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Dear Secretary Chiavetta: 

Enclosed for electronic filing is the Response of Glen Riddle Station, L.P. (“GRS”) to the Motion 
in Limine of Sunoco Pipeline, L.P., to (1) Enforce the January 28, 2021 Order Granting in Part 
and Denying in Part Preliminary Objections, (2) to Strike Testimony and (3) Request for Expedited 
Response Period, 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 
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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 

COMPLAINANT’S RESPONSE TO RESPONDENT’S MOTION TO (1) ENFORCE THE 
JANUARY 28, 2021 ORDER GRANTING IN PART AND DENYING PART 

PRELIMINARY OBJECTIONS, (2) TO STRIKE TESTIMONY AND  
(3) REQUEST FOR EXPEDITED RESPONSE PERIOD  

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

hereby files this Response to the Motion of Respondent, Sunoco Pipeline, L.P. (“Sunoco”), to 

(1) Enforce the January 28, 2021 Order Granting in Part and Denying in Part Preliminary 

Objections, (2) to Strike Testimony and (3) Request for Expedited Response Period (the 

“Motion”). 

In the January 28, 2021 Order (the “Order”), Your Honor noted that “the Commission has 

jurisdiction to hear claims that a utility is providing unsafe service” and that the Commission has 

jurisdiction to hear “issues regarding the awareness plan and standard operating procedures 

pertaining to activities within the easement.”  GRS’s Direct Testimony relates to the unsafe 

services that Sunoco is providing and the issues surrounding Sunoco’s non-compliance with the 

Awareness Plan and the Standard Operating Procedures within the easement.  As such, Your 

Honor should deny Sunoco’s Motion.   

GRS is not asking the Commission to make findings regarding Sunoco’s violation of 

municipal laws or Department of Environmental Protection Laws, rather GRS asks the 
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Commission to consider its expert’s opinion testimony that these provide evidence of a standard 

of care and a deviation from them is evidence of unsafe operation.   

In dismissing GRS’s action to enforce the International Fire Code, The Honorable Paul 

Diamond of the United States District Court for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania explained that 

the Commission’s ruling that it lacks jurisdiction to consider violations of municipal ordinances 

“hardly ends the matter” because the Commission “certainly has jurisdiction to determine whether 

Sunoco’s work is unsafe.”  Glen Riddle Station, L.P. v. Middletown Twp., Civ. No. 21-286, 

Memorandum Opinion, Docket No. 27, pp. 14-15 (E.D. Pa. Mar. 25, 2021) (the “GRS Federal 

Court Case”), attached here as Exhibit A. GRS’s Complaint contends that Sunoco’s work 

throughout the property is unsafe for several serious reasons.  The municipal and other laws and 

regulations – outside of the Public Utility Code (and related regulations) are offered solely as 

evidence of a standard of care to which Sunoco has deviated.  That deviation, as opined by GRS’s 

expert, is “unsafe.”  The Commission, however, is asked only to find that Sunoco’s work is 

“unsafe” and that Sunoco has failed to comply with its communication obligations under its Public 

Awareness Plan and its Standard Operating Procedures. 

Judge Diamond explained that “[i]nitial jurisdiction in matters concerning the relationship 

between public utilities and the public is the PUC – not in the courts.  It has been so held involving, 

rates, service, rules of service, extension and expansion, [and] hazard to public safety due to use 

of utility facilities.”  Id. (citing Lansdale Borough v. Phila. Electric Co., 170 A.2d 565 (Pa. 1961) 

(emphasis added); see also Borough of Midland v. Stubenville, E. Liverpool & Beaver Valley 

Traction Co., 150 A. 300, 303 (Pa. 1930)).  Put another way, the Court explained that the PUC has 

the jurisdiction to hear matters pertaining to the safety of public utility service, even when those 

matters involve the violation of municipal laws.  Sunoco participated in the case before Judge 
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Diamond and is bound by this finding.  See Docket in GRS Federal Court Case, attached as Exhibit 

B.  

I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 

1. Admitted that on December 2, 2020, GRS filed a Complaint with the Commission.  

The Complaint is a written document, the terms of which speak for themselves.  To the extent the 

allegations are contrary to the terms of the written document, they are specifically denied. 

2. Admitted that on December 23, 2020, Sunoco filed Preliminary Objections to the 

Complaint.  The Preliminary Objections are a written document, the terms of which speak for 

themselves.  To the extent the allegations are contrary to the terms of the written document, they 

are specifically denied.  GRS specifically denies that its Complaint requested that the Commission 

adjudicate the merits and application of the scope of Sunoco’s permanent and temporary 

easements.  GRS also denies that its Complaint requested that the Commission adjudicate 

municipal land use ordinances, environmental laws, or other matters outside of its jurisdiction.  

GRS included Sunoco’s violations of certain municipal and environmental laws because those 

laws set a standard of care relevant to Sunoco’s unsafe operation.   

3. Admitted that on January 28, 2021, Your Honor entered the Order.  The Order is a 

written document, the terms of which speak for themselves.  To the extent the allegations are 

contrary to the terms of the written document, they are specifically denied.  The Order found that 

the Complaint raises issues that “warrant being heard at a hearing.”  [Order, p. 11.]   

4. Admitted that on March 15, 2021, GRS submitted the written testimony of 

Raymond Iacobucci, Stephen Iacobucci, Jason Culp, P.E., and Johanna Rincon.  The Direct 

Testimony consists of written documents, the terms of which speak for themselves.  To the extent 

the allegations are contrary to the terms of the written documents, they are specifically denied. 
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5. Denied.  GRS denies the averments in this paragraph as containing conclusions of 

law requiring no response and seeking to characterize written documents that speak for themselves.  

By way of further response, it is specifically denied that GRS’s Direct Testimony violates Your 

Honor’s Order.  Rather, the Order specifically states: 

To the extent the complaint avers issues regarding the awareness 
plan and standard operating procedures pertaining to activities 
within the easement, the Commission has jurisdiction to hear those 
averments cine they were part of a Commission order.  The 
complaint articulates several issues regarding safety that may have 
occurred within the easement.  Certainly, the Commission has 
jurisdiction to hear claims that a utility is providing unsafe service.  
As noted in the complaint, Section 1501 of the Public Utility Code 
specifically required that “every public utility shall furnish and 
maintain adequate, efficient, safe and reasonable service and 
facilities.” 

The Order also states: 

Section 1501 provides that “every public utility shall furnish and 
maintain adequate, efficient, safe and reasonable service and 
facilities and shall make all such repairs, changes, alterations, 
substitutions, extensions and improvements in or to such service and 
facilities as shall be necessary or proper for the accommodation, 
convenience and safety of its patrons, employees and the public.” 

Each portion of the Direct Testimony that Sunoco seeks to strike relates to the Public Awareness 

Plan, the Standard Operating Procedures within the easement, or any inadequate, inefficient, 

unsafe or unreasonable service.  As such, Sunoco’s request must fail. 

6. Denied.  GRS denies the averments in this paragraph as containing conclusions of 

law requiring no response and seeking to characterize written documents that speak for themselves.  

By way of further response, GRS is not asking Your Honor to find that Sunoco is violating the 

permanent and temporary easement agreements, municipal law, building standards, fire codes, 

traffic guidelines, noise exposure rules, and environmental regulations.  Rather, GRS is providing 

testimony related to the Awareness Plan, the Standard Operating Procedures within the easement, 
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and any inadequate, inefficient, unsafe or unreasonable service provided by Sunoco.  The 

Commission does not need to determine whether such actions are actually a violation of the 

permanent and temporary easement agreements, municipal law, building standards, fire codes, 

traffic guidelines, noise exposure rules, and environmental regulations.  These laws, however, 

evidence a standard of safety that Sunoco has failed to follow and are relevant on that basis and in 

the context in which they were cited in the Direct Testimony.  

7. Denied.  GRS denies the averments of this paragraph as containing conclusions of 

law requiring no response.  By way of further response, it is specifically denied that any Order 

precluding testimony is necessary.  GRS is providing testimony related to the Public Awareness 

Plan, the Standard Operating Procedures within the easement, and any inadequate, inefficient, 

unsafe or unreasonable service provided by Sunoco.  The Commission does not need to determine 

whether such actions are actually a violation of the permanent and temporary easement 

agreements, municipal law, building standards, fire codes, traffic guidelines, noise exposure rules, 

and environmental regulations.  These laws, however, evidence a standard of safety that Sunoco 

has failed to follow and are relevant on that basis and in the context in which they were cited in 

the Direct Testimony.    

8. Denied.  GRS denies the averments in this paragraph as containing conclusions of 

law requiring no response.  By way of further response, it is specifically denied that Sunoco is 

denied any due process rights.  GRS is not asking Your Honor to make any initial findings that 

Sunoco is violating the permanent and temporary easement agreements, municipal law, building 

standards, fire codes, traffic guidelines, noise exposure rules, and environmental regulations.  

Rather, GRS is providing testimony related to the Public Awareness Plan, the Standard Operating 

Procedures within the easement, and any inadequate, inefficient, unsafe or unreasonable service 
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provided by Sunoco.  The Commission does not need to determine whether such actions are 

actually a violation of the permanent and temporary easement agreements, municipal law, building 

standards, fire codes, traffic guidelines, noise exposure rules, and environmental regulations.  

These laws, however, evidence a standard of safety that Sunoco has failed to follow and are 

relevant on that basis and in the context in which they were cited in the Direct Testimony.    

9. Denied.  GRS denies the averments in this paragraph as containing conclusions of 

law requiring no response and seeking to characterize written documents that speak for themselves.  

By way of further response, it is specifically denied that any of GRS’s Direct Testimony is a waste 

of resources.  Rather, the Direct Testimony of GRS creates a record of Sunoco’s violations related 

to the Public Awareness Plan, the Standard Operating Procedures within the easement, and any 

inadequate, inefficient, unsafe or unreasonable service provided by Sunoco.   

10. Denied.  GRS denies these averments as containing conclusions of law requiring 

no response.  It is specifically denied that Sunoco needs an extension of time to respond to GRS’s 

Direct Testimony.  On the contrary, Sunoco is simply trying to delay this proceeding so that it can 

proceed with its violations related to the Awareness Plan, the Standard Operating Procedures 

within the easement, and any inadequate, inefficient, unsafe or unreasonable service. 

II. LEGAL STANDARDS 

11. Denied.  GRS denies the allegations of this paragraph as conclusions of law 

requiring no response.  To the extent a response is required, the allegations are specifically denied.  

GRS admits that the cited regulations appear to be quoted accurately.  

12. Denied.  GRS denies the allegations of this paragraph as conclusions of law 

requiring no response.  To the extent a response is required, the allegations are specifically denied.  

GRS admits that the cited law appears to be quoted accurately. 
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13. Denied.  GRS denies the allegations of this paragraph as conclusions of law 

requiring no response.  To the extent a response is required, the allegations are specifically denied.  

GRS admits that the cited law appears to be quoted accurately. 

14. Denied.  GRS denies the allegations of this paragraph as conclusions of law 

requiring no response.  To the extent a response is required, the allegations are specifically denied.  

GRS admits that the cited law appears to be quoted accurately. 

15. Denied.  GRS denies the allegations of this paragraph as conclusions of law 

requiring no response.  To the extent the allegations are contrary to the terms of the written 

document, they are specifically denied.  GRS admits that the cited law appears to be quoted 

accurately. 

III. ARGUMENT 

A. None Of The Direct Testimony Requires Your Honor To Adjudicate Any 
Issues Beyond The Commission’s Jurisdiction. 

16. Denied.  GRS denies the averments in this paragraph as containing conclusions of 

law requiring no response and seeking to characterize written documents that speak for themselves.  

By way of further response, Mr. Iacobucci’s and Mr. Culp’s Direct Testimonies relate to the Public 

Awareness Plan, the Standard Operating Procedures within the easement, and any inadequate, 

inefficient, unsafe or unreasonable service provided by Sunoco.  It is possible that the Commission 

could determine the actions of Sunoco as outlined in GRS’s Direct Testimony are unsafe for 

purposes of a violation of the PUC without determining whether such actions are actually a 

violation of the permanent and temporary easement agreements, municipal law, building 

standards, fire codes, traffic guidelines, noise exposure rules, and environmental regulations.   
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i. GRS Is Not Asking The Commission To Make Initial Findings 
Regarding OSHA, CDC, or EPA Noise Exposure Rules. 

17. Denied.  GRS denies the averments in this paragraph as containing conclusions of 

law requiring no response and seeking to characterize written documents that speak for themselves.  

By way of further response, it is specifically denied that GRS is raising issues of noise for the first 

time in its Direct Testimony.  On the contrary, in paragraphs 44, 50, 51, and 53, GRS refers to 

sound barriers.  These sound barriers are obviously related to the noise created by Sunoco’s work 

in the Easement.  Moreover, in the November 20, 2020, correspondence attached to the Complaint 

as Exhibit E, counsel for GRS specifically stated that Sunoco’s work must comply with “noise 

requirements while exercising due care for the safety of others.”  Likewise, as set forth in the 

emails attached to the Complaint as Exhibit F, counsel for the parties discussed the sound barriers.  

Likewise, the chart attached to the Complaint as Exhibit P also describes the unresolved issue of 

the sound barriers.  Thus, Sunoco’s feigned surprise is disingenuous.  In fact, Sunoco submitted 

an Interrogatory on the noise issue and received a full response.  [See Response to Sunoco’s Set I 

Interrogatories, attached as Exhibit C.]   

18. Denied.  GRS denies the averments in this paragraph as containing conclusions of 

law requiring no response and seeking to characterize written documents that speak for themselves.  

By way of further response, it is specifically denied that GRS is raising issues of noise for the first 

time in its Direct Testimony.  On the contrary, in paragraphs 44, 50, 51, and 53, GRS refers to 

sound barriers.  These sound barriers are obviously related to the noise created by Sunoco’s work 

in the Easement.  Moreover, in the November 20, 2020, correspondence attached to the Complaint 

as Exhibit E, counsel for GRS specifically noted that Sunoco’s work must comply with “noise 

requirements while exercising due care for the safety of others.”  Likewise, as set forth in the 

emails attached to the Complaint as Exhibit F, counsel for the parties discussed the sound barriers.  
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Likewise, the chart attached to the Complaint as Exhibit P also describes the unresolved issue of 

the sound barriers.  Thus, Sunoco’s feigned surprise is disingenuous.  In fact, Sunoco submitted 

an Interrogatory on the noise issue and received a full response.  [See Exhibit C.]  

19. Denied.  GRS denies the averments in this paragraph as containing conclusions of 

law requiring no response and seeking to characterize written documents that speak for themselves.  

By way of further response, it is specifically denied that GRS asks Your Honor to make 

adjudications related to OSHA, CDC, or EPA Rules.  Rather, GRS’s Direct Testimony related to 

noise relates to the Awareness Plan, the Standard Operating Procedures within the easement, and 

the inadequate, inefficient, unsafe or unreasonable service provided by Sunoco.  The Commission 

does not need to determine whether such actions are actually a violation of the permanent and 

temporary easement agreements, municipal law, building standards, fire codes, traffic guidelines, 

noise exposure rules, and environmental regulations.  These laws, however, evidence a standard 

of safety that Sunoco has failed to follow and are relevant on that basis and in the context of the 

Direct Testimony in which they were cited.  

20.   Denied.  GRS denies the allegations of this paragraph as conclusions of law 

requiring no response.  To the extent a response is required, the allegations are specifically denied. 

21. Denied.  GRS denies the allegations of this paragraph as conclusions of law 

requiring no response.  To the extent a response is required, the allegations are specifically denied. 

ii. GRS Is Not Asking The Commission To Make Initial Findings 
Regarding PennDOT, FHWA, Or International Fire Code Violations. 

22. Denied.  GRS denies the averments in this paragraph as containing conclusions of 

law requiring no response and seeking to characterize written documents that speak for themselves.  

By way of further response, it is specifically denied that GRS asks Your Honor to make 

adjudications related to PennDOT and FHWA Guidelines or violations of the International Fire 
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Code.  Rather, GRS’s Direct Testimony related to Sunoco’s lack of boundary marking, delineation, 

and barriers relates to the Awareness Plan, the Standard Operating Procedures within the easement, 

and any inadequate, inefficient, unsafe or unreasonable service provided by Sunoco.  The 

Commission does not need to determine that the actions of Sunoco as outlined in GRS’s Direct 

Testimony violate PennDOT and FHWA Guidelines, or the International Fire Code to determine 

that they are unsafe.  These laws/guidelines, however, evidence a standard of safety in the opinion 

of GRS’s expert and are relevant on that basis and in the context of the Direct Testimony in which 

they were cited.  

23. Denied.  GRS denies the averments in this paragraph as containing conclusions of 

law requiring no response and seeking to characterize written documents that speak for themselves.  

By way of further response, it is specifically denied that GRS asks Your Honor to make 

adjudications related to PennDOT and FHWA Guidelines or violations of the International Fire 

Code.  Rather, GRS’s Direct Testimony related to Sunoco’s lack of boundary marking, delineation, 

and barriers relates to the Awareness Plan, the Standard Operating Procedures within the easement, 

and any inadequate, inefficient, unsafe or unreasonable service provided by Sunoco.  The 

Commission does not need to determine that the actions of Sunoco as outlined in GRS’s Direct 

Testimony violate PennDOT and FHWA Guidelines, or the International Fire Code to determine 

that they are unsafe.  These laws/guidelines, however, evidence a standard of safety in the opinion 

of GRS’s expert and are relevant on that basis and in the context of the Direct Testimony in which 

they were cited.  

24. Denied.  GRS denies the allegations of this paragraph as conclusions of law 

requiring no response.  To the extent a response is required, the allegations are specifically denied.  

GRS admits that the cited law appears to be quoted accurately. 
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25. Denied.  GRS denies the allegations of this paragraph as conclusions of law 

requiring no response.  To the extent a response is required, the allegations are specifically denied.   

26. Denied.  GRS denies the allegations of this paragraph as conclusions of law 

requiring no response.  To the extent a response is required, the allegations are specifically denied.  

27. Denied.  GRS denies the averments in this paragraph as containing conclusions of 

law requiring no response and seeking to characterize written documents that speak for themselves.  

By way of further response, it is specifically denied that GRS asks Your Honor to make 

adjudications related to DEP violations.  Rather, GRS’s Direct Testimony related to Sunoco’s 

hazardous leaks, storm water management, and air quality impacts relates to the Awareness Plan, 

the Standard Operating Procedures within the easement, and any inadequate, inefficient, unsafe or 

unreasonable service provided by Sunoco.  It is possible that the Commission could determine the 

actions of Sunoco as outlined in GRS’s Direct Testimony are unsafe for purposes of a violation of 

the PUC without determining whether such actions are actually a violation of DEP Regulations.  

28. Denied.  GRS denies the averments in this paragraph as containing conclusions of 

law requiring no response and seeking to characterize written documents that speak for themselves.  

By way of further response, it is specifically denied that GRS asks Your Honor to make 

adjudications related to DEP violations.  Rather, GRS’s Direct Testimony related to Sunoco’s 

hazardous leaks, storm water management, and air quality impacts relates to the Awareness Plan, 

the Standard Operating Procedures within the easement, and any inadequate, inefficient, unsafe or 

unreasonable service provided by Sunoco.  The Commission could determine the actions of 

Sunoco as outlined in GRS’s Direct Testimony are unsafe for purposes of a violation of the PUC 

without determining whether such actions are actually a violation of DEP Regulations. These 
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Regulations, however, evidence a standard of safety and are relevant on that basis and in the 

context of the Direct Testimony in which they were cited.  

29. Denied.  GRS denies the allegations of this paragraph as conclusions of law 

requiring no response.  To the extent a response is required, the allegations are specifically denied.   

30. Denied.  GRS denies the allegations of this paragraph as conclusions of law 

requiring no response.  To the extent a response is required, the allegations are specifically denied.   

B.  Your Honor Should Not Strike Any Of GRS’s Direct Testimony. 

31. Denied.  GRS denies the averments in this paragraph as containing conclusions of 

law requiring no response and seeking to characterize written documents that speak for 

themselves.  By way of further response, it is specifically denied that GRS asks Your Honor to 

make adjudications not within your jurisdiction.  Rather, GRS’s Direct Testimony relates to the 

Awareness Plan, the Standard Operating Procedures within the easement, and any inadequate, 

inefficient, unsafe or unreasonable service provided by Sunoco.  The Commission can determine 

the actions of Sunoco as outlined in GRS’s Direct Testimony are unsafe for purposes of a violation 

of the PUC without determining whether such actions violate laws that the Commission cannot 

adjudicate.  These laws, however, evidence a standard of safety and are relevant on that basis and 

in the context of the Direct Testimony in which they were cited.  

32. Denied.  GRS denies the averments in this paragraph as containing conclusions of 

law requiring no response and seeking to characterize written documents that speak for themselves.  

By way of further response, it is specifically denied that GRS asks Your Honor to make 

adjudications not within your jurisdiction.  Rather, GRS’s Direct Testimony relates to the 

Awareness Plan, the Standard Operating Procedures within the easement, and any inadequate, 

inefficient, unsafe or unreasonable service provided by Sunoco.   The Commission can determine 



13 
120938829 

the actions of Sunoco as outlined in GRS’s Direct Testimony are unsafe for purposes of a violation 

of the PUC without determining whether such actions violate laws that the Commission cannot 

adjudicate.  These laws, however, evidence a standard of safety and are relevant on that basis and 

in the context of the Direct Testimony in which they were cited.  

33. Denied.  GRS denies the averments in this paragraph as containing conclusions of 

law requiring no response and seeking to characterize written documents that speak for themselves.  

By way of further response, it is specifically denied that GRS asks Your Honor to make 

adjudications not within your jurisdiction.  Rather, GRS’s Direct Testimony relates to the 

Awareness Plan, the Standard Operating Procedures within the easement, and any inadequate, 

inefficient, unsafe or unreasonable service provided by Sunoco.  The Commission can determine 

the actions of Sunoco as outlined in GRS’s Direct Testimony are unsafe for purposes of a violation 

of the PUC without determining whether such actions violate laws that the Commission cannot 

adjudicate.  These laws, however, evidence a standard of safety and are relevant on that basis and 

in the context of the Direct Testimony in which they were cited.  

34. Denied.  GRS denies the averments in this paragraph as containing conclusions of 

law requiring no response and seeking to characterize written documents that speak for themselves.  

By way of further response, it is specifically denied that GRS asks Your Honor to make 

adjudications not within your jurisdiction.  Rather, GRS’s Direct Testimony relates to the 

Awareness Plan, the Standard Operating Procedures within the Easement, and any inadequate, 

inefficient, unsafe or unreasonable service provided by Sunoco.  It is possible that the Commission 

could determine the actions of Sunoco as outlined in GRS’s Direct Testimony are unsafe for 

purposes of a violation of the Public Utility Code without determining whether such actions are 

actually a violation of laws that the Commission cannot adjudicate.  None of the issues raised by 
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GRS in its Direct Testimony are new.  Thus, there is no need to grant Sunoco an extension of time.  

Sunoco seeks to delay this proceeding so that it can proceed with its violations related to the Public 

Awareness Plan, the Standard Operating Procedures within the Easement, and any inadequate, 

inefficient, unsafe or unreasonable service.   

35. Denied.  GRS denies the allegations of this paragraph as conclusions of law 

requiring no response.  To the extent a response is required, the allegations are specifically denied.   

36. Denied.  GRS denies the averments in this paragraph as containing conclusions of 

law requiring no response and seeking to characterize written documents that speak for themselves.  

By way of further response, none of GRS’s Direct Testimony requires Your Honor to determine 

whether Sunoco has violated the permanent and temporary easement agreements, municipal law, 

building standards, fire codes, traffic guidelines, noise exposure rules, and environmental 

regulations.  Rather, GRS is simply providing testimony related to the Awareness Plan, the 

Standard Operating Procedures within the easement, and any inadequate, inefficient, unsafe or 

unreasonable service provided by Sunoco.  For the reasons set forth in Your Honor’s Order, such 

a determination is within the  jurisdiction of the PUC.   

37. Denied.  GRS denies the allegations of this paragraph as conclusions of law 

requiring no response.  To the extent a response is required, the allegations are specifically denied.  

GRS admits that the cited law appears to be quoted accurately. 

38. Denied.  It is specifically denied that Sunoco needs an extension of time to respond 

to GRS’s Direct Testimony.  To the contrary, Sunoco seeks to delay this proceeding so that it can 

proceed with its violations related to the Awareness Plan, the Standard Operating Procedures 

within the easement, and any inadequate, inefficient, unsafe or unreasonable service.  The 
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remaining allegations are conclusions of law to which no response is required.  To the extent a 

response is required, the allegations are specifically denied. 

IV. REQUEST FOR EXPEDITED SEVEN DAY ANSWER PERIOD. 

39. GRS shall file its response by March 31, 2021.   

IV. CONCLUSION 

Your Honor noted in your Order that “the Commission has jurisdiction to hear claims that 

a utility is providing unsafe service” and that the Commission has jurisdiction to hear “issues 

regarding the awareness plan and standard operating procedures pertaining to activities within the 

easement.”  GRS’s Direct Testimony relates to the unsafe services that Sunoco is providing and 

the issues surrounding Sunoco’s non-compliance with the Awareness Plan and Standard Operating 

Procedures within the easement.  As such, Your Honor should deny Sunoco’s Motion.  

Respectfully submitted, 

FOX ROTHSCHILD LLP 

March 31, 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 March 31, 2021, I served a true and correct copy of the foregoing 

Response to Respondent’s Motion to Enforce the January 28, 2021 Order Granting in Part and 

Denying in Part Preliminary Objections, (2) to Strike Testimony and (3) Request for Expedited 

Response Period, 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 
Kevin J. McKeon, Esquire 
Bryce R. Beard, Esquire 

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

TJSniscak@hmslegal.com 
WESnyder@hmslegal.com 
kjmckeon@hmslegal.com 
brbeard@hmslegal.com 

Samuel W. Cortes, Esquire 
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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 I have, on March 9, 2021, served a true copy of Glen Riddle Station, 

L.P.’s Responses to Certain Sunoco Pipeline L.P.’s Interrogatories and Request for Production of 

Documents upon Glen Riddle Station, 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 
Thomas J. Sniscak, Esquire 
Whitney E. Snyder, Esquire 
Kevin J. McKeon, Esquire 
Bryce R. Beard, Esquire 

Hawke, McKeon & Sniscak LLP 
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BEFORE THE 
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 

 
 
GLEN RIDDLE STATION, L.P. 
 

Complainant, 
 
 v. 
 
SUNOCO PIPELINE L.P.,  
 

Respondent. 
 

 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 

 
Docket No. C-2020-3023129 

 

RESPONSES OF GLEN RIDDLE STATION, L.P., TO CERTAIN SUNOCO PIPELINE 
L.P.’S INTERROGATORIES AND REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION O F DOCUMENTS 

DIRECTED TO GLEN RIDDLE STATION L.P. – SET 1 

 Glen Riddle Station, L.P. (“GRS”) provides the responses set forth below subject to the 

general and specific objections set forth in its Objections as modified in its Response to the Motion 

to Compel filed by Sunoco Pipeline L.P. (“Sunoco”).  GRS reserves the right to supplement the 

responses below.  

INTERROGATORIES – 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. 

Answer:  GRS has provided its communications with residents concerning the safety issues 

set forth in the Complaint to counsel for production.  In addition to what has been provided, 

GRS posts communications to its residents through its website located at 

https://www.glenriddleapartments.com/pipelineupdate 

Dated:  March 9, 2021   Answer provided by: Stephen Iacobucci 

  



 

3 
119472081 

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

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

Answer:  GRS has provided its communications with residents concerning Pipeline Project, 

Sunoco’s work on the Property, or Sunoco to counsel for production.  In addition to what 

has been provided, GRS posts communications to its residents through its website located at 

https://www.glenriddleapartments.com/pipelineupdate 

Dated:  March 9, 2021   Answer provided by: Stephen Iacobucci 
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3. Identify all communications between Glen Riddle and the Township related to the 

Property. 

Answer:  GRS has provided its communications with the Township concerning Sunoco to 

counsel for production. 

Dated:  March 9, 2021   Answer provided by: Stephen Iacobucci 
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4. Reference the “Letter to the Editor:  Why is Middletown siding with the pipeline?” 

published in the DELCO Times on February 4, 20201. 

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

Answer:  January 12, 2021.  

Dated:  March 9, 2021   Answer provided by: Stephen Iacobucci 

 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. 

Answer:  GRS has provided the responsive documentation within GRS’s possession to its 

counsel.   

Dated:  March 9, 2021   Answer provided by: Stephen Iacobucci 
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6. Identify how many parking spots were present on the Property prior to SPLP commencing 

work at the Property. 

Answer:  To the best of my knowledge, there were between 95-105 parking spaces on the 

western side of the Property.  The western side services three buildings.  There were between 

120-131 parking spaces on the eastern side of the Property.  The eastern side services two 

buildings.   

Dated:  March 9, 2021   Answer provided by: Stephen Iacobucci 
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7. Identify the average size of each parking space on the Property. 

Answer:  The parking spaces measured inside line edge to inside line edge are approximately 

9-10 ft.  

Dated:  March 9, 2021   Answer provided by: Stephen Iacobucci 
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8. Identify how many cars are listed on current leases with the Property or otherwise 

registered with Glen Riddle.  

Answer:  GRS does not track this information.  

Dated:  March 9, 2021   Answer provided by: Stephen Iacobucci 

  



 

9 
119472081 

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

Answer:  There are 124 apartments.  

Dated:  March 9, 2021   Answer provided by: Stephen Iacobucci 
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15. Has any tenant relocated from one Glen Riddle Apartment building to another Glen Riddle 

Apartment building due to the Pipeline Project? 

Answer:  No. 

Dated:  March 9, 2021   Answer provided by: Stephen Iacobucci 
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17. Identify how many tenants have children 18 years of age or younger. 

Answer:  GRS cannot track this information.  School buses stop at the Property.  

Dated:  March 9, 2021   Answer provided by: Stephen Iacobucci 
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REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS – 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. 

RESPONSE: Responsive documents in GRS’s possession are being produced as agreed in 

GRS’s Response to Sunoco’s Motion to Compel. 

Dated:  March 9, 2021   Answer provided by: Stephen Iacobucci 
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2. All documents and/or communications identified in, referenced by, or related to Glen 

Riddle’s Complaint. 

RESPONSE: Responsive documents in GRS’s possession are being produced.  

Dated:  March 9, 2021   Answer provided by: Stephen Iacobucci 
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3. All documents, communications, and information relating to the safety of Sunoco’s 

construction at the Property. 

RESPONSE: Responsive documents in GRS’s possession are being produced.  

Dated:  March 9, 2021   Answer provided by: Stephen Iacobucci 
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4. All documents, communications, and information submitted by Glen Riddle to the 

Township related to Sunoco’s work at the Property. 

RESPONSE: Responsive documents in GRS’s possession are being produced as agreed in 

GRS’s Response to Sunoco’s Motion to Compel. 

Dated:  March 9, 2021   Answer provided by: Stephen Iacobucci 
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5. All documents, communications, and information submitted by Glen Riddle to the 

Pennsylvania Department of Health related to Sunoco’s work at the Property. 

RESPONSE: GRS does not have any responsive documents in its possession.  

Dated:  March 9, 2021   Answer provided by: Stephen Iacobucci 
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6. All documents, communications, and information submitted by Glen Riddle to the 

Pennsylvania State Police related to Sunoco’s work at the Property. 

RESPONSE: GRS does not have any responsive documents in its possession.  

Dated:  March 9, 2021   Answer provided by: Stephen Iacobucci 
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7. All documents, communications, and information submitted by Glen Riddle to the 

Pennsylvania Attorney General related to Sunoco’s work at the Property. 

RESPONSE: GRS does not have any responsive documents in its possession. 

Dated:  March 9, 2021   Answer provided by: Stephen Iacobucci 
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8. All documents, communications and information by and between Glen Riddle and 

Rosetree Media School District related to the Pipeline Project. 

RESPONSE:  Responsive documents in GRS’s possession are being produced. 

Dated:  March 9, 2021   Answer provided by: Stephen Iacobucci 
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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. 

RESPONSE: Responsive documents in GRS’s possession are being produced.  

Dated:  March 9, 2021   Answer provided by: Stephen Iacobucci 
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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. 

RESPONSE: Responsive documents are being produced as agreed in GRS’s Response to 

Sunoco’s Motion to Compel.  

Dated:  March 9, 2021   Answer provided by: Stephen Iacobucci 
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11. All submissions made through the portal at the following link on Glen Riddle Station’s 

website:  https://www.glenriddleapartments.com/pipeline-report. 

RESPONSE: Responsive documents are being produced as agreed in GRS’s Response to 

Sunoco’s Motion to Compel. 

Dated:  March 9, 2021   Answer provided by: Stephen Iacobucci 
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13. All communications by and between Glen Riddle and Delaware County, including the 

District Attorney’s Office.   

RESPONSE: Responsive documents in GRS’s possession are being produced.   

Dated:  March 9, 2021   Answer provided by: Stephen Iacobucci 

 

 

 



COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
BEFORE THE  

PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
 
GLEN RIDDLE STATION, L.P., 

Complainant, 
 

v. 
 
SUNOCO PIPELINE L.P., 
   Respondent. 
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DOCKET NO. C-2020-3023129 
 

VERIFICATION 
 

I, Stephen Iacobucci, on behalf of Glen Riddle Station, L.P., hereby state that the facts 

above set forth are true and correct to the best of my knowledge, information and belief, and that 

I expect to be able to prove the same at a hearing held in this matter.  I understand that the 

statements herein are made subject to the penalties of 18 Pa. C.S. § 4904 (relating to unsworn 

falsification to authorities). 

 
SIGNED VERIFICATION TO BE PROVIDED ON MARCH 9, 2021 
 
Dated: March 9, 2021   
   (NAME) 

 


