
May 31, 2019  

   

Via Electronic Submission 

Mr. Scott R. Williamson  

Program Manager, Waterways & Wetlands Program  

Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection  

Southcentral Regional Office  

909 Elmerton Avenue  

Harrisburg, PA 17110-8200  

  

  

Re: DEP HDD Re-Evaluation Report  

Horizontal Directional Drill Location (S3-0250-16)  

Permit No. E06-701 Caernarvon Township, Berks County  

  

Dear Mr. Williamson: 

 

I am writing in response to the above mentioned Horizontal Directional Drill (HDD) 

second evaluation comment period. I have a significant concern, not only for the placement of 

the 20” NGL pipeline but also the future placement of the 16” NGL pipeline. I have contacted 

both the PUC and the PaDEP in regard to a newly developed and consistent flow of groundwater 

around the 20” NGL pipeline, post instillation and site remediation. As proven through a 

professional independent study, the aquifer has been punctured and is flowing in excess of 12 

gallons per minute around the active Mariner East 2 20” NGL pipeline. SPLP has also conducted 

a study of this aquifer puncture and has failed to mention it in either of their submitted 16” NGL 

pipeline HDD reanalysis. This “new” groundwater to daylight emergence has a completely 

different chemical signature than that of surrounding surface waters which confirms that not only 

is it groundwater but it also presents a significant loss to the aquifer, which is a regulated 

waterbody of the Commonwealth by PaDEP. This, in my opinion, is the same aquifer that my 

well is drilled into and therefore is a direct pathway for the contamination of my well as 

discussed below; 

 

First, there have been no physical examinations performed by Sunoco, SPLP, or the 

Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection, PaDEP, which may have concluded or 

denied the potential of HDD contamination of my well. There have been no geophysical 

evaluations or tests, such as cone of influence, performed in any manner by SPLP or PaDEP. The 

attached drawing, Attachment 1, was the only documentation provided to the PaDEP, by SPLP, 

seeking exoneration from Special Condition 20b of Permit No. E06-701. This crudely drawn 

sketch was obtained through Right to Know request and served as the basis of decision by the 

PaDEP to release SPLP from responsibility. Not only is the drawing less than adequate for such 

a release it is not accurate to the property, the layout of the construction activities, or the physical 

properties of the geology and hydrology of the construction site. Only upon continued inquires 

on the part of the landowner were reports written which conveniently coincided with the original 

decision and were based entirely from theory and not site observations. In efforts to seek proper 



answers, environmental testing and site inspections, I have obtained an independent professional 

report and it is the subject of pending litigation as well as have been provided in a redacted 

version to the Attorney General’s Office. 

 

Secondly, the reanalysis is accurate to reflect my initial refusal of water supplies. At the 

onset of the incident I was apprehensive about costs I would personally incur for the water 

buffalo as well as how the process was to function. These concerns are reflected in Attachment 2. 

Text messages with my land agent as well as phone conversations illustrate that I wanted to have 

the return of SPLP’s water test results, confirming contamination, prior to accepting a water 

buffalo. My personal obtained testing initially established the presence of bacteriological 

contamination on August 16, 2017, these results were conveyed to SPLP Land Agent Scarlett 

Jackson of Perchereon. Upon being offered a water supply, out of the goodness of their heart, I 

was skeptical of SPLP’s intentions and refused until their, SPLP’s, own internal testing drawn by 

contractor GES were returned. GES samples were taken on August 14, 2017 and results were not 

returned until September 30, 2017, irrespective that the analyzing lab reported the results were 

completed and reportable on August 15, 2017. This blatant 47 day time lapse, is presumed to be 

intentional as it was then utilized against my filing in Environmental Hearing Board Case 2018-

010-L seeking SPLP to be held liable for Special Condition 20b.  

 

Moreover, the water supply which was eventually provided, was provided as a condition 

of the PaDEP’s settlement with SPLP that they must provide a water buffalo, free of charge, to 

those residents within 450 feet of an HDD alignment during HDD activities. Given protections 

and guarantees by the department, in conjunction with a legally binding agreement with SPLP in 

reference to damages which may be incurred to my water system and property through the use of 

a water buffalo, I allowed the instillation. The installed water buffalo has and continues to place 

undue burden on myself and my family both in quality of life and financially. Below is a 

professional opinion as to the uses of a water buffalo for a long term water supply;  



SPLP initially supplied water buffalo water testing with every delivery (weekly) to 

confirm the absence of bacteria. These test have not been consistent nor have results been 

provided to myself, the end user, despite numerous requests of the testing agency, Elk 

Environmental, the transportation company, Stallion Oilfield Services as well as land agent, 

Percheron. At least one time during the necessary use of the water buffalo, I was instructed by 

land agent Toby Resetar not to drink the water due to potential water buffalo contamination 

and bottled water was supplied for personal consumption. Additionally, due to the uses of a 

water buffalo, I have incurred a continual cost to heat tankage in the winter and at least one point 

still incurred frozen water supply, due to extreme cold temperatures. These electrical costs, in 

addition to costs to clean my house and pool after construction activities caused damage to them, 

have been offered to be covered by SPLP, with no follow through.  

 

Contained within the HDD reanalysis itself is the evidence which correlates SPLP’s 

drilling activity to bacteriological contamination on all sites. Observing the Twin Valley report 

indicates a presence of Total coliform, 1.0 MPN/100ml, nearest to the drilling in March 2018 a 

subsequent lapse in contamination while there was a suspension of activity and a resumption of 

contamination during drilling in September 2018 at 13.4 MPN/100ml. Such a result is also seen 

in the 512 Joanna Road sampling in March 2018 as well as my personal well reports during the 

same time frame. Also contained within these reports is the first mention of any descriptive 

quantification of quality. A column of PaDEP drinking water Maximum Contamination Limit, 

MCL, was only provided in documentation to the department and not to the homeowner. 

Numerous times SPLP has been asked to explain what the results of the well testing means but 

has never responded. The home owner is left to decipher if results are clean or contaminated. 

According to the results provided in this HDD reanalysis my personal well exceeds MCL 

numerous times for both Sulfate, Manganese, Iron and Dissolved Solids. Additionally, MCL’s 

for the bacteria related categories are left out, as they should be zero or non-detect, all of my well 

tests exceed these limits. 

 

This understanding of contamination in conjunction with 2012 PA Act 13; section 3217, 

which is in relation to gas and oil wells, yet utilizes similar technology, puts the presumption of 

contamination events occurring due to the drilling and makes the driller responsible for 1 year 

for any and all contamination events to groundwater supplies. The only exoneration to this would 

be had the water been testing in a pre-drilled status thereby excluding the contamination 

occurring as a result of the drilling. This did not occur and therefore the PaDEP should have 

automatically concluded that the contamination occurred as a result of the drilling and required 

SPLP to be accountable for Special Condition 20b. This regulation is presumed to also be the 

source for the PaDEP’s current water supply/ water buffalo requirements.  

 

Finally, I will reiterate that I have retained a professional whom has, within a reasonable 

degree of scientific and professional certainty, definitively linked the aforementioned HDD 

activities directly with the contamination and potential future diminution of my well water 

supply.  It has also been presumed that due to the aquifer puncture, that not only has it presented 

the conduit of contamination in the past, it may continue to present the same conduit of 



contamination in the future. This aquifer puncture has also contributed to a major change in my 

property as it now contains a newly formed emergent wetland complete with standing pools 

harboring a multitude of flora and fauna including mosquitoes.  

 

While the PaDEP does not regulate private drinking wells it does regulate the aquifers 

into which they are placed and in this case, significant damages and potential permanent 

diminution to the aquifer may be incurred due to the initial instillation as well as the continued 

construction of this HDD. I urge the PaDEP to require complete investigation of the aquifer 

puncture to include the study of impacts by and to the currently installed 20” NGL pipeline, 

including a review of the constant flow of slightly acidic groundwater upon the design rating of 

the pipe, a decreased lifespan thereby, and plan for emergency remedial actions necessary as 

there is an instantaneous potential environmental impact to the local waterways in the event of a 

failure. Additionally, the PaDEP should require SPLP to conduct studies to identify subsequent 

impacts to the aquifer which may occur through additional HDD drilling during the 16” NGL 

pipeline installation. Moreover, the PaDEP should require SPLP to conduct impact studies to the 

created emergent forested wetlands as this was the site of numerous discharges of drilling mud 

during the instillation of the 20” NGL pipeline which were the subject of notices of violation.  

 

Thank you 

 

 

David Anspach III 

609 Joanna Road 

Morgantown, Pa 19543 

 

*** Addendum *** 

On May 30, 2019 two species of turtle were observed and recorded nesting on the Mariner East 2 

Right of Way, see attachment #3. These turtles, the Eastern Box Turtle and the Snapping Turtle 

have selected nesting sites which would be destroyed in the event of continued construction. The 

Snapping Turtle’s nest is clearly on top of the termination of the 16” NGL pipeline as depicted in 

the photographs. The incubation period for the Snapping Turtle is 80 to 120 days and I urge the 

PaDEP to halt construction to allow these young a chance at survival. The Eastern Box Turtle 

female has also chosen a nest on the Mariner East 2 Right of way and with an incubation 50 to 

70 days her young should hatch prior to that of the Snapping Turtle. The placement of the nests 

in relation to the creek puts the HDD location in the direct downhill path of travel for the young 

Snapping Turtles on their trek to their natural habitat. I fear allowing this construction to 

continue would result in their ultimate demise.  

  

 

 

 

 

  



Attachment 1 

 

 



Attachment 2- Text Messages with land agent- 

 

My messages are in BLUE- 

 

The initial request for water 

testing was made on 8/10/17 

and the text string follows. 

 

Water tests were drawn on 

8/14/17. 

 

My skepticism was identified 

on 8/17/17 asking to have 

SPLP results and identified 

the potential for legal 

assistance. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SPLP Land Agent 

identified that the water 

tests must be reviewed by 

their legal department 

before letting the effected 

landowner aware of 

contamination 9/21/17 

9/30/17 results were finally returned. 

 



 

 

 

 



 

11/7/17 Land agent offers “more 

water” which received a challenging 

rebuttal and identifies a 

miscomprehension of previous 

conversations about meeting with 

supervisors on their schedule which 

was inconvenient for me.   



 
 

This is the beginning of the first serious conversations which were held in relation to the 

instillation of the water buffalo. SPLP land agent could not adequately address my questions and 

therefore the utilization of the water buffalo was delayed.  

  



Attachment #3 

 

Snapping Turtle Nest, site will be preserved with orange construction fencing supplied by 

land owner. 

     
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  



Eastern Box Turtle Nesting; Site will be preserved with orange construction fencing supplied by 

land owner. 

    


