‌dep_content/water/watershed_management/images/‌lib/watershedmgmt/images/papriorityplngwatrshds72dpi.jpg
http://www.portal.state.pa.us/portal/‌server.pt/gateway/PTARGS_0_2_74910_10593_554356_43/‌http%3B/‌pubcontent.state.pa.us/‌publishedcontent/publish/cop_environment/dep/‌dep_external_website/‌dep_content/water/watershed_management/images/‌lib/watershedmgmt/images/papriorityplngwatrshds72dpi.jpg
http://www.state.nj.us/dep/njgs/whpaguide.pdf

NORTHEAST SUPPLY LINK PROJECT RESOURCE REPORT 2

Township of Branchburg, Somerset County, New Jersey. 2011. Land Development Ordinance
amended through July 31, 2011. http://clerkshg.com/default.ashx?clientsite=Branchburg-
nj. Accessed October 28, 2011.

Township of Clinton, Hunterdon County, New Jersey. 1983. Land Use Regulations of the
Township of Clinton, Ordinance Number 231-83. http://www.ecode360.com/CL1920.
Accessed October 28, 2011.

Township of Franklin, Hunterdon County, New Jersey. 2004. Land Use Regulations of the
Township of Franklin, Ordinance Number 17-2004. http://www.ecode360.com/FR1843.
Accessed October 28, 2011.

Township of Union, Hunterdon County, New Jersey. 2009. Chapter XXX Land Use: Contains
Ordinance No. 85-9, as amended through December 31, 2009.
http://clerkshg.com/default.ashx?clientsite=Union-nj. Accessed October 28, 2011.

Trapp, H. and M.A. Horn. 1997. Groundwater Atlas of the United States, Segment 11,
Delaware, Maryland, New Jersey, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, Virginia, and West
Virginia. Hydrologic Investigations Atlas 730-L. United States Geological Survey,
Reston, VA. 24 pg. http://pubs.usgs.gov/ha/ha730/ch l/index.html Accessed May 3,
2011.

United States Department of Agriculture (USDA), 1986. Technical Release 55 (TR-55), Urban
Hydrology for Small Watersheds.

United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). 1980. Buried Valley Aquifer System
Support Document. April  1980. http://www.epa.gov/region02/water/aquifer/
burval/buryval.ntm. Accessed on April 27, 2011.

1988a. New Jersey Coastal Plain Aquifer Support Document. May 1988.
http://www.epa.gov/region02/water/aquifer/coast/coastpln.htm. Accessed April 27, 2011.

. 1988b. Northwest New Jersey 15 Basin Aquifer Support Document. June 1988.
http://lwww.epa.gov/region02/water/aquifer/basin/15basin.htm. Accessed April 27, 2011.

2010. Region 2 Water Sole Source Aquifers. Last revised October 5, 2010.
http://www.epa.gov/region2/water/aquifer/. Accessed April 27, 2011.

. 2011a. EPA Geospatial Data Access Project.
http://www.epa.gov/enviro/geo data.html. Accessed May 2, 2011.

: 2011b. USEPA’s Enviromapper for Envirofacts. http://www.epa.gov/
emefdata/em4ef.nome Accessed May 31, 2011.

. 2011c. EPA Surf Your Watershed. http://cfpub.epa.gov/surf/locate/index.cfm.
Accessed May 22, 2011.

United States Geological Survey (USGS). 1999. Ground Water, U.S. Geological Survey
General Interest Publication, Reston, Virginia, 1999 revision.
http://capp.water.usgs.gov/GIP/gw_qip/index.html. Accessed April 26, 2011.

Page 2-65


http://clerkshq.com/default.ashx?clientsite=Branchburg-nj
http://clerkshq.com/default.ashx?clientsite=Branchburg-nj
http://www.ecode360.com/CL1920
http://www.ecode360.com/FR1843
http://clerkshq.com/default.ashx?clientsite=Union-nj
http://pubs.usgs.gov/ha/ha730/ch_l/index.html/
http://www.epa.gov/‌region02/water/‌aquifer/‌burval/buryval.htm
http://www.epa.gov/‌region02/water/‌aquifer/‌burval/buryval.htm
http://www.epa.gov/region02/water/aquifer/coast/coastpln.htm
http://www.epa.gov/region2/water/aquifer/
http://www.epa.gov/enviro/geo_data.html.%20Accessed%20May%202
http://www.epa.gov/‌emefdata/em4ef.home%20Accessed%20May%2031
http://www.epa.gov/‌emefdata/em4ef.home%20Accessed%20May%2031
http://capp.water.usgs.gov/GIP/gw_gip/index.html

NORTHEAST SUPPLY LINK PROJECT RESOURCE REPORT 2

. 2009. National Hydrography Dataset. http://nhd.usgs.gov/data.html. Accessed
October 5, 2011.

2011. Groundwater levels for the nation. http://nwis.waterdata.usgs.qgov/
nwis/gwlevels?search _criteria=state cd&submitted form=introduction. Accessed May
11, 2011.

Yan. June 2011. USACE, NY District. Telephone Conversation with G.Netti (E & E) on
November 8, 2011.

Page 2-66


http://nwis.waterdata.usgs.gov/‌nwis/gwlevels?search_criteria=state_cd&submitted_form=introduction
http://nwis.waterdata.usgs.gov/‌nwis/gwlevels?search_criteria=state_cd&submitted_form=introduction

TRANSCONTINENTAL GAS PIPE LINE COMPANY, LLC

Appendices to Resource Report No. 2
Water Use and Quality

Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line Company
Northeast Supply Link Project

December 2011































ATTACHMENT 2:

USGS TOPOGRAPHIC MAP
PALMERTON LOOP



© Ecology & Environment, Inc. GIS Department

Project #000891.ZW45:

L:\Buffalo\Williams Transco NSL 2010\Maps\MXD\Agency Letters\Feb10 2011\Palmerton Topo.mxd

V MP 43.87
S
&S

MP 43

Lake
Cl’eek

MP 42
Buckwh?e
Creek
2
~
e
P\ﬂﬁéé*
MP 41 [
MP 40.50
¢  Existing Milepost AL Figure 1
S USGS Topographic Map
== Proposed Palmerton Loop 0 1,000 2,000 Palmerton Loop
[
Feet

Source: Ecology & Environment, 2010
Mustang Engineering, 2010



ATTACHMENT 3:

USGS TOPOGRAPHIC MAP
MUNCY LOOP



© Ecology & Environment, Inc. GIS Department

39910
AuniN

N

Laure

pine
Ru®

¢ Existing Milepost

Project #000891.ZW45:
L:\Buffalo\Williams_Transco NSL 2010\Maps\MXD\Agency Letters\Feb10 2011\Muncy Topo.mxd

@MP 128.89

MP 129

LMP 130

MP 131

JMP 131.19

Overview

Gregs
Run

Muncy/

Creek

= Proposed Muncy Loop

0 500 1,000
. et

Figure 1

USGS Topographic Map
Muncy Loop

Source: ESRI, 2010; Mustang Engineering, 2010



CONTACT REPORT

Meeting [ ] Telephone X]  Other []

AGENCY/CO.: Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection North Central Region

ADDRESS: 208 West Third Street, Suite 101, Williamsport, PA 17701

PHONE NO.: (570) 321-6523

PERSON

CONTACTED: John Twardowski, Permit Coordination, Watershed Management Program
TO: Allen Smith

CC: Greg Netti

FROM: Emily Doren

DATE: 2/28/11

SUBIJECT: PADEP Pre-Application Meeting

SUMMARY:

J. Twardowski with the PADEP-NC Region was contacted to discuss a potential project
review meeting for the Northeast Supply Link (NLS) project. This contact was a follow-up
to written correspondence submitted to PADEP-NC Region on February 10, 2011. The
jurisdictional bounds of PADEP-NC Region include the Muncy Loop and Leidy Interchange
Hub components of the NSL Project. The Palmerton Loop and Station 515 are within the
jurisdiction of PADEP-NE Region.

PADEP permits are often issued on a county-by-county basis. Because the project
components in PA are located in the PADEP Northcentral and Northeast regions and are
geographically discrete, PADEP is considering splitting the project by region and allowing
each region to handle their own permits for project components within their region. Mr.
Twardowski has been talking with Kevin White at PADEP-NE Region to discuss the
potential of coordinating between regions or handling the project components individually.

J. Twardowski supports the idea of a project review meeting in the next few weeks to discuss
the project scope and required permits. He will coordinate with staff at PADEP-NC Region,
USACE (Baltimore District for Muncy Loop and Leidy Interchange Hub), and the Lycoming
County Conservation District to schedule an acceptable meeting date and location for each
party. He will also coordinate the meeting date with Kevin White at the PADEP-NE Region
so that we can schedule the meetings on consecutive days.

G:\000801-000900\000891\B3286-ZW58_02-Northeast Supply Link Project - Resource
Reports\RR2 - Water Use and Quality\App 2A - Agency
Corres\02_PADEP_NC_Twardowski_022811.doc Page 1 of 2



PA Permits

PA Chapter 102 — NPDES

Stormwater permits are handled by the County Conservation District. Permits are not
required for projects with less than 5 acres of earth moving. For projects of this size,
regulations require an erosion and sediment control plan to be kept on-site. For projects with
greater than 5 acres of earth moving, there is a general permit for oil and gas projects
(ESCGP1).

PA Chapter 105 — Water Obstruction and Encroachment Permit (wetlands and
waterbodies permit)

Pipeline impacts are considered to be temporary in nature, assuming proper construction and
soil segregation. Projects are often covered under a general permit, issued county-by-county.
Therefore, Williams will need a permit for each county in PA with wetland or waterbody
impacts. PADEP coordinates with the COE and often issues joint permits. Because PADEP
IS proposing to split NSL by region, they likely will not be able to issue a joint permit unless
the COE similarly splits the project. It may be that the COE issues one permit for the entire
project and DEP issues permits on a county-by-county basis.

Waterbody Buffers

PA does not regulate specific buffers around wetlands or streams. There are Chapter 102
(NPDES) requirements for 150 foot buffers around wetlands and streams in watersheds with
a special protection status. However, there are waivers for linear projects.

Meeting Coordination

As noted above, J. Twardowski is taking the lead on coordinating a meeting date with
PADEP-NC Region, USACE Baltimore District, and the Lycoming County Conservation
District. He will be in touch with a suggested meeting date and time.

G:\000801-000900\000891\B3286-ZW58_02-Northeast Supply Link Project - Resource
Reports\RR2 - Water Use and Quality\App 2A - Agency
Corres\02_PADEP_NC_Twardowski_022811.doc Page 2 of 2



Northeast Supply Link Pre-Application Meeting with Pennsylvania
Department of Environmental Protection (PADEP) Northeast Regional

Office

March 16, 2011

2 pm

PADEP-NE Offices, Wilkes-Barre, PA

A meeting was held on March 16, 2011 with representatives of the Pennsylvania Department of

Environmental Protection (DEP) Northeast (NE) Office and Luzerne County Conservation District to

discuss the components of Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line Company’s (Transco) proposed Northeast

Supply Link (NSL) project within the jurisdictional responsibility of these agencies. Specifically, the

Palmerton Loop and Station 515 upgrade components of the NSL project were discussed. The meeting

summary is provided below.

A. Introduction of Participants

Meeting participants and contact information are listed below.

Name Organization Title Phone Email
Kevin White DEP-NERO Environmental 570-826- kevwhite @state.pa.us

Group Manager | 2015
Justin Dresch DEP-NERO Civil Engineer 570-830- jdresch@state.pa.us

3040
Gene DEP Biologist 570-826- etrawbridg@state.pa.us
Trowbridge 2511
Heather Luzerne County | Resource 570-674- h.graham@Iuzernecd.org
Berlew Conservation Conservation 7991
District Specialist Il

Allen Smith Williams Senior 713-215- Allen.f.smith@williams.com

Environmental 2970

Scientist
Monica URS Civil Engineer 215-367- Monica_sweeney@urscorp.com
Sweeney 2514
Bryan URS Civil Engineer 215-367- Bryan pariseault@urscorp.com
Pariseault 2603
Greg Netti E&E Project Manager | 716-684- Greg.netti@ene.com

8060

Emily Doren E&E Project Manager | 716-684- Emily.doren@ene.com

8060
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Project Overview and Schedule

A. Smith provided an overview of the proposed project to provide an additional 250,000
dekatherms per day (dt/day) of firm incremental transportation service from various receipt
points on Transco’s Leidy system in Pennsylvania to various delivery points along Transco’s
mainline Leidy system in New Jersey and New York. Facilities under the jurisdiction of the
Pennsylvania DEP include the Palmerton Loop and Station 515 upgrade. The Palmerton Loop
includes approximately 3.7 miles of 42-inch diameter pipeline in Monroe County, extending the
existing Leidy Line “D” loop. The Station 515 upgrade includes an additional 16,000 hp
compressor unit at Transco’s existing Station 515 Compressor Station in Luzerne County.

G. Netti provided an overview of natural resources and potential resource impacts along the
Palmerton Loop. Waterbody and wetland surveys were completed along the loop during
summer 2010. The loop will cross nine streams, including Aquashicola Creek, Buckwha Creek,
and several unnamed tributaries to Aquashicola Creek. Stream crossing distances range from 5
feet for the unnamed tributaries to 25-30 feet for Aquashicola and Buckwha creeks. Two
wetlands will be crossed by the loop, both of which are adjacent to the Aquashicola and
Buchwha Creek crossings. Based on a 90-foot-wide construction right-of-way (ROW) through
wetlands, the Palmerton Loop would temporarily impact approximately 1.65 acres of
PEM/PSS/PFO wetland. Approximately 0.73-acre of forested wetland would be permanently
converted to emergent wetland along the Palmerton Loop.

Natural resources surveys have not been completed to date for the Station 515 upgrade.
However, the majority of work associated with the upgrade will take place within the existing
disturbed facility and, based on review of aerial photography and other mapping, no impacts to
streams or wetlands are expected from this project component.

Transco plans to file their FERC application in November. The primary state and federal permit
applications will be filed concurrently with the FERC application. Construction is currently
planned between November 2012 and November 2013.

Chapter 105 Permitting

The Palmerton Loop will be processed under a Chapter 105 Water Obstruction and
Encroachment Permit because the proposed 42-inch pipe size exceeds the maximum 36-inch
diameter to be processed under the state programmatic general permit.

Application must demonstrate efforts to “minimize and avoid” impacts to features.

Streams crossings must have a minimum of 3 feet depth of cover from the top of the pipe to the
stream bed and the pipe must be as near to horizontal as possible.

K.White provided an example spreadsheet of wetland and stream crossings that should be
submitted with the application. Latitude and longitude should be in degrees/minute/seconds
format.



D.

PADEP requires monitoring of restoration of temporarily impacted wetlands following
construction to ensure reestablishment. The normal monitoring period is 2-3 years following
construction.

PADEP NE will not require mitigation for conversion of forested wetlands on the Palmerton
Loop. However, COE may still require mitigation for these impacts. Restoration must include
return to original contours, trench plugs, and other standard wetland restoration techniques.

To be included with permit: Environmental Assessment Form, Drawings of temporary road
crossings of streams and wetlands, Stream Restoration Plan, and Flow Diversion Drawings.
PADEP provided a hard copy of the Chapter 105 permit application package.

PADEP review period of application is 4 months. Usually 3 copies are submitted to the PADEP
and they send one to COE. PADEP does not think COE will group the entire project together.
PADEP issuance of a Chapter 105 permit requires an approved ESCP or proof of submittal of an
ESCGP-1 or NPDES application. PADEP will also want to see evidence of agency consultation
regarding T&E species and Section 106.

Coordination between PADEP Regions and Departments

PADEP NE will handle permitting for the Palmerton Loop and Station 515 only. If Transco applies for

multiple PADEP permits, PADEP will hold until all permits are complete and then issue all of the permits

at the same time.

E.

Permit Fees

PADEP considers fees for each crossing independently. If the crossing qualifies for a waiver, no fee is

required (ex. Less than 100 acres in drainage area). If the crossing qualifies for a general permit, the fee

is equivalent to the GP crossing fee. If the crossing requires a Joint Application, the fee for the JA is

applicable (ex. Exceptional value crossings or wetlands larger than 10 acres).

F.

Stream Designations

E & E requested PADEP to verify stream classifications. PADEP noted that Aquashicola Creek
and Buckwha Creek are Wild Trout Streams. Aquashicola Creek is also a stocked trout stream.
All adjacent wetlands to these streams and their tributaries are classified as exceptional value
wetlands

PADEP suggested checking their website for petition to change stream classifications.

Construction Timing Restrictions
Wild Trout Restriction — October 1 — December 31

Trout-Stocked Restriction — March 1 — June 15

High-quality — no specific timing but preferably construction during low flow



H. Miscellaneous
Cherry Valley National Wildlife Refuge — PADEP is not familiar with the new refuge

Air Division Contacts
Mark Wejkxner 570-826-2528
Ray Kempa 570-826-2507

Hydrostatic Discharge Permit Contact
Michael Brunamonti  570-826-2318

*For hydrostatic discharge, some companies are reusing the water to avoid permit requirements.



Northeast Supply Link Pre-Application Meeting with Pennsylvania
Department of Environmental Protection (PADEP) North Central

Regional Office

March 17, 2011
10 am
PADEP-NC Offices, Williamsport, PA

A meeting was held on March 17, 2011 with representatives of the Pennsylvania Department of
Environmental Protection (DEP) North Central (NC) Office, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Baltimore
District, Lycoming County Conservation District, and Clinton County Conservation District to discuss the
components of Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line Company’s (Transco) proposed Northeast Supply Link
(NSL) project within the jurisdictional responsibility of these agencies. Specifically, the Muncy Loop and
Leidy Hub upgrade components of the NSL project were discussed. The meeting summary is provided

below.

A. Introduction of Participants

Meeting participants and contact information are listed below.

Name Organization Phone Email
John DEP 570-321-6523 jtwardowsk@state.pa.us
Twardowski
Erin Gocek DEP 570-327-0524 egocek@state.pa.us
Andy Eldred DEP 570-321-6575 aeldred@state.pa.us
Amy Elliott USACE; 814-235-0573 Amy.h.elliott@usace.army.mil
Baltimore
District; State
College Field
Office
Eric Beaver Lycoming 570-433-3003 ebeaver@lyco.org
County
Conservation
District
Brandon Clinton County 570-726-3798 bbarlow@comcast.net
Barlow Conservation
District
Allen Smith Williams 713-215-2970 Allen.f.smith@williams.com
Tim Farrell URS 215-367-2648 timothy farrell@urscorp.com
Bryan URS 215-367-2603 Bryan pariseault@urscorp.com
Pariseault
Greg Netti E&E 716-684-8060 Greg.netti@ene.com
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mainline and Leidy systems in Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and New York. Facilities under the
jurisdiction of NJDEP include the Stanton Loop, Station 303, Station 505, Caldwell Replacement,
Caldwell Uprate, and various above ground facility components.

3. G. Netti provided an overview of natural resources and potential resource impacts along the
New Jersey project components.

4. Transco plans to file their FERC application in November. The primary state and federal permit
applications will be filed concurrently with the FERC application. Construction is currently
planned between November 2012 and November 2013.

5. M. Suter explained the FERC’s schedule for issuance of the NOI and the scoping period. M. Suter
stressed that she wants to talk to NJDEP early and often regarding their concerns about the
project in order to address any issues prior to issuance of the draft EA. M. Suter stressed that
NJDEP should voice their opinion at any time during pre-filing and not wait for formal comment
periods.

6. S. Brubaker stated that NJDEP would issue a standard letter following release of the NOI stating
they have interest in the project and will require permits to be issued. NJDEP will file as an
intervener with no position on the project. This has become NJDEP’s standard protocol for FERC
projects.

During the introduction to the project, B. Quinn asked questions about the source, volume, and
treatment for discharge of hydrostatic test water to be used for the Caldwell Uprate. A. Smith stated
that Transco would discharge either to ground or surface water, depending on the final selected
discharge sites. Transco will likely discharge to the ground at the Meadows Heaters facility located in
the Hackensack Meadowlands District. The approximate volume of water is one million gallons. The
water will be treated by sand and charcoal filters prior to discharge. B. Quinn requested that Transco
discuss this discharge with staff from the NJPDES program at the next meeting.

Highlands

G. Netti presented approximate impact numbers for wetlands and waterbodies on the Stanton Loop. A.
Smith noted the Stanton Loop crossing the Highlands Preservation Area. Transco met with Eileen Swan
of the Highlands Council on DATEXX. S. Brubaker noted that NJDEP may not be able to review any
permit applications until the project received an exemption from the Highlands Council. Another
company was unexpectedly held up by the Highlands Council review process.

Green Acres

A. Smith explained that the Caldwell Replacement may impact West Essex Park.



Bog Turtle

Bog turtle are known to occur in Hunterdon County where the Stanton Loop is proposed. Phase
| surveys were conducted in summer 2010. Transco submitted the Phase | report to USFWS in
February 2011. Additional Phase | surveys covering newly proposed work spaces were
completed the week of this meeting. USFWS requested a supplemental Phase | report
documenting the findings of the second round of Phase | surveys.

The proposed Stanton Loop crosses documented bog turtle habitat at the Gradin Stream
crossing. Two other wetlands were identified as potential bog turtle habitat during Phase |
surveys.

Transco submitted a Phase Il work plan to W. Walsh on 3/28/11. W. Walsh will review and
provide concurrence prior to the opening of the Phase Il survey period on April 15. W. Walsh
noted that Phase Il surveys are not required for documented occupied bog turtle habitat.

Transco submitted a draft crossing plan for the Gradin Stream crossing. W. Walsh noted that
this plan was consistent with the recently approved TGP 300 Line Project’s bog turtle mitigation.
W. Walsh noted that any wetland contiguous with bog turtle habitat is considered to be habitat.

W. Walsh requested Transco to consider HDD alternatives and provide justification for reasons
why an HDD would not be feasible. She mentioned a frac out in bog turtle habitat in
Pennsylvania during an HDD that adversely affected the habitat.

A. Smith stated that Transco would consider HDDs of sensitive resources but noted the following
challenges associated with an HDD:

a. Averylongdrill is required due to the large diameter of the pipe;

b. Due to the length of the drill path, the pipe would be buried at a considerable depth,
resulting in challenges if maintenance requires digging up sections of the pipe; and

c. A new HDD path would need to be offset by more than the normal 25-foot offset for
safety reasons and therefore may result in new ROW, including a Green Acres parcel to
the north.

Indiana Bat
E & E provided the Indiana Bat Habitat Assessment for the Stanton Loop earlier in the week. W.
Walsh had not completed full review.

W. Walsh requested site plans for aboveground facilities with tree clearing.

W. Walsh stated that USFWS would likely implement seasonal restrictions on clearing of trees
over 5” diameter at breast height.



W. Walsh requested Transco to consider avoiding the most suitable habitat by flagging and
avoiding cutting. A. Smith noted that Transco would consider this but due to the size of the
travel lane needed for large equipment, it would be difficult.

Migratory Birds

New Jersey Department of Fish and Wildlife (NJDFW) has set a seasonal restriction for clearing
of all trees for the protection of migratory birds. Tree clearing is restricted between March 15
and July 31.

C. Popolizio requested to be copied on correspondence with NJDFW and New Jersey National
Heritage Program (NJNHP) regarding migratory birds.

FERC and USFWS signed and released a memorandum of understanding (MOU) regarding
migratory birds on March 30, 2011. Not all parties present at the meeting had reviewed the
MOU.

Non-occupied bird nests are not protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), except
some raptors (i.e. bald eagle).

C. Popolizio discussed bald eagle survey requirements. NJDEP handles most regulation of bald
eagles unless a nest is within line-of-sight of the project or the project crosses important
wintering habitat.

Species of Concern / Candidate Species

W. Walsh suggested referencing the USFWS website to identify species of concern within the
vicinity of the project. These species were not identified in the letters from USFWS regarding
the project. Species of concern are listed in three categories:

a. National
b. Regional — project is in northeast region
c. Bird Conservation Areas

C. Popolizio described that USFWS is also interested in candidate species for the T&E species
lists. He said most of these species are likely listed with NJNHP. W. Walsh noted that several
bat species are candidate species and should be included in reports to FERC. These include the
small-footed bar, the long-eared bat, and the small brown bat.

USFWS Involvement in Project

M. Suter asked if USFWS would be a cooperating agency. M. Suter noted that if USFWS — NJ
Field Office wants to be a cooperating agency, all of USFWS would be a cooperating agency.
Therefore, FERC suggests the USFWS NJ and PA field offices coordinate about the topic.



2.

1.

W. Walsh noted that USFWS'’s interest in being a cooperating agency will depend on the impacts
of the project.

W. Walsh stated that USFWS will want to consult on mitigation (i.e. making sure trees are not
planted in suitable bog turtle habitat).

FERC will be hosting biweekly project calls with Transco and all agencies for the duration of the
pre-filing period. M. Suter will distribute call information following the filing of draft resource
reports one and ten. M. Suter suggests agencies engage during pre-filing so that they can
comment off the record and be sure their concerns are addressed early in the project. Engaging
in pre-filing also allows the agencies to comment on draft documents.

USFWS Levels of Consultation
Transco requested clarification on the various levels of USFWS consultation that may be
appropriate for this project.

a. No Effect Concurrence — Consultant and Agency can make no effect determination
based on location and habitat

b. Types of Impact
i. 100% Beneficial
ii. Discountable — could be major but little chance of occurrence
iii. Insignificant — minor impact
iv. May affect

v. Likely to Adversely Affect — requires applicant Biological Assessment (BA) and
USFWS Biological Opinion (BO)

USFWS signed an MOU with NJDEP in 1993 that is a functional equivalent of Section 7,
consistent with NJDEP’s implementation of the USACE’s 404 permitting.

Miscellaneous

W. Walsh requested additional information about the scope of work at the uprate facilities and
hydrostatic test sites such as workspace plans, hydrotest source, hydrotest volume, and
discharge location. A. Smith noted that Transco is still developing this information and will
provide it when it is available.



From: Bowling, Patrick <gbowling@state.pa.us>

Sent: Monday, May 09, 2011 2:38 PM
To: Craigmile, Joanna

Subject: RE: Emap blind search
Attachments: eMapPA_letter_0410.doc

Hi Joanna,

Sorry for the delay. | was going to seeif any of the places you mentioned had any source water/wellhead
protection efforts underway and | got sidetracked. Here’swhat | noted in our records:

Hughesville Borough Authority (phone: 570-584-6005) has a DEP-approved wellhead protection (WHP)
program. Renovo Borough Water Department (phone: 570-923-2612) and South Renovo Water System
(phone:570-923-1997) also have DEP-approved source water protection programs. Both systems have surface-
water sources and wells that are classified as “ground water under the direct influence of surface water”.

Attached are the instructions for the eMapPA buffer search. Please note that rigorously delineated WHP areas
are not included in the eMap data and could extend beyond the interim/preliminary WHP area (0.5 mile radius
around the well). If your sites are fairly close to Hughesville or Renovo, you might want to contact the systems
to seeif you would be in one of their protection areas even if you do not get a hit within your specified buffer.

| hope this helps.
Pat

G. Patrick Bowling, P.G. | Senior Geologist

PA Department of Environmental Protection

Rachel Carson State Office Building

400 Market Street | P.O. Box 8555

Harrisburg, PA 17105-8555

Phone: 717.772.3600 | Fax: 717.787.9549

Email: gbowling@state.pa.us | www.depweb.state.pa.us

From: Craigmile, Joanna[mailto:JCraigmile@ene.com]
Sent: Monday, May 09, 2011 11:53 AM

To: Bowling, Patrick

Subject: Emap blind search

Hi Pat,

I'm just following up to see if you can send me the information on conducting a blind search on the PADEP
Emap program.

Thanks-

Joanna

From: Craigmile, Joanna
Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2011 1:05 PM



To: 'gbowling@state.pa.us

Subject: wellhead protection areas

Hi Pat-

Thisisjust afollow up to our phone call this morning about the location of well head protection areas.

| just wanted to give you a more precise location for our project in caseit will help you identify any WHPAs in
the area.

Muncy Loop: Franklin, Penn and Wolf townshipsin Lycoming County. The proposed pipeline crosses Muncy
Creek and is upstream of Hughesville.

Palmerton Loop: Ross and Chestnut Hill townshipsin Monroe County, about 20 miles south west of
Stroudsburg, PA.

Aboveground Facilities are in Buck Township, Luzerne County and Renovo Township in Clinton County.

If this doesn't help, the directions for the blind search would be most appreciated. Thanks again for your help.

Joanna Craigmile, CPESC

Ecology and Environment, Inc.

368 Pleasantview Drive, Lancaster, NY 14086
Phone: 716-684-8060 | Fax: 716-684-0844
jcraigmile@ene.com | www.ene.com

Celebrating 40 Years of Green Solutions

Click hereto report this email as spam.



From: Edward Apalinski <Edward.Apalinski@dep.state.nj.us>

Sent: Friday, May 13, 2011 11:10 AM

To: Craigmile, Joanna

Subject: Northeast Supply Link Project

Attachments: Transcontinental_InformationRequest201105.doc
Joanna,

Please find attached a summary inventory of the sites based on the shapefiles provided to the
Department. The inventory lists the drinking water facilities based on the email request of May
5, 2011.

The Hamden Road Pump Station is one facility of note. This facility is located approxmately
1,500 feet downstream from the corridor project.

Please advise if you require contact information for any of the facilities in the inventory. Please
also feel free to contact me with any further questions or comments. My desk phone is
609.984.7968.

Thanks,

Ed




From: Edward Apalinski <Edward.Apalinski@dep.state.nj.us>

Sent: Friday, May 13, 2011 11:57 AM

To: Craigmile, Joanna

Subject: Northeast Supply Link Project Minor edits to titles
Attachments: Transcontinental_InformationRequest201105.doc
Joana,

No changes to the inventories, however | made some edits to the titles.
Again please feel free to contact me with any questions or comments.

Ed




e m O ran d m ecology and environment, inc.
M u &[] International Specialists in the Environment

Date: May 18, 2011

To: File

From: Joanna Craigmile

Subject: Summary of Call to Edward Buss, New Jersey Water Supply Authority

(NJWSA), 908-638-6121 X 261

| contacted Edward Buss, Chief Engineer (908-638-6121 x261) to determine any
construction requirements and/or pumping time frames at the South Branch pumping
station, which is within 1 mile of the Stanton Loop Raritan River crossing. Mr. Buss
indicated that the NJWSA does not regulate these activities, but may require additional
project information. He will have Julie Hiedesek, who deals with water quality issues
contact me tomorrow, May 109.



e m O ran d m ecology and environment, inc.
M u &[] International Specialists in the Environment

Date: May 18, 2011

To: Amy Goodstine

From: Joanna Craigmile

Subject: Summary of Call to Lou Snyder, New Jersey Water Supply Authority

(NJWSA), 908-735-5112

Mr Lou Snyder was contacted in response to the data search that was conducted by
Edward Apalinski at NJDEP, which identified a surface water intake on the Raritan river
within 3 miles of the Stanton Loop crossing. The surface water intake is located at the
South Branch Pumping Station, located at 512 River Road in Annandale, NJ. It is located
right on the Raritan River approximately 1 mile downstream of the Stanton Loop
crossing (we will need to have GIS confirm this distance). They only pump water at this
intake during certain times of the year. Mr. Snyder gave me contact information for
Edward Buss, Chief Engineer (908-638-6121 x261) to determine any construction
requirements and/or pumping time frames.



e m O ran d m ecology and environment, inc.
M u &[] International Specialists in the Environment

Date: May 19, 2011

To: File

From: Joanna Craigmile

Subject: Summary of 5-19-11 call from and previous correspondence with Dale

Cahn, Hughesville Borough Water Authority, 570-337-2508

The Hughesville Borough Water Authority uses several groundwater wells to supply
drinking water to the Borough of Hughesville, Pennsylvania. Per correspondence with
Patrick Bowling at PADEP, it was revealed that the Muncy Loop may be in the vicinity
of the Hughesville wells and/or their PADEP approved wellhead protection area.
Through conversations and sharing mapping with Mr. Cahn, he indicated on a call on
May 19, 2011 that the furthest northern boundary of their Zone 3 Wellhead Protection
Area is at Bartlow Road, which is approximately ¥ mile south of the Muncy Loop
workspace. As such, the Muncy Loop is not expected to impact the wellhead protection
area or the drinking water source.



e m O ran d m ecology and environment, inc.
M u &[] International Specialists in the Environment

Date: May 25, 2011

To: File

From: Joanna Craigmile

Subject: Summary of Call to Julie Hajdusek, New Jersey Water Supply Authority

(NJWSA), 908-685-0315 x 226

Ms Julie Hajdusek contacted me to determine the location of the NSL Project in relation
to the South Branch pumping station to determine if NJWSA would have any requests or
requirements for mitigation during construction to protect their water resource, in
response to my correspondence with Ed Buss the week prior.

The NJWSA surface water intake is located at 512 River Road in Annandale, NJ. It is
located right on the Raritan River approximately 1 mile downstream of the Stanton Loop
crossing. On an annual basis, they typically pump water at this intake during the months
of March and April; however sometimes conditions require them to pump later in the
year as well. Ms. Hajdusek requested that | send her a map of the area showing the NSL
crossing in relation to their facility and she will get back to me if they will have any
issues. She also requested being kept in the loop regarding NSL permitting of the stream
crossing with NJDEP so they are aware of any BMPs that are used to minimize impact or
requirements that the state imposes for the crossing. Julie also let me know that she
intends to attend the June 8 public meeting. A topographic map and aerial of the area
were sent on May 25. When these were sent | also informed her that Transco plans to
HDD this area. She responded that she will let us know if they have any concerns with
the crossing.

Julie Hajdusek’s contact information (to cc her on permitting correspondence as
appropriate):

Julie Hajdusek, Property Manager

Watershed Protection Unit

1851 Highway 31

PO Box 5196

Clinton, NJ 08809

jhajdusek@njwsa.org



From: Shervinskie, Thomas <tshervinsk@state.pa.us>

Sent: Thursday, May 26, 2011 10:06 AM

To: Craigmile, Joanna

Cc: Trowbridge, Eugene; Twardowski, John

Subject: RE: Transco NSL stream crossings

Attachments: NSL_PA Stream Fishery Classes to TS PAFBC 052511 (2).xls
Joanna,

The information within the resource summary table is generally accurate as presented. | have a couple of
guestions after reviewing atopo quad. Will the pipeline in Monroe County follow the existing pipeline right of
way? If so, what is the habitat type of the existing right of way. How much clearing will be required for each
loop within the respective right of ways.

Based on PFBC data, | made two changes to stocked trout restrictions in the Buckwha basin, one on Muncy
Creek and provided supporting comments for five crossings in the Aquashicola Creek basin. The seasonal
restrictions as described will aso apply to equipment crossings. | am providing a copy of this e-mail to DEP
NERO and DEP NCRO as pre-application information for their use.

If you have any additional questions, do not hesitate to contact me.

Thanks,
Tom

Tom Shervinskie, Fisheries Biologist

PA Fish & Boat Commission

Division of Environmental Services

450 Robinson Lane, Bellefonte, PA 16823
p: 814-359-5228 / f: 814-359-5175

Sometimes even the simple things can become complicated

From: Craigmile, Joanna[mailto:JCraigmile@ene.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 25, 2011 10:14 AM

To: Shervinskie, Thomas

Subject: Transco NSL stream crossings

Hi Tom-

| am now helping on another pipeline project in Pennsylvania, this time for Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line
Company's Northeast Supply Link Project, and was hoping to go through the same stream review with you to
make sure that | have all the timing restrictions correct. Thisinvolves two loops, the Muncy Loop in Lycoming
County, PA and the Palmerton Loop in Monroe County, PA.

Similar to the last table | sent your way, | included whether | thought tributaries were subject to the same timing
restriction and would appreciate your feedback. | am particularly unsure about the ephemeral and intermittent
tribs to Aquashicola Creek.



Let me know if you would like me to provide any additional information, this project is more in the beginning
stages so workspaces, crossing methods, etc. are still being finalized but | can see what | can find out if you
need that information.

Thanks-

Joanna Craigmile, CPESC

Ecology and Environment, Inc.

368 Pleasantview Drive, Lancaster, NY 14086
Phone: 716-684-8060 | Fax: 716-684-0844
jcraigmile@ene.com | www.ene.com

Celebrating 40 Years of Green Solutions

Click hereto report this email as spam.



From: Edward Apalinski <Edward.Apalinski@dep.state.nj.us>

Sent: Thursday, June 02, 2011 1:13 PM

To: Craigmile, Joanna

Subject: RE: Additional Northeast Supply Link Project requests
Attachments: Transcontinental_InformationRequest20110602.doc
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Joana,

Attached please find the inventories for the facilities you provided.

Please feel free to contact me with any further questions or comments. My desk phone is
609.984.7968.

Thanks,
Ed

Edward Apalinski

GIS Specialist

New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection Division of Water Supply
401 E. State Street

PO Box 426

Trenton, NJ 08625-0426

P:(609) 292-5550

F:(609) 292-1654

e-mail: edward.apalinski@dep.state.nj.us

>>> "Craigmile, Joanna" <JCraigmile@ene.com> 5/26/2011 1:00 PM >>=>
Hi Ed-

We've identified two new facility workspaces (Station 303 and the Caldwell B replacement) and
have narrowed the Stanton survey corridor that you originally looked at to the actual proposed
workspaces. The Stanton Loop workspaces are provided in separate files which represent
different workspace "types"”, | don't need to know information for each workspace type, but
rather all of them lumped together. Let me know if | need to clarify that better. I've attached
the associated shapefiles, it may make more sense when you take a look.

For each of the three facilities (Station 303, Caldwell B replacement and Stanton Loop), could
you run the same analysis that you did previously?

Surface Water Intakes within 3 miles downstream of the facilities

Private wells, public wells, or spring data crossing or within 150 feet of the workspace and if
possible the general direction and distance from the workspace. Or for the Stanton Loop it
would be helpful to have the closest milepost (mileposts for the loop are provided in an attached
shapefile)



Surface water protection areas, public or sensitive watershed areas, or wellhead protection areas
associated with these resources crossing or within 150 feet of the workspace (I did get wellhead
protection areas and water source areas from NJ Geoweb, but if you have more updated
information, that would be appreciated).

Thanks again for your help and let me know if you have any questions.

Joanna Craigmile, CPESC

Ecology and Environment, Inc.

368 Pleasantview Drive, Lancaster, NY 14086

Phone: 716-684-8060 | Fax: 716-684-0844

jcraigmile@ene.com | www.ene.com

Celebrating 40 Years of Green Solutions

From: Edward Apalinski [mailto:Edward.Apalinski@dep.state.nj.us]
Sent: Friday, May 13, 2011 11:57 AM

To: Craigmile, Joanna

Subject: Northeast Supply Link Project Minor edits to titles

Joana,
No changes to the inventories, however I made some edits to the titles.
Again please feel free to contact me with any questions or comments.

Ed




CONTACT REPORT

ORGANIZATION: NJDEP Bureau of Inland Regulation

PERSON

CONTACTED: Nabil Andrews

PHONE NO.: 609-292-0060

EMAIL.: nabil.andrews@dep.state.nj.us
FROM: Katie Dixon

TO: Greg Netti

DATE: 9/19/2011

SUBJECT: Individual Flood Hazard Area Permits

Nabil Andrews was contacted regarding several requirements and associated elements of the
Flood Hazard Permit. The first topic discussed was the engineering report requirement for the
Flood Hazard Permit. | asked whether an engineering report would be required for NSL project
facilities for which no permanent disturbance would result in the form of the addition of new im-
pervious areas. Nabil indicated that an engineering report is required for all facilities but for fa-
cilities which will not include the addition of impervious areas (i.e., Stanton Loop, Caldwell B
Replacement, Compressor Station 505 and MLV 505B60), the engineering report can simply
write off those facilities and provide supporting mapping. Nabil also explained that the trigger
for facilities located within the floodplain is 1 acre of permanent disturbance.

Katie discussed Compressor Station 303 and the specific requirements for that site, as additional
impervious surface would be added. Nabil indicated that an engineering report would be required
for the compressor station if the Ys-acre trigger for new impervious area is exceeded. This trigger
refers to the requirements for both the engineering report as well as stormwater management
(quantity and quality) requirements. Nabil also indicated that linear development projects (as per
NJAC 7:8-5.2) are exempt from stormwater management requirements; thus, the Stanton Loop
and Caldwell B Replacement would be exempt. With any net fill at Compressor Station 303, cal-
culations must be provided that prove that the net fill meets the 0% requirement. Net fill must be
calculated between the existing ground and 10-year flood elevation and between 10-year flood
elevation and the flood hazard design flood elevation.

When asked whether the Flood Hazard Permit could be submitted without a complete engineer-
ing report, Nabil indicated that without a complete report, the individual hazard area permit will
be deemed incomplete. Splitting the project to obtain permits for the other facilities is not a pos-
sibility.

15_CONTACT REPORT Nabil Andrews 9-19-11.Doc-12/6/2011 02:FORMS\Contact Report.doc



Contact Report
September 19, 2011
Page 2

Katie asked about the regulated area and how to determine the boundaries of that area. Nabil in-

dicated that the regulated area will be determined either by a completed state study of the stream
at/adjacent to the site, or if one does not exist, the regulated area will be defined based on FEMA
mapping. Nabil provided John Scordato’s contact information to determine whether such a study
exists. Both the flood hazard area and riparian area must be determined and discussed.

The last topic discussed was the feasibility of directing stormwater to an adjacent wet-
land/floodplain on the Compressor Station 303 site. Nabil indicated that the stormwater would
have to meet the stormwater requirements, including quantity/quality (outlined in the Stormwater
Management rules NJAC 7:8) in order to direct stormwater to these areas.
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New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection One-Stop Permit

Coordination Meeting: Northeast Supply Link Project

June 8, 2011
10 AM
NJDEP Office, Trenton, NJ

The New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP) One-Stop permit coordination
meeting for the Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line Company’s (Transco) proposed Northeast Supply Link
(NSL) project was held on June 8, 2011. The meeting was organized and facilitated by the NJDEP Office
of Permit Coordination and Environmental Review. The meeting summary is provided below.

A. Introduction of Participants

A complete list of meeting participants and contact information is included in Attachment A.

B. Project Overview and Schedule

1. A.Smith provided an overview of the proposed project to provide an additional 250,000
dekatherms per day (dt/day) of firm incremental transportation service from various receipt
points on Transco’s Leidy system in Pennsylvania to various delivery points along Transco’s
mainline and Leidy systems in Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and New York. Facilities under the
jurisdiction of the NJDEP include the Stanton Loop, Caldwell B Replacement, proposed new
Compressor Station 303, Compressor Station 505, Caldwell Uprate, and various above ground
facility components.

2. Transco plans to file their FERC application and all other primary federal/state permit
applications in November 2011, with full construction planned to start in spring/summer 2013
(tree clearing is planned to start in winter 2012/2013). Draft resource reports are planned to be
submitted to FERC in the end of June/early July timeframe. S. Brubaker stated that draft RRs will
be circulated among various NJDEP departments for review.

3. G. Nettiand E. Doren provided an overview of completed and ongoing natural resources surveys
and potential resource impacts for the New Jersey project components. Preliminary impact
calculations for tree clearing and stream and wetland disturbance were provided.

4. G. Netti provided on overview of measures that have been incorporated into the project design
to avoid and minimize impacts to sensitive natural resources. For example, Transco is proposing
to cross the S. Branch of the Raritan River and adjacent wetlands on the Stanton Loop using a
horizontal directional drill (HDD). HDD crossings were evaluated for several other sensitive
resources on the Stanton Loop, but determined to be infeasible. The nature of the new pipeline
as a looping project will largely minimize impacts by avoiding establishment of a new ROW.



M. Heenehan provided an overview of the Green Acres application status. The jurisdictional
determination (JD) phase is almost complete. NJDEP has reviewed the preliminary JD materials
and finds the identification of Green Acres parcels to be acceptable.

Air Permitting
NJDEP General Permits for air emissions are available online:
http://www.state.nj.us/dep/aqpp/.

Installation of a new heater at the Meadows Heaters facility will either be processed under a
modification of the existing permit, or a general permit.

Transco should investigate whether a permit for fuel diesel tanks is needed. If needed, it may
be advisable to include with other permit applications.

Sharon Wallace and Bill Kuehne are the primary contacts at NJDEP for air permitting for the NSL
projects (see attendee list for contact information).

Water Permitting

A NJPDES general permit will be required for temporary construction dewatering. There is a
standard 6-month turnaround time for this permit review. As part of this permit application,
water supply wells and contaminated sites in proximity to the project construction areas will
need to be identified.

The site remediation group at NJDEP is in the final stages of developing guidance for linear
construction projects related to storm water discharge. The guidance will include specific BMPs
that must be followed under the NJPDES program.

NJDEP confirmed that a portion of the Stanton Loop is in the Highlands Planning Area, but NOT
the Highlands Preservation Area. Consequently, the project will not be regulated under the
Highlands Preservation Act. Project review and authorization will still need to be coordinated
through the Highlands Council.

A general permit for construction storm water discharges will be required. The Erosion and
Sediment Control Plan (E&SCP) will need to first be reviewed and approved by the local
conservation districts. Once NJDEP receives plan approvals, they have 30 days to issues the
discharge permits.

Environmental Justice
Based on a cursory review by NJDEP, it does not appear that any sensitive areas with EJ
concerns are crossed by the NSL project.

NJDEP focuses on cumulative impacts when evaluating EJ concerns. The department is currently
developing a cumulative impact tool for project reviews. The tool is expected to be functional
by late summer/early fall and should be available for use for the NSL project.


http://www.state.nj.us/dep/aqpp/

F. Green Acres
1. The overall Green Acres permitting schedule envisions public hearings being scheduled in
September 2012. NJDEP stated that Transco is off to a good start in the overall permitting
process.

2. Apreliminary estimate of 4-6 acres of Green Acres diversions will be required for the project.
Up to 12 acres of additional temporary impacts may occur on Green Acres parcels. M Heenehan
stated that a 68-acre parcel is being considered for Green Acres mitigation. The site is located
just upstream from the South Branch of the Raritan River crossing on the Stanton Loop and has
high natural resources value. Hunterdon County is strongly encouraging Transco to acquire this
property for mitigation.

3. The next step in the Green Acres application process is a follow-up meeting with NJDEP Green
Acres staff to review the affected parcels. This can be scheduled by the end of July.

G. Threatened and Endangered Species
1. NJDEP, T&E Program requested that GIS shapefiles of all project components be provided to
allow for an internal review of species occurrence information.

2. A complete evaluation of all state-listed T&E species that could potentially occur in the project
area must be included with the Freshwater Wetlands and Flood Hazard permit applications.

3. NJDEP requested that Transco submit an updated T&E request form to the Natural Heritage
Program.

4. Cooper’s hawk was recently delisted in New Jersey and does not need to be considered a
protected T&E species in the application.

5. Transco needs to evaluate the presence of vernal pools and associated amphibian populations in
the project area. Vernal pool mapping available through the Rutgers University GIS program can
be evaluated as a first step in screening the project area for vernal pool habitat. If vernal pools
are documented and field verified within the project area, surveys should be completed to
inventory amphibian populations.

H. Land Use
1. NIDEP provided a general overview of permits that will be processed by the Land Use Program

(e.g. Freshwater Wetlands, Transition Area Waiver, Flood Hazard, etc.). Joslyn Tomagno with
the NJDEP Land Use Program recommended a smaller pre-application meeting be scheduled for
July to focus on land use permits. The meeting will allow for detailed discussion of each land use
permit required for the project, including application content and organization, permit fees, and
mitigation. A separate break-out meeting to focus on Green Acres and cultural resources issues
was also suggested.

The meeting adjourned at approximately 12:00 PM.



From: Nabil Andrews <Nabil. Andrews@dep.state.nj.us>

Sent: Monday, September 19, 2011 1:34 PM

To: Dixon, Kathleen

Subject: Re: Confirmation from our discussions this morning
Kathleen,

1. As per N.J.A.C. 7:13-15.4, Engineering Report is required for all of the listed requirements.

2. Stormwater management measures for major development must be met as per N.J.A.C 7:8-
5.2. Linear development project, as defined in N.J.A.C. 7:8-5.2(d) are exempt from stormwater
management requirements.

3. Net fill must be calculated between the existing ground and 10-year flood elevation and
between 10-year flood elevation and the flood hazard design flood elevation.

4. If the project involves a net fill for a new construction, such as a new building or a new net
fill, a flood hazard area verification application also will be required.

5. Major development, is defined in N.J.A.C. 7:8-1.2 "Definitions"
If you have any other questions, please let me know. Thanks.
Nabil Andrews

Bureau of Inland Regulation

NJDEP

(609) 633-6563

>>=> "Dixon, Kathleen" <KDixon@ene.com=> 9/19/2011 12:34 PM >>>
Hi Nabil -

I was hoping that you wouldn't mind providing email confirmation of the key points from our
conversation that I've summarized below. | want to ensure that | have accurately captured your
responses to our questions, prior to moving forward with coordination with the engineers and
other project support staff.

Engineering Report Requirements

0 An engineering report would not be required for the facilities for which no permanent
disturbance would result in the form of the addition of new impervious areas. For these facilities,
we will simply write them off and include supporting mapping in the overall engineering report
for the project. One of the facilities, the Caldwell Replacement, is located within a floodplain
(according to FEMA mapping). As | understand from our conversation this morning, the trigger is
1 acre of permanent disturbance and that trigger would not be met with the Caldwell
Replacement, even though it is located within the floodplain.



8 How is permanent disturbance formally defined by NJDEP? | do not see a definition in NJAC 7-
13. Does permanent disturbance refer to only the addition of new impervious area or also to any
fill in wetlands/floodplains?

0 An engineering report would be required for the Compressor Station if the Y-acre trigger for
new impervious area is exceeded. This trigger refers to the requirements for both the
engineering report as well as stormwater management (quality and quantity) requirements. If
wetland/riparian/floodplain fill impacts were reduced to less than ¥4 acre, would the trigger for
the engineering report and stormwater plan not need to be met?

o With any net fill, we will need to show calculations that prove that the net fill meets the 0%

requirement. This must be done for net fill for the existing 10-year storm as well as between the
10-year and flood hazard.

Incomplete Engineering Report

0 Without a completed engineering report, the individual flood hazard area permit will be
deemed incomplete. Splitting the project into separate submittals is not a possibility.

Regulated Area
0 The regulated area will be determined either by a completed state study of the stream
at/adjacent to the site, or if one does not exist, the regulated area will be defined based on
FEMA mapping. | will contact John Scordato to determine whether such a study exists.

0 Both the flood hazard area and riparian area must be determined and discussed.

Directing Stormwater to Adjacent Wetland/Floodplain

0 Stormwater requirements including quantity/quality (outlined in the Stormwater
Management rules NJAC 7.8) must be met in order to direct stormwater to these areas.

Thank you again for all of your assistance; it is greatly appreciated.

Kind regards,

Katie Dixon

Ecology and Environment, Inc.

368 Pleasant View Drive



Lancaster, NY 14086
Phone: (716) 684-8060 Ext: 3642 | Fax: (716) 684-0866

kdixon@ene.com <mailto:kdixon@ene.com> | www.ene.com <http://www.ene.com/>

Celebrating 40 Years of Green Solutions




CONTACT REPORT

ORGANIZATION: NJDEP Land Use Regulation Program

PERSON

CONTACTED: Joslin Tamagno

PHONE NO.: 609-292-0060

EMAIL.: joslin.tamagno@dep.state.nj.us

FROM: Katie Dixon

TO: Greg Netti

DATE: 9/20/2011

SUBJECT: Individual Freshwater Wetlands/Individual Flood Hazard Area Permits

Joslin was contacted by myself and Greg Netti to discuss several general questions pertaining to
the Individual Freshwater Wetlands/Individual Flood Hazard Area Permits being developed for
the NJ NSL facilities.

Drawing Sizes: Joslin indicated that permit drawings can be submitted either as 24x36 or 11x17;
it is dependent upon the involvement of the drawings. Drawings must be folded.

Flood Hazard Permit: Joslin indicated that this permit has a 90-day review period. The first 20
days comprise the administrative review and when a review is completed of the stormwater cal-
culations. The permit will be rejected if the calculations are not complete; all permit elements
must be submitted at the same time. Greg explained the issues with the Compressor Station 303
site and the fact that the site design/stormwater design will be completed later than the other
components. Joslin indicated that the Compressor Station 303 permit can be submitted only
when the stormwater design and calculations are complete.

Joslin indicated that the latest to submit the applications is January/February in order to get the
permits back in time for FERC. If the Flood Hazard application gets submitted with the Freshwa-
ter Wetlands application, it is likely that NJDEP will get them out at the same time; thus, Joslin
advocated for submitting them together.

Discharging Stormwater into Onsite Wetlands: | explained that the preliminary stormwater
management design at Compressor Station 303 was considering discharge into an existing wet-
land onsite. When asked what requirements beyond meeting the stormwater quality and quantity
requirements would need to be met, Joslin indicated the hydrology of the wetland cannot change
and that the permit application needs to demonstrate no change in wetland hydrology.
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Meeting Minutes

Northeast Supply Link Project
Permit Coordination Conference Call
Muncy Loop, Lycoming County, Pennsylvania
Leidy Interchange, Clinton County, Pennsylvania

October 12, 2011

Attendees (via conference call):

Greg Netti, E&E

Katie Dixon, E&E

Allen Smith, Williams-Transco

Rich Hollman, Williams-Transco

Jim Delp, Williams-Transco

Bryan Pariseault, URS

John Twardowski, PADEP (Northcentral Regional Office)
Harry Vitolins, (Northcentral Regional Office)

Amy Elliott, USACE (Baltimore District)

This coordination call was held to update PADEP and USACE on the proposed crossing methodology for
Muncy Creek, one of the streams crossed by the Muncy Loop in Lycoming County, and to discuss
associated permitting implications. Muncy Creek is the largest stream crossing on the Muncy Loop
(approximate 80-foot crossing width), and is a designated trout-stocked fishery. Additional topics were
discussed related to submittal of the Joint PADEP/USACE permit application. Williams-Transco is
planning to submit the permit applications for NSL project facilities in Pennsylvania by the end of this
year.

Muncy Creek Crossing Methodology

A. Smith and R. Hollman provided an overview of the planned Muncy Creek crossing methodology.
Muncy Creek is planned to be open cut during the latter part of the summer (2013) during low-flow
conditions. The crossing will be completed within 24 hours. It is anticipated that four backhoes will be
used; two for trench excavation and two for spoil transfer. Placement of spoil will be on land behind silt
fences.

G. Netti provided a summary of the crossing method alternatives considered. Each of the following
crossing methods were considered but determined not to be preferred: flume, dam/pump, and
cofferdam. In-stream activities associated with each of these crossing methods would far exceed the
24- hour in-stream time for installing the wet, open cut crossing. Flow volumes at the crossing location
were also considerations for rejecting the flume and dam/pump methods. J. Twardowski noted that he



has observed wet, open cut crossings to be effective crossing methods to reduce overall disturbance on

streams of similar size as Muncy Creek.

Joint Permit Application Requirements

Supporting documentation that will be required for the joint permit application was discussed.

1.

Alternatives Analysis — J. Twardowski discussed the importance of providing a robust
alternatives analysis which includes justification for why other crossing methods cannot be used.
For the Muncy Creek crossing, the alternatives analysis should evaluate the feasibility of using
an HDD to complete the crossing. Considerations such as the comparatively shorter time to
complete the open cut (24 hours) compared to other crossing methods should be included in
the alternatives analysis. The reduced duration of in-stream disturbance can also be considered
a BMP.

G. Netti asked whether a similar level of alternatives analysis is required for other stream and
wetland crossings. J. Twardowski indicated that all measures which could potentially be
implemented to reduce resource impacts should be evaluated in terms of technical feasibility,
related resource impacts, and costs.

A. Elliot stated that USACE will also require a thorough alternatives analysis for open cutting of
any perennial streams and forested wetlands. Avoidance/minimization of impacts should be
demonstrated by clearly describing how the pipeline will be located within an existing cleared
ROW. G. Netti stated that detailed drawings being developed for the permit application will
show the proposed pipeline in relation to Transco’s existing pipelines and maintained ROW.

Hydrologic and Hydraulic Analysis — J. Twardowski indicated that because the crossing will be of
such a short duration, the 1.5- or 2-year storm should be used for modeling. He also indicated
that a full H&H analysis will not be needed. B. Pariseault will follow-up independently with J.
Twardowski to discuss the specific elements of the H&H.

Mitigation — Approximately 1.2 acres of wetlands will be disturbed during construction of the
Muncy Loop." This includes 0.91-acre of temporary emergent wetland impacts and 0.29-acre of
temporary forested wetland impacts (i.e., converted to emergent wetland, but allowed to revert
back to forested wetland). Approximately 0.02-acre of forested wetland will be permanently
converted to emergent wetland. A. Elliot stated that USACE will not look at temporary forested

! Additional evaluation of wetland impact acreage for the Muncy Loop indicated a reduction in total wetland
impacts of 0.73-acre. The wetland impact acreage discussed during the teleconference incorrectly accounted for
wetland impacts at a contractor staging area, which was subsequently relocated to upland area. Corrected
wetland impacts include 0.41-acre of temporary disturbance to emergent wetland, 0.04-acre of temporary
disturbance to forested wetland, and 0.02-acre of permanent conversion of forested wetland to emergent

wetland.



wetland conversion as a permanent impact; however, USACE will require plantings as a head-
start on wetland re-establishment. PADEP will require mitigation to replace the loss of functions
and values associated with conversion of forested wetlands to emergent wetlands. The goal is
to have mitigation within the same watershed as the impacts. H. Vitolins stated that proposed
mitigation activities should be discussed with PADEP and USACE prior to the submittal of the
application. With respect to temporary wetland impacts, Harry indicated that PADEP will require
monitoring to verify that that the disturbed areas have been restored to the same elevation for
establishment of hydrophytic vegetation. This monitoring will likely be consistent with the FERC
requirement of three years.

With respect to the riparian zone, Harry indicated that these areas will need to be replanted,
especially if they are along streams designated as coldwater fisheries. Harry emphasized the
importance of maintaining streamside shading.

Other Topics

The group also discussed a site visit to support the Preliminary Jurisdictional Determination for the
Muncy Loop and Leidy Interchange Hub. A. Elliot proposed Tuesday, November 8" for a site visit. She
also requested that the wetland flags be clearly visible in the field. G. Netti stated that flagging will be
revisited prior to the site visit to ensure that they are visible. J. Twardowski stated that a PADEP
biologist will be scheduled to attend the site visit.

Follow-up Items

A follow-up meeting will be scheduled to discuss mitigation options once research has been
completed.

A. Elliot will follow-up with the group with a meeting time for the November 8 site visit.



e m O ran d m ecology and environment, inc.
M u &[] International Specialists in the Environment

Date: October 11, 2011

To: File

From: Amy Goodstine

Subject: Summary of 10-11-11 call with Ed Apalinski, Bureau of Safe Drinking

Water, 609-984-7968

Mr. Apalinski was asked if there is land use regulation in New Jersey within Wellhead
Protection Areas. He indicated that at present, there is no state regulation of land use
within Wellhead Protection Areas. However, individual municipalities may have
regulations within place. In addition, Mr. Apalinski indicated that there may be
additional land use regulation within the Highlands area. He suggested that a search of
the NJ Safe Drinking Water Database for water system contact information and which
municipalities are served by which systems.

http://datamine2.state.nj.us/DEP OPRA/OpraMain/cateqgories?cateqory=Safe+Drinking+
Water



http://datamine2.state.nj.us/DEP_OPRA/OpraMain/categories?category=Safe+Drinking+Water
http://datamine2.state.nj.us/DEP_OPRA/OpraMain/categories?category=Safe+Drinking+Water

CONTACT REPORT

ORGANIZATION: NJDEP Division of Land Use Regulation

PERSON

CONTACTED: Joslin Tamagno

PHONE NO.: 609-292-0060

EMAIL.: joslin.tamagno@dep.state.nj.us

FROM: Katie Dixon

TO: Greg Netti

DATE: 10/27/11

SUBJECT: HDD Contingency Plans and Agency Expectations

Joslin Tamagno was contacted to discuss the expectations that NJDEP may have for HDD con-
tingency plans as well as what the turnaround time would be to receive alternative approval in
the event of an HDD failure.

I began with providing an overview of the FERC request for contingency plans for installation of
the pipeline in HDD areas in case of an HDD failure, and indicated the proposed HDD crossing
of the South Branch Raritan River along the Stanton Loop. | then discussed the three elements
we have proposed for inclusion in the HDD contingency plans:

e Alignment drawings showing the alternative crossing method along with an associated
description of how construction would be completed;

e Description of resource impacts with permitting implications; and

e A discussion of compensatory mitigation opportunities.

Josline stated that without a formal application in hand, she could not speak to other specifics
that NJDEP may need to see for an alternative crossing plan.

Joslin indicated that their review will focus on the primary crossing methodology and that they
are not going to look at any secondary crossing methods as their review time and staff hours
need to be focused on what is included within the current permit application. Joslin explained
that if the secondary crossing methodology is used, a formal modification to the permit will be
required and often, those modifications require that a whole new individual permit be submitted.
She suggested that we review the regulations specific to individual permits to determine whether
the project qualifies for a modification. (Note: Please see the end of this contact report for a
summary of the regulations dealing with modifications.)
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Contact Report
October 27, 2011
Page 2

With respect to turnaround time for an alternative crossing, Joslin indicated that there are no spe-
cific review timelines; review is dependent upon the intensity of the modification. She also indi-
cated that if we were to specify that we needed the modification in 45 days, the agency would try
to achieve that timeframe.

Joslin also stressed the importance of carefully calculating the fees for each of the components of
the combined application and that there is a fee associated with each crossing.

Review of Regulations
Following the call, I reviewed the NJAC 7:7A-14.3 Modification of a Permit. As indicated in
14.3(c), a minor modification includes:

4. A change in materials, construction techniques, or the minor relocation of an activity
on a site, if the change is required by another permitting agency. However, this change is
not a minor modification if the change would result in additional wetland, State open wa-
ter or transition area impacts over those of the original permit or waiver.

However, an alternative crossing methodology would result in greater impacts to the wet-
land/stream/transition area impact, thus moving the action to classification as a major modifica-
tion.

Under 14.3(d), all other modifications are major modifications and to “obtain approval for a ma-
jor modification, an applicant shall meet the same substantive and procedural standards that
would apply to an application for a new individual permit, except that the application need only
address the portions of the permit affected by the proposed modification. Portions of the permit
that are not affected by the proposed modification are not subject to public notice, public hear-
ing, Department review, or other procedures that would apply to an application for a new indi-
vidual permit.”

I also reviewed the Flood Hazard Area Control Act regulations (7:13-13.3 Revision of an Indi-
vidual Permit). I will need to speak with Nabil Andrews to determine which category of revision
the Stanton Loop would fall under — minor or major. The pertinent sections from the code are
copied in below, regarding definitions of minor and major revisions.

(c) There are two types of individual permit revisions, as follows:

1. A minor revision of an individual permit is a change in a project element that does not require
the Department to review detailed engineering calculations in order to determine whether the re-
vised project element complies with this chapter. Examples of a minor revision include the fol-
lowing, provided no review of calculations is required:

i. Correcting a drafting error;

ii. Improving topographical data;

iii. Adding notes, labels or other clarifying information required by the Department or

another governing body;

iv. Adjusting the size, shape or location of a proposed structure or activity; and

v. Reducing the level of proposed development on site, such as deleting a proposed

structure or activity, or reducing its footprint.
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2. A major revision of an individual permit is a change in a project element that requires the De-
partment to review detailed engineering calculations in order to determine whether the revised
project element complies with this chapter. A project element that does not require calculations
in order to receive an individual permit, such as a footbridge or utility line, instead qualifies for a
minor revision under (c)1 above. Examples of a major revision include the following:

I. Adjusting the proposed flood storage displacement volume on site, thereby

requiring re-review of cut and fill calculations;

ii. Adjusting the size, shape or location of a proposed water control structure, thereby

requiring a re-review of hydraulic calculations; and

iii. Adjusting a characteristic of a proposed stormwater management system, thereby

requiring a re-review of hydrologic and/or hydraulic calculations.
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Northeast Supply Link Pre-Application Meeting with New Jersey
Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP) Land Use Regulation
Program: Compressor Station 303 /Electrical Substation and Meadows
Heaters

November 17, 2011
2 pm
NJDEP Offices, Trenton, NJ

A meeting was held on November 17, 2011 with representatives of the New Jersey Department of
Environmental Protection (NJDEP) to discuss two specific project elements of the overall Northeast
Supply Link (NSL) Project: Compressor Station 303 and the associated Electrical Substation in Essex
County, New Jersey and the Meadows Heaters site in Bergen County. The meeting summary is provided
below.

A. Introduction of Participants

Meeting participants and contact information are listed below.

Name Organization Phone Email

Joslin Tamagno NJDEP-DLUR 609-292-0060 joslin.tamagno@dep.state.nj.us
Nabil Andrews NJDEP-DLUR 609-633-6563 nabil.andrews@dep.state.nj.us
JoDale Legg NJDEP-DLUR

Scott Owen Williams 713-215-2572 scott.owen@williams.com
Bryan Pariseault | URS 215-367-2603 bryan.pariseault@urs.com
Anne Magliaro URS 215-367-2478 anne.magliaro@urs.com

Greg Netti E&E 716-684-8060 greg.netti@ene.com

Katie Dixon E&E 716-684-8060 katie.dixon@ene.com

B. Meeting Overview

1. G. Netti opened the meeting by providing an overview of the purpose of the meeting, indicating
that when the other pre-application meetings were held in June and July 2011, site plans for the
proposed compressor station/electrical substation and modifications at the Meadows Heaters
site were not available. Thus, the purpose of this meeting was to update NJDEP staff on the
proposed facilities and initiate discussions regarding stormwater management, flood hazard
area permitting, and freshwater wetlands permitting requirements.

C. Compressor Station 303 /Electrical Substation


mailto:joslin.tamagno@dep.state.nj.us
mailto:nabil.andrews@dep.state.nj.us
mailto:scott.owen@williams.com
mailto:bryan.pariseault@urs.com
mailto:anne.magliaro@urs.com
mailto:greg.netti@ene.com
mailto:katie.dixon@ene.com

1.

B. Pariseault provided an overview of the work proposed at the combined site for the proposed
Compressor Station 303 and Electrical Substation.

G. Netti provided an overview of resource impacts at the site. The new substation will require
approximately 0.50 acre of wetland fill, including 0.43 acre of PEM and 0.07 acre of PFO. An
additional 0.27 acre of wetland will be temporarily impacted for construction workspace around
the facility. Installation of interconnecting pipelines and an electric transmission cable between
the compressor and substation will also impact 0.08 acre of PFO wetland. A breakdown of
wetland impacts presented at the meeting is attached.

G. Netti provided an overview of the alternatives analysis that has been conducted for the
Compressor Station 303/Electrical Substation and the criteria involved in site selection. The
area considered for the alternatives analysis was determined based on the results of a hydraulic
modeling and system optimization study completed by Transco. Specifically, an acceptable
location for the compressor station was determined to be along an 18-mile stretch of the
existing Caldwell Loop in the vicinity of Roseland, NJ. Additional site selection criteria included
close proximity to existing power lines in order to limit connecting overhead transmission lines,
as required for the substation component. Nine sites potentially meeting these criteria were
initially evaluated. Screening criteria for these sites included land availability, presence of
wetlands, proximity to residences, and site development cost. The nine sites were subsequently
reduced to three, which were subject to more detailed engineering and design analysis. The
proposed site was ultimately selected based on numerous advantages, including presence of an
existing developed site for the compressor station (reduction in resource impacts); adjacent to
PSE&G transmission line; visual buffer along roadway; no residences in immediate vicinity; and
willing seller. J. Tamagno indicated that there were no concerns regarding the overview
provided, and emphasized that all of that information should be included in the application as it
provides rational for site selection.

Stormwater Management

1.

B. Pariseault provided an overview of the proposed stormwater management plan for the site,
including the presence of a shallow groundwater table and poor infiltration at the site. The
current plan for the substation is to bring stormwater to the front of the site and pipe it to the
west to a proposed stormwater wetland for treatment (quality). Following treatment, the
stormwater would be discharged into an existing wetland (W-MI-012). For the compressor
station, the current stormwater management plan includes the discharge of stormwater off the
backside of the site, which is consistent with the existing stormwater discharge on the property.

B. Pariseault explained that hydrologic modeling shows an increase in runoff from the
substation and an equal reduction in runoff from the existing ITW site (due to overall reduction
in development footprint of existing facility). Therefore, on a site-wide basis, the two balance
out and that is considered acceptable in terms of meeting the recharge requirement.



3. N. Andrews explained that the suitability of the central area of the site for discharge must be
shown; it must be demonstrated that no other location on the site is suitable for recharge. If the
site has the ability to recharge but that is not desired, a hardship is required. Two soil tests per
acre would be required by NJDEP, with the exception of the existing paved areas.

4. Inthe stormwater report, the following must be shown and quantified:
e Soils do not permit recharge;
e Groundwater does not permit recharge;
e Other locations on site are not suitable for recharge; and
e Results of the spreadsheet (NJGRS) (this spreadsheet has a section for wetlands).
The report must also demonstrate both peak flow and volume.

5. Approval should be obtained from the local conservation district prior to the submittal of the
application to NJDEP.

Flood Hazard Areas

1. K. Dixon provided the state-issued flood hazard map for the Compressor Station 303/Electrical
Substation site and a summary table of flood hazard area impacts, broken down by flood hazard
area and riparian zone. A breakdown of flood hazard impacts presented at the meeting is
attached.

2. J.Tamagno indicated that any tree cutting is considered a permanent impact and should not be
presented as temporary. Temporary impacts are limited to cutting/disturbance of lawns and
ornamental shrubs. J. Tamagno further explained that the area of the tree canopy along with
the number of trees should be used to calculate the impact area for riparian zone impacts, and
that any existing paved areas should not be included in the riparian zone and transition area
impact calculations.

3. J. Tamagno explained that the riparian zones at the combined Compressor Station 303/Electrical
Substation site fall under two regulated activities, as per Table C of the Flood Hazard Area
Control Act Rules:

a. Utility line (k) — Associated with a maximum area of vegetation disturbance of 2,000
square feet. No permanent impacts are permitted under a utility line; a hardship waiver
must be obtained from NJDEP. This hardship waiver requires an explanation of need,
alternatives analysis, and minimization. The public notice for the Flood Hazard Area
Individual Permit must also indicate that a hardship waiver is being sought.



4.

b. All other regulated activities (r) — The remainder of the site, including the substation
impacts, would fall under this regulated activity in Table C. This activity is associated
with a maximum area of vegetation disturbance of 1,000 square feet.

J. Tamagno indicated that with respect to riparian zone mitigation, mitigation onsite is the first
preference, following by offsite mitigation along the same tributary. There is no in lieu fee
option for riparian zone impacts. Preservation is also an option for mitigation instead of
creation/restoration, but the required mitigation ratios are 8:1. All mitigation sites must be deed
restricted against future development.

N. Andrews indicated that even though the compressor station is being proposed within an
existing building’s footprint, a Flood Hazard Area Verification Application will be required due to
the new building construction. This must demonstrate the building will be constructed one foot
above the minimum floodplain elevation. General provisions for verifications can be found in
NJAC 7:13-6.1. The verification can be submitted jointly with the Flood Hazard Area Individual
Permit Application; agency review time is 90 days. The site plans must show the department’s
flood hazard boundaries at the site in metes/bounds. Nabil also indicated that the plans should
have no proposed facilities on them and should indicate that the method used to determine the
flood hazard area was Method 1: Department delineation method. J. Tamagno also indicated
that the “assumed” riparian zones should be indicated on the plans; these should be based on a
letter from the Natural Heritage Program which provided the basis for the assignment of a 50-
foot riparian buffer zone.

N. Andrews explained that a cut-fill (net 0) calculation will be needed for grading in the flood
hazard area, per NJAC 7:13-10.4. Existing to 10-year and 10-year to the flood hazard elevation
with a 0% change.

A. Magliaro asked to confirm the requirements that must be met in the Flood Hazard Area
Individual Permit. J. Tamagno indicated the following would be subject to inclusion in the
application:

a. 7:13-9.8 — Hardship exception for an individual permit

b. 7:13-10.1 — Regulated activity in a channel.

c. 7:13-10.2 — Regulated activity in a riparian zone.

d. 7:13-10.4 — Regulated activity in a flood fringe.

e. 7:13-10.5— Regulated activity in or along a water with fishery resources
f.  7:13-10.6 — Regulated activity in a documented habitat for T/E species
g. 7:13-11.2 — Stormwater management

h. 7:13-11.3 — Excavation, fill, and grading activities



8.

i. 7:13-11.5-—Building
j. 7:13-11.9 — Utility line
k. 7:13-11.10 - Stormwater outfall structure

A General Permit 11 will be needed for any outfalls. Headwall details will be needed (3-foot
footing).

Freshwater Wetland Permitting

D.

1.

J. Tamagno indicated that a Freshwater Wetlands Individual Permit is the correct permit
application for this combined site. The substation requires an Individual Permit and even though
the utility line has General Permit eligibility, the combined site should be submitted under an
Individual Permit.

J. Tamagno and J. Legg indicated that the site may be eligible for the Pio Costa mitigation bank.
K. Dixon indicated that there is an existing preservation site located in Watershed Management
Area (WMA) 6, the same WMA as the impacts are located. This site may be a combined
wetland/riparian preservation site of approximately 6 acres.

J. Legg emphasized the importance of considering the mitigation hierarchy. Two options must be
considered before preservation: a mitigation bank or onsite ecologically beneficial
creation/restoration. Only if there is nothing in the area for creation/restoration, then
preservation can become an option. She explained that if a mitigation bank exists, you do not
have to demonstrate that onsite mitigation is not possible. No riparian credits are available at
the wetland mitigation banks. In lieu fees are not an option if there is a mitigation bank. If the
preservation option is needed, the mitigation ratio is 27:1 for wetland preservation and 8:1 for
riparian preservation.

J. Legg indicated that the mitigation proposal should be included with the Individual Permit
application.

Meadows Heaters!

K. Dixon presented impact numbers for the flood hazard area and USACE-regulated wetlands at the
Meadows Heaters site and indicated that a preliminary stormwater management plan has not yet been
developed for the site. As currently designed, installation of a new heater at the Meadows site will
require approximately 0.22 acre of permanent wetland fill and 0.33 acre of new impervious surface
within the flood hazard area.

" Transco is continuing to evaluate the need for an additional heater at the Meadows site. Information obtained
following this meeting through discussions with Con Edison indicated that a heater replacement may be sufficient
rather than a new heater installation. No permanent wetland or floodplain impacts would occur if Transco
proceeds with a heater replacement. This issue will be resolved in advance of the FERC application submittal.



Flood Hazard Areas

1.

N. Andrews indicated that due to the tidal nature of the site, the site is exempt from net fill
calculations; however, recharge calculations are still required. A Flood Hazard Area Verification
Application and a Flood Hazard Area Individual Permit Application are needed.

Freshwater Wetlands

1.

J. Tamagno indicated that a Hackensack Meadowlands Water Quality Certification (WQC) must
be obtained from NJDEP for the wetland fill. This is one item under the LURP. The WQC must
include alternatives and mitigation. A 90-day review period is associated with a WQC.

K. Dixon indicated that Transco, through Marsh Resources, owns a mitigation bank in the
Meadowlands and that there are credits available for the impacts associated with the Meadows
Heaters site. J. Tamagno indicated that a copy of the letter indicating availability should be
submitted with the application. NJDEP will include conditions in their permit, indicating that

J. Tamagno explained that the Nationwide Permit (NWP) can be submitted before the Flood
Hazard Area Individual Permit and verification. She indicated that she will need a cover letter
from the USACE submittal of the NWP. The NJDEP Flood Hazard Area Individual Permit will
include a condition for obtaining federal permits.

J. Tamagno indicated that the application for the Meadows Heaters site will also need a letter or
email of confirmation from the Meadowlands Commission indicating that this site is not under
their jurisdiction and that no zoning permits are required.

Stormwater Management

5. B. Pariseault asked whether the gravel surface at Meadows Heaters would be considered

pervious. N. Andrews indicated that if there is no improved surface below the gravel, it can be
considered pervious for stormwater calculations. A stone surface, with no fines, can be
considered pervious and will not count toward the % acre limit requiring recharge. The % acre is
a total for the site — net change.

N. Andrews clarified that where there is greater than 1 acre of disturbance at a site, but less
than % acre of added impervious surface, only compliance with stormwater quantity must be
demonstrated.

Miscellaneous
J. Tamagno indicated that it would be beneficial to receive a CD with all documentation
submitted as part of the applications.



Northeast Supply Link Pre-Application Conference Call with New Jersey
Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP) Land Use Regulation
Program: Wetland and Riparian Zone Mitigation

November 28, 2011

A conference call was held on November 28" with representatives of NJDEP to discuss the wetland
mitigation and riparian zone mitigation requirements for two specific project elements of the overall
Northeast Supply Link (NSL) Project: Compressor Station 303 and the associated electrical substation in
Essex County, and the Stanton Loop in Hunterdon County. The conference call summary is provided
below.

A. Participants

Meeting participants and contact information are listed below.

Name Organization Phone Email

Joslin Tamagno NJDEP-DLUR 609-292-0060 joslin.tamagno@dep.state.nj.us
Nabil Andrews NJDEP-DLUR 609-633-6563 nabil.andrews@dep.state.nj.us
JoDale Legg NJDEP-DLUR 609-292-0060 Jodale.legg@dep.state.nj.us
Jamie Ingram Evergreen 610-429-4997 jingram@evergreenenv.com
Jamie Holt Evergreen 610-429-4997 jholt@evergreenevn.com

Katie Dixon E&E 716-684-8060 katie.dixon@ene.com

B. Impact Overview

K. Dixon provided an overview of the wetland and riparian impacts associated with the Compressor
Station/electrical substation and the Stanton Loop using the summary tables provided to the group via
email. Only permanent wetland impacts will be mitigated, due to the fact that PEM and PSS wetlands
that will be temporarily disturbed, with restoration and revegetation upon completion of construction.
For temporary forested wetland impacts, those resulting due to clearing/cutting during construction,
these areas outside of the new permanent ROW will be allowed to revert back to PFO wetlands and will
be replanted with woody vegetation.

Compressor Station 303 will not result in any permanent wetland impacts; the electrical substation will
result in approximately 0.51 acres of permanent wetland impacts due to fill. The Stanton Loop will result
in approximately 0.44 acres of forested wetland conversion to emergent wetland.

With respect to riparian zone impacts, K. Dixon explained that these were calculated based solely on the
riparian land use categories of forested upland riparian zone impacts and forested wetland riparian zone
impacts. The other riparian land use categories of developed land, open land, open water, and open


mailto:joslin.tamagno@dep.state.nj.us
mailto:nabil.andrews@dep.state.nj.us
mailto:Jodale.legg@dep.state.nj.us
mailto:jingram@evergreenenv.com
mailto:jholt@evergreenevn.com
mailto:katie.dixon@ene.com

wetland were not included in the forested riparian zone impact totals. J. Tamagno indicated that once
forested vegetation is removed, it is considered a permanent impact and thus subject to mitigation.

J. Ingram and J. Holt explained how the mitigation debt was calculated. The total forested riparian zone
area impacts were subtracted from the maximum allowable area of vegetation disturbance, and the
area remaining became the mitigation debt, or area subject to mitigation. Compressor Station 303 will
result in 0.27 acres of riparian zone impacts to be mitigated, the new electrical substation will result in
0.09 acres, and the Stanton Loop will result in 1.98 acres of riparian zone impacts to be mitigated.

C. Proposed Mitigation

J. Ingram provided an overview of the mitigation proposed for both wetland and riparian zone
mitigation.

Wetlands

J. Ingram indicated that for the TGP project, ratios representing % the regulatorily required ratios were
employed, specifically, 1:1 for creation or restoration, 1.5:1 for enhancement and 13.5:1 for
preservation were required for conversion of forested wetlands to emergent wetlands. Both J. Tamagno
and J. Legg confirmed that ratio was correct for that project.

With respect to the permanent wetland fill at the electrical substation, J. Ingram indicated that the
proposal would include 100% of the regulatorily required ratios for wetland compensatory mitigation,
including 27:1 for preservation and 2:1 for restoration and creation as well as the commonly used ratio
of 3:1 for enhancement. J. Legg indicated that 100% of these ratios would be required for permanent
fill, but noted that NJDEP approves enhancement mitigation ratios on a case-by-case basis with a range
of enhancement mitigation ratios from 3:1 to 10:1. J. Ingram indicated that Evergreen will provide an
argument for the replacement of functions and values as leading to the 3:1 ratio. J. Legg indicated that
Land Use will review the proposed mitigation site and enhancement activities proposed at that site
before ruling on an acceptable enhancement ratio.

With respect to permanent forested wetland conversion for the Stanton Loop, J. Ingram asked what
ratio the NJDEP would consider for these impacts. J. Legg again indicated that the ratio is based on what
is being proposed for mitigation. J. Ingram indicated that for the Stanton Loop impacts, they would
propose ratios of % of the regulatorily required ratios for wetland compensatory mitigation, including
13.5:1 for preservation and 1:1 for restoration and creation as well as 1.5:1 for enhancement, with the
understanding that Land Use would need to review the proposed site and activities prior to approving
the enhancement ratio.

The wetland site chosen for both the wetland impacts to the electrical substation and the Stanton Loop
is an agricultural wetland with an herbaceous footprint. A replacement of the lost functions due to
conversion will be possible at this site. The mitigation site is the Cakepoulin Creek site, located in
Watershed Management Area (WMA 8) near Pittstown. The site is approximately 5.5 acres and is almost
entirely non-forested and includes the floodplain of Cakepoulin Creek and an unnamed tributary to
Cakepoulin Creek. A 1.06 acre portion of the site has been delineated, flagged, and surveyed as an



agricultural wetland. Because of the presence of the creeks, both wetland and riparian zone mitigation
will be possible at this site. The site was sprayed in late 2011 to eradicate the reed canary grass and the
site will likely be sprayed again in 2012, to prepare the site for mitigation.

J. Legg indicated that there is a mitigation bank that could be used for the wetland impacts. J. Ingram
indicated that the bank could only be used for wetland impacts, and J. Holt explained that Evergreen
had previously contacted the bank, as did Williams, and the costs per credit were deemed to be
prohibitive ($900,000/”modern” credit, since the bank requires two credits as compensation to fill one
acre and the credits have been quoted at $450,000 each).

J. Ingram explained that mitigation is WMA 6 is problematic due to the highly developed nature of the
WMA, and because the vast majority of the impacts (85% due to the Stanton Loop impacts) are in WMA
8 coupled with the fact that the wetland impacts are very small and riparian zone impacts cannot be
banked; therefore, it is appropriate to aggregate the wetland and riparian impacts in WMA 8. J. Legg
indicated that she understands all of these points, and agreed that a similar approach had been
approved for TGP. She indicated that she will talk with Sue Lockwood to try to get the department’s
confirmation on this proposal by week’s end.

Riparian Zone

With respect to riparian zone mitigation for conversion of riparian buffer zones from forested to
herbaceous/scrub-shrub, J. Ingram indicated that Evergreen would propose a mitigation ratio of % of
the enhancement ratio of 2:1 cited in the Flood Hazard Act and that 1:1 which would be accomplished
offsite at the Cakepoulin Creek site.

D. Miscellaneous
e J. Tamagno requested that the same system of measurement be used across all tables in the
permit application, i.e., square feet or acres should be used consistently.
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Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures Plan

SECTION 1 - GENERAL INFORMATION

This Draft Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures (SPCC) Plan for Oil and
Hazardous Materials was developed for the Northeast Supply Link Project.

Definitions:

Oil is defined in the SPCC regulations as oil of any kind or in any form including, but
not limited to, petroleum, fuel oil, sludge, oil refuse and oil mixed with wastes other
than dredged spoil and oily mixtures.

Hazardous Material is defined by DOT includes hazardous substances, hazardous
wastes, marine pollutants, elevated temperature materials, materials designated as
hazardous in the Hazardous Materials Table (see 49 CFR 172.101), and materials that
meet the defining criteria for hazard classes and divisions in part 173 of subchapter C of
this chapter. Hazardous Materials typically found on construction projects include, but
are not limited to, petroleum oils, hydraulic fluids, engine coolants (ethylene glycol), x-
ray film developer, chemical additives, pipe coatings, used abrasive blasting media, etc.

Contractor Responsibility:

The Contractor shall be familiar with this SPCC Plan and its contents prior to
commencing any construction-related activities. The Plan will be followed to prevent
any spills that may occur during the project and to mitigate any spills that do occur.

Company representatives assigned to this project include:

District Manager (DM): TBD
Company Inspector (Cl): TBD
Environmental Compliance: TBD

This Draft SPCC Plan will be updated and all final information included following selection of a
Contractor and prior to construction of the Project.
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SECTION 2 - DRAINAGE PATTERNS AND SPILL PREVENTION PRACTICES

2.1

2.2

Drainage Patterns

The general drainage patterns can be determined by the contour drawings shown in the
topographic maps.

Responsibility: Construction Inspector / District Manager

Construction and Operations personnel will be familiar with drainage patterns for the
project and be prepared to implement measures to control any release.

Spill Prevention Practices

The Contractor will take the following precautions to ensure that an oil or hazardous
materials spill does not occur:

A.

1)

)

©)

(4)
(5)

(6)
(7)

(8)

Containers

All containers shall be stored on level ground at least 100 feet from any
waterway, or as prescribed by a project specific permit, and at least 200 feet from
private water wells and springs. All containers should be located within temporary
containment.

Temporary containment may include temporary hay bale berms with plastic
sheets underlining the entire contained area and over the hay bale berms. Earthen
materials may be used in place of hay bales with the method of construction
determined by the Environmental Inspector. It is at the discretion of the contractor
to comply with the conditions of the spill plan, but at a minimum the contractor
must comply with the general conditions outlined in the FERC Plan and
Procedures and 40 CFR Part 112, although these requirements do not technically
apply to the conditions at a construction site.

Containment areas shall be capable of containing 110% of the volume of
hazardous materials being stored.

All container storage areas shall be routinely inspected for integrity purposes.

Leaking and/or deteriorated containers shall be replaced as soon as the condition
is first detected with clean-up measures immediately taking place.

No incompatible materials shall be stored in the same containment area.

No container storage areas shall be left unsecured during non-work hours. All
hoses and oil containing equipment is required to be secured prior to concluding
each day. This includes parking and securing equipment as identified in condition
A-1 and fueling equipment must have hoses placed into containment and locked
with pad and key if possible.

All containers of oil or hazardous materials should be accompanied by oil spill
response Kits.

2 0of 10



(9)

(1)

)

©)
(4)

()
(6)

1)

)

Collected rainwater in containment pads must be inspected prior to release to the
ground; it must be free of sheens or other hazardous materials.

Tanks

The Contractor shall operate only those tanks that meet the requirements and
specifications of applicable regulations and that are surrounded with temporary
containment as described above.

Self-supporting tanks shall be constructed of materials compatible with its
contents.

All tanks shall be routinely inspected for integrity purposes.

Vehicle mounted tanks shall be equipped with flame/spark arrestors on vents to
ensure that self-ignition does not occur.

Tanks will not be used to store incompatible materials in sequence unless first
thoroughly decontaminated.

Any tank utilized for storing different products between construction locations
will be thoroughly decontaminated prior to refilling.

Unloading/Loading Areas

If it is necessary during the project, re-fueling and transferring of liquids shall
only occur in pre-designated locations that are on level ground and at least 100
feet from any waterway and 200 feet from private water wells and springs.
Where conditions require construction equipment (e.g., Bobcat/front-end
loader/excavator) be re-fueled within 100 feet of any waterway, or as prescribed
by a project specific permit, this activity must be continuously manned to ensure
that overfilling, leaks or spills do not occur. In addition, all this equipment must
be surrounded by temporary containment as described above and inspected on a
regular basis to ensure that any hoses or parts containing oil or hazardous
materials are in good working order.

All service vehicles used to transport fuel must be equipped with an appropriate
number of fire extinguishers and an oil spill response kit. At a minimum, this kit
must include:

» Ten, 48”x 3” oil socks

*  Five, 187 x 18” oil pillows

* One, 10°x 3” oil boom

*  Twenty-five, 24” x 24”0oil mats/pads

* 1 box garden-size, 6-mil, disposable polyethylene bags (w/ ties)
* 4 pairs of oil-proof gloves

*  One, 55-gallon PE open-head drum
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* Blank drum labels

»  2shovels
3) Contractors will be trained in proper handling, refueling and maintenance
practices.

SECTION 3 - EMERGENCY RESPONSE PROCEDURES

This section provides a generic description of emergency response procedures to be performed to
address oil and hazardous materials spills at the job site. Each response will vary depending upon
the nature and extent of the incident. However, the general procedures outlined below will be

followed.

3.1  Contractor Responsibilities

1)
)

©)

(4)

(5)
(6)
(7)
(8)

The Contractor must designate both an Emergency Coordinator (EC) and an
Alternate EC for the project.

The Contractor is responsible for appropriately addressing all spills that occur
directly as a result of construction-related activities.

For spills (spills that take less than a shovel-full of dirt to clean-up), no internal
notification requirements of this Plan need to be followed. However, this does not
relieve the Contractor from appropriately remediating the area and reporting the
spill in the daily report.

The Contractor shall supply the necessary manpower, PPE, and spill response
equipment to appropriately address all spills that directly occur as a result of
construction-related activities.

Ensure that all emergency spill response equipment and PPE is well-stocked and
in good condition. Replace used materials when necessary.

If the situation warrants it, the Contractor shall immediately notify any local
emergency spill response contractors for assistance.

The Contractor shall be responsible for hiring an emergency spill response
contractor if the nature of the incident requires it.

The Contractor is responsible for immediately notifying the CI (or the DM) of any
reportable spills.

3.2  Company Responsibilities

1)

)

Company shall be responsible for ensuring that the Contractor adequately follows
the procedures outlined in this Plan at all times.

Company shall be responsible for all verbal and written external notifications
made to any regulatory agency or any local emergency responders.

3.3 Emergency Contacts

Table I (Appendix A) provides a list of Company and Contractor emergency contacts.
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3.4 Duties of Company Inspector (District Manager) for Non-de minimus Spills
The duties of the CI (or DM) for reportable spills include the following:
1) Determine the source, character, amount, and extent of the spill.

(@) Assess the potential hazards to the job site, environment, and surrounding
community and contact the Safety Representative if any hazards are detected.

(3) Evacuate the area if necessary.

4) Report the spill in accordance with the internal notification procedures outlined in
Section 5.1 and the external notification procedures outlined in Section 5.2.

5) Commit manpower and equipment for minor incidents that can be reasonably
remediated by the Contractor.

(6) Oversee Contractor’s spill response efforts to contain and control all spills to
ensure they adequately follow the procedures outlined in this Plan.

(7) Document the Contractor’s response effort, including taking photographs
wherever possible.

(8) Generate an Emergency Incident Report (WGP Form 0187).
SECTION 4 - EMERGENCY SPILL RESPONSE AND PERSONNEL
PROTECTION EQUIPMENT

Table 1l (Appendix A) provides a list of the minimally-required Emergency Spill Response
Equipment and Personnel Protection Equipment (PPE) for this project. This is in addition to the
minimally-required spill response equipment previously specified in Section 2.2.

SECTION S5 - SPILL NOTIFICATION PROCEDURES
5.1 Internal Notifications

All spills are to be immediately reported to the CI (or DM) who will contact Gas Control
and the Environmental Compliance Department. Table | (Appendix A) includes a list of
emergency contacts.

An Emergency Incident Report (WGP Form 0187) must be forwarded to the
Environmental Compliance Department as soon as technically feasible by the CI (or
DM). The Environmental Compliance Department will determine if the spill constitutes
the following:

(1) Reportable Quantity under CERCLA,

(2) Reportable release under the Clean Water Act or RCRA, or

(3) Reportable Threshold Quantity under SARA Title 111

(4) State Reportable Incident (Contact Environmental Compliance Department)
(5) Immediately Reportable Incident — Any sheen observed on water
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5.2

5.3

If any reporting is necessary, the Environmental Compliance Department shall be
responsible for immediately contacting the appropriate federal and state regulatory
authorities and following-up in writing, if required. Any spills requiring reporting to
state or federal agencies shall also be reported to the impacted landowner.

External Notifications

Any spills that may pose a threat to human health or the environment shall be
immediately reported to the CI (or DM) who will contact the Local Emergency Planning
Committee (LEPC) if necessary. When determining if the LEPC should be contacted or
not, any gas release to the atmosphere must be taken into consideration. Note: Linear
Projects may extend through multiple LEPC jurisdictions. Contractor must insure all
jurisdictions are listed.

The appropriate LEPC is:

Name: TBD
Organization: TBD
Phone Number: TBD

The Environmental Compliance Department is responsible for submitting any required
written follow-up notifications to the LEPC or any local emergency responders.

Emergency Spill Response Contractors

The Company has arrangements with several emergency spill response contractors to
address emergency responses beyond the capabilities of the Contractor.

If necessary, the following firms could be utilized for this project:

Company: TBD
Name: TBD
Location: TBD
Phone Number: TBD
Company: TBD
Name: TBD
Location: TBD
Phone Number: TBD
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5.4

Local Emergency Responders

The Contractor or the CI (or DM) may call the following local emergency responders
should their assistance be required: Note: Linear Projects may extend through multiple
Emergency Responder areas. Contractor must insure all jurisdictions are listed.

Service Telephone Number

Emergency Medical Services | TBD

Hospital TBD
Fire TBD
Police TBD

SECTION 6 — CLEAN-UP PROCEDURES

The following section outlines specific procedures to be followed when addressing spills:

6.1

6.2

Spills
)

()
©)

(4)

()

(6)

(7)

Small spills and leaks must be remediated as soon as feasible. Use adsorbent pads
wherever possible.

Restrict spills to the containment area if possible by stopping or diverting flow.

If the spill exceeds the containment structure’s capacity, immediately construct
additional containment using sandbags or fill material. Every effort must be made
to prevent the spills from entering a water body.

If a spill reaches a water body, immediately place oil booms downstream in order
to contain the material. As soon as possible, remove the floating layer with
absorbent pads.

After all recoverable oil has been collected and drummed, place all contaminated
PPE, spill clean-up equipment, and any impacted soil into appropriate containers.

For significant quantities of impacted soils, construct temporary waste piles using
plastic sheets. This material should subsequently be transferred into lined roll-off
boxes as soon as feasible.

Environmental Compliance Department will coordinate all waste characterization,
profiling, and disposal activities.

Equipment Cleaning/Storage

1)

Upon completion of remedial activities, the Contractor shall be responsible for
decontaminating the used emergency response equipment as well as the PPE.
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6.3

2 The Contractor shall be responsible for replacing any spent emergency response
equipment and PPE prior to resuming construction-related activities.

3 Decontamination rinse fluids shall be collected and containerized. The
Environmental Compliance Department will coordinate waste characterization
and disposal activities.

4) Reusable PPE shall be tested and inventoried prior to being placed back into
service.

Waste Disposal

The Contractor is responsible for waste management and waste disposal; however, the
Environmental Compliance Department will coordinate all waste characterization,
profiling, and disposal activities. All waste management and disposal activities shall
conform to the procedures outlined in the O&M Manual (see WGP procedure 35.04.01,
“Waste Management”).

The Contractor is permitted to manage routine garbage and construction debris without
oversight of the Environmental Compliance Department
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APPENDIX A

TABLE I: LIST OF EMERGENCY CONTACTS

Names Job Description Phone Number
GulfStream 800/440-8457 (24-hrs)

Gas Control Northwest 800/972-7733 (24-hrs)
Transco 800/440-8457 (24-hrs)

TBD Chief Inspector TBD

TBD District Manager TBD

Mark Bisett, Manager

Environmental Compliance
Department

713/215-2781 (off)
713/213-2581 (cell)

Contractor Job Description Phone Number
TBD Emergency Coordinator TBD
TBD Alternate Emergency Coordinator TBD

Regulatory Agencies

Name

Phone Number

National Response Center

800/424-8802

State Environmental Mgt. Dept.
(EMD)

TBD

TBD

TBD
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APPENDIX A
TABLE II: EMERGENCY SPILL RESPONSE AND PERSONNEL PROTECTION

EQUIPMENT
Equipment Quantity Location
(1) chemical spill kit 1 adjacent to work space
(2) oil spill kit 1 adjacent to work space
SPILL RESPONSE EQUIPMENT:

(1) 1 bag loose chemical pulp 3 chemical pillows (18” x 18”)

3 chemical socks (48” x 3”) 10 chemical mats/pads (24" x 24”)

1 box garden-sized, 6-mil, disposal polyethylene bags (w/ ties)

Blank drum labels one 30-gallon PE open-head drum

2 shovels

(2) 1 oil boom (100’ x 37) 10 oil pillows (18” x 187)

10 oil socks (48” x 3”) 25 oil mats/pads (24 x 247)

1 box garden-sized, 6-mil, disposal polyethylene bags (w/ ties)

Blank drum labels three, 55-gallon PE open-head drums

4 shovels

PERSONNEL PROTECTION EQUIPMENT:

The inventory of PPE should include enough for at least 4 responders reacting to a significant
leak/spill.

Splash goggles, half-face respirators (w/ cartridges for benzene),

Tyvek suits, nitrile gloves, waterproof/ chemical resistant hip-waders
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Wetlands Crossed by the Northeast Supply Link Project
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Pennsylvania

Wetlands and Waterbodies Report
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Wetlands and Waterbodies Report
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