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Subject: Water Quality Monitoring Plan: EPA comments - V3
Date: Thursday, January 25, 2024 10:15:36 AM
Attachments: EPA Comments Line5 Water Quality Monitoring Plan Version 3 2024-01.pdf

Enbridge Line5 Reroute WQ Monitoring Plan v3 EPA Comments Cvr Ltr 2023-1.pdf

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organization.

Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is|

Joe,

Please see the attached cover letter from EPA Region 5 Watersheds and Wetlands Branch Manager
Dave Pfeifer and the associated enclosure containing comments on the Line 5 Wisconsin Segment
Relocation Water Quality Monitoring Plan (Version 3). We would appreciate your review and
response. Any questions, feel free to reach out.

Thanks,

Kerryann

Kerryann Weaver

Wetlands Section Supervisor

Watersheds and Wetlands Branch, Water Division
US EPA, Region 5

312-353-9483
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EPA Comments on Enbridge “Water Quality Monitoring Plan Line 5 Wisconsin Segment
Relocation Project” (Version: 3, Version Date: 11/20/2023)

Comment 1. Macroinvertebrate sampling. In response to EPA’s comments on Version 2 of the
Water Quality Monitoring Plan (WQMP) recommending the addition of benthic
macroinvertebrate sampling, Enbridge asserted, citing several scientific studies, that any
potential impacts to benthic macroinvertebrates are short-term and that additional sampling to
evaluate impacts is not necessary (“Enbridge Response to Comments and Recommendations in
EPA’s October 12, 2023 Comments on Enbridge’s Water Quality Monitoring Plan,” hereafter
“Enbridge Response Oct 2023,” pp. 5-7). EPA continues to recommend, based on a review of
the scientific literature, that the addition of benthic macroinvertebrate sampling is warranted
at the locations of the pipeline crossings in select perennial streams to evaluate recovery of
stream habitat and the aquatic community. EPA developed a summary of the literature
reviewed and conclusions drawn from the literature that reinforce the need for a more robust
evaluation of physical habitat and macroinvertebrate sampling. See Attachment A below.

Filtering the waterbody crossing table (file “Attachment 12 Wetland Waterbody Crossing
Table.xls” updated November 22, 2023) for perennial streams that are planned to be crossed
using the dry crossing method results in 13 sites (see below). This list could be further
narrowed based on the presence of existing riffle habitat with hard substrates which are the
most appropriate conditions for using the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resource’s benthic
macroinvertebrate sampling method.?

WDNR
FeaturelD? WDNR Watershed WBIC County Latitude Longitude

Number
sase006p Fish Creek 2891100 Ashland 46.550733 -90.895891
sasc041p White River 2893900 Ashland 46.490678 -90.900760
sasd011p Marengo River 5002051 Ashland 46.451173 -90.898612
sasc1006p Marengo River 5002429 Ashland 46.401492 -90.801603
sasc1003p_x1 Marengo River 2914000 Ashland 46.397620 -90.781587
sasd1015p Marengo River 2912500 Ashland 46.372182 -90.718205
sase005p_x2 Marengo River 2912500 Ashland 46.365449 -90.706777
sasv004p Marengo River 5002512 Ashland 46.360179 -90.695723
sasv020p Upper Bad River Not Assigned Ashland 46.355133 -90.683174
sasa008p Upper Bad River 5002615 Ashland 46.336882 -90.662766
sasa004p Tyler Forks 5002519 Ashland 46.365594 -90.588167
sirb010p Tyler Forks Not Assigned Iron 46.382246 -90.548053
sird009p Potato River 2906500 Iron 46.484463 -90.484924

1 Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources. 2000. Guidelines for Collecting Macroinvertebrate Samples from
Wadable Streams. Bureau of Fisheries Management and Habitat Protection. June 2000.
https://www.nemi.gov/methods/method_summary/9504/, Last viewed on Jan. 23, 2024.







Comment 2. Habitat sampling. In response to EPA’s comments on Version 2 of the WQMP,
Enbridge asserted that “restoring the site to preconstruction conditions...will also result in the
restoration of macroinvertebrate habitat” (Enbridge Response Oct 2023, p.6). EPA notes that
this assumption is not fully supported by the literature reviewed on stream restoration (see
Attachment A) and that, with the limited data Enbridge intends to collect on in-stream habitat,
the assumption cannot be tested for the Line 5 relocation project. As stated in comments on
versions 1 and 2 of the WQMPs, EPA continues to recommend that more detailed habitat
information, such as Ohio’s Qualitative Habitat Evaluation Index (QHEI)?, be collected at
selected perennial sites to be able to determine if in-stream habitat for fishes and
macroinvertebrates has returned to pre-construction conditions.

Comment 3. Methods for fish habitat and other parameters. EPA appreciates the additional
detail on methods that Enbridge provided in the Quality Assurance Project Plan associated with
the WQMP. EPA notes the “fish habitat” parameter is not linked to a specific method. In
addition to the existing parameter tables (e.g., Appendix E), it would be helpful to have a table
that lists all parameters and their applicable methods. This was done explicitly for water quality
parameters but not for other types of parameters.

Comment 4. Visual similarity of backfilled area. On page 6 of the WQMP, Enbridge describes
its proposed approach of visually evaluating various physical components of impacted streams
to determine if post-construction conditions are similar to pre-construction conditions. For
example, Enbridge states that it will “visually assess the appearance of the backfilled trench and
compare the appearance of the backfilled area to adjacent undisturbed areas (e.g., similar
sediment composition).” One concern with this approach is in defining “how similar is similar.”
Semi-quantitative approaches such as QHEI would provide a stronger basis for making a
determination, but a threshold for similarity still needs to be defined. A second concern is with
the comparison to “adjacent undisturbed areas.” In addition to comparing to “adjacent
undisturbed areas,” the most appropriate comparison point for determining impact would be
comparison to the pre-construction condition of the trench site. Therefore, having consistent
data on physical features is critical for the WQMP.

Comment 5. Defining “substantial difference.” On page 7 of the WQMP, Enbridge states that
sampling will extend beyond one year “for any stream that exhibits substantial differences
between the upstream and downstream samples for any of the measured attributes.” Enbridge
should provide details about how it will determine what represents a “substantial difference.”
Given the number of samples from a single site, it may or may not be appropriate to use
statistical significance testing.

2 Ohio Environmental Protection Agency. 2006. Methods for Assessing Habitat in Flowing Waters: Using the
Quantitative Habitat Evaluation Index (QHEI). June 2006.
https://epa.ohio.gov/static/Portals/35/documents/QHEIManuallune2006.pdf, Last viewed on Jan. 23, 2024.
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Comment 6. Data availability. In its response to EPA’s comments on Version 2 of the WQMP,
Enbridge committed to uploading all raw water quality parameters to the National Water

Quality Portal (Enbridge Response Oct 2023, p. 16). Enbridge should update the WQMP to
reflect this commitment.







Attachment A: Enbridge Line 5 Wisconsin Reroute-Summary of scientific literature reviewed
by EPA to evaluate potential pipeline construction impacts to the benthic macroinvertebrate

communities in streams from using open cut crossing methods

Summary and Considerations

Most studies of pipeline crossing construction effects on macroinvertebrate
communities reviewed by EPA report return to pre-construction conditions within one
year post-construction. EPA notes that a proper meta-analysis would consider the
error/sample size of each study to determine a mean effect, and this has not been
undertaken to the Agency’s knowledge.

EPA also notes that the lowest level of taxonomic identification and the specific metric
of pre-/post-construction comparison (e.g., total taxa richness, total abundance
Ephemeroptera/Plecoptera/Trichoptera (EPT) richness) vary widely among studies. In
many cases a limited number of metrics were compared, and most studies are from the
gray, non-peer-reviewed literature.

The studies specific to pipeline crossings generally use sites upstream and downstream
of construction sites to evaluate downstream effects of pipeline activities on benthic
macroinvertebrate communities. Few studies specifically examined macroinvertebrate
community changes and recovery at the construction site (i.e., disturbance area).
Therefore, there is limited scientific literature on which to base a priori evaluation of
potential impacts and recovery of the aquatic resources at the construction site itself.
The scientific literature on stream restoration and patch colonization may shed some
light on the considerations for likelihood of recovery and recovery time; however, site-
specific monitoring would improve certainty and suggest whether additional post-
construction restoration measures are necessary.

Note that this set of literature focuses on pipeline impacts and macroinvertebrates
specifically. There are other sets of studies on impacts of pipelines on suspended
sediment and other endpoints, as well as a large body of literature on sediment impacts
to stream ecosystems that is partially reviewed in Anderson et al. 1996 and Levesque
and Dube 2007 (see below). See also Courtice, G., & Naser, G. (2020). In-stream
construction-induced suspended sediment in riverine ecosystems. River Research and
Applications, 36(3), 327-337. https://doi.org/10.1002/rra.3559

One concern about drawing inferences about a specific project based on the literature is
the limited set of literature that exists and the variability in ecological context and
response that is represented by that limited literature. This set of literature contains
only seven primary studies, and an additional ~15 studies from the gray literature are
reviewed in Reid and Anderson 1999. The majority of these studies are from Canada and
western North America. According to statements by the study authors,
macroinvertebrate community metrics generally returned to pre-construction or similar







to upstream conditions between one month and four years, with many highlighting the
1-year post-construction timeframe. However, as stated above, many studies from the
gray literature were not accessible and often studies did not report data on how specific
taxa or functional groups were impacted. As noted below for the Tsui and McCart study,
these changes in important sensitive taxa or functional groups may be glossed over
when reporting results for total richness, diversity, or density measures.

This context suggests that, as highlighted in Levesque and Dube (2007), project-specific
data collection and analysis of macroinvertebrate responses and recovery after pipeline
crossing construction activities would still be beneficial for determining impacts and
evaluating the need for post-construction remediation activities related to stream
ecosystem restoration.

Annotation of Literature Considered

Anderson, P., Taylor, B. & Balch G. (1996). Quantifying the effects of sediment release
on fish and their habitats. Canadian Manuscript Report of Fisheries and Aquatic
Sciences no. 2346.

o Heavily based on literature review.

o Focus is largely on fish and fish habitat.

o Macroinvertebrate impacts largely evaluated by examining literature on
suspended sediment impacts to macroinvertebrates. Notes the basic concept
that sediment particle size distribution can change macroinvertebrate
community composition.

Anderson, P. G., G-J Fraikin, C., & Chandler, T. J. (1998). Impacts and recovery in a
coldwater stream following a natural gas pipeline crossing installation. International
Pipeline Conference — Volume Il, 1013-1022.
http://asmedigitalcollection.asme.org/IPC/proceedings-
pdf/1PC1998/40238/1013/2507018/1013 1.pdf

o Evaluation of open-cut crossing effects on downstream habitat, fish, and
macroinvertebrates — Ontario, Canada.

o Substantial reduction in richness and changes to community structure, including
no invertebrates found at one downstream location, and dominance by
sediment tolerant oligochaetes one week after construction; some recovery in
total richness at 12 weeks but downstream communities still dominated by
oligochaetes; return to pre-construction richness and increased diversity after
one year.

o Note that actual community structure/proportions of taxa are not provided to
evaluate the generalized trends that are reported in community structure.
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Armitage, P. D., & Gunn, R. J. M. (1996). Differential response of benthos to natural
and anthropogenic disturbances in 3 lowland streams. Internationale Revue Der
Gesamten Hydrobiologie, 81(2), 161-181. https://doi.org/10.1002/iroh.19960810202

O

o

Monitoring of one stream in association with pipeline crossing (of unknown
characteristics) at 20m above the sampling site.

Sand-gravel streams became silt dominated after construction, associated with
increase in proportion of tolerant Chironomidae and oligochaetes; return to
crustacean (Gammaridae) dominated community occurred after four years,
associated with a flushing of silt and return of gravel/pebble substrate
dominance.

Enbridge noted in its review of this study that a culvert was installed at the site
immediately downstream of this location during the study and suggested that
this could be responsible for reduced streamflow and increased siltation at the
upstream site. Although this is a possibility, the authors excluded the culverted
site from consideration.

Castro, J. M., Macdonald, A., Lynch, E., & Thorne, C. R. (2015). Risk-based approach to
designing and reviewing pipeline stream crossings to minimize impacts to aquatic
habitats and species. River Research and Applications, 31(6), 767-783.
https://doi.org/10.1002/rra.2770

o

Review article establishing framework for pipeline stream crossing assessment
(no macroinvertebrate focus).

Highlights vulnerability factors of streams, including streams with more erodible
bed materials and streams with more variable hydrology.

Courtice, G., & Naser, G. (2020). In-stream construction-induced suspended sediment
in riverine ecosystems. River Research and Applications, 36(3), 327-337.
https://doi.org/10.1002/rra.3559

o

Review article focused on developing theoretical exposure risks of sediment
from in-stream construction activities such as pipelines.

For this discussion, of note is the statement that “Habitat substrate alterations
and cumulative effects should be studied to determine the role of sedimentation
and multiple SS sources in ICISS exposure risk, as these topics were not
considered in our study.” This suggests there is limited literature focus on direct
sediment alterations.

Lévesque, L. M., & Dubé, M. G. (2007). Review of the effects of in-stream pipeline
crossing construction on aquatic ecosystems and examination of Canadian
methodologies for impact assessment. In Environmental Monitoring and Assessment
(Vol. 132, Issues 1-3, pp. 395-409). https://doi.org/10.1007/s10661-006-9542-9

o Literature review of pipeline impacts to streams — relevant citations are

examined here.
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o

Generally, concludes that most effects diminish within two years, but focus is on
downstream impacts, not recovery at immediate disturbance sites.

Highlights aspects of streams and communities making them more susceptible to
impacts or would affect recovery, including: sites with high percent fines in
excavated materials, sites with low flows, sites with steep banks, tolerance of
existing natural community, natural flow magnitude/frequency.

One relevant conclusion: “Hence, individual rivers and streams will be affected
differently by crossing construction, hence should have a monitoring program
tailored to identify site specific sensitivities and responses to disturbance.”

Reid, S. M., & Anderson, P. G. (1999). Effects of sediment released during open cut
pipeline water crossings. Canadian Water Resources Journal, 24(3), 235-251.
https://doi.org/10.4296/cwrj2403235

@)
@)

Review of studies of open-cut pipeline crossings.

Included 20 studies (some with multiple reports/publications) evaluating effects
— 16 of which examined macroinvertebrates in some way.

Seven studies noted reduction of invertebrate richness and/or abundance at and
below crossings; six studies showed no/insignificant negative impacts; the
remaining studies did not report on invertebrate richness/abundance.
According to either the individual study authors or the review authors,
“recovery” of macroinvertebrates occurred between one month and two to four
years, usually after one year based on eight studies. EPA notes that “recovery”
was a subjective call made by either the individual study authors or the review
authors.

EPA notes that 17 of the 20 studies were based only the gray literature — either
reports or industry conference proceedings that are not peer reviewed or
accessible for further, individual evaluation.

Reid, S., Stoklosar, S., Metikosh, S. & Evans, J. Effects of natural gas pipeline water
crossing replacement on the benthic invertebrate and fish communities of Big Darby
Creek, Ohio. Pages 717-723 in J.W. Goodrich-Mahoney, D.F. Mutrie, and C.A. Build,
editors. Environmental Concerns in Rights-of-Way Management. Seventh
International Symposium. Elsevier Science, Ltd. USACE (US Army Corps of Engineers).
1998. Integrated dredged material management plan & supplemental environmental
impact statement: Columbia and Lower Willamette River Federal Navigation Channel,
Final June 1998.US Army Corps of Engineers, Portland Oregon.

O

Study of downstream impacts of open and dry cut pipeline replacement projects
in Big Darby Creek, Ohio.

Macroinvertebrates sampled in upstream and two downstream riffles.

After construction, first downstream riffle saw high rate of sediment deposition
and shift to clay, silt dominance. This coincided with an increase in tolerant
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oligochaete abundance and shifts/variations in abundance of other groups over
the next two months.

One year after construction, densities and richness at the first downstream riffle
were similar to pre-construction levels.

e Tsui, P. T. P., & Mccart, P. ). 1981. Effects of stream-crossing by a pipeline on the
benthic macroinvertebrate communities of a small mountain stream. Hydrobiologia,
79, 271-276.

o

Monitoring of pipeline crossing construction effects on Archibald Creek, British
Columbia.

Sampled macroinvertebrates at four stations. The locations were located
upstream 40m and downstream (10m, 75m, 100m), and were sampled 12 hrs.
after backfilling then at ~45 days, ten months and 13 months post-construction.
Fine sediment deposition occurred extensively at the nearest two downstream
stations and less so at the farthest downstream station.

Reduction in macroinvertebrate Shannon diversity and substantial reduction in
density occurred at downstream stations.

Although authors report that effects were “short-term and non-residual” (and
indeed many indicators did return to pre-construction levels by one year post-
construction), Shannon diversity at the nearest two downstream stations did not
return to pre-construction levels (and no statistical analysis is shown).

Specific taxa appeared not to return to pre-construction conditions at
downstream stations, including several stonefly (Alloperla, Eucapnosis,
Nemoura) and caddisfly (Rhycophila) taxa.

This suggests the limits of some of the response indicators (e.g., richness,
diversity) when examined alone without knowledge of specific taxa responses.

e Young, R.J., & Mackie, G. L. (1991). Effect of oil pipeline construction on the benthic
invertebrate community structure of Hodgson Creek, Northwest Territories. Canadian
Journal of Zoology, 69(8), 2154-2160. https://doi.org/10.1139/291-301

O

Effects of pipeline construction on Hodgson Creek, Northwest Territories,
Canada.

Sampled macroinvertebrates and other variables at two upstream stations
(350m and 450 m upstream of pipeline) and three downstream stations (100,
200, and 450 m downstream of pipeline) for three months pre-construction
(June, Aug, Oct) and in ten-day intervals in the spring following construction
(focus was on ice-free season).

Differences in species richness or density between upstream and downstream
reaches were not detected using analysis of covariance up to approximately nine
months post construction.




https://doi.org/10.1139/z91-301





o Likely that flushing events between construction and post-construction sampling
moved sediment out of downstream sampling reaches.

o Authors do not consistently or quantitatively report responses of specific taxa
and unclear if individual taxa responses were examined in detail.

OTHER IMPACTS DISCUSSED

Kaller, M.D. and W.E. Kelso. (2006). Effects of a small-scale clearing on habitat and
macroinvertebrates of a coastal bottomland stream in Louisiana. The Southwestern
Naturalist, 51(2), 143-151.

o Examined effect of small-scale clearing for pipeline crossing on stream habitat,
macroinvertebrates and other variables in a third-order stream in southwestern
Louisiana.

o Sampled three reaches: one upstream 100m, one within clearing and one
downstream 100m.

o Temperature was significantly higher and dissolved oxygen, woody debris, fine
organic detritus (among other variables) were significantly lower at the clearing
location compared to upstream and downstream locations.

o One dipteran genus (Bezzia) had significantly lower density in the clearing
location.

o Concluded that biological effects were minimal for the small scale of the clearing
but cautions that multiple small-scale clearings across a watershed could have
negative impacts on macroinvertebrate communities.

SELECTED ARTICLES ON STREAM RESTORATION, FOCUSED ON RECENT META-ANALYSES AND

REVIEWS

Al Zankana et al. 2020 - How strong is the evidence — based on macroinvertebrate
community responses — that river restoration works?
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1642359319301491

Ernst, A.G., Warren, D.R. and Baldigo, B.P. (2012), Natural-channel-design restorations
that changed geomorphology have little effect on macroinvertebrate communities in
headwater streams. Restoration Ecology, 20: 532-540. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1526-
100X.2011.00790.x

Miller, S.W., Budy, P. and Schmidt, J.C. (2010), Quantifying macroinvertebrate responses
to in-stream habitat restoration: applications of meta-analysis to river restoration.
Restoration Ecology, 18: 8-19. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1526-100X.2009.00605.x
England J, Angelopoulos N, Cooksley S, Dodd J, Gill A, Gilvear D, Johnson M, Naura M,
O’Hare M, Tree A, et al. Best practices for monitoring and assessing the ecological
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response to river restoration. Water. 2021; 13(23):3352.
https://doi.org/10.3390/w13233352

e Phil Roni, Karrie Hanson & Tim Beechie (2008) Global review of the physical and
biological effectiveness of stream habitat rehabilitation techniques. North American
Journal of Fisheries Management, 28:3, 856-890, DOI: 10.1577/M06-169.1

e Bond, N.R. and Lake, P.S. (2003), Local habitat restoration in streams: Constraints on the
effectiveness of restoration for stream biota. Ecological Management & Restoration, 4:
193-198. https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1442-8903.2003.00156.x

Ashley H. Moerke, Kerry J. Gerard, Jo A. Latimore, Ronald A. Hellenthal, and Gary A. Lamberti.
2004. Restoration of an Indiana, USA, stream: bridging the gap between basic and applied lotic
ecology. Journal of the North American Benthological Society 2004 23:3, 647-660.
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/abs/10.1899/0887-
3593(2004)023%3C0647:ROAIUS%3E2.0.CO;27casa_token=le4)WmR8 aEAAAAA:4egzqoUTr8tQ
Ttj-kf- AKls2luYgklgWkYW4RjU-R9QzcX3LDDE-yD7DVdo2V4P6EdJVIYE3pg5
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REGION 5
CHICAGO, IL 60604

January 25, 2024
Via Email

Mr. Joe McGaver

Manager Environment Projects
Enbridge, Inc.

11 East Superior Street, Suite 125
Duluth, Minnesota 55802

Dear Mr. McGaver:

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed Version: 3 of Enbridge’s Water
Quality Monitoring Plan for the Line 5 Wisconsin Segment Relocation Project, dated

November 20, 2023. Please see the enclosure with the Agency’s comments. EPA requests that Enbridge
provide written responses to these comments by February 9, 2023.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact Melissa Blankenship at
312-886-9641 or blankenship.melissa@epa.gov.

Sincerely,

1/25/2024a

> David Pfeifer

Signed by: DAVID PFEIFER

David Pfeifer
Manager, Watersheds and Wetlands Branch

ENCLOSURE

EPA Comments on Enbridge “Water Quality Monitoring Plan Line 5 Wisconsin Segment Relocation
Project” (Version: 3)

ecc:  Bill Sande, St. Paul District ACOE, (William.M.Sande@usace.army.mil)
Rebecca Graser, St. Paul District ACOE, (Rebecca.M.Graser@usace.army.mil)
Naomi Tillison, Bad River Tribe, (nrdirector@badriver-nsn.gov)
Jessica Strand, Bad River Tribe, (environmental@badriver-nsn.gov)
Greg Pils, Wisconsin DNR, (Gregory.Pils@wisconsin.gov)
Macaulay Haller, Wisconsin DNR, (Macaulay.Haller@wisconsin.gov)
Adam Mednick, Wisconsin DNR, (Adamc.Mednick@wisconsin.gov)










