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120003950 

February 26, 2021 

VIA ELECTRONIC FILING 

Rosemary Chiavetta, Secretary 
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission 
Commonwealth Keystone Building 
400 North Street, 2nd Floor 
Harrisburg, PA  17120 

Re: Glen Riddle Station, L.P. v. Sunoco Pipeline L.P.; Docket No. C-2020-3023129 

Dear Secretary Chiavetta: 

Enclosed for electronic filing is the Motion of Glen Riddle Station, L.P., to Dismiss the Objections 
of Sunoco Pipeline L.P. and Compel Responses in the above-referenced matter.  If you have any 
questions with regard to this filing, please do not hesitate to contact me.  Thank you. 

Respectfully, 

Samuel W. Cortes 

SWC:jcc 
Enclosure 

cc: Per Certificate of Service 
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
BEFORE THE  

PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 

GLEN RIDDLE STATION, L.P., 
Complainant, 

v. 

SUNOCO PIPELINE L.P., 
Respondent. 

:
:
:
:
:
:
:

DOCKET NO. C-2020-3023129 

NOTICE TO PLEAD 

TO:  Sunoco Pipeline L.P. 

Pursuant to 52 Pa. Code § 5.342, you are hereby notified that Glen Riddle Stations, L.P., 

has filed a Motion to Dismiss the Objections of Sunoco Pipeline L.P. at the above-referenced 

docket to which you may file an answer within five (5) days.  Your failure to answer will allow 

the ALJ to rule on the Motion without a response from you, thereby requiring no other proof.  

All pleadings such as an Answer to this Motion must be filed with the Secretary of the 

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, Rosemary Chiavetta. 

FOX ROTHSCHILD LLP 

February 26, 2021 By: 

Samuel W. Cortes, Esquire 
Attorney ID No. 91494 
Attorneys for Complainant 
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
BEFORE THE  

PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 

GLEN RIDDLE STATION, L.P., 
Complainant, 

v. 

SUNOCO PIPELINE L.P., 
Respondent. 

:
:
:
:
:
:
:

DOCKET NO. C-2020-3023129 

MOTION OF GLEN RIDDLE STATION, L.P., TO DISMISS  
THE OBJECTIONS OF SUNOCO PIPELINE L.P. AND COMPEL RESPONSES 

Glen Riddle Station, L.P. (“Complainant”), by and through its counsel, Fox Rothschild 

LLP, pursuant to 52 Pa. Code § 5.342, file this Motion to Dismiss the Objections of Sunoco 

Pipeline L.P. (“Sunoco” or “Respondent”) and Compel Responses (the “Motion”) to certain 

interrogatories and requests for production of documents propounded by Complainant.  

Specifically, Respondent objected to Complainant’s Instructions and Definitions, Interrogatory 

No. 19, and Request for Production of Document Nos. 1, 29, 36, and 37.  Complainant respectfully 

requests that the ALJ dismiss Respondent’s objections and compel Respondent to answer 

Interrogatory No. 19 and Request for Production of Document Nos. 1, 29, 36, and 37. 

In support, Complainant states as follows: 

I.  BACKGROUND 

1. On December 2, 2020, Complainant filed its Complaint in this action, arising out 

of Respondent’s construction of pipeline on Complainant’s property (the “Property”).   

2. In its Complaint, Complainant alleges that Respondent’s conduct fails to comply 

with previous requirements of the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (the “Commission”) 

regarding a public awareness plan and standard operating procedures.  Complainant further alleges 

that Respondent’s construction of the Pipeline violates the Public Utility Code and raises serious 
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public safety concerns, including, but not limited to, parking and traffic safety concerns, unsafe 

work site concerns, failure to follow government-mandated pandemic safety protocols, failure to 

communicate regarding a potentially hazardous leak, and structural and storm drainage concerns, 

among other things.   

3. On February 5, 2021, Complainant served Respondent with Interrogatories and 

Requests for Documents on Sunoco Pipeline L.P. – Set I, which are attached as Exhibit A. 

4. On February 16, 2021, Respondent served its objections to Complainant’s 

Interrogatories and Requests for Documents, which are attached as Exhibit B. 

5. Respondent objects to Complainant’s Instructions and Definitions, Interrogatory 

No. 19, and Document Request Nos. 1, 29, 36, and 37.   

6. As set forth herein, Respondent’s objections are meritless.  Complainant, therefore, 

respectfully requests that the ALJ dismiss Respondent’s objections and compel Respondent to 

fully respond to Interrogatory No. 19 and produce all documents responsive to Document Request 

Nos. 1, 29, 36, and 37. 

II. LEGAL STANDARD 

7. Under the Commission’s regulations, a party may obtain discovery regarding any 

matter, not privileged, which is relevant to the subject matter involved in the pending action.  

See 52 Pa. Code § 5.321(c).  It is not ground for objection that the information sought will be 

inadmissible at hearing if the information sought appears reasonably calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence.  Id.  The Commission applies the relevancy test liberally. 

See Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission v. The Peoples Natural Gas Company, 62 Pa. PUC 

56 (Aug. 26, 1986).  Not only is the relevancy test liberally applied, but any doubts regarding the 

relevancy of subject matter should be resolved in favor of relevancy.  Koken v. One Beacon Ins. 
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Co., 911 A.2d 1021, 1025 (Pa. Commw. Ct. 2006).  The burden of proof lies with the party 

challenging the relevance of discovery.  Id. 

III. THE ALJ SHOULD DISMISS THE OBJECTIONS AND COMPEL ANSWERS 

8. As set forth herein, the Court should dismiss Respondent’s objections to 

(A) Complainant’s Instructions and Definitions, because the definitions to which Respondent 

objects are identical to the definitions used by Respondent in its own discovery requests and 

Respondent’s request for a protective order is untimely and improper; (B) Interrogatory No. 19, 

because payments (including, but not limited to, fines, penalties, or administrative expenses) made 

by Respondent to the Township are reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of further 

evidence of Respondent’s unsafe practices, (C) Document Request No. 1 because Respondent’s 

objections to the use of the phrase “related to” is frivolous and in bad faith, (D) Document Request 

No. 29 because documents relating to Respondent’s erosion and sediment control permits are 

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of evidence regarding Respondent’s unsafe 

practices, (E) Document Requests No. 36 and 37 because Respondent’s communications with the 

Township are reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

A. The ALJ Should Dismiss Respondent’s Objections To Complainant’s 
Instructions And Definitions. 

9. First, the ALJ should dismiss Respondent’s objections to Complainant’s 

Instructions and Definitions because they are consistent with the Commission’s regulations 

regarding discovery at 42 Pa. Code § 5.321 et seq. 

10. Second, the ALJ should dismiss Respondent’s objections to the production of 

“proprietary, confidential, highly confidential or confidential security information.”   

11. Pursuant to 52 Pa. Code § 5.365(c)(4), “[p]rior to the issuance of a protective order, 

a party may not refuse to provide information which the party reasonably believes to be proprietary 
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to a party who agrees to treat the information as if it were covered by a protective order until the 

presiding officer or the Commission issues the order or determines that issuance of the order would 

not be appropriate.”  Id.  “The party claiming the privilege shall file a petition for protective order 

under subsection (a) within 14 days of the date the request for information was received.”  Id.  The 

use of “shall” in 52 Pa. Code § 5.365(c)(4) renders it a mandatory, non-waivable, statutory 

obligation.  In re Canvass of Absentee Ballots of November 4, 2003 General Election, 843 A.2d 

1223, 1231 (Pa. 2004) (holding, the word “shall” in statutes carries an imperative or mandatory 

meaning). 

12. Here, more than 14 days have passed since Complainant served Respondent with 

the Interrogatories and Document Requests.   

13. Respondent has not filed a petition for protective order.   

14. Accordingly, pursuant to 52 Pa. Code § 5.365(c)(4), Respondent cannot refuse to 

respond to Complainant’s discovery requests on the basis of confidentiality or propriety. 

15. Moreover, Complainant objects to Respondent’s proposed protective order (the 

“Proposed Protective Order,” attached as Exhibit C) because it unfairly prejudices Complainant’s 

rights to discovery.  Specifically, the Proposed Protective Order grants Respondent discretion in 

determining what discovery can be reviewed by Complainant’s representatives, without providing 

Complainant with sufficient or timely means to challenge Respondent’s confidentiality 

designations.   

16. Third, the ALJ should dismiss Respondent’s objections to Complainant’s definition 

of the word “document.”   

17. Respondent objects to Complainant’s definition of “document,” to the extent it 

includes any (1) prior drafts of a responsive document, (2) handwritten notes, notations, records, 
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or recordings of any responsive conversations, or (3) materials and documents that were created 

in preparation of litigation. 

18. Drafts of responsive documents are clearly discoverable.  See 52 Pa. Code § 5.321 

(“[A] party may obtain discovery regarding any matter, not privileged, which is relevant to the 

subject matter involved in the pending action … including … any books, documents, or other 

tangible things”).   

19. In fact, in its own Instructions and Definitions, Respondent directs Complainant to 

produce all drafts of written documents.  [See Respondent’s Interrogatories and Request for 

Production of Documents Directed to Complainant, attached as Exhibit D, ¶ 11 (defining 

“Document” as “the original and all drafts of all written and graphic matter, however produced or 

reproduced, of any kind or description, whether or not sent or received, and all copies thereof 

which are different in any way from the original…”). 

20. Similarly, handwritten notes, notations, records, or recordings of conversations are 

clearly discoverable and are also included within Respondent’s own definition of “document.”  See 

52 Pa. Code § 5.321; [Respondent’s Interrogatories and Request for Production of Documents 

Directed to Complainant, ¶ 11 (defining “Document” to include, among other things, “record or 

recording or summary of any telephone or other conversation, or of any interview, or of any 

conference…”)]. 

21. Finally, Respondent objects to Claimant’s Instructions and Definitions, arguing that 

“[t]o the extent that any document or other material was prepared in anticipation or preparation of 

litigation, such materials are privileged and exempt from discovery.”  [Respondent’s Objections, 

p. 3].  Respondent is incorrect.  Pursuant to 52 Pa. Code § 5.323, “a party may obtain discovery of 

any matter discoverable under § 5.321(b) (relating to scope) even though prepared in anticipation 
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of litigation or hearing by or for another party or by or for that other party’s representative, 

including his attorney, consultant, surety, indemnitor, insurer or agent.”  Id.  To the extent that 

documents and information responsive to Complainant’s discovery requests include material 

protected from disclosure by the attorney-client privilege or work product doctrine, Respondent 

should identify such material on a privilege log consistent with the Commission’s regulations and 

the Pennsylvania Rules of Civil Procedure. 

B. The ALJ Should Dismiss Respondent’s Objections To Interrogatory No. 19. 

22. Respondent objected to Interrogatory No. 19, which states:  “Identify all monies 

that Sunoco has paid to the Township in addition to the $1.8 Million identified in the Letter 

Agreement between Sunoco and the Township dated September 26, 2016, and the purpose of each 

such payment.”   

23. Respondent objected to Interrogatory No. 19 on the basis that “[w]hether 

[Respondent] paid monies to the Township and the amount of any such payments has nothing to 

do with the allegations in this proceeding – whether [Respondent’s] construction on Complainant’s 

property and communications with Complainant comply with the Public Utility Code.” 

24. Complainant clearly is entitled to discovery on whether Respondent made any 

payments to the Township (including, but not limited to, fines, penalties, or administrative 

expenses) relating to Respondent’s unsafe practices.  Accordingly, Interrogatory No. 19, which 

directs Respondent to identify any payments made to the Township, is reasonably calculated to 

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.   

25. Moreover, pursuant to the Letter Agreement between Sunoco and the Township 

dated September 26, 2016, Respondent agreed to reimburse the Township for “all reasonable and 

documented expenses incurred in conjunction with the Easements including, but not limited to, 
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legal fees (including, but not limited to, for the negotiation of the Easements, the review and 

drafting of any and all documents associated with the Easements, attendance at public and private 

meetings, and litigation costs and expenses incurred including in opposing the injunction filed 

against the Township in conjunction with the Easements) engineering fees (including, but not 

limited to, for the negotiation, review and drafting of documents associated with the Easements, 

and oversight of the construction and restoration of the Easements and Township property and 

roads), consultant costs and expenses (including, but not limited to, the charges of all appraisers), 

and administrative costs and fees.”  [See Letter Agreement, attached as Exhibit E, ¶ 7].  

Respondent further agreed to reimburse the Township for all reasonable and documented expenses 

associated with the oversight of any maintenance, repairs and/or replacement of the Pipelines and 

the use of the Easements.”  [Id.].   

26. If Respondent made payments to the Township consistent with the Letter 

Agreement, including, but not limited to, fines, penalties, or administrative expenses, such 

payments may relate to or establish, in and of themselves, Respondent’s unsafe practices.  

[See Letter Agreement, ¶ 7].   

27. Complainant is, therefore, entitled to discovery on such payments, because they are 

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence regarding Respondent’s 

unsafe practices and the serious public safety concerns addressed in the Complaint.  See 52 Pa. 

Code § 5.321(c) 
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C. The ALJ Should Dismiss Respondent’s Objections To Document Request No. 
1. 

28. Respondent objected to Document Request No. 1, which states “All documents 

and/or communications identified in, used to respond to, referenced by, or related to Sunoco’s 

answers to the Interrogatories and/or the Complaint filed by Glen Riddle.” 

29. Respondent objected to Document Request No. 1 on the basis that the phrase 

“related to” is overbroad and unduly burdensome.   

30. Again, Respondent objects to Complainant’s discovery, despite serving the exact 

same requests on Complainant.  [See Respondent’s Document Requests No. 1 (“All documents 

and/or communications identified in, used to respond to, referenced by, or related to Glen Riddle’s 

answers to the Interrogatories”); No. 2 (“All documents and/or communications identified in, 

referenced by, or related to Glen Riddle’s Complaint.”)].   

31. Respondent’s objections are meritless and amount to nothing more than discovery 

gamesmanship.  Accordingly, the ALJ should compel Respondent to respond fully to Document 

Request No. 1. 

D. The ALJ Should Dismiss Respondent’s Objections To Document Request No. 
29. 

32. Respondent objected to Document Request No. 29, which states:  “All document, 

communications, and information regarding Sunoco’s Chapter 103 Erosion and Sediment Control, 

including, but not limited to, permits.”   

33. Contrary to Respondent’s objections, Request No. 29 is reasonably calculated to 

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  The ALJ previously determined that issues relating 

to permitting are relevant as they may demonstrate that Respondent is engaging in unsafe practices.  

[See ALJ Order on Respondent’s Preliminary Objections, p. 7 (“To the extent that [Respondent] 
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may be found to have violated municipal law, face covering mandates or environmental 

regulations by a court that has jurisdiction to hear such claims, or the easement pertains to a utility 

issue such as inspection of structures and water piping, then such a finding may be used to 

demonstrate that [Respondent] is also violating the Public Utility Code by providing unsafe 

service.”)].   

34. Complainant shall limit this discovery request on all documents relating to 

Respondent’s Chapter 102 Erosion and Sediment Control that relate in any way to the subject 

Property in an effort to expedite this matter.   

35. Accordingly, Complainant respectfully requests that the ALJ dismiss Respondent’s 

objections to Document Request No. 29 and compel Respondent to produce all responsive 

documents. 

E. The ALJ Should Dismiss Respondent’s Objections To Document Requests No. 
36 And 37. 

36. In Document Requests No. 36 and 37, Complainant seeks all documents and 

communications between the Township and Respondent regarding the Property, payments made 

by Respondent to the Township, work conducted by Respondent within the Township, and issues 

of safety.  [See Document Request No. 36 (“All communications by and between James R. 

Flandreau, Esquire [the Township’s solicitor], or any of his partners or associates, and Duane 

Morris LLP [Respondent’s counsel], relating in any way to Sunoco or the Property.”); No. 37 (“All 

communications by and between Sunoco and any of its representatives, including, but not limited 

to, Energy Transfer Partners and Duane Morris LLP, on the one hand, and the Township or any 

representatives of the Township, including, but not limited to, legal counsel, engineers, officials, 

council members, and the Township Manager, on the other, relating to work in the Township, 

payments, safety, and/or the Property.”)]. 
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37. Respondent objects to these Document Requests on the basis that they are “not 

relevant to what is at issue in the Complaint – whether [Respondent’s] construction on 

Complainant’s property and communications with Complainant comply with the Public Utility 

Code.”  [Respondent’s Objections, pp. 5-6].  

38. The standard for discovery is not relevance – it is whether the request is reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  See 52 Pa. Code § 5.321(c) (“It is not 

ground for objection that the information sought will be inadmissible at hearing if the information 

sought appears reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.”). 

39. To the extent that the Township and Respondent are communicating with respect 

to the Property, the pipeline, or safety concerns, those communications are clearly calculated to 

lead to the discovery of relevant and admissible evidence relating to the serious public safety 

concerns raised in Complainant’s Complaint.   

40. Complainant, therefore, respectfully requests that the ALJ dismiss Respondent’s 

objections and compel Respondent to produce all documents responsive to Requests No. 36 and 

37. 

IV. CERTIFICATION

41. The undersigned counsel certifies that on February 26, 2021, he wrote to 

Respondent’s counsel in an attempt to meet and confer and resolve Respondent’s objections.  

Counsel for the parties intend to speak to potentially resolve certain of these objections early next 

week.  The undersigned counsel will withdraw or modify this Motion as appropriate following that 

conference.   
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V. CONCLUSION 

WHEREFORE, for all of the foregoing reasons, Administrative Law Judge Joel Cheskis 

should overrule Respondent’s objections to Complainant’s Definitions and Instructions, 

Interrogatory No. 19, and Request for Production of Document Nos. 1, 29, 36, and 37 and should 

compel Respondent to expeditiously answer Interrogatory No. 19 and Request for Production of 

Document Nos. 1, 29, 36, and 37. 

Respectfully submitted, 

FOX ROTHSCHILD LLP 

February 26, 2021 By: 

Samuel W. Cortes, Esquire 
Attorney ID No. 91494 
Attorneys for Complainant 
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
BEFORE THE  

PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 

GLEN RIDDLE STATION, L.P., 
Complainant, 

v. 

SUNOCO PIPELINE L.P., 
Respondent. 

:
:
:
:
:
:
:

DOCKET NO. C-2020-3023129 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that, on February 26, 2021, I served a true and correct copy of the foregoing 

Motion to Dismiss Objections and Compel Responses, upon the persons listed below and by the 

methods set forth below, in accordance with the requirements of 52 Pa. Code § 1.54 (relating to 

service by a party): 

Email 
Thomas J. Sniscak, Esquire 
Whitney E. Snyder, Esquire 

Hawke, McKeon & Sniscak LLP 
100 North Tenth Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17101 

TJSniscak@hmslegal.com 
WESnyder@hmslegal.com 

Samuel W. Cortes, Esquire 



EXHIBIT A 



Eagleview Corporate Center 

747 Constitution Drive 

Suite 100 

Exton, PA 19341-0673 

Tel (610) 458-7500  Fax (610) 458-7337 

www.foxrothschild.com 

SAMUEL W. CORTES

Direct No:  610.458.4966 
Email: SCortes@FoxRothschild.com 

119332897 

February 5, 2021 

VIA ELECTRONIC FILING 

Rosemary Chiavetta, Secretary 
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission 
Commonwealth Keystone Building 
400 North Street, 2nd Floor 
Harrisburg, PA  17120 

Re: Glen Riddle Station, L.P. v. Sunoco Pipeline L.P.; Docket No. C-2020-3023129 

Dear Secretary Chiavetta: 

Enclosed for electronic filing is the Certificate of Service regarding Interrogatories and Requests 
for Production of Documents Directed to Sunoco Pipeline L.P., - Set I, in the above-referenced 
matter.  If you have any questions with regard to this filing, please do not hesitate to contact me.  
Thank you. 

Respectfully, 

Samuel W. Cortes 

SWC:jcc 
Enclosure 

cc: Per Certificate of Service 
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
BEFORE THE  

PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 

GLEN RIDDLE STATION, L.P., 
Complainant, 

v. 

SUNOCO PIPELINE L.P., 
Respondent.

:
:
:
:
:
:
:

DOCKET C-2020-3023129

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that I have, on this 5th day of February, 2021, served a true copy of 

Glen Riddle Station, L.P.’s Interrogatories and Requests for Documents on Sunoco Pipeline L.P. 

– Set I upon the participants and by the methods set forth below, in accordance with the 

requirements of 52 Pa. Code § 1.54, as indicated below: 

Email and First Class U.S. Mail 
Thomas J. Sniscak, Esquire 
Whitney E. Snyder, Esquire 

Hawke, McKeon & Sniscak LLP 
100 North Tenth Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17101 

Samuel W. Cortes, Esquire 



Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
BEFORE THE  

PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 

GLEN RIDDLE STATION, L.P., 
Complainant, 

v. 

SUNOCO PIPELINE L.P., 
Respondent.

:
:
:
:
:
:
:

DOCKET C-2020-3023129

GLEN RIDDLE STATION, L.P.’S INTERROGATORIES AND REQUEST 
FOR DOCUMENTS DIRECTED TO SUNOCO PIPELINE L.P. – SET I 

Pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. § 333 and 52 Pa. Code § 5.341, et seq., Glen Riddle Station, L.P. 

(“Glen Riddle”) by and through the undersigned counsel, hereby propounds its Interrogatories and 

Request for Production of Documents upon Sunoco Pipeline L.P. (“Sunoco”) – Set I. 

DEFINITIONS 

1. The “Responding Party,” “you,” or “your” means the party to which these 

interrogatories and requests for documents are propounded and/or all agents, affiliates, employees, 

consultants, and representatives acting on behalf of the Responding Party. 

2. “Commission” means the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission. 

3. “Glen Riddle” means Glen Riddle Station, L.P. 

4. “Sunoco” means Sunoco Pipeline L.P., including, but not limited to, all other 

persons and/or entities acting for or on behalf of it (e.g. Energy Transfer Partners and Duane Morris 

LLP). 

5. “Property” means Glen Riddle Station Apartments in Middletown Township, 

Delaware County, Pennsylvania, Tax Parcel ID No. 27-00-00780-00. 

6. “Township” means Middletown Township, Delaware County. 
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7. “Pipeline Project” means Sunoco’s Mariner East 2 pipeline project including, 

without limitation, Sunoco’s work at the Property.  

8. To “identify” a natural personal means to state that person’s full name, title or 

position, employers, last known address, and last known telephone number. 

9. To “identify” a business entity means to state the full name of such business, the 

form of the business, and its location or address. 

10. To “identify” a “document” means to provide all of the following information 

irrespective of whether the document is deemed privileged or subject to any claim of privilege: 

A. The title or other means of identification of each such document; 

B. The date of each such document; 

C. The author, preparer or signer of each such document; and 

D. A description of the subject matter of such document sufficient to permit an 

understanding of its contents and importance to the testimony or position being examined and the 

present or last know location of the document.  The specific nature of the document should also 

be stated (e.g., letter, business record, memorandum, computer print-out, etc.). 

In lieu of “identifying” any document, it shall be deemed a sufficient compliance with these 

interrogatories to attach a copy of each such document to the answers hereto and reference said 

document to the particular interrogatory to which the document is responsive. 

11. “Document” means the original and all drafts of all written and graphic matter, 

however produced or reproduced, of any kind or description, whether or not sent or received, and 

all copies thereof which are different in any way from the original (whether by interlineation, date-

stamp, notarization, indication of copies sent or received, or otherwise), including without 

limitation, any paper, book, account, photograph, blueprint, drawing, sketch, schematic, 



3 
118517964.v8 

agreement, contract, memorandum, press release, circular, advertising material, correspondence, 

letter, telegram, telex, object, report, opinion, investigation, record, transcript, hearing, meeting, 

study, notation, working paper, summary, intra-office communication, diary, chart, minutes, index 

sheet, computer software, computer-generated records or files, however stored, check, check stub, 

delivery ticket, bill of lading, invoice, record or recording or summary of any telephone or other 

conversation, or of any interview or of any conference, or any other written, recorded, transcribed, 

punched, taped, filmed, or graphic matter of which the Responding Party has or has had possession, 

custody or control, or of which the Responding Party has knowledge. 

12. “Communication” means any manner or form of information or message 

transmission, however produced or reproduced, whether as a document as herein defined, or orally 

or otherwise, which is made, distributed, or circulated between or among persons, or data storage 

or processing units. 

13. “Date” means the exact day, month, and year, if ascertainable, or if not, the best 

approximation thereof. 

14. “Person” refers to, without limiting the generality of its meaning, every natural 

person, agent, broker, consultant, corporation, partnership, association (whether formally 

organized or ad hoc), joint venture, unit operation, cooperative, municipality, commission, 

governmental body or agency, or any other group or organization. 

INSTRUCTIONS 

1. Items referred to in the singular include those in the plural, and items referred to in 

the plural include those in the singular. 

2. Items referred to in the masculine include those in the feminine, and items referred 

to in the feminine include those in the masculine. 
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3. The answers provided should first restate the question asked and identify the 

person(s) supplying the information. 

4. In answering the interrogatories, the Responding Party is requested to furnish all 

information that is available to the Responding Party, including information in the possession of 

the Responding Party’s attorneys, agents, consultants, or investigators, and not merely such 

information of the Responding Party’s own knowledge.  If any of the interrogatories cannot be 

answered in full after exercising due diligence to secure the requested information, please so state 

and answer to the extent possible, specifying the Responding Party’s inability to answer the 

remainder, and stating whatever information the Responding Party has concerning the unanswered 

portions.  If the Responding Party’s answer is qualified in any particular, please set forth the details 

of such qualification. 

5. If the Responding Party objects to providing any document requested on any 

ground, identify such document by describing it as set forth in these instructions and definitions 

and state the basis of the objection. 

6. If the Responding Party objects to part of an interrogatory and refuses to answer 

that part, state the Responding Party’s objection and answer the remaining portion of that 

interrogatory.  If the Responding Party objects to the scope or time period of an interrogatory and 

refuses to answer for that scope or time period, state the Responding Party’s objection and answer 

the interrogatory for the scope or time period that the Responding Party believes is appropriate. 

7. If, in connection with an interrogatory, the Responding Party contends that any 

information, otherwise subject to discovery, is covered by either the attorney-client privilege, the 

so-called “attorneys’ work product doctrine,” or any other privilege or doctrine, then specify the 

general subject matter of the information and the basis to support each such objection. 
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8. If any information is withheld on grounds of privilege or other protection from 

disclosure, provide the following information:  (a) every person to whom such information has 

been communicated and from whom such information has learned; (b) the nature and subject 

matter of the information; and, (c) the basis on which the privilege or other protection from 

disclosure is claimed. 

9. The interrogatories are continuing and the Responding Party is obliged to change, 

supplement and correct all answers given to conform to new or changing information. 

10. The Responding Party should include a verification in accordance with 52 Pa. Code 

§ 1.36. 

INTERROGATORIES FROM GLEN RIDDLE TO SUNOCO – SET 1 

1. Identify any policies and/or procedures Sunoco has in place relating to safety of its 

construction activities for the Pipeline Project, including, without limitation, Sunoco’s 

construction at the Property.  

ANSWER:

2. Identify Sunoco’s safety plan, if any, for Sunoco’s work at Glen Riddle.  

ANSWER: 

3. Identify all information, whether written or otherwise, Sunoco has provided to any 

of the Glen Riddle Residents relating to the Property or work at the Property.  

ANSWER: 

4. Identify any communications by and between Sunoco, or any of its representatives, 

on the one hand, and any of the Glen Riddle Residents, on the other, relating to the Property or 

work at the Property.  For each communication, please state the following:  

a. The purpose of the communication; 

b. The party initiating the communication; 
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c. The date of the communication; 

d. The substance of the communication; and 

e. The outcome and/or result of the communication. 

ANSWER: 

5. Identify all actions taken by Sunoco to ensure that Sunoco’s construction at the 

Property will be in compliance with Sunoco’s Public Awareness Plan, which is attached to the 

Complaint as Exhibit B. 

ANSWER:  

6. Identify all actions taken by Sunoco to ensure Sunoco’s safe installation of sound 

walls at the Property. 

ANSWER:

7. Identify the levels of sound that the sound wall plan for the Property was created to 

abate. 

ANSWER:

8. Identify what loads the sound walls at the Property are built to withstand. 

ANSWER:

9. Identify how Sunoco measures noise decibels for safety and specifically what levels 

Sunoco considers safe or acceptable. 

ANSWER: 

10. Identify all actions taken by Sunoco to ensure Sunoco’s work does not obstruct any 

ingress and egress to emergency exit points at the Property. 

ANSWER:
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11. Identify all actions taken by Sunoco to ensure Sunoco’s work does not obstruct 

emergency access throughout the Property. 

ANSWER: 

12. Identify all actions taken by Sunoco to ensure Sunoco’s work at the Property will 

provide for reasonable and safe directing of traffic.  

ANSWER: 

13. Identify all actions taken by Sunoco to ensure for the safe operation of large 

vehicles and equipment at the Property. 

ANSWER: 

14. Identify all traffic safety plans Sunoco has in place in connection with its work at 

the Property.  

ANSWER:

15. Identify all pedestrian safety plans Sunoco has in place at the Property. 

ANSWER: 

16. Identify all actions taken by Sunoco to ensure Sunoco’s work at the Property will 

not disrupt the safe and orderly pick up of Glen Riddle’s schoolchildren including, without 

limitation, those children utilizing the Rose Tree Media School District’s busing system. 

ANSWER:  

17. Identify all actions taken by Sunoco to ensure Sunoco’s work at the Property is 

appropriately and adequately marked and closed off to put Glen Riddle and the Glen Riddle 

Residents on notice of the same.   

ANSWER:  
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18. Identify all actions Sunoco has taken to ensure Sunoco’s coverage of storm drain 

grates at the Property will not negatively impact the Property and/or create safety hazards for the 

Property and the Glen Riddle Residents.  

ANSWER: 

19. Identify all monies that Sunoco has paid to the Township in addition to the 

$1.8 Million identified in the Letter Agreement between Sunoco and the Township dated 

September 26, 2016, and the purpose of each such payment. 

ANSWER: 

20. Identify all visual and sound mitigation efforts at the Property. 

ANSWER: 

21. Identify if and how Sunoco’s sound walls at the Property were installed within the 

Township’s desired and approved limit of disturbance. 

ANSWER:
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REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF 
DOCUMENTS FROM GLEN RIDDLE TO SUNOCO – SET 1 

1. All documents and/or communications identified in, used to respond to, referenced 

by, or related to Sunoco’s answers to the Interrogatories and/or the Complaint filed by Glen Riddle.  

RESPONSE: 

2. All documents, communications, and information relating to the safety of Sunoco’s 

operations at the Property.   

RESPONSE:

3. All documents, communications, information, and plans Sunoco has submitted to 

the Township relating to the Property. 

RESPONSE: 

4. All engineer drawings submitted by Sunoco to the Township for work on or around 

the Property. 

RESPONSE: 

5. All zoning and subdivision and land development applications and submissions 

submitted by Sunoco to the Township, including, but not limited to, E&S plan(s) and detail(s), if 

any. 

RESPONSE:

6. Any and all grading and erosion permits including supporting documentation 

prepared by or for Sunoco or the Township relating to the Property. 

RESPONSE:

7. Any and all grading permit(s) or plan(s) for the Property, including, but not limited 

to, supporting documentation. 

RESPONSE: 
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8. All documents, communications, and information relating to Sunoco’s planned 

work at the Property, including, without limitation, a work schedule and safety protocols. 

RESPONSE: 

9. All documents, communications, and information relating to Sunoco’s installation 

of sound barriers at the Property. 

RESPONSE:

10. All documents, communications, and information related to sounds and vibration 

from all work sources at the Property, including, without limitation, trenching, shoring, drilling, 

generators, soil separation, and hauling. 

RESPONSE.

11. Any and all plans, certifications, reviews, frequencies assessed, or other 

information regarding the creation of the sound wall configurations and specific barrier material(s) 

used by or for Sunoco for the Property. 

RESPONSE.

12. Any and all applications or requests submitted to the Township by Sunoco with 

respect to the sound walls or grading and review letters received from the Township. 

RESPONSE. 

13. All documents, communications, and information relating to Sunoco’s traffic safety 

plan for the Property, if any. 

RESPONSE: 
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14. All documents, communications, and information relating to Sunoco’s compliance 

or noncompliance with Sunoco’s Public Awareness Plan (attached to Glen Riddle’s Complaint as 

Exhibit B) in connection with Sunoco’s work at the Property.  

RESPONSE:  

15. All documents, communications, and information relating to Sunoco’s plans to 

provide for reasonable and safe directing of traffic at the Property, if any.  

RESPONSE: 

16. All documents, communications, and information relating to Sunoco’s plans to 

ensure the safe operation of its vehicles and equipment at the Property, if any. 

RESPONSE: 

17. All documents, communications, and information relating to Sunoco’s plans to 

ensure the safe and orderly pick up and drop-off of Glen Riddle’s schoolchildren, if any.  

RESPONSE: 

18. All documents, communications, and information relating to Sunoco’s plans to 

ensure its workspace at the Property is appropriately closed off.  

RESPONSE: 

19. All documents, communications, and information relating to Sunoco’s reporting of 

the November 27, 2020 leak to any parties.  

RESPONSE: 

20. A copy of Sunoco’s Preparedness, Prevention and Contingency Plan. 

RESPONSE: 



12 
118517964.v8 

21. All documents, communications, and information provided by Sunoco to the 

community surrounding the Property as set forth in its Public Awareness Plan (attached to the 

Complaint as Exhibit B). 

RESPONSE: 

22. All documents relating to communications Sunoco has had with the Glen Riddle 

Residents regarding any hazards posed to the Glen Riddle Residents and prevention measures 

Sunoco has taken in response to the same.  

RESPONSE: 

23. All documents relating to communications Sunoco has had with the Glen Riddle 

Residents regarding any planned major maintenance/construction activities at the Property. 

RESPONSE: 

24. All documents relating to communications Sunoco has had with the Glen Riddle 

Residents regarding any potential or actual disruption of utilities caused by Sunoco’s work at the 

Property. 

RESPONSE: 

25. All documents relating to communications Sunoco has had with the Glen Riddle 

Residents regarding any incident response notifications and/or evacuation measures Sunoco has in 

place relating to its work at the Property.  

RESPONSE: 

26. All documents relating to communications Sunoco has had with the Glen Riddle 

Residents regarding how the Glen Riddle Residents may obtain additional information from 

Sunoco relating to Sunoco’s work at the Property.   

RESPONSE:
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27. All documents, communications, and information that Sunoco provided to or 

received from the Pennsylvania State Police relating to the Property. 

RESPONSE:

28. All documents, communications, and information regarding Sunoco’s open-trench 

method for the Property. 

RESPONSE:

29. All documents, communications, and information regarding Sunoco’s Chapter 102 

Erosion and Sediment Control, including, but not limited to, permits. 

RESPONSE:

30. Any and all pedestrian safety plan(s) and pedestrian circulation plan(s), including, 

without limitations, traffic flaggers, cross-property traffic, child safety. 

RESPONSE:

31. Any and all safety data sheets for any fill dirt used at the Property, including, 

without limitation, flow fill. 

RESPONSE:

32. Any and all signing and striping plans Sunoco has in place at the Property. 

RESPONSE:

33. Any and all sensitivity analyses of work hour limits to Sunoco’s overall project 

duration. 

RESPONSE:

34. Any and all sketch plan(s) for parking at the Property to accommodate emergency 

vehicles. 

RESPONSE:
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35. Any and all documents, communications, information, plans that Sunoco provided 

regarding dead-end roads, emergency access roads, access roads, and turnarounds at or around the 

Property. 

RESPONSE:

36. All communications by and between James R. Flandreau, Esquire, or any of his 

partners or associates, and Duane Morris LLP, relating in any way to Sunoco or the Property. 

RESPONSE: 

37. All communications by and between Sunoco and any of its representatives, 

including, but not limited to, Energy Transfer Partners and Duane Morris LLP, on the one hand, 

and the Township or any representatives of the Township, including, but not limited to, legal 

counsel, engineers, officials, council members, and the Township Manager, on the other, relating 

to work in the Township, payments, safety, and/or the Property. 

RESPONSE: 

38. All permits and supporting documents from all sources, including, but not limited 

to, the Township, Pennsylvania Department of Transportation and/or Pennsylvania Department of 

Environmental Protection, related in any way to Sunoco’s work on the Property. 

RESPONSE: 
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BEFORE THE 

PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 

 

GLEN RIDDLE STATION, L.P. 

 

 v. 

 

SUNOCO PIPELINE L.P.  

: 

: 

: 

: 

: 

 

Docket Nos. C-2020-3023129 

   

 

_________________________ 

 

 SUNOCO PIPELINE L.P. OBJECTIONS TO COMPLAINANT’S SET 1 

INTERROGATORIES AND REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS 

_________________________ 

 

 

Pursuant to 52 Pa. Code § 5.342, Sunoco Pipeline L.P. (SPLP) submits these Objections 

to certain of Complainant’s Set 1 Interrogatories and Requests for Production of Documents.  As 

explained below, SPLP objects to certain discovery requests Complainant propounded in Set 1 

because they seek information that is privileged, not relevant to the issues raised and/or 

allowable in this proceeding, and not likely to lead to the discovery of relevant or admissible 

evidence in this proceeding.   

Under 52 Pa. Code § 5.341(c), a party may propound interrogatories that relate to matters 

that can be inquired into under Section 5.321. Section 5.321(c) provides that a party is entitled to 

obtain discovery of any matter not privileged that is relevant to a pending proceeding and 

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 52 Pa. Code § 5.321(c). In 

addition, under Section 5.323, discovery may not include disclosure of legal research or legal 

theories. 52 Pa. Code § 5.323(a). 

The interrogatories and requests for production of documents to which SPLP objects seek 

information that is exempt from discovery under the Commission’s regulations.  Therefore, in 

accordance with the Commission’s regulations, SPLP objects to Complainant Set 1, Instructions 
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and Definitions, Complainant Interrogatories, Set 1, No. 19, and Complainant Set 1 RFP Nos. 1, 

29, 36, 37. 

I. OBJECTIONS TO INSTRUCTIONS AND DEFINITIONS  

• SPLP objects to these instructions to the extent they are inconsistent with the 

Commission’s regulations at 52 Pa. Code Ch. 5, Sub. Ch. D. 

• SPLP further objects to production of any proprietary, confidential, highly confidential or 

confidential security information until such time as a protective order is entered in this 

proceeding. Counsel for SPLP provided a proposed protective order to Complainant’s 

counsel on February 15, 2021 for concurrence. 

• SPLP objects to the definition of document as overly broad and unduly burdensome and 

outside the scope of allowable discovery.  Pursuant to Section 5.321(c), a party may 

obtain discovery of any matter not privileged that is relevant to a pending proceeding and 

that is reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 52 Pa. Code 

§ 5.321(c). Section 5.323(a) of the Commission's regulations also exempts preliminary or 

draft versions of testimony and exhibits from discovery, whether or not the final versions 

of the testimony or exhibits are offered into evidence. 52 Pa. Code § 5.323(a). In 

addition, the Commission's regulations prohibit discovery which would cause 

unreasonable burden to a party. 52 Pa. Code § 5.361(a)(4). Complainant defines 

"Document" in a manner which is unreasonably burdensome, and seeks information that 

is privileged, irrelevant, immaterial, and not likely to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence.  The definition of document specifically seeks to include all prior drafts of any 

document, and handwritten notes, notations, records or recordings of any conversation.  

Any prior drafts of a document are irrelevant and immaterial to the issues in this 
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proceeding and are not likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. To the 

extent that a document is relevant to the issues in this proceeding, the content of that 

document speaks for itself and does not require inquiry into any prior draft(s). Moreover, 

such drafts are exempt from discovery under the Commission's regulations. In addition, 

production of prior drafts, and any handwritten notes, notations, records or recordings of 

any conversation is unreasonably burdensome. Production of such materials would 

require an unreasonably extraordinary and burdensome effort by SPLP, and only serve to 

inefficiently delay this proceeding.  Moreover, Complainant seeks to include materials 

and documents that were created in preparation of litigation in its definition of Document. 

To the extent that any document or other material was prepared in anticipation or 

preparation of litigation, such materials are privileged and exempt from discovery.  Based 

on the foregoing, SPLP objects to Complainant Set 1 definition of “document” as 

unreasonably burdensome, and as seeking information that is privileged, irrelevant, 

immaterial, and not likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. SPLP reserves 

the right to further object to any question that similarly seeks discovery of an overly 

broad classification or category of materials or documents. 

 

II. OBJECTION TO SET I INTERROGATORIES 

19. Identify all monies that Sunoco has paid to the Township in addition to the  

$1.8 Million identified in the Letter Agreement between Sunoco and the Township dated  

September 26, 2016, and the purpose of each such payment.  

SPLP OBJECTION:  SPLP objects to this request because it seeks information irrelevant to 

this proceeding and not reasonably tailored to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  

Pursuant to 52 Pa. Code § 5.321(c), a party may obtain discovery of any matter not privileged 
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that is relevant to a pending proceeding and that is reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery 

of admissible evidence.  Id.  The information sought in Complainant Set 1, No. 19 is not relevant 

to the issues to be addressed in this proceeding and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence.  Whether SPLP paid monies to the Township and the amount 

of any such payments has nothing to do with the allegations in this proceeding – whether SPLP’s 

construction on Complainant’s property and communications with Complainant comply with the 

Public Utility Code.   

 

III. OBJECTIONS TO SET I REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS 

1. All documents and/or communications identified in, used to respond to, 

referenced by, or related to Sunoco’s answers to the Interrogatories and/or the Complaint filed by 

Glen Riddle.   

 

SPLP OBJECTION:  SPLP objects to the request for all documents “related to” the answers to 

the Interrogatories or Answer to the Complaint as overbroad and unduly burdensome.  The 

request in Complainant Set 1, RFP 1 for all documents “related to” is not reasonably tailored to 

lead to the discovery of relevant evidence and is unduly burdensome and overbroad because it 

requests “documents and/or communications” related to the Answers to Interrogatories or 

Answer to the Complaint which is likewise defined overbroadly.  Taken literally this request 

could pertain to hundreds of thousands of pages of documents.  This request for “all documents 

… related to” is a fishing expedition and is not reasonably tailored to discover admissible 

evidence. See, e.g., City of York v. Pa. P.U.C., 281 A.2d 261, 265 (Pa. Commw. Ct. 1971) (“City 

of York”) (“Anything in the nature of a mere fishing expedition is not to be encouraged. Where 

the plaintiff will swear that some specific book contains material or important evidence, and 

sufficiently describes and identifies what he wants, it is proper that he should have it produced. 

But this does not entitle him to have brought in a mass of books and papers in order that he may 
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search them through to gather evidence.”) (quoting American Car & Foundry Company v. 

Alexandria Water Company, 70 A. 867, 869 (Pa. Super. Ct. 1908). 

29. All documents, communications, and information regarding Sunoco’s Chapter 

102 Erosion and Sediment Control, including, but not limited to, permits.  

SPLP OBJECTION: SPLP objects to this request because it is overly broad, unduly 

burdensome, and not calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence because it is not 

tailored to the property at issue in this proceeding.  The request for “documents, 

communications, and information regarding Sunoco’s Chapter 102 permit” interpreted literally 

could lead to the production of hundreds of thousands of documents because SPLP has 

individual E&S permits for construction of its pipelines at sites all across the state, and thus is 

overbroad and unduly burdensome.  Moreover, these requests are a fishing expedition because 

they are not calculated to lead to discovery of admissible evidence relevant to the Complaint. 

See, e.g City of York. SPLP’s E&S permits are not subject to Commission jurisdiction. 

 

36. All communications by and between James R. Flandreau, Esquire, or any of his 

partners or associates, and Duane Morris LLP, relating in any way to Sunoco or the Property.  

 

SPLP OBJECTION:  SPLP objects to this request because it seeks information irrelevant to 

this proceeding.  Pursuant to 52 Pa. Code § 5.321(c), a party may obtain discovery of any matter 

not privileged that is relevant to a pending proceeding and that is reasonably calculated to lead to 

the discovery of admissible evidence.  Id.  The information sought in Complainant Set 1, RFP 36 

is not relevant to the issues to be addressed in this proceeding and is not reasonably calculated to 

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  Any communications between the Township’s 

solicitor and Duane Morris LLP “relating in any way to Sunoco or the Property” is not relevant 
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to what is at issue in the Complaint – whether SPLP’s construction on Complainant’s property 

and communications with Complainant comply with the Public Utility Code. 

37. All communications by and between Sunoco and any of its representatives, 

including, but not limited to, Energy Transfer Partners and Duane Morris LLP, on the one hand, 

and the Township or any representatives of the Township, including, but not limited to, legal 

counsel, engineers, officials, council members, and the Township Manager, on the other, relating 

to work in the Township, payments, safety, and/or the Property.  

 

SPLP OBJECTION:  SPLP objects to this request because it seeks information irrelevant to 

this proceeding.  Pursuant to 52 Pa. Code § 5.321(c), a party may obtain discovery of any matter 

not privileged that is relevant to a pending proceeding and that is reasonably calculated to lead to 

the discovery of admissible evidence.  Id.  The information sought in Complainant Set 1, RFP 37 

is not relevant to the issues to be addressed in this proceeding and is not reasonably calculated to 

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  All communications between SPLP and the 

Township are not relevant to what is at issue in the Complaint – whether SPLP’s construction on 

Complainant’s property and communications with Complainant comply with the Public Utility 

Code. 
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IV. CONCLUSION 

WHEREFORE, Sunoco Pipeline L.P. objects to Complainant Set 1, Instructions and 

Definitions, Complainants Interrogatories, Set 1, No. 19, and Complainant Set 1 RFP Nos. 1, 29, 

36, 37. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/s/ Whitney E. Snyder 

Thomas J. Sniscak, Attorney I.D. # 33891 

Whitney E. Snyder, Attorney I.D. # 316625 

Hawke McKeon & Sniscak, LLP 

100 North Tenth Street 

Harrisburg, PA  17101 

(717) 236-1300 

tjsniscak@hmslegal.com  

wesnyder@hmslegal.com  

 

 

 

Dated:  February 16, 2021   Attorneys for Respondent Sunoco Pipeline L.P. 



EXHIBIT C 



BEFORE THE 
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 

GLEN RIDDLE STATION, L.P. 

v. 

SUNOCO PIPELINE L.P.  

: 
: 
: 
: 
: 

Docket Nos. C-2020-3023129 

____________________ 

MOTION FOR PROTECTIVE ORDER 
____________________ 

TO THE HONORABLE DEPUTY CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE JOEL 
CHESKIS: 

Sunoco Pipeline L.P. (“Sunoco”) hereby requests that the Honorable Deputy Chief 

Administrative Law Judge Joel Cheskis (the “ALJ”) enter a Protective Order in these proceedings 

pursuant to the provisions of 52 Pa. Code §§ 5.362(a)(7) and 5.365(a), and in support thereof 

represents as follows: 

1. Counsel for Glen Riddle Station, L.P. (“GRS” or “Complainant”) has represented 

that GRS does not object to the language of the proposed Protective Order. 

2. On December 2, 2020, Complainant filed a Formal Complaint (Docket No. C-2020-

3023129) with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (“Commission”).     

3. On February 11, 2021, Complainant filed a petition for interim emergency relief 

with the Commission. 

4. Proprietary Information within the definition of 52 Pa. Code § 5.365 may be 

presented during the course of these proceedings, which justifies the issuance of a Protective 

Order.  For example, parties may present information that is customarily treated as sensitive, 

proprietary, highly confidential, or confidential security information.  Treatment of such 

information as set forth in the attached proposed Protective Order is justified because unrestricted 

disclosure of such information would not be in the public interest.  These considerations constitute 



cause for the restrictions specified in 52 Pa. Code § 5.365 and in Administrative Law Judge or 

Commission Orders granting relief pursuant to said regulation.   

5. Under 52 Pa. Code §§ 5.362(a)(7) and 5.365, the Office of Administrative Law 

Judge or the Commission may issue a Protective Order to limit or prohibit disclosure of 

confidential commercial information where the potential harm to a participant would be substantial 

and outweighs the public’s interest in having access to the confidential information.  In applying 

this standard, relevant factors to be considered include:  the extent to which disclosure would cause 

unfair economic or competitive damage; the extent to which the information is known by others 

and used in similar activities; and the worth or value of the information to the party and to the 

party’s competitors.  52 Pa. Code § 5.365(a)(1)-(3).  

6. Moreover, the Commission has an affirmative duty to protect from release 

Confidential Security Information, which is not subject to disclosure to third parties under the 

provisions and procedures specified in the ‘The Public Utility Confidential Security Information 

Disclosure Protection Act (35 P.S. §§ 2141.1 to 2141.6) and the PUC’s regulations implementing 

such Act at 52 Pa. Code §§ 102.1 – 102.4.  

7. The attached proposed Protective Order is similar to the Protective Order entered 

in State Senator Andrew Dinniman et al v. Sunoco Pipeline, L.P., Docket Nos. P-2018-30014533 

et al (Order entered May 8, 2018) and initially entered in Flynn et al. v. Sunoco Pipeline, L.P., 

Docket Nos. C-2018-3006116 et al (Order entered Nov. 28, 2018) and the protective orders 

commonly used in Commission proceedings. 

8. The attached proposed Protective Order defines two categories of protected 

information.  The first is “CONFIDENTIAL,” which is defined in Paragraph 3 of the attached 

proposed Protective Order as “those materials that customarily are treated by that party as sensitive 

or proprietary, which are not available to the public, and which, if disclosed freely, would subject 



that party or its clients to risk of competitive disadvantage or other business injury.”  The second 

is “HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL PROTECTED MATERIAL,” which is also defined in Paragraph 

3 of the attached proposed Protective Order as “those materials that are of such a commercially 

sensitive nature among the parties; or of such a private, personal nature that the producing party is 

able to justify a heightened level of confidential protection with respect to those materials; or 

Confidential Security Information pursuant to the Public Utility Confidential Security Information 

Disclosure Protection Act (35 P.S. §§ 2141.1 to 2141.6)”  Moreover, Paragraph 3 of the attached 

proposed Protective Order also defines “HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL PROTECTED 

MATERIAL” as information subject to protection under the Public Utility Confidential Security 

Information Disclosure Protection Act (35 P.S. §§ 2141.1 to 2141.6) and PUC Regulations at 52 

Pa. Code §§ 102.1-102.4.    

9. Paragraph 17 of the attached proposed Protective Order protects against overly 

broad designations of protected information by giving all parties the right to question or challenge 

the confidential or proprietary nature of the information deemed “CONFIDENTIAL” or 

“HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL PROTECTED MATERIAL.”  

10. Limitation on the disclosure of information deemed “CONFIDENTIAL” or 

“HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL PROTECTED MATERIAL” will not prejudice the rights of the 

participants, nor will such limitation frustrate the prompt and fair resolution of these proceedings.  

The proposed Protective Order balances the interests of the parties, the public, and the 

Commission. 

11. The attached Protective Order sought by Sunoco will protect the proprietary nature 

of competitively valuable information and Confidential Security Information while allowing the 

parties to use such information for purposes of the instant litigation.  The proposed Protective 



Order applies the least restrictive means of limitation that will provide the necessary protections 

from disclosure. 

WHEREFORE, for all the reasons set forth above, Sunoco Pipeline L.P. respectfully 

requests that Your Honor issue the attached Protective Order. 

Respectfully submitted, 

__/s/ Thomas J. Sniscak_______________________ 
Thomas J. Sniscak, Attorney I.D. # 33891 
Whitney E. Snyder, Attorney I.D. # 316625 
Hawke McKeon & Sniscak, LLP 
100 North Tenth Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17101 
(717) 236-1300 
tjsniscak@hmslegal.com
wesnyder@hmslegal.com

Dated:  February 16, 2021  Attorneys for Respondent Sunoco Pipeline L.P. 
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PROTECTIVE ORDER 

Upon consideration of the Motion for Protective Order that was filed by Sunoco Pipeline 

L.P. on February 16, 2021; 

IT IS ORDERED THAT: 

1. The Motion is hereby granted with respect to all materials and information 

identified in Paragraphs 2 – 3 below that have been or will be filed with the Commission, produced 

in discovery, or otherwise presented during the above-captioned proceedings and all proceedings 

consolidated therewith. 

2. The information subject to this Protective Order is all correspondence, documents, 

data, information, studies, methodologies and other materials, furnished in these proceedings, 

which are believed by the producing party to be of a proprietary or confidential nature and which 

are so designated by being marked “CONFIDENTIAL” or “HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL 

PROTECTED MATERIAL.”  Such materials will be referred to below as “Proprietary 

Information.”  When a statement or exhibit is identified for the record, the portions thereof that 

constitute Proprietary Information shall be designated as such for the record.   

3. This Protective Order applies to the following categories of materials:  (a) the 

parties may designate as “CONFIDENTIAL” those materials that customarily are treated by that 

party as sensitive or proprietary, which are not available to the public, and which, if disclosed 

freely, would subject that party or its clients to risk of competitive disadvantage or other business 



injury; (b) the parties may designate as “HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL PROTECTED MATERIAL” 

those materials that are of such a commercially sensitive nature among the parties or of such a 

private, personal nature that the producing party is able to justify a heightened level of confidential 

protection with respect to those materials, or Confidential Security Information pursuant to the 

Public Utility Confidential Security Information Disclosure Protection Act (35 P.S. §§ 2141.1 to 

2141.6).  Moreover, information subject to protection under the Public Utility Confidential 

Security Information Disclosure Protection Act (35 P.S. §§ 2141.1 to 2141.6) and PUC 

Regulations at 52 Pa. Code §§ 102.1-102.4 will also be designated as “HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL 

PROTECTED MATERIAL.” Pursuant to the Commission’s rules regarding the handling of 

Confidential Security Information, no information subject to protection under the Public Utility 

Confidential Security Information Disclosure Protection Act (35 P.S. §§ 2141.1 to 2141.6) and 

PUC Regulations at 52 Pa. Code §§ 102.1-102.4 will be provided electronically to the 

Commission, Administrative Law Judge, Secretary’s Bureau, or any other Commission staff, and 

such information must be filed with the Commission in hard copy only. The parties shall endeavor 

to limit their designation of information as HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL PROTECTED 

MATERIAL. 

4. Proprietary Information shall be made available to counsel for a party, subject to 

the terms of this Protective Order.  Such counsel shall use or disclose the Proprietary Information 

only for purposes of preparing or presenting evidence, cross examination, argument, or settlement 

in these proceedings.  To the extent required for participation in these proceedings, counsel for a 

party may afford access to Proprietary Information subject to the conditions set forth in this 

Protective Order.   



5. Information deemed as “CONFIDENTIAL” shall be made available to a 

“Reviewing Representative” who is a person that has signed a Non-Disclosure Certificate attached 

as Appendix A, and who is: 

(i) An attorney who has entered an appearance in these proceedings for a party; 

(ii) Attorneys, paralegals, and other employees associated for purposes of this 
case with an attorney described in Paragraph 5(i); 

(iii) An expert or an employee of an expert retained by a party for the purpose 
of advising, preparing for or testifying in these proceedings; or 

(iv) Employees or other representatives of a party appearing in these 
proceedings with significant responsibility for this docket. 

6. Information deemed as “HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL PROTECTED 

MATERIAL”, may be provided to a “Reviewing Representative” who has signed a Non-

Disclosure Certificate attached as Appendix A and who is: 

(i) An attorney for a statutory advocate pursuant to 52 Pa. Code §1.8 or a 
counsel who has entered an appearance in these proceedings for a party; 

(ii) An attorney, paralegal, or other employee of an attorney for purposes of this 
case with an attorney described in Paragraph (i); or 

(iii) An outside expert or an employee of an outside expert retained by a party 
for the purposes of advising, preparing for or testifying in these proceedings. 

Provided, further, that in accordance with the provisions of Sections 5.362 and 5.365(e) of 

the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, 52 Pa. Code §§ 5.362, 5.365(e), any party may, 

by subsequent objection or motion, seek further protection with respect to HIGHLY 

CONFIDENTIAL PROTECTED MATERIAL, including, but not limited to, total prohibition of 

disclosure or limitation of disclosure only to particular persons or parties. 

7. For purposes of this Protective Order, a Reviewing Representative may not be a 

“Restricted Person.”   



(a) A “Restricted Person” shall mean:  (i) an officer, director, stockholder, 

partner, or owner of any competitor of the parties or an employee of such an entity if the 

employee’s duties involve marketing or pricing of the competitor’s products or services; (ii) an 

officer, director, stockholder, partner, or owner of any affiliate of a competitor of the parties 

(including any association of competitors of the parties) or an employee of such an entity if the 

employee’s duties involve marketing or pricing of the competitor's products or services; (iii) an 

officer, director, stockholder, owner or employee of a competitor of a customer of the parties if 

the Proprietary Information concerns a specific, identifiable customer of the parties; and (iv) an 

officer, director, stockholder, owner or employee of an affiliate of a competitor of a customer of 

the parties if the Proprietary Information concerns a specific, identifiable customer of the parties; 

provided, however, that no expert shall be disqualified on account of being a stockholder, partner, 

or owner unless that expert’s interest in the business would provide a significant motive for 

violation of the limitations of permissible use of the Proprietary Information.  For purposes of this 

Protective Order, stocks, partnership or other ownership interests valued at more than $10,000 or 

constituting more than a 1% interest in a business establishes a significant motive for violation.   

(b) If an expert for a party, another member of the expert’s firm or the expert’s 

firm generally also serves as an expert for, or as a consultant or advisor to, a Restricted Person, 

said expert must:  (i) identify for the parties each Restricted Person and each expert or consultant; 

(ii) make reasonable attempts to segregate those personnel assisting in the expert’s participation in 

this proceeding from those personnel working on behalf of a Restricted Person; and (iii) if 

segregation of such personnel is impractical the expert shall give to the producing party written 

assurances that the lack of segregation will in no way jeopardize the interests of the parties or their 

customers.  The parties retain the right to challenge the adequacy of the written assurances that the 



parties’ or their customers’ interests will not be jeopardized.  No other persons may have access to 

the Proprietary Information except as authorized by order of the Commission.   

8. A qualified “Reviewing Representative” for “HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL 

PROTECTED MATERIAL” may review and discuss “HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL 

PROTECTED MATERIAL” with their client or with the entity with which they are employed or 

associated, to the extent that the client or entity is not a “Restricted Person”, but may not share 

with or permit the client or entity to review the “HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL PROTECTED 

MATERIAL.”  Such discussions must be general in nature and not disclose specific “HIGHLY 

CONFIDENTIAL PROTECTED MATERIAL.”  

9. Information deemed Proprietary Information shall not be used except as necessary 

for the conduct of these proceedings, nor shall it be disclosed in any manner to any person except 

a Reviewing Representative who is engaged in the conduct of these proceedings and who needs to 

know the information in order to carry out that person’s responsibilities in these proceedings.     

10. Reviewing Representatives may not use information contained in any Proprietary 

Information obtained through these proceedings to give any party or any competitor or customer 

or consignee of any party a commercial advantage.  In the event that a party wishes to designate 

as a Reviewing Representative a person not described in Paragraphs 5(i) through 5(iv) or 6(i) 

through 6(iii) above, the party shall seek agreement from the party providing the Proprietary 

Information.  If an agreement is reached, that person shall be a Reviewing Representative pursuant 

to Paragraph 6(iv) above with respect to those materials.  If no agreement is reached, the party 

shall submit the disputed designation to the presiding Administrative Law Judge for resolution.  

11. (a) A Reviewing Representative shall not be permitted to inspect, participate in 

discussions regarding, or otherwise be permitted access to Proprietary Information  pursuant to 

this Protective Order unless that Reviewing Representative has first executed a Non-Disclosure 



Certificate provided that if an attorney qualified as a Reviewing Representative has executed such 

a certificate, the paralegals, secretarial and clerical personnel under the attorney's instruction, 

supervision or control need not do so.  A copy of each Non-Disclosure Certificate shall be provided 

to counsel for the parties asserting confidentiality prior to disclosure of any Proprietary 

Information to that Reviewing Representative. 

(b) Attorneys and outside experts qualified as Reviewing Representatives are 

responsible for ensuring that persons under their supervision or control comply with the Protective 

Order.    

12. None of the parties waive their right to pursue any other legal or equitable remedies 

that may be available in the event of actual or anticipated disclosure of Proprietary Information. 

13. The parties shall designate data or documents as constituting or containing 

Proprietary Information by marking the documents “CONFIDENTIAL” or “HIGHLY 

CONFIDENTIAL PROTECTED MATERIAL.”  Where only part of data compilations or multi-

page documents constitutes or contains Proprietary Information, the parties, insofar as reasonably 

practicable within discovery and other time constraints imposed in these proceedings, shall 

designate only the specific data or pages of documents which constitute or contain Proprietary 

Information.  The Proprietary Information shall be served upon the parties hereto only in an 

envelope separate from the nonproprietary materials, and the envelope shall be conspicuously 

marked “CONFIDENTIAL” or “HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL PROTECTED MATERIAL.”   

14. The parties will consider and treat the Proprietary Information as within the 

exemptions from disclosure provided in Section 335(d) of the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa. C.S. § 

335(d), and the Pennsylvania Right-to-Know Act, 65 P.S. §§ 67.101 et seq., until such time as the 

information is found to be non-proprietary.  In the event that any person or entity seeks to compel 

the disclosure of Proprietary Information, the non-producing party shall promptly notify the 



producing party in order to provide the producing party an opportunity to oppose or limit such 

disclosure. 

15. Any public reference to Proprietary Information by a party or its Reviewing 

Representatives shall be to the title or exhibit reference in sufficient detail to permit persons with 

access to the Proprietary Information to understand fully the reference and not more.  The 

Proprietary Information shall remain a part of the record, to the extent admitted, for all purposes 

of administrative or judicial review.   

16. Part of any record of these proceedings containing Proprietary Information, 

including but not limited to all exhibits, writings, testimony, cross examination, argument, and 

responses to discovery, and including reference thereto as mentioned in Paragraph 15 above, shall 

be sealed for all purposes, including administrative and judicial review, unless such Proprietary 

Information is released from the restrictions of this Protective Order, either through the agreement 

of the parties to this proceeding or pursuant to an order of the Commission.   

17. The parties shall retain the right to question or challenge the confidential or 

proprietary nature of Proprietary Information and to question or challenge the admissibility of 

Proprietary Information.  If a party challenges the designation of a document or information as 

proprietary, the party providing the information retains the burden of demonstrating that the 

designation is appropriate. 

18. The parties shall retain the right to question or challenge the admissibility of 

Proprietary Information; to object to the production of Proprietary Information on any proper 

ground; and to refuse to produce Proprietary Information pending the adjudication of the objection.  

19. Within 30 days after a Commission final order is entered in the above-captioned 

proceedings, or in the event of appeals, within thirty days after appeals are finally decided, the 

parties, upon request, shall either destroy or return to the parties all copies of all documents and 



other materials not entered into the record, including notes, which contain any Proprietary 

Information.  In the event that a party elects to destroy all copies of documents and other materials 

containing Proprietary Information instead of returning the copies of documents and other 

materials containing Proprietary Information to the parties, the party shall certify in writing to the 

other producing party that the Proprietary Information has been destroyed. 

Dated: ____________________  __________________________________________  
Joel H. Cheskis 
Deputy Chief Administrative Law Judge 



BEFORE THE 
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 

GLEN RIDDLE STATION, L.P. 

v. 

SUNOCO PIPELINE L.P.  

: 
: 
: 
: 
: 

Docket Nos. C-2020-3023129 

NON-DISCLOSURE CERTIFICATE 

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 

The undersigned is the _____________________ of ___________________________________ 
(the retaining party).  The undersigned has read and understands the Protective Order deals with 
the treatment of Proprietary Information, and the undersigned is a (check ONE):     

 Reviewing Representative for CONFIDENTIAL information. 

 Reviewing Representative for CONFIDENTIAL & HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL 
information. 

The undersigned agrees to be bound by and comply with the terms and conditions of said Protective 
Order.   

__________________________________ 
Name 

__________________________________ 
Signature 

__________________________________ 
Address 

__________________________________ 
Employer 
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SUNOCO PIPELINE L.P.’S INTERROGATORIES AND REQUEST FOR 
PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS DIRECTED TO GLEN RIDDLE STATION L.P. – 

SET 1 

Pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. § 333 and 52 Pa. Code § 5.341, et seq., Sunoco Pipeline L.P. 

(“Sunoco”) by and through the undersigned counsel, hereby propounds its Interrogatories and 

Request for Production of Documents upon Glen Riddle Station, L.P.  (“Glen Riddle”) – Set I.  

 DEFINITIONS  

1. The “Responding Party,” “you,” or “your” means the party to which these interrogatories 

and requests for documents are propounded and/or all agents, affiliates, employees, 

consultants, and representatives acting on behalf of the Responding Party.  

2. “Commission” means the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission.  

3. “Glen Riddle” means Glen Riddle Station, L.P.  including, but not limited to, all other 

persons and/or entities acting for or on behalf of it. 

4. “Sunoco” means Sunoco Pipeline L.P.  

5. “Property” means Glen Riddle Station Apartments in Middletown Township, Delaware 

County, Pennsylvania, Tax Parcel ID No. 27-00-00780-00.  

6. “Township” means Middletown Township, Delaware County.  



7. “Pipeline Project” means Sunoco’s Mariner East 2 pipeline project including, without 

limitation, Sunoco’s work at the Property.   

8. To “identify” a natural personal means to state that person’s full name, title or position, 

employers, last known address, and last known telephone number.  

9. To “identify” a business entity means to state the full name of such business, the form of 

the business, and its location or address.  

10. To “identify” a “document” means to provide all of the following information irrespective 

of whether the document is deemed privileged or subject to any claim of privilege:  

A. The title or other means of identification of each such document;  

B. The date of each such document;  

C. The author, preparer or signer of each such document; and  

D. A description of the subject matter of such document sufficient to permit an 

understanding of its contents and importance to the testimony or position being 

examined and the present or last know location of the document.  The specific 

nature of the document should also be stated (e.g., letter, business record, 

memorandum, computer print-out, etc.).  

In lieu of “identifying” any document, it shall be deemed a sufficient compliance with these 

interrogatories to attach a copy of each such document to the answers hereto and reference said 

document to the particular interrogatory to which the document is responsive.  

11. “Document” means the original and all drafts of all written and graphic matter, however 

produced or reproduced, of any kind or description, whether or not sent or received, and 

all copies thereof which are different in any way from the original (whether by 

interlineation, datestamp, notarization, indication of copies sent or received, or otherwise), 

including without limitation, any paper, book, account, photograph, blueprint, drawing, 



sketch, schematic, agreement, contract, memorandum, press release, circular, advertising 

material, correspondence, letter, telegram, telex, object, report, opinion, investigation, 

record, transcript, hearing, meeting, study, notation, working paper, summary, intra-office 

communication, diary, chart, minutes, index sheet, computer software, computer-generated 

records or files, however stored, check, check stub, delivery ticket, bill of lading, invoice, 

record or recording or summary of any telephone or other conversation, or of any interview 

or of any conference, or any other written, recorded, transcribed, punched, taped, filmed, 

or graphic matter of which the Responding Party has or has had possession, custody or 

control, or of which the Responding Party has knowledge.  

12. “Communication” means any manner or form of information or message transmission, 

however produced or reproduced, whether as a document as herein defined, or orally or 

otherwise, which is made, distributed, or circulated between or among persons, or data 

storage or processing units.  

13. “Date” means the exact day, month, and year, if ascertainable, or if not, the best 

approximation thereof.  

14. “Person” refers to, without limiting the generality of its meaning, every natural person, 

agent, broker, consultant, corporation, partnership, association (whether formally 

organized or ad hoc), joint venture, unit operation, cooperative, municipality, commission, 

governmental body or agency, or any other group or organization.  

 INSTRUCTIONS  

1. Items referred to in the singular include those in the plural, and items referred to in the 

plural include those in the singular.  

2. Items referred to in the masculine include those in the feminine, and items referred to in 

the feminine include those in the masculine.  



3. The answers provided should first restate the question asked and identify the person(s) 

supplying the information.  

4. In answering the interrogatories, the Responding Party is requested to furnish all 

information that is available to the Responding Party, including information in the 

possession of the Responding Party’s attorneys, agents, consultants, or investigators, and 

not merely such information of the Responding Party’s own knowledge.  If any of the 

interrogatories cannot be answered in full after exercising due diligence to secure the 

requested information, please so state and answer to the extent possible, specifying the 

Responding Party’s inability to answer the remainder, and stating whatever information 

the Responding Party has concerning the unanswered portions.  If the Responding Party’s 

answer is qualified in any particular, please set forth the details of such qualification.  

5. If the Responding Party objects to providing any document requested on any ground, 

identify such document by describing it as set forth in these instructions and definitions 

and state the basis of the objection.  

6. If the Responding Party objects to part of an interrogatory and refuses to answer that part, 

state the Responding Party’s objection and answer the remaining portion of that 

interrogatory.  If the Responding Party objects to the scope or time period of an 

interrogatory and refuses to answer for that scope or time period, state the Responding 

Party’s objection and answer the interrogatory for the scope or time period that the 

Responding Party believes is appropriate.  

7. If, in connection with an interrogatory, the Responding Party contends that any 

information, otherwise subject to discovery, is covered by either the attorney-client 

privilege, the so-called “attorneys’ work product doctrine,” or any other privilege or 



doctrine, then specify the general subject matter of the information and the basis to support 

each such objection.  

8. If any information is withheld on grounds of privilege or other protection from disclosure, 

provide the following information: (a) every person to whom such information has been 

communicated and from whom such information has learned; (b) the nature and subject 

matter of the information; and, (c) the basis on which the privilege or other protection from 

disclosure is claimed.  

9. The interrogatories are continuing and the Responding Party is obliged to change, 

supplement and correct all answers given to conform to new or changing information.  

10. The Responding Party should include a verification in accordance with 52 Pa. Code § 1.36.  

INTERROGATORIES FROM SUNOCO TO GLEN RIDDLE – SET I 

1. Identify all communications between Glen Riddle and Glenn Riddle Residents regarding 

the Pipeline Project, Sunoco’s work on the Property, or Sunoco. 

2. Identify all communications between Glen Riddle Residents and Glen Riddle regarding the 

Pipeline Project, Sunoco’s work on the Property, or Sunoco.  

3. Identify all communications between Glen Riddle and the Township related to the 

Property. 

4. Reference the “Letter to the Editor:  Why is Middletown siding with the pipeline?” 

published in the DELCO Times on February 4, 2021. 

a. When was this Letter to the Editor submitted to the DELCO Times? 

b. Identify all documents supporting or relating to the Letter to the Editor, including 

but not limited to copies or logs of all communications in support of the noise 

allegations in the Letter. 



5. Identify and describe all measurements of sound levels and/or vibrations from SPLP’s 

construction at the Property. 

6. Identify how many parking spots were present on the Property prior to SPLP commencing 

work at the Property. 

7. Identify the average size of each parking space on the Property. 

8. Identify how many cars are listed on current leases with the Property or otherwise 

registered with Glen Riddle.  

9. Identify all communications between Glen Riddle and: 

a. Anyone associated with the “Mama Bear Brigade” including but not limited to 

Linda Emory, Abbie Wysor, Barbara Montabana, and Ann Dixon. 

b. Virginia Kerslake 

c. Eric Friedman 

d. Christina DiGiulio a/k/a PK Ditty 

e. Rosemary Fuller 

10. Identify any document related to a rent abatement program for Glen Riddle Residents. 

11. Identify the apartment or other manager for the Property and any leasing agents. 

12. Identify all tenants who have vacated Glen Riddle Apartments in the last six months. 

13. Identify the total number of apartments at the Glen Riddle Apartments. 

14. Identify and describe the vacancy rate or number of vacant units and their building as of 

September 1, 2020, October 1, 2020, November 1, 2020, December 1, 2020, January 1, 

2021, and February 1, 2021. 

15. Has any tenant that relocated from one Glen Riddle Apartment building to another Glen 

Riddle Apartment building due to the Pipeline Project? If so: 

a. Identify any such tenants. 



b. Identify the building from which the vacated and the building into which they 

moved. 

16. Identify and describe any safety related improvements made to the Property, including but 

not limited to the Apartment buildings in the last five years. 

17. Identify how many tenants have children 18 years of age or younger. 

 

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF 
DOCUMENTS FROM SUNOCO TO GLEN RIDDLE – SET I 

 

1. All documents and/or communications identified in, used to respond to, referenced by, or 

related to Glen Riddle’s answers to the Interrogatories. 

2. All documents and/or communications identified in, referenced by, or related to Glen 

Riddle’s Complaint.   

3. All documents, communications, and information relating to the safety of Sunoco’s 

construction at the Property.    

4. All documents, communications, and information submitted by Glen Riddle to the 

Township related to Sunoco’s work at the Property. 

5. All documents, communications, and information submitted by Glen Riddle to the 

Pennsylvania Department of Health related to Sunoco’s work at the Property. 

6. All documents, communications, and information submitted by Glen Riddle to the 

Pennsylvania State Police related to Sunoco’s work at the Property. 

7. All documents, communications, and information submitted by Glen Riddle to the 

Pennsylvania Attorney General related to Sunoco’s work at the Property. 

8. All documents, communications and information by and between Glen Riddle and 

Rosetree Media School District related to the Pipeline Project. 



9. All documents, communications, and information submitted by Glen Riddle to any other 

state or federal agency related to Sunoco’s work at the Property. 

10. All communications by and between Glenn Riddle and the Township or any representatives 

of the Township relating to the Property or payments made to the Township. 

11. All submissions made through the portal at the following link on Glen Riddle Station’s 

website:  https://www.glenriddleapartments.com/pipeline-report 

12. All documents and information related to the Mama Bear Brigade protest event staged at 

the Property on January 30, 2021. 

13. All communications by and between Glen Riddle and Delaware County, including the 

District Attorney’s Office. 

14. A sample lease for the Glen Riddle Apartments. 

15. A sample application for tenancy at the Glen Riddle Apartments. 

16. Any document evidencing rules, regulations, or requirements of tenants at the Glen Riddle 

Apartments. 

17. All marketing materials, brochures, and websites for Glen Riddle Apartments from the last 

two years. 

 

 

https://www.glenriddleapartments.com/pipeline-report
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