Michael Spille
32 Hewitt Road
Lambertville, NJ 08530

August 13, 2016
Honorable Norman Bay, Chair
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, NE
Washington, DC 20426
Re: Docket CP15-558-000 – Proposed PennEast Pipeline Project
Dear Chairman Bay, FERC Commissioners and FERC staff,
My name is Michael Spille, I am intervenor in this matter on docket CP15-558.
I am commenting as a member of the Lambertville Pipeline Committee (LPC), which reports directly to
the City Council of the City of Lambertville, NJ.
On August 11th, 2016 the City of Lambertville intervened on the PennEast docket 1. Under
“Description of the Movent and their Interests”, the motion to intervene stated:
Our residents and businesses depend on drinking water emanating from a reservoir, maintained by SUEZ Water, which
located on the border of the proposed route of the PennEast Pipeline. The removal of the trees incurred in this project would
add volumes of water to an already hard-to-manage run-off problem, causing flash flooding and potentially damaging the
dam at SUEZ Water, washing out roadways (as the City experienced from run-off from Hurricane Irene, 2011), and
damaging the historic infrastructure of the City of Lambertville.
The Lambertville Pipeline Committee was formed at a special City Council Meeting in early August,
2016. At its formation, the Mayor and Council impressed upon the LPC the importance of the
reservoir, dam, and drinking water system owned and maintained by Suez. And one of the prime
missions for the LPC was to contact Suez and find out their position on the pipeline, their understanding
of what PennEast had proposed to date, and what potential impacts from the pipeline construction and
ongoing operations Lambertville residents should be concerned with.
On Thursday, August 25th, the LPC met with representatives of Suez:
•
•
•
•
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Steven B. Wondrack, Suez, Director of Production Operations
Emad B. Sidhorn, Suez, Director of Engineering NJ Operations
David Fournier, Suez, Operations Manager Lambertville Operations
John T. Dillon, Suez, Senior Corporate Attorney

Lambertville intervention: http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/opennat.asp?fileID=14327219

In the first portion of the meeting, we asked Suez to describe in detail what they knew about the
proposed project and what impacts (if any) it could have on the Suez facilities and Lambertville.
The Suez Director of Engineering Emad Sidhorn brought along a map showing the Suez facilities and a
very rough route of the pipeline. That map showed the location of the Swan Creek Reservoir and dam,
the location of their drinking water treatment plant downstream and to the west of the dam, and the
location of water transfer pipe which transfers water from the reservoir to the treatment plant. That
pipe lays about 4’ below the surface of the ground.
Mr. Sidhorn went on to say that they had talked to PennEast only once, but that the company had
reassured them that they would be burying the pipeline very deep, at least “20’ down” or further, well
below the water transfer pipe and any other facilities, and that there would be no blasting, and there
could be no harm to the dam or anything else on the facilities.
The map Mr. Sidhorn displayed showed the pipeline going directly under the high tension power lines,
which is not where the actual proposed route is. The actual route is significantly to the west of power
lines not within the existing tree cut.
The LPC then presented Suez with a construction map of the area supplied by PennEast as part of their
application (see figure 1). All of the representatives expressed surprise at the existence of such a map

Figure 1 - Annotated PennEast plan at Suez site

and said they had not been aware the project had proceeded that far.

The Suez representatives were shown that PennEast had no plans to drill 20’ under the site, or to drill at
all (indeed, there are no special plans filed for the area of the Swan Creek Reservoir). In fact, overlaying
the Suez map on top of the actual PennEast plans shows PennEast open-trenching right through the
water transfer pipe, which would sever the primary drinking water supply to Lambertville.
The LPC then mentioned that PennEast had filed a response to FERC about blasting, showing that
considerable portions of the route would indeed be blasted, because bedrock is very close or at the
surface in those areas. The Suez representatives once again conveyed shock and dismay that blasting
was contemplated when they were assured blasting would not take place. The potential blasting table
supplied by PennEast was sent to Suez with their portion of the route highlighted (approximately MP
102.5-103.0). That entire area is listed as a probable blasting site, contrary to what PennEast told Suez
personnel.
The LPC then asked about Suez supplying water to PennEast for hydrostatic testing of the pipeline.
Suez responded that there had been no such discussions between themselves and PennEast. The LPC
then showed Suez the supplemental response from PennEast documenting potential water sources.
“United Water Lambertville” was listed as having been contacted and being a probable source of water
for hydrostatic testing - supplied from the reservoir (Note: United Water was bought by Suez several
years ago). Once again, the Suez personnel were disturbed by this evidence, and categorically denied
having talked to PennEast about being a water source in any form.
Suez personnel restated that they had only talked to PennEast once, that they had only given them access
for surface surveying and no geological borings were allowed, and that they had not heard from
PennEast (or FERC, or any other agencies, companies, or organizations) about PennEast since that one
meeting.
Suez stated that the reservoir and water treatment plant constitutes Critical Infrastructure for the City of
Lambertville, and they could not imagine why they had not been contacted by anyone.
The LPC also informed Suez that the application had been made in September, 2015, and the DEIS
had been filed by FERC on July 22, 2016. And that the DEIS comment period would close Sept 12,
2016, and FERC expected a final EIS by mid-December 2016.
Suez was once again dismayed by this information and professed complete ignorance that the project
had progressed to this point.
Suez further explained that the reservoir dam was designated by the State of NJ as a “High Hazard
Dam”, which is defined as a dam whose failure would lead to probable loss of life of human beings and/
or cause extensive property damage.

It should be noted that there is no mention of Suez or the Swan Creek Reservoir or the drinking water
treatment plant anywhere in the Draft EIS. There is no mention of the route potentially destroying the
drinking water supply for over 1,500 residents of Lambertville City. There are no special HDD, boring,
or other plans shown for the Suez site.
In fact, PennEast, FERC, and Tetra Tech completely missed a major impact to critical drinking water
supplies for Lambertville. This despite numerous comments posted to both the pre-filing and application
dockets about Swan Creek Reservoir.
Furthermore, PennEast cannot plead ignorance of this facility, as Suez has confirmed they were in
contact with PennEast on one occasion, and that Suez made PennEast aware of the importance of the
facility and the general locations of its critical infrastructure.
The route and plans as they stand today would in fact destroy the drinking water source for Lambertville
City.
For your reference the entire page of plans for the Suez site is shown below in figure 2.
FERC must require PennEast to answer to these serious issues. This pipeline should not be located
anywhere near this close to a reservoir dam and critical water facilities. In the unlikely event of a
pipeline breach on this site, not only would Lambertville’s drinking water be destroyed, but rupture of
the High Hazard Dam would lead to certain loss of life and extensive damage to West Amwell Township
and the City of Lambertville. The fact that PennEast’s construction map designates this area as “Class
1” (the least-safe class of pipeline construction) makes it even more likely that such a breach could occur.
Further, FERC must investigate how PennEast missed such vital infrastructure. Why Suez vehemently
denies supposed contacts documented in PennEast’s application. And why PennEast personnel indicated
that no blasting would occur near their site (when in fact their most likely will be). And why PennEast
indicated to Suez that they would be drilling well below ground on the site (when they are not).

Figure 2 - Full Plans Suez site

