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1.0 INTRODUcnON 

The FERC received 44 letters of commentary during the public review period. A 

list of organizations and persons who provided comment letters is presented in section 2.0. 

The public comments are contained in section 3.0. In most cases the appendices to these 

letters have not been reprinted in the FEIS because of their volume. A complete set of 

these letters is available for public review at the FERC Public Reference and File 

Management Branch, Room 3300D, 941 North Capitol Street, Washington, DC, 20426. 

2.0 COMMENTOR INDEX 

Comments have been grouped in one of four categories: F-Federal; S-State; L
Local; and G-Private citizens and organization and industry representatives. In each case the 

document number identifies a discrete letter. 

Document 

Number 

F1 

F2 

F3 

F4 

F5 

F6 

F7 

Commentor 

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Public Health 

Service, Atlanta, Georgia, Kenneth W. Holt 

U.S. �partment of the Army, Buffalo District, Corps of 

Engineers, Hugh F. Boyd III 

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service, East 

Lansing, Michigan, Homer R. Hilner 

U.S. Department of the Army, Philadelphia District, Corps of 

Engineers, Robert L. Callegari 

U.S. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and 

Atmospheric Administration, Washington, D.C., David 

Cottingham 

U.S. Department of the Interior, Office of the Solicitor, Newton 

Corner, Massachusetts, Anthony R. Conte 

U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, 

Newton Comer, Massachusetts, Ronald E. Lambertson 



Document 
Number 

F8 

F9 

FlO 

Fll 

F12 

F13 

F14 

Sl 

S2 

S3 

S4 

S5 

S6 

Commentor 

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Hiawatha 

National Forest, Dr. R. Kenneth Holtje 

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Ottawa 

National Forest, Charles G. Bartlett 

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Chequamegon 

National Forest, Jack A Blackwell 

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Chippewa 

. National Forest, Mary B. LaPlant 

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Chequamegon 

National Forest, Paul Pedersen 

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service, 

Ashland, Wisconsin, Thomas L. Cogger 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5, Chicago, 

Illinois, Valdas V. Adamkus 

State of Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade, and 

Consumer Protection, Nina M. Berkani 

New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic 

Preservation, Julia S. Stokes 

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, Department of Environmental 

Resources, Keith R. Gentzler 

Massachusetts Historical Commission, Brona Simon 

Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management, 

Victor A Bell 

State of Massachusetts, Energy Facilities Siting Council, Stephen 

Klionsky 



Document 
Number 

S7 

S8 

S9 

S10 

Sl1 

S12 

L1 

L2 

L3 

IA 

L5 

1.6 

L7 

Commentor 

Rhode Island Historical Preservation Commission, Edward F. 

Sanderson 

State of Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, Northwest 

District Headquarters, William H. Clark 

State of Connecticut, Joan Maloney 

New York State Department of Public Service, New York State 

Pipeline Task Force, Richard A Solomon and David 

D' Alessandro 

State of Minnesota, Department of Natural Resources, Thomas 

W. Balcom 

State of Minnesota, Department of Natural Resou�ces, Division 

of Fish and Wildlife, Paul Stolen 

Town of DeWitt, New York, Burton Lowitz 

County of Marquette, Resource Management and Development 

Department, Michigan, Gwen Timmons 

Town of Holliston, Massachusetts, Office of the Engineer, Ivan 

R. Lopez 

Town of Medway, Medway Planning Board, Allan B. Fraser 

City of Norwich, Connecticut, Ernest Zmyslinski 

Town of Hopkinton, Massachusetts, Office of the Selectmen, 

Theodore D. Kozak 

Town of Longmeadow, Massachusetts, Conservation 

Commission, Anne C. Rogers 



Document 
Number 

L8 

Gl 

G2 

G3 

G4 

G5 

G6 

G7 

G8 

G9 

GlO 

Commentor 

Town of Longmeadow, Massachusetts, Board of Selectmen, 

Edward T. Heaphy, Jr. 

Medway, Massachusetts, Jay Newton 

Williamsville, New York, James S. Cumming 

Framingham, Massachusetts, Michael Greenburg 

Great Lakes Gas Transmission Company, Detroit, Michigan 

CNG Transmission Corporation, Clarksbury, West Virginia 

Algonquin Gas Transmission Company, Boston, Massachusetts 

Texas Eastern Gas Pipeline Company 

Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation, Syracuse, New York 

Marquette, Michigan, M. Jean Ferrill 

Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company, Houston, Texas 
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COMMENT RESPONSES 





·"...... . , Fl (. r.. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES 
. 

Public Health Ser.,ce 

\.::��\.- - PbfD CHEi�RY , .. r'�rj; flr lB .... SE Centeu for Dis • . ue Control .. , .. 
\\ 4: 32 Atlanta GA 30333 

90 t\�R 30 p March 23, 1990 

, ; p;'i' : .. :- �. �\ ... �:,:::�', \011 r 0'· 1· I" �� \ til I' I'''''.,) Secretary f'[GlILh "I, • 
Federal Energy Regulatory Camussion 
825 North capitol street N.E. 
Washirgton, IX: 20426 

Dear sir: 

We have oatpleted our review of the Draft Environmental Inpact Statement 
(DElS) for the Niagra Illport POint Project (Docket No. CP88-l71-00l). We. 
are responding on·behalf of the u.s. PUblic Health Service. 

our major conoems with the proposed project pertain to human safety, 
protection of water resources, and potential exposure to hazardous 
substances. We believe, however, that the mitigation measures recamnended 
by the Federal Energy Regulatory Ocmnission are appropriate and necessary 
to avoid or reduce adverse inpacts. We stress that the successful 
iJrplementation of these measures will determine the ultoote benefit. 
Therefore, we agree with the recx:mnen::lation that a qualified 
"environmental inspector per oonstruction spread" be present at all times 
durin; construction to carefully m:>nitor the cx:nstruction process. The 
onsite inspector should pay particular attention to worker and public 
safety, potential contamination of aquifers and surface waters, and 
emergerq respcnse preparedness for potential spillS of hazardous 
substances, in addition to ro.ltine oonstruction requirements. 

We note that all applicable Federal and State regulations will be adherea 
to, and an assessment of the inpact of any new air emissions is required 
to ensure oatpliance with the National �ient Air Q.Iality StandiL.-ds. We 
were pleased to note that modern tecImology designs for autanatic shut 
downs at oatpressor stations will be used in this project for mechanical 
failures, presence of unsafe gas mixtures, and excessive heat or flame. 

'!hank you for the q:portunity to review am cxmnent on this DEIS. Please 
insure that we are included on your mailin; list for the Final EIS and 
future DEIS's which may indicate potential public health inpact and are 
developed under the National Environmental policy }let (NEPA). 

0::: 

Sincerely yours, 

�!J.1Id-
Kenneth W. Holt, M.S.E.H. 
Environmental Health scientist 
Center for Environmental Health 

and Injury Cbntrol 

Mr. )(urt Flynn, Project Manager 

( , 

FI-I Comment acknowledged. The applicant will comply with Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration regulations, which protect the health and safety of workers 
and the public. Potential contamination of surface waters and aquifers is discussed 
in sections 5.1.3.1.1 and 7.3. 



G)",�'\. /" , � � .......... '" IIY ..... TIOM 
Regulatory Branch 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
.U" ALO DISTRICT, CO"". O'INGINII:". 

U1. NIAGARA S'AEET 

.UfFALO. MIW YO"K UI01 ... a ... 

March 26, 1990 

re<.v� 'to/IO 

SUBJECT: Review of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for 
the Proposed Niagara Import Point Project, Docket 
No. CP88-171-001, Department of the Army processing 
No. 90-976-58 

. 

Secretary 
F.,ct .. l"cal Energy Regu�atory Ccmmissior. 
825 North capitol Street, N. E. 
Washington, DC 20426 

Dear Sir: 

This is in response to your request for comments on the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed 
Niagara Import Point Project. 

The DEIS has been reviewed for the activities being 
proposed within the Buffalo District's jurisdiction in Erie, 
Livingston, Niagara, Ontario, Onondaga and wyoming Counties 
in the State of New York. 

During the review of the DEIS it was determined that 
several federally listed Threatened and Endangered Species 
of plants and wildlife that may occur in New York State were 
not discussed in the document. 

The following is a complete list of federally listed 
Threatened and Endangered Species that could occur in the 
proximity of the proposed activities: 

F2 

1 

F2-! The scope of the discussion of endangered and threatened species in the DEIS 
was limited to species that could potentially be affected by the proposed projects. 
Species that could potentially be affected in New York were identified based on 
consultation with the FWS, NMFS, NYDEC, and NYNHP. None of the species 
on this list were identified as a potential concern during consultations with these 
agencies. 
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Regulatory Branch 
SUBJECT: Review of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for 
the proposed Niagara Import Point project, Docket 
No. CPBB-171-001, Department of the Army processing 
No. 90-976-5B 

Common Name Scientific Name � Distribution 

Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus E Entire state 

American 
peregrine 
Falcon 

f£l£Q peregrinus E Entire state 

piping plover 

Indiana bat 

Eastern 
cougar 

Grey wolf 

Small whorled 
pogonia 

tundrius 

Charadrius melodus 

MY2ili sodalis 

� concolor 
� 

� .l8mY.!! 
� medeoloides 

American Hart's Phyll itis scolopendrium 
tongue fern 

Eastern prairie Platanthera leucophaea 
fringed orchid 

American 
burying beetle Nicrophorus �� 

E Great Lakes 
watershed 

E Entire state 

E Entire state 

E Entire state 

E Entire state 

T Madison and 
Onondaga 
counties 

T Ent�re state 

E Entire state 

F2 

11 



- )-
Regulatory Branch 
SUBJECT: Review of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for 
the Proposed Niagara Import Point proj ect , Docket 
No . CP88 - 1 7 1 - 0 0 1 ,  Department of the Army processing 
No. 9 0-976-58 

The proposed compressor and metering stat ions, and the 
proposed 9i�e�ine segments should, to the gr.eatest extent 
practicable , be located/routed to avoid encroachment into 
wetlands subject to jurisdiction under section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act . In areas where it will be necessary to 
encroach or transverse wetlands , infringement should be 
minimized . Notwithstanding , during our final evaluation o f  
the proposed proj ect , practicable alternatives to locating 
facilities and routing the pipeline in and through wetlands 
wi ll be considered as required by the U . S .  Envi ronmental 
Protection Agency Guidelines !2x SpecifiCation 2t Disposal 
� 1QI Dredged 2X l1ll Material at Title 40 of toe Code of 
Federal RegUlations Part 2)0 . In addit ion, it is reoommended 
that the applicant's delineate all wetlands in the vicinity 
of the compressor and metering station sites , as well as all 
the wetlands that the pipel ine will transverse . The wetland 
delineations should be conducted using the procedures set 
forth in the Federal MAnYAl !2x Identifying ADd Delineating 
Jurisdictional Wetlands. 

The pipeline crossing of the Niagara River w i l l  require 
authorization under section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act 
of 1899 , and possibly under section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act ,  for which an individual perm it will be required . In 
add it ion, crossings of waterways and wetlands that w i l l  
requ ire the discharge of fill t o  construct access roads , lay 
down pads or other temporary structures to facil itate the 
work will also require individUal Department of the Army 
permits . . 

Questions pertaining to this matter should be directed 
to Mr.  Gary McDannel l ,  Who may be contacted by ca l l i ng 
7 16-879-4)22 , or by writing to the above address. 

Sincere ly, 

��/!"h?� f'" Hugh 'F. Boyd II I 
Colone l ,  U . S .  Arm 
Command ing 

y 

F2 

2 

" 
1 4 

Is 

Fl-2 

Fl-3 

Fl-4 

Fl-S 

We believe that the pipeline route as recommended in the DEIS minimizes 
encroachment into wetlands to the maximum extent practicable. However. this 
is balanced against the goal of utilizing existing rights-of.way wherever possible. 
As noted in the Stream and Wetland Construction and Mitigation Procedures 
(appendix D). aboveground facilities (compressor and meter stations) may not be 
placed in federally delineated wetlands. None of the four new compressor or 
meter stations that are proposed as part of the NIP Project would be located 
within NWI-mapped wetlands. 

Thank you for your comment. Since publication of the DElS, we have added a 
condition to the Stream and Wetland Construction and Mitigation Procedures that 
requires each applicant to delineate wetlands using the procedures set forth in the 
Federal manual for identifying and delineating jurisdictional wetlands. All 
wetlands must be field-delineated prior to construction. 

Tennessee indicated to FERC. as presented in section 5.1.3.2.2, that the proposed 
Niagara River crossing would be constructed utilizing directional drilling methods. 
A Section 404/10 authorization from the COE would not be needed if this method 
is utilized. 

Thank you for your comment. 



" :c. ,; '" _ .  I - I I , .... , 

� '''' 1/:"::::::\\ Untied Slllo, ,\'-,J;I Oeparlmonl 01 ��.)' AU'lcL"'lu,e 

So,I 
Conse...,alion 
Service 

1405 South Harrison Road, Room 101 
East Lansing" Michigan 
48823 

Secretary, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
825 North Capitol Street, N.E. 
�ashington, D.C. 20426 

Docket No. CP88-171-001 

March 21, 1990 

File Code: 190-15-3 

Thls will acknowledge receipt of your correspondence of March, 1990 concerning 
the Niagara Import Point Project. 

Uc are glad to see that In Michigan. after construction, agricultural lands 
will be converted back to agricultural use. Ue recommand that Great Lakes 
segregate the top soU fro .. the trench .. aterlal for replacement during final 
clean-up for all cultivated lands. 

It is tho policy of the United States Department of Agriculture and the Soil 
Conservation Sorvlce tu discourage the conversion of prime and/or unique 
agricultural lands. 

It ls our reconulenaation t:nl c Appendix C btl fulluwcu LoU �U'lllul .v.:.! br�slc",. 
and sedimentation on disturbed areas. 

F3 

11 12 
13 

In Michigan, approximately 59 mUes of wetlands will be crossed. Landowners I who participated in USDA progra�. could Jeopardize their eligibility for many 4 
USDA programs if they plant an annually planted crop on these altered wetlands. 

� 

If we can be of further assistance to you, our area conservationists serving 
Michigan are as follows: 

Cogeblc, Iron, Dickinson, Marquette, Delta, Schoolcraft and Mackinac 
Counties: 

Bernard F. Huetter 
Area Conservationist 
Soil Conservation Service 
201 Rubleln Street 
Marquette, Michigan 49855-4094 
Phone: 906-226-8871 

Emmet, Charlevoix, Kalkaska and Missaukee counties: 

Alan C. Herceg 
Area Conservationist 
Soil Conservation Service 
3191 Logan Valley Road 
Traverse City, Hichigan 49684-4772 
Phone: 616-946-6811 

,,,. Soli Conl.,v.loOn S.,., .... 
I ..... elJenc::, ollhe 
D.p •• I",,-.. 1 01 "D,c;uIYile 

F3-1 
F3-2 
F3-3 F3-4 

Per our Erosion Control, Revegetation, and Maintance Plan (appendix C), all 
applicants are required to segregate the topsoil in all actively cultivated agricultural 
lands, which includes permanent or rotated cropland and hayfields. The topsoil is 
to be stripped and stored separately from the trench material and replaced in the 
final steps of the cleanup phase of construction_ 

Pipeline construction will not convert any prime and/or unique agricultural lands. 

This is our recommendation as well (see section 7.3). Thank you for your comment 

Per our Stream and Wetland Construction and Mitigation Procedures (appendix D), 
the applicants are not permitted to convert wetlands. All wetlands with Ihe 
exception of forested wetlands, must be restored to their preconstruction conditions. 

Landowners would be contacted by the applicants before revegetation measures are 
taken to insure that site-specific requests are fulfilled as is discussed in section 5.1.2.2 and in the Erosion Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan (appendix 
C). 



G��� Unlled Slates '" �I Department of 
'I Ag,iculture 

Soil 
Conservalioo 
SeMce 

1405 South Harrison Road , Room 101 
East Lans ing , .Michigan 
48823 

� 

- 2 -

Cheboygan, Otsego, Crawford ,  Clare , I sabella,  Midland , Gratiot and Saginaw 
Counties: 

Keith R. Martell 
Area Conservationist 
Soil Conservation Service 
501 Norway Street 
Crayling , Michigan 49738- 1719 
Phone: 51 7 - 3 48-952 3 

Genesee , Lapeer ,  Macomb and S t .  Clair Counties: 

Percy Hagee, Jr . 
Area Conservationist 
Soil Conservation Service 
2 2 5  East Fifth Stree t ,  Rm. 302 
Flint , Hichigan 48502 - 16 41 
Phone: 3 13 - 766 - 5192 

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on this proposed project.  

S incerely , 

4.n /f' /�� 
Homer R .  Hi1ner 
State Conservationist 

CC:I� Kurt Flynn , Proj ect Manage r ,  Office of Pipeline and Production 
Regulation , Room 7312 , 82 5 North Capitol S t .  N . E . , Washington , D . C .  
20426 

Bernard F. Hue tte r ,  Area Conservationis t ,  SCS , Marque tte , Michigan 
Alan G .  Herceg, Area Conservationis t ,  SCS , Traverse City, Michigan 
Keith R .  Martell ,  Area Conservationis t ,  SCS , Grayling , Michigan 
Percy Magee , Jr . ,  Area Conservationist , SCS , Flint , Michigan 
James B. Newman , Director , Ecological Sciences Division, SCS , 

Washington , D . C .  

HRlI: lcs: kp 9417D 

Th_ So' Con •• ,.,.CoOI'I S.rvlCe 
I' an 8gt1nc, of lhe 
Department 01 Agile"!!,,,. 

F3 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
PHILAOU,PHIA DISfIIUCT. CORPS OF ENOINEERS 

CUSTO" HOUSE-2 0 , CHESTNUT STREETS 

PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA 18'01-2'111 

.'" ,11('-. 

� -:;!,,�'" �'. � �r� ":�" " /..,> '·pf -,:. � "':'" 

F4 

Q"./., 00 APR 1 3 1990 v,"! '\ :. � " ·''''''''0 
"." "'0C)00Of' 

Envirormental Resooroes BranCh 

Hs. IDis O. Cashell 
secretary, Federal Energy Regulatory cxmnissien 
825 North OIpitol Street, N.E. 
�, DC 20426 

Dear Hs. cashel.l: 

':,. ".-:';:. 

'lhanIt you for givirg us the qp>rtunity to review am cx:mnent en the 
Niagara IDport Project Draft Envirormental IDpac:t statement , Incket No. 
CP88-171-Q01. Please note that the April :<, 19�0 deadline fot· cx:mnent:s cite::l 
in your Notice of AvailaIJility date::l March 16, 1990 is not in cxmplialXle with 
the required 45 day ocmnent period under the National Environnent:al Policy Act .  
C>.lr cx:mnent:s are being provided in advance of the actual due date of 
April JO, 1990. 

'lhose actiers prop:lSE!d in the Draft Envircrmental. IDpac:t statement within 
cur jurisctictioo ooosist of the Transoontinental Gas Pipe Line OJrporatien's 
(Transoo) pl:'qXlSed Leidy l.oq> pipeline am ocmpressor statiers in UlZerne 
CCAJnty, Pennsylvania am Heroer camty, New Jersey. 'lbe enviroomental factors 
that may be ilrpacted by the pl:'qXlSed project awear to be sufficiently 
a<klressed in the report. However under current Federal regulations, 
specifically sectioo 10 of the River am Harbor Act of 1899, a Department of 
the ArIrrf penni.t is required for arrt work . involving the obstruction or 
alteration of arrt navigable water of the Unite::l States . 'lhis would apply to 
Transoo's pI:'qXlSed pipeline crossing of the Delaware River referenced on 
page 5-33. In additioo , the work relate::l to the disruption of wetlards by the 
prq:a;ed pipeline DJSt be in cxmplianoe with Department of the ArIrrf Nationwide 
Penni.t No. 12, for utility line crossin:]s wen requires the return of the 
grrund surface to the original elevatioo following construction activities . 
'llle requirement for both of these permit actions &hculd be incl1.xled in the 
Final Envirormental IDpact stat.a1ent. 

If you have arrt q.JII!Sticns regardin;J this matter, please cxratact 
Poj E. DenDarit, Jr. , Ollef, Environnental. Resources Branch at (215) 597-4833 or 
Barbara M. Heirendt at (215) 597-6800. 

Sincerely, 

t�L�l� 
Chief, Plannirg oivisien 

Cqrj F\lrnisbed: 
Fmc, Mr. IQJrt Flynn 

1 1 

I ' 
F4-1 

F4-2 

Comment noted. Information has been incorporated into section 5.1.3.2.2. 

Section·S.1.7.2 and section 1l(C)(2) of the Stream and Wetland Construction and 
Mitigation Procedures (appendix D) contain the condition that the applicant shall 
"comply with nationwide Section 404 permit conditions (33 eFR § 330) at a 
minimum." This includes all conditions for all nationwide permits that may apply 
to the proposed projects. However, section 5.1.7 has been modified to include 
the specific conditions that apply to Nationwide Permit No. 12. 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

Neelonal Dc •• nlc .nd
·

Acma.ph .... ,c Admlnl.C .... Cian 

Dffic. af th. Chi.' SclenCI.t: 
.'., .. r/I WesJllngtoTl. D.C. 20230 

March 3 0 ,  1990 

\.� 

Honorable Lois D .  Cashell 
secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
825 North Cap itol street , N . E .  
Washington, D.C .  2 0426 

Dear Ms. secretary: 

.......... : ) 
\ 
-'� 

- . \.' .. 
�: ..... 

, " IJ' 

Enclosed are comments to your Draft Environmental Impact 
statement for the Niagara Import Point Project , Project No . CP88-
17 1-00 1 .  We hope our comments w i l l  assist you . Thank you for 
giving us an opportunity to review the document . 

Enclosure 

Sincerely , 

»�/ �� 
David Cottingham' 
Director 
Ecology and Environmental 

Conservat ion O f f ice 

cc: Mr. Kurt Flynn (with gea'tetic controls) 
Project Manager 
Environmental Pol icy and Project Analysis Branch 
O f f ice of Pipel ine and Producer Regulat ion 

"�'.'''''-'''' i.'a' ,,,,� 
, � " ' 

q. � .. ,-,,,,.,c."� 

F5 



MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
Notiono' Ocoonic onll Atmooph.ric Adminl.trotion 
NATIONAL OCEAN SERVICE 
OFFICE OF CHARTING AND GEOOETIC SERVICES 
ROC�VILLE. MARYLAND 20852 C"I 

-J 
MAA 28 Igg) 

David Cottingham 
Ecology and Environmental Conservation Office 
Office of the Chief Scient 

Rear Admiral Wesley V�� 
Director, Charting and Geodetic Services 

: -:- .... 

DEIS 9003.04 - Niagara Import Point project
(New York, New Jersey, pensylvania, Connecticut, 
Rhode Island, Massachusetts, Michigan, 
Wisconsin, and Minnesota) 

The subject statement has been reviewed within the areas of 
Charting and Geodetic Services' (C&GS) responsibility and 
expertise and in terms of the impact of the proposed actions on 
C&GS activities and projects. 

A preliminary review of C&GS records has indicated the presence 
of both horizontal (H) and vertical (V) geodetic control survey 
monuments in the proposed project area. Attached is a listing of 
published and unpublished geodetic control data for each of the 
above mentioned states which are impacted by the proposed 
project. Also accompanying this memorandum are the geodetic 
control quadrangles, project descriptions, and other information 
pertaining to the geodetic control. survey monuments which may be 
affected by the project. 

This information should be reviewed for identifying the location 
and designation of any geodetic control monuments that may be 
affected by the proposed project. If there are any planned 
activities which will disturb or destroy these monuments, C&GS 
requires not less than 90 days' notification in advance of such 
activities in order to plan for their relocation. C&GS 
recommends that funding for this project includes the cost of any 
relocation required for C&GS monuments. For further information 
about these monuments, please contact the National Geodetic 
Information Branch, N/CG17, Rockwall Bldg., room 20, National 
Geodetic Survey, NOAA, Rockville, Maryland 20852, telephone 
301-443-8631. 

Attachments 

cc: 
N/CG1x15 - Robinson 
N/CG1x17 - Putziger 
N/CG1x18 - Ramsey 
N/CG1x23 - Moyer 

N/CG1x24 - Baugh 
N/CG1x26 - Hoyle 
N/CG1x32 - Cohen 
N/CG17 - Spencer 

111/IR .2 8 IJJO 

� (.� "�� 
. .., 

F5 
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FS-l Normal construction practices include contingencies for avoiding or replacing 
survey monuments. 



NIAGARA IMPORT POINT PROJECT 

Listing of Geodetic Control survey Monume�ts by state 
.Al!�;:.� _ '=; ." , 

PUBLISHED GEODETIC CONTROL DATA UNPUBLISHED FIELD'PROjEdTaJ3 
Ouadrangle Horizontal vertical Horizontal Vertical 

Minnesota 

480962 X X 
470951 X X 
470942 X X 
470933 X X 
470932 X X 

Wisconsin 

460914 X X 
460911 X X 
460902 X X (Also covers Michigan) 
460901 X X (Also covers Michigan) 
460893 X X (Also covers Michigan) 
460892 X X (Also covers Michigan) 
460883 X (Also covers Michigan) 

Michigan 

460873 X G15915 
460872 X G16003 
460853 X G16097 
460852 X X G16111 
450871 X G16456 
450864 X 
450861 X 
450844 X X 
450843 X X 
440844 X X 
430832 X 
430823 X 
420831 X 
420824 X 

New York, Pennsylvania, and New Jersey 

430783 (NY) X G16598 (NY) 
420784 (NY) X G16943 (NY) 
400774 (PA) X X 
400751 (PA/NJ) X X 

Connecticut, Massachusetts, and Rhode Island 

410721 (CT) 
410711 (MA/RI) 

X 
X 

L25142, pt 3 

L24372 
L24465, pt 3 

L24235 (NY) 
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United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR 

IN RBPLY RSFSR TO: 

ODe 0 ..... )' Cea.tar - Su.'" 81a 
N •• &oa. COrDer. MA 0215a·uee 

April 2 7 ,  1990 

VIA FAX AND AIRBORNE EXPRESS 

Lois D. cashell , Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
825 North Capitol Street , N . E .  
Washington, D . C . 2 0426 

S0;.(�Z� l.ii S: 25 
(tiT.) ._-61011j •• L _ 
FrS: 818-I11III '. ' 

RE: Dratt Environmental Impact Statements ( FERC/EIS 00570) -
Niagara Import Point Project: 

Docket Nos . CP88-l7l-0 0 l ,  CP88-892-00 0 ,  CP88-l87-00 l ,  
CP88-l95-002 , CP88-7l2-000 ,  CP89-7-00 l ,  CP89-7l0-000,  
CP89-7ll-000 , CP88-l94-00 l .  

NOTICE RE DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR INTERVENTION 

Dear Ms. Cashell: 

It will not be possible tor the Department ot the Interior to 
complete its review process and therefore prepare an Intervention 
within the comment date indicated in the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission ' s  Notices in the above-referenced matters , April 3 0 ,  
19 9 0 .  

The Department has statutory respons ibil ity as t o  matters which 
would be addressed in its Intervention . 

Notice is hereby given that there is a considerable l ikel ihood that 
an Intervention will be tiled by the Department , subject to the 
Department's proceeding with an intervention being approved at the 
Departmental's Washington level . This process will entail a period 
of time . 

The Department will require at least a 60-day period beyond Apr i l  
30 , 1 9 9 0  in order that it have a n  opportunity to exercise its 
authority and hereby requests that the comment date be so extended . ��HE 'NTEa'Oa 

ANTHONY R .  ONTE 
Regional Sol icitor 

Original and 14 copies to FERC Secretary 
copy to project Manager at FERC 

F6 
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F6-1 The onicial deadline ror the comment period was not extended. However, on 
May 1, 1990, in response to this letter, we contacted the FWS to ask that they 
provide us with their issues and concerns as soon as possible. These comments 
were not received as or May 14, 1990. 



United States Department of the Interior, . . .. i: . . �,:fh_:/ ,\': 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

ONE GATEWAY CENTER, SUITE 700 90 :;?� 20 1111 9: 26 
NEWTON CORNER, MASSACHUSETrS 02158 

Lois D. Cashell ,  Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
8 2 5  North capitol street, N . E .  
Washington , D.C . 2 0426 

� .  �.:. � : .:; �.�:.�,.\; rt;:,�.q'i;·:�' :f��, 
APR 21 r-

RE: Niagara Import Point Project: 
Docket Nos . CP8 8-17 1-00 1 ,  CP88-892-000 , CP8 8-l87-00l, CP8 8 -
195-00 2 ,  CP88-712-000,  CP89-7 -001,  CP89-7l0-00 0 ,  CP89-7ll-
000 , CP8 8-194-001 .  

Dear Ms . Cashell: 

The u. s .  Fish and Wildlife service (Service) anticipates f i l i ng 
comments on the proposed project . However, it will not be 
possible for the Service to complete its review pr'ocess and 
therefore file comments within the comment date indicated in the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commiss ion's Notices in the above
referenced matters , April 30 , 199 0 .  

The u . s .  Fish and wildl i fe service has statutory responsibility 
as to matters which would be addressed in its comment s .  The 

F7 

proposed project includes miles o f  pipel ine across multiple I 1 
states and 10 new power plants.  construction would involve 
wetland and river crossings as well as vegetation clearing and 
wildlife habitat a lteration and perhaps endangered species . The 
necessary coordination between the Service's o ff ices in the 
various Regions has just been completed. 

The service will require at least a 10-day period beyond 
April 3 0 ,  1990 in order that it have an opportunity to exercise 
its authority and hereby requests that the comment date be so 
extended . 

s incerely yours , 

a�tk.l:J,." 
Regional Director 

original and 14 Copies to FERC Secretar� 
Copy to project Manager at FERC 

F7-1 The official deadline for the comment period was not extended. However, on 
May I, 1990, in response to this letter, we contacted the FWS to ask that they 
provide us with their issues and concerns as soon as possible. These comments 
were not received as of May 14, 1990, 



;{.�:;:.\\ @, United States 
Depa .. tment of 
Agricul tu .. e 

Fo .. est 
Service 

Hiawatha National Fo .. est 
P.O. Box 316 
Escanaba, Michigan 49829 

Date: Ap .. il 21, 1990 

·Reply to: 1950/2310 

Subject: Niaga .. a Impo .. t Point (NIP) P .. oject (Docket Icp88-111-001) 

To: Sec .. eta .. y, Fede .. al Ene .. gy Commission 

My staff completed a .. eview of the DEIS fo .. this p .. oject. We p .. ovided 
the enclosed comments (Attachment A) to make the Final Envi .. onmental 
Impact Statement st .. onge .. fo .. the po .. tions of the p .. oject (G .. eat Lakes 
Gas T .. ansmission Company Loops 11 and 12) c .. ossing the Hiawatha 
National Fo .. est. 

I commend you .. staff fo .. producing such a tho .. ough DEIS fo .. a la .. ge, 
complex p"oject. I'm confident that you will accept ou .. comments and 
those of the othe .. 3 National Fo .. ests (Michigan, Wisconsin, and 
Minnesota) to imp .. ove an al .. eady good document. Page .. efe .. ences a .. e 
given wheneve .. possible fo .. cla .. ity. The majo .. ity of ou" comments 
.. ega .. d easily resolved details of mitigation measu .. es and wo .. ding of 
specific passages of text in the DEIS. We identified two, mo .. e 
difficult, aspects of this project and desi .. e continued dialogue with 
you .. staff to resolve. 

The fi .. st is the Stu .. geon Rive .. c .. ossing of a candidate Wild, Scenic, 
0 .. Rec .. eation Rive .. and pa .. t of pending legislative action. The 
Stu .. geon Rive .. co .... ido .. is also a candidate fo .. designation by the 
Chief of the Fo .. est Service as a Resea .. ch Natu .. al Area. This is a ve .. y 
cont .. ove .. sial subject fo .. the Hiawatha National Fo .. est. The 
const .. uction method p .. oposed fo .. this crossing (d .. illing and blasting 
in the .. ive .. bed) is of g .. eat conce .. n to us. The second potential 
p .. oblem a .. ea is where Loop 12 passes th .. ough anothe .. candidate 
Resea .. ch Natu .. al A .. ea, the Pointe aux Chenes a .. ea in Mackinac County. 

We enclosed a copy of the lette .. that went out to all the interested 
pa .. ties along with a mailing list. As requested, we included copies 
of all the .. esponses .. eceived to date. 

Again, thank you fo .. the oppo .. tunity to examine and comment on the 
DE IS fo .. the NIP p .. oject. We look forward to seeing the FEIS. 

--�� ,.. � DR. R. KENN�TJE 

� Fo .. est Supe .. viso .. 

Enclosure 

C.rln, lor III_ ulKl � ..... 'n' P ... pI_ 

F8 
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General Comments: 

Page 2 

Hiawatha National Forest Review Comments 

Niagara Import Pro)ect DEIS 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 

April 25, 1990 

1 .  The Lake S�tes National Forests recently deci ded to suspend our own 
herbicide use . Use of herbicides to maintain the pipel i ne will require 
permittees to assume the cost and responsibility for pesticide risk 
assessment and EIS preparation for Forest Service review and consideration. 

2. Bal d eagle territory locations are adequately covered unless a subsequent 
survey turns up a new nesting site. Likewise , the piping plover is 
adequately covered unless a subsequent survey turns up a new nesting site. 

3. The grey wolf is being monitored in the western part of Michigan' s U . P .  but 
not for the central and eastern parts. Our Forest Plan obligates us to 
protect potential habitat. 

4. The DEIS appears to have both recommendations and requirements i ncluded; it 
is not clear which is which. 

5 .  Point aux Chenes River and Horan Creek are not included i n  the Michigan list 
of streams. 

6 .  The Forest Service's E.A. process will surface the areas i n  which ATV use is 
a problem and traffic control will be required. The Hiawatha Forest Pl an 
currently lists Level 2 roads as commonly found within the pi pel i ne R-O-W as 
open t o  ATV use unless posted clos ed. We are currently looking closely at 
changing that policy to l ist rights-of-way as closed unless post ed  as open. 

7. The wood t urtle was not mentioned for the Sturgeon River corridor. The area 
should be surveyed for wood turtle habitat and presence. 

8. Seed .ixes used for revegetation should allow for local variation . 
_ __ -----Cons i deration should be given to us i ng the locally occurring species. Dunes 

should be seeded with native grasses or plugs as appropriate. Reference 
1920 HeIIIo, da ted Apr il 26. 1990. 

9. TIE plant protection will be a "must" .  Surveys must be'performed at the 
appropriate t 1Jlles t.o assure location o,f communi ties , and the subsequent 
protection ther eof: 

10. The protection of the v isual resource through vegetative screenings at major 
traffic crossings must be un dertaken . We are interested in working with the 
applicant ' s  representatives to designate spec1Jllen/feature reserve trees to 
e nhance the wil dlife and visual resources . 

1 1. Brook and brown trout ,  and salmon are fall spawners . Fish eggs are i n  the 
spawning gravels fro. October to June , including 'spring steelhead activity .  
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F8-1 

F8 -2 

F8- 3 

F8-4 

F8 -S 

F8-6 

F8-7 

F8-8 

F8 -9 

F8-10 

F8-ll 

Commen t noted . 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted . 

Throughout t he EIS we have recommended speci fic requirements/m it igating 
measures f or t he applica nts to implement. These specific requiremen ts/ml tigating 
measures are discussed in sect ion 7. We will recommend to t he Commiss ion tha t 
all of the specific requirements/mitigating measures conta ined in section 7 be 
made part of a ny cert ificate issued in t he proceed ing. However, the Commiss ion 
will make t he decis ion on what conditions (recommendat ions) are I ncluded in the 
cert ifica te. 

Comment noted . The Point aux Chenes Rive r has bee n added to ta ble 4.1. 3-6. 
The Moran River is crossed by t he proposed route on Loo p 12 at MP 677.5. 

Comment noted. Our recommendation for implementa ti on of appendix C 
specifies t hat A1V controls are to be inst alled and mainta ined at t he request of 
each owner or manager of forestlands. 

Thank you f or your comment . Great Lakes has indica ted that several areas of 
wood turt le habitat have bee n ident ified , and t hat these areas will be surveyed to 
determine if wood t urt les are present (see comment G4-2O). This includes 
potenti al habitat along the St urgeon River. Sect ions 4.1.S and S.1.S have bee n 
modified to include t he potential presence of t he wood turt le along proposed 
Great Lakes loops . 

The El'OII ion Control, Revegeta tion, and Maintenance Plan I n appendix C, sect ion 
V, includes t he opt ion of alternative seed mix tures at the request of I and
managing agencies. Site-apecific concerns wit hin na tional forests can be addressed 
as conditions t o specia l-use permits iss ued to t he applica nt by the F orest Service. 
We have reviewed Hiawa tha' s recommendations for tec hnica l content and for 
consistency with our plan. Speci al sit e- specific seed ings and construction met hods 
would result from t hese recommendat ions. 

Thank you for your comment. Please see Great Lakes comment (G4-68) 
regard ing plant surveys scheduled to be conducted wi thin National F orest lands. 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted , a lt hough by J une mos t sa lmonid eggs from fa ll spawners have 
hatched and are in t he water column. Spri ng spawning stee lhead are an exception 
and we have made specific recommendations to avo id construct ion duri ng J une 
in noted stee lhead habitat. Our stream cross ing procedures are consistent wi th 
protec ti on of I18 lmonid habitat . 
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12. In-strea. sedUient basins may be used to collect sed�nt produced by 
construotion act ivities . Dredge and fill per.lts DUst be obtained from the 
HDNR for all such sedLDent basins prior to construction, and al l spoil 
removed will need to be disposed of outside of the riparian zone (on an 
upl and site) . 

13. The dune area north of Brevoort Lake is a sensitive area that will require 
protection. 

Iq. Topography should be restored t o  natural contour. 

IS. Winter construotion should be considered as an alternative in areas that are 
especially sens itive, but this will have to be weighed against the need to 
aiso protect trout and salDon reproduction (eggs) discussed in 'tt above. 

t6. Construct ion activities will have to consider l ocal gover�nt restrictions 
on road used by heavy equipment during break-up (spring) and freeze-up 
( fall) tUDes. 

t7. Borrow pits, pipe storage areas , fuel duaps, and equipment storage areas 
BUst be agreed upon in advance and approved by the responsibie Forest 
Service Officer under the provisions of any Speoial Use Peraits we would 
issue for this proJeot. 

t8. The forest Service will be responsible for EA preparation aa part of the 
process leading to permit issuance . This process Includes site specific 
public Invoivement. The potential consequences are site speoifio 
modifications to aitlgation measures eaplained in the EIS and possible route 
modifi cations. 

.. 
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113 114 lIS 
116 
117 
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FS-12 

FS-1 3 

FS -1 4 

FS -15 

FS-16 

FS -17 

FS -IS 

FERC does not agree t hat ins tream sediment basi ns s hould be used to collect 
sediment duri ng constr uction. Because t he ti me needed to cons tru ct mos t strea m 
crossi ngs is leu than 3 days, a sedime nt basi n would not provide any grea t 
reducti on i n impact; i n fact, its constructi on would produce near ly as mu ch 
tur bi dity and sedimentation as caused by Clcavation of the pipeli ne tr ench i tse lf. 
This procedure may be appropriate for ot her constr uction projects tha t ar e longer 
i n durati on, howc:vcr, we do not recommend its use for pipeli ne crossi ngs. 

This area has bee n addressed i n sections 4.1.6, 4.1.7, 5.1.6, and 5.1.7 of the OEiS 
as a senai tive dune and swale complCl. I n  addi tion, we have evaluated a route 
variati on t o avoi d t his area ( please see section 6.1.11 ). AI60 please see secti on 
7. 3 for our recommendation regar di ng construction i n t his area. 

I f  our recommended requirements i n appendices C and 0 are followed, we fee l 
t he topography aft er construction would be restored, as much as possi ble, to i ts 
ori ginal contour. 

We do not fee l th at wi nt er constructi on would mi ni mize impact related to water 
qua lit y i n sensitive streama. I n most cases, even i n wi nt er, th e water wo uld sti ll 
be flowing under t he ice. I n a ddition, due to _, ice, and s ubfreezi ng 
temperat ures, instream constructi on could very lik ely tak e longer, W hi le i nst allati on 
of a H umed crossi ng would be considerably more di fficu lt. Since Clcavated ean h 
would q ui ckly freeze, bank restoration would be c:xtremely ti me consumi ng and 
may be i mpossi ble to complete unti l th awi ng conditi ons. AI> noted i n this 
comment, this wo uld i ncrease the ch ances for adverse impact t o overwi nteri ng 
sa lmoni d' eggs due to i ncreased downstream si lt ati on. Please refer to Oll awa 
Nati onal Forest referenced lell er (memo from R. JUlien) for a detai led disc ussion 
of practica l prob lema auociated wit h winter crossi ng of streams. 

We assume that, all construction would be i n  acoordance wit h st at e and loca l 
regUlations. 

We have i ncluded a recommendati on that Great Lakes comply wit h all condi ti ons 
se t fon h i n t he special-use penni t. I f the special-use pennit conditions di ff er from 
our recommendati ons, plans, or procedures, t he F orest Service condi tions wou ld 
take precedence. 

Comment noted. We have i nclu ded a recommendati on i n section 7. 3 that i n FS 
lands Great Lakes mus t comply wit h all the conditi ons set fonh i n the FS speci al
use permit. Where t he FS speci al-use permi t condi ti ons di ff er from our 
recommendati ons, the FS conditi ons wou ld tak e precedence . 



Pase II 

Detailed C�nts: 

Pye Ret. 

ES-2' 
11-39 
11-112 
5-1111 

ES-3 
5-29 
5-32 
5-92 

2-32 

SI. tederally listed or proposed endansered and threatened species seeas 
a bit low. Hiawatha had bald ealle, pip Ins plover, and dwarf lake Iris 
known tra. the leneral vicinity ot Loop 12 as Indicated In DEIS • .  But 
also ende.lc to Lake Mlchlsan shorelines are � pltcherl (Pitcher's 
thistle), and Solidago hou8htonll (Houshton's Goldenrod). Have these 
species been considered In the analysis/survey work and adverse ettects 
ruled out, or al.ply overlooked. The Mlchlsan .,nkey-tlower M .... lus 
slabratus .Ichlgenensls was proposed tor Federal Endansered llstlns (see 
Federal Resister 54(189):lIoq5/1-1I01158) as well. Llttle Is known about the 
current distribution ot the species on and around the Foreat because 
vtrtually no survey work haa been done tor It. The �y ... 11 streaas 
and sprlnl seeps In cedar swa.ps traversed by both Loops 11 and 12, but 
especially Loop 12 .. y be Ideal habitats tor the species. Has It been 
considered In the DEIS process and ruled out as well? The Mlchlsan list 
ot T/E species Is also a sizeable one. Have all State listed species 
really been considered In the analysis/surveys? Does FERC Intend to 
Issue a Decision and FEIS betore all aurvey results are In fro. the 
applicant's consultant? 

Feel It would be best to abandon any construction plans wlthln 1/11 .Ile 
on either side ot the Sturseon River (beslnnlns ot Loop 11). this river 
corrtdor Is a candidate Wild or Scenic River and a candidate Research 
Natural Area. The Hiawatha Forest Plan and subsequent State.ent ot 
Asree .. nt with Plan Appellants Indicates that the Forest Service will not 
per.lt or undertake any activity that .. y nesate the ellSlblllty ot any 
candidate river reach tor deslsnatlon under the Act pendlns the study. 
Su-!lar lanSU8se Is used tor candidate Research Natural Areas In the 
Forest Plan. It construction .ust cross the Sturseon, sullest we require 
borlns construction .. thod as tor .. Jor hlShway crosslnss (see pale 2-31) 
rather than trenchlnl and drlilins/blaatins. 

Reterence Is .. de to belns able to work on top ot e.lstlns pipe to 
Install additional lines or loops. The FEIS should consider dolns this 
throushOut the Hiawatha, to reduce �ct alsnltlcance and elUilnate 
.,st, It not all, additional ROW clear Ins. 

3-8 Sussest FEIS Include the alternative ot TransCanada deliver Ins saa 
throush �Itlcatlons to Its e.lstlns syste. In Canada rather than 
dUilnatins It Cra. detailed analysla. Transportation costs are only one 
ot several'declalon-.. klns criteria needed to really rule this 

. alternative out. 

3-9 Increased loop Ins to 112- dla.eter pipe could reduce UlpactS and entries 
to uPsrade tacilities In ruture years. Reduclns successive entries 
ahould reduce envlro�ntal u-pacts over t�. The FEIS should consider 
uslns the larser dla.eter pipe. 
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The federally listed or propoeed endangered and threatened species that may be 
affected by the proposed project were determined through consultation with the 
FWS and ltate DNRs and Natural Heritage Programs. The FWS has jurisdiction 
OYer federally listed ex propo8Cd species, and the Natural Heritage Programs 
generally maintain the most comprehensive data bales regarding the known 
locations of rare species and communities. The three species listed in this 
comment were not identirled by these agencies as possible concerIII and, therefore, 
were not included in the DEIS. � indicated in the FS', comment, potential 
habitat for these plants may occur in the vicinity of the project, therefore sections 
4.1.5. and S.1.S have been modirled to include these three plants 81 possibly 
occurring in the vicinity of the proposed project. DEIS recommendation 30 has 
also been modified by adding the requirement that Great Lakes conduct field 
surveys for these three plants. 

The MIDNR has indicated that one plant, the federally threatened dwarf lake iris, 
may occur in the immediate vicinity of the proposed loops (MIDNR 1989c). No 
state·listed plants were reported as occurring in the vicinity of the propoeed mute. 
Great Lakes has acbeduled to complete all of its rare plant surveys by October 
1990 (ICe comment G4-68). The fEIS will be published prior to that time. The 
ltaff cannot determine at what date the Commission will reach a decision on the 
certification of this project. 

Installation and maintenance of a pipeline adjacent to an existing pipe across the 
Sturgeon River cannot adversely affect its eligibility 81 a wild and scenic river. 
Construction of the propoeed Great Lakes portion of the NIP Project would 
almost complete the looping of the Great Lakes mainline. This parallel pipeline 
increaaes the reliability of natural g81 transportation along the entire Great Lakes 
pipeline syatem. The crossing of the Sturgeon River would, therefore, be required 
at lOme later time even if it were presently deferred. 

Working on top of an existing pipeline is feasible only for very short distances 
because the existing pipeline must be padded or bridged to prevent pipeline 
damage from heavy construction equipment and possible service outages. It is a 
recommended construction technique in congested residential areas where there 
are no other practicable alternatives and its use would be limited to several 
hundred feet. 

We consider this alternative to be outside the scope of the EIS. 

Increasing the diameter would reduce the length of looping required at this time. 
However, it would not reduce the need to upgrade facilities in the future because 
each proposal to upgrade is based on a specific increase in proposed service. 'The 
only way there could be a reduction or, more accurately, a postponement of 
entries for additional expansion is if the entire length proposed to be looped were 
constructed of 42-inch instead of 36-inch-diameter pipe. 
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It seems DEIS preaaturely rules out possible need for Supplemental DEIS 
or Revised DEIS before FEIS is issued given the incomplete status of 
several resource surveys/evaluations (T&E wildlife/plants, an d  cultural 
resources specifically) ,  and apparent disputes remaining between Great 
Lakes and FERC over mitigation measures. 

q-16 "In Michigan • • •  approzLmately q8J • • •  support coldwater fisheries" . 
Those streams that do not support coldwater fisheries are still important 
resources . 

q-31 Table q . l .q-l  - Anadromoua fish species - lake sturgeon ,  is a Threatened 
species on the State (Michigan) list. Smelt are on the decline - how 
will they be t.pacted? 

q-33 "Almost half ( q9J) • • •  support coldwater fisheries . "  See above comment 
re : p q-16 figure of q8J used. Trout rearing values are equal in 
importance to values for trout reproduction 

q . 1 5- 1  How about lake sturgeon in Sturgeon River? 
q-37 
q-38 

q-q l Suggest substituting term "remote" for "wilderness" when describing gray 
wolf habitat util ization. Research shows that wolves do not do as well 
in Wilderness areas due to low prey densities compared with remote 
woodlands with active vegetative management .  

q-q2 The Osprey is Threatened on Michigan ' s  State list also. 

q-q5 No mention made of southern vegetative species located along Sturgeon 
' River. This site is unusual in that it is the northernmost occurrence of 

the Silver Maple floodplain ecosystem that is still relatively in tac t .  
This is the basis for the RN A  candidate status. 

q-47 No discussion of wetlands crossed in U . P .  Michigan ' s  Hi awatha National 
Forest is included here, and should be, especially for the Pointe aUK 
Chenes �tal wetland coaBUnity in Mackinac County (Loop 12) . 

q-83 

5-9 

The necessary field work for Phase 1 and 2 cultural resource surveys do 
not begin until the spring of 1990. can resulta have any inflUence on 
the final decision by FERC and provisions of the certificate? suggest 
t1meframe for FERC decision and· construction be delayed until these 
stUdies are finished. We have similar concerns over t1mefraees for 
threatened 'and endangered species surveys and other wildlife surveys that 
are yet to be completed by the applicants. We will not issue any Special 
Use Permits for this project on the Hiawatha until all such studies are 
complete, and acceptable mitigation measures agreed to by the applicants 
even if FERC issues a Certificate for the entire NIP. 

Topsoil segregation should be done on Hiawatha National Forest lands .  
Our ezperience indicates few instances where this i s  not "feasible " .  
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To minimize the area diaturbed at this time, we examined dcc:reaaing the length 
of Great Lakes prop<lled loops by increasing the diameter of pipeline from 36 
inches to 42 inches. We determined that Great Laltea abould CODItruct the 36-
inch.<fiameter loop as prop<lled for two main reasooa. The additional 459.6 miles 
of pipeline would result in the completion of 93% of Great I...aItea loop on ita 
existing ayatem which is comprised of 36-inch.<fiameter pipe. 10 addition, altering 
the diameter from tbe existing loop aections would cause operational problems 
because it would require different pigging facilities to inspect each separate 
segment of the line. The use of lal1er diameter pipeline wu therefore not 
CODIidered to be a reasonable alternative. 

The EIS docs not rule out the pouibility of a supplemental EIS. However, at thia 
time we do not anticipate tbe need to supplement the analylia for any reuon 
including thOle listed here. Implementation of our recommendations and minor 
routing modifications resulting from required agency consultation will keep all 
impact to acceptable level •. 

Comment noted. We believe our Procedures for stream CI"OIIIing protect all 
streama, while our construction windows are directed toward protecting the more 
silt -sensitive species. 

Since smelt migrate and spawn very early in the season, prior to the recommended 
window for construction aCl"Olll streams and riven, their migration or spawning 
should not be affected by the prop<lled project. The lake stul1con has not been 
reported to occur in any of the waten prop<lled to be crossed in Michigan. 

Comment noted. 

During discussions with MIDNR (Petenon, 1989), Lake stul1con were not 
discussed as a species of concern in the area of the prop<lled pipeline crossing. 

Comment noted and tett revised. 

Thank you for your comment. We have noted the osprey's status for Michigan. 

Comment noted. Please refer to the revised tett incorporating this important 
vegetation community. 

The Pointe au Chenes coastal wetland community was discussed in the DEIS on 
the referenced page, but w8s referred to as a wooded dune and zwale complex. 
This section of the FEIS has been revised to refer to this complC'JI: as the Pointe 
aux Chenes coastal wetland community. 

Several applicanta have not provided surveys that are nCCClS8I)' for the 
Commission to satisfy ita responsibilities under the Endangered Species Act and 
the National Historic Preservation Act. Construction of facilities in areas that 
require surveys for cultural resources or endangered species will not be allowed 
to proceed until we have reviewed the surveys and determined the need for 
further mitigation. Consequently, the final decision on specific routing and 
mitigation for these resources can be modified based on study results. 
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Sod should be used at stream crossi ngs to assure stabilization. As a 
guideline, suggest sod be pl aced on each s i de of the stream i n  a "belt" 
equal to or greater than the width of the stream bei ng crossed or wi der 
as needed. We ' re in severe drought conditions at this tUDe. Suggest all 
areas reseeded be mulched (and limed/fertilized where needed) to prevent 
erosion until grasses become established. 

The Hiawatha has the same concerns and favors the same mitigation 
measures for construction within peatlan ds expressed by the Chippewa NF 
and Minnesota ONR. Please i nclude us in this section in the FEIS as 
well .  A potenti al conflict i n  mitigation' measures for peatland 
construction and construction through Oeer Wi nteri ng Areas ( OWA's )  may 
e xist s i nce many OWA's lie on peat soils i n  the Lakes States. 

Excellent i nformation on tUDe w indows and crossi ng procedures. 

"Given the relatively short l ife spans of some species ( 3  to 5 years for 
brook trout)  • • •  " Cons i der stocki ng fish as a mitigati ng measure. 

How will the apparent difference of opinion between the US Fish • 
Wildlife Service and FERC i ndicated in the DEIS over the Migr atory Bird 
Treaty Act "provisions" be resolved? 

"Cathodic proteotion" - please defi ne .  

Narrative i n  5 . 1 . 5 . 1 ignores disturbance impacts duri ng construction and 
operation/use post-construction to these typically " disturbance sensitive 
species. 

Bird survey this spr i ng may identify cr ane nesting territories across the 
- Forest . Cranes often use the pipeli ne ROW for feedi ng.  

I f  it  is  possible to work with equipment on top of the existing pipe as 
i ndicated on page 2-32, why clear additional ROW? Was cost the only 
criteria cons i dered? 

Last tUDe pipel i ne construction work took place on the Forest ,  some 
wetland crossi ngs raised the water levels "uphill" from the pipeli ne 
causi ng timber die-off. We request the FEIS pr9vide us with the 
flexibil ity to require ,the appl icants to restore some of those areas to 
natural drainage duri ng this reentry. 

Regardi ng wild apd scenic river candi dates . The language of the Wil d  & 
Soenic Rivers Act precludes construction activities i n  the river and the 

. 1 /11 mile corri dor alongsi de s i nce it might preclude designation as a wild 
and scenic river . Horizontal dri l l i ng to put the loop underground and 
under the Sturgeon River should be carefully cons i dered in the FEIS. 

Sinoe crossing HNF of 23 . 7  miles is pl anned, with wetland work occurring 
i n  wi nter and stream crossings limited to J une 1 - September I ,  how 
many construction season will be required? Or will use of 6 
"oonstruction spreads" allow the work to be done i n  one se ason? 
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Appendix C, section III(A), outlines our reoommendations concerning topsoil 
stripping and segregation measures. Within this section, it is stated that the 
applicant. shall perform ditch and spoil method topsoil segregation in areas at 
landowners' requesta. We believe that segregating topsoil is important to preserve 
the soil amendmenta that have been applied in agricultural cropland. However, 
it is not necessary to require tOp60iI segregation in upland areas where no 
investment h81 been made in soil amend menta, and where succeasful revegetation 
of the right-of-way is achieved through conformance with applicant E&:SC plans 
and our appendix C. 

FERC notes Hiawatha's reoommendations and concerns. Pipeline construction 
on national forestland requires that a special-use permit be issued to the applicant 

by Hiawatha. This permit can include the reoommendatioDl that have been 
reviewed 81 conditions for the permit. 

Commenta noted and corresponding text revised accordingly. 

Thllnk you for your comment. 

Comment noted. See comment response F14·13. 

As previously stated, we believe that the provisions of the Migratory Bird Treaty 
do not apply to the proposed project since any impact on individual migratory 
birds would be incidental and nonintentional. The comment by the Chequamegon 
National Forest aupporla this interpretation. No resolution II required. 

Cathodic protection refers to the incorporation of a low level induced electric 
current in the pipeline to prevent oxidation (colTOBion) of the pipeline by 
offsetting ita electrical potential. This is a very common form of colTOBion 
protection used in buried pipelines. 

Comment noted. See text in section 5.1.5.1. 

Comment noted; additional nesting information obtained by the FS may be 
applicable to the special-use permit required to CJ'05S the Hiawatha National 
Forest. 

See response to comment FS-21. 

In the past, surface water drainage aCJ'05S pipeline rightaoOf-way (CJ'05S drainage) 
has been interrupted 81 a result of the contractors "crowning" the soils during 
refilling of the trench, assuming the soils would settle to their original elevations. 
Since wetland trench soils generally remain hydric with no incorporation of air, 
very lillie additional sellling of trench soils takes place. Consequently, we have 
reoommended no crowning of trench lines take place in wetlands. This should 
alleviate the raised water levels on the "uphill" side of the pipeline. Restoration 
of areas disturbed 81 a result of previous pipeline construction should be 
addressed through the special use permit. 
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5-99 Cultural resource inventory and evaluation is incomplete , as 
acknowledged . Once this work is complete, the proJect ' s  effect on 
cultural resources can be detenained and appropriate .itigating measures 
can be taken if necessary . The proposed schedule for construction .. y 
not allow adequate time for this . There appears to be a typo in .iddle 
of page, 2nd paragraph under Great Lakes; it should read , "all 
sign i ficant historic and prehistoric sites within the R�V have been 
located and evaluated . "  

6-] Vas a route variation for Pointe aUK Chenes portion of Loop 1 2  
considered . If so ,  i t  should be discussed .ore clearly i n  FEIS. If not, 
a route variation should be considered and presented in detail in the 
FEIS. 

7-9 The introductory paragraphs to this section need stronger wording to 
indicate that applicant's failure to provide requested information in a 
timely fashion will delay or even preclude issuance of FEIS and 
certificate by FERC. The burden of proof �t rest entirely on the 
appi icant (proponents of project ) .  

App. C Information looks good. 
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The Sturgeon River hu been nominated for its, outstanding ecenic, recreation, and 
geologic valuc:a. Baaed on correspondence with the National Park Service, Omaha, 
Nebraska (Castleberry, 1990), any proposed project "should be planned and 
implemented 10 u to minimize any unavoidable advene impacts and preserve to 
the maximum rx,ent pouible the outstanding qualities of the river." A pipeline 
c:rosaing of a nominated river would not predude its eligibility although mitigation 
meuun:a including minimizing coDltruction damage to the river bollom and to 
cxiating w:getation along the river banb would be recommended. This is 
c:apecially true where a pipeline crouing already cxiats. 

Directional drilling of the Sturgeon Riw:r would oller no aignificant advantage 
over the proposed wet trench c:rosaing method. Both methods would require 
appl'Oldmalely equal amounts of w:getative clearing for worbpace requirements.. 
Furthermore, directional drilling may require additional space for storage and 
containment of rxcavated or mucked materials. One advantage of the use of 
directional drilling Is that drilling can rxtend under the river and under cxiating 
vegetation on the river banb. However, since the cxiating right-of-way is presently 
cleared, the advantage of this coDltruction method Is of IOmewhat limited value. 

Section 5.1.10.2 baa been amended in reaponae to Great Lakc:a comment G4-
48. Great Lakc:a baa not fmalized the number of coDltruction spreads that would 
be required for CODItruction. 

Our OBIS n:commendation 20 (certificate condition) BIIurea that Section 106 
compliance would be complete before coDltruction begiDl. We haw: corrected 
the trxt of 5.1.11.2.1 in reaponae to your suggc:ation. 

Comment noted. The EIS baa been revised to include a potential route variation 
to avoid the Pointe aUll: Chenc:a Candidate Rc:aean:h Natural Area (see section 
6.1.11). 

Thank you for your comment. 

Thank you for your comment. 
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P.O. Box 316 
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Date : April 26, 1990 
Reply to: 1920 

Subject: Seeding recommendations for gas pipeline 

To : B. Barnett , D. Brownlie, J .  Schultz , D. Elsing, A. Easterbrook 

This memo summarizes the information I ' ve obtained from various 
sources regarding seeding recommendations for the gas pipeline. I ' ve 
asked these experts to provide recommendations on species , seed 
sources, and technology for revegetating the disturbed areas with 
native grasses and forbs. 

Mike Penskar ,  Botanist with the Michigan Natural Features Inventory , 
concurred with Don Henson ' s  suggestion to use annual crops, such as 
rye or wheat , to control erosion until natural revegetation occurred . 
He cautioned us against using plant species from distant sources 
because of the possibility of contaminating native plant strains with 
non-native genetic material , even when the plants are of the same 
species as our native ones. 

Kim Herman , Botanist with Michigan Dept . of Transportation , also 
agreed with the suggestion to use an annual cover crop, but was 
concerned about erosion on sloping areas , She said that DOT has had 
difficulty in obtaining seeds from native species for roadside 
plantings, and difficulty in getting contractors to plant correctly 
and at the right time of yea r .  She was also concerned about avoiding 
the use of native species from non-native gene pools. She suggested 
that a contract could be awarded for collection of seed from local 
plants , and the seed scattered on the areas of pipeline which were 
deemed most critical. If non-native species are to be used , she 
suggested using some which are not persistent and will be replaced by 
native vegetation, although she could not suggest particular species . 
She said that DOT ia moving toward using native species and wants to 
use more , but that seed sources and seed establishment methods have 
not been developed to the point at which they can routinely use these 
materials. 

David Bergdorf at the SCS Plant Materials Center suggested the use of 
legumes Emerald crown vetch and Lancer perennial pea, and also some 
warm season grasses. He did not specify grasses by species . He said 
that he has a computerized list of seed suppliers, and that he can 
search by plant species if we ask for a particular one. He suggested 

Certng 'or .... urtcl end &em"" 'eople 
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that American beach grass plants be set out on sensitive dune areas 
where blowouts are of concern . and felt that this seeding would not be 
prohibitively expensive . 

In summary . the experts consul ted said that it is not possible at 
present to seed a large area with native species from native gene tic 
material . The SCS and DOT are both working on developing sources and 
technology to make it possible in the future . Because the area to be 
seeded on the gas pipeline is not an undisturbed area at presen t .  they 
felt that i t  was less cri tical to obtain native spec ies . All of them 
thought that using an annual nurse crop for native vege tation was a 
good idea . Other good ideas included the letting of a contract to 
obtain native seed for distribution on areas where natural 
revegetation needed some encouragement .  and the planting of American 
beach grass on dune areas . 

In light of this information. I would recommend that we use Don 
Henson ' s  suggestion for annual nurse crops on upland areas . Topsoil 
should be reserved and replaced , and annual rye. wheat , or oats should 
be seeded heavily. Wet areas (soil series/associations: Alluvial 
land, Roscommon , Carbondale/Lupton/Rifle, Tawas . Bruce , Kinross .  
Dawson/Greenwood ) should have surface muck layers replaced , erosion 
structurally controlled ,  and natural vegetation allowed to come in. 
Sensitive dune areas , occurring on parts of the Rousseau and Rubicon 
soil s ,  should be planted with American beach grass . 

I have been trying to contact Gary Aho , the local SCS representative. 
who will have information on pounds of seed per acre, and sources for 
obtaining seeda and plants . He has been in tha field a lot recently, 
but I may be able to catch him early on Monday . Also , I ' m  trying to 
contact Larry Hil l ,  the DOT Roadside Development Specialis t ,  who may 
have some additional information. 

Because of the lack of availability of local seed and technology for 
seeding, this task of making recommendations has been rather 
frustrating. I ' m  not certain that I ' ve provided sufficient 
information to put into the specs , but i t  is all that ' s  out there , 
unless we go with the usual crop mixtures . I ' d  l ike to get some 
feedback from all of you with suggestions on what we should do. Please 
get back to 118 with your coaments. Thanks . 

� ! .... � . '  . �, /:! ,(u" 
Is/Eunice A. Padle�' 
EUlfICE A. PADLEY -, 
Forest Soil Scientist 

fI'/ep 

cc: Don Henson 

Caring 'or .he und Ind "",'ng Peopte 

FS.6200.11Al4�,1III1 
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NATIVE PLANT MATERIALS SOURCE LIST 

P r a i r i e  P l a n t s  and Seed�; 

Prairi . ... toratiollll , 1'" - .  
P.O. IID x  327 
Prineaton , HN 5537 1 

612/389-�342 or 389-5733 

Prairie ItIOII --MIY 
Rt. 3 IIDx 1 63 
Winona, MN 55987 

507/4 52-5231 

Prairie -.r.cy 
P. D. lID" 365 
W.stfield,  WI 53964 

608/296-3679 • 

Praid. BMd 8auft:e 
P.O. Box 83 
North Laks " WI 53064 

Fraide Ridg. llillncy 
Rt . 2 9738 0Yar1and Road 
Ht . Horeb, WI ' 53572 

6oS/437-5245 

COUDtry IIIUand lIIrewy 
S. 75 w..t 20755 rield Drive 
MU.keqo , WI 53150 

414/679-1268 

Wildlife ... aut.. 
P.O. Box 2724 
a.hkueh , WI 54903 

Keeter ' .  WUd � Ibo4 ____ 1M. IDa. 
P.O. IIDx V 
Quo , WI 54963 

x- l'E'aJri. Saa4 a.p., 
no Middl. Road 
HUecatina, III 52761 

3U/264-0562 

... ldr1_. f� "t.'a' . .. 
R . R .  tl IIDX 162 
WDodburn , III 50271 

515/342-6241 

Li.-ln�. """iM 
Box 1601 
lU._arck . NO 58101. 

701/223-8575 

o.a.. IIMd Plat: 
IIDx 964 
Sioux raI l., so 57101 

6011/336-0623 

IPI 
1697 W. 2100 N. P .O. Box 177 
Ioehi , In 84043 

801/768-4422 

�Dt&1 IIM4 �., lAc. 

I. O. Bo. 5904 
IU MIInte , CA 91734 

. 2l3/442-33�0 

...,. 8rotMn lINd a.puy 
Haaly, ...... 67850 

316/398-2231 � 

8tDaII: ..... ...... IDa. 
R.R. Bo. 112 
�dock. .. 68407 

402/867-3771 

�- .... �. 
P.O. lID. 9107 
.... _. ldebo 83843 

'l'IIc8Dn. __ bOM 85703 

....u-et:al aa--a 
P.o. IIDx P 
�. Hichae1. ,  

.
"-ryl and 21663 

__ � Lit  • ......, 
P.O. lID. 736 33201 arteva Hwy. 
San .J\aan Capi.trana, CA 92693 

714/728-0615 

... ..... 
P.O. lID. 1275 
carpinteria, CA '3013 

101/614-0431 

..uta a.--...... IDa. 
1142-c Ru ... l1 lit. 
Berkal.,.. .... ",ii:> 

415/843.1115 

DMi4PI n .. nt ...... tllrid.1II vitia ... tun 
1442& Walnut lit. Ibx 101 
.. kaley. CA 94709 
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Wo o d l a n d  P l a n t ,, :  

BuBeea Gar�n Center 
6 1 5  E .  7 th St . 
Cok a to ,  HH 55321 

61 2/286-2654 

Gardallll at tM Blue iii. 
P . O. IIDx 10 
Pinen l a ,  He 28662 

704/733-24 1 7  

Ric. creak Gardan. 
1 3 1 5  66th live. N . E . '  
Mph . ,  HIt 55432 

6 1 2 1574-1197 

T_arack Hill 1Iil"�� � 
1 7099 Dodd 81 yd. 
Farmington, HN 55024 

Shady 1Icra • ...--y 
7777 Hwy .  212 
Chaska, HN 55318 

6 1 2 /466-3391 

SU-aDd IIIareary aa.paey 
Rt. 3 IIDx IS7 

. 
DaeBo l a ,  WI 54040 (fama) 

71 5/294-3779 

Little Valley � 
RR 1 IIDx 287 
R i c h 1 3nd Center , WI 53581 

'I1Ia Planter ' .  Pal.tte
' 

29 W. 521 Rooa.velt Road 
Wi n f i a l d ,  IL 601 90 

3 1 2/293-1040 

I l l ini Garda .. 
P . O .  lID" 1 2 5  
Oak furd , IL 62673 

2 1 71635-5713 

ShAdy 0aU ... .-y 
700 1 9th Ava . N . E .  
W.eeca , H" 56093 

Consul t a nt s : 

lI. r. a_ll .  IDe . 
1447 Tal laya.t Rd. 

Saraaota, FL 34243 
813/355-5065 

... U .... a-ch AII.oa • •  X-. 
2169-0 Zut rranC'1 :;co Bl vd. 
San Rafael , ell 94901 

41 5/454-8868 

� ...,lovical s.rvicu 011 • •  Inc. 
14 Gal l i  Dr. SUit. II 
Novato, ell 94949 

4 1 5 /883-64 2 5  
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MICHIGAN UNITED CONSERVA liON CLUBS 

21U1 Wood 51 • P O. Ood 02J5 • Lan"n •. M1 48909 • 51 7/371-1041 

Bryan Barnet t  
Hiawatha Nat ional Forest 
499 E .  Lake Shore Drive 
Man i st ique , MI 49854 

April 20 , 1990 

Re : Great Lakes Gas Transm iss ion Co.  pipel i ne 

Dear Brya n :  

I n regard t o  the proposed insta l l a t ion o f  a 20 . 3  m i l e  length o f  pipe l i ne 
across the Rapid River and St . I gnace Ranger D i s tricts of the H i awatha Nat ional 
Forest , I would l i ke to offer the follow ing comment s :  

1 )  We ' d  suggest that the insta l l a t ion , as much a s  poss ible , should take 
place in the exist ing righ t-of-way in order to m in i m ize environmental i mpac t s .  

2 )  Spec i a l  care should be made to a·void proposed research natural area s ,  
crit ical natural area s ,  a n d  sen s i t ive w i ldl ife habitats such as heron rookeries , 
wetlands etc . 

3 )  D i s t u rbed areas should be revegetated as quickly as possible to 
re-establ i s h  habitat and m i ni m i ze eros ion . 

4 )  Stream crOSSings should be in the exi s t ing corridor and special measures 
should be i n s t i t uted to m i n imize eros ion and protect the scenic qual i t y  of 
the river corridor. 

5 )  The corridor should be posted closed to vehicular access except where 
the company and Nat ional Forest agree that it should be open . Open roads or 
tra i l s  should be posted open consistent w i th the State of M ichigan ' s  closed 
unless posted open pol icy . 

The above commen t s  are our comments to the managers of the H iawatha Nat ional 
Forest and the Federal Energy Regulatory Comm ��s ion . 

...- ' 
S incerely , . / 

"'. /..:::r( ,....,....�_� 
----r-.c-,- �  ./ /' 

Rt� L. Jameson 
Assi stant Executive Director 
cc : Charl ie Guenther 

Russ We i s inger 
..... ... I!)t ·" Gera l d Goodman (.(cut'Vi: DUne ll:oR 

,-. ,.1, : .. ,,:, . 
•• I.t ..... t;·;'Plh' .. fIlE"SUREA 

BOAHU HLPlotr S l N I A  'l'iE 

RLJ/en 

R{GljJH.\l "" 1'( "I!( �I: · I ' . ·  
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Comment noted. 

These areaa have been identified to the beat of our knowledge through intemewa 
and COlTe8pondence with state agencies. Route variations and other forms of : 
mitigation have been investigated wherever pouible to avoid or reduce impact on 
these areas. 

This is FERC's recommendation 81 well. Please refer to the Erosion Control, 
Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan in appendix C for specific details. 

Comment 
. 
noted. Our recommended appendix D, Stream and Wetland 

Construction and Mitigation Procedures for construction aCl'Oll streams would 
adequately protect water quality. In addition, our Procedures require a 100foot 
riparian strip above the streambank be allowed to revegetate with native woody 
plant species. This requirement would screen the pipeline right-of-way (rom the 
river corridor in addition to providing stabilization of the stream bank. 

Our recommended appendix C, Erosion Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance 
Plan, specifies that off-road vehicle control measures be installed and that signs 
be posted at the request of each owner or manager of forestland. 
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JAMCS J BLANCHARD. G�')vernot 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

B r 1 an B a rn e t t  

D",VIQ r H ... lES. 0._(100" 

309 W .  McM i l l dn Avenue 
Newbe � � y , M l c h l Q an 49868 

A p � l l 23 , 1 990 

U . S .  F o r e s t Ser v i ce 
L a k e  Shore D r i v e  
Man l s t l qu e , M I  4 9 8 5 4  

Dear B r i an : 

I have r e v i ewed t he proposed e � pan s ion o f  t he Grea t L a k e s  
p i pe l i n e  w i t h i n  y o u r  l an d s  i n  S c h oo l c r a f t . n d  Ma c k i n a c  
coun t i es .  W e  do h a v e  �n a c t i ve �aQ l e ' s n e s t  i n  Sec t i on 30 . 
T 4 1 N  04W of Ma c k i n a c  Coun t y . I am n o t  ce� t a i n  o f  t h e  
l oc a t i on i n  �e l a t i on to t he p i pe l i n e . Y o u �  s ta f f  a t  t h e  S t .  
I g n a c e  RanQe� D i s t � i c t  s hou l d  g �ound c h e c k  t o  see how f a �  i t  
1 S  f rom t he p i pe l i n e . There a r e  res t r i c t ions w i t h i n  an 
a c t i v e �ag l e ' s  n e s t  s i te t h . t  mu s t  be f o l l owed shou l d  t h e  
n @ s t  be i n  c l ose p r o x i m i t y to t he p i pe l i n e , e s pe c i a l l y  
d u r i n g  t he b r ee d i n g  season . 

I n  r e s pec t to p r o t e c ted p l an t s , p l ea s e  con t a c t  our Na t u r a l 
He � i taQe P � o Q � am s t a f f  a t  5 1 7 - 3 7 3 - 1 263 f o �  a s s i s t a n c e  i n  
i d @n t i f y i n g  t h rea tened o r  endange red s pec i es a l on g  t h e  
p i pe l i n e  rou te . 

T ha n k  y ou f o r  a l l ow i n g  us to r e v i ew t he p r oposa l .  

RP : J  I s  
c :  Ander sen 

'0, 

S i n c e re l y ,  

crd�� 
D l s t � l c t  W i l d l i f e B i o l oQ l s t  
( 906 ) 293 - 5 1 3 1  
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FS-S6 

FS-S7 

The location of this bald eagle neat has been identified to ua by the FWS (FWS, 
1989b), and is included In the OBIS. Baaed on review by the FWS, we have 
recommended that Great Lakes conduct a field survey of this site to determine 
potential impact on the neating habitat. We have also recommended that no 
construction activity take place within 1 mile of active bald eagle neat sitea 
be�n February 1 and Auguat 1. 

The MINHP hLlS been contacted to review the proposed route for the known 
presence of protected plants (MIDNR, 1989c; Weise, 1990; Weise and Albert, 
1990). See also response to comment FS-19. 
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n lU.'tI 1 , ,.  

JAMCS J BLANCHARD Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
-l DAVID F HALES Do'ifCIQr 

309 W .  McM i l l an Av� . 
:r D oJ 

Newbe r r y , M i c h i g an 4986B 
Apr i I 1 6 ,  1990 

\. (j� .  
J.;" 

B r y an Barn e t t  
Man i s t i qu e  Ranger S ta t i on 
499 E .  L a k e  Shore D r i v e  
Man l s t iQue , M I  49854 

Dear B r y a n : 

(;)V" . ' : " " (J '  
'\ c \ .'" 
� j . ' " ' \  (' . J + c '  

, .:". ( , \ 

/' 

In rep l y  t o  a l e t te r  of Ap r i l  1 0 ,  1990 f rom Loren Woe r pe l . 

r�gard i n g  a Grea t L a k e s  T r ansm i s s i on Company propos a l to 
i n s t a l l  a 20 . 3  m i l e  l en g t h  of p i p� l i n e  a d j acen t to t he i r  
e x i s t i ng I l n e , I need a map o f  t he proposed l i n e  l o c a t i on 
b e f o r e  1 can m a k e  any commen ts or recommen d a t i on s .  

P l ease send a m a p  to my a t ten t i on a t  t he a d d r e s s  a bove and 
I w i l l  r e p l y  p r i or to t h e  Ap r i l  25 , 1990 d e ad l i n e .  

T ha n k  y ou . 

RP : j  I s  

06 

S i n ce r� l y ,  

(f ----R }A>;;>,,--_ 
U ;;z:.O�d 

-;e r e z  
D i s t r i c t  W i l d l i f e B i o l og l s t  
906-293-5131  

F8 
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FB-58 -Comment noted. 
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Reply to : 1920 

Date : April 10 . 1990 

Dear Reader : 

Great Lakes Gas Transmission Company is proposing to install a 20 . 3  mile 
length of pipeline adjacent to a portion of their existing line on the 
Rapid River. Manistique, and S t .  Ignace Ranger Districts of the Hiawatha 
Nat ional Fores t .  They wish to use an additional 25 feet of right-of-way 
adj acent to their existing right-of-way . which has been in exis tence for 
abou t 20 years . This is a small part of 450-mile addi tion to their 
existing pipeline that runs from Minnesota to Michigan. 

Several years ago . we prepared a Forest Plan for the Hiawatha National 
Fores t .  Activi ties o f  this nature are required t o  be analyzed on a 
case-by-case basis . The National Environmental Policy Act requi res that 
we contact interested citizens to find out their concerns and identify 
any new issues . All pipeline projects are analyzed by the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission ( FERC ) . FERC can issue a certificate for 
construction after the final environmental impact s tatement is issued if 
they approve the projec t .  

FERC has issued a Draft Envi ronmental Impact Statemen t .  Copies are 
available for viewing at the public libraries in Escanaba , Manistique, 
Marquette , and S t .  Ignace at the Rapid River, Manistique , and St. Ignace 
Ranger Stations and the Supervisor ' s  Office in Escanaba . Or you can 
write to Mr. Kurt Flynn , Project Manager ,  Environmental Policy and 
Project Analysis Branch, Office of Pipeline and Producer Regulation , Room 
7312 . 825 North Capitol Stree t ,  N . E  . •  Washington , OC 20426 . 

The Forest Service is preparing an environmental analysis and would like 
to have your comments by April 25 . 1990. Please be specific wherever 
possible as that will help us in our analysis . You can also send your 
comments directly to the Secretary of the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission , 825 North Capitol Stree t .  N . E .  Washington . D . C .  20426 . I f  
you send your comments directly t o  u s  and they arrive by April 25 . 1990 . 
we will then mail your letter to FERC so that it will arrive before April 
30 . the end of the public comment per�o� On the DEIS. 

Please contact Bryan Barnet t  at the Manistique Ranger Station . 499 E. 
Lake Shore Dr. , Manistique. MI 49854 (Tl f .  906-34 1 -5666) or David 
Brownlie in this office . 

Sincerely . 

, , - .. /.:, ::-:::,. 
LOREN WOERPEL 

" 

.,--;;. 

Lands Staff Of ricer 

Car1n, lo, Ih. und and •• ",In, P.opl. 

FS-6100.18�4;181 
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/: /��, . . . " 

Ident i f i ed Interested or .ffected pub l i cI __ " ..... (If'_�'"I ..... J-___________ _ 

Comment • •• de/Pos l t l ons taken/Suvgestlons made: 
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Orcat Laka would daIp aad inatall the propoaed pipeline In a manner that 
would enaUl'e tbe ..rety and intepity or tbe pipeline. 



nBear Mr. Woerpel, 

I think that pipelines and oil explor.ation should be 
di Bcouraged and when absolutely ne cessary that they firms 
should be expected to compensate the public for lo st lands 
by replacing land for land. I would expect them to purclase 
for the fore st service (in Michi� wilderness lands which 
fill in inholdings or are contiguous with other public holdings 
in multiple s of the acreage lost to them. The reasoning is 
that right of way aocessible lands are worth more financially 

, and must be compensated and that there is not an endle ss 
supply o f  wild or publio lands. They should not be treated 
as an endle ss source from which to whittle away bits and 
pieces. In Michigan the oil companies have devastated lower 
penninsula public lands, ultimately destroying them for 
recreational use with �6tworks of roads and pipeline�. It is 
time to put a stop to this and in any event tp receive 
compensation - in land no t  dOllars . Dollars just disappear 
into the general fund and we never reoeive anything for the 
loss o f  lands. 

I r._in cordian, 70=., i � � 
Ladislav R Hanka 
1005 takland Dr '  
Kalamazoo MI 49008 

F8 
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FS-{j() Thank you for your comment. We agree that wilderness and public landa need 
to be protected and that Impact 011 these amll from pipeline construction needa 
to be minimized. We feel that we have sufficiently addressed thia issue in our 
analylis (see section 5.1.9.2.2). The issue of the type of compensation for land 
is beyond the ICOpe of the EIS analylis and is more appropriately left to 
negotiation between the landowner and the applicant. 
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R . H  .. nnu : R0 9 F 1 0 A  
lJ .  Z;&'II'IIDr:rlftan 
L . T y l  .. r : N I O F U3DO�A 

t 0m :  Oeen Lunde� n : W0 1 C  
o$tmar k :  Apr 27 , �v 8 : S l AM 

'JD ) l!c t :  Fe.( w a r ded : 'lo09aB. 

�c � . � I\ l r l�y : �09A 
CC � . k l t t�nnGY8* 
�C J . S n�w : � d l �  

8 _ _ _ _ _ _ _  • _ _ _  • _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  � _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ 

-'llmen t3 : 
; �,,, : [I., .. n Lun,j""n :  WV 
.t .. : I' 0 4 1 17 / 9 0  08 : 52 " 
'Jb : YCiu IH .iJ,fad out !In selle ot the d i iOCUSSlv" We had on t h l S issue A t  
, l l lnqtcn l A s t  we6k . I •• 1 1  brl .. i l y  8u.m.rl�" sever A L  pOlnts ana 
httr, � l t t e r  to Lance Cit Day� f o r  re.ponac- (..In how the Tonga • •  1. 
. � n " l nq to hAndle i t .  AIAO Jim Snow tor h lS legAL qUlaAnce . 
l r s t  of d l l .  �, Sectlon 16 ( b )  de C , n  ... " Cree-flowlng" very 
: p l L '� l l. l y .  [ f  the r i v;rlil gOlng to be p art  of the W&SR Sy.t •• , l t  

, ,� t  � "  .. j:1y w l t h  t h i s  def l n l t lon . 
�w�y� r , t h�rd & r e  seve r a l  opt1ons : 

. ,  Am<:n,j t he Act to permlt spec i a l
.
f lah .. nhancellent s tryctures 

h l G h  �iCect the iree - C l owlnq nAture oC the r i ver . I nclude thlS 
�qu l r i"rII�nt when th6: r 1 ver 18 reeoa.ended for dasi9l\a t 1 o n, And w r i te 
t ln the le�ls lat lon • 

2 .  L�ave out t he seqsent of the river where the structure ( s )  will 
,� lo�a ted . ThlS has been done elsewhere. 

3, Use faci l i t ies WhlCh do not AfJect th& free - f lowlnq conaition of 
be r iv�r , and are within the defi n l t ion ln Sectlon 1 6 ( b ) . After the 
lv�r lS deslgnated, thlS probatly requlre. a Sectlon 7 deter.i natlon? 

' u r lnq the plann i nq process or bafore a reco •• ended rlver is 
�s19n&t.d, I ' d .ay that i t  is up to the FS to decide wheU,er the 
. e l i l t ie> Are appropr late . l i n the later case thlS 1s appea lable . )  

r �Y1CtljS co._ents : 
: ' . .)1" : c..i .. ne Zlll.hitraan : WO 
,t� : ,I 0 4 / 27 / 90 07 : 4 5  " 
, ,. y')" h � l l'  bob with this ?  

� .. , �-I t'..J� :  
I v. :  Robert Hennes : R0 9 F 1 0 A  
, . � :  I I  0 4 / 26 / 9 0  1 4 : 37 I I  

" n� ,  do y o u  h a v e  anythlnq o n  t h e  fiaherles /Tonqas. lsaue W h l C h  you 
,�" l d  dq or fAx .e tor reCerence . Thi. would be helpful ln our 
� r r�nt sl tuation . 
nilnks, 
vb 

_ �  _ _ _ _ _  �� • •  E · � · X E . �  • • •  � Z _ �  _ _ _ _  _ 



HIAWATHA NATIONAL FOREST ATIACHMENT 

A copy of the "Wild and Scenic Rivers Act" was attached to this letter, but is not 
reprinted here. 
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United S tates 
Depar�t or 
Ap-iculture 

Forest 
Service 

O ttawa 
National 
Fores t 

Federal Energy Regulatory Ca.. iss ion 
Office of Pipeline and Producer Regulation 
82S North Capitol Street. NE. Roo. 7312 
Washington . D . C .  201126 

Attention: Kurt Flynn. Project Manager. 

2100 E.  Clover land Drive 
Ironwood , Ilichigan 119938 
(906) 932-1330 

Roply to: Z720 
Date: April 26. 1990 

Environ.ental Policy and Project Analysis Branch. 

Dear Mr. Flynn: 

We have reviewed your Draft Environ.ental Project I.pact 
State.ent--"Niagara I.port Point Project" March 1990 . particularly 
those portions pertaining to Loops 8 and 9 across the Ottawa National 
Forest in the Upper Peninsula of Michigan . We have alao initiated 
public involve .. nt effort. within our area . We are enclosing the 
following for your revi .... and use in finalizing your rinal EIS: 

1 .  Letter requesting input and co •• ents on the propoaed project 
and DEIS (Niagara I.port 'Poiht Projec t ) . 

2. Mailing list for letter. 

3. News release on the project and newspaper .ailing list . 

II • • Respon.�. to letter. 

S. Our co .. ent. and reco •• endations baaed on a review of the DEIS 
and attachaent • •  

6.  An Ot tawa addendua to Appendix C Erosion Control . Revegetation 
and Maintenance . 

We hope this int"ol"llation aids yO\; il. the preparation of the final EIS 
for the project. I f  you have quez tions . contact us . 

Sincerely. 

CHARLES O .  BARTLETT 
Recreation Staff Officer 

COB : sl 
Enclosures 

F,S U.�.I.).A.  R .. 9 
R E C E I V E D 

I�P� � 0 �::,:.�. ¥ •• , .. .. 

LAND!'. WAn"� HEO 
AND MINEFAlS MGMT. 
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OTTAYA DEIS COMMENTS AND RECOKHENDATIONS 

2 . 2  Land Requirements 
2 . 2 . 1  Pipel ine Facil ities 

4/26/90 

Page 2 · 1 7  Next to last paragraph discusses temporary work space needs 
for road and river cross ings . If any of these needed areas are on the 
Ottawa we would l ike to see a listing , a location and estimated size 
for them, so they can be analyzed and needed mit igation measures 
planned. 

The last paragraph discusses needed s torage s i tes . '  I t  is our 
understanding that none of those are on National Forest Landr. I f  
this is not the case w e  also would l ike t o  s e e  a l is t ing, location and 
estimated size on these . 

2 . 1 . 1  Pipel ine Construction Procedures 
Page 2 · 29 Second paragraph Marketable timber on Ottawa National Forest 
Lands will be es timated , appraised and sold to Great Lakes or the 
contractor at fair market prices . We would expect this timber to be 
cut and removed , sold to local markets , mills or used for 
corduroy ( r i p · rap material ) .  Timber ,  tops and s tumps or material to be 
burned will require burning permits issued by the Forest Service 
spe ll ing out safe burning conditions and requirements . Large material 
such as stumps root wads that cannot be completely burned or chipped 
will be moved off the right of way and placed in atump dumps located 
by the Forest Service . 

Page 2 · 29 Next to last paragraph . On the Ottawa National Forest we 
feel topsoi l  should be segregated in all areas where it is feasible , 
and replaced during right of way rehabil itation and seeding in order 
to provide the bes t  medium for the new vegetative cover to seede d .  

Page 2 .· 3 1  Second paragraph . Additional clearing o n  the existing 
pipe l ine , especially at maj or streams and highway cross ings , U . S  . •  2 
and U . , S .  4S and Forest Highway 16 , will be held to a minimum. Any 
additional clearing layout at these locations w i l l  be reviewed on the 
ground by the Forest Service and approved prior to cutting. We would 
1 1ke to see Great Lake. explore the possib i lities or narrowing in on 
the right of wey at the.e cross ings if feas·ible (lay loop l ines closer 
together ) .  Following construc tion , native plantings will be planted 
to reduce the impacts based on individual site plans for the cross ings 
developed by Gceat Lakes contract specialists and the Forest Landscape 
Architec t .  

Page 2 · 1 1  Third paragraph . W e  recommend a minimum dis tance o f  at 
least 50 feet from the stream edge for spoil storage . 

2 . 4  Ope ration and Haintenance 
Page 2 · 14 second .paragraph. The Ottawa would prefer to heve a mix of 
grass .and legume cover and fruiting shrubs on the right-of·way for 
improved wildl ife habitat . We would also like to s.e blocks of 
shrub s ,  conifer cover planted and maintained to break up the long, 
open shooting lane effect and provide wildlife travel lanes or 

1 2  
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Additional temporary work space for boring equipment would be required at all 
interstate, U.S. Route, and state roadway crossings, and at all railroad crossings. 
This additional work space would range from 50 feet for two-lane road and single 
railroad crossings to 75 feet for four-lane or multiple road/railroad crossings. 
Stream/river crossings and the start/end point of each loop would also require 
additional temporary work space for mobilization and demobilization of equipment. 
Temporary workspace requirements would range from an additional 25 feet at 
stream crossings less than 50 feet wide to 125 feet at stream/river crossings greater 
than 100 feet wide. 

Construction procedures, as discussed in section 23, identify requirements and 
procedures proposed to be used by the NIP Project applicants. These procedures 
include a discussion of right-of-way access, trenching and blasting, as well as 
backfilling and restoration. The Erosion Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance 
Plan (appendix C) and the Stream and Wetland Construction and Mitigation 
Procedures (appendix D), provide detailed measures we propose to minimize impact 
from construction. We undentand that the NFS has more site-specific information 
and that they would issue a special·use permit to Great Lakes. Accordingly, we 
have revised section 5.1.9.2.1 and included a recommendation in section 7.3 to note 
that, in NFS lands, Great Lakes mllst comply with all the conditions set forth in the 
NFS special-use permit. We suggest that the Ottawa National Forest include timber 
and stump removaVdisposal in their special-use permit. 

See our response to comment F9-2 In addition, we also note that appendix C 
states that topeoil stripping is to be done on all active agricultural lands or in other 
areas at the landownen' request .• Therefore, if the Ottawa National Forest wishes 
topsoil segregation along the entire right-of-way, they should Include it in their 
special-use permit to Great Lakes. 

See response to F9-2. In the DEIS, section 5.1.9.22 and section 73 referenced 
Ottawa National Forest's concerns for maintaining visual screening at the U.S. 
Route 2 crossing. We note NFS' additional comments and have revised section 
5.1.9.2.2 and our recommendation in section 7.3, accordingly. 

FERC recommends a minimum distance of 10 feet from streambanks for spoil 
storage from trench excavation. A minimum distance of 50 feet would require 
construction vehicles to move about the right-of·way in the riparian area more 
frequently, potentially causing unnecessary additional disturbance of the stream bank 
area. In addition, It is possible that this suggestion would require the construction 
contractor to perform multiple handling of the spoils, a method that could require 
additional equipment on the right-of.way. 

See response to F9.z. We undentand the Ottawa National Forest's concerns on 
revegetation of the right-of·way an� have recommended planting of vegetation strips 
at stream and road crossings, nonetheless, to allow maintenance access we do not 
support the planting of shrubs or blocks of shrubs along the whole right-of.way. 
The applicants need to perform periodic aerial inspections and walkoven of the line, 
have access for vehicles to perform cathodic protection, and, as necessary, pipeline 
repair. Total revegetation of the right-of·way, except for where it is explicitly 
required by our recommendations and procedures, could inhibit the routine 
maintenance practices of the applicant and, thereby, the safety of the line. 

The restriction of herbicides along the right-of·way could be included as a condition 
to the Forest Service'. special.use permit. 



2 .  

cross ings o f  the l ine . Us. o f  h.rbicid. for right.of -way maintenance 
will probably not b. p.rmitt.d . 

A wild l i fe habitat d.velopm.nt and maintenance plan for sp.cific 
sections of Loops 8 and 9 across the Ottawa will b. dev.loped and mad. 
a part of the n.w special us. p.rmit to be develop.d and issued to 
Gr.at Lakes cov.ring the .xisting line and the new loo? . 

3 . 0  Alternatives 

4 . 0  

Page 3 - 9  Next to last paragraph . On the Ottawa w. agr • •  with this ; 
and the Ottawa National For.st Land Kanag.m.nt Plan ( 1986) r.cogniz.s 
in its standards and guid.lin.s tha value of using axi.ting 
rights -of -way as utility corridor. to l •••• n impacts on all resource 
values and maximize right -of·way vegetation for wildlife habitat and 
visual .nhancemant. 

Affected Env ironm.nt 
Page 4 - 38 Table 4 . 1 .4 - 3  Significant 
Add Loop 9/HI 4 34 . 3  DWA Black Spur 

454 . 4  DWA Imp. Taylor 
464 . 9  DWA Golden Lak. 

Page 4-40 Tabl. 4 . 1 . 5 - 1  

Wildlife Hab itat 
49 , 100 
2 1 , 490 
15 , 040 

Loup 4 ,  9 ,  11 bald eagle add Iron County, HI . 

Cross ings . 

Page 4 -4 1  First Paragraph add Iron to the list of counti •• in the last 
s.nt.nce of this paragraph . 

Gray Wol f ,  Second Paragraph at .the end add Ther • •  lso have b.en 
. ightings in the vicinity of the pipeline Loop 9 in Gogeb ic County , 
Hichigan. 

4 . 1 . 7  W.tlands 
Page 4 - 46 As indicat.d in the HDHR response of 1 F.bruary 1990 to 
Great Lakes addr.ss ing the ir conc.rns prior to the granting of 
permi�s ,  we agrae and also f •• l a listing of w.tland limits by 
beginning milepo.t and length for the individual loops should be 
add.d . (Table El and E2 do this) . 

4 . 1 . 9  Land Us. , Recr.ation, and Public Int.rest Areas 
Page 4 - 7 2  Third paragraph from the bottom add in the second s.ntence 
after Present us •• includ. : Sights •• ing , driving for pl.asure , 
logging; off r�ad vehicles (ORY) , all t.rrain v.hicl. (ATV) 
snowmobil� , cross·country skiing, and hiking trails , hunting, camping, 
picnicking ; fishing, trapping , boating and cano. ing. 
Page 4 - 76 Top correct acreag.· figure is 95 3 , 630 chang. last sentence 
in first paragraph to read and add: 

U . S .  Route 2 which is consid.red a scenic highway with. strong 
concerns for the,visual r.source values in this ar.a will b. 
cross.d foyr times within the Forest Boundary. There are also 

. s imilar concerns for the cross ings on U . S .  Rout. 45 south of 
Watersm.et and For.st Highway 16 at Colden Lak • .  

1 '1  
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Comment noted. See response to comment F9-2. 

Thank you for your comment 

Thank you for your comment. 
changes. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Please refer to the revised text for incorporated 

Comment noted. Section 4.1.9.1.1 has been revised. 



3 .  

4 . 1 . 1 1 . 1  Historic .nd Archaeological Resources 
Page 4 - 83 Second p.ragr.ph . The Ott.w. would .ppreci.te receiving 
copies of the report and its results once the ph.sed pl.n .nd 
necess.ry fie ldwork for the spring of 1990 h.s been compl.ted. 

P.ge 4 - 76 R.cre.tion , Yild .nd Scenic Rivers 
4 - 7 7  Loop cross ings on the Cisco Br.nch .nd Middle Br.nch of the 
Onton.gon .nd South Branch of the Paint River .re on the Ott.w. 
National Fores t .  Legislation i s  pending t o  design.t. th.s. Michig.n 
streams .s wild, sc.nic or r.cre.tion.l r iv.rs .s components of the 
N.tional Yild .nd Scenic Rivers System by the Michig.n Scenic Rivers 
Act of 1990 (HR 4019 ) . 

5 . 0  Environment.l Consequence. 
5 . 1  Proposed Action 
5 . 1 . 2  Soils 
This whole section looks good to us , but we do h.v. some comments .nd 
recomm.nd.tions w. would l ike to h.ve con.idered. 

5 . 1 . 2 . 2  Erosion Control ,  R.veget.tion, .nd M.inten.nc. R.quirements 
P.ge 5 - 8  Fir.t p.r.gr.ph top of the p.g. · · more stringent me.sures 
Ye would like to s.e exposed soils rev.get.t.d •• soon •• possible and 
mulch.d if n.c •••• ry •• • oon •• po •• ibl. on • tempor.ry b •• i. or 
permanent b •• is d.pend.nt upon •• ason ( timing) .nd d.gree of work 
completion. Y • •  gre. with the HONR on the ir ti.e of construction 
spelled out in the ir 1 Febru.ry 1990 letter to Cre.t Lake. . Ye do 
feel dep.nd.nt upon we.ther the summ.r • f.ll p.riod th.y spe l l  out 
July 1 to S.pt •• ber 15 could b. widened to June through October 1 5 th .  
Y e  h.ve other specific recommend.tions th.t w e  propose to .dd as 
suggested Ott.w. addendum to Appendix C .  
Page 5 - 8  Slope B r  •• kers . On the Ott.wa we feel perm.nent runoff 
divers ions on . 1 1  slopes greater th.n 5 percent should be constructed 
to the following &p.cification: 
• inst.lled at 30 .ngle to contour . 
• extend w�ll b.yond disturbed .re. to suit.ble dispos.ble .rea 

Slope (t) 
5 

10 
15 
20 
2 5  
30+ 

Sp.cing between w.terb.rs ( ft . )  
140 

75 
60 
4 5  
3 5  

25 

P.ge 5-8 & 9 Ye .re in .greement with and ��uld go along with .ny or 
.11 o f  the techniques described to reduce erosion in sensitive .reas . 
(Terr.ces , hay b.les , etc . ) .  Ye would .lso cl.rify Veget.tion Strip 
Req ' d  ( ft . )  by m.king

.
�t Yidth o f  Veget.tion Strip Reg ' d  ( ft . ) .  

Page 5 - 9  Next to· l.st p.r.graph • As mentioned earlier ( P g .  2 - 29 
comments) we would like to see topsoil .egreg.ted on . 1 1  the upl.nds 
.cros. the Ottaw.. Ye also would like to .e • •  n incr •••• in the width 
of veget.tion strips . Ye recommend strip. of 50 feet wide at 5t slope 
and incre.sing it in 25 ft . increments .s slope increases . 
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Your request for a copy of the cultural resources survey report is noted. We have 
added such a requirement to the certificate conditions for Great Lakes. 

Comment noted. 

Please refer to response F9-S0. 

Please refer to response F9-S0. 

Thank you for your comment. 

We believe that segregating topsoil is important to preserve the soil amendments 
that have been applied in agricultural cropland. However, we do not believe it is 
necessary to require topsoil segregation in upland areas where no investment has 
been made in soil amendments, and where successful revegetation of the right-of
way is achieved through conformance with the E&SC Plans. With regard to 
increased width of vegetation strips, please refer to responses F9-3 and F9-S0. 
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On alopes oy.r 15. va would susa.st th •. v.s.tation filt.r scripa in 
co.bination with ailc f.nc •• • 

Con.cruction Ti.in, to Kint.iz. Soil Ca.paccion .nd Structural D ... ,. 
P.,. 5 . 1 1  S.cond p.r.,r.ph l.at •• nt.ne. . V. r.c�nd no 
conatruction b.tw •• n K.rch 1 and Kay 1 5 ,  with .11 r.quir.d .roaion 
concrol •••• ur.. .nd d.vic.. in pl.c. for di.turbed .r.. prior Co 
Karch l.t. 

T •• porary Ero.ion Concrol 

PaS. 5 · 1 3  Fir.t p.r.,r.ph . v • •  ,r •• with ch • .ulch r.quir ... nc • •• 
• hown for .r •• a di.turb.d b.cw •• n Octob.r 15 and K.rch 1 .  Our 
raco ... nd.d ••• d .ixtur.. for the Ott.w • •  re .hown in our .dd.ndu. to 
App.ndix C. Li .. .  nd f.rtiliz.r propo •• la .r • •  1.0 to b. li.c.d. 

Cleanup 

Next to l •• t p.r.sr.ph. V. like the 10·d.y r.quir ••• nc but would like to 
s •• the ·v •• th.r .nd .oil conditiona p.r.ittin," ch.ns.d to unl •• s waiv.d by 
the .nvironment.l or chi.f in.pec tor. 

T • .,or.ry Erosion Control 

5 . 1 . 2 . 4  Envio�nt.1 In.pector. 
P.S. 5 · 14 .  V. f •• l the environa.nt.l insp.ctors .hould h.v • •  top work 
authority. V. f •• l ch.c d.p.nd.nc on .cc ••• to .nd tise fram •• in 
10c.cinS .nd infor.ins ch. chi.1 in.p.ctor • lot of dam.,. could 
occur . 

5 . 1 . 3 . 1 . 1  C.n.r.l Conscruccion .nd Op.rac ion.l I.p.ct 
P.S. 5 · 14 N.xc Co l •• c p.r.sraph . V. raco ... nd th.c r.fu.linS .nd 
fu. l .tor.s. oper.cions b. required co b. conduct.d .t • •  inillll. 
di.canc. of 500 f •• c froll wacl.nd. , scr.ams or other s.n.itiv • •  r ••• . 
s •• • 1,0 P.sa 5 · 1 5  Concamin.cion of Aquif.r.· •• pill pr.v.ncion .nd 
conc.ina.nc pl.ns · ·w • •  Sr •• ch.t ch ••• • r. n •• d.d . 

5 "1 . 3 . 2  Surf.ce V.ter 
P.ses 5 . 1 6 . 1 1 · 18·19·20·21 V • •  sre. with .nd .upporc the co .. enC. lI.d. 
by ch. KDNR in ch.ir l.ct.r Co Cr •• C Lek •• on 1 F.bru.ry 1990 on 
op.r.cion. perc.inins Co w.cl.nds , stream cro •• ins. and och.r . 

Scr.am Conscruccion .nd Kicis.cion Proc.dur.. , 
P.S. 5 · 11 Third p.r.sr.ph . V. f •• l ch.r • •  hould b. aOll. r •• triccions 
as Co volu.e of w.c.r to b. d'irecced fro • •  sinsl. w.t.r .ourc. for 
hydro • •  c.c ic c.scinS, but f •• l KDNR p.�iC r.quir ••• nc • •  hould cov.r 
thi. . w • •  1so have conc.rn. abouC dischars. loc.tion .nd possible 
erosion due Co d1achar� of w.c.r .fcer the teacins. 

5 . 1 . 4 , Fi.h .nd Vildlif. 
P.S. 5 · 31 Le.c p.r.sr.ph . Ti •• frase indic.t.d .sr ••• with KDNR 
l.ct.r .nd .tc.chm.nc R.y Ju.tt.n 13 April 1990 .1.0 cop of P.S- 5 · 32 
flu.inS i. in .sr •••• nt. V • •  sre • •  nd .upporc this on ch. Ott.w.' s  
cold' w.ter or s isnificant w.r. w.t.r 'fish.ry .tr .... . 
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Pleuc refer to reapoMe F9-SO. 

Pleale refer to respoase F9·50. 

'
Pleue refer to responae F9·50. 

We disagree. We believe this conc:ern is adequately addraacd by the teU 
dilc:uuion, by our n:commendations that require environmental inspecton, and by 
our appendix C, which describes the duties for inspectors. 

Our n:commended Iplll pn:vention and containment plan would addreaa emergency 
control cleanup of any Ipilla of hazardous materiala and we maintain that our 
current restriction.. for refueling and Itorage of hazardous materiala are adequate 
to protect Itreama, wetlands, groundwater, and other sensitive areas, where lpecified. 

Comment noted. 

Comment DOted. FERC baa lpecified a set of guidelines that the applicants must 
follow for hydrostatic testing of the pipeline (ace appendix D). We feel we have 
adequately addreaaed concerns for impact that may occur during withdrawal and 
dillcharge or test waten. 

Thank you for your comment. 
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Page 5 - 3 5  Las t peragreph . We egree and l ike the maintenance not 
before August 1 end only once every 3 years . Page 5 - 3 8  Next to last 
peragraph . Last two sentences we egree with res triction of 
construction within DWA ' s  during the December to March time frame . 

5 . 1 . 5  Endangered and Threetened Species 
Page 5 -42 Next to last paregreph . We would eppreciate receiving the 
results of the survey reports mentioned in this paregraph ; Fall T&E 
plant survey , spr ing plant survey , winter spring animal survey, 
January 1990 . 

Page 5 - 4 3  First paragraph . We agree in l ine with the recommendation 
of FWS and MDHR that field surveys of nesting areas be done including 
the two on Loop 9 in Gogebic and Iron County , Michigan. These surveys 
should be J o int FWS/MDNR and include needed mitigation measures . We 
would appreciate copies of this report prior to pipeline 
construc t ion. Bald eagle nest a i tes occur at 5 locations within 1 
mile of the proposed Great Lakes fac i l ities . 
Pages 5 - 4 3  Second paragraph Bald eagle nest s ites occur at 5 locations 
within 1 m i le of the proposed Great Lakes fac i l i t ies . Loop 9 in 
Gogeb ic County and Iron County , Michigan. Work free period of • 
February 1 through August 1 is good . Both Gogebi c  and Iron County 
nests are active . We also recommend closure control on all access 
roads used for construction purposea to prevent access and nes t  
dis turbance . 

Page 5 - 59 Last paragraph Add Table El in front of Table E2 this makes 
it more s i te specific . 

. 

5 . 1 . 9  Land Use , Recreation, Pub l ic Intereat Areas and Visual Resources .  
Page 5 - 79 We agree that a 7 5 - foot perman,nt cleared right-of-way 
should be adequate if that is the industry s tandard for two 36 inch 
pipes . We do have concerna and would like to see that narrowed in at 
key hfghway and major s tream cronings , and mitigated with screen 
plantipgs to maintain or enhance the visual resource values . 
Page 5 - 9 1  ORV/ATV use on the pipe l ine through the Ottawa will be 
covered in a plan to be developed and made a part o f  the new special 
use permit for the pipel ine . This will spec i fy those port ions of the 
pipeline right-of-way to be open to use and those portions where 
closure control measures will be taken. 
Page 5 - 9 2  Second paragraph from the top first sentence . Change to 
read- Due to sp'ecific concerns raised by the Ottawa National Fore s t ,  
w e  recommend that existing screen plantings a t  the four U . S .  Route 2 
cros. ings , the U. S .  Route 45 cross ing south of Watersmeet and the 
Forest Highway 16 crossing at .. Golden Lake all be maintained or 
replaced following construction to protect and enhance visual resource 
values . Additionally tree removal should b. minimized to the extent 
pos s ible , cross ings na;rowed in as much as possible and the temporary 
construction rigbt -of:way replanted in the areas where U. S .  Route 2 
is J ust to the south of the proposed pipel ine right -of-way (MPs 
446 . 5 -4485 and 4 54 . 6-455 . 1 ) . 

F9 

127 
I � 

29 

1 30  

I "  
1 32 

33 

F9-27 

F9-28 

F9-29 
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F9-32 

F9-33 

Comment noted. Thank you for your response. 

Comment noted. Our recommended condition requires Great Lakes to provic-. lJS 
with your comments, therefore, you will receiv� the reports. 

Thank you for your comment. See response to comment F9-28. The Iron County 
nest site has been added to Section 5. 1. 5. Additional recommendations within FS 
lands should be addressed in the FS special·use permit. 

Comment noted and text revised. 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. Please refer also to response F9-S0. 

Comment noted. Section 5.1.9. 2.2 and our DEIS recommendation 44 have been 
modified. 
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There i s  also concern as to the construction timing on the pipe l ine 
across the Ottawa as it will cut throught several County and Forest 
Service System roads that acce.s campgrounds during the sWllDe r  
useseason. Means to maintain access throught rerouting scheduling 
around the use season June 1 5 - September 1 5 ,  or speedy pipe 
ins tallation will need to be discussed and p lanned out prior to the 
cons truction phas e .  These cross ings are : Forest Service Roads 7 100 , 
3960 , and 3980 , and County Roads 527 and 5 3 1 .  

There i s  also a cros s - country ski trail maintained b y  Sylvania 
Outfitters that bisects the pipeline about 1/4 mile south of U. S .  
Route 2 in Sect10n 2 9 .  Pipeline construction in this section needs to 
be completed prior to December to prevent confl ict . 

There are also 39 proposed or existing forest road p ip e l ine cross ings 
that are a part of the p lanned Forest transportation sys tem . As a 
part of construct ion on Loops 8 and 9 ,  lifts and required pipe cover 
( fi l l )  should be put in to mee t  safety s tandards required to support 
heavy loads . ( Loaded logging trucks ) .  

Exact locat ions will be determined and engineered by Forest Service 
personnel during the construction phase of the pipeline proj ec t .  
These crossings are neces sary to provide across pipe l ine access for 
Forest Service administration and resource management needs . 

Forest Service System roads used to access the pipel ine for 
construc tion , equipment and materials w i l l  be maintained by Great 
Lakes during use and res tored to their original cond i t ion upon 
completion of the proj ec t .  . 

Page 5 - 99 Second paragraph under Great Lakes .  The Ottawa National 
Forest needs the results and reports on the proposed Phase 1 and 2 
investigationa� soon as they are completed . Hichigan SHPO ' s  response , 
comments and approval on those portions of the Loop 8 and 9 segments 
is also ne�ded. We would also appreciate a l is t ing of all proposed 
stagi�g areas and access road locations as soon as i t  i s  deve loped. 
This listing as a part of the final EIS would be good. 

6 . 1  Great Lakes 

Page 6 - 1  Next to last paragraph.  We are in agreement with this 
paragraph and , as mentioned earlier comments on Pg 3 - 9 ,  this is in 
keeping with the s tandards and guidelines of the Ot tawa National 
Forest Land Management Plan ( 1986 ) .  

7 . 1  Summary of the S taff ' s  E.,vironmental Analysis of the Proposed 
Act ion . 
Page 7 - 3  We agree with paragraphs 1 through 4 on this page and feel 
that following this ditection and adherence to the HDNK 
recommendations spelled out in the ir 1 February 1990 l etter to Great 
Lakes' and the HDNR le tter of 13 April 1990 (Ray Juetten on Fisheries ) 
should provide adequate resource value protection and m i t igate any 
adverse consequences of the proposed action. 
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Comment noted. Section 5.1.9.2.2 has been revised. See also section 7.3. 

Comment noted. Section 5.1.9.2.2 has been revised. See also section 7.3. 

Great Lakes would design and install the proposed pipeline in a manner that would 
ensure the safety and integrity of the pipeline in accordance with 49 CFR Part 192 
and any FS special use permit. 

Your request for Phase 1 and 2 reports and SHPO comments is noted and 
addressed in the mitigative measures for Great Lakes. Great Lakes has provided 
an up-to-date listing of its proposed staging areas and access road locations in its 
commentary on the DBIS. & noted, these locations may change as the project 
proceeds. See response F9-13. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Thank you for your comment. 



7 .  

P.ga 7 · 6  As mentlonad •• rller·comments P.se 5 · 9 1 : the loc.t lon of 
needed b.rrlers to control vehlcul.r use .nd .cce.. to the 
rlgh t ·of-w.y wl11 be developed .nd m.de • p.rt of the .p.cl.1 Use 
permlt .  

7 . 3  FERC S t.ff Reco .. ended Me •• ure • .  

A l l  .ppllc.nts page 7 · 9  W • •  gree wlth peregr.ph. 1 .nd 2 .  
P.ge 7 · 10 We .gree wlth p.r.sr.ph. 5 ,  6 ,  7 .nd 9 .  P.r.gr.ph 8 We wl11 
.ubml t  • propo.ed Ott.w • •  ddendu. .u�.ntlng Appendlx C •• • p.rt of our 
r.spons • .  
P.ge 7 · 1 1  W • •  gree wlth p.r.graph. 10, 1 2 ,  16 . We feel 500 f •• t should be 
used ln p.r.gr.ph 1 1  .nd recommend .ddlng the word for • •  ted .fter 
.grlcultur.l ln p.r.gr.ph 13 .nd u. lng • "No con.truc tlon" tlme frame of 
M.rch 1 through M.y 15 for no con.tructlon. 

The rem.lnlng p.r.gr.ph • •  re not appllcable to the Ottawa. 
P.g. 7 · 12 We .gree wlth p.ragreph. 18 , 19 and 20. 

P.ge 7 · 1 3 Gre.t Lake. We .gre£ wlth paragraphs 25 and 26 . Paragraph 29 ls 
not .ppllc.ble to the Ott.w • .  
P.r.gr.ph 27 Add two addltlonal fleld .urvey. o f  bald e.gle ne.ts on Loop 9 
ln Gogeblc County. 
P.ge 7 · 14 W • •  gree wlth par.gr.ph 3 3 .  Paragr.ph. 30 , 3 1 ,  3 2 ,  3 4  ar. not 
.ppllc.ble to the Ott.wa. 
W. f.el par.gr.phs 3 5 ,  36 and 46 could be rewrltten .nd con.olldated. 
Follow MDNK reco .. end.tlon. 1 February 1990 letter to Great Lake • •  nd 1 3  
Apr l 1  KONR letter (R.y Juetten) . 

P.g. 7 · 15 P.ragraphs 37 , 3 8 ,  3 9 ,  40 , 41 are not .ppllc.bl. to the Ott.w • .  
We 1 1ke .nd agre. wlth p.r.gr.ph. 4 2  end 4 3 .  Par.gr.ph 4 4  w e  would lnsert 
U .  S. Route 45 .nd Fore.t Hlghw.y 16 b.tw.en Rout. 2 .nd cro.slng ln thls 
.econd .entence . We .1.0 feel tree remov.l .hould be mlnlmlzed to the 
maxlmum extent posslble on .11 N.tlon.l Fores e  Land. , .nd m.j or hlghw.y .nd 
.tre.m cro •• lngs . n.rrowed ln •• • uch •• pos.lbl. and .cre.ned w l th cover 
plantlng. of n.tlve shrubs and tree. to protect .nd enh.nc. vlsual r.source 
v.lue. . We would propose Gr •• t Lakes through thelr contr.cted spec l.1lsts 
ln thl •. • r •• · ·work wlth the Fore.t Servlce to pl.n .nd de.lgn the.e 
cross lng. prlor to construc tlon . 
Page 7 · 16 W. 1 1ke and .gree wlth paragraph 4 5 .  Paragraph 4 6  consolld.te .nd 
rewrlte wlth p.r.gr.phs 35 .nd 36 . 
P.r.graph 47 1. not .ppl lc.ble to the Ottawa Natlonal Fore . t .  

Comments on Appendlx C 
Eroslon Control , Reveget.tlon, .nd Malnten.nce Plan 

P.ge C · 5  We •• y w.nt to try . new clover deslgned to beneflt wl1dllfe 
we wl11 lncorpor.te thls lnto our addendum seed mlxture . 

Page C · 6  VI Off·Ro.d Vehlcle Control 
B. We .re propos ing conlfer plantlngs on at le.s t  .even deer trave l 
w.ys acro •• the plpelln. and conlfer and shrub plant lngs at all major 
s tr ... . nd hlghw.y cros. lngs . Th •• e wl1l be lald out on the ground 
and plann.d prlor to cons tructlon. 

I <is' 
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1 41 

1 42 

1 43 

1 44  

I e 
1 46  

47 

F9-40 

F9-41 

F9-42 

F9-43 

F9-44 

F9-45 

F9-46 

F9-47 

Thank you for your comments. 

1bla iaaue waa previously discussed in oUr respolllC to comment F9-23. 

Please refer to Exhibit C. 

A survey along Loop 9 in Iron County, Michigan, haa been added to this 
recommendation to be consistent with inrormation supplied in comment F9-29. 

Thank you for your comment. However, we fccl these recommendations should 
remain separate for purposes of FERC environmental compliance traclting. 
Although in a few instances we do not agree with MNONR recommendations (i.e., 
time or construction for stream crossings should not be allowed between Oecember 
1 to March 1 for the exact reasons specified in the 13 April MNONR letter (R. 
Jutten», we have indicated in section 5.1.3.21 (Stream Construction and Mitigation 
Procedures) that state and local agencies could require the applicants to rollow more 
stringent procedures. Consequently, each state may change some of our site-specific 
recommended procedures or construction windows to be more consistent with state 
water quality policy. By requiring Great Lakes to submit site-specific plans ror the 
sensitive water resources indicated in OBIS recommendations 35, 36, and 46, we 
would be better able to track and monitor compliance at these sites. Please note 
that time restrictions for instream construction in OBIS recommendation 35 have 
been revised. 

Commenr noted. OBIS recommendation 44 has been revised. 

Rerer to comment and response F9-44. Comment regarding OBIS recommendation 
47 is noted. 

Please rerer to Exhibit C, section O. 
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Page C - 7  VII Haintenanc. 
B. Haintenanc. c learing will b. by mechanical mean. only and w i l l  
re.erve all black , p i n  and choke cherri.s ; blackberries end 
ra.pberrrie . ,  I ronwood , haze l ;  .umac ; and dogwood ; except for the 
central 1/2 chain (approx. 33 ft . )  which will be maintained in gra •• 
and legume. by mowing during the period July l - October 1 .  

App.ndix 0 
S tre ... and 

Page 
C .  

Wetland Con.truc tion and Hitlgation Procedur •• 
0 - 1  

Tim. Window for Construction 
1. W. would pr.fer crossing of the following .tre .... w i l l  be 
don. by the flume method only and work within 100 f.et of these 
s tr ..... will take plac. only during the p.riod Jun. lS-August 
1 5 :  

Jackson Creek 
Hiddle Branch Ontonagon 
Imp Creek 
South Branch Paint River 

· ..... nderfoot Creek 
iluck Creek 
Cooks Run 

Thi. should be in l ine with HDNR recommendat ions ( 1  February 1990 letter to 
Creat Lek.s end the 13 April letter Ray Juetten) 

Sediment basins needed and their location for the above s tr ..... will b. 
det.rmined by the HONK and Fore.t Service and de.igned prior to 
con.truc tion . 

F. Trench Dewatering 
Page D-6 1 .  Add the following : 

Trench d.watering will pump water a minimu of 50 fee t 
away from stre ... and only where water w i l l  drain back 
to .tream through establish.d gras. or sedge 
wat.rvays . Pump.d weter will be discharged to pr.vent 
gull.ys and ril l ing . 

Appendi� C EIS Distribution and Hailing Lilt 
Page C - 16 
Add 
USDA-Forest Service , Ottawa National For •• t ,  B •••• m.r ,  HI 
USDA - Fore s t  Servic. , Ottawa National For •• t,  I ronwood, HI . 

F9 
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48 

I �  

I '  

F9-48 

F9-49 

As discussed in comment and response F9-44, individual states, during the state 
review and permitting process, may recommend time windows for construction 
aClO5S surface waters that are more consistent with state water quality policy. 
Comment on sediment basins has been noted and this issue is expected to be 
resolved during state permitting process, or in the FS special-use permit. Comment 
on trench dewatering has been noted. However, through our experience with 
pipeline construction, we have determined there are various ways to ensure silt
laden water is filtered properly before re-entering a stream. To maintain flexibility, 
we have not incorporated this comment. 

Comment noted. These addresses have been added to the mailing list. 



HITICATION AND REHAaiLITATION 

STANDARDS AND CUIDELINES - OTTAYA NATIONAL FOREST 
Addition to Appendix C 

Erosion Control and Rehab i l i tation 

EXHlSIT C 

On the Ottawa, these standards and guidelines will augment those in Appendix C .  

Pending s i t e - specific information (soil survey, fe rtil ity analysi s )  and/or 
, o ther s i tuations add or change , the following will serve a. a guide for 

evaluating or imp lementing the rehab plan. 

A. During construction 

1 .  A l l  trees , brush , s tumps , rock, and other obj ectionabl e  material would 
be disposed o f ,  so that it is not interfering with the construction of 
erosion control fac i l i t ies . 

2 .  Top soil should be pre.erved in a manner s o  as to be available for 
rehabi l i tation . 

3 .  Earth removed should not interfere with dra inage during construc t ion. 

4 .  Temporary divers ions should b e  provided to reduce erosion during 
construction. 

5. All erosion control faci l i t ies Ihould be installed immediately after 
that section o f  dis turbed area i. completed . 

6 .  Temporary cover ( e . g . , mulch) i .  provided immediately after that 
section of dis turbed area i. completed . This material w i l l  be 
anchored' on critical areas ( e . g  . •  a teep s lopes ) .  

a .  Small grain straw, 2 tons/ac . ,  anchored by disk packer , asphal t ,  
or me l t ing t ie - down. Yood chips at 7 tons/acre . 

b .  Vhere equipment cannot operate ; s traw or grass hay tied down , 
paper or j ute . erosion control nettings , e tc .  

7 .  Adequate drainage provided where there is seep or soil s l ippage . 

Poin t :  aecause of the tim� o f  construction , this i s  most cri tical o n  how the 
soil resource is protected until vegetative cover can be es tab l ishe d .  

8 .  Contro l l ing Diversion of Yater 

Revegetation e f forts may be lost i f  erosive watera are not 
controlled . Furthermore , effective diversion of water should not 
create a new erosion problem . This i. o f  a prime concern. 

F9 
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The Ottawa National Forest has provided us with "Mitigation and Rehabilitation 
Standards and GUidelines," which they requested be appended to our appendix C, 
Erosion Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan. We recognize that the U.S. 
Forest Service (FS) has more site-specific infonnation and that they would issue a 
special-use permit to Great Lakes. Accordingly, we have revised our 
recommendation in section 7.3 to note that on FS lands, Great Lakes must comply 
with all the conditions set forth in the FS special-use permit. Since our procedures 
apply to all applicants' facilities in diverse geographic areas of the country and are 
minimum requirements, we do not feel modifying our appendix C to incorporate all 
the detailed FS spec.ifications is practical or appropriate. 
We have reviewed and compared FS Standards and Guidelines to our appendix C 
and appendix 0, Stream and Wetland Construction and Mitigation Procedures, and 
for the most part feel they are essentially the same. There are issues though, where 
we feel, based on our mensive experience in pipeline construction, that our 
recommended procedures are environmentally preferable to those suggested by the 
FS. In the following situations, we suggest the FS consider implementing the 
procedures discussed below. 

Ottawa's erosion control and rehabilitation recommendations are compatible with 
the existing FERC requirements in appendix C. The proposed additions to appendix 
C would require only slightly varied applications of our erosion control, revegetation, 
and maintenance requirements. 

For stream crossings, we do not recommend construction across one-half of the 
stream at a time as described in Exhibit C. Through FERC's experience in pipeline 
construction, we have found that one of the best ways to minimize adverse water 
quality impact is to construct the stream crossing as quickly as possible. We feel 
that separating pipe installation across streams into two construction phases would 
lengthen the period of time needed for the crossing and would cause additional 
unnecessary disturbance of the stream in order to connect the two segments of pipe. 

Our wetland procedures do not allow permanent corduroy roads to be constructed 
through Wetlands. The reason for this is because often, many layers of logs are 
required to provide the necessary stability needed for construction eqUipment. 
These layers of logs may mend greater than 10 logs deep. We feel that it would 
be impossible to remove these logs without sign.ificant permanent damage to the 
wetland, including serious disruption of subsurface and surface water movement. 
For these reasons, we recommend removable timber pads be constructed by cabling 
logs together to facilitate remaval and to distribute the load more efficiently. These 
pads could then be used repeatedly. 



Yacerbars 

installed at 3 00 angle to contour 

extend we l l  beyond dis turbed area to $uitable disposable area 

spac!.ng 

Grade (\) 
S 

10 
15 
20 
2 5  
30+ 

Dis tance between waterbars (ft . )  
140 

7S 
60 
4S 
35 

'2"S 
temporarily protected unti l  vegetative cover i s  estab l ished . 

Diversion di tches 

prevents water from returning to disturbed area 

where water concentrations and/or veloc ities werran t ,  cobble , 
r ip' rap , fabric , etc . , should be installed to capture sediment 
and reduce hazard of initiating new erosion problems . 

B .  After construction 

1 .  Revegetation 

on critical areas , lime and fertil izer recommendation based on soil 
fe rtil ity analys is . 

othe rwise , for grass seed m�x ,  apply 50 Ibs/1000 ft2 dolomotic 
l ime . Apply 25 Ibs/1000 ft of 10 - 24 - 24 or its equivalent . York 
into seedbed during .e.dbed preparation. 

- Yell drained soil. 

Creeping Red F •• cue 
Domes tic ryegra •• 
Kentucky b luegra.s 
Alsike ladino clover 

Moderately wel l  drained soil. 

Creeping Red Fe.cue 
Kentucky bluegra • •  
Timothy . f  
Empire Birdrfoot trefoil 
A·h ike ladino clover 

lb • •  /1000 f t2 

. 4  

. 15 

. 25 

. 2  

. 2 5  

. 5  

. 5  

. 15 

. 2  

Somewhat poorly drained-poorly drained .oil. 

2 
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aeed Canary grass 
aed Top gra . .  
Creeping a e d  Fescue 

Time of seed ing - - Kay to Sep tember 10 

. 1 5 

. 03 

. 04 

Lightly mulch all slopes <15t , with 1 - 2  bales/1000 ft2 

C .  Kalntenance 

1 .  Upgrade existing maintenance plan. 

Permittee will be responsible to repair and maintain erosion 
control fac i l i t ies and vegetative cover .  

Vegetative cover will be maintained a t  100, s tocking on 
cri tical are.s and 6 5 -90\ on all other areas using seed 
mixture app roved by Forest Service . 

Soil ferti l i ty levels will be maintained on secondary e roded 
areas by the permittee . 

S tream and Yetland Kit igations - Follow KDHR aecommendations ( 1  February 1990 
�ttached) 

. 

A. Stream Cross ings 

During Construction 

1 )  A l l  construction activities vi l l  b e  carried out s o  as t o  minimize 
sedimentation of s treams . 

2 )  Cons truc tion equipment and vehicles will not b e  permi tted to operate 
in or ford streams . Temporary culverts or bridge. will be properly 
s i zed and installed at all stream crossings where i t  i s  neeessary fo 
equipment to eross the stream. 

3 )  A t  no time may eonstruetion debris b e  plaeed i n  any stream ehannel ,  
ineluding soil , exeavated or dredged materials , or vegetation. This 
does not apply to treneh baekfi lling with dredged mater ials . 

4 )  Exeavation of treneh within a specified f i l ter strip ( sediment trap 
zone) and through the stream will not be permitted in advanee of 
pipeline as.embly by more than ( 1 )  day." Filter s trip zones of 
undisturbed soil and vegetation for tLapping .ediment · from the 
eonstruetion s i tes will ex tend a minimum of 50 feet along the aoY c '  
e i ther s ide of all .tream cross ings . 

5 )  Construetion in stre�s will b e  done one -hal f o f  the stream a t  a t ime 
while the streta is flumed through the other s ide . The eonstruetion 
area will be dewatered using sump pumps , and the sump water pumped 
away from the s tream into & zone of filtration away from the 
streembank . 
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6) Following pipe installation through one s ide of the atream , the 
conatruction erea will be backfilled and re. tored before the other 
s ide of the .tream and streambank are trenched. The . tream i. flumed 
through the completed s ide of the work ara a .  Similar u s e  of sump pump 
is made . 

After Construction 

1) Streambank re. toration w i l l  include the inatallation of rock rip- rap 
on both bank. through the work area, s ized according to appropriate 
flow volume. and velocities of the streama diaturbed by conatruction. 

2) The upper banks and filter .trips are to be mulched immediately after 
trench backfilling and shaping, and seeded with appropriate cover 
vegetation during the specified .eeding time period. 

3 ) All temporary culverts and bridges will be removed a. soon a. 
construction and s i te res toration are comp leted. All fill deposited 
in the channel for the crossing i. to be completely removed and 

. 

deposited outside the filter .trip area . 

B .  �et land Construction 

1 )  Construction i n  we tlands will b e  done t o  minimize adverse impac ts from 
sedim.ntation and disruption of natural drainage patterns . 

2 )  No permanent filling o f  wetlands will b e  permitted . 

3 ) Corduroy " roads" of native tree materials will be developed e. an 
operating ba.e for construction equipment in all wetlands . Where 
corduroy roads are not appropriate , pads will be placed in the 
righ t . of-way for equipment operation. 

4) FollOWing construction and backfil l ing of the trench, the work area 
w i l l  be �e turned to its pre-construction contour . 

5 )  After contouring, special cros a - drainage provisions w i l l  b e  employed 
to maintain wetland drainage features . Cross-drainage d i tches will be "
installed every 200 feet along the right -of-way in all wetlands . 
The.e ditch •• will follow the speci fications outlined in the attached 
·�etland Cross - Drainage" and will extend acro.s the width of the 
trench and corduroy road . 

C .  Hydrostatic Tes t  

1)  Point of intake t o  b e  o n  Hiadle Branch - Ontonagon River , South 
Branch - Paint River . Point of di.charge to be mutually agreed upon 
by Fores t  Service , HDNR , and the Company. ' 

2 )  Intake and disc�arg. of water w i l l  be conducted .uch that streambank 
or bottom eros ion will not taka place . 
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3) Int.ke o f  w.t.r will not exceed th.t r.t. n.c •••• ry to m.intain 
.tream- flow .uffici.nt to pr ••• rv. fish h.bit.t during the p.riod of 
t •• ting. An int.k. r.t. to fill the pip. will b. figured .0 •• to not 
.dv. rsely .ff.ct str.am flow. a.t. of di.ch.rg. should be roughly 
.quiv.l.nt to the r.te of int.k • .  

4 )  Fi.h will b .  prot.ct.d during w.t.r int.k. b y  .cr • •  ning the int.ke . 

5 )  �.ter qu.lity of the di.ch.rg. w.t.r will b .  roughly .quiv.l.nt to 
th.t of the int.k. w.t.r • •  nd will conform to St.t. o f  Hichig.n �.t.r 
Qu.lity St.ndard. . It will b. free of introduc.d toxic .ub.t.nce • • •• 
d�fin.d by the St.te St.nd.rd • .  

6 )  Th. t.mper.tur. o f  the di.ch.rae w.t.r will not . when mix.d with the 
rec.iving w.t.rbody . c.u •• • l. th.l .hock .ff.ct on .qu.tlc org.nism • .  

D .  ae.toration o f  aight-of·�.y 

In .ddition to the pr.viou.ly it •• iz.d r •• tor.tion r.quir ••• nt • •  the 
fol lowing r.quir ••• nt • •  h.ll .pply . 

1 )  

2 )  

Top.oil .nd .ub.oil .hall b • •  tockpil.d • •  p.r.t.ly. in the �. not 
out.id. the c l  •• r.d ao� . Top.oil .u.t b. r.turn.d to its origin.l 
.urf.c. po.ition for .it. r •• tor.tion . 

Trench b.ckfi lling . gr.ding • •  nd in.t.ll.tion of .ro. ion control 
m ••• ur •• will b. don • •• •  oon .ft.r compl.tion of pip • •••• mbly .nd 
te.ting •• po •• ibl • •  not to b • •  or. th.n on. h.lf ( 0 . 5 )  .il. b.hind 
the fini.h.d pip • .  

3 ) �.r. n.c •••• ry to pr.v.nt .edi •• nt.tion of .tr.am • •  f.bric or h.y 
b.l. ch.ck dam. will b. in.t.ll.d in .roding .r ••• • dj.c.nt to 
.tr.am • .  

�ildlif. Hitia.tion H ••• ur •• 

A. 8ru.hpil •• • long the aow .dg. can provide •• c.p. cov.r for •• ny ..... 1 • •  
bird • •  � -.phibi.n. . Con. id.r • •  v.r.l (4- 10/.il.) i n  .ppropri.te 
loc.�ion • •  

B .  D.v.lop • •• l.ctiv • .ow in, .ch.dul. to h.lp •• int.in the 'r ••• ·h.rb.c.ou. 
op.ning ( to b. compl.t.d .ft.r p.rmit i. i •• u.d) .. p.rt of • wildlife 
h.bit.t pl.n for the a·o-v. 

C .  Dav.lop .hrub .nd conifer pl.nting • •  long .teep .lope. , . tre .. .  nd ro.d 
cro •• ing • •  nd Wet .re •• to provide for visu.l reh.bilit.tion .nd e.c.p. 
cov.r for wildlife .pecie. utilizin, the aow. H.wthorne , red •• pl. , 
b ••• wood . o.k • •  prout h.zel .  ch.rry, j uneberry, white ced.r and hemlock. 

D. H.int.in . bru.h edge aloGg the aow with exi.tin, ve,et.tion. 

Vi.ual a •• ourc •• 
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All additional clearing along the existing ROW should be held to an absolute 
minimum . At the four U S - 2  cross ings and the cro.sings on US-4S.  FH16 and the 
Cisco . Middle Sranch of the Ontonagon Duck Cree k .  Cooks River and S Sranch of 
the Paint cross ings . no additional clearing will be al lowed unless absolutely 
necessary. Forest landscape Arch itect will review c learing layout prior to 
cutting at the locations speci fied above . FolloWing construction native 
plantings will be planted to reduce the impect of the additional clearing i f  
necessary . 

Pipe line Cross ings - (Forest Service Sys tem Roads) 

At 39 spec ified locations . a � of 6 feet of cover will be required over 
the top of the loop p ipe ( see maps ) .  

The Creat lakes Cas Transmission Company will be requested to apply suitable 
f i l l  over the adjacent exist ing gas l ine at the above 39 speci fied locations <0 
allow future road construction over the l ine . 

Exact locations of these 39 pipel ine cross ings w i l l  be flagged on the ground by 
Forest Service engineering personne l .  In addition . engineering personnel will 
be present during crossing construction to ensure proper depth of fill . 
compaction . etc . Exi s t ing roads crossed shall be restored to the original 
grade and conform to the typical section for the road. At all locations . 
logging trucks and heavy equipment will be in operation. 

Other Mitigations 

A. A Forest Service representative will be on the project . i te (at company 
expense) both during construction and subsequent rehab i litation to ensure 
that s t ipulations of this EA and the special u.e permit are adhered to . 

S .  A neW righ t - of-way mowing plan will b e  developed by the Forest Wildlife 
Siologist for insertion into the special use permit ( to be done in the next 
6 months ) .  

C .  All merchantable timber to b e  cleared will b e  counted and the cutting 
boundary marked . This timber will be sold to Creat Lake. Cas Transmiss ion 
Company in accordance with timber sale contract requirements . Ranger 
Dis trict personnel will administer sale contrac t .  

D .  A new spec ial use permit will b e  issued t o  Creat Lake. Ca. Transmission 
Company covering the old and new permi t area work . plus any temporary 
acce.s points . if needed. or other work areas . S tandard permit 
requirements w i l l �e used.  

E.  No construction will be permitted between March 1 and May 1 5 .  All required 
erosion control devices will be 1n place for all di.turbed areas prior to a 
March 1st work shutdown. 
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OTIAWA NATIONAL FOREST REFERENCED LEITERS 

Attached are the February I, 1990, and April 13, 1990, letters from MIDNR 
referenced numerous times in the Ottawa National Forest letter. Though they were not 
submitted with the Ottawa National Forest comments, we have obtained and reviewed a copy 
of each letter and have included them as an attachment to the Ottawa National Forest letter. 
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JAMr.9 J. 8L4to1CI IAn." Oo"orno, 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

" 1")"'1 "" 

04VIO . I'r.:.c:�. r)ff"�ta ' 
•• q l o nl l I . a d q u l r t t r s  

1 9 9 0  U S - 4 1  South 
l a r q u . t t e , I I  . , . � &  

lt b r u a r y I ,  1 " 0  

It . J e r r y  lo t l ,  PE 
• t.lqtr,  Des l q ft S t r v i c e ,  
G r t l t  L a k t .  G a .  T r l n • •  I • •  l o n  C O l p a n y  
2100 Bubl Bu l l d l nq 
D e t r o i t ,  � l . 1 2 2 6  
• e :  G I '  L i n t  Ut i l i t y  co •• t r act l on Cro l . l n9' o f  s t re . l. a a d  W t t l a n d .  

D e a r  I r .  lott : 

tbe pUtPOIt of t b l a  l e t te r  11 to a l e r t  Y O ll  to c o n c e r n  the D.part .. nt o f  
l i t u r a l  .. s o u r c  . . ( Dil l , I sbn t o  a d d u , ,- p r i o r  t o 9 u nt i nq p.ra i t s f o r  l b .  
R.lt  pbll. o f  ' r . t t  Lak.. G a .  rrtns.i . , l o n  cOlp a n y ' .  ( G LGTC I p i pe l l D' 
conlt ruet i o l .  I t  i l  tb. D. p a r t .e n t ' l  be l i . f  t b lt cons i d . r t t l o .  o f  t b e l '  
c o n c u D S  v 1 1 1  b t l p  t o  . u u r e  \ b a t  pel l i t  con d i t i o n  CII b. u t ,  I n d  w i l l 
, . r v .  to a. , i , t  the Dep l r t •• nt I n d  GLCfC I n  I •• t l n q  q O l l .  for the p r o j. c t .  

I t e  • •  t b l t  .Ult b .  a d d r e ' l e d  I n  ( u t ll r .  a p p l l o a t i o na a r .  a s  f o l i o  • •  : 

1 .  W . t l a n d s  

a .  wet l a nd I l ii tl I U . t  b. i d e n t i f i e d  b y  I t i t l o l l l q  on t b .  o r l , i l . 1 
a p pl i c a t i on . 

b .  lu.t t horouqbly  d.l cr l be l e t b o d l  of co n s t r uct i on t b r ouqb . e t l a n d ,  t b . t  
v i i i  p r e , e n t . 0 1 1  c Olpl c t i o . . S u q q . l t  u t l l l , l n q I n t . r l oc k l n q  l a t l . 

c .  10 e q u l p .en t r O l d l  v i i I  b, a l l o . e d  t b r o u 9 b  v l t l aada . 

d .  ryp. of .qu i p •• nt t� b. u •• d i. v e t  l aR d ,  G b o u l d  b. s p e c l f i t d .  

e .  lut p r n l d .  l o l l  i d t D t l f l c a t i o n  . 1 tb h 500 f t t t  o f  a I t r o l l ,  l a k e , 
l i d  . c r o l l  i dtl t U 1 t d  v e t i l l d B ,  1 .  • .  , lo l l  t y p . , d e p t h  of o rq l n i c ' ,  
. t o .  

f .  

q .  

r l  • •  o f  con,truc t l  • •  ,h a l l bt l i l i t e d  t o  J u l y  1 t o  Se pt' lb, r 1 5  a n d  
D.c e lbe r 1 t o  K a r cb 1 o f  • •  y 9 1 " 1 y • •  r .  

1 0  . I ce s . l o l l  , B po i l l C I D  be p l . c e d  in . e t l l n d .  I n d  a l l  . r c. I '  . p o l l  
4 i ' p o, . 1  l oc a t l onl I U . t  b .  i d . n t l r l . d .  
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h .  Iden t i f y  . H l a n d  du l n l q e  p i U n a  t o  h h u l n t I f  t r e nc h  w i l l  l o v e r  
u t e r  l e v e l s  H d r a i n  the  v e t  l a n d  . . d I ptc l f y  I t t b � d  o f  � r e v . n t l n 9  
n c h  d u i u q  • .  

I .  S i l l  s c r l e n s  w i l l  be r e q ui r e d I l o n 9  b o t h  . I d t . 0 1  c o n . t r u c t i o n t r . n c b  
� l a C t d  t h r o u q h  o , e n  V l t t [  I r , a .  o f  � e t l . n d , . r l l t t r  c l o t h  s b o u l d  b t  
s p e c i f i c  1 0 1  t h e  p r ob l n a n d  be . pe c l t l e d .. t o  u n u f a c t u r t r  v l t h 
u n u l a c: l u r u ' ,  Ip. c i f i c i t i o n . P l a u  I ba l l  I b o . , i n  d e t l l l ,  .. t h o h  
f o r  p i a c i n q I n d  a n c b o r i n q  s i l t  I c r e e n t o  p r . V t D t  l O l l  of l e d i a e n t  . 

z .  S t r . 1 1  c r os . i nq , 

I .  AU U r u ll lUst be i d e n t i f i ed by . t a t i on l a, ud .he . . n .... s b o u l d  
b. p( o . l d. d  v b e re a p p l i c a b l e . 

b .  A l l  . t u a  . . s h a l l  be c r o l l e d  by t h e  f l  .. e . . t b o d  or by c o n t r u o t l o n  
. n d  ut l i l l at i o n o f  a c of f e r d  • • .  

c .  fb. f l ul. or c o f f e r d l . IUlt � e  d.l l q n e d  b y  I r e q l s t e r l d  pr o f esl l o n l l 
e nq h e e r a n d  .bou14  i n clude the I b l l i t y to b a n n e  e b u n . l  f u l l  f l o w  
q u a n t i  t i l l . 

d .  fbt f l u t .  or co t r er d .. I t n q t h  a n d  v i d t h  IUlt be o O l p u t e d  t o r  t a c b  
cr o s l l n q co n l i d e r l n q  tb. d e pt h 0 1  t r en c b a n d  1 0 1 1 1  I t  t b e  a i t e  ( Iu l t  
b e  d e , l q n e d  b y  I r eq i s t e r e d p r o f e s a l o n l l e n q l n  • •  r ) .  

t .  Tbe f l u.e s l l e  ( d l a l e t e r l  n e t 4 ,  t o  b. c o . p u t e d  b a l e d  o n  f l o v $  r o r  t b e  
t i l e o f  y e a r . A l s o ,  u p . t r e l l  l a d  d o v n l t r t l l  b e a d . l l l .  f o r  tb. f l u l e  
. b o u l d  n o t  r a l  • •  u p s t t e a .  v a t e r  1 . v I l s .  

f .  f b e  f l u le s h o u l d  n o t  be u l e d  f o r  e q u i p l e n t  r o e d l  u n l  • • •  I p .c i f i ci l l y  
d e . i 9 D e d  . 8  p l r t  o f  t b e  . t r t e .  cr ol . l nq . 

q .  S i t e  I p e c l f l c  su r , e Y I of e l ob c r o s s l ., I r '  r e q u i r e d  . I d  a h o u l 4  i n o l u d .  
s t r e a l  f l ov , c r on s ec t i on p r o f i l e ,  a n d  bl nk p r o f l l " 1 0 0 '  in b o t h  
d i r e c t i on s . 

h .  co n s t r u ct l on or s t u n  c r o n l n q '  I U l t  b. co 'p l t t . d  hc l u d l n q  
, t r e a . b a n k  r e s t o r l t l o n  v l t h l n  . e . e n  d a y .  of s t e r t  u p .  

1 .  T I  . . of e o n s t r u c t i o n  s bl l l  li e  - l h l t e d  t o  J u l y  1 to s e p t l l b t r  1 5  . . 4 
De c e lbe r 1 to •• r c b  1 o f  . n y  q l , e n  y e e r .  
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J . r r y  Ko t t .  P E ,  GLeTt 
february I,  I UO 
Pi g .  ) 

1 .  otber 

I.  Equ i plent 10ld crO S S i n g '  0 '  , t r e a "  ' U l t  b. b r l d g . s . fbI br i dq.' 'Ult 
b. l i ng l e  ��.n t y pe b r l d g ' l .  IC t h e  c r o , . l n g  c.nnot be ••  d e  vlth tbe 
• i n g l e  $p l n ,  tbe  . q v i p.lnt  r O I O  . I Y  not c r o s s  t h e  I t r . . . .  10 
p e r l l n tnt c r o i l l n g ,  v i i i  b. 1 1 I � v l d . 

b .  U p . r u ol D t  e t o l h n c o n t r o l  I I r  bl d o n  • •  f t e r  s o p t  . . ..  tr H of a n y  
y u r . 

c .  1 splc l C l c  t ' l p o r " , . r o l l o. c o n t r o l  pi In I. r e gu l r e d .  

d .  ',lIpo u r y  e r o , I o D  cnt r o l  l l l l U r u  IUlt  h 1 1  p l l c e  p r i or t o  I ft f  
t r . n c h  c o n l t r u c t l o D  a n d  .ust  b .  'ppropr l l t e l y  r e s t o r e d  or r e p l l c e d  b y  
p . r l l n e n t  . r o s l on c o n t r o l ,  I •••  d l a t e l f  a f t er t r . n c b I D g .  

• •  l u t u n  I I d l l n t  b a s h l  v B l  be r eq u i r e d  v b  t i t  I t e e p  I l opn t o  t b e  
I t r  . . .  u l l t  u d  nile 1 1  I b l gh pot tD t h l  f o r  ! a i l u r e  of t " p o r a r y  
I r o . l o n  c o n t r o l  ••••• r •• • 

f .  S e d i . e D t  b l . l n l  'Vlt b. O •• l g n l d  to ••• t , t r o  •• co.d l t l o  •• _ 

, .  Tbe . e O I  •• nt b l , l n l  .u.t b. d e s l g n . d  by • r l g l l t . r c O  p r o f  ••• l o l l l  
. Ig l .e e r  I.d I p p r o , ' O  by t b .  De p l r t . a n t  of • •  t u r l l  a e s o u r c " , 

h .  Tr.nch d e w l t e r l n g  d . , l q n l  .u.t b • •  I t e  s p .c l f l c  v l t h  • p l a n  f o r e . a b  
d e v l t . r l n g  s i t  • •  

1 .  D.va t e r I D, Inp. IUIt  b .  l o c . t e d  I I  f a r  . .  p h y & l c . l l y  pOll l b l e  f r o .  
uy . t r e l l  I&d v a t erbod y .  T b .  n i p ,  ' h i l l  be I I r g .  u ougb t o  . l l o v  
v a t e r  t o  ' p o n d "  I D d  u d l l u t  t o  I I t t l .  out . I f  s a d l l l n t  t l OVl f r O i  
tbe s u . p  r u c h e s  tbt U r e l l ,  p U l p h q  n I t  I t o p  1 ... 0 l t t e l y  a n d  t h e  
. n q l n eers , I t . r nl t .  • ••• u r . .  . b . l l  b .  s u b . l t t . d  tor r . , l l v  I n d  
I p p r o v a l  b y  t h .  D e p e r t l t n t  o f  . a t u r a l  Inoue.. . U l  v o r k  . b o u l d  
I •• , d l . t e l y  I t O P  I t  t b . t  l oc a t i o n .  

j .  1 c o n t i ng e n c y  p l l n  f o r  l o l l  I n d  & . d l . e n t . t l o n c o n t r o l  •••• u r e s ,  
f a i l u re s ,  0 1 1  a n O  f l u i d  I p l 1 1 I ,  . t c . ,  I b l l l  be s u b. 1 t t e d  t o  t b e  
Dtplrt .ent of ' I t u r l l  1 . l o u r c . s  C o r  re y l .w I D d  a p p r o ' l i  p r i o r t o  
c o n s t r u c t i o n . 

k .  C r i t i c i l  v t t l l D d ,  I t r  . . .  c r 0 8 l hg. or o t b l l  e r e  .. I d n t i t l e d by t b .  
D.plrt.e.t I b l l l  b. , 1 0.0 t l p . d  b a f o r e , d ur l nq I n d  I f t e r  con.truct i o n  
I D d  co. p l . t l o D o f  p e r  ••••• t . r o . l o n  c o n t r o l .  r . p e .  I b . l l  b .  proy l d . d  
, I t h i n  2 .  b o u r .  of e l o b  d l Y .  o p e r . t l o n .  
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L Ap p l i c a n t  lut prn l h  n l l e l  a n d  c o n t a c t  .. t b o d ,  of l u p e c t o r s  t b l t  
b a y e  the a u l ho r l t y  t o  I t O P  c o n t truc t l o n  I n d  o r d e r  n e c . " l r y  c h . n g "  t o  

' I , u r o  cOlp l l a n c t  v l t b  a l l  p e r . l t  c o n d i t i o ns . 

I • W r i t t e n  p r o g r c i l  r e p or t . ,  w b l c b  I n c l u d l  l o c a t l o D' o t : o n g o i o g  
cOAi t r uc l i o n ,  co. p l c t l o n  o f  t n p o r a r y  o r o s l o n  c o n t r o l l  a D d  p t r u o n t  
e r o s l oD cODtro l l ,  I b a l l  b. p r oY l d e d  ono,  a v e e k .  

' b l n k  I OU f o r  y o u r  . t t . n t l o n  t o  t b l  • •  , t t e r . Ve I r e  l o o k i n g  f o r w a r d  to •• e l n g  
tbl'. t •• s a d dre,&.d I n  your p r o  POI' 1 f o r  t b .  h . , t  pbl.' o f  c O D l t r uc t i o n .  

11 : 0 1 1  

s l n c . r e l  y ,  

I?'r�. 
log.r • •  c k ,  le,lol I 8Vper , l &or 
L i n d ' w a t e r  ." ' g  ••  e . t  D l y l a l o .  
r e l l pbo •• , t06-221-6561 

c C I  J o . n  Duncln , L W I D ,  D - 4  a . p . , ' t v b . r r y  
C l l u O .  Sab.l t t ,  LW. D ,  D - '  •• p . ,  •• r q a . t t .  
C l n n y  ••  I b ,  LVI D ,  D - I ' 2  l e p . ,  I l r q u . t t .  
1 0 . 1  f l . l O l l g ,  V l l b r o l  C O l l t r uc t l o n , I r o n  1 1 , .r 
S t . y e  E l b . r t ,  D r l u n  1 . , l r o D •• n t l l ,  I l n n l l po l l s ,  . 1  
Cb . r l l e  Wb l t t l "  GLGTC , , . t o . k , y  
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,II a 
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1'0. ChU·l�!'-'J . • . .  �l" ' /  Il.os-•• �ian It.att OULc:.,,/ Ott."a 1C.\:1ona1 , . . . ; . ro" •• ' 
. �"'. 

raoRt " Ravaond Jvt�'.n , 9" 'rlo' " lnt"l •• 11010;1a' , Dla's-lot 1 
lua.ncn. -ar�'-4I .... Tran'.h'10n · coap.nr Pip. Un. Qon.,,,,,nLon 

IUb,eat ooapany 1. E'�lnd "0 gb"ain HlghlWISll 'A-'.. ,.l'IIhl tor 
p1pel 1ne oonltrllotlon .01'0 •• • ,1' .... or w.tl.ndl . 
Th • •  tt.ohed ••• 0. 0""t1 1n. aul' p.ml" r.qlllro •• n,. ro" 1"1' ••• oro •• lnv • •  
Ple ••• DonaL ... r th ••• ",h.n p1't�l'ln, . ro"" " •• pon .. \0 rpC" 1 drift Invironaen".l 1.pavt ''''' ... nt . . 

t'J1· 
�.1 · 9av 

·�g.�� � 1 � �  .�R' . ftB2 

,., 
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MICHIGAN J)iPARTI1I:NT or lIM'UML RtBOUUI3 

% NTEROrrI CI COMMUNICATION 

C�';'A�al taUa . l1iohl,an 
3-Il- UIO 

T. , •• rnhud nl&l.l\.n ,  1l,,".nd J'iahuJ,.a Biol.'h� 

1toml V.rn N�r.A�'�" 1�ah.ri •• H.n., ••• n� liolo,l.t 

Sub J.ot ' ltr ... Cro •• LR'" O� •• , Lak •• a •• Pl •• 11n. 

007 

Th. noen' •• I's. .. . .. , " "'l1li Irollln .. in thi • •  � •• h.v. 
018 ... 1" · 4e.onn .. n.lI- th.·,ne.el ; 'n '�l'lot U '  .""i4eUn .. and 
dlUerenio will40., ".doc!a·;�. lovern .11 .iore.m 01'011111" , Th • 
•• 0�Lon ot · plp.lll1. au.l'l'en�l� n •• �in. oo�pl.tlon h •• � •• A 
oon.trl.lo�.el .ntlre1r ' 4""rln, "lnt.r ·. oonell t10nl t.nel ;ha • . •  noount.r.4 
nl&lll.I'Ou. • ., •• ther r. at.el 'l'obl.lIl o ' ' ' · H.n,. 01 ioh ••• • r.�l ••• eOllld. 
be .volel.d if .tr ... 01'01.111'1 M.r. 11111t.4 to .ua..� · •. rl�41 . 
Beo.u •• or · Con.'&n� '''.''in, oondltlon. , .tr ... o"o •• ln, 
operatlon. · team to talt . .. "oh lon •• 1' to p.dol:Jll tbu · t.b., Mould 
"1�b untl'o'ln •• rth .n4 •• 'er. ' A� " lm" work.r. h.ct. · t.  .. o""bl. 
100.,111' .tlr .... · lll 4 •• ; .110" AIId 10 •• Th • •  xo.v.�.II" .ar�h '1'0" 
qu.iokly •• kln, b.� re.tor.tlen ;.l •• oonaumln. ·.nd .x' •••• l� . 
411110u.lt, 11 :aot lIlPolilbl •• With .tl'.lIII. io. oov .... d' ·lt 'D.aalD •• 
dlff 10ult \0 d .�eo' .ilt.,lln probl.m. an4 d.vi •• oorreotlY. 
lII.tboel. . . 1 •• d1:l. 1. 1111,o.llble in the "1nio.1' !lolltb. · ... 1l1nl 
that .... er,. ol'o .. h�1 la •• tloD h •• to ' 10 t.hrll " 1'111" Wonllf .I.tb 
onlv '.III�or.r, ."ollon •••• ur •• • T�. r.o.nt •• �l" tha.,· .nll runoff 
h ..... r.nd.r.d .0.' 01 tbe .ro.lon oontrol 1II,.'IlI'.' ill.,reot iv • •  
The hlth w.te � ha. mad. �ho.e oro • •  ln,. Itl 1 1  "nil •• oon.'ruotior. 
1101" tim. con."".!n • •  nd 1I.1I" in. to 'he do"n.tr ••• • 1'... . Th. 
fall o,,1nr .1'. lUid.l in •• th., ahou.l. 'D • •  4h.r •• to 111 III ,,,t,,,, •• 
• t ..... 01' ••• 1 ••• .  

001. M" '" .t ..... . '1 .  CrOllln,. IIIU.' ollur dur'". the ti",. p.ri04' 0' "u.n. 11 \1 
Au.,,,,,at 1 1  onl� . fhl. tim. pe.,lod wl11 h.y. the 1 ••• � d'�l'i/ll.nt.: 
•• t.ot on .p.Ol •• p� ••• n' •• '.1' ., the ov.ral l  11f. hl .tarr .1 
oold w.t.r 11.h . C�o •• ln,. o.n b. ·0.Mpll'.4 and " '�1111.d 
.lflQl.ntl� 'u.�ln, w.rm .n4 'ry oonditiona . 

I .  The •• • 'r •••• M�" ). ora ••• d u. ln, th. 1 1u� • •• thod 
er.lV.  

MI'lV I I  • 10 1 3 1 '" 181831 8 1 11 PRGE . 8e3 
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.·········DRAFT············· 

April 26 , 1990 

Docket No. CP88-111-001 

Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory COaalsslon 
825 North Capltol Street, N.E.  
Washlngton , D.C. 201126 

Dear Secretary: 

195012120 

The Chequamegon Natlonal Forest has revlewed the Draft EIS for the Nlagara 
IJlPOrt Polnt Project dated March, 1990. OUr _ta refer specUlcally to 
aotlvltles ooncernlns the Great Lakes Gas Trans-lsslon eo.pany portlon of the 
project whloh ocours ln Wlsconsln . Plenty of lnfonaatlon has been provlded to 
us by Great Lakes Gas Trans-lsslon Company and one of thelr consultant fil_, 
Braun Envl�ntal Laboratorles 

Thls letter contalns two klnds of lnfonaatlon . Flrst wlll be specUlo _nts 
about the DEIS wlth reference to page and parqraphs . These _ta have been 
prepared by our staff speclalists. The second part relates to the OIequaMcon 
Natlonal Forest NEPA process. 

Page 2-29 : 2.3. 1 Plpeline Construotion Prooedures . The thlrd paragraph states 
that MOST of the appllcants on oultlvated lands would eave and conserve topsoll 
separately fro. the trench saterlal for replace.ent durlns flnal cleanup. The 
top soil should be replaced on all lands wlthln the OIequaMlon National 
Forest,  not just cultlvated lands. we request that they secregate soll ln all 
areas . 

Page Q-l0: Group 5, the sand solls, .akes no .entlon of the pltted outwash 
landrol"ll. It ls one of the sajor landfonlll that will be orossed on the 
a.equaaecon Natlonal Forest. 

'Pase q-q , :  The ilst of specles oocurrence for wlldllfe ls e.cellent. 

Page 5-9: Top soil and stone r.-,val . The flrst paragraph refers to thls 
occurrlng ln cultlvated land. We would llke to see thls lnclude forested land 
as well . 

Pase 5-13:  Pel"ll&nent. revegetation. The second paragraph , flrst sentence 
refers to ·orltical areas· . Thls ls not deflned . we request that all 
dlsturbed areas be IUlched, fertillzed and planted . Thls lnoludes the flatter 
spots. The IUloh wlll keep _ .,lsture around the seeds ln thls part of the 
forest whlch ls ln very sandy , dry country . 

Page 5-35: 5. 1 .Q.2. 1 "lgra�ry Blrd Treaty Act(KBTA) . The Flsh and Wlldllfe 
Servlce �nta are lDterestlng. Most land dlsturblng actlvltles that the 
OIequamegon Natlonal Forest conducts, leo tt.ber eales, presorlbed burns , 
�nts, rorest road construotlon , eto. , WOUld be "unlawrul aotlvltles" 
uslng Flsh and Wlldl lfe Servlce ratlonal for "perlodlc olearlng of nestlng 
habltat". We dld not thlnk that was the lntent of the KBTA. 

FlO 

z. 

I ' 
1 2  
1 3  
I · 
I , 

FlO-1 

FlO-2 

FlO-3 

FlO-4 

FlO-S 

We believe that segregating topsoil is important to preserve the soil amendments 
that have been applied in agricultunll cropland. However, it is not necessary to 
require topsoil segregation in other areas where no investment has been made in 
soil amendments, and successful revegetation of the right-of-way is achieved 
through conformance with applicant E&SC Plans and our appendix C. If the 
Chequamegon National Forest wishes topsoil segregation along the entire right
of-way, They could require it in their special-use permit requirements. 

Thank you for the clarification. Suitable revisions have been made to setiion 
4.1.2.2. 

Chequamegon's concerns and recommendations are noted. Pipeline construction 
on national forestland requires that a special-use permit be issued to the applicant 
by Chequamegon. This permit can include the recommendations that have been 
reviewed as conditions of the permit. We feel that requIring topsoil segregation 
and removal of all stores greater than 4 inches in other than agricultural or 
residential areas would be without any significant environmental benefit and 
unduly burdensome. 

"Critical Areas" is a term used by the applicant8 and not a term used in our Plan. 
Appendix C describes our recommended revegetation requirements. Please refer 
to comment response FlO-3. 

Thank you for your comment. 



Page 5-36 : Paragraph 1 .  'nIis paragraph mentions that clearing of land 
contributes to fragmentation of forest tracts. More speoific wording is needed 
to define fragmentation and the effects that clearing has on fragmentation . 

Page 5-36 : Paragraph 2. We are please to see that interior species is 
IIIII1tioned . 'nIe statement, .. . . .  the increased width of pel'll8llent right-of-way 
would not be a berrier to the movement of most forest interior species" needs 
more support. We reca.end that additional field surveys be conducted , 
preferably in Hay or June . Planned bird surveys l118y be too brief for good 
results. Stan Ta.ple fro. the University of Wisconsin in Madison is an ezpert 
in this field and perhaps he can be contacted for additional lnforlllBtion. 

Page 5-'17: 5. 1 .6. 1 .  'nIe second paragraph states that after oonstruction, up 
, to 50 feet of right-of-way width 1n upland areas ia proposed to be kept free of 
woody vegetation (mintained right-of-way) .  On page 5-49, third paragraph, it 
atates that Great Lakes would utilize 50 feet of eziating cleared risht-of-way, 
and would clear an additional 25 feet of new te.porary right-of-way. 'nIis 
difference of 25 feet is confua1ng. We aasU118 that this 25 feet will not be 
needed after construction. If that is ao, then can it be planted back to woody 
vegetation( treea) by Great Lakes Gas Tran_ission eo.pany? We would like to 
see trees planted on this 25 foot strip wherever possible. 'nIe right-of-way 
widths IllUSt be provided to us after mrking on the ground 80 that we can review 
the. far 1n advance cf any clearing activity. 

Page 5-49: 5. 1 .'6. 2  'nIe fourth paragraph atates that Great Lakes Gas 
Tran_isalon CaDpany would revegetate the right-of-way with herbaceous plants. 
We would like this to be clarified to read the 75 foot right-of-way. We would 
like to also include the seeding of graaaea and treea. 

Page 7-1 1 :  Ite. 1 1 .  'nIis i te. should also include being kept away frOil free 
flOWing stre8llll , lakes , rivers and ponds or other wet areas. 

Page 7-1 1 :  Ita. 13.  'nIis should include forested areas as well. 

Appendiz C, page �-5 : Seed Specification . 'nIe soils on the Chequamegon 
National For.at are very dry and aandy in the area of the proJect. We would 
add to the ezceasively drained seed .iature sOlIe drought tolerant species such 
as Birdsfoot Trefoil . We use a .1ature of Tall Fescue , 151  Iba/acre j Creeping 
Red Feacue, 6 lba/acrej Birdsfoot TrefOil, 5 Ibs/acrej Red Top, 4 Iba/acre j and 
Rye, 0.5 Iba/acre or perennial Ryegrass , 10 Ibs/acre. 

Additionally, fertili,il!er should be added to all seeded areas . 'nIe added 1lU1ch 
will see that moisture and fertilizer are not washed down through the aandy 
80il before plants have tiM to use it. 

'nIe Forest Service is required to abide by USDA and Foreat Service regulations 
regarding the NEPA process. We have already begun that proceaa by" sending out 
to our interested publica a l.etter which is attached . It is laportant that our 
publics have a chance Ix! _nt and identify issues . We have received five 
letters to date, all of which have been forwarded to you . Our neat step will 
be to do our own EnviroDllel1tal Aaaes_nt( EA) ,  which will tier to the Final EIS 
prepared by FERC. A decision docu.ent will be prepared when the EA ia 
finished . 'nIis will not be done until after FERC has issued the Final EIS and 

� 
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I ·  
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FlO-6 

FlO-7 

FlO-8 

FlO-9 

FlO-10 

F10-11 

FlO-12 

Comment noted, see revised section 5.1.4.2.1. 

& discussed in the test, any "edge effects" or fragmentation of forest habilat 
generally affecls the breeding success of area- or edge-sensitive species. While 
great diSlances between patches of forest habitat may also affect movemenls 
associated with foraging or dispersal, relatively short separations between forest 
habilals (e.g., a linear right-of-way) generally do not restrict movements. This is 
supported by the design of studies of species diversity within isolated forest 
patches. In these studies, only forest patches or islands separated by at least 50 _ 

100 meters (160 - 330 feet) are considered functionally isolated (Robbins et al., 
1989; McLellan et al., 1986). 

We have recommended that Great Lakes conduct surveys of bald eagle nesting 
habilat and consult with the FWS regarding the presence of Kirtland's warbler 
(see section 7.3). If the Chequllmegon National Forest requesls additional bird 
surveys, these should be included in the NFS special use permit. 

Great Lakes would require a 75-foot-wide construction right-of-way to construct 
and install the proposed pipeline. In most areas along Great Lakes' proposed 
loops, there is at least 50 feet of existing cleared right-of-way that would be 
utilized; therefore, Great Lakes would only need to clear an additional 2S feet of 
right-of-way to be used temporarily during construction. This additional right
Of-way would be allowed to revert back to ils previous vegelated condition after 
construction. Revegetation would occur by the process of natural succession. 
Great Lakes would only be required to establish vegetation as necessary to 
slabilize erodible soils. Euct right-of-way survey lines or additional plantings may 
be addressed in the Forest Service's special-use permit. 

Comment noted and incorporated into revised section 5.1.6.2. We do not, 
however, recommend that Great Lakes actively revegetate any part of their right
Of-way with tree species. We do not at this time know what the requiremenls of 
the NFS would be for revegetating rights-of-way through the Chequamegon 
National Forest. This issue should be addressed in the Forest Service's special
use permit for this area. 

FERC provided additional restrictions for refueling activities and storage of 
hazardous materials near water resources in our recommended Procedures (please 
see appendix D). 

Appendix C describes our recommended revegetation requiremenls. See also 
response F10-3. 

In accordance with our appendix C, landowners or land-managing agencies would 
be conlacted by the applicanls before revegetation measures are laken to insure 
that site-speciCic requesls are fulfilled; as is discussed in section 5.1.2.2 and in the 
Erosion Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan in appendix C. This 
appendix also describes our requirement that all permanent seeding be fertilized. 



issued the certificate to approve construction. The final step for the 
Chequasegon National Forest will be to issue the speoial use permit for 
construction and maintenance of the pipeline. 

Please contact Paul Pedersen at 7 15-762-2q61 if you have any questions or 
coarenu. 

Sincerely , 

Jack A. Blackwell 
Forest Supervisor 

Enclosure 

cc : Great Lakes Gas Tran_ission CoIIpany 
Attn: Jerry lott 
2100 Bub! Building 
Detroit, Hichigan q8226 

Braun Environmental Laboratories 
Attn: Tt.othy L. Anderson 
Post Office Box 35108 
Hinneapolis, Hinnesota 55435 

Washburn R . D .  
Pedersen 

FlO 

y 



United States 
DeparbDent of 
A,rioulture 

Forest 
Service 

Chippewa National Forest 
P.O.  Boz 308 
Deer River, MN 56636 
(218) 2116-2123 

Reply to: 2720 

Mr. lurt Flynn, Project Manacer 
Environ.ental Policy and Project Analysis Branch 
Office of Pipeline and Producer Reculation 
Roo. 7312 
825 IIorth Capitol Street, N.E. 
Vashincton, DC 201126 

Dear Mr. Flynn: 

Date: April 2_ , 1990 

The followinl are the Chippewa National Forest's  aa.ments and questions on 
the Niasara I�rt Point Project Draft Environ.ental Impact Statement .  
Please consider each point i n  the final docu.ent. These comments are in 
addition to those sent in a .a.o fra. Forest Supervisor Willi .. Spinner 
dated Nova.ber 1_, 1989. 

GENERAL COtI4ENTS: 

1. The new pipeline loop wUl cross aoany wetlands, stre_ , and abuts one 
lake. Chippewa Nation Forest standards and luidelines desisned to prevent 
non-point 50urce Pollution should be followed when earth disturbinl 
activity occurs near these water resources. The SUides can be found on 
Forest P�an pases IV_II-IV_7. These SUides provide for filter strips of 
varying widths ( vary in, by 50il type and slope) and prohibit .ineral soil 
eaposure of .are than IOJ of the strip area. If these standard can ' t  be 
.at (and it appears fra. a prelt.inary. field review that this is the case) 
.itigation .aasures .ust be t.ple.ented such as the use of seeding, mulch, 
haybales, filter fabric d_ etc. To prevent soil move.ent on access 
r?ads , seeding and installation and maintenance of waterbars are In order 
on slopes . A waterbar installation guide can be found on Forest Plan pales 
IY-93 and 911. 

2.  Durinl the construction in, wetlands it will be necessary to maintain 
cross drainale. All corDuroy ' needs to be removed and in some cases cross 
ditches .. y need to be constructed and old ditches maintained. 

3.  There are some very ..all Type 1 ( USFWS Circular 39 Classification) and 
wooded wetlands that are within the construction It.its. Your Wetland 
Evaluation should identity these and all wetlL�ds within the construction 
lu.its and deter.ine if wetland .itilation is needed because or a loss of 

Fll 

I 

1 2 

I ,  

FII-I 

FII-2 

FII-3 

Appendix C, Erosion Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan, and appendix 
D, Stream and Wetland Coll8truction and Mitigation Procedurca, detail our 
recommended mitigation measures (or erosion control along ltrcaJIII and wetlands. 
We (eel these measures are adequate, and have recommended to the Commission 
that adherence to these plana and procedures should be a condition to the 
applicant'l certificate (see DEIS recommendation 8). I( the Chippewa National 
Forest wishes to have stricter measures implemented, they should include them 
in their special-usc permit (or Great Lakes. We have included a new 
recommendation in section 7.3 that when crossing FS lands, Great Lakes must 
comply With all conditiona specified in the FS special-usc permit. 

Our revised Stream and Wetland Construction and Mitigation Procedures 
(appendix D) prohibit the usc o( any type o( permanent fill during wetland 
coll8truction, including corduroy roads. Consequently, cross drainage o( water 
would not be affected during construction. All prefabricated equipment pads and 
gcotClttile fabric overlain with gravel must be removed (rom the wetland after 
construction is completed. 

We have required that applicants, prior to construction, field-delineate all wetlands 
that satisfy delineation requirements contained in the Federal manual (or 
identifying and delineating wetlands. All delineation would be conducted utilizing 
the Unified Federal Methodolo&y and results would be submitted to FERC prior 
to construction. These data would be available (rom FERC upon request. 



wetland acreage or value . We would like a copy of this report before 
construction begins. 

4. We have a concern about the discharge areas for hydrostatic testing and 
the draining of wetland portions of the trench. Locations of these 
discharge points need to be identified . Ouring last year ' s  hydrostatic 
testing considerable soil was .oved and deposited in the woods near the 
outlet area and a group of trees were splintered and blown over by the 
water. Also construction debris in the for. of a haybale sedt.ent trap was 
left in a wetland . All construction debris needs to be removed fro. the 
area . 

5. Refueling , fuel storage and equipB8nt maintenance areaa should be at 
least 100 feet away fro. lakes , streu, and wetlands. Spill oontailllll8nt 
kits 8hould be available on site during oonstruction . 

6. Where will staging and decking areas be in relation to the roads and 
streus? Log landings .uat be out of view fro. roads and rivers. We would 
like their locations identified before construction begins. 

The following �nts (1-1') are directly in response to the Soil Erosion 
and SedlMntation COntrol Plan . 

1. Since a large proportion of the affected lands are wetlands, we 
would prefer that this section of the Great Lakes l ine is constructed 
under frozen conditions ( ie.  in the winter) .  

9 .  I would like to be notitied of any changes i n  tield plans before 
they are illpl_nted. Page 1-' indicates that the plans can be 
changed in the field, and we would like to be kept informed. 

10. 'nIe tllllber rip-rap mats .uat be removed as IIOOn as possible and 
should Mar be per.anent.  How will the removal be done? Where will it 
be dlaposed dM 
11 • .  It  is understood that eztra right-of-way width is needed in areaa 
with unstable soils ( ie.  aa.e wetlands) .  'nIis eztra ROW will not be 
necessary in .ore stable wetland soils or under frozen conditions, 
oorrect? 

12 Soils under all roadways should be thoroughly co.pacted after 
trenching. 

13.  Fertilizer and/or liM should not be applied until tezture and pH 
of soils is known. 
1'.  When will the (1nal grading take place? 
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Discharge locationa for hydrostatic test water are typically not identified prior to 
FERC certification; hOloVeVCr, the Forest Service would be able to approve 
discharge · locationa on a site-lpecific basis in their special-use permit. Our 
recommended Procedures for the discharge of hydrostatic test waten (see 
appendix D) address the rate of discharge and prevention of erosion. NIP Project 
applicants would be required to follow these requirements and, in addition, may 
be required to comply with additional guidelines and restrictiolll In state-Issued 
or NPDES permits. FERC agrees that construction debris from pipeline 
inataUation should be removed from wetlands and have indicated this in our 
Procedures. We have added additional reference to this requirement in section 
5.1.3.2.1. 

These Issues were addreued by our Procedures In appendix D and In DBIS 
recommendation 12 (see section 7.3). 

Pipe storage yarda would be located at sites convenient to major road and rail 
l.ralllportation corridon and in the general vicinity of the pipeline. The additional 
temporary wort apacea for ataging areu at road and stream CfOIIIinp would be 
located on each aide of the CfOIIIing. 

Great Lakes hal Indicated that the section or Loop 4 that travena the Chippewa 
National Forest could be COllltructed during winter. HOIoVeVCf, frozen conditlolll 
may or may not prevail at the time of collltruction. 

We cannot fmd this reference in the DEIS and Ulume tbe commentor Is 
referencing Great Lakes' Soil Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan. In this 
EIS, we recommend that the applicants follow our Erosion Control, Revegetation, 
and Maintenance Plan. According to our DEIS recommendation 8, "Any deviation 
from these procedurel mUlt be reported to and approved by the Commission staff 
at leut 2 weeki prior to Implementation." If the Chippewa National F9rest 
requires al80 to be notified, It ahould be included 81 a condition In Great Lakes' 
apecial-use permit 

All timber mats used during conatruction through wetland areu would be removed 
aner CODIlJ'Uctlon is completed . . A backhoe and cable arrangement would be the 
mOlt probable method of remaval. Since the mats are temporary, the applicant 
could either reuse tbe timber mats or dlspOlC of them offlite In an approved 
dlspOl8l locatlon. 

An CItra-wide right-of-way would not be required in wetland areu containing 
more atable IOiII. A! this time, It is Impouible to determine whether CODItructlon 
through wetlandl during winter conditiOl\l results more atable IOiIl in tbe project 
area. This would depead on the local climatic conditiolll prior to and during the 
CODItruction period. 

The propoied plpeIiDe would be IlIItalled in a manner that would meet 
enlineerin& criteria for the ufety and Integrity of tbe pipeline. 



SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

15. Wetland Cross-Drainage : 

_ KP 183 Section 33 : Wetlands on National Forest land are 
generally isolated f� large drainage ' areas . Maintenance of 
flow will not require major oonstruction modification. 

_ Section 34 : Wetlands on National Forest have a drainage area that 
will need cross drainage .eaaures t.plemented allow water 
.uvement. 

_ Section 35 : Wetlands are .astly isolated fro. large drainage 
areas ezcept for a drainage between Stations 2809 + 74 and 2813 + 
02. 

_ Section 36 : Avoid t.poundDent of Siz Hile Brook. 

_ Section 3 1 :  Wetlands are generally isolated frQD large drainage 
areas. Maintenance of flow will not require major construction 
modification. 

_ Section 32 : Maintain cross drainage in these wetlands as they 
are part of a drainage network. 

_ KP 190 Seotion 35 : Maintain croas drainage in these wetlands . 

_ Section 36 and section 31 : Wetlands are part of a larse drainage 
network. Maintain water flow across wetlands . 

_ Section 4 :  Wetlands on National Forest are part of a drainage 
network and will require maintenance of water flow. 

_ Hississippi River : Avoid 1mpoundment of water in floodplain. 

� In all wetland construotion regardless of ownership, it is 
, Important to .. intain cross drainage . Blocked drainages can 

affect other ownerships both up and down gradient. 

16 .  Visual Quality at �oad Crossings : 

_ Co. Rd. 8 south of Bena - Keep the apparent size of the opening 
below 10 acres. The localized curve at this location has 
aCCQIPlished this with the present ROW width. This condition 
should not change. 

- FR 2102 - The �iew in both directions needs to be soreened so 
that the apparent opening is less than 5 acres. The view 
currently eztends clear to the nezt county. This condition is 
unacceptable. Screening can be acca.pl1shed as desoribed in the 
Nova.b!r 14 letter. 

_ FR 2127 (weat end near Siz Hile Lake) - The ezistios 'view at this 
cross ins is acceptable, but will need aa.e screening after 
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FERC actnowledgCl Chippewa's concema and recommeuc1atioDL Pipeline 
conatruction on national forcatland requirca that a spccial.uac permit be luued 
to the applicant by Chippewa. This permit can include u a condition of the 
permit that fertilizer and/or lime sho,uld be applied until terture and pH of lOila 
is known. Our plan provides a minimum standard that lOila be leveled to a pH 
of 6. 

Final cleanup and permanent erosion control mcaaurca, u appropriate, shall be 
completed within 10 days after the trench II backfilled. Plcaac refer to the 
Erosion Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan in appcoclix C for complete 
requiremenll. 

Our recommended wetland construction procedurca require that no material be 
permanently added into the wetland during coDitruction. Since the trench would 
be backfilled with the aame material u W8I removed during elC8Ylltion and surface 
contours would be rcatored to original cleva tiona, we do not believe there would 
be any cffccta on Croll drainage of water, either on the lurface or IUbiurface, and 
there would be no new impoundment of water after coDitruction. 

Comment noted. Section 5.1.9.2 and our OBIS recommendation 44 have been 
modified. 



construction . Currently some young pine trees screen the view to 
the west, and raised terrain reduces the view to the eas t .  

- F R  2121 (east end near Mississippi River) - Th i s  view is also 
adequately screened by pine trees on the west and terrain on the 
east.  This screening needs to be continued for the new width of 
corridor . 

- Mississippi River - This view needs to continue to be screened 
for passing canoeists. 

• Basically all road an river orossings " rieed to be screened from 
view to avoid long , linear , man-made corridors . 

All of the above concerns are easily resolvable. I t ' s  great to have the 
chance to "lay thea on the table" before construotion begins . 

Please let me know if you have any questions or if any of these points 
cannot be included in the EIS. 

MARY B. LaPLANT 
Forester 

cc : BRAUN Enviroruaental Laboratories 
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United States 
Depart.ent of 
Aarioulture 

Reply to: 2600 

Subject : Great Lakes Pipeline 

To : Mary LaPlant 

Forest 
Service 

Chippewa National Foreat 
Route 3, Boa 211_ 
Cass Lake, III 56633 
(218) 335-2226 

AprU 20, 1990 

I finally got a chance to review a nu.ber of aerial photos and the pipeline 
video. Frankly , I '. not very i.IIpreased Ifith the eaisting str_ croaaings , 
and I hope it's not a taste of Ifhat's ahead. 
Most of the streau have ac.e vater probleu. Specifically, the vater 
appears to be 'ditched' along the pipeline (perpendicular to the 
streaarlow) .  Is this a result of laproper trenching and refUling? It 
appears that the flow is �t restricted and therefore follows the 
trench. The probl_ is not a new one; aerial' photos dating back to the 
early days of the pipeline shelf the _ thill8. 

Alae, there are a couple of oabOlls . of the Mississippi River that are 
COIIpletely fUled in along the pipeline. Oabows are perbapa one of the 
.ast iaportant areas alone the river; they are critical spawning and 
rearing areas for a variety of fish species. ' 

I have alae reviewed the SOU Erosion and SecilMnt Control Plan (SESCP ) .  
I '.  curious i f  this i s  swUar to the plan used to place the past sections 
of pipel ine Ifhere Ife have the straa.-croaaing probl..a? Regardless, I 
stand fira in asking that straa. crossings not be _de during spring 
apavning periods. This MOUld typically be AprU to .id-June. Fish 
.ave.ent in the stre ... is critical to spavning activity . and sedlMntation 
caused by conatruction could kill eEls and fry dOIfnstraa.. 

As I .ntioned, I hope the new loop IfUl not take on the appearance of the 
old. Str .... and Oabows should be returned to their original oondition, 
and I S88 this is the intent of the SESCP. I alae stUl believe that all 
streams ahould have � siltation control ..asures in place during 
construction to prevent lethal turbidity and sedt.entation downstreaa. as 
Ifell as on the banks followill8 construction. I aee that this is, covered in 
the SESCP also. 

Thank you, for the opportunity to cc.Dent, Mary . I don' t  Man to be overly 
critical , but I feel that the stre .. eco8Jst_ plays a very 1aportant role 
in sustaining quality lacustrine, as Ifell as riverine, fish populations. 
We should be very cautious not to adversely affect the hydrolol1 of the 
stre .. , as_ing it IfUl take care of itself. High turbidity has very 
lethal effects on fish, and changea in flow result in a very dramatic 
change in habitat . 

Give IDe a call if you need IDOre. Thanks I 
Chantel 

Fll 



� 

til 

Forest 
Servioe 

Chequamegon 
National Forest 

1 1 70 4th AveDue South 
Park Falls, WI 54552 
715-762-2461 

Reply to: 2720 

Date: April 24 , 1 990 

Hr. lurt FlynD, Projeot Manager 
Environmental Polioy and Projeot Analysis Branoh 
Ottioe ot Pipeline and Produoer Regulation 
Room 7312 
825 North Capitol Street , N . E .  
Washington, D . C .  20426 

Dear lurt : 

Enolosed are tive origiDal letters that the Chequamagon NatioDal 
Forest has received oonoerning Great Lakes Gas TraDsmission Company 
projeot TCPL-2 in Northern Wisoonsin (Docket No. CP89-892-000 ) .  

The Chequamegon NatioDal Forest is preparing a respoDse tor you , whioh 
you should reoeive by April 30 . 

Please oall me it you have aDy questioDs . 

Sinoerely, (?0Mt �� 
PAUL PEDERSEN 
Forester 

Enolosures 

ce : Washburn R.D.  
Pedersen 

c.tng lor .... lMMI _ ......... ' ...... 

'8-II00·I8C'·II, 

F12 



0661 £ T "deN' 

Apr i l  9, 1990 

"r . Duane Kick 
Washburn Di strict Ranger 
Forest Servi ce 
Chequamegon National Forest 
1 1 70 - 4th Avenue South 
Park Fal l s ,  WI 54552 

RE: 1920 

Dear Duane: 

APR 1 3 1990, 

IJfI Northern State. Power Company 
301 Ea.t Front Street • P.O. BOil 470 
A.hland, Wlac:onaln 54806-0470 

We have revi ewed the proposed Great Lakes Gas
' 

proposal project and find no 
confl i ct with our el ectri c faci l i ti es l ocated approximatel y  two mi l es to 
the north. 

Our concerns woul d be fi re ori ginating at the constructi on area and access 
to our faci l i ties v i a  the north-south forest roads In the project area -
parti cul arly FR241 which l eads to our Jno Substati on .  

Sincerely, 

�, 
P. R. Erl cksoll 
D i v i s i on "anager 

j p  

F12 

1 1 
F12-1 Standard precautions would be taken to avoid fires. Where roads would be open 

cut or trenched, provisions would be made for continued access. 
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F12-3 We agree that taking of additional right-of-way for either temporary work space 
or permanent rigbt-of-way should be kept to a minimum. To this ment we have 
included a recommendation that Great Lakes be 

'
limited to maintaining a 

maximum of 7S feet of permanent right-of-way along the majority of their 
proposed route (see DBIS recommendation 25). Though we can minimize the 
amount of new land affected by the proposed pipeline, some new temporary and 
permanent right-of-way is necessary for the construction and operation of the 
proposed pipeline. As discussed in section 2.2.1, Great lakes proposes to 
typically use a 7S-foot-wide construction right-of.way, which would include SO feet 
of existing cleared right-of-way and 25 feet of temporary right-of-way. This area 
is required for stringing and welding the pipe and the movement of construction 
vehicles. 
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�«=�' United Stat.s 
" Depar1ment 01 
� Agriculture 

12 Apr . 1990 

Soli Conservation 
SaMe. 

... '3 \�� 
,,'?� ). P . O .  Box 267 

Ashland , WI 
54806 

Subject :  Great Lakes Gas Transmission Company PipeJine 

Duane Kick 
District Ranger 
Washburn Ranger Station 
P . o .  Box 578 
Washburn , WI 54891 

According to our soils data the proposed pipeline will 
traverse Vilas soi l s . This sandy soil series is very prone to 
drougth, making the establishment and maintenance of vegetation 
very difficul t .  Additionally , the steep slopes ( 12-30_) will 
make erosion a real problem, see attacbed information . 

If this project proceeds , very careful attention must be 
given to the seed mix used as well as the method of seeding . 
Erosion control structures may be needed to maintain s table 
slope conditions . 

My office can provide specifications for seed mixes and 
erosion control structures that may be required for this 
project . 

�:�:?, /. 4:.....;....,---
Thomas L .  Cogger 
District Conservationist 

c c :  Dave Vold- Area Conservationis t ,  Spooner , WI 
Kim Goerg- Soi l Survey Project Leader , Ashland , WI 

I\. the SolI Con'."" "" SerriCe 
,-U.J .. ... IpnC., 01 .. 
� O ..... ntvl Agl'lCuRuIe 

F13 
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F13-1 11lank you for your comments. The Erosion Control, Revegetation, and 
Maintenance PIan in appendix C includes requirements that local SCS offices be 
consulted for site-specific recommendations, similar to what bas been outlined by 
Mr. Coger. FERC believes that the concerns outlined in the letter are justified 
with regard to the proposed project. 
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:J G R EAT LA K E S  GAS TRA N S M I S S I O N  CO. 
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fROM CLOQUET STA.", TO IRON RIVU STA. 16' 
36" MAIN L I N E  & 36" LOOP L I N E  

BAYFIELD CO, . WI SCONSIN 
• PAGE 23 

F13 
WISCONSIN GWLUGICAL AND NA JURAL HIS lORY SURYl Y 

�TY, 'NISCONSIN AGRICULTURAL lXPEIUMENT STATION OF THE UNIVERSITY Of WISCONSIN 

COLOR GROUPING 

l iE  LAKE PLAIN. NEARLY 

',, "'o,d .�'OCI,J"on. II • .  .,I¥' 'h .. 1 

'· .. · .. ,�'d IUOC:,.hon, ulldul" ,n. 
'.:1,,"11 nSOCI." on 

HE LAKE PLAIN ROLLING 

.5'50'''100n, rolhn. 

" ED SOILS OF THE LAKE PLAIN. 
,liNG 
I .uoc .. toon, "'I'rlr '.WI' 

. I U1oO(:'llIon. unch,I.lon, 

n .Uoe,.IIOfI. undul."", 
ha" "1oO(:,.loon, "."" Ihl" 
,� ... ,nOCI.llon. undul.I,n, 
'(I."DfI, "." /)1 '.YI'I 

.• ,:.,I,on. ",,,"ul'''"1 
'.,w .noe •• hon, undul,hn, 

,n •• 'S!oOC''',on. ".,,1, ' ..... 1 
'11'1,. '''OCI'hon, unchj" '"" 

'ED SOILS OF THE LAKE PLAIN. 

• •  uoel.l,on, 'o'lIn, 
" I.on, rolhn, 

_'(I .. ho". roll.n. 

MEDIUM· TEXTURED SOILS OF 

.lllon 
., .... ,., Slon,. 'Uoci.hon. undul,lm, 

!,l.e nSOCI.hon. undwl.'.n, 
:·'c �.'Y stonr .UOC ... I,on. ",ndul'!!n, 
Ill'll .SSOC.,hon. ",ndul'III" 
., we", 'IOn, 'Uo(,.hon, "n(lul.t!n, 
,n .uo( •• hQn, "'tld"I'I,n, 

It '''''1' .. Ion, .S',OC."h"". ",ndul.loI'I, 
... 1 "$�(jC'''hon, .,,"d .. l.h,,, 
.1:'1 .P" $101'1, .t'o(,.I,on. ",,,d ... f.lin, 
"11 ,P'y Slon¥' '\!.oc,.loon, "ndul."n. 
,:,.1'011, "I'UI .. llloI'I, 

, !oIOIl, .noc''',un, "IId",I.lin, 

·4£DIUM·TEXTURED SOILS OF 

.,e .ft¥' stony "Uoc •• hon. foilln. 

.lfI, 'Uocllhon. fOI/'tI, 
.1'1 .!.soc •• hon. foilln • 
.. " f, stony 15,oci,l.on. rolhn, 

(conltn",.d) 

GI Gual!b.e Cloqu.1 n'oc •• hOft, folll", 
Oft Go,.blc·Cloqll,1 ,.,y ,10ft, asSOCI.llon, roIlon, 

Gm GOIII,bll'·H.bb,n, " ", ,Ion., .nOCI.llOfI, ,Dllon, 
S. S.nti •• o.AdOI.,,, .. ,y lIony "soci.llon, roll.n, 

COARSE· TEXTURED SOILS OF THE UPLANDS AND OUTWASH 
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IIa a- nvlwlld tlle Inft � IIIpKlt: star-t: (EIS) tor the 
pr:qaa! M1.aI;pu'a IIpKt I'b!nt Pl'O'ject. '1be project carwista of 36 pipeline . 
loqling an1 np� IIeIJIIIIIIte loc:at.S in MimMota, W�in, K1dU.qan, 
Nw Yade, �, CIamectiaIt, lbda Ialard, PllmBylVllllia, an1 Net 
J�. 'DIe project iIwol_ !527 .u.- of pJpIline �, 13 aU .. of 
nplacala1t pipeUnl, 5.2 aU_ of � p1pel.1na, caap:_kin t.acil.iti_ at 
varicu8 locatiaw, ard IIIilitiaw ard 1IlIiiticat.iaw to ..t.erinJ facllitiaa. 
'l1-. aot1a1a BPI IifQJBOtW1 by -.NIRl pipeline �. 'lha � of the project ill to t:nnIpcIzt natural 9U fraI canada and � � to the 
� uutat Stat.. ard EUt:em CIInIIda. 
Bued an the intcm8t1cn pt.WMmted in the draft EIS, the .,..........,cl ptOject 
ccul4 n.llt in clinc:t:� ''m'''t'' to ebclut 3400 am-. of t_ts, 
�, and bogII In , 1fi.IIcx:ndn, an1 Jd.c:b19an. Inc11.act iIplct 
could oa:m' to theBe l.AIJD affected by t.aIIporUy wadi: 111** and IIt'.OrIIga a1tas 
outaida the estab1i11hed �-wy. '1M actual aat'8IIIIll8 of wetlands an1 
upl..ardII affect.cS in t2IMe stat:. !AI W1Cle.r. 
on. lkatt EIS dl""I". CIClIIIt.zuct:i altcnati_ ard pnct.l� under . 
carw1dent1an \tUd\ WIW4 /IYOid or 1I1n1al. wtlan! bpIcta. HawIMIr, it is 
nat claar � all of tha zllCCllll*ldatiaw to t'DIca iIpIcts will be 
incmpoJ:atat into tlle project plmw. A cIMc:r1ptJ.cn of thII zecx:.-li:latiaw to 
be iq)l�, 1nc1ud1nJ thII ... of route variatiaw, IIbculd be 1ncltkiad in 
the Final EIS. '1M f..Jhllity of � altcnatiw lII.I8t be datarJainad betore 
8elec:tkin of the pntcnd project. 

Altama.ti_ auta1ttec1 in tbII Dl'IItt EIS 1nc:l.\de de8cr1ptiaw ot the no act1an 
altematiw, --vi CXII18IIn8t1an, tnIJ:'9Y .aurca altcreti_, project system 
altcnati_, route variatiaw, and � statkin altematl�. 'lba 
entiJ:e 460 aU. of the pwferncl alternat1w t2vlt t:rawne8 Mimesota, 
Wia:xnlin, and IddUqan tICUld be CXIIWtzucted .tjaamt to the 8ICiatinJ pipeline 
�, b1t thII EIS 18 unclear � thia pnctj.oe wauld be followed for the 
l1!IIIilindar of thII project.. o:nt.t.1t with the Katianal awirol'lllS\tal Policy 
A-� (H£FA) , altamati_ 8hou1d be aelected an the criteria that anv� 
iIrpecta would be f1rBt: of all avoided, thin 1Iin1JI1r.ed, ard !hat all 
unaw!dable iIIpICta be OCIIpIWIlted. 
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Scc:tioa 7.3 identifies meuura, Includinl route variatloDi recommended by the 
.taU, to be included u .peclfic c:ondltloDi to any certificate Iuued by tbe 
Commillion. The mltlptlw: meuuns deacribed by the applicanll, in their 
applicatloDi and in their nspoaaa to .tall'. data requata, are Included by 
reference. The Commillion will decide which meauns will be certificate 
cooditiolll. 

Aa deacribed In aedloD 2.1 o( the DEIS, the propoacd NIP project conaiIlI or 
looping and pipeline replacement, except (or S.2 mila or KW pipeline route. Our 
rationale (or aelectlon or alternative routes to BYOid or minimize Impact II 
delcribed aectlon 6. We CODIlder alternativel to avoid Iite .. pccIfic raourcea that 
could potentially be .ianlficantly aaected. NEP A doeI not require that all 
UIUIYOidable Impact be c:ompenaated. 



2 
Furthemore, the 1dent1ficatial of hpIcted wt:l.an2s in the EIS was nat 
cxna1stent ..nth the "Fedc'al HarIJal for ldEatJ.ty1rq and Dallneat1rq W8t.l.an:2s" 
as nq.1lred t:If Sect:.ia1 404 of the ClMll water Act. All af!ect:ed 10Ietlarm 
IIboUld be ident.itied in detail (in:ll.dirq total lost acreage, Wgetatial 
�, tur¥::tiorw, and valuas) , and lllitigatia\ plana ahculc1 be attached to 
the Final. EIS. 'IhA Draft EIS falla to icSmt:i.ty All affected watlmds, and 
tber:etore ia daf1.ciant tor the p.IXpOM o! avaluat1n;r wt:land hpcta. 
Fallowing a prc:pr dalu-tia\ of wt:.l.arm, iIpIcta to the amu IIIJSt be 
cpantified for Mdt altematiw, incl.1.dirq the avaluat.ial and aIklptial of 
feasible X'Qlte variatiorw that � WIt.l.and �. Wetlands, Iohldl 
WQlld be .tJpscted by the project, IIIoW1 be dMcribecl in t.ellIB of doadna:nt 
sPecies, c1iwnity, CNerall lIize, and otbar identJ.!icat1.a1 JnUcators 

• astablished in tbI a!� 1IIII1Jal. MllW1rq of hpocted 1oIetlan:1 anaa 
and qJalitative avaluatiorw of WIt.l.and hpact:a IIIhc:Wd be .iJlcl.Uded in the Final 
EIS. 

We are aware that the st. Paul. District Office of the U.S. ArrIrj COtpS of 
!n;JineeXII has !.wed a llaticnwide Sect:.ia1 404 Pemit 112 to Great Iakss Gas 
'l'raIwlisaicn 0:IIpany for the partial of the Niagaxa Iqlort Rlint Project to be 
cxmtruct.i in W.1aocasin and Kimeaota prior to the CXIIpl.etial of the NEPA 
:teYi.., proceaa. 'lhe � of the Natic:ntida Pemit ia in violatial of 
33 CFR 1330.S(b) (3) , (4) , (5) , and (7) .  ilia to tt-. C'IVi:r<nIIanta conditions 
pl.aoed al the iMuance of 1IIIt:icndde pamits, 1M nquire that individual. 
Sect:.ia1 404 pmdta apply � the � and othBr conUtions listed 
in 33 CFR J330.5(b) ani IlIX JDtJt:. sJ.nc. the Nationwide Fendt does meet these 
ocnd.itiaw for a given segment: of pipelirw, the tan: lM11lable techoologies 
IIboUlc1 be applied 4Jr1rq ocntJt:ruction, and all st.rea bottan;, 1Itre.antlanIcs, 
right-of-waya, stag1rq areas, etc. , .tlalld be rest:cr.d to their original 
oontour and cxn1itia\ upon CXIIpl.etJ.on of wartt in the area. soil c:a1'(JaCtion 
analyaia eho..Ilc1 be cxnJuctec1 to .-zra a proper degraa of � of the fill . 
and rest.ate original lIOil oontour attar oonsttuction. 'Ihis same criteria 
aWli_ to indiv14lal plDllits as well, in ad4iti.a\ to QlJ:' watlands and Clther 
lllitigation guidance. 
'lhe � of a lllltic:ndda pemit raa. 8IMIRl cxnc:I8m8. '!he iJrpact:s of 
the project an pat.ant:iaJ.ly lal9I and lIigni!iamt. � iIplcts to 
1IIIIt.lan:J8 c:awiata of dlIu¥:JM in drainage pattcDI and wgetat.ial dua to 
incorrect c;rac1J.n;J CIYeZ' the pipeline. � effec:ts wuld nat: hava a mjor 
iDpIct if the 10Iadt is dena properly, alt:hcugh as IIUgIIJII8ted in the Draft ns, 
gociIS �ts an c1itfiCUlt to USJr8. 

'lbo EIS stat. that a potent.ial. dmJer is the aubsurtaoe c1rain1n;r of 10Ietlards 
""- hydtoloqic IIOUraI 111 a perched water table. In all ad1 areas, IIOil 
bor1rqJ IIboUlc1 be tak.8n to indicate the locatia\ and dlaractar of urderly1rq 
hprrvio.l8 layen. 'lbMe layer. Illy be vulnerable to -=:avatial, and II&ISUt'es 
Should be tak8n to -int:aJJV� the albstrab.a after COI\St:tuc:tion. 
'l'cq;lorary hpact:a ani al.IIO a serious CIa1OIIm. 'Jha project requires that 
CXhIb:u:;tial equipnent: be \EaS ..ntbin WIt.l.and �_, and that will in 
BaDe ca.. neoessitate the l1ui.lc1.1nJ of a � l'OIId by placinq fill in 
watl.atd IIAU. AlJIo, lltaqinq and aarvioe IIAU will be lDI\int:ai.nsd, Iohldl 
� the potential for IIIare wetland fill and petrol_ spilb,· 
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National Wetland Inventory (NWI) maps and state wetland maps are lIICful tools 
in delineating wetlands during the initial route selection pl"OCClS. Thcae maps are 
ground-truthed to a limited extent to verify accuracy. NWI aDd atale wetland 
maps are appropriate for initial route selection and general route refinemcot to 
avoid or minimize disturbance to wetlanda. The applicanta and FERC haw: uaed 
aerial reconnaissance and limited ground inspections to further identify and avoid 
or minimize effecta on wetlanda. 

We recognize the need for more detailed delineation and 811C1Sment of wetlanda 
and now require applicanta to field-delineate and 8IICIS all wetlanda prior to 
oonstructlon. However, it ia important to note that unleu an applicant receives 
a certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity from FERC, it baa no power 
of eminent domain and no right of entry to private property to survey for 
wetlanda where the landowner refuses access. In thcae instances, offaite 
delineation methods are the only available means to determine wetland occurrence 
during FERC's environmental review process. 
Tablea E·l and E-2 in appendix: E describe the type of wetland that would be 
crossed, with data organized by applicant, state, and milepost of the pipeline. We 
used the most generally accepted and widely undeRtood method of description, 
the NWI CJasSification System of Freshwater Wetlanda, developed by the FWS. 
Thcae tablea describe the length of crossing, the wetland area that would be 
disturbed during oonstruction, and the amount of wetland area that has been 
proposed to be maintained as cleared right-of-way. Additionally, the text in 
sections 4.1.7.1 through 4.1.7.8 summarizea the number and typea of wetlanda 
found along each applicant's proposed routea. We believe thia adequately 
describes the wetland resources that would be affected by thia proposed project. 

We do not describe the effect on each and every wetland that would be crossed 
by the proposed project. To do so would be extremely redundant. Instead, in 
section 5.1.7, we describe the potential impact of oonstruction on the typea of 
wetlanda that would be crossed, both generally and specifically, by applicant, and 
identify the mitigation procedures that we haw: recommended to reduce Impact 
on wetlanda. 

As discuased in section 4.1.7, wetlands have a number of functional valuea. Most 
of thcae are related in some degree to surface and/or groundwater mOYelDent (I.e., 
flood aDd atormwater oontrol, erosion oontrol, water quality improvemcot, 
recreation, and wildlife habitat). Current scientific research Indicatea that during 
pipeline construction, if no barrier to surface or groundwater mOYelDcot is 
installed or inoolpOrated, there would be lillie Impact on the overall functional 
valuea of a particular wetland beyond thOllC associated with the temporary clearing 
of vegetation. FERC believea that if the wetland construction procedures outline 
in appendix: D are implemented, Impact on the functional valuea would be reduced 
even further, particularly the impact associated with the Initial clearing. Rapid 
revegetation of the wetland would allow valuable wildlife habitat to re-eatablish 
in all areas disturbed by ooostruction. The EPA and COE are in apparent 
agreement with FERC, since pipeline oonstruction through wetlanda and acrou 
streama baa been and oontinuea to be allowed under the juriedictlon of the 
Nationwide Permit Program. 
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Refer to COIDlIIeIlt aad reapouc F14·3. PERC evaluated poICDti8I route 
variatiool to avoid or minimize wetland crouinp. Oreater coaaidcratioa wu 
pven to avoidinl major wetland oomplc:lcs, forcated wetIandI, 01' wetlanda 
containinl unique 01' aiplf'acant habitat. A& required by PERc, the applicants 
would field«llneate all wetlands alons the propelled ri&bt-of-way prior to 
conatructJon. The reaults 0( thClC field lunteya would be UIed to further reDne 
the pipeline route to avoid wetland habitat and/or Idect the moat appropriate 
conatructlon technique to minimize wetland Impact. In many CIIICI, pertic:uIarIy 
alonl the propelled Oreat LakeI facilitiel, wetland &real are 10 nulDCl'OUl aad 
c:xtenalve that alternate routing would potentJaUy haw: areatcr adYcrIe Impact on 
lurroundinl wetland or foreat resoUl"CCl tban the \lie 0( an expanded alatlnl 
rightoOf·way. 

Comment noted. A& EPA is aware, PERC hal no jurisdk:tlon or dila'etionary 
authority over ialuance of Individual or Nationwide Permits fOl' a particular 
project or the overriding of BUch permits. We haw: required each applicant to 
follow our recommended Procedurea outlined In appendices C aad 0 aad to 
follow, at a minimum, all applicable conditionl 0( the Nationwide PermiL We 
believe thClC procedurea would reduce Impact on wetland aad lurfacc water 
resoun:el to the maximum extent possible. It IbouId be DOled that we do not 
recommend trench crowning in wetland areal, u diaculsed In IeClIon 5.1.7.3. In 
addition, we disagree with the tatement that the Nationwide Permit #12, illued 
by the COE'I St. Paul District office, viola tea 33 CFR S33O.5 (b) 3, 4, 5, and 7. 
None 0( thClC ialues would be involved with any of the propoeed CI'OIIinp In 
Wiaoonain and Minnesota. 

Comment noted Pleue refer to comment reaponse numberl F14·3, 07·5, and 
07�. 

We do not believe that perched wetlandl would be ailnificantly affected aince our 
recommended construction procedurea require the applicants to segrepte topsoil 
in wetlands, remove and replace the ume trench material, Includinl aemi· 
impermeable or impervious materials, and then reaurface the trench area to the 
original soil contour. This should not result in the draining of perched wetlands. 
In addition, since there is no evidence that construction of the existing pipeline 
encountered or damaged perched wetlands, there is no significant likelihood of 
this happening for the proposed project. 

Although our Procedurea would allow the use of temporary materials in wetland 
area for support of construction equipment, all luch materials would be removed 
aner construction. If any lurface or subsurface flaws are temporarily Interrupted, 
it is obviously in the contractor's best intercat to install croll drainage systems 
during, construction to increase,stabilization (by reducing back up of water) of 
construction equipment. 

As discussed in section 5.1.7.2 and in appendix D, all wetland ltaging area would 
have to be located a minimum of 50 feet from the wetland'i edge and would .be 
limited in IIZC to the minimum area needed for prefabrication of pipe and 
associated activities required for the wetland croIIing. Refue1inl of construction 
equipment and the storage of hazardous materials would be reatricted to areal 
further tban 100 feet from all wetland boundaries. 
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�, if tt- __ an not pl'qIE1y :r:IIIIt:cIIred, the iRpaca wW. becaI1e 
�. 
Valuable wt:landa are prgjected to be iIpcI:.ed by the a1agara :bport Point 
PrQject. � � in the DRtt ErS, the 1b1e-J.n-tha-1bJ IWltlard in 
Mi.rw..ata, IMMIl"Ill. other state-protectecl wt:.lama in Jli.nr..ota, � Marcpltte 
stata l"cn8t in Kidrlgan, III'd Qt:hK wt::lan:t8 wuld be iqlect:ed. PERC, in 
cocperat1an with Great x.u.. GIla �icn CDIpany l1l1I1 the stata, .oow.d 
dalignata III'd IIIIp U- _ that IIp8Clal. CIIl'8 be taIcim to eI18UA that daIIIIIge 
111 ocnta.iJ'IIId to a 1I1niaa. on- cIeIdgnatat _, alalq with the special 
plan of WIItl.aIDI prot:ec:t:J.cn, IIhaul4 be diao...s in the F1nal. ErS. 

It 1a not the inUnt of a nat:1cndde pandt to allOil the UI'InIgUlata:l 
dest:z:uct.icn of wtland _, � fer th1a project imlUISM 509 ecra of 
JlIpICt in K1.r1nMota, wi.lKx:lwin, III'd M1.ctUqan alane. � w.ttianed before, em: 
�t.i.c:nI at II em Part l30 IpClfy restrict cr:n11t1ane urd£ � such 
paradta -..t be ilIpl�. Sact1aw llO.! cd 3l0.6 of theae regul.atims 
lpCity theee cxnUtiaw cd list bMt � practioes. 'lba Cbrps Illy 
nMlIre any C)ClUal pem1t III'd require that a ptOject (ar: part of a project) be 
p.lbl1c noticed .. an 1n11vict.lal pand.t IIRJlkat1an if the � of 
U- puts an not 1IBt. 'II-. � hIIM'I IlCIt � mat tot" the Niaqara 
DIp)rt Point PrQject, III'd the J...s nat:icndde pand.t IIhcUlcl be nvolced. For 
alCllllple, urdIr nat.J.cn.r1d. pand.t fUr the cn1y IIIIlterial allCMlble for 
� in the wtllll'd 1a "bedttW an! bedd1nt', bit the [kart £IS inclwas 
the addit1an of lItOdqJUirrl III'd taIparazy roada III'd pada far: lltagirrl in 
wtland anu. 

Ocrw1atent with Sectia1 404 of the Cl..n water Act an! the � 
re;ulatiaw fcun1 at 40 em 230, wt:land 11IpICt:a am to be first avoided am 
then. ainbnized � pc..ibl.e, III'd IOn \nlWidabl.. ilIpICta do ocaJr, t:l1eae 
1BpIct:a an appIqlt'iately CCIIIpiIIWat.d far: to nplace the lost watlard 

. 
fln:tiaw. ')he gcel of th1a CJUidanoe 111 to iIplaDent a No Net IDss of 
WIrt.lands .:.nario. lihIn watlardlt am project.s to be lost attar it has been 
det:eI:1IdJwd, eeq.IeI'1t.1ally .. natad above, . tbDt. all prat*toabl e 1II8UW:'8I1. haw. 
beua ....al.UIIte;l, our 9Uidanoa 111 that ait:iqat1an, auch as wetland r:est:ontia1, 
IIhould be a1 at least a 1.!hl ntio of llitigat.d wt:landa to tbcse lost. '1tlis 
9\11danca IIhall be the .wu.. J:'8OaII1IenI:' to the U.S. 1IrI1rf Cbrps of 
1n;J1naen, ycur Iqerq, III'd the 9U pipeline tl:1InIal1aaicn 0CIIpIlIliaa involved 
in th1a project. 

'lhera an 160 water boc!y croaain)a in Kimeeot:a, HiCiU9an, alii W.lscxnsin. 
Fi� of these croaain)a wo.1l.cl be qrater tNn 100 feat in wi.c1th. 
Eighty-thrM of these IIt:raIaa am 1dIm:1fied .. aaldwater fiaheries, 74 are identH.t.d as �ter fbhar1.es, an! 3 have not been classified. '1here will 
be tarporuy water CJ.IIllity .1q:lac:ta UI!IOCI1ated with the streaJa croaaings as 
identified In the rwport (paqe 4-16 umer Sect1m 4.1.3.2 SUrface Water) . 
Qlapter 5 m pmqa 5-16 dt ...... aes IIUl'face water hpaot:a III'd mitigatim 
pn:IOedurM. IIpacta identJ.fied in the npart incl\de t:haae UIIOCiated with 
1ncJ::.asad turbidJ.ty t:hrcu:#l the susperwiQ\ of ..u-rt:a 1II'd.)lrOBiQ\ of cleara::\ � ard right-of-wyw, hptcta uaoc1.at.d with refUelin) at vehicles 
III'd st:onge of fUel, oil, III'd otlIer hazudcua _tariala/flui.ds near surface 
waters if a spUl -. to 0CIC.Ir: III'd 1Ipct:a aaociated with hydraitatia 
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Comment noted. Refer to section 5.1.7.3 for a dilcuuion of these wetland areas. 

Refer to comment and response F14-5. We object to the use of the phrase 
"unregulated destruction" of 509 acres of wetland. This FEIS correctly pointa out 
that 509 acres of wetland would be temporarily affected during construction of 
the proposed Great Lakes facilities. A large percentage of these areas consist of 
emergent or IIClUb-shrub vegetation cover types whose habitat values and functions 
would be completely restored within a 1- to 2-year period after construction. The 
functional value of wetlands considered most affected by pipeline construction 
would be the permanent alteration of forested vegetation within wetlands, 
primarily as a function of habitat value. To mitigate this effect, we have required 
each applicant to allow the rights-of-way through forested wetlands to revegetate, 
within 15 feet of the pipeline, to a woody cover type up to 15 feet tall. The 
remaining width of the permanent right-of-way would be allowed to revegetate to 
preconstlllction forested conditions. The use of our recommended construction 
and mitigation procedures for crossing wetlands would hardly constitute 
destruction of wetlands. 

As discussed in responses to comments F144 and F14-9, we have avoided 
wetlands to the maximum extent possible and have recommended construction and 
mitigation procedures to minimize impact. Construction through wetlands would 
not result in wetland loss. This would involve the excavation of wetland soil and 
backfilling of the trench with the same material. No fill would be imported to 
the area. Adoption of FERC's recommended pipeline construction procedures 
would prevent alteration of the hydrology or water surface level of wetlands. 
Ditch plugs would be used to prevent the trench from acting as a drainage 
channel. Ditch spoil would be backfilled and spread evenly over the disturbed 
area, and would not be burned or compacted. Therefore, no net wetland filling, 
draining, or loss would occur. Consequently, the Issue of a 1.5:1 ratio of 
mitigation for wetlands is not an Issue. 

Section 5.1.3.21 and our recommended Procedures (appendix D) indicate that the 
applicants would have to apply for state-issued withdrawal permits and/or a 

. NPDES permit as required. 
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t.ast.1rq of the pipeline. It ehc:Wd be notal that the release of water USEd 
for hydroIItatic t..est.in;J of the pipalina bIdt into a sa- will teqU.U:e a 
HatiaW. I'ollutlon I>iadlarge El1lllinatim sy.taI (NPIES) pum1t. 

Anat:her ooncem regard1nq hydrostatic tMti.IY,J is the � dralght: cxnlltialS 
ani �t:ir9 low flow. of �l �. 'DIe stat.. of Wisccrwin is 
ansiderirg banrIiz1g acut fiah.1nJ m .ny IIt:t'eIIIIII ella to the � � 
fishcy present becauM of low flow.. 'DIe EIS r-sa to d1.IIalss this preble, 
iml\d.1r4 assurancaa that a 1Iini.a u.t.z:Ma now det:clIdnad by FetIexa1 ard 
State 89II'lCi- will be JIII1i.nt:aina1. 

PDga 5-17 to 5-21 � the rsa.m CQIl8tr:\ICtJ.a ani lIit.i9atim prclOCIWreS, 
1oAl1ch state. that the JlPPllcant ClaII'ly ",ith the � p:ocect.u:'ea in order 
to provide the ainhuI l� of probIctim to surface waten. We bal� that 
uu., iD\lllea ally ..uu- pr:ot.ect.i.a'l ",Ul be pr;cvidad, n:reas the ptQOedw:as 
IIha1ld ptOII'ide far IIIIIXUua protect.ia1 of aurt'ac:e watC' cpality. Cl.:l'l&ideratiCln 
IIhculd be qiwn to havirg the applicant pcgY'ide fiab restocIdng to mitigatAt 
for habitat lOMS. 

'lbe Draft EIS prqxlII8S that � '" to 100 feat ",ide be c:r:oaaed by a dry 
fl� c:::rouirq. We lEiClClll_lIS that ftllow IItz'eIIm '" to 40 feet ",ida be 
� by th1a ..thad. � .it.. apaclf1c ...p:iaw to fl..- CZQISiBJa 
IIhIluld bI !d.ntiflad in the r1nal EIS. 'lha rinal EIS .tIculd Ills) � the 
tedlnical lbdtaticna of uu. .-tha!, ard �Uy the lbdtJn;r f� ani 
a.t of the ..thad. 
IIeqa 5-18 iml\de& • �datia\ that ul lIbIqing anu be located at laast 
!SO f..t fmIa �, enS 100 feet far rafUalinJ ani IIto18qe of haza1dcus 
_teriaJ.. WQJ].d be located 100 feat tma all MJrfaca watem. aec.- staging 
enu will l1lre1y cx:ntain the � of f\1al ard oth£ � lIIIt:erials, 
ard refU8lirq will al.o 1.iJaIly taD placa in t:t-. ata8, the stagin) araaa 
IIIIDIld be located 100 feat: tma �. .All pIrt of the .ta;r1n;J ana 
proc:a:m.., there IIhculd be a � plan fat' � ehQul4 a I!pill 

ACCUr • •  NII. t� . _ dItalla:I plan to adI2I:-.- hair atC'iale will be 
at:or:ed ani the r-s toe diM4 __ to prIIVWIt � fJ:aI mtarin) • water 
bcdy. If for _jar laM ard rlwr c:zaI8J.ngs, thare is a � for an 
� to the l.oc:at1a\ of IJtIIgin;r ... CIt' a l'eMl1n;J locatlana, t:hDBa 
� IIhwld be � in the EIS with altAlmativa. ant 18_ I.at of 
!!IpIICt8. 
thkr &OU pl� m s-iII 5-18, the � imlude locatJn;r spoils fran 
t:nrdl ea;avatim at leut 10 feet frca IItniIIItlanIcI with .ut fence arlIS/or 
haybale fUtan. 'DlBt8 IIhould be � pr;ddbit1n;J .ide cut:inJ fee 
lIIItC'ials into the .� at any the. In the cue of IIIIjar a1:naIa or lake 
CZWIIinga lIbare .ide cut:inJ v:IUld be an utamative, u-a anea IIhwld be 
idlmtifiad ani imlude • disc:uaaion ani avaluatim of altemativ.. Major 
river a.'aIBJ.ngs sdl as the 1!'BCanIIba, Niagara, JbiBaI, Dalawre ani the st. 
MatyII _y haw cant:IIII1nated �, Ii8d1JDcIht lIIIqIl,ing IIUIIt be cb18 prior 
to ea;avatim ani fUl to enaure that the _tariU ",111 not.,x-ll.t in water 
bame oontmainanta. Q:nItructian � in tI-. ereu IIUIIt eaploy 
mthoda that ",111 lIWid ani IIinI.Jdze ero.im ani ..umentation. For Areas of 
Ccn:mn (NX:a) along � Great IMea, the 0CIWttu0t:i0n ani IIIIIII'linJ needs to 
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Our Procedures require adequate flow to be maintained during withdrawll of 
water to protect Iquatic life and to provide for aU in-steam uses and downatream 
withdrawala of water. In addition, the applicants would be required to comply 
with site-specific withdrawal rates or other conditions Ittached to state-issued 
withdrawal permits. 

FERC consideR the minimum level of protection stated in aection 5.1.3.2.1 to be 
a level of protection that would adequately protect water bodies from long-term 
impact and avoid or mitigate potential impact on water quality that may occur 
during pipeline construction. The Procedures allo require the applicant to comply 
with nationwide and individual Section 404 and Section 10 permit conditions, 
where applicable. In addition, we have identified exceptional quality Ind leIIIitive 
water bodies that would require additional protective meaaures to Idequately 
mitigate potential impact and preserve the quality of the water body. 

FI8b restoctinl is It best I form of short-term mitiption that we believe would 
serve little or DO UBeful purpose, especially in fllheriea that have c:xIating naturally 
reproducing populations. We have consequently CIOIICIentrated our efforta in 
preventing advene effects on fisheries habitat during construction. 

The comment concerning dl)' flume CI"OIIIinp of 100-foot-wide streaDli is incorrect 
since this requirement applies to streaDli las than 10 feet wide. PIeaae refer to 
section 5.1.3.2.1 and appendb: D. It is our recommendation that minor streaDli 
containinl coldwater and warmwater fisheries considered sip1Oc:ant by state flab 
management agencies, be crossed by the dl)'-ditcb Ouminl technique. We have 
allo made specific recommendations in section 5.1.3.2.1 for dl)'-ditcb c:rouinp of 
otber identified sensitive and exceptional quality streams. We have determined 
from our CIteDSi\'C experience in pipeline coDitruction that aenenJIy, only minor 
atrc:aa leal tbaD 10 feet wide Ind 2 feel deep can be practicably Dumed. 

Our Procedures problbit refuellnl and storace of bazardouI lDlterIaII wilhlD 100 
feel of aU water bodies, reprdlas of wben: ataaInI areal ani located. Stapnl 
area located IdjMleDt to streaDli and riven vary In _ cIepeDcIIna upon the width 
of the c:roIIIiDc and II may be pouIble to refuel '¥ebIdea or store buarclolll 
IDIteriaJa Ia IOIDe stapng areas Ind still be In compliance with PERC's 100 

·
foot 

restriction. Applicanta could request an czmptlaa at IDljar riva' and lake 
c:rouinp In the alte-speciflC c:rouing procedures they ani required to submit to 
PERC for review and approval prior to COIIItructlon. ID addItIoa, we have made 
recommeodatlooa that require tbe appllcanta to prepare and submit a spill 
preventioa and containment plan to PERC for review and approval. We have 
Incorporated additional Information In ICctIoo 5.1.3.1.1 on the information thla 
plan lIhouid provide. 

Our Procedures (Ippendb: D) specifically state that trench apoIJa ani to be placed 
10 feet above the streambank. Pipeline construction ac:rou watel" bodIea creater 
than 100 feet wide would require submittal of alte-speclfic c:rwaing procedures to 
PERC for review and IpprovaL Propoeala for sidecaatln& of trencb spoill would 
be IIIIeued durtna reYiew of the CODitructloo plana. 
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be coordinated with the IIanBU.al. 1tctien Plllllll. A IISp ot these 1000a is 
encl.clsai. '1ha Jl.I:IIIal River has bem 1dantif1ecl u bairq contaminated. with 
iC:BII IIId hBIIvy ..tals, and the Draft: EIS recogni_ this, but cnly reterances 
�tien with Eagard to fOlydll.arinate&S Biphanyls. '1'0 avoid adversely 
iIIpact:.in) the wat.et" retJCIUrOI8, all priority ard � pollutant. in 
the ..u.-rt:a ahculd be idant.U1ecI pd.ar to trench COl'IIItZuctien. Sed.imenta 
with elwated cantallLJ.natian lev.ls mculd mt be \iliad as backfill, but mtller 
ahculd be c1J1'IpOIMd in IKXIOrdanoe to apprcpriate 1'a:Iel1Il and Stata regulat1ans. 
M:11t1cnal.l.y, the Pinal EIS and RIooEd ot DIIciaJ.cln IIbculd at:ipWate tobat 
� will be iqIl.-1ted to lIinia1ze � and ckitt ot 
ccntaaJ.natad -u.nta cming t:nrm CICDIb:ucticin. 
'DI8 EIS !ncl.\DIs a prcipOAl to trench 8CI:aI8 the Dal.aware River, and this 
act:J.cn cxWd edvenely 1IIpICt t!.MrJ.ae, !ncl.1ldin) the hpm:ant IIl1IId tJ..hcy, 
ctJe to cor1tmentatian, t:udtidJ.ty, IIId bl.astJ.nq. IIiIga 4-29 ot the Draft EIS 
MY. tllat cl1nc:t1.cnal drilling vUl be IItUd1.al u an alternatiw. We wwlc1 
prater the !attar met:bcd tor the DalaWare CI:I:lUing to lIYOid thIr aforementicnad 
.i:IIpIct:a. 1lecJud,l- of the method �oy.t, t2!Ja CCI'IIIt:ruct.i activity IIIISt 
ocau:' � NoYaItler 1st: ard MaEd1 15th to a1niJdze these iJIpact:s. 'lhe 
Final EIS ahculd pt'Oride datailed analyai8 of the t.ectmcal feasibility, 
emrixa'IDental ettect., ani CC8t ot cU:r:ec:tlaw.l drUling tbe pipel.ina, IX1IpU:'4Id 
to the 0CIIt, enviraraental eUecbI and t_J.bility of gpen tJ:ench 
inatallat.i.cn. 

'DI8 tJme wJ.rdoit tar 0CI'UItnIct.1a' en paqa 5-19 EUI1I frca JUne 1 to 8ept.Gbu' 30 
with �i.ctions cm-inq fish !IpIIIoIrlinIJ peri.o&I lIId peri.o&I of h19h wat.et" flow. 
Also, page 5-27 not:.. that eqIlipDent br1dga8 lItW.4 be used en 8t.t'aIIms leu 
than 100 teat wide, and RBt .a- ta::k wuld be CXIIpletad in 1_ than 48 
hD.Irs (72 houra 1IlIIXilua) .  Both of these prcpoaaJ..a arw l'UIIOI'lIIbl.., but the EIS 
ahculd explain new the � br� will be ClCIWb:uctad, and �t water 
quality � may laUlt. 

at page 5-112, the Dratt EIS sbltes that 'l'tantJca1t:.i Gas Pipe Line 
Qnpomt.i.cn (Tr:ansoo) wuld foUow . .lQ..cxJat::amJ.nat1cn .t.� 
similar to these lItipllated t1i u.s. EPA for '1'eIauI Eastern 'l'ranIIrd..a8� 
Q)rporatian. If the licpids ocnt.aJ.n I'C8I in elCIOIIII8 ot 50 s:pa, 'l'ranIIcIO ahculc1 
ael.ect cna of the q:ltiaw listed en page 5-110 of the Draft EIB. 'Iha 
p%tX:ledures BRlroved for 'nDras Eastem shcul.d ngt be a,.:p11ecl unless an 
alternative di.spoeal permit 1.8 Clbtained, as raq.dxecS by the Taldc SUbstanoas 
ClcrIt:ml Act, trail the 0lImical. aeguJ.ati.cn Braldl of EPA'. Exposure !.Valuatica 
Divisica in wr Wuhi.n;Jt:r:n Headquarten. 'lh1s office can be ccnt:actec1 at 
(202) 382-3965, or at TS 798, 401 K street, S.W. , �, D.C. 20460. 

We auppart the recx:IIIIIelldaticns of nB::'a envha1ment:al sbltf in cases 10Ihera 
the applicanta prcp:.lM altarnatiw �. Specifiea.lly, 1018 support the 
raductial of the National l\Ials/Pem-Yortt r�t--of __ y fJ:aD 66 feet to 50 
teet, the J:eqI.li.renant that -n st::rea CI:CIIIIinq be tilUbdtted to the Corps of 
1!b1u-ra far SectiQl 10 ard 404 nview, and the req.dremant of a field survey 
for ospreys prior to work in the Naticnal. IUal8/Pem-YorJc 1,J.ne in Potter 
Cl:la1t:y, Pernlyl vania . 
'lba lEIS faU. to adclreu iDpcts that may OCWI." dle to pipeline ClalStructica 

90 ' d  BHZ0Bel EI>:9l B66l/80/S0 

F14 

16 

17 

I .. 
19 

1 20  
1 21 

F14-17 

F14-18 

According to MIDNR personnel, there are DO known pol1utioa concenll for the 
Escanaba RIver. The St. Mary'. River would not be croued by the propoaed 
project. Tenneuce baa indicated that the Niagara River would be croued utilizing 
directional drilling techniques, hence, ICdimenli would not be disturbed by 
pipeline iDltallation. We have recommended in lCCtion 5.1.3.2.2 and in lCCtion 
7.3 that CNG conduct testing of sedimenll at the Hudson River a'OIaing. FERC 
agrcea with the EPA'. recommendation to include sediment testing for priority 
pollutant parametera and to dispose of sedimenll containing high 1ew:1I of 
contaminanll aa:ording to appropriate Federal and state regulationa. We have 
revised section 5.1.3.2.2. to incorporate these recommendationa. The alates of 
WiIcoDlin and Michigan would addl'Cll any .pedfic conditiona or crossing 
procedllJ'a pertaining to areas of concern in their .tream crossing permitting 
rcquirementa. 

Aa a result of dilc:uasion with NMFS and FWS, who collective1y have jurisdiction 
over anadromoua fisheries, federally listed .pedes, and fish and wildlife habitat, 
we have recommended a construction window to cross the De1aware River 
between December 1 and Aprit 1. Thcae dates were decided upon to offer the 
&reatest protection to the floSheries of the Delaware RIver, eapecialIy the American 
shad. Since young-of·year of this species baa been found to oontinue outmigration 
through the .tudy area into November, we have de1ayed in..ueam wort until 
December 1. Similarly, this .pedes docs not migrate upltream Into the project 
area prior to April, and have consequently allowed In .. tream CODltruction to 
continue until April 1. 

NumeroUi pipeline crossings of the Delaware River utilizing open-cut trenching 
have been CIOI1Itructed, the most recent occurring in December 1989. Adverse 
effCCll wen: determined not to be significant to the resident fllhery by FWS, 
NMFS and NJDEP. Consequently, we do not feel the need to do a detailed 
analysis of the technical feasibility, environmental effects, or COIIt of directional 
drilling the pipeline crossing. 

Conatruction of equipment bridges may involve one of IeYeI'81 ditlerent 
procedures, depending oa the width and depth 0( the water body a'OIaing. 
Portable .teel bridges are auembled .treamaide and iDltalled from the bank, 
utilizing a backhoe to ensure correct and stable placement. Thcae bridges can be 
inatalled and removed witbout in-stream equipment and with minimum disturbance 
to tbe .ubstrate. 

A clean rock fill and culvert crossing rcqulrca tbe placement of Itce1 cu1vert(.) 
on the .tream substrate with clean, crushed rock fill p1aced OD top to form a 
temporary roadbed for conatruction traffic. The number of lied c:uIverta used 
would depend on the Cldsting andlor 'projected Oow In the stream. Generally, 
.uffident capadty 11 inatalled to pau moderate .torm 00M. After completion 0( 
coDltruction traffic, a backhoe is used to remove tbe rock and cu1verta. The 
stream .ubstrate 11 restored to ill original eleYatioa with minima1 dlaturbance. 
Some crushed rock may remain .pread out In tbe .tream, but at original 
streambed eievatioDl and contoUJ'l. Each of these proc:edllJ'a resulll In the 
minimization of In .. tream coDltruction trafIic: and • reduction of .Ulpended 
ICdiment and dOWDltream liltation. Water quality impact wou1d be inaip1Ocant. 
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that will branch oft rraa the Niagara DIplrt fbint Project because ot tlMI 
p:ojecta 1nstAlla�. -n- nw pipelines auld haw aicJn1t.lcant hpacts to 
-uarda, _tar quality, h1Btario an:! arc:tlaeological ait., � 1IpQCIiM, an:! other 0CII1C8t1'IB, an:! stbW.ate a speculatiw III1%1I'at V1id\ auld 
�t in rapid \qIlanral grcwth ard ctlaotio cWftlqlWlt. It ia 1qlortant 
that the Final £IS inclur» a CIJIIl' ..... iw OlIIIllative an:! 1IeOOI'JSa%y hpIot:s 
analyu. that cuw1der the _� 1JrpIcts of the Mieqara IIIp:lrt �int 
Prgject !ndivi&Jally and lIS it ralatE tAl other eIClsti.rv.J 0:- prqIOIMd pipeline 
p:oj.cts. 
'Dle alternatiw Hl«:t8d fo:- J:Qltirq the pipeline lcxpl IIho.Ild nat t:cavene 
within state mgulated welu-i pt'I:It.ecticn _ .o.t camun1ty vatu" �lies. 
In statea, IIIXtI .. wJsocrwin ard l'llmSylvania, that do nat have awlicab1e 
regul.atiaB, the state ahaW1 be ccnt:act.ec1 ocnoarnin;J state polley 0:
� legislat1a\ fo:- wa.l.lhaIM1 prot:act:iQl. . 
'It1e Final £IS shcW.d incl\da an analysia datAUirq the hazards associated with 
a rupb.Ire, pipe failure, 0:- c::atastr:q:bic explOilim at given points alooq the 
propose1 ali�. '1hiII 1IhcWc1 incl\da an alllll eut: of risks and � to 
�1ic health an:! the mrround..t.ng �. 
'Dle project: involvws 84MIral tran8IIJ.saial oaapaniea. ac-ver, it: is nat clear 
tAl what extent their pipeline net:wccicB of other pipelu- are required to 
suwort '1'ranIICanIldI' a  deliveries tAl the Niagam IIIpOrt �int Project:. We 
reocmnerd that FERC 8lqiW.n the tln:tialal Alat:ic:ln8l:Up .intcIrrelatialShip (if 
any) bCIt:Ween the Niagam lq)ort fbint Ptoject and any other projects . 
� measuraJ by the FERC starr state that "fo:- variwa J:eaSal8, the 
aite-epeciric inrQX1llat1a\ requirEd to IIIIIlc:e a <XIIIJl4lte enviJ:amental analysis 
of the prep:l6ed Niagam IIIpOrt fbint Prgject, ia not available at this t:.iJIa. II 
We recx:IIIIIen:l that the datAUec1 ait:e-specific intoJ:matial be IIIIda available am 
prM8\ted in the Final EIS tAl ClIIbl. all 1nterest:ec1 parties, especlally FmC, 
to 1IBk8 a CXJIIIl4lte analysia. 

l'i.Jrthar d.i.aalsaim is ncpirec1 tAl jUllti!y the project:. In additicln tAl the en:1 
ueea fo:- the increased CjIU CXXl8UIIptim that IU:1I listec1 in Table 1. 1-1 of the 
EIS, till auggeat that the project be further juatifie:1 by Clem::natratinq in the 
Final. £IS that the ocnstNctim wulc1 c:xwer the liretJ.me of the project. 
Followin.J this appI:OIIId\, iqlDct:a Q.Je tAl tubD:e ccrwt:ruct:1.a\ � be avoidal. 

other iapcts IU:h lIS forest 10858& should reoaive the sam sequential 
Jllitigatial 118 IIIeI1t:icxled in air watlama Jllitiqatial CJUi.dan;:le. 
'lhia plan at llitigatim IIho.Ild also be inclUlSa:l in the Final EIS. 
8IJSeci m � rwi., IUd in IIICXIOt"dance with air polley, we havta rated this 
Draft EIS as B>-�, irdJ.c:atinq till haw envi.tcnaental cbjectiORI (m) to the 
propOIIed project: because of potentially adverse wetlan:l 1Jplct:a, an lacIc of an 
adequate plan for clispcaal of ccntuinatecl MdiJnanta, an .i.nadacplte 
aeoc:n:Iary/c:uoul.ative ilIpIctJI analysia, lacJc of a lIIiti9atial plan to address 
.bIpact:.ed wetlan.is IUd terreat:rial �, and CIthar Illiac2Ulaneoos iaplcts. 
M:litional Wonliltial tAl _ the IIboYa t-- anc1 hpacta ia requested in 
the Final £IS. 
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CollUDeDt DOted. We haw: reviled sec:tioa 5.1.13.4.1 to .tate that If Iiquida In the 
pipe are PCB-amtaminated, Tranaco would be required to dlapoee of them 
according to TSCA requirementa. 

Thank you for your comment. 

1bank you for the commenL 

The EIS evaluates the potential effects of both jurisdictional and non jurisdictional 
facilities 88IOCiated with the propo&ed NIP Project. Other pipeline projects 
propo&ed to aerve the different segments 0( the Northeaat include the ANR and 
Iroquois/l'ennc:saee Projects. 

These projects involve pipelines, 88IOCiated aboveground · facilities, and related 
nonjurisdictional facilities in 19 states. In no instance are pipeline facilities being 
constnlcted in the same location for more than one project. With the dlvene 
geographic locations of these facilities, we do not believe there is any potential 
for significant cumulative impact on the local level. Further, these projects have 
no significant advene regional impact lISBOCiated with them. 

The potential for the jurisdictional and nonjuriadictional facilities to induce growth 
leading to unplanned or chaotic development is unfounded. Elperience from 
other pipeline projects docs not support a case for substantial induced growth. 
To the extent that growth occurs, whether industrial, commercial, or residential, 
it would be subject to applicable state or local permitting proccasea and, therefore, 
could not be unplanned. Receipt of these permits would imply the 88IOCiated 
impact is acceptable. OEIS recommendation 7 states that gas deliveries cannot 
begin until the applicant has filed copies of all permits and approvall required for 
the nonjurisdictional facilities with the Secretary of the Commission and the 
Director of OPPR has reviewed this information and informed the applicant that 
gas deliveries can commence. 

We have added a discussion of our review of this cumulative impact issue into the 
EIS (see section 5.3). 

In section 5.1.3.1.2 and OEIS recommendation 11, we have recommended that 
refueling activities and storage of hazardous materiall be prohibited in designated 
well protection areaa and within 200 feet of private, municipal, or community 
water supply weill. We believe that this restriction, and additional mitigation . 
meaaures we have propo&ed in section 5.1.3.1.2, would adequately protect 
groundwater resources for continued and future use u drinking water supplies. 

Section 5.1.12 discuasel In detail pipeline safety and reliability u it relates to 
conatructioD, operation, and maintenance. IC there were • pipeline rupture and 
a resulting explosion or fire, the procedures discUlled In aectlooa 2.3 and 2.4 
would be implemented. The information presented in ICctioD 5.1.12.3 coatains 
a summary of pipeline accident data for a 14-year period, 1970 through 1984, 
along mainline pipeline I)'BtCIDI. These data indicate that the risk to the general 
public from the approximate 300,000 miles of natural gas tranamillioa and 
gathering pipelinea in the United States 11 minimal. 
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W. tMl. thAt thI prqxlIIIll tall. tD CXII¢y with the Cl..an Water Act Sect�.cn 
404 (b) (1) �, ani IIhculd hJt be authorbaS. QJx"pceitim is based m 
th8 tallux. ot the Draft EIB to ecSeq.ately identity, 1MIid, a1n1m.iz., ani 
CXIIIpIIIWIlte tar hpct.ecS wt.landa. 'lhIIra 1s IICI .mt:.iaI in the Draft £IS ot any 
Cl:llpllWataty adticjllltia\ 1aIIQt'M. 'l1ler:etare, we will t'8OOIIIIIIIlI1 that th8 Catps 
of D1qineen (alE) ani thI state ot II1c:b1qan dIeqr pamlbl tar the proposed 
�.at:, ani that the OZ'. st. AIUl d1atr1ct nvdoIa the natiaw1de paadt 
alreIIdy t....ed. u the em ar state of II1c:tdgan IIhculd J.nt.n:t tD 1aaIa a 
pendt _ our 1q«Cf'. dJject:.lcnl, tie requMt tbat yal not.ity us in 
aocorcSanca with thI � lpIIQifiecS in the 404 (q) � of 
1qr It. 
'lhIInk ycu far thI q:pxtmUty tD � the Ikaft � lJIpIct 
stataDent tar the Hiagata llIpIrt JOint Pmjaat. It ycu ...,. any QI.IeIIticna 
regatd.i:rq QJt' CXIIIIII!I1bI, pl_ ocnt:aot Mr. wUlia D. Franz, adet, 
Brw� Raviw Brancb, at (312) 886-7500. 

sincantJ.y ycutII, 
1-7 ori'in�l ftigne4 b7 
Valda. V .  Adaakua. 

va1daa V. MmIJcua 
Alq1mal Ma1niat.tatar u.s. EPA, Allqim V 

Enclc:Imre 

ea'd BnzaBal S..91 B661� 

F14 

29 

f14·2S 

f14-26 

f14-27 

Aa indicated In aec:tion 5.1.12, the pipeline would be daiped, coaatructed, 
operated, and maintaIned In aa:ordance wltb the DOT Minimum Federal Safety 
Standarda In 49 CFR Pan 192. The.e rqulatlona were adopted In August, 1970, 
and have been updated on a frequent baaia to reOect technoIop:aI c:banca and 
need for Increued operatlnl I8fety. The.e rqulatlona arc Intended to enaure 
adequate protection for the public from natural pi pIpeline ranurea. The pipe 
would be deaiped witb IUfrJdent wall thic:knell to witbltand operatina preuurea 
and crternal load facton. 

Aa deaaibed In leCtion 1.1, tbil EIS evaluatel the Ipecific pipeliDe CIOIDJl8DY 
facilitiea needed to tranlport 346,400 Mdd of Canadian iaatural pi to the Niagara 
Import Point and from the Niagara Import Point to the end UIeR lilted In table 
1.1-1. No fac:ilitiea beyond thOle evaluated In tbll EIS would be required to mate 
the.e deliveriel. The NIP Project iI one pbue of the tbree pbue NSP deaaibed 
in leCtion 1.2.1 (pbuel I and II are the SS-Project and TEMCO Project, 
reapectiw:Iy). All three pbueI are required to tralllport up to 592,880 Mdd of 
natural PI .. part of the NSP. 

Mou of the information we require to be filed by appUcanta requlrea detaIIa that 
would only become available .. a reault of detaIled right-of-way IUrveya or 
enllneerlna and dCIIp. 10 eac:b cue, we have recommended meaaurea tbat an 
applicant mUll I8t1afy prior' to being allowed to begin COIIIlruction. We have 
undertatea a reuonable level of analyail to eaaure, tbat throuah theae 
recommended meuurea or lUt.equent meaaurea we mlaht recommend .. a reault 
of reYiewIna detailed plana, aipificant environmental ef(ecta would be IIYOided. 

Table 1.1-1 ldentific:a the natural pa quantitia required to meet current needa 
of variouI ablppen, 1oc:aI diatributlon CUltomen, and nonjurildictlonal fac:ilitiel 011 
a Ionl-term CXXltract balli. The propollCd facllltiel arc deIiJDed to provide tbll 
aervice. 'IbiI II not to 18)' that future c:xpanaiona to provide additional or other 
new aavlce would not occur. 

The EIS doea not provide an
' crtenaive anaIyIiI for the need of thil project. 

Determination of the need for the project iI bcina dealt with on a track paraUei 
to the environmental analyaiL The information from tbat ana1yaia, 810111 with the 
environmental record, will be placed before the Commillion for their review and 
ultimate deciaion on thia project. The EIS doea, however, Include a brief 
dcacription of tbe underlylna purpoae and need for the propoeal. 

The EIS indicatel that we c::onducted an analyail of the environmental 
conaequeuc:a of not buildina the Nortbea.t aettlement projci:ta. A main focua 
of our analyail W8I the fOn:calt of the environmental ef(ectI, primarily on air 
quality, of not proceedinl with the Nortbeaat aettlement projec:ta. The analyall 
preaentl projectiolll of Increued demand for natural pi In the Northeaat and 
Identifiea tbe YOIumea of altematiw: fueil that would be uaed if pi were not uaed 
to meet tbe.e demanda (aee aec:tioa 3.1). 
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We assume the reference to your sequential wctlanda mitigation guidance rcfc:ra 
to comment R:lipoOlle !'14-10 (i.e., avoidance, minimization of impact, followed by 
compeoaation). Aa discuued in section 5.1.9.1.2, we have limited the widtha or 
proposed righta-of-waya where we (eel c:JU:CIIivc clearing or diaturbaoce to c:xiatlng 
land UICS would reaull. In 'dioDl 6.1 through 6.4 we have Identified route 
variatlolll where clearing o� (oreatland would be reduced or avoided. Aa described 
in appendix D, where foreated wctlanda would be cleared, we have ra:ommended 
they be allowed to rcYCJetate with woody YeJCtation to a height 0( 15 reel. 

Comment noted. ReYiaioDl and modifications, .. appropriate, have, in our 
opinion, anawered the objectionl. 



olI'5. � State of Wisconsin r L. '� / � \ l 1 '  

IV OC'/"'rllllc'fl/ .. ,- ".�ricullUre. Tr" de lit CC)fI,umc'r Protection , .... II, ... ... ,",, ..... 
11 ..  " .,,,1 ( 1(" ,,,,,,t .. 
,.", 1" " ", 

March 15,  1990 

Mr. Kurt Flynn, Project Manaqer 
Environmental policy and project Analysis 
ott ice ot pipeline and Producer Requlation ,  Rm. 7 3 1 2  
825 North Capitol street, N . E .  
Wash inqton , DC 20426 

Dear Mr.  Flynn : 

Re : Dra tt Environmental Impact Statement ( DEIS) 
Niaqara Import Point Project 

,·, 1 11", ,,,, , ,  
\L,.t" • •  , H I  • ,'Utf 

The Department ot Aqriculture , Trade and Consumer Protection 
( OATCP) has reviewed the OEIS tor the Niaqara Import Point Proj ect . 
It appears that the OEIS adequately addresses the environmental 
impacts ot the proposed proj ect . However, trom the intormation 
contained in the OEIS , we are unable to determine whether the 
project would have a siqn i r icant impact on farm operations and 
whether the project would require the preparation ot an 
aqricultural impact statement pursuant to s . 3 2 . 03 5 ,  Wisconsin 
Statutes. 

An aqricultural impact statement would be required it more than 
tive acres wou ld be acquired trom any tarm operation and it the 
acreaqe could be acquired throuqtt condemnation. Please reter �o the 
attachment to determine what intormation the OATCP needs to 
determine whether an aqricultural impact statement is required . 
Please teel tree to contact me at the phone number l isted below or 
at the address l isted above i t  you have comments or questions about 
the Aqricultural �mpact program requirements . 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the OEIS . 

Sincerely, 

Nina M.  Berkani , Director 
Aqricultural Impact Program 
608/2 67-9787 

ATTCH : Aqricultural Impact Statement Fact Sheet 

Sl 

t 

St-t We do not reel that there will be a significant impact on agriculture areas along the 
proposed route. There will be a temporary disruption or agriculture activities during . 
construction. Once construction is completed, the agriculture area will be allowed 
to revert to pl'econstruction conditions along both the construction and permanent 
right-or-way. 
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The Gaverno< Nelson A, Rockeleller Empire Slale Plaza .901.' :or- '1t"C:O 
Agency Building 1 .  Albany. New York 12238'()()()1 • j�4l ... ' Sf. 

.Ir. Kenneth P1unb 
Sec:retary 

'\�" I .. , 1 Cl,>f)o 
"..:: .. :; .t.: . P,.-f /1;,> r 

Februaxy 1j�{4�() I e . .] 1C ',' , '.9 
c;�;/��: ;� 

v·)'c/ ..... 
Fedearl ErIeJ:9Y RerJulatozy o:mniaaion 
825 North caplto1 street, H.E. 
�, DC 20426 

Dear Mr. Plumb: 

' RIl: FERC 
Niagan Set:tl-*-Sbge 1 Report 
M..Il.tiple, Livin;lstcln lind 
WjI:Iailq Ocunti_ 
89PROIJ5 

'1hanIt you tor requestin; the CCIIIIIeIlts ot the state Historic Preservation 
ortica (SHro) . We have rvvi.-l your project in IICOOIdanoe with Section 106 
ot the National Historic Praservatial k:t ot 1966 and the raltMlnt 
ilIplementinq regulations. 

Basad upon W. nviaw, it a, tha SHro'. cpioia'\ that your project will 
have No Effect upon cultural. reeourcea in or eligible tor incluaia'\ in the 
lIational Register ot Historic Places. 

If you have MI'f questions, please contact cur Project Rsview t.1nit at 
(518) 474-0479. 

JSS/ED:tr 
'9 (10/89) 

ee: 'Ihanas J. Herst 

�S�Y' i'4 
dui .J/;., �,/ 

, ia s. stokes 
! Ocamissia'\er tor l �ic Presetvatia'\ ./ 

An Equal Oppon"""Y I Alhrma .... Ac10011 Agency 
HI.lorte p,.. .. rv.Uon Field Servlc •• Bu,.. ... 

....... .... _ ... ........ ......., ltH' .... " , ......... ....... ---- -

I '  S2-1 Thank you for your comment. 
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 

POll Ollie. Box 2013 
H,"laburll. Pennlylv,nla 17120 7 17-783-8727 

'#- � ., c."' � 11!!: ? 
s-et,ry'l Ollie. of Pofley 

April 1 2 ,  1990 
CP ,··. � ..... -t\ 
�.�. - "ir:
'ii' :: IS' f"'O -,. -<I 'A "" -"  ':1' C'! �" :. � '#-

Ms . Loi. Cashell , secretary .�;: � 9 C\ 
yj,�' IS' "1. � Federal Bnergy Regulatory Commission 

825 N .  Capitol Street , N . E .  
Washington , DC 20426 

� 

Dear Secretary Cashell .  

The pennsylvania Department o f  Environmental Resources has 
reviewed FERC ' s  Draft Environmental Impact Statement ( DEIS ) for the 
Niagara Impact Point project ( Docket No . CP88-17 1-00 1 ) .  We have the 
following comments on the DEIS . 

1 )  

2 )  

- - ----1, 

3 )  

4 ) 

The Delaware River crossing occurs on a 1-A priority waterway 
in Pennsylvania ' .  Scenic Rivers system. The Final 
Environmental Impact Statement ( FIlS ) should note this and 
indicate how construction areas will be revegetated and minimum 
clearing will be maintained along the Delaware River . Contact 
Roger Fickes ( 7 17 -541-7803 )  for information about 
pennsylvania ' s  Scenic River System . 

The topsoil conservation provision of Appendix C requires 
segregation of topsoil in annually cultivated or rotated 
croplands and in residential areas . It would be preferable to 
segregate topsoil in all areas except in those areas where the 
conservation of topsoil could cause unacceptable negative 
impacts . 

It would be advisable to require the companies to provide 
affected landowners with a means of contacting FERC ' s  
Environmental Inspector . 

The certificate which will be issued by FIRC should include 
conditions which were previously used for the certif icate 
issued to Texas Eastern for the APIC/CRP project 1989 . The 
conditions of interest were 1 0 ,  1 1  and 12 and are set forth 
below as adapted for this project . 

a )  Since the Department believes contamination may exist at 
Transcontinental Pipeline Company ' s  Compressor Station 
5 1 5 ,  the Department would like to receive detailed site 
plot plans for this site . The plans should identify all 

I ,  
I '  
1 3  

4 

S3-1 

S3-2 

S3-3 

S3-4 

Comment noted. Table 4.1.9-3 and lCClion 4.1.9.2 haw: been reviled to rdIc:d the 
I-A priority of the Delaware R1w:r in the ltate'l accnk: ma. ')'Stem. According 
to our appendix D, the applicant would be required to submit a cIetaiIed 
CIOIIIItructlon plan (or crmalng thll river. 

Comment noted. We belieYe that aegreg8tlng toplOil la Important to preaerve the . 
IOU amendmenta tbat haw: been applied in agricultural cropland. However, It II not 
necasary to require topaoil lCp'Cgation in other 8reaa where DO inYealment baa been 
made in IOiI amendmenta and where IUCICeIII(ul revqetation of tbe right-of-way II 
achieved through conformance with applicant B&SC Plana aDd our appendix C. 

Comment noted. The environmental lnapcc:lor II a company employee, not a FERC 
employee. The presence of the environmental inapcc:lor II required by our Erosion 
Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan. 

In diacualiona with the ltarr o( P ADER, we identified that a lite c:baracterization 
II being conducted by Transco at Compraaion Station 515. UnW the reaulta of the 
ItUdy are praented, we are unable to determine If the IUggeated recommended 
meuurea are applicable. Since certification II CIpCCled before the reaulta of the 
ItUdy are available, we haYe included the recommended meaaure u a 
recommendation (or Tranaco, with the qualification that the recommended measure 
II nCCCIIIII)' only I( contamination II identified (ace ICCllon 7.3). 



b )  

locations onsite, all downgradient locations of fsite , 
offsite pig receivers and major valves , and streams or 
drainage ditches within 0 . 2  kilometers of any compressor 
station that would either be directly disturbed by 
excavation and soil storage , or be indirectly disturbed by 
construction equipment traffic , worker access and parking , 
construction support facilities , and staging areas . 

Prior to construction, all locations identif ied above 
should be sampled for PCBs and other contaminants in 
accordance with procedures approved by the Department to 
ensure that an unacceptable level of contamination does 
not exist,  and the contaminated areas shall be isolated 
from the construction area with 4 -foot orange plastic 
safety fencing or the equivalent for the entire duration 
of construction activities . Sampling plans should be 
submitted to and approved by the Department prior to 
commencement of sampling activities . 

C )  The company should secure concurrence from the Department 
that the construction areas identified above are not in 
areas of unacceptable contamination, and file the 
concurrence with the Secretary of the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission for the Director of OPPR ' s  review 
and written approval prior to construction . 

If there are any questions regarding comment. 2-4 above , please 
contact Kenneth Beard of DER ' s  Bureau of Waste Management at 
717-783-9 4 7 5 . 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this DEIS . We look 
forward to reviewing the FEIS for this project as wall . 

�c?��u� 
Keith R .  Gentz! 
Secretary' s  Oft:(ce of Policy 
Department of Environmental Resources 

S3 
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April 16 , 1990 

Lois D. Cashell , Secretary 

. \.1 "IS It- It/ 
,,: ':" � ,j). " 

---, -:, .;.. 
-e 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commisaion 
825 North Capitol Street ,  N . E. 
Washington , DC 20426 

RE: Niagara Import. Point. Projec t. ,  Draft EIS. Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company 
( FERC Docket No. CP88-l7l-00l ) and Algonquin Gas Company (FERC Docket No. 
CP88-l87-00l ) • 

Dear Hs . Cashell :  

Staff of the Hassachusetts His torical Commission have reviewed the Draft 
Environmental Impac t Statement on the proposed projects referenced above. 

To date, only preliminary cultural resource surveys have been conducted of 
portions of proposed projects by Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company and Algonquin 
Gas Company . Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company ' s  Segment. 8 in Longmeadow, East 
Longmesdow, and Agawam (Hampden County, HA) was the focus of a reconnaissance 
(Phase la) archaeological survey by the UHass Archaeological Services . The 
results of t.his investigation , presented in a report entitled , "Archaeological 
Reconnaissance Survey for the Proposed Tennessee 'Gas Company Pipeline , Niagars 
Settlement Projec t ,  Central Massachusetts , "  indicsted that 5 . 1  km ( 3 . 2  miles) 
of the propoRed rout.e have a moderate to high potent.ial to contain significant 
historical and archaeological resources . HHC has approved the research design 
submitted by UHass Archaeological Services for an Int.ensive (Lacat ional ) 
Archaeological ( Phase lb) Survey of Segment 8. 

The Office of Public Archaeology at. Boston University has received HHC 
approval for a research design submitted for an Int.ensive (Locational ) 
Archae ological Survey (950 CHR 7 0 )  of Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company ' s  Segment 
9 in Hopkinton ( Middlesex Co. , HA) . Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company ' s  Seqment 
8 Longmeadow and Wolf Swamp Variations , where they differ from the Segment 8 
primary route proposal , have not been previously reviewed by this office . 

Phase 1 Archaeological Surveys for portions of Algonquin Gas Transmission 
Company ' s  proposed pipeline routes and facilities have only recently 
commencsG;r�The Public Archaeology Laboratory , Inc. has submitted research 
desigDa approved by the HHC to conduc t Intensive (Locational) Archaeological 
Surveys on the Algonquin H-l Repiacement ( Milford , HA) , Algonquin Medfield 
Loop (Holliston & Hillis , HA--Middlesex & Norfolk Cos . ) ,  and the Algonquin 
Bellingham Meter Station (Bellingham , Norfolk Co . ,  HA) . The PAL, Inc. 
received HHC approval to conduct. a survey on a port.ion of t.he proposed 
AlgonqUin G-8 Replacement. (Plymout.h & Barnst.able Cos . ,  HA) , ( i . e . ,  HP 2 . 0  to 
HP 5 . 2 )  and what was once ident.ified as an "alternate" route (HP 4 . 1  to 5 . 3 ) ;  

Massachu.el15 Hiswrical Cummissiun. \"al�rie A .  ,["Image. wculivt DlTector, Sla� Hiflurir Pre.lrrval;,m Ojfirn 
80 8oylston Sireel, 8u51on, Ma55adlllSem 021 1 6  (617) 727·11470 

Ollke or Ih" S .. nelar\' 01 Slilic. �1 i .. h�d J Conllolly, SfC""IT� 

S4 



Lois D. Cashell 
April 12 , 1990 
Page 2 of 2 

the latter is actually a small portion of the prnposed C-8 Replacement rout.e 
and not an alternate as proposed in the DEIS .  HP 0 . 0  to HP 2 . 0  of the C-8 
Replacement rout.e baa not been reviewed, nor bas the Algonquin C-5 Replacement 
route . 

Review of HHC ' s  files indicates that HHC received notice on June 16 , 1986 of 
the NorthEaat Energy Associat.es ' cogeneration plant ( DEIS 5 . 2 . 2 .1 )  through an 
Environmental Notification Form (filed with the Massachusetta Ezecut.ive Office 
of Environmental Affairs ) .  The project was t.hen identified aa the Continental 
Cogeneration Corporation ' s  "CCC Bellingham, HA" project. No request for 
further review was made by the HHC at that ti.e . Since NEA ' a  300-HW 
cogeneration facility is currently under const.ruction, and since Algonquin ' s  
proposed Bellingham Keter St.at.ion will be located within t.he cogeneration 
plant. project area, no further review of these two projects is required by the 
HHC. 

The Final EIS shOUld include a table indicating the st.atus of cultural 
resource surveys by route , listing the f irms conducting the resesrch. In 
addition, the tovna through which the facilities pass should be list.ed . 

HHC requests that a Reconnaissance ( Phase la) Archaeological Survey be 
conducted on thoae segments of the Tennessee snd Algonquin routes that hsve 
not been previously surveyed . HHC concurs with the recommendations of FERC 
(DEIS 5 . 1 .11 . 1 )  that Tennessee and Algonquin defer const.ruction of the 
proposed facilities until FERC and the KHC have determined what effect the 
proposed projec t. may have on significant historical and archaeological 
resources in compliance wit.h Section 106 of the National Hi storic Preservation 
Act of 1966 as amended (36 CFR 800) . 

Should you have any questions regarding these comments , please feel free to 
contact Edward L.  Bell of my Btaff. 

Sincerely , 

�..J.if.?-w.{ r Brona Simon 
State Archaeologist. 
Deput.y Stat.e Hist.oric Preservat.ion Officer 
Massachusetts Historical Commission 

:lc: Debra Vrabel , FERC 
Kurt Flynn, FERC 
ACHP 
UKass Archaeological Surveys 
PAL, Inc. 
Stone & Webster Environment.al Services . (for Tennessee Cas) 
Algonquin Gas Transmission Company 
OPA 

S4 

1 1 

/ ' 
S4-1 

S4-2 

Thank you for your suggestion. We are including a table indicating the status of 
Section 106 NHPA cultural resource surveys, organized by facility and county (see 
table 4.1.11-1). We believe inclusion of towns would make the table needlessly 
cumbersome. We also believe it is not useful to include the names of the firms 
conducting the surveys because the personnel often change and because FERC 
requires the applicants or their consultants to consult with the SHPOs. This 
consultation includes review of and comment on all work plans. 

Tennessee and Algonquin have agreed to conduct Phase 1 studies (identification, 
including background research and initial presence/absence field investigation) for 
those segments of right-of-way that have not been previously surveyed. 
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Ms . Lois D .  Cashel l ,  secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
825 North capitol Street , N . E . 
Washington , D . C .  20426 

RE : Niagara Import Point project 
Docket No . CP88-17 1-001 

Dear Ms . Cashe l l :  

April 3 0 ,  1 9 9 0  

The Department o t  Environmental Management ( Department or 
DEM) has reviewed the Dratt Environmental Impact Statement ( DEIS) 
tor the reterenced pipeline project . Not-with-standing 
deticiencies in the analyses , areas ot concern are noted 
regarding certain recommendations or procedures suggested by the 
various pipeline proposers. 

The Department continues to express its concern to the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission ( FERC) regarding evaluation 
ot impact, particularly tor the Tiverton Loop . The conclusion 
presented by fERC are seemingly premature when one considers the 
lack ot data presented in review ot this proposal .  Not only are 
impacts to wetlands (as estimated by FERC in the Champlain DEIS) 
identitied as insigniticant without evaluating a lternatives , 
there is no rationale presented in support of the selected 
al ignment . presumably, the presence ot an existing pipel ine 
right-ot-way ( ROW) is considered justit ication tor impacting 2 . 7  
acres ot wetland. The Department maintains the need tor review 
and evaluation or other a lternatives , including use ot roadways . 

While impact trom the Tiverton Loop segment were previously 
discussed in the DEIS tor the Champlain project as noted by FERC , 
it would be ot assistance to properly identity potential impact 
resulting to resources in this document . Documentation ot impact 
to resources has ngt been identitied in tables or narrat ives , 
lending turther to the inaccurate presentation ot impact . 
Additionally, since the restructuring ot the champlain project , 
it appears the siz ing ot Algonquin facilities and the customers 
it would serve have been altered as it relates to pipel ines 
presently proposed in this docket . Intormation concerning the 

I� Recycled riper 
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2 

SS-l 

SS-2 

Comment noted. A route variation to avoid the Pocauet Cedar Swamp hal been 
identified and evaluated In aec:tion 6.3.3. 

Resources affected by the TIVerton Loop were included in all the appropriate tables 
in the OBIS. The FEIS analyzes the environmental effects of pipeline construction 
and operation along this route. Reference to the Champlain OBIS has been deleted 
(see section 2.1.3). Information on the volumes of gas transported and the 
proposed customen is fully documented in sections 1.1. and 1.2.1. 
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volumes of gas transported and proposed customers , must be fully 
documented in the final environmental impact statement ( FEIS) . 

There is serious concern over the minimalistic , genera lized 
nature of the DEI S ,  and the omission of alternative analyses for 
the RX portion of this impact assessment report . Without site 
specific details as noted in both this letter and previous 
correspondence concerning the Tiverton Loop , it is impossible to 
evaluate impact . 

The DEIS document identifies the following components 
related to pipeline installation and appurtenant features in 
Rhode Island : 

• construction of meter station (M-6)  in Burri llville to 
service unit II of the Ocean state Power facility ( OSP) . 

• Transportation 50 MCFD of natura l gas to OSP . 
• Addition of 5 , 500 hp of compression at the existing 

Burrillville compressor station . 
• construction of 2 . 1  miles of 16" diameter pipeline looping 

in Tiverton . 

comments and concerns relative to each of these proposals are 
identified in the following . 

Meter station M-6 - Insufficient data is provided to 
determine if this proposed facility will affect streams or 
wetland habitat. Further documentation or appropriate mapping is 
needed to detail site impact and construction activities. Also 
identify any anticipated noise impact from these proposed 
alterations and transport of fuel to OSP I I .  

Burrillyille compressor station - The DEIS did not contain 
enough in�ormation to determine whether the proposed 
modifications would impact Waters of the state. The Department ' s  
Division o f  Water Resources requests site specific information 
regarding any proposed alteration to wetlands and water bodies , 
and potential discharges which would require a Rhode Island 
Pol lution Discharge Elimination system (RIPDES) permit. 

Details must be provided to the OEM/Division of Air and 
Hazardous Materials concerning the addition of 5500 hp of 
compression. Compliance with state air quality regulations will 
be addressed through required' permit review ( Prevention of 
Significant Deterioration and construction and operation 
permits) . 

. 

Tiyerton LooP - The proposed construction of 2 . 1  miles of 
pipeline in Tiverton raises several environmental concerns , some 
di scussed previously in comments (dated February 1 5 ,  1990) 
submitted on the Iroquois/Tennessee/Champlain pipeline Proj ects 
(Docket Nos . CP89-634-000 , CP89-815-000 , CP89-629-000,  and CP89-
66 1-000) . The present EIS document was inadequate for our review 

85 

1 2 

1 3 

1 4  

I ' 
I · 

85·3 

SS-4 

SS·s 

SS� 

No NWI.mappcd wetlands would be affected by conatructlon or operation of the 
M·7 (incorrectly Identified II M� In the OBIS) meter .tation (Uxbridge. Mau
RI NWI wetland map). No perennial streams would be affected by conauuction 
or operation of the meter .tation (Uxbridge, Maaa-RI USGS 7.5 minute topographic 
map and aerial photographa). 

Facilities proposed at Meter Station M·7 (incorrectJy identified In tbe OBIS II M
'6) would invoM modificatlona to an existing .tation (ace table 21-2). Wort would 
occur on a previoUily dlaturbed' .ite precluding any potential for .Igoificsnt 
incremental effectl. A map of adequate acale II Included in tile FBIS (ace figure 
A-2-10). Operational nolle impact aaaoclated with the pipeline and meter .tation 
would be below the lOund level that protects the public from activity Interference 
and annoyance In residential areaa. 

The proposed modificationa to the Burrillville Compn:saor Station would not affect 
Rhode laland watel'll of the .tate. No alteration of wetlands or water bodies. baa 
been proposed by Algonquin. Algonquin baa not proposed potential diachargc:s to 
any water system. 

No additional detaiia have been provided by Algonquin regarding the S,sOO·hp 
addition to the Burrillville Compreaaor Station. Aa .tated, these detaila will have 
to be provided to RIDBM/Divialon of Air and HazardoUi Materiala to obtain a 
permit to CODluuct, !natall, modify, or operate any fuel burning equipmenL 
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purposes due to its general ized approach and lack of 
appropr iately scaled site plans . 

FERC has fai led to confirm coordination with the Rhode 
Island Natural Heritage Program in the OEM Division of Planning 
and Development regarding information on endangered or threatened 
species of concern . This information is required to determine 
water qua lity according to the Anti Degradation portion of the 
state ' s  Water Quality Regulations . 

The DEIS does not adequately identity wetland and water 
resources in the proposed Tiverton Loop . Since the existing 
right-ot-way ( ROW) wil l  be expanded by up to fifty feet , it is 
imperative to delineate, survey , and plot wetland boundaries on 
project site plans . National Wetland Inventory (NWI ) Maps do not 
accurately depict wetland locations and potential stream 
crossings . NWI Maps, therefore , are not suitable for addressing 
the Divis ion ' s  concerns . Alterations to wetlands or their state 
regulated set backs will �equire permit approval tro� the OEM 
Division ot Groundwater And Freshwater Wetlands. Th. Freshwater 
Watlands Permit evaluat ion process will serve as a prerequisite 
for RI Water Quality c.rtitication. 

The p ipeline const�uction process should adhere to the 
following guidelines : 

• Topsoil should always be separated trom subsoi l  and 
stockpiled during the construction phase . 

• Topsoil should be replaced as such during site restoration , 
and clean up . 

• Erosion controls should be developed , implemented , and 
maintained according to the guidelines presented in the most 
recent ( 1989/90) Rhod. island soil Erosion and Sedimentation 
Contr�l Handbook. 

• The appl icant must address post construction erosion 
concerns such as those posed by otf-road recreational use of 
the pipeline ROW . 

• The applicant should restore the work area to pre
construction grade and elevations . 

staftord Pond ia a surface water supply system. 
Construction activities tor pipeline installation will occur 
within the watershed ot this public drinking water supply, as 
wel l  as hdyrostatic testwater 'withdrawal and discharge . Wetland 
and intermittent streams appear to be present in this area , from 
review of other proposed tacilities (APEC Project - Docket NO . 
CP87-S-001) . The FEIS should appropriately note this public 
drink ing water sourt. and tributaries . 

Withdrawal from Waters of the State for hydrostatic testing 
will require Water Quality Certif ication . The applicant must 
specify the water source , volume ot withdrawal ,  time ot year , and 
duration of withdrawal .  Discharge of test waters will require a 
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S5-7 

S5-8 

S5-9 

S5-10 

55-11 

The following referenoes pertain to contaclB made with the Rhode Island Division 
of FISh and Wildlife (RIDFW) and the Rhode Island Natural Heritage Program 
concerning the presence of endangered or threatened lpedes of concern along the 
TIverton Loop: (RIDfW, 1989 and Ensor, 1989). No species of concern were 
identified in the vicinity of the proposed loop. These referenoes have been added 
to appendix H. 

Comment Doted; refer to comment reaponae F11-3. 

The Erosion Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan in appendix C was partly 
derived from SCS recommendations, including those from Rhode Island. We 
believe the plan in appendix C provides an adequate level of environmental 
protection. 

The proposed Tiverton Loop does not cross any streams in the Stafford Pond 
watershed. Our recommended Erosion Control, Revegetation, and. Maintenance 
Plan (appendix C) and Stream and Wetland Construction and Mitigation Procedures 
(appendix 0), would adequately protect and mitigate potential impact on the water 
quality of Stafford Pond. As noted in our Procedures for hydrostatic testing 
(appendix 0), we do not recommend that applicants use municipal water sources 
for testing unless approved by appropriate state and local authorities. 

Comment noted. Algonquin would be required to comply with our hydrostatic 
testing procedures, ali specified in appendix O. As noted in our Procedures, the 
applicanlB would also be required to apply for various �tate or locally issued permits 
concerning withdrawal and discharge of test waters. 
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RIPDES permit (order of approva l ) . RIPDES applications are 
ava ilable from the Permits section of the Division of Water 
Resources . The Division will identify all required conditions to 
be met by an applicant including notif ication processes ,  in such 
approval processes . Please identify the procedures Algonquin is 
presently propos ing at this time , as noted on page 5-20 by other 
applicants . 

Unt il the applicant addresses and resolves the iS$ues noted 
above , the OEM Division of Water Quality will not issue either a 
RIPDES permit or Water Quality Certification for this project . 
Further review comments on proposed wetland alterations will be 
generated in the permit process . The applicant must obtain a 
State wetland permit from OEM Division of Groundwater and 
Freshwater Wetlands for any alteration to wetlands . 

Miscellaneous comments 
Permit Table 2 . 7-1 identifies various wetland and water quality 
permits required by Tennessee on page 2-3 9 .  As noted in previous 
comment on the meter and compressor station faci lities , please 
clarify impact to resources , and appropriate permits to be 
attained . This table does not correspond to information 
presented in the text. The permitting activities concerning the 
Tiverton Loop proposed by Algonquin have also b.en omitted from 
this table. 

Coordination with the Rhode Island Natural Heritage Program 
should be identified on page 4-3 9 .  

Numerous references to resources present and impacts sustained 
should be included in Chapters 3 and 4 concerning water quality , 
wetland and stream crossings . Refer to Table 4 . 1 . 3 - 1 ,  4 . 1 . 3 -4 , 
4 . 1 . 3 -5,  4 . 1 . � -6 and text on pages 4-29,  4 - 4 6 ,  4-4 8 .  

Table 4 . 1 . 9-1 quantifies land use affected by pipeline 
facil ities . Forested and non-forested wetlands are included in 
categories identified as woodland and other. The variety of land 
uses and cover types included in this category are : deciduous , 
coniferous, and mixed upland forest , large water bodies , 
undeveloped brush land, golf courses , 'municipal properties , and 
roads . A separate category of undeveloped , or conservation use 
would provide a more accurate presentation of land use 
characteristics affected . 

FERC identifies reqUirements for compl iance with state-issued 
wetland permits , Section 404 permit conditions and water quality 
certification on page 5-'5 6 .  The DEIS states , "The procedures 
include a .requirement that if a wetland cannot be avoided , the 
route be located to minimize disturbance to the wetland . One 
method of minimiz ing disturbance to wetlands is to locate the 
route adjacent to existing rights-of.-way , which is the case. for 
the majority of the proposed NIP Proj ect facilities . "  

S5 

I II 
I n  

13 

1 14 

I B  
I .. 

SS-12 

SS·13 

SS-14 

SS-IS 

SS-16 

Comment Doted. 

Comment noted; see revised table 27-1. 

Comment noted. This addition has been made. to section 4.1.4. 

No wetlands or streams would be affected by construction or Tennessee's proposed 
M-7 meter station or Algonquin's proposed modification to the Burrillville 
Compressor Station (see response to comments SS-3 and SS-S). All stated in section 
2.1.3 or the OEIS, a discussion or the Tiverton Loop was included in the Champlain 
Pipeline Project OEIS, and incorporated in the NIP Project OEIS by rererence. 
This discussion has now been incorporated into the appropriate sections or the text. 
In addition, text in section S.O makes numerous rererences to data presented in 
section 4.0. 

Table 4.1.9-1 provides a general overview and summary or land use crossed by the 
proposed project, based on the actual use or the land as observed rrom aerial 
photography. The table is not meant to represent land ownership or the potential 
or the land ror purposes or development or ror conservation. 

Woodland includes deciduous, conirerous, mixed rorest, and rorested wetland stands. 
Components or this category are discussed in greater detail in sections 4.1.6 and 
S.1.6 (vegetation) and sections 4.1.7 and S.1.7 (wetlands). Other land use includes 
large water bodies, nonrorested wetlands, undeveloped brush land, golr courses, 
municipal ' properties, and roads. Sections 4.1.7 and S.I.7 (wetlands) discuss 
nonrorested wetlands; sections 4.1.9.2 and S.1.9.2 (recreation and public interest 
areas) discuss other components or this category, including land ownership. 
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untortunately, FERC has not attempted to demonstrate avoidance as 
noted in its own procedures , but has instead attempted to show 
minimizing disturbance as sutticient justitication ot acceptable 
impact .  Review ot alternatives and reason for rej ection require 
ident ification. 

Efforts to apply EPA permit approva l system-wide regarding PCB 
decontamination procedures proposed by the pipeline companies, 
does not relieve the applicants trom compliance with state 
regulations which may be more stringent than tederal criteria . 

Regarding abandonment ot tacilities identif ied on page 2-3 5 ,  
please describe any testing conducted to ensure the facilities 
are tree ot contamination, and the manner in which they are 
cleaned and purged tree ot gas . 

Information is required on the maintenance practices proposed tor 
the Tiverton Loop which crosses extensive wetland area, and is 
located in the watershed and directly adjacent to a surtace water 
supply system. 

The Department is hopetul that resolution ot issues 
identitied in this comment letter can be provided through 
development and analysis ot additional intormation requested. 
Please do not hesitate to contact cur ott ice concerning 
claritication ot these matters . 

cc : K. Flynn, FERC � 
R. Bendick , RIDEM 
M. Crallt, RIDEM 
E. Szymanski ,  RIDEM 
S .  Morin, RIDEM 
D. Hartley , EFSB 
J. Malachowski ,  EFSB 

��ieral� "" N! 
Vi� \-:t \:P 
Chiet 

r A. Bell 

D. varin ,  Dept . ot Administration 
V. I.ang , U . S .  Fish ' Wildlite Service 
E. Congram, USBPA 
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Comment noted. Sec section 633. 

Each state and local government has or may have permit or approval authority aver 
porliona of the propoecd project. The individual applicants must determine, in 
conjunction with the state or local regulatory body, what additional permits arc to 
be submitted prior to the Initiation of construction. The applicant would then file 
81 appropriate. 

M ltated In section 2.6, at thiI time there arc no plana to abandon facilitiea related 
to thil project, Iince the project Ufe of a pipeline can ranae from 20 to beyond SO 
yean. M diIc:usacd In section 5.1.13, the appropriate rqulaloly requirements 
applicable at the time of abandonment would be followed. For 8JI'f rcpiacemcnt or 
rcmaval of editing pipcllnea or related equipment involved with thiI project, each 
applicant must ICCUI'C the appropriate permit from the EPA If the potential for 
contamination edits. 

Our recommended mC81Ul'Cl for pipeline right-of-way maintenance practices In these 
arcaa arc detailed In appendix C, EroIion Control, Revqetatloa, and Maintenance 
Plan and appendix 0, Stream and Wetland Construction and Mitlptlon ProccdurcL 



::D, Energy Faci l ities Siting Council  
100 Cambridge Slr •• l, Room 21 09, Boslon, Massachusen. 02202 (61 7) 727·1136 

Mlch •• 1 I. Dukakl. 
ao�.rnor 

Paul W, Glom .. 
Comm/alion.r 01 Enlrl1Y Resources 
Chl/rplraon 

Robert D, lhaplro 
Execu// .. D/rK/or 

Lo i s  D .  Cashe l l ,  Secretary . 
Feder a l  Energy Regu latory Commiss ion 
825  North Capitol  Street , N . E .  
washington , D .  C .  20426 

Apri l 27,  1989 

Re : Niagara Import Point Project , CP88-l 7l-00 l 

Dear Ms . Cashe l l :  

Enc losed for f i ling in the refe renced proceed ing are an 
orig inal and fourteen copies of  the ·Comments of the 
Massachusetts Energy Fac i l i t ies S i t ing Counc i l  on Draft  
Env i ronmental  Impact Statement . ·  

Please s t amp and return the add i t iona l enc losed copy in 
the enc losed s tamped enve lope . 

Please note that due to the expense involved , only two 
sets of Envi ronment a l  Comments and Append ices 1 through 8 have 
been comp i led . One set i s  enclosed , and the other set has been 
sent directly to Kurt Flynn in the Envi ronmental  Eva luat ion 
Branc h .  

I f  there are any quest ions concerning t h i s  f i ling , p lease 
cont act the unde rsigned . 

Respectfu l ly submitted ,  

Enclosures 
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In the Matter of Tennessee Gas)  
Pipe l i ne Comp any and Algonquin) 
Gas Transmiss ion Company ) 

) 
Niagara Import Po int Project ) 

FERC Docket CP88- 171-001  

COMMENTS OF THE MASSACHUSETTS ENERGY FACILITIES 

SITING COUNCIL ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

The Mass achusetts Energy Faci l � ties Siting Counc i l  

( "Mass achusetts S i t ing Counci l " )  of fers the fol lowing comments 

with reg a rd to the Draft Envi ronment a l  Impact Statement ( " DEIS " )  

prepa red by the s t a f f  o f  the Fede ral  Energy Regulatory 

Commiss ion ( " FERC" ) in the above captioned proceed ing . 

Both the Algonquin Gas Transmi ssion Company ( "Algonqu in" ) 

and Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company ( "Tennes see" ) proposed new 

natural g a s  p i pel ine f aci l i ties in Mass achuset t s  as part of the 
N i agara Impo rt Point Proj ect . The Mass achusetts Siting Counc i l  

rev iewed Algonquin ' s  and Tennessee ' s  proposals  sepa rately a nd 

submitted separate Environmental Comments to FERC in reg ard to 

each proposa l .  

On Ju ly 3 1 ,  1989 , the Mas s achusetts Siting Counc i l  

submitted Env i ronmental  Comments t o  FERC on Algonqu in ' s  proposed 
construct ion of the Transportation for Cogenera tors Project , 
Docket No . CP88-18 7-0 0 1 .  On February 12 , 1 9 9 0 , Algonqu in 

submitted an amended app l i cat ion to FERC , Docket No . 

CP88- 187-002 . which inc luded proposed changes to Docket No . 

CP88-187-00 1 .  The changes proposed in Docket No . CP88 - 1 87-002  

were inc luded in the above referenced DEI S .  The Mass achusetts 

Siting Counc i l ' s  comments with reg ard to the proposed changes 

a re inc luded here i n .  

O n  August 1 1 .  1989 . the Mass achusetts Siting Counc i l  

submitted Env i ronmental  Comments t o  FERC on Tennes see ' s  proposed 

cons truction of the N i agara  Sett lement Pro j ec t .  Docket No . 

CP88-17 1-0 0 1 .  

1 
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I n  general , the Massachusetts Sit ing Counci l  endorses the 

recommendat ions of the FERC staff  contained in the DEIS . 

A .  The Tennessee Segment s  

The Massachuset ts Siting Counc i l  o f fers the fol lowing 

comments with regard to spec i f i c  segments of the proposed 

Tennessee pro j ect ( Docket No . CP89-l7 1-0 0 1 ) : 

1 .  Segment 8 ( 5 .4 mi les of 30-inch pipeline loop in 

Hampden County. Massachusetts) 

The Mas s achusetts S i t ing Counci l  endo rses the 

recommendation of the FERC staff  that Tennessee sha l l  f i le a 

s i te-spec i f ic mitigat ion plan for construction and res toration 
within the Fannie Stebbins Wild l i fe Refuge and adj oining 
"Meadows , "  Town of Longmeadow conse rvation land . The 

Mas s achusetts Sit ing Counc i l  reiterates i t s  recommendation that 
permanent new and temporary cons truction ri ght-of-way be reduced 
to the absolute minimum in this area . 

Add i t iona l ly ,  the Mas sachusetts Siting Counc i l  endo rses 

the route variat i on recommended by FERC staff  for Wol f  Swamp 

Road whereby the pipel i ne would be a l igned within Wol f  Swamp 

Road and Dawson Road . The Mas s achusetts Sit ing Counc i l  ag rees 

that such a l ignment within the pub l i c  way wi l l  further reduce 

impacts to res idences and trees a long Wo l f  Swamp Road . 

The Ma s sachusetts Sit ing Counc i l  identif ied one 

add i t ional a rea of concern in Longmeadow in our August 1 1 ,  1 9 8 9  

comments which h a s  not been add ressed in the DEI S .  There a re 

res idences i n  c los proximi ty to the proposed p i pel ine in the 

area between t he Longmeadow Country Club and Wo l f  Swamp Road , 

2 
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S6-1 

S6-2 

Comment noted. 

We identified two residences to the north and one to the south o[ the proposed 
pipeline between Hazardville and Shaker Roads. O[ the three residences, only 
one is located on the construction side o[ the proposed pipeline. 

Other than noise and disruption, residences that would be separated [rom the 
proposed loopline by the existing pipeline would not be seriously affected, as all 
construction activities would occur on the other side o[ the existing pipeline. For 
this reason, the two residences on the north side o[ the proposed pipeline were 
not included in table 5.1.9-3; impact would be confined to the removal o[ trees 
at the rear o[ these residential lots. The residence located on the south side, or 
construction side o[ the right-o[-way, has been added to table 5.1.9-3. 



where the pipel ine c rosses a road to the wes t  of Shaker Road and 

and t hen crosses Shaker Road ( approximate Mi lepost 2 6 1+3 . 75 ,  

Photos A17 , A18 ) . 1 However , this a rea was not inc luded i n  the 
FERC ' s  Staff recommendat ions set forth in the DEIS reg a rding 

spec i a l i zed const ruct ion techniques . Accordingly, the 

Mass achusetts S i t ing Counci l  recommends that FERC Staff review 

the res ident i a l  a rea between the Longmeadow County Club and Wo lf 

Swamp Road for inc lusion in Table 5 . 1 . 9-3 , "Types of Res ident i a l  
Mi t igat ion Techniques . "  

2 .  Segment 9 .  3 . 2  miles of pipeline loop in Middlesex 

� 

The Ma ssachusetts S i t ing Counc i l  endo rses the 

recommendat ions of FERC Staff regarding spec i a l i zed cons t ruction 

tecniques in three sepa rate res ident i a l  a reas and 

recommendat ions regarding construction in the vicinity of the 
Elmwood Schoo l . However ,  the Mas sachusetts Siting Counci l  
ident i f i ed two other road c rossings where the pipe l i ne i s  i n  

c lose proximi ty t o  res idences ,  Wood Stree t ,  approx imate Mi lepost 

2 6 6+7 . 5  ( Photos 8-14 and 8-1 5 ) ,  and Ceda r  Stree t ,  approximate 
Mi lepost 266+8 . 5  ( Photo 8_6 ) . 2 Accord ing ly,  the Massachusetts 

S i t ing Counci l  recommends that FERC Staff review the Wood and 
Cedar  St reet c rossings for inc lusion in Table 5 . 1 . 9-3 , "Types of 

Resident i a l  Mi t igat ion Techniques . "  

B. The Algonquin Segments 

The Massachusetts Sit ing Counc i l  offers the fol lowing 

comments with rega rd to spec i f i c  segments of the proposed 

Algonqu in proj ect ( Docket Nos .  CP88-187-0 0 1 ,  CP88-187-002 ) :  

�/ Photos A17 ,  A18 and accompanying desc riptions are 
attached as Appendix 1 .  

2/ Photos B-6 ,  8-14 , 8-1 5 ,  and accompanying 
desc r i pt ions are attached as Append ix 2 .  
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S6-3 We reviewed table S.1.9-3 and have added one residence at Wood Street (MP 
266+7.S). The residence at Cedar Street should not be affected because 
construction would take place on the opposite side of the existing right-cf-way. 



1 .  G-5 Replacement .  5 . 5  miles of 24-inch repl acement i n  

Bristol County 

The Mass achusetts S i t ing Counci l  origina l ly rev iewed this  

segment as a 24- inch pipel ine loop . Because this segment i s  now 
proposed as a rep lacemen t ,  wi thin the same d i tch,  env i ronment a l  

impacts wi l l  be decreased . The Massachusetts S i t i ng Counc i l  

endorses the recommendati ons o f  FERC Staff regarding 

construction w i thin the Cara tuck Wildlife Refuge and the Fa i rway 

, Drive res ident i a l  area . 

i les of 20-inch pipeline 2 .  G- B Replacement/loop. 5 . 5  00 

The Massachusetts S i t ing Counci l  originally reviewed this  
segment as  a S . 2  mile 20- inch rep1 3cement pipe l i ne .  On February 

12 , 1 9 9 0 ,  Algonqu in submit ted an amended app l ication to FERC , 

Docket No . CPBB- 1B7-002 , which included a proposed c hange t o  

this  segment . In the amended app l i cation, Algonqui n  proposes to 

rep l ace the f i rs t  4 . 0  miles and to loop the remai n i ng 1 . S  miles . 

with reg ard to the 4 . 0  mi le rep lacement pipe l i ne ,  t he 
Massachusetts S i ting Counci l  endo rses the recommenda t i ons o f  

FERC s t a f f  reg a rd ing the timing of the crossing of G len Cha r l i e  

Pond and the u s e  of spec i a l i zed construction techniques within 

the Glen Cha r l i e  sudivis ion . The Massachusetts S i t ing Counci l  

notes that const ruct ion across Red Brook within the recommended 
t imef rame of June to September should be compat ible with he r r ing 

migration, which was observed by the S i t ing Counci l  on May 4 ,  

19B9 . 

On Apr i l  l B ,  19 9 0 ,  the Mas s achusetts S i t ing Counci l  

viewed the 1 . 5  mile loop and conducted a pub l i c  i nformational  

hear ing in Bourne . 3 No  residences or  structures other than 

II Not i ce of hearing attached as Appendix 3 .  Hearing 
transcript attached as Append ix 4 .  
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,two elec t r i c  sUbstat ions are loca ted in the vicini ty of t he 

proposed pipel ine .  N o  envi ronment a l  conce rns were expres sed a t  

the hea r i ng and no wri tten comments were received b y  the S i t i ng 

Counc i l .  

Fo r the maj o r ity o f  i ts route,  the pipel ine t rave l s  a long 

the northern s ide of an electric  t r ansmi s s ion l i ne right-of-way 

which is bordered by a pi ne forest ,( Photos 01 - 09 ) . 4 

Algonquin proposes a 50-foot pe rmanent new r ight-of-way and an 

add i t iona l 35-foot tempo r a ry cons t ruction r ight-o f-way.  The 

Mass achusetts Siting Counci l recommends that Algonqu in uti l ize 

the exi sting transmi ssion l i ne r i ght-of-way to the g reatest 

extent pos s ible in o rder to reduce t r ee c learing a long the route . 

3 .  Medf ield Loop. 3 . 3 mile 36-inch mainline loop i n  

Norfolk and Middlesex Count ies 

The Mass achusetts Sit ing Counc i l  o r igina l ly reviewed thi s 

segment as part  of Docket No . CP8 9 - 6 6 1-000 and endo rsed the 

Med f ield Loop v a r i a t i on recommended by the FERC Sta f f . The 

Ma ssachusetts Siting Counci l  now endo rses the second route 

va r i at i on proposed by the Town Eng ineer o f  Ho l l i ston on March 
27, 1 9 9 0 . 5 Although this route requ i res s l ight ly mo re new 

right-of-way than t he Medfi eld Loop v a r i at ion,  i t  avo ids a 

res ident i a l  development in Medway unknown to the Town Eng i neer 

of Ho l l i s ton and S i t ing Counc i l  when the Med f ield Loop was f i rst 
proposed . Add i tiona l ly ,  i t  avo ids a lmos t  one mi le o f  new 
r ight-of-way that would be requi red by cons t ruction a long 

Algonquin ' s  p roposed route . 

!/ Photos and descriptions attached as Appendix 4A.  
(Original  photos sent t �  Ku rt Flynn, Proj ect Manag e r )  

�/ Letter a n d  accompanying m a p  f rom Ho l l i ston Town 
Eng ineer to FERC , da ted March 2 7 ,  1 9 9 0 ,  attached as Append ix 5 .  
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We have �mmended that Algonquin place the pipeline within the powerline 
rightoOr-way and limit the construction rightoOr-way requirements to 2S rcct 
adjacent to the poweriine rightoOr-way betwccn MP. 4.1 to 5.5 or the proposed 
0-8 Replacement/Loop. Thi' would eliminate permanent rightoOr-way c1earlnl. 

Comment noted. A:; discussed in section 6.3.2, we have re-evaluated the entire 
Medfield Loop Variation. 



4 .  H-1 Replacement .  1 . 5  mi le 10-inch replacement 

pipeline in Worcester and Norfolk 

This segment was f i rst proposed by Algonqu in in Docket 

No . CP88-187-002 , submitted to FERC on February 1 2 ,  1990 . On 
Apr i l  1 7 ,  199 0 ,  the S i t ing Counc i l  viewed the proposed · p i pel ine 
route and conducted a public informa t iona l hea r ing in 

Medway . 6 No env i ronment a l  concerns were expressed at the 

hea r i ng and no w r i t ten comments were received by the S i t ing 

Counc i l .  

The proposed pipeline w i l l  t r avel in the center of two 

electric transmission l ines for approximately 50\ of its route . 

Environment a l  concerns a re mimina l  for the maj o r i ty of the 

route . However , the Siting Counc i l  ident i f ied one area of 
concern a long this route . Res idences w i l l  be impacted by 

const ruct ion of the pipel ine at the the Mi l ford Street (Route 

1 0 9 )  intersection,  approximate Milepost 0 . 5 .  At this 

i ntersect ion, there is  one res idence on ei ther s ide o f  the 

pipeline on the southern s ide of Mi l ford St reet ( Photos C-3 , 
C-4 ) and one residence on the eastern side of the pipel ine on 

the no rthern s ide of Mi l ford St reet · ( Photo C- 5 ) . Algonquin 
proposes to ut i l ize a 10-foot temporary const ruction 

r ight-of-way on the western side of the ex ist ing right-of-way 

and 25  feet on the eastern s ide . Although these res idences are 
outside the const ruction r ight-of-way, as noted on page 5-87 of 

the DEI S ,  a s igni f i cant amount of mature t rees which sc reen the 

residences on the eastern s ide of the pipel ine f rom the 

right-o f-way , w i l l  be removed by use of the full  25-foot 

const ruction wo rkspace a t  this road cross ing . Add i t i onally,  

mature t rees adj acent to the res idence on  the western s ide o f  

the ex isting right-of-way w i l l  be a f fected b y  a 10-foot 

il Notice of hearing attached as Appendix 6. Hear ing 
t ranscr i pt att ached as Appendix 7 .  Photos and desc r i ptions 
attached as Appendix 8 .  (original photog raphs sent to Ku rt 
F lynn . )  
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S6-6 Limiting the width of the construction right-of-way in the area of State Route 109 
is constrained by several engineering considerations. Since this is a replacement 
pipeline, the existing pipeline would require removal from the existing right-of. 
way and from under State Route 109. State Route 109 would require boring for 
the installation of the new pipeline. 

Algonquin's proposed 6S-foot-wide right-of-way through this area is most likely 
realistic and the minimum that would be required for construction. Some loss 
of mature trees would inevitably occur. 



cons truction wo rkspace . Acco rding ly, the Sit ing Counci l  

recommends that A lgonquin be requ i red to reduce o r  e l iminate the 

temporary new cons truct ion right-of-way for a dis tance of 
approximately 150 feet , on ei ther side of Mi l ford St reet in 

Medway, in o rder to minimize the remova l  of mature t rees to the 

g reatest extent possible.  

Respectfu l ly submi t ted , 

Massachusetts Energy 

Faci l i t ies S i t i ng Counci l  

S6 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby cert i fy that I have this day served the foregoing 

document on the fol lowing persons : 

Mr . John J .  Mu l lhaney , Gene r a l  Manager Marke t i ng 
Algonquin Gas Transmi ssion Company 
1284 Soldiers Field Road 
Bos ton , MA 02135 

Judy M .  Johnson , Associate Gener a l  Counsel 
R ichard J. Kruse , Senior Counsel 
A lgonquin Gas Transmission Company 
P . O .  Box 2521 
Houston , Texas 77252 

Mr . M. D.  Bray , Vice Pres ident 
A lgonquin Gas Transmi ssion Company 
5400 Westheimer Court 
Houston, Texas 77056-5310 

Brian D .  O ' Ne i l l  
Lawrence G .  Acker 
LeBoeuf , Lamb , Leiby and MacRae 
1333 New Hampshi re Avenue 
Washing ton , DC 20036 

ttep�n Klionsky, 
Energy Fac i l i ties S i t i ng 
100 Cambridge S t reet 
Boston, MA 02202 
( 6 17)  727-1136  

Dated at Boston, Massachusetts this 27th day of Apr i l  1 9 9 0  
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby cert i f y  that I have this day served the foregoing 
document on the fol lowing persons : 

Mr . Ernest B .  Abbott 
Deputy General Counsel 
Tenneco Gas Pipe l i ne Group 
P . O .  Box 2 5 1 1  
Houston , Texas 77252 

Mr . Frederick G.  Berner,  Jr . 
Mr . Alan C .  GeolQt 
Sid ley &. Austin 
1722 Eye Street , N . W .  
Washington , D . C .  20006 

tep¢hn Kl ionsky, General  Cou 
Energy Faci l i t ies Siting Coun 
100 Cambridge St reet 
Boston, MA 02202 
( 6 1 7 )  727- 1 1 3 6  

Dated at Bos ton , Massachusetts t h i s  2 7 t h  day of Apr i l  1990  

S6 

ENERGY FACILI1Y SITING COUNCIL 

There were seven appendices attached to the EFSC letter. Because of the volume 
of material, they are nOI reprinted here. 



STATE or IU IOU[ ISLAND AND I'KUVIUENn I'LANT A TIONS 

HISTOI{lCAl l'RESERVATION COMMISSION 

OIJ St.te I luusc 

ISO lIenefit stn",t 
Providence, R.1. 02903 
(401, 277-2,,78 

April 1 9 ,  1990 

Mr . Kurt Flynn 
project Manager 
Environmental policy and Project Analysis Branch 
Office of Pipeline and Producer Regulation 
Room 7 31 2  
825 North Capitol st . ,  NB 
Washington , DC 20426 

Re ; Niagara Import Point Project DEIS 
Docket Nos . CP8 8 - 1 87 -001 ; CP88�17 1-001 

Dear Mr . Flynn : 

The Rhode Island Historical Preservation COIIUTtission has reviewed 
the above-referenced Draft Environmental Impact statement in 
accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act . Our comments are as follows . 

Tennessee Gas Co . - The proposed modification of Meter 
Stat 10n M-6 in Burrillville, Rhode Island ( p .  4-70 ) will occur in 
an area previously surveyeu foe cultural resources as part of the 
Ocean State Power plant project . Based on the results of that 
survey and a subsequent reconnaissance report provided to this 
off1ce by the public Archaeology Laboratory , we have determined 
that the proposed work will have no effect on properties listed 
or eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic 
places . 

Algonquin Gas Co . - The proposed mod ification of the 
existing Burrillville Compressor Station off Route 1 00 in 
Burrillville , Rhode Island will take p'�ace within an area that 
has been d isturbed by previous construction activities . It is 
our determination that the proposed work will have no effect on 
any property listed on or eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places . 

87 
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Thank you (or your comment. These data have been incorporated into the text 
o( the FEIS in section 4. 

Thank you (or your comment. These data have been incorporated into the text 
o( the FEIS in section 4. 
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The Tiverton Loop is in an area that has the potential to contain 
s ignificant archaeological resources . .With regard to this 
office ' s  review of the 2 . 1  mile Tiverton LOOp , we first received 
information on a proposed survey of this project from the public 
Archaeology Laboratory , consultants to Algonquin Gas , on May 1 5 ,  
1 989 . An earlier proposal from PAL , received in January , 1 9 89 , 
did not include the Tiverton LOOp . After we received additional 
information from PAL which clarified their survey proposal , on 
July 1 3 ,  1 9 8 9  we issued them a permit to carry out a phase I 
survey on the Tiverton Loop , among other Algonquin projects 
requiring archaeological investigations . On March 1 2 , 1 990 the 
PAL requested an extension on their permit for the Tiverton work , 
as they had been unable to carry out the work . This permit has 
been extended . 

This information is provided to correct the statements on 
pages 4-84 and 5-100 of the DEIS which indicate that the RISHPO 
has not commented on the proposed undertaking or reviewed the 
PAL ' s  survey proposal . please correct these passages in the 
subsequent d raft . 

As the necessary archaeological work has not been carr ied out on 
the Tiverton Loop , it is premature to discuss project impacts on 
historic and archaeological resources . We are concerned that the 
language in the DEIS by which FERC references the requirements of 
Section 1 0 6  of the NHPA ( 5 . 1 . 1 1 . 1 )  only " recommends "  th�t 
construction be deferred until the 1 0 6  review process is 
complete .  Clearly any construction that preceded the 1 0 6  review 
would be in violation of the NHPA . It is important to emphasize 
the legal requi rements of the NHPA , particularly in a case such 
as this , where the cultural resource identification process has 
hardly even begun . Until the requisite resource identification 
work is completed and the findings are incorporated into the 
DEIS ,  the document will be incomplete . 

If you have any comments or questions , please contact 
Richard E .  Greenwood , project Review Coordinator ,  of this office . 

Yours very truly , /6.� �rf);, · i{'''''''''1 id!��d F. �nd��son 
Executive Director 
Deputy State Historic 
Preservation Officer 

cc : Valerie DeCarlo , ACHP 

EFS : et 
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Thank you for your comment. These data have been incorporated into the tcrt 
of the FEIS in section 4. 

We understand your concern. However, we refer you to section 7.3, FERC staff 
recommended measures for all applicants. The introduction to this section states 
that certain recommendations (conditions to the certificate) "require applicants 
to file with the Secretary of the Commission specific information for the review 
and approval of the Direction of OPPR prior to construction." The requirement 
to complete all Section 106 investigations, consultations, and mitigative/avoidance 
actions is one of these binding recommendations. 

We cannot agree that until all Section 106 investigaiions and findings of effect 
are complete that the DEIS (or FEIS) is incomplete. We recognize that while 
NEP A and the NHP A are closely linked, compliance with these two authorities 
must often take place concurrently but with different completion mileposts. lbat 
is, not all FERC projects may have the Section 106 compliance complete prior 
to publication of the FEIS. For example, access to private land must often wait 
until after the FERC certificate is issued. In order to assure our Section 106 
responsibilities are properly met, FERC, by attaching conditions to the certificate, 
prohibits commencement of construction of certain facilities until we and - the 
SHPO(s) have reached agreement that adequate Identification, evaluation, and 
treatment of all affected NRHP-eligible properties is complete. 



,. State of Wisconsin \ DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
Northwest Diatrict Headquarter. 
Box 309 
Spoone r ,  VI 54801 

April 2 5 ,  1990 

HB . Lois D. Cashell , Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Comaiss ion 
825 N .  Capitol S t . , NE . 
Vashington, DC 20426 

RE : FERC Docket No. CP-88-171 -001 
Draft Environ.ental Impact Statement (OilS) 
Niagara Import Point Project 

Dear Hs . Cashell : 

C.rroll Do ."Idny, s'CI'.r." 
TELUAX NO. lIS-UH'OI 

File RoI: 1600 

Ve have completed our review of the above- referenced document and have the following 
comments : 

3 . 1  No Action psges 3 - 2  and 3 - 3  
The one -third alternate fuel substitution scenario and the 100 percent 
substitution options are mentioned but not discussed. Further discussion of 
these options should be included in the document . 

Page 4 - 2 2 ,  Table 4 . 1 . 3 - 6  Loop 7 and 1 
Several s treams are not listed here , including Bardon, Pearson, Anderson and 
Smith Creeks in Loop 7 ,  and the Hontreal Rive r ,  CVF III (H . P .  395 . 2 ) in 
Loop 8. Additionally , the Exceptional Resource Vater ( ERV) Classification is 
not addressed and applies to Anderson (H . P .  324) , Reefer (H . P .  331 . 5 ) , 
DeChamps and Fourche Creeks . 

Page 4 - 31 , Table 4 . 1 . 4 - 1  
Salmon should b e  includad i n  this table . 

Page 4 - 5 2 ,  Table 4 . 1 . 4- 2  
HUBkeg Creek should b e  included i n  this table and discussed o n  page 4 - 3 1 .  

Page 4 - 3 3 ,  second peragraph , last sentence 
Rainbow trout are D2t s tocked in the I ron Rive r .  Brown 
trout ALI . tocked in portions of the Iron Rive r .  

� ,r. s  C�.N •• ! .� 
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58-1 

58-2 

The results of this study are presented in section 3.1. The purpose of this study 
was primarily to determine the likely air quality impact from not constructing any 
of the settlement projects and from constructing only a portion of the settlement 
projects. The tClrt does discuss the results of this study. As identified, appendix 
B contains Information used in the study to identify the emission data and the 
specific results forecast for 1992 and 1997. Included in this information are the 
alternative fuel consumption rates. As stated in section 3.1, the results indicate that, 
compared to natural gas, other fossil fuels emit more oxides of sulphur, nitrogen, 
arid carbon into the atmosphere when burned. As with natural gas, emissions of 
air pollutants will increase. The primary purpose of this report is to determine the 
likely amount of additional pollutants that would enter the atmosphere if the 
proposed settlement projects are not constructed and it is necessary to substitute 
alternative fuels for natural gas. 

The Bardon, Pearson and Smith Creeks are shown 81 intermittent streams on the 
USGS topographic maps and are, therefore not included in our listing of perennial 
strealJll. After subsequent discussions with B. Gantz of the WIDNR, Anderson, 
Reefer and DeOlamps creeks were verified 81 Exceptional Resource Class I trout 
fisheries per Administrative Code NRI0211. Fourche Creek is designated as 
CWFIII at the proposed' crossing location. 

58-3 Comment noted; see revised table 4.1.4-1 for correction of this oversight. 

58-4 Comment noted; see revised table 4.1.4-2 and revised section 4.1.4.1. 

58-5 Comment noted; see revised section 4.1.4.1. 



Ha . Lois D. CasheH - April 2 5 ,  1990 

Page 4 - 7 7 , Recreation, Hild and Scenic Riyera , last paragraph 
The Bois Brule River is used for canoeing and kayaking, � rafting. 

5 . 1 . 4 . 1 . 2 ,  Site Specific Impac t ,  page 5 - 3 1 ,  Great Lakes 
Husket Creek needs to be included in the discussion. 

7 . 1  Summary of the Staffs Environmental Analysis of the Proposed Action, 
page 7 - 3  
Huskeg Creek needs t o  b e  included in the discussion. 

2 .  

We appreciate the opportunity t o  comment on this document . I f  you o r  your staff 
have further quest ions regarding our comments , please contact Bill Gantz here in our 
district office at 715/635 -422 7 .  

Sincere ly, 

tfN�/f,I1hL-
Hill iam H .  Clark 
Environmental Impact Coordinator 

WlIC : sn 
cc : Ron Nicotera - £R/4 

Brule Area Office 
DuWayne Gebken - 1A/6 
John Gozdz ialaki • Spooner 
Kurt Flynn , Proj ect Hanager ,  Environmental Policy & Proj ec t  Analysis Branch , 

Offica of Pipel ina & Producar aagulation, Room 7312 , 
825 H .  Capitol S t .  HE, Haahington, DC 20426 

Paul Pederson, Chequamegon Hational Fora . t ,  1170 4th Ava . So . ,  
Park Falls , HI 54552 

0490\1A8H0444 .HLG 
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S8-6 Section 4.1.9.2 haa been amended. 

S8-7 Comment noted; see revised section 5.1.4.1 .2. 

SS-8 Comment noted; see revised section 7.1. 
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Niagar� Import Point Project Docket No. ep8B-171 -00l 

Dack&rou!J� 

Comments of the 
STATE OF CONNECTICUT 

on the 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

STATEMENT 

As part of the Nillara Import Point Pipeline Proposal, the Alaonquln Gu 
Transmission Company II pruposin. to COMlrUCt a loop of 1.1 miles oC 36 
lnch-dlamettr pipeline In Chaplin. CT (Chaplill Loop) and I loop or 4,9 miles 

or 12 inch-diameter pipeline In Norwich, CT (E.I Loop). 

On Octobor 13 ,  1989, the Faderal EnlClY Relulatory Commission ISlued notice 

thtt It would prepare . Oraft Environmental Impact Statement (OIlS) on the 

Nl •• ara Import Point Pipeline PropOSal and requeued comment on lhe Icope oC 

the OIlS, In accord with the FERe request for information, the OWce or 

Policy and Man'aement, arlcr coordination with the Oepartmellts of 

Environmen:al Protection, Aarlculture, Trl/lIPortatio/l; Public Utility Control, 

Connecticut Histo�ical Commission, Office of COlliumcr CouDlel, and Council of 
Envlronmenlll Quality, rued commenll on the Icope of the OIlS on November 1 7 ,  

1 989. 

S9 



The Of rice of Policy and Mana.,mlnt, after .ollcilina commenl. from Ih' 
arfected municipalilles and arler coordination wllh Ihe above lIale Ilencies, 

filN the (ollowln. writlen comments 011 the OilS Cor tht Ni.lar, Import Point 

Pipeline Proposal. 

t:!wl. 

AI described In the Purpose and N.ld .ectlon (PIS. 1 -4 It 5) of Ihe DEIS, the 
various improvements proposed by Allonquln .re related to the transport of 
nllur,1 las to coaeneration Cacilltles in Mas.achusettl and New Jer.ey. While 
.cant information 11 provided •• to how the various AIIOnquin Improvement, Ire 
related to thll stated purpose and need, the proposed Chaplin Loop doe. not 
seem unreasonable .Ince it loop. their main transmis.ion pipeline to 
Massachusetts. However, it I. not po.slble to draw a similar conclu.lon with 
respect to the E-I Loop. This prOject elemenl involvN loopina an niatina 
Illeral line which terminlle. in New London County and Is r.d by • secondary 

tranlmission line. The relatlon.hlp of Ihi. component of the project to the 
ltated purpose and need .hould be explained. 

Permits and ApQ[Qy.ls 

Thl permits and approvab cited on Tabl, 2.7-1 are Inconlct. The followinl 
table Ihould be lub,t1tulld for this reCarenced tabla. 

As,ncy 
CT Department of 
Environmental Protection 

CT Sitina Council 

f-

Pennlt 

- National POllullllt Dllchara. 
Ellmlllitioll 5)'1"m (NPDES) 
and nlte dlschar.. permit 

- 40 1 Water Quality Certificate 
- Temporary Oparltln, Permit 

(roclc crulh,r If uaed) 

- Certificate of Environmental 
Compallblilry and Public Need 

- l -

S9 

1 
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S9-2 

Allonquln'. ayatem it deaiJDcd to meet contract praaurea and not to exceed a 
IDIIlIimum ... velocity of 100 feet per ecc:ond In any aepnent 0( thcIe fllciJitlea. 
The 4.9-mile, 12-lnch B-1 System Loop would allow maintenance 0( tbe edatinl 
contract delivery pn:IIurea on tbe E-Syatem. The ddlvery 0( natural ... to the 
NEA c:oaeneratlon facility in BeUlnJbam, Maaaac:bUldtl, increueI tbe YOiume of 
natural au moved on Alaonquln" mainline aa It ptIIIeI the B-Syatem tap. Aa the 
natural au YOiume increueI on the mainline, the praaure drop 810lIl the 
mainline aIIo inc:reaaeI, lbUi redudna line pn:IIure at the E-Syatem tap. Such 
a dec:reaae in line pn:IIure at the tap llmita tbe fon:c available to move natural 
au tbrouJb the E-Syatem. 

In order to maintain exiltina contract delivery preaaurea. aJven reduced line 
preaaure at the tap, a pipeline loop mUit be added to the B-Syatem. Witb a loop 
on the E-Syatein. the fon:c nec:aa8ry to IIKMI natuml .... at contract voIumeI and 
praaurea, II decreaaed, wbic:b remediea tbe reduction In liRe praaure at the B
System tap. 
CoauneIIt DOted; lee revIacd table 2.7-1. 



Wetland, Inc! W8!GCCQutSU 

The descripllon of wetllnds Ind wllercounos which will be Implclld by 

conslruclion of Ihe proposed pipeline loopi Ilcka lite Ipecific Information. 

A Ihorough Inll)'lis of potentlll w.lllnd Imp.clt would require I qUllilatlva 

descrlpllon of each wellind Irel lion, Iho proposed roule. IngJudlnl 

informllion concern In, functionll vllu .. of each wellind Irea. The Yanllc 

River will be crolled by the Allonquin E-I Loop In Norwich. Thll represenlS I 
I lianlflcllIl Slream crossilli. Th, FEIS should describe Ictivilies thlt will 

minimize in-llrelm Illd stream blllk Impacta. Further, II Ihe Yantic is lubjecl 

10 frequenl f1oodIRi. Ih. PElS Ihould 11.0 describe &ctlonl co prOlllCt .,.Inst 

.uch noods bOlh durinl the conllructlon Ind the operation phull. 

In Ihe DEIS, In lind wetllnds Ire d,lIneated Iccordlne Nilional Wellind 

Invelltory (NWI), which I, utilized by Federll .,.neios. However, the Stalo or 

Conneclicut deCines .nd r" uliles wOllln41 bued lolely on loil types al 

required by Seclion 221-38(15) of the Connecticul Generll SIIIUle. and nOI Ihe 

NWI. Addltlonilly. wllercour.lI, U d'flned by Secllon 221-38 ( 1 6), Ire also 

r.,ulileel Ihroulh Ihi. pro,ram. In addition 10 Ih, NWI inland wetlandl 

Implcled by pipeline conllruclioa In this lIlli, Ihe Ir ... dlClaed U willandl 

Iccordlna to USDA Soli Conservation Servle. loll IYPII mUlt b, Identified 

&lon8 Ihe route. 

Grguodwat!r ReIPY"' Protoctlon 

Alonl Ihe Ylnlie River Ihe Connecllcut Departmlnt or Environmenlal Proteclion 

hOI Identified a ,NUlldwlter rnouree wllh I pOlential IUllllned yield of 4.9 
million ,alloM per dlY. The FEIS should idenllCy the pOlential ImpaclS 10 

Iho Ylnllc River IqulC., and Ihe coaslructioa and operating m.uure. thaI 

should be lalcen 10 miliglle such impacta. Thll usessment of millSltion 

melsures ,hould include Ihe nislios public w,1I which provides I back-up 

Wiler lupply for Ihe City oC Norwich. 

- 3 -
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59-4 

59·5 

59-6 

Tables E-1 and E-2 In appendix: E deaaibe tbe type of wetland that would be 
croued, with data orpolzed by applicant, ltate, aad milepost or the pipeline. We 
UIed the molt perally accepted aad widely undentood method of dClCl'iptloa, 
the Nat100al Wetland lnw:utoly Cuaiflcatloa Syltem of Fralnvater WetJanda, 
developed by the FWS. These tablea deaaibed the Jenath or crouinp, the 
wetland area that would be dllturbed durinl CODItruction, and the amount of 
wetland area that bu been propoeed to be maintained as cleared riJht-of-way. 
Additionally, the ted In IeCtion 4.1.7 lummarb:a the number aad types of 
wetIanda found aIoDJ eac:b applicanll' propelled routes. We beI1eve lhiI 
adequately deacribel the wetlaad resouroea that would be affecled by lhiI 
propoeed project. 

We do not deaaibe the effect on each and fNf:f'/ wetland that would be croued 
by tbe propelled project. To do 10 would be extremdy redundant. Inatead, in 
IectIon 5.1.7, we describe the potentlal lmpac:t from CODIlrUc:lIon on the types of 
wetlandl that would be croued, both peralJy and Ipedtlcally, by applicant, and 
identify tbe mltiptlon procedures that we h� recommended to reduce Impact 
on wet1anda. . 

The appl1can.. would be required, at a minimum, to comply witb PERCI 
Procedures for It ream and wetland CODIlructloa u preaented In appendix: O. 
'IbeIe Procedures were developed to minimize turbidity, sedimentation, and other 
Impact resultlna from pipeline COIIItructlon actiYitlea. Prior to COIIItruction aaou 
large riVen IUch u the Yantic, the appl1canll would be required to lubmit lite
lpec:ific crouilll procedures to PERC for review and approval. Flooding 11 not 
expec:ted to affect operation of the pipeline. The applicant would identify and 
addraa flooding conoernl u a part of the lite-lpecific aoulng procedures. 

PERC 11 a Federal agency and, in preparing this public document for the 
propoacd Federal action, this aFncy and COB are required to comply with 
Federal law. In identlfylnl and llllellling impact on wetland resoun:ea, PERC and 
COE use the mOlt currently accepted Federal methodology. These procedures, 
unlikc thOle of Connecticut, utilize a combination of lOiI type, hydrology, and 
vegetation to determine the location and extent of Wetlandl. Consequently, we 
have required tbe applican .. to field-delineate all wetlanda prior to CODItruction 
to verify wetland resouroea under COB 404 jurisdiction. 

In lCction 5.1.3.1.1, we have provided an analylia of potential impact on 
groundwater resources that would apply to the Yantic River aquifer. We have 
allo provided adequalc mltiptlon mcaaures that would avoid or minimize thia 
impact, Including refucling/ltorage restrictlona for fueil and other hazardOUI 
materiala, dewatering luidelines (lee aiIo appendix: D) and our recommended 
plana for Ipill prevention and containment and for groundwater monitoring (lee 
ICcti0n 5.1.3.1). The clty of Norwich wdI, whlcb il loc:ated apprax1mately 500 feet 
from the propoacd route on the oppoaite lite of the Yantic River at MP 1.4, 
would be adequately protected by these recommended procedures durinl pipeline 
inatallation and operation. 
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As proposed, the Chaplin Loop. would be entirely within Natchaul State Forelt. 

The .tatement on paae 5-94 reaardlnl the Impact of this propoill on thl. Stlte 

Forelt .hould be chanaed 10 read II foUowl. 

Si,nificant concerns identified by the Connecticut Department of 
Environmental Protection Itaff Include Ihe lIlelal use of the 
riahl-of -way by off -road/ali-terrain vehicles Ihal result in 
eroslon problem., 1IIeial dumpinl of malerlal In Iha tilht-of-wlY 
and the loss of aeSlhetic amenlti ... 

Connecticut hu ruervatlons about the expansion of the adltina d,ht-of -way 

due to existin, problems In the control of l1Ielal u"s of tha rlaht-of-way. 

This situation Is compounded by Alaonquln'. lack of re.ponaiveneSl to requests 

from the Connecticut Department of Environmental Prolection to address these 

mllllrs. There is reason for .keptlcbm about AI,onquln'. lonl-Ierm 

commitment to these matters. Ilvln Iheir Pllt level of In teres I. 

In theory, Ihese situaiions should not develop Into IIrlou. problems If Ihe 

conditions described in Appandlx C are dl11,ently observed by Alaonquin. It 

should be noted thll represer.tative. of Alaonquln have already Indicated 10 
DEP field personnel I reluctance to Ihe pllntln, of conlfen acrOl1 lhe 

rlahl-of -way, IS Identified In APpendix C, VI, D, bee,ult Lhoy lIurDc�t Ih •• 
FERC di.courlaeJ Ihis melhod of conlrol. Since Ihb Is I control method beinl 

offered by FERC in the DEIS, there appear' 10 be a mbunder.tandlna between 

FERC aDd Alaonquln in this mailer. The Connecticut Dlpartment of 

Environmental Protection believes thl. oontrol option mlY be appropriate in 

the Natchaua State Fore.t an,d that the sllectlon of lb, control method should 

be made by OlP. 

Additionally, If FERC i. 10lD, to rely upon mltl,atlon lI\easurll, .uch as 

Appendix C, which are ,enarally approprlale. actlon., Ihan It would be very 

helpful if the FEIS explained the method. used to enforce these measure. and 

the remedies that Ire available 10 correct post-conllructlon riaM.-of -way 

problems. The Deparlment', interest in the lona-term manaaement of 

riahtS-of -way e�tends to aU rlahl.-of -way and not just those which traverse 

property under Slate Isency managemeot. 
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Commcot noted. AI. dCIIaibed In IeCtlon 5.1.9.21 and appendi:a: C, eection VI, 
Alaonquln would be required to conault with each owner and manaaer of 
forat1anda and offer to inltaU and maintain off-road vehicle coatrol meaaurea, 
Including the plantlq of coaI(er. In addition, Alaonquln would be required to 
Install tbae meaaura u requested. Alaonquln muat comply with aU PERC 
certificate c:oodltioaa. Lac:k of performance lhould be reported to the FBRC 
Enforcemcot Branch. 

FBRC hal required that each applicant utilize at leut one environmental 
inspector per construction Iprcad to monitor contractor compliance with all 
environmental conditions. The dutiea and responsibilitiea of the environmental 
inspector are described in detail in appendi:a: C. In addition, FBRC staff will 
inspect and monitor compliance as necessary and respond to public complaints 
regarding construction or right-of-way restoration procedures being used by the 
pipeline construction contractors. See also S9-7. 



Herbicidcs 

The DEIS only lIates that herbicides are not aenerally wed to maintain 
VOlltation in the [ilhl-of-wlY. Impact IlIt,menu Cor other open seBSon 
settlement proje�tS have �ontalned explicit stltemenu that herbicidee would 
Dot be uled In right-of-wIY mlinlenlnce. A definitive IIllement r'llrding 

. this malntenlnce practice In the FEIS would b, appropriate Ind if a dlfferenc. 
persistl between open seuon projecti on thlt lubject, It Ihould be explained 
in Iny rinal iction by fERC. Connecticut would prefer to hive tho no 

herbicide polley Ipply to aU projects Incl that the universal adoplion of this 

policy would IUcvi"e the nlld for any further evaluation of this lubject. 

HISloris'l lnd ArchacOlolicll Rosoursci 

There are no known hillorlc21 or archICololicai rllources that will , be 
directly and adversely Impactld by the project. While cultural Inveeti.atlonl 
Ire not Idequately ditCWled In the DEIS, the Connecticut Historical 
CommiJlioD has received and reviewed luppllmenlll Information concerninl 
archllololical investllllloni al provided by the Public ArChaeololY Laborllory 
Inc., cultural ruource conlulllntl for the' Algonquin Gu Transmislion 
Company. The Icope of work propoled by the Public ArchaeololY Laboratory, 

Inc. for the cultural rllource lnvutilltions previously recommended by the 
Connecticut Historical CommlttloG appearl to be state of the art aDd 
consistent with Conncctlcut'l Envirgnmental SOview Primer for Connecticut's 

"'rcbaeolo,I,,! RelQurces. 

Protection of the lIata', diverse cultural herltale in accordance with the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 will r.quire continulnl 
coordination oC survey work undertabn by the Public ArchlOOlolY Laboratory 
Inc. and the Allonquln Gu Transmission Company with Ihe Connecticut 
Historical Commission. 
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FBRC'I general policy II to diIcourage uae of berbicidea and encourage 
mechanical Yqetatioa maintenance alonl natural PI pipeline riPll-of-way. 
DefInitive ltatemeoll reprdinl an applicant'. propoKd meana of Yqetation 
maintenance for tbll project, u weU U otber open ICUOIl projec:ta, baYe been 
made by FBRC wben tbe applic:ant provldea tbIa information. Wltb c:rceptlon of 
.pecific inatancea, luch u Yqetatioo maintenance In wetlandl or a1on& Itreama, 
tbe applicanll auociated wltb tbe propoKd NIP Project baYe not iDdicated by 
what mc:aJII Yqetatioa would be maintained alonl tbelr reapectivc riPll-of-way. 
Bccauae uae of berbicldea would be in compliance witb EPA regulatlona, we do 
DOt normally preclude tbeir use. 

Algonquin bu provided ua your December S, 1989, comments as part of its 
reaource report on cultural reaoun:ea. We are pleued that tbe Public 
Archaeology Laboratory, Inc., work plan meets tbe requiremenll of your publisbed 
standanll. 

We cannot alree tbat tbe cultural reaoun:ea Investiptionl are not adequately 
diIcusaed In tbe DEIS. The .tatua of tbe Itudlea is provided In aectlon 4.0; we 
bave allo added table 4.1.11-1. We refer you to aection 7.0, StaWs Concluaions 
and Recommendations, for assurance tbat complete Section 106 compliance, 
includinl coordination and consultation witb tbe SHPO, will take place prior to 
construction. 

/ 



Transportation 

The Al,onquin E-I Loop crosse. I major state hl,hway, State Route 2. There is 

no identified long-term Impl�t. However, traffic control and saCety ar. 

short-term Impacts durin, pipeline c:onuruction. Coordination with Ind review 

by the Conne�ticut Department of Transportation of enllnearln, dall will be 

required to mlliaale these lmPICU durin, con.tNctlon oC the pipeline. 

Sincerlly, 

�nry� 
Undlr Secretary 

APril 27, 1 990, 

JM/JR:cb 
cc: Kurt W. Flynn, Project Manl,er 

SCIre Allncy LIII.on PerlOnnel 
Chaplin Ind Norwich 
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'J i " ' . .  ' .. ," UNITED STATES OF A. .. .ERICA 

O R I G I NA L  
e "  � , I- ' BEFORE THE ' 

c · " -: ': 1 Ii " , " FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORI COMMISSION 

Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company 

CNG Tranlmiss ion Corporation 

�cket HoI CP88-171-001 -
and CP88-712-000 

COMMENTS OF THE NEW YOU TASK FORCE 

In response to the Federal Energy Regulatory 

Commiss ion ' s  , "Commiss ion" ) "Notice of Availability of Draft  

Environmental Impact Statement for  the Proposed Niagara Impor t  

Point Project" , "Project " ) .  dated Marcb 16 , 1990. the New York 

State Pipeline Task Force ( "New Yor k " ) .  consisting of the New 

York S tate Depar tments of Public Service. Envl ron�ental 

Conservation, Agr iculture , Markets,  State , and Economic 

Development ,  and the Energy Office , resp�ctfully submi t s  w r i tten 

comments on the portions of the Draft Envi ronmental Impact 

Statement , "DEIS" ) that are pertinent to the New York State 

segment of the Project . By notice dated March 16, 1990 , 

Commission Secretary Lois D. Cashell advised that w r i tten 

comments must be filed on or before April 30 , 199 0 .  New York ' s  

comments are identif ied and segregated by DEIS section number .  

� 

S10 
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Page 2-19 - Section 2 . 2 . 1  Pipel ine Faci l i t ies,  and 

Page 6-11 - Section 6 . 2  Tennessee Gas Route Variat ions 

Hazardous wast� sl Lots ace k.nown to ue located in the 

vicinity of the Tennessee Pipeline se9ments . Table 2-5 f rom the 

Env ironmental Report  Volume I, f iled with the Tennessee Gas 

appl icat ion, l ists several sites near the pipe l ine loops . At  

least two sites appar�ntly not l isted in  that repo r t  are near the 

Se9ment 1 line in Erie County and should be fur ther invest i9ated 

for influence on the project area . These sites include 

industrial  waste si tes at the Erie County Home and Inf i rmary near 

milepost 2 30B-l02+5 . 5 .  

The SEGMENT 3 line location on the south side o f  the 

existin9 pipel ine may not repr.sent the minimum envi ronmental 

impact f rom MP 232+ 1 . 0  to the eastern end of the proposed looping 

se9ment ( see Fi9ure A-2- 3 ) . SWitchin9 the al i9nment to the nort h  

side o f  the ' 1  line would place t h e  new construct ion further away 

from a residence at Bank Road and minimi.e wetland and st ream 

distu rbance dur ing eonstruction and maintenance . S taff of the 

New York State Depar tment of Public Service ( "DPS" )  has asked 

Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company ( "Tennessee " )  to evaluate this 

rou tin9 re-al i9nment . 

The SEGMENT 4 map ( Fi9ure A-2-4)  does not accurately 

depict the site resources . The attached Livonia quadran9le sheet 

shows the locat ion of Interstate 390 and other road improvements 

associated with this new hi9hway.  

SlO 

1 

2 

I ' 

510-1 

510-2 

510-3 

Our review ef the proposed Tennesaee loops did not Indicate that COIIItruction 
would occur through any known hazardous waste altea. However, we '  � 
Included a recommendation that If hazardous wastea are encountered during 
conatruction, Tennesaee Ibould atop conatruction and notify alate and local 
agenclea to determine the appropriate coune of action. 

Based on review of aerial photography, wetland maps, and alignment sheela 
provided by Tennessee, we do not see the advantage of relocating the proposed 
loop to the north side of the existing pipeline. Impact on wetlands, forestland, 
agricultural lands, and residences would be identical. At Bank Street, a residence 
is located 83 feet from the proposed loopline centerline. A small shed is located 
49 feet from the proposed loopline centerline. Placement of the proposed 
pipeline on the north aide of the existing pipeline would affect a residence located 
leas than SO feet from the relocated pipeline near MP 232+0.8. 

We could discern no difference between your attached Uvonia quadrangle map , 

and the DEIS figure A-2-4, except that figure A-2-4 provided additional coverage 

to the north of the proposed pipeline. 

As we stated in our response to comment SI0-2, we cannot recommend relocating 
the proposed pipeline to the opposite side of the existing pipeline when there is 
no appreciable difference between the two locations. Based on review of aerial 
photographs, neither alignment would necessarily achieve your stated objectives 
of using agricultural field edges and paralleling the 1-390 right-<>f-way. 
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DPS Staff has asked Tennessee to investi9ate usin9 the 

south side of the existin9 11 pipe l ine between MLV 234 and MP 

232+2 . 0  (as wel l  as fux ther west in the phase I TEMCO faci l i ty ) . 

�hi� al i9naent would make use of a9r icultural !ield edges, and 

would be pa rallel and adjacent to the I-lgO r ight-of-way. I t  
also would avoid crossin9 throu9h a new meter station and a 

residential yard and 9arden at NY Route 15 ·
( see Livonia 

quadran9le map) . 

Pages 2-22 to 2-25 CNG 

Fi9ure 2 . 2-5 - This f i9ure and text should be revi sed to 

reflect the maximum r i9ht-of-way (RIW) clearin9 proposed by CNG 

Transmission Corporation ( "CNG" ) .  Drawin9s on aaps submitted by 

CNG to the New York Public Service Commission ( -PSC" ) in Case gO
T-0168 show forest clea r in9· up to 205 feet wide on both sides of 

the Amt rak rail road east of Route gJ . The construction R/W on 

the fi9ure should be 40 ' -205 '  and the permanent R/W should be 4 0 '  

and not 40 ' -100 ' .  

Page 2-29 - Section 2 . 3 . 1  Pipel ine Construction Procedures 

For disposal of clear in9 debr is,  New York encourages t he 

Chippin9 of slaah and non-merchantable t imber rsther than burnin9 

or other disposal options . Chips can be put to use aa temporary 

eroaion control and s i te stabi l i zation material . Whole-t ree 

chippin9 equipment can be used to dispose of was:e wood products 

SID 

3 

4 

oS 

SlO-4 

SlO-S 

F1pl'C 2.2-5 it intended to represent a "typical" right-of-way CI'OIS-leCtioo (or the 
cdatioJ, the c:onatruction, and the permanent right-of-way. Foreet clearing in the 
vicinity of tbe Amlralt railroad it atypical and ttpreaeDta temporary eqNIndcd 
wort apace requirementa neceuary to bore under the railroad and Route 9J. 

Construction procedures as discussed in section 23 identify requirements and 
procedures proposed to be used by the NIP Project applicanll. The applicants 
would dispose of all refuse in an approved and authorized manner in compliance 
with applicable laws and regulations. A recommendation has been added in 
section 7.3 to reflect these comments and concerns. 
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ea. ily and quickly. No burning .hould be allowed in residential 

area. or during t ime. of poor air  quali ty.  

B�cau.e .taging and .torage area. are l ik.ly to result 

iri  off-Rr� impact., they should b • •  i ted away from re.iden t ial 

• i te. , if  po •• i bl.. Storage area. in agricultural land • •  hould 

be t reated the same aa RfW ai tes in agricultural lands .ince t he 

impact. can be sever. due to equipment traffic.  

Consideration of impacts on wild l i fe should i nclude 

temporary effects during project con.truction. The long , l i near 

nature of pipeline con.truct ion can affect the mov.ment of 

individuals and populat ions of wi ldl i f e .  Mi tiga tion in the form 

of wildlife pasaage. ( earthen d i tch plugs,  in area. where 

wildlife are lik.ly to traver.e the R/W i.  acc.ptable and would 

be e.p.cially important during breeding s.ason., hunt i ng season. , 

and in wint.r month. when animals may be .tr  •••• d .  

Page. 2-36 and 2-38 Permit. and Approval. 

On page 2-36, the PSC .hould be sub.ti tut.d for the 

Department of Envi ronmental Conservation ( "DEC" ' a. the state 

agency responsible for reviewing the pipeline and associated 

fac i l i t ies in New York State.  .On page 2- 3 8 ,  the DEIS doe. not 

accurat.ly not. that the air parmi t is the only permit requi red 

from DEC . A review pursuant to the State Envi ronmental Qua l i t y  

Review Act ( "SEQRA" , and st ream. wetland, and wat.r quality  

S10 

I 6 
I 7 

8 

9 

SI� 

S10-7 

S10-8 

S10-9 

Generally, c:ontracton do not aite material and equipment atorage yards in 
residential areas lince these areas are unlikely to be located neaf tranaportation 
networka, luc:h 81 majof highways and railwaY" Sitea of all such yards would be 
reviewed by FERC prior to conatruction . 

In DBIS recommendation 8 we recommend that applicanta ahall implement the 
"Erosion Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan" for all disturbed areaa, 
which inc1udea any Itorage or laydown areas. We feel appendix C adequately 
addreaaea mitigation meaaures (or any disturbed agricultural areas. 

Although pipeline conatruction could affect movement of lmall mammala, 
amphiblana, anCi reptilea, the effec:tl would be temporary and would be most 
prominent during breeding aeaaona. A pipeline conatruc:tion spread generally 
proceeda at a relatively faat rate, often completing conatruction In any one area 
within 2 to 3 weeks (the open-trench period is conaiderably aborter). We feel that 
the time period required fOf individuala of a particular lpedea to become aware 
of and acx:uatomed to 8 particular type of paaaageway, IUch 81 earthen ditch plup, 
In combinaUon with the Ihort time they would be inatalled, would not make the 
paaaagewaya 8 uaeful form of mitigation. 

Comment noted; ace revised section 27 and table 27.1. 
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reviews would be addressp.d by t he PSC in t�e Art icle VII 

cer t i t ication process . 

I t ,  howeve r ,  the decision ot the Cnited States Cou r t  o t  

App�als for the Second Circuit in  National fuel Gas Supply 

Corporat ion v. Public Service Commission gt New Yor k ,  8 9 4  F . 2d 

571 ( 1990 ) that the Commission ' S  exercise ot its  autho r i ty under 

the relevant tederal statutes preempts the Article VII  

proceedings with  respect to interstate pipelines is not 

over t urned , then the list  ot state permits  which would have to be 

secured t rom DEC , pursuant to its uniform procedur�s ( 6  NYCRR 

6 2 1 )  and the State Environmental Quality Reyiew Act ( 6  NYCRR 617 ) 

is considerably larger as wel l  as ditterent trom those listed in  

Table 2 . 7-1 ot the  DEIS .  A corrected l ist is set out  below. In 

addi t ion, Tennessee and CNG would presumably be required to 

comply with or seek waiver ot any regulat ions or permits requ i red 

by municipalit ies or agencies thereot which the i r  route 

traverses , as wel l  as Department ot Transportation road crossing 

permi t s .  

f.!!lli Appl icant 

Freshwater Wetlands 6 NYCRR 663  T/CNG 

Tidal Wetlands 6 NYCRR 661  CNG 

Wild, Scenic, Recreational 6 NYCRR 666  T 
Rivers 

Protect ion ot Waters 6 NYCRR 608 T/CNG 

Water Oua l i ty Cer titicates 6 NYCRR 608 . 7  T/CNG 

S10 

9 
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Permit  Appl icant 

Permi ts to Construct/ 6 NYCRR T/CNG 
Ce r t i f icates to Operate Par t  201 
an Air  Contaminat ion Source 

State Pollutant Di scharge 6 NYCRR 6 5 2 ,  T/CNG 
Eliminat ion System 7 50-757 

Sol id Waste Management 6 NYCRR 360 T/CNG 

Cla r i f icat ion is needed on page 2-40 of the DEIS 

re9ardin9 New York State coastal zone management requi r ements.  

Pipe l i ne companies such as Tennessee and CNG Dust  f i l e  

ce r t i f ications w i t h  the Depar tment of State ( "DOS " )  demons tratin9 

that the i r  proposals are consistent with the State Coastal 

Management Pr09ram. The term "appl icat ion , " aq used in  the DEIS ,  

can be misleadin9 . After cer t i fyin9 consis teacy, these companies 

must then awa i t  a concur rence f rom DOS I this concu r rence is the 

DOS approval . 

In addi t ion to the requi red cer t i f ications by Tennessee 

and CNG for the Nia9ara and Hudson River cros.in9. it i.  po.s ible 

that several of the related nonjurisdict ional proposals 

associated w i th the �roject may involve consistency reviews . �he 

DEI S states ( on p. 1-7 ) that nonjurisd ict ional faci l i t ies such as 

c0generat ion fac i l i t ies are an " inte9ral pa rt"  of the 

jur isdictional project . If the commiss ion ' s  .pproval of the 

Nia9ara Import point Project i&  dependent on the approva ls of 

these related non jurisdictional fac i l i t ies,  then a consis tency 

review by DOS is necessary . Accordin9 to the DEIS ,  these 

fac i l i t ies include 1) the Indeck Ener9Y Serv ices of Oswe90, Inc.  

plant and pipel ine in 0.swe90, N . Y .  and 2 )  C0gen Ener9Y Technol09Y 

Inc.  c0generat ion plant in C�stleton-on-Hudson ( which appea rs to 

SlO 
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10 

11 

S10-10 

SI0-11 

Comment noted; lICe revised aection 2.7. 

Thank you for your comment. We have revised section 7 to include a 
recommendation that the related nonjurisdictional facilities obtain the necessary 
coastal zone consistency determinations. 
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be within the State ' s  coastal area ) . The FEIS should address the 

possibi l i ty that these faci l i t ies are subject to federal 

con3 istency review . 

Paqe 4 - 1 1  Section 4 . 1 . 2 . 3  Soils - Aboveqround Faci lit ies 

The soils limitat ions listed in Table 4 . 1 . 2-� for the 

National Fuel/Penn York Enerqy Concord Compressor Stat ion include 

prlme soils , hiqh water table ,  and severe erosion potent ial . 

Drainaqe problems and f rost-heavinq are evident at the proposed 

site and on the proposed access road . The ex ist inq farm access 

road fol lows contours more closely than the proposed road and 

could be improved , thereby reducinq overall slte drainaqe,  soil 

erosion and road maintenance problems. ( Aesthetic cons iderat ions 

also favor improvinq the exist inq road rather than bui ldinq a new 

road straiqht up the hil� . )  

Drainaqe for the compre.sor site has not been addressed . 

Drai naqe improvement. should be desiqned to preclude new problems 

in downslope croplands . Runoff detention basins or ponds would 

t rap sediment s ,  protect downst ream water resou rces,  and enhance 

aesthetic and wildl ife habi tat values in the area . 

Paqe 4 - 1 1  Section 4 . 1 . 3 . 1 .  Groundwater - Water Resources 

Table 4 . 1 . 3- 1  should be 'amended to inClude other public 

water supplies within the area of s tudy . Supply wells for the 

Hi llqrove Hob i le Park , which serves about 100 resident s ,  are 

S10 
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13 

I "  

S10-12 

SI0-13 

S10-14 

Comment noted. We see no need to relocate the acx:csa road and feel that 
profCllllional environmental Inspectors and erosion control and maintenance 
measures required by our plan would insure proper acx:csa. 

The erosion control measures outlined in appendix C would mitigate downslope 
erosion and sedimentation by utilizing slope breakers, vegetation strips, and 
sediment barriers. 

The groundwater supply wells identified have been included in table 4.1.3-1. The 
sink holes formed in association with minor karst in the Onondaga limestone in 
eastern Erie County, New York, formed as a function of groundwater 
modifications. The past groundwater changes that have resulted in sink hole 
development have included drainage of wetlands and major dewatering of surface 
mining areas. None of these activities are planned in connection with the 
construction of the proposed pipeline. No active surface mining activities are 
close to the proposed pipeline segments. Refer also to the USGS Water 
Resources Investigations Report 86-4317 entitled "Geology and Hydrology of the 
Onondaga Aquifer in Easter Erie County, New York," by Ward W. Stanbitz and 
Todd S. Miller. 
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located within 0 . 3  mi les of the Tennessee Gas pipel ine at 

approximately milepost 2308-10 2+6 . 5  in the Town of Newstead . The 

water supply w.lls for the Quarry Hill Estate. , servin9 some 400 

resid.nt., are within 0.5 mi l •• of the Tenne •••• Ga. pipel ine at  

approx imate mi lepost 2308-103+1 . 5  in the  Town of  N.w.tead. 

80th of these wat.r .upply sourc.. are adjacent to an 

area with .hallow 9 roundwat.r movement and i t. r.lat ion to 

.ur face water.  R •• id.nt. of  this  area hay. expr • •  sed conc.rn 

about .xcavation for the pip.l ine bas.d on .xperi.nce with other 

similar excavation in  deposits  of shallow, unconsolidated 

.ediments overlyin9 d.ns. basal t i l l  and limestone bedrock . DEC 

has found indications of potential hydr09.0109ic connections of 

the Newstead ·.inks- area and the Cedar Swamp w.tlands ( cros.ed 

at MP 2 308-103+0 . 9 )  to the north.  Th.re are other areas of 

sinkhol.s , f ractures and solution cavi t ies in  the vicinity.  

Prol i f i c  spr in9. were noted at the crossin9 of the  pipeline in 

the Cedar Swamp. Mor. d.tail.d information i s  available from the 

publication enti tled "Hydrol09ic Appraisal of Pive Selected 

Aquifer. in Erie County,  N.w York , ·  U . S .  Geol09ical Survey-water 

Resources Inve.ti9ations Report 84-4 3 3 4 ,  by Miller and Staubi t z .  

The water supply well for the Alpine Manor Home for 

Adults is located approximat.ly 0 . 5  miles south of the Tennessee 

Gas Pipeline s.9m.nt 4 in the Town of Lima , Livin9ston County 

near mi lepost 234+4 . 0 .  I n  this area , the pipeline will cross 

an area of muck soils whe re many drainage systems are in place . 

SIO 

14 

S10-15 The supply well Identified near aqment 4 hal been Included in table 4.1.3-1. 

15 
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Pages 4-84 and 4-85 eNG 

Because of the archaeologicai and histor ical sites 

located along the proposed eNG route , FERC should not approve the 

proposal unti l  the ef fects of const ructing through these s i tes 

are fully known or alternat ive al ignments are explored. 

Pages 5-6 and 5-7 Soil Compact ion and Damage To Soil Structure 

Although, as noted on page 5-7 , the use of legumes is an 

ideal means of helping to restore soil t i l th ,  such restoration 

is a process of at  least three to five years which can easily be 

out of synchronization with the rest of a field ' s  planting 

rotation . Therefor e ,  to relieve soil compaction New York 

recommends that in af fected agr icultural sections of  the R/W, eNG 

and Tennessee should shatter all such compaction w i th deep 

t i l lage by using such devices as , but not l imi ted to,  the 

"wi nged" deep-shank heavy duty subsoile r ,  the paraplow or the 

paratill , down to the bottom of actual compact ion . Following 

such de,p tillage , the agricultural topsoil that has been 

temporarily removed for the per iod of construction should be 

replaced, and where necessary,  addit ional deep t i l lage should be 

undertaken du ring per iods of relat ively low 80il moisture to 

ensure the desired mit igation and prevent additional subsurface 

compact ion . If subsequent const ruction or cleanup act ivit ies 

r esult in new compaction, eNG and Tennessee should car ry out 

addi t ional deep t i llage as necessary. 

SlO 

16 

17 

510-16 

510;.17 

Thank you for your comment. We refer you to IeCtion 5.1.11 and OBIS . 
recommendation 20. FERC bu ukcd CNG to ClIplore avoidance opliona; CNG 
II c:wrcntJy purlWn& thac Invcatlptiona. 

Thank you for your comment. Rcvlaions pertaining to soil compaction mitigation 
have been made to appendix C. 
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page 5-7 Loss of Soi l  Fer t i l i ty 

New York agrees with the DEIS concerning the 

agr icultural soi l resource impacts associated with the mixing of 

the so i l  hor i zons ,  �, subsoils , topsoi l  and stone, and w i th 

the recommended removal of stones having a four-inch or greater 

diameter f rom the upper 12 inches of soi l .  Addit ionall y ,  New 

York agrees with the principle of separat ion of topsoil from 

subso i l ,  and recommends the peelihg of the topsoil zone 

(generally between 8-12 inches ) over both the t rench area and the 

const r uct ion work zone to prevent topsoil dest ruct ion and the 

loss of fertility on ti llable a9r icultural lands . For this 

reason , the profila diagram ( Figure 5 . 1 . 2-1;  not to scale)  of 

topsoi l  s t r ippin9 on page 5-10 should be supplemented with a 

second dia9ram ( sea modifiad lower section of the diagram 

attached a8 Revised Fi9ure 5 . 1 . 2-1 ) , which reflacts  addi tional 

width of strippin9 topsoil f rom tha "work side" of the R/W, which 

is  where the mos t damaging 10n9-tar� !utt in9 and mixin9 of the 

soil profile will occur to agr icul tural soils. 

New York recommends that the FEIS include the fol lowing : 

At the request of the landowner , full-width R!W 

s t r ipping will be performed. This will require  extra 

space to store the topsoil ; as a resu l t , the total 

R!W for construction in ag r icultural land may be 

wider than the norm. 

SlD 

18 

SlO-18 1bank yoU for your comments. Reviaiolll made to the Erosion Control, 
Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan in appendix C haw: colllidered the Task 
Force'l reoommendatiOlll. Fllure 5.1.2-1 baa been reviled to reOcc:t full-width 
right-of-way topeoil Itripping as well as the ditch and lpoll topeoil aegregation. 
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In agricultu ral land where the soil st ructure is 

vulner.ble (�, silty .nd clayey lacustr ines , 

fragip.n., and se�sona lly wet ) ,  full-width str ipping 

will b. performed. Based upon soil survey s ,  the 

project applicants will identify areas w�ere such 

soil. occur along the rout • •  

Full-width topsoil stripping will be performed i n  

cu ltiv.t.d .rea. th.t have .teep .lopes in  which 

.ubsoil. would have to be cut to cre.t • •  level gr.de 

and .t loc.tion. where .dd i t ion.l work room is 

requi r.d for .uch purpos •• •• boring und.r road . 

Fin.lly,  top.oi l .egr.g.tion .hould b • •  pplied to .11  
.r ••• wh.r • •  uch pr.ctic • •  will .ncour.ge r.v.g.t.t ion , not just 

in .gricultur.l .r... . a.pl.c ••• nt of top.oi l  would incr •••• the 

l ik.l ihood of .st.bli .hm.nt. of d •• ir.ble .peci.s, r.duce the 

• .aunt of ch •• ic.l f.rtili  •• r ne.d.d • •  nd h •• t.n r.-•• t.bli.hment 

of v.g.t.t ion on the .it..  a •• id.nti.l y.rd • •  nd g.rd.n .it •• 

• hould be t r  •• t.d with this t.chniqu • •  1.0 • 

•• ge. 5-7 to 5-10  Ero.ion Control , a.v.g.t.t ion .nd Maint.nance 

a.quir  ... nt. 

N.w York .ndor ••• the .ini.u. .rosion cont rol •••• ure. 

a • •  t.t.d in 5 . 1 . 2 . 2 .  W. part icul.rly .ndor •• d.ily in.tal lat ion 

of t.mpor.ry .lope br •• k.r. .  A .i.ilar •••• u r .  should b • •  pplied 

to the t r.nch. Tr.nch •• open for d.y • •  nd w •• k. on long .lope. 

S10 

18 

I ·· SlO-19 Coauaeat aoied. Our Irencb breaker requiremcat in appendix C aud treac:b plua 
requiremeDt of appendix D are adequate. 



-12-

can erode during summer rainstorms and overflow, and deposi t  

large amounts o f  soil onto roads and into adjacent roadside 

di tches , wetlands , and streams . Temporary t rench breakers or 

earthen plugs are recommended for installation at the end of each 

working day, a. with .lope breakers ( page 5-8 ) .  

Page. 5-8 and 5-' Trench Breaker. ( and the is.ue o f  impai red 

.oil drainage aue to t renching ) 

New York fully .upports the FERC trench breaker spacing 

• • • • • uch that the bottom of one breaker is at the .ame elevation 

a. the top of the next breaker downslope" and reca.mends 

requi re.ent of the same for each respective project . Roweve r ,  

trench breakers ma y  not fully mitigate the man-made impairment t o  

soil drainage caused by t renching through soil prof iles which are 

densely stratif ied with a naturally da.inant lateral drainage .  

Such natural , lateral drainage in  the .ubsoi l  and 

.ubstratum run. parallei to the .ur face of the terrain. Once the 

.tratif ied .oil hor i zons are altered due to t renching ,  the 

lateral drainage is per .. nently altered , with the soil-water then 

.eeking the zone of least resi.tance , �, the back f i l led 

trench. Without man-.. de corrective practices .uch .as intercept 

drain line. to abate the waterlogging of the back filled t rench 

area, the R/W area i. highly vulnerable to exce •• ive 80il 

.aturat ion . Thi. impai r.ent of soi l aeration due to the 

alterat ion of the soil profile is degrading to agr icul tural c rop 

810 

19 

20 

510-20 1bant you (or your oommenta. Lateral drainage mitigation wiD need to be 
applled on a lite .. pccitlc buia. The plan in appendix C outllnea procedures to 
adequately mitigate this potential problem. See alao our dilc:ulaion in aec:tion 
S.I.2.2. 
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product ivity and the use of farminq equipment , as wel l  as to the 

overall inteqr ity of affected crop fields for their  lonq term 

manaqement . 

The lacustrine ,  fraqipan and dense basal t i l l  soils, the 

three ma jor soi l  qroups in  New York State , are cha rac\eri zed by 

dense, strat i f ied subsoil and/or substratum hor i zons , In 

Niaqara Import Point Project , lacustrine soils occur at 

relatively lower elevations and are the ancient lake-laid 

sediments occurrinq on the lake plains ,�, Niaqara County, 

northern Erie County and central Livinqston County ) .  Fraq ipans 

occur at relatively hiqher elevations ,�, the ·p13teau. 

country -- southern Erie County, port ions of Wyomi nq County and 

simi lar land. ) .  Th. d.n •• ba.al till  • .  occur at moderate 

elevation. in  the northern half of the central plains and al.o 

with inclusions in its .outhern half ,�, the northern 

port ions ot Wyominq, Livinq.ton and Ontario Counti.s ) .  

Si nce the aajor ity ot proposed pipeline. are parallel 

and adjacent to olde r ,  existinq pipelines, New York recommends 

that the respective companies ' existinq R/W data base tor 

aftected aqricultural land. and the respective land. themselves 

be inventoried by the project sponsor over the cour.e ot the 

project layout and construction for areas ot re-occurr inq as wel l  

a s  new episode. ot soi l  wetness.  The Commiss ion should desiqnat� 

that such areas be ident if ied to receive eff icient mi t i qat ion 

practices such a. subsurface intercept drain lines . Mitiqation 

S10 

I � 

21 

S10-21 We feel the mitigation meaaul'Cl contained In appendix C are adequate to 
minimize effccta on agricultural Janda. 
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pr.ct i c.s
. 

could be inst.lled during the restor.tion .t.ge of the 

proj.cts or •• • ub •• qu.nt po.t-r •• tor.tion ph ••• during project 

op.r.t ion • •  nd aan.g ... nt, but not l.t.r th.n two y •• r.  following 

.ctiv.tion of the pipelin • •  

P.g. 5-9 V.g.t.tion Str ip/Silt F.nc./S.diment a.r r i.r 

On page 5-9, the DEIS .eDtionl buff.r .trip • •  nd l i l t  

fenc •• • dj.c.nt to road • •  nd .tr.... . H.w York i • •  w.re of the 

obj.ction. of som • •  pplic.nt. in oth.r proj.ct. to con.tructing 

• • di.ent b.rrierl .cro •• the tr.ffic . id. of the R/W. H.w York 

.ugg •• t. that broad ba •• d dip. b. 
·
con.truct.d in  the tr.ffic 

pathw.y on the up. lop. lid. of public ro.d • •  nd .tr.... to div.rt 

surf.c. runoff into the .edi • •  nt b.rr i.r.,  lilt f.nc •• , or 

v.g.t.tive . t rip. ( ••• rigure 8 in T.nn ••••• •• Appendix a -

Sedi •• nt.tion .nd Cont rol Pl.n) . 

Pages 5-11 and 5-12 Drainage Tile Location/Prot.ction R.p. i r  

Reter.nce. in the DEIS indic.te that repl.cement t i l e  

l i ne repa i r .  which extend "across t h e  trench" should be extended 

1 . 5  to 2 . 0  f •• t into the trench wal l :  .nd that back f i l l  under the 

t i le .hould be compacted to d.cr •••• inf i l tr.t ion. Ba •• d upon 

ou r exper ience of the t i le l in. rep. i r s  which cro.s trenches , New 

York bel i.ve. th.t the 
.. 
minimum extension should be increased to 

2 . 0  to 3 . 0  teet into the tr ench wall for shouldering support . 

S10 

22 

23 

510-22 

SI0-23 

Our plan silo prcMdeI (or &eIIlporary lilt (eDCCL 

Proper Installation and testing of repaired subsurface drainage systems would be 
conducted by professional drainage system specialists. This requirement in 
appendix C, and our OEIS recommendation 14 provide adequate protection. 
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In  addition to the purpose of compaction of backf i l l  

under the t i le a s  stated in the DEIS, and noted above , compacted 

backf i l l  under a new tile  line adds to the support  of the 

replacement uni t and helps prevent future settl ing of back f i l l ,  

thereby preventing a future debilitating sag i n  the grade o f  the 

buried drain l ine . This helps to susta in the g radient needed for 

the gravi ty flow function of the t i le li ne . 

In many agr icul tural areas of New York State ,  the 

problem wet spots in crop f ields were or ig inally abated by the 

use of the old stone lor French) drain li nes , instal led by hand 

in the later 19th and ear ly 20th centuries.  Although such old 

atone dra in lines in croplands are still functioning in a 

relatively undisturbed condit ion today, trenching across a stone 

drain would obl iterate the.. Once disturbed by .echanical 

excavat ion , the stones will of fer no visible evidence of the i r  

existence along the wall of a trench a s  d o  severed t i le o r  

plas t i c  drain lines. New York recommends therefore that the 

appl icants should list the locations of stone drainage li nes in 

cropland, rotat ion hayland-c
'
ropland, hayland and' improved pasture 

in consultat ion with farmland owners/operator s .  Based upon the 

list.  the :applicant should install new drain l i nes to serve the 

complete area originally served by the stone drainl s )  dest royed 

by construct ion as a pa rt  of project restoration. Such work may 

extend outside of the R/H on an as-needed basis to ensu re 

SID 

23 

24 

SI0-24 Pleue rerer to appendix C, section II·A concerning mitigation or this problem. 
Refer alIO to comment rcspoll8e SIO-23. 
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efficient g ravi ty flow function of the replacement t i le drain 

I I  nes . 

Page 5-25 - Section 5 . 1 . 3 . 2 . 2  Surface Water Site-Speci f ic Impacts 

New York concurs with the recommendat ion in the DEIS  

for  dry-ditch cro.sing methods for h igh-quality streams , and the 

di rect ional drilling of the Niagara Rive r .  Plans for drill ing 

fluids management , including disposal plans , should be provided 

by the pipeline for state comment
· 

pr ior to final Commission 

approval .  

Page 5-26 CNG 

According to the DEIS, CNG has not submi tted site

spec i f ic plans for the Hudson River crossing . The FEIS should 

evaluate the impact of the pipeline on future dredg i ng and on 

Hudson River traffic a. related to the pipeline ' .  depth in  the 

r iver bed. The U . S .  Army Corp. of Engineers i.  looking at the 

pos. ibil i ty of dredging the r iver to a depth of 35  feet ( plu. one 

or two feet depending on .edi.ent type) . 

Page 5-41 Section 5 . 1 . 4 . 2 . 2  S i te-Specific Impect - Wi ldl i fe 

Wildl ife habitat at the Nat ional Fuel/Penn . York Concord 

compres.or stat ion could be enhanced by relea.ing from 

coapet it ion the existing overgrown .tand of apple tree. i n  the 

fore.ted area adjacent to the compre.sor site.  Al.o, habitat 

SID 

2S 

26 

27 

510-25 

. 510-26 

510-27 

Comment Doted. 

These issues would be addressed as a part of CNG's application for a section 10 
permit from the COE. 

Comment Dotedj see revised section S.1.4.2.2. 
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improvements would result f rom permanent drainage detent ion 

basins or set t l i ng ponds designed to· contain stormwater runoff .  

Page S-SS - Section S . 1 . 7 . 2  Wet lands Const ruct ion and Mi t igat ion 

New York concurs  with the DEIS recommendat ion that 

impacts to wetlands be minimi zed by several means , including :  

limit ing fuel t ransfers to smal l  quant i t ies , l imiting clearing of 

woody vegetation in R/w construction and maintenance: l imit ing 

placement of f i l l  materials in wetlands, and removal of any type 

of f i l l  used; and use of spoil containment devices . 

The practical application of cer tain procedures by 

pipeline compa: .�s may be diff icu l t  to moni tor in many 

circumstances.  Daily inspection �f erosion and sedimentat ion 

cont rol devices, and place.ent of spoi l  pile cont rol device. 

throughout wetlands are apparently objectionable to pipeline 

companies . New York recommends that a pragmatic solution to many 

wet land crossing iS8ues and problems could be achieved by simply 

limit ing the duration of major wetland di sturbances by t reat ing 

them as distinc t ,  separate projects,  as is the case with 

protected st reams. Many wetlands are s imply too wet for typical 

construct ion acceS8 1 limi ting disturbances to a short  number of 

days is a viable .eans of accompl ishing many of the - goals of 

minimizing i.pacts . Pipeline companies may assert that this is 

unreasonable or not workable , but experi ence in New York 

demonst rates that by l imit ing the durat ion of impact s .  ove rall 

S10 

I v  

28 

SI0-28 We do not agree that limiting the_ duration 0( COIIIUUctioo in wetlands would 
ncceuarily reduce impact. It could result in inc:rcascd impact if the contracton 
are forc:cd to rush throup the aoeainl 0( a apecific wetland aite. Reduced 
construction time could allo require inc:rcascd wort apace, therefore, affecting a 
greater area of the wetland. Our experience with pipeline construction through 
wetlands II that the contracton attempt to complete each wetland aoeaing In 81 
ahort a time 81 poeslble. In addition, treating each wetland aoeaing 85 a distinct 
acparate project could be an extremely unrcuonable request to place on a 
pipeline applicant, especially when coDiidering lOme of the longer pipeline 
projccta. 
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disturbance to wetlands can be minimi zed . Fu rther , potent ial for 

exposure to heavy rain or other unforeseen circumstance i s  

decreased by l im i t in9 t o  a short duration the len9 th o f  time a 

wetland loca t i on is di sturbed by cons truct ion . 

New York endorses the wetlands revegetat ion techniques 

described in the DEIS as well as the requi rement that. pipel ines 

develop procedures to control undesi rable vegetation.  We would 

expand this requ i rement to include all undesi rable vegetat ion , 

howeve r ,  and not l imi t it to exotic species . This  would 

incorporate the selective treatment of vegetation in  wetland R/W 

areas and would elevate wetlands management on R/W to a more 

scient i f i c  bas i s ,  as opposed to the industry standard of "mowin9 

when needed . "  While  control of undesirable vegetation in  

we tlands is an evolvin9 science and practical control me thods may 

be lackin9, the pipel ines should at  least monitor re-vegetat ion 

success and watch for early invasion of undes i rabl e species . 

Cont rol procedures may be most readily accomplished before 

invasions lead to major popula t i ons of undesi rables . Th is can be 

achieved by havin9 wetland biol09ists inspect the R!W i n  the 

9row i n9 season fOllowin9 construct ion--when si tes are relat ively 

open and undesi rable vegetation should be apparen t .  Hand removal 

of individual plants i. feasible at this t ime and may prevent 

spread of populat ions . 

SID 

I �  

29 

S10-29 AI. discussed in section 5.1.7.2, we have recommended that applicants address the 
invasion and control of "undesirable" plant species in disturbed wetland areas. 
Since cam atate bas differing viewa on haw this problem caD be monitored and 
controlled, we have recommended that each applicant wort with the aO'ccted 
atates to develop the IDOIt appropriate (for the particular apedes) or belt available 
technique. 
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Page 5-115 - Section 5 . 2 . 1 . 2  Tennessee Del iveries,  Gas 

Alterna t ive Systems ( G . A . S . )  

G . A . S .  received New York cer t i f icat ion i n  June , 198 9 ,  

b u t  f inal Environmental Management and Const ruct ion Plans rema i n  

to be prepared and approved. The f inal pipeline route is  

sli9htly d i fferent than that indicated in  Fi9ure A-9- l .  

Residences , a pond, wetland and f i r e  station would be avoided by 

followin9 the modified route indicated in the attached revised 

Fi9ure A-9-l.  

Pages 7-9 to 7-20 FERC Staff Recommended Measures 

The FERC staff recommendat ions contained within pages 7-

9 to 7-20 should be modi f ied as necessary to respond to the above 

noted recommendations of !Iew York.  

In addition, Meas",e . 116  should be  modi f ied to permi t 

the incorporat ion of excavated rock into bar r iers to adverse 

access to the R/W, as needed . 

Page C - 2 ,  APPENDIX C, Section I I .  Preconst ruct ion Planning 

New York recommends that the screening and landscaping 

planning requirements for new compression and metering faci l i t ies 

be expanded to include exist ing faci l i t ies adjacent to the new 

fac i l i t i es . 

Fu rthermore, New York recommends that APPENDIX C be 

expanded to include a post-construct ion assessment of needs for 

S10 

30 

I "  
I D  

33 

S10-3O 

S10·31 

S10·32 

S10·33 

Comment DOled; figure A·9·1 baa been revised to reOcct the alignment of the 
pipeline route certified by the NYPSC In Opinion and Order 89·17. 

Comment noted; we have considered each NYSTF recommendation, and where 
we feel it appropriate, we have modified our OEIS recommendations. See section 
7.3 of the FEIS. 

OBIS recommendation 16 has been revised to include "without approval of the 
landowner." 

The incremental visual effects of adding facilities to existing compressor and 
metering stations are minor and do not warrant pre· or postconstruction plans. 
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vegetat ion screenin9 , includin9 the need for addit ional 

plantin9s , removal or re-ar rangement of ex i 8 t i n9 plant in9s on the 

R/W a t :  road cros.in9s , in residential areas , and at meter and 

compression fac i l i ties . 

Page C-7 , APPENDIX C, Section VI I .  Maintenance 

Measure S, re9ardin9 R/W vegetation clear in9 

restr ict ions , should be modif ied to permit t reatment of 

undesirable exotic vegetation in wetlands as needed instead of 

only once every three years in accordance w i th the procedures 

developed from Appendix D . I I . E . 4 .  

Questions re9ardin9 these comments should be addressed 

to Jim de Waal Malefyt, New York State Depar tment of Public 

Service, Three Empire State Plaza, Alb�ny, New York 12223 or by 

telephone at ( 51 8 )  474-1611 . 

Will iam J .  Cowan 
Ceneral Counsel 
Saul A. Ri9ber9 
Assi stant Counsel 
�ublic  Service Commis.ion 

of the State of New York 
3 Empire State Plaza 
Al�any, New York 12223 

)ated : Apr il 30 ,  1990 

Respectfully submit ted , 

��:� O�" ...iC04 
Day '0 le.sailliO 
Wi lner , Scheiner  . 
1 200 New Hampshire Ave . , 
N .W.  - Su ite 300 
Washin9ton , D . C .  20036 

S10 

I n 
34 

SlO-34 We belleve that Hmitin, right-of-way ve,etation mainteJI8DQe to no more than 
once every 3 yean baa an overall environmental benefit that outwdgha the 
potcotial for undc:airable exotic species to become establiahed. Pleue refer to 
reapoll8e SlO-29. 
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RIW BOY. 
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I E� SpoiI 

Unasturbed 
'tOpsoil 
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, 
I I 

EXCQlIOttld Subsoil-

PROFILE 
(NOT TO SCALE) i CONSTRUCTION ZONE i 

• (pi". Qu.mb/y tIIId -
I CtJIIslrfldion �s) 

WIDTH � TOPSOIL STRIPPING 

FOR AGRICUL rURAL AREAS 
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCE:; 
ONII INF()HU"'ION 

1'12) � 6151 
500 LAFAYffiE ROAD " liT. PAUI� MINNE!;IJ rA · 55 155-10 __ _ 

V 

Apri l  2 7 ,  1'190 

Secret"cy 
Fede'Cal Regulal:.ory COllllli .... ion 
8 2 5  Nor�h C�pi�ol Stre�t, H.I.  
Washingtun, D . C .  2 0 4 l �  

Po,I." � bru,od la> Inll_,illal memo 7871 

��' - �kM� 
Re : DQr.ket No . CP88-l7 l-001 

Niag�ra I.port point project 
DraCt Envlronmental Impact St�te."nt 

Dear Sir: 

The Kinnesota DQpa�t.ent of H.tu�.l Re.Ollrr... ( DNa) has 
eo_pleted a review of the DraCt Environmental Impact 
Sta tement (EIS) re�ar�i n9 the proposed con.t�uction at a 
pipeline looping project by Great Lakes Gas Trand. t ��ton 
Company. The Collowinq cQ�mp.nt. regarding the proposed 
pipeline pruject are provided tor yOllr eonst�eratlon 1n 
develop lng the Final EIS on the project . 

.. _IIIatt;,,!.ln 

page 2-1 . The note regarding a po.�1b\. size iner.A4. 
Loop 7 .holil d not be tcaal:l'!d UqhUy In the Fln.l IUti . 
incr'!a",e in she lIay ca.us:� an incre .... e in riqht-olt-VIlY 

for 
An 

vidth 
as well .  Thot a ..... d51!1 .... t at blpact. re.1I1 � t ,,'l trnlll the 
proj ect , as discusse.1 in th .. Drll n. E.S , in many ca:::c::; 
a05." .... 1 very H tt l e  aCSt1 1.t l ",u.l Ian" reqll i rAIII"nts ov+r and 
above that use� by the exist i�J p tp.l l n� .  

Paq. 2-18 . Land �equt�em�nts tor pipeline constl��tlon � s  
depictoed i n  ri'1\1�e 2 . l - 1  app .. .ars to unoi .. r .. ..  U .. ..  t .  th. r i �ht
ot-way IIl"t-h thrQluJh hlll s •• :tlons or tl'o .. plp .. l t "tt rnu h .  
thrQugh Kinn"'� . . ta. Ku.;h of th e  K lnn.;.�.)t4 route le hilly, in 
fact, and IIould th4t'e ro.lre r.quire a dlff.�,,"L cUI I.t ..-uc.t. lon 
con t."iglu: .. tlt>n than sho,," in the typlcal . S.cause the 
gla.-:1a\ t .. r ' o1i" i .. very j uaoh1 .... " we bel ieve that the 
ori9tn�\ con.t , uction right-Gf-Way tue thtt p tpel ine va. much 
vid�r than the 7 5 '  .hnvn in the d 1a9' .... . 

The dia�rlill .hovs con .. l.cuutlon in flat terra In . 
Con .. l;r· .. "tion at 11l'C94 CSialllttter pipel ine on any terra ln that 
deviatlls fr.-.;" 0 d"'':1 ... ..,,; on a .ide slope cause. a geometric 
inr-rea::e in ri'Jht-Qt-vilY width . Thi. is Callsp.1i by the need 
for . 1t1,,-hill cuttinq to construct a level worle pild ot abollt 

AN EOUAI. OPPOfcT\JNITY EMPlOYER 

Sl1 

1 

2 

SI1·1 

Sl1-2 

The I8me equipment can be \lied for iDatallation 0( either � or 42-inch· 
diameter pipeUoe. The InCRalC in diameter lIIIould not aipiflc:antly inc:reue the 
width of right-of-way reqUired for COIIItructloo. 

We agree that, in steep terrain, especially when traversing side slopes, typical 
right-of·way width requirements could be greater. We have revised section 22.1 
accordingly. Already noted in section 221 is the fact that more right-of·way is 
often · needed at most road, railroad, stream and river crossings. In these 
instances greater environmental effects could occur than for the typical condition. 
However, we believe that the typical condition provides a reasonable basis for 
analysis. Site-specific impact that could result in potentially significant effects is 
discussed in section S: 
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80 fee t;, ac.�ordinq to a study of pipel ine conl6truc;tion in 
MOn�AnA (Stulen , P . , 1981 , Construction ot the Northern 
Sor.l",r P1.pel in .. in Montana ,  Interaqency pip .. line Task Force, 
MonLana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation) . 
This require.ent can vary dep�ndent on the direct ion of 
slope and direction of construction. Side boo. tractor&, 
for example , require a vork pad to the riqht of th'" tra,�1t. 

construct�on in such areas can typically re�l tre rights-of
way of 200-300 feet or more . Thi� ex�rA width is needed for 
the work pad and for storaqe of the excavate,'! lIIater l A l . 
Diagrams -trolll the Montana stuuy showinq typical constructiQn 
in hilly areas of about 7 deqr •• slope are attached . The 
hilly lIIoraine ar .. "" alonq thM exl llt11"1q pipel i ne ..... >111:" in 
Minn .... nta o rt .... heave .l op"'" stear-I: than dep tct.d in th4 
en.�l.os .. .d dlaqralllB .  

The exi st i ng p ipAl l ne rOut� is cl068 to �Q.e environlll4ntAIly 
sentl it. l ve faatu .... ·'" in Minn .... nta. ·rh .. consl:ruc;t: I."n right-o,
way is thM i�p"rt�nt cons l derat l un ,  not th� p.L�nr.�nt rlght:.  
o C -way . Th .. Dhf< rec".",, ' ' 'u .. that the Fin,,\ 1::18 include 
ei5t.l.llu. les ot land re'll1ir .. mAnta 1n terra i n  with 5-10 de,]!'''", 
slopes , and provili. a d i"qr" .. of' s i" "'' 'hl 11 I ng .. 1."I'''J the 
exl .. ting pip�l ine on su�h slopes. Th� diaqram should 
inc H r."l;e the "I(� •• nt of aida -hil l  cl1 ttin'l , width of thot W.:It·).; 
pad, and spo il stora�e re�li rements.  Esti.�t-. of thn 
p .. ,·" .... tagoir o r  the route I'.h�t involves h l \ ly terra in ehnnl.<t 
a 1 110 b., prov l<leu . Disc'",siulU' re<jcuuill'.l environlllental 
iillpacts resl1\tlnq fro. the p�u ... .  se.l pipeline will need to be 
moc11 fie'" to retl .. nt; the '�h" \""'$. in land requh·e.ents in 
h i l ly ar .. "" . 

P'lge 5-4 4 .  The n� w11 1 provide additional input to Great 
��.� du�inq th� dAveloplllent of the propos�d s�rv.y fnr 
s ... "lh l l l  cr"n�" as discus.ed in th .. Draft EIS . 

P�'le 5-� 6 .  We suprnrt the re�lirelll.nt that construction of 
r l ght-o C-way vidth be l i.ited to 50 feet in Wetlands . The 
DT�ft EIS states that Great Lakes Cas Trans.i.sion COlllpany 
t�kes exception to this requirement. If the a •••••• ent of 
impacts in the EIS is based on the us� of procedure. that 
may be rejected by the appl icants, it raises some question. 
about the adequacy of the EIS . Th� Final EIS .houl� clarify 
tha relationship between the procedures outl ined in 
App.n�ices C and D and the extent to vhi�h the applicants 
will abide by them. We arA unClear ao tn vhat lIIe�hanism5 
art) useri tn .nsure that aql.·oe."; up"', mi t i'J" I'.I .-.,', pt'o'::oiI,Jure;; 
are fOllowed durinq confltC'I1: I: I .)ft . 
Page 5-57 . The DNR is eoncemed abol1t visual impaota th" r: 
will re�ult frolll the wid�n i ng ot �h. util ity corridnr and 
con .... L· ... :t.i.on activiti.... . In ord.,t' to .inl 1I 1 �" vislI:oo l. 
imp"r.t. , we r • .;:o ..... .,nd that an7 t illlbotr us"'<l to con .. t:\'11.:1: 
t .. "'po�ary corduroy roads in wfltlanua and wet areas COIII� fro�, 

Sll 

2 

1 3 

4 

I , 

511-3 

511-4 

511-5 

Comment noted. 

Commeot noted. However, after lk:rioUl n:view 0( thil condItloo, toaetbcr with 
n:vic:w of valid applicanta' comments, we baYe reviled thia c:oaditlon to Umlt the 
muimum ript-of-way width throup wetlands to 75 feet. PIcue mer to 
comment and RllPOJllle 06-76. 

It II the appllcanta' legal RllponaibUity to abide by all conditiona eet forth In a 
certificate ilaued by FERC. All proceduRli dilc:uued In the reviled appendices 
C and D would be applied to each applicant receiving a certificate from FERC. 
As disc:uascd in RllpolllCl G7·5 and G7-6, we would allow the applicanta an 
opportunity to request relief from any particular procedure, on a alte-apecific basis 
and � after n:view by FERC staff. We recognize that in the paIt, what hal 
been agreed to on paper and what actually occuned on a construction spread may 
not be the lime. Consequently, we have required the applicanta to employ at 
leaat one environmental inapector per conatruction spread. Duties and 
Rllponsibilities of that inspector are fully deacribcd in appendix C. As further 
deacribcd In Rllponae 59-8, FERC would conduct environmental inapections and 
field compliance chec:ka II required. 

Appendix D, section II, Identifies proceduRli to be used for wetland CI'OIIlnp. 
These proceduRli specify that no trees located outalde of the right-<lf-way are to 
be cut for timber to CODItruct equipment pads. A110 see comment RllPOJllle G4· 
47. 
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the ,Ust:ll rhp" right-of-way or fro. ti.u.ar .. L.".'" ac:hot.iulp., 
tor harvllst ' n  c:url'�llt \0 Y*"t' plan... Ad.1I. �  ":.n.1 1 co,·.l",."Y' 
mat .. ,. LA 1 sh .... 1<:1 not b. <.lut. fr" .. at·.nole that ar .. c.>"ven l.u," 
to the r l'lhl-or-VAY but' ar. no .. on the pl .. .. n .. CS h"rv ... t l i l  .. : .  
paq� 5-5'1 . For add i tional int . .. ... ,to l.l)n re'J;"I r<l I n9 c:onl L·)l o f  
purpl e loos�styl '. i n  Minnw�ut. , th .. DNa .u��.uts thdt Gr��t 
Lak.�s co .. t •• .,;t touk. ski"""4 , courdiMt ... · o r  the PIlrpl'!' 
Loo��.t� t (. Pr�r". at (612) 297-3763 .  

P'lC;" s 6-1 tn 6-8 . The 
l"IlIJ,u:dinq the pru",J".d 
r.vl.w by t L.ld at.Cf • 
• s soon as po.slb1 .. .  

DN1t _Y b.v • •  d.1 t t- l  .. " .... , CO_OInt. 
ali'J, .. , ... t varl.tiuna p.ndinq turth .. r 

Addition.l coa •• nta vill b. provided 

P.q- 7 1 5 ,  No . 4 0 .  "�U"K" eh""ld b. cha�J.d to �ONR. 
I t  you have quprtt lon .. req� ��in9 our c:ommenta , or if you 
r.�. lr • •  d� l t.inn.l lntu, *�tlon from the DNR , pl •••• c:ontact. 
Ch.ryl HAld� trom my .taff at ( 612 ) 296-922 8 .  
Sino::�r.ly, 

._ C7__.._ 7/. 6,J.-.,,/ 
Tho.a. W. Balc:om, sup.rvisor 
K.tural Re."urce. Plann inCJ and R.vi.v Servic .. a 

Attac:h ... nt 

c. lIIt�lyn. W •• l olf 
30hn Chell 
Rob.rt Hanc. 
stave Colvin 
30n N.lson 
Tom Lute)otn 
Bonita E11".on 
Robert Wel tord--U . S .  Fish and Wildlife s.rvic:. 

900051-3 

Sll 

I' 
1 6 
I 7 

I 8 

511.0 Thank you for thia comment. 

511·7 See response to comment letter 5·12. 

511-8 Section 7.3 has been revised. 
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100' roO-If and 
olf,.' Cln'.rllnl 
.Hh wo,k .pon 
011 Ihl _III 

D N RC 
Northern Border Pipel ine 

- :...-- " 
FIGURE I 

Genlralilld view of on loat-.llt 100' plpilin. 
Conatruetlun rl,hI -of- wo, Oil for .... n In 
Nor.hl,n Bard., Plpelin. CompGn,', opplieollon, 
to c,o .. Montano Itot. -Ion"_ Th, tlrroin I. 
'rIIleol of Montano a'"'1 londl crou.d In Philllpi 
and VolIlIJ eountlll , wherl . ollell from draina,," , 
.hl at .. put alapu or. on tb. o,d., af ' - 7-, 
onel ran,.lond II .hl prlmar, la"d UII _ 

D,clmber 1981 
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Copclu(1ioo(! 

'(hI! rhOtCA)L·;ri'l'! IInc1 fi'}UfPII In �.hill MCHan ind1C11te l:hc' follt1Wi"J 

rc.;l·�·lhle c.,"�luolonlJ "bout r-o-1ll width r«.\ULrcmentlS Me! topsoil lIt.drr.!ng: 

1) 1-ny uev il.l.lon fraa n"t t-.crotn (0 dRgrew Ilope) C4US-. a geaa.trit.: 
1l:.:[e4�Q in ",idth rGQuirllnlllntll, pdnarlly tor soU � spoil lltoruye. 

1.1 There is uften a �ogre88ive luCff!lW: In r-o-¥ w1.dth aft,,:r initl.l 

r-a-w clmrinq aD thea different atage. o£ c:clMlruction pro.=ecC. 

3) 'l'llc:re �re IlU:lerClUa 8["1111 of .tra r-o-w w�tb II8edI!d beyond tJo .. lOt! 

foot rRjllef.tcd � nw:. 

') There was a hi�h potential for topBoll �ing in the nL=er�ur. �ice-hill 

cutG. 

SI 11�(-c� \101\ iln inl':OOIlilltl'l'llo:( in depHIR to I�hic:h t."'l .... )1 1 WI:: :o:lc1r.: " '.� 1111 

state l.\oo (liI1':-ull, end lin J.n.:ulI::.l .. L ....... l' In kl!l!L>\/II} �fJi.r.nll "nti 

6I:be�ro"lt. in acpar3Le plll'lI. 

G) CCIrllltrur.l:h., C1'6111 dr�IIRt.rIlLtc.'l an e'T.cel)Hr .... l £.t l 1ty to rlH:r.nt(;lIr 

the Ilhli IIrl .. 'Cl I/"�i:� to I:he ori'llr ... l COl"lrt'J'lrlfl lm ;\flfl rl'l,l .... t'll .... <:ui '  

lihen it b."ld bP,I!n COrrf!( .. Tl y utr41"la:d. 

-54 

Sl1 
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7) A t-o-v nar.rQlo�L than 100 fc--\: (.1rt'rllOilllilt.ly II!! fCftt) b quit',: 
rr.Fr:lt:l" .w. rfl."Incnob]e 011 t rilly n .. t tf'u .. ln (0 IIccJr� clo:,lC:) , but 
lIf.",';'u: lr.prlll'ticaJ on teu:,jin with a slope 9tc,..wc tNn 5 (.�rC'Cu. 

Bl !:c£'o'lrnto wrooi'l ::torllliJV pil" G ""I &lole-hinl' rec:� •• ltf' II wl�. r-o-\I. 

nccor.tl'lIrl�! wl tl'nl't t(IItring Ul' C]rounc'l beyond t:l".c plli"! reullircl! even 

C]rMt4!r wielt!:. • •  

'l'�C::", iGr.I�p: a tt.! dis\:usscd fUL LI:HC In tl>" nEo):t IlICtlnn (1\ CtD.tf! 1.",�" , 
,1nt: ill tl:tl cr.nc: 1 1 11� i nnr. Bect ion. 

<I'1�'-'�'l',1N ot·l /Pl'I'i'Jl" A'I'/I'I"� 1I11'� 

t"f',loC ;:L:rl1�":1 fcr an eiJR<!I\lPf'It tn crOStl liIndl! a:.!1"'lCJf'd by thP ��clr...:nt 
nf St.::tQ Toln.l .. (1:1'1 1 in Rilrly Janllllty, �Pl . 1:t itG �r l l  lftCC'tir,c:: tbn 

ftatr. P«r(� of l':/lel Catr�iSllionerB reful!leri tl:G:I an Qlr."".,nt, {'[e[erclll9 a 

lll::1(;, f!f!c:..::tiw f1.1Y 2. CCo£truct inn 3t�i[tc.,1 two �'!..\y5 lab·r. 'lha U'j'F 
OIs::;i:lI:ed PSf. stolff iIl1d t'fFC in the neceSl.'Iary PIl!iX!J:\oIt'rl, prlr.lilrily t:e<:.lu"� of 

t1r.le cor.stro1intn, and b_use IIltC (a",' n'�'l '-'L! in thn IIIldst Cof 
rq-jOtiiltlCllli '1ith the OfficII of thp FIK!rr31 InllV"':t:nr cnnccrnh� f('f'cr.-l 

eni: r.tat� tolea " uring end after cCKltitruction (IUK' �IJ"''' '£4 and 71, lx'l<:,:/) . 
l'p.'::pral ll:oc;i:ll .. L i.nn on the' Hur5 to'juirad tl-.,t trn:: hlU� tl:c [�il" '1 i ' ''' 

... r.r"W:\1lI] to c::cn�L,l' nnO sitc-r.('<P<:lr l(' r.nv \ rouIII.,.l .. l I:til,.IM:lnn.c {:I'''''' ' '; ''''' 

in ['lLt with fl!llccl\l anc! st..1tQ i!<,len(:ic!:, and lInc'icc til" III.I["!"rvisicn fir: th� 
Orl. The th:C h;:kl eliaolllned C:rllrLlI ur tl'""'!' ... : etil,,\:l l'.klll; dlldfllj t.h�' 

(lL " l,,,,, ,,·tion (lr the Elf; on the prnj�t. To keci? [""":(0::1 �nd &t<'�,c 

-55-
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DePARTMENT OF NATURAL ReSOURC�� 
)";�', / �. "\";, l' 

PHONE N". RF.r: r c.lN/\L I!:NV l IlONMF:�/'I.'IIL IIIW I r::1I :;l"�:r : r M. I S'r. FILINQ. 

May 1 6 .  1990 

Er. ... r. .. ,G ICAL SERVtc:F.:1 :;F.'�·C· 1 1 1N 
D1VI S I ON OF F I r,n ANI) • .. /T r.nr. l l' �: 

2 1 1 5  B I RCHMuNT RF.TlCH ROAn Ilnn1'HRAS'I' 
BEMIUJ I I M I �INF::;( )'I" \ ';'�"'n I 

Mr . Kurt F l ynn. Proj e � t  M�n���r 
Env i ronml)n Lal Po l l r: y  ant:!. PrOj Ac t J\n" l y:': l " I'' '·.'I1(·h 
Of f i ce of P ipel ine 3nol P rodu .. ;on· RC'JI I 1. A I  i . , , ,  1'1." ,,,, 7,1 I :>'  

8:>'5 NOl'th Cap l t � 1. Street No r. th,."" I' 
WaehinQton. D . C .  204"6 

Re . Do� ke � No . CP 88 - 1 '7 1-001 
, N.1I''l81·a I npol' t  Poi nt f ro j ". ; 1  0" ., ( 1  F. I �·: 

D<.!ar I'll' , Fl ynn . 

'rhi a  l ft t tll\' P1'OVtrlns you w.l l:), .. <:kl 1 t t r ,, , ,, r j " CvI III •• l. i on cOnCft rn l "  • ., 
a l 1 ",lIm.mt V8 r i � tl ons recommoltrlp.<i I n  r i o "  I), .. n I;;r H .  ThABe 
var i a t i ons IIro dalllr t.'lbod i n  P81Jft!1 6 ,I I' "  f. '" of th"! <I r ll f t  anrl 
we\"e rfll f41'\'pd tu i t t  th� M1 Ittl.-. , ";.t:"  Ot:pa ,' hn."Iol1 '- n F  Nu h n' A l  
Rel5ollrr.es · COlnm"nt I ft t. l.e" o f  Ap" 1 1. 27 . 1" "" ( l.eL I .  •• r " r  Thnm"" 
B ft l c o m ,  M.i. " "Aol'>ta mm to FFRC :,:"."'<")1;., ,  y , ) "1'11 1 :': C' ' '' I f ' " t  
l e t:.tp.r t:nnC::4?l."1l8 F I "h and Wi l d l  i fr ni '/ i : ; ; , , , .  " ' l I l t : " "' I H  nhtlut. thA 
we t 1 ",, ,<1 c 1'o 8 8 1  n", II ,  

1 ul\tle t A t " "tJ thA t you " , � 1 n 1I 1 '.J ... t t l  " , · ,-·· 1 . , j  I ' " " w i ",=, ('\1 1 1' 
Vt): .. i l . i nu on thp.nt"!: VAJ:1 A r:1.()IU,," ,"1 '''H ' ' ''''' ' : . . ... . . . .  , yrH I "  f. ; IlA I p, r =..; 
f"r.hf"tlu 1. A .  WA h" '18 vl s1  t.�(' fal l 1,' ::.1 t . ' � 1 1  ';:1 . , · ,  I � ' t C l l l t '! S  " 1" u l l l u l  
wo I.. 1 An(),. a . ft ( "r:omlnp.ru l"'tl . Til-=- a t  I ,-,.  in  "' .... 1 1 I1 1 , 1 1 1  Cf"')l l 1 d. y  W�t'P.-
vi s i ted by l f4P l "'sP l o t l\ l: i ve3 o r  I.h� l i t" . " i . . . . . . f 1'1 "h It I II I 

Wi td l i f  .. , �.hp. f l C!lrl rp.p ' (,> : '�ul � I' i v'" C . . .  1 1 , ... l I i '/ i " i  . .. \ (. r W.l l:f! t"a 
( wh<") '.'ft,;lewe th.,. two p l u tef' te" WI\ I . .  , · c: I ''' ' ... j I "  ( "" , . th'! Mal ... h ,, 1 1 

CQllll t y  s l t., tt ) ,  and �t'li t l t l  EntJ I I II ... · · ' i ' l l f  l' '''l ' ' ' ' : ' � ' ' l l ,' 1 i "" � R .  The 
C l p. l u·w" I ')r Cou n t.y " i to !; ,  wh i t:h  A ' i2Io  I 1 0 l i  " ' 1  " • .  nl·('\ I·.f�<: t: �rf 
wn t l.""/i:< . Wftl'" v i s i t �(1 by '"Y"'" f . 
He hAve t.h� fol l /")w l n'J rnmm"'n t ,. :  

A ,  GF:NF.RAI. crlMMF.N'rS . I n  tlo" [> ... n l' .  \� •• hn·. · :- l· . .. . .  "' .. "Al1d .. rl 
avo i .. I ."",,� of Wft l . l Anrln .. " II f i " ,, � p " " , i I . V .  I'h .. " i f  th i s  CII '''''Jt 
b4 <k'll4ll!' , .PP\"':'Pl" l " l r, nt1 t1.v� l . i oll. nnd �Olltp"�l, r;Q t" I f ) I \ .  w. haVt! 
rf'(. f/li.ir"·� l Id�rI Cn l l o"t L l tti t".he eXl o � l "g A I I ,J ( lIll ..... nt ;'\ s  a 'ilellMt"B l 
p'.' 1. i r y .  b�Cll1 l"9 onl y rl l I r. i n'l con,. t t·"" H nn ..... 1 1 1  " rlrl i t i on " l 
" ; 'Jh�. " o f  way be need<'!,l , Thi .. 'J""'" .) l p . .  I, I. <: y ,, " .n .. pp I 1 A" t f\  
wotl "ndl' eVp.lI tho1 l gh wo Ll ftn.'I", ,� I '� '1 1 "" " "'T''', : i ,, 1  "t.I\ t1J " .  

AN EOUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYeR 

S12 
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Ma i n t.P-tHU\e'! prar.; t: 1 C';'''ll s, .. �h AM f.� lp. H I· I IHJ 'f'I"I":': " ,'\ I' i ()ll QVS1'y OU("" to 
thr ..... y •• u· s II<Jv'il r � 4 1  y .\ffec t s  WI� I 1 " , .. I h"I ' ;  I .1 1 ." to ",oln .. I.!xt" u L .  

Thet·" 'n r.-� , OU1� l·ft"uult i uq i. e  Lh., t fcJ .1 l o' ... · i . l . .  I I I ,.  �x.l IJt. 1 l·I\J 
a 1 1 qr""HI I I  mfolo" , .  fo l l ow 1 n." I,,,h l l :"l t I h . 1 1 I ,,, · .  " I "., . .  I �  b .. ..,,, 
daql·lulr.t1 to .. .,me �x 1. ... .  I . .  

Wf! would racommPol ltl a rp. · rouLr.! "n l y  1 (' . 1  ",- t l l" " 1  h,,!'i "'p ... ; i ;o l  
vII ll\e� tha t:  cann"t b n  Ini t1 (jl'lt. .. o I •  

Ou r  s � t e  1 Iw n " t. i <]"t:1 (\nK o f  th"! fill " p I "1" " " ',1 1: 0>  route .. , sh,',wl! 
th .. L ,  i £  m i  Li gA t ion mCli1tJU1:"'''' a l "  f"l l ()·.�f·d , t.h .. t'''! - I·ont .. s 
crelltlnq np.w ri'1ht .. -<If. -way al'''" 1 I 1<1 wt:!t.l :"In,i" .. ,:� ",'0 1. nCC 4 S S " .  y .  
Rea .. .,.l"h t e  lni tiqllt.1 (111 me::l�"" "'1$ axi .. L til" I .  w I I I t·f'ehICp. t lnp",� ts 
to t.1I .. wr.: t: l "n.l .. frolll £t) L l owin<] the .. x i ol l · I . Of) ., l i.'JTlm.m l. , and , t f  
mi t ' <J " te.\ a" recommenned, t.he we t l  .. . .. I ,.  I .. "", ,,<' r:h" I · .... :t .• n·i s t i c s  
th .. t m"kp. th"", st.III\r.\ O\lt f r()m 0 1;11 .. 1',; 11,' . 1 1  l o y  . l\ d i cC\lssio" o f  
ell" h o f  th" re · rollt:"1J [o l low" , 

ft_ 'U . S .  ROIrrF. 59 VAR I AT I ON (1'''9(\ fi . 1; ) : F i n l rl  inspec t i on 
rs,'ea I.oed lIevA\'a1 f"''' �llr"lJ aho" � tit i "  w .. 1 1 .,,,. 1 .  "ncl' I·.hi s  
ra- routp. , •• fo l lowc . 

a .  Abou t onl'l-h" l f  Ifti I "  of sr .. I ·" 1'.· ... 1. .... : 1  ... . w" l:tAn.1 i .. 
cl'oaF<o':cl by th .. e x l ,, \; i ng "l i<]IIIII')I\I: .  N .. ·.I c""1' 1 , ",:tt"n w1 t 1  
th",r .. (ol·s af f",,, t IIb.)ut £ell1r " "' "'''1' o f  a,I,1 1  I I <J l Ii' I wet l and . i nc"! , 
accord i ng to the en."tnnsrinq cOIIHII 1 t  .... nt t" �I: .. " t  T ... keg ( BrAult 
P;n9 ine� r i l1q, I nc . ) ,  an arl, H tlona l tWf!ltl.y r i ve f.�eL wou l d be 
c l .ul l �d to <:onllt.\·uct th .. n.w lo(\p . Th; '" " ,."" wou l rl  n('\1 b .. 
c l.,,,� ... d du d nq maint",, ,,,nr. e ,  "",. tl l l l A  illll'''' I n  al'p' 1p'. ;"",· .. "d . 
'fhi a  impac L "ppe'\I'!t Lo bo'! If''''' t.h"n wll ,, 1  i "  "r .. I .",1 ii' th .. ,1 . ... £ 1  
£ I S .  

h .  Th- p l  I,pnlJ-:!rt nr.:� n l i 'JuJlI� 1 I 1 .  loInl l 1 · 1 ' , I I I : ; n  r.nlll� w� 1 . 1  ;:uu'1 
WAr-t of U!I 59 , a",1 would 1: I.! '111 I I . i ll 'Nan" , , 1 ,.. ;\ 1 ' 1 ,,'1 "f' I'n l·" ,, 1:  

a l otas . Lnntl,,,wl18L'. in  th9 ar-.,·, U fl1 1 A l l y ,,,�!", .• • , ,,,,, , : , .-;, . i I LcJ of 
fOl'e& t�d " '  R i\ O  bel-:HIU'r. t.htty It rf"\ nro n ,  ,':ta 

c .  The WP. t t A"'·\ i a "" l lo.- .. l l y lI . . i 'J"� 
me;,aUl'Po:l  l i ato.<\ tll � ... wi I t t·'·,I"'· . .. i "'I',,. . I , .  
l�\;o l ;  8 1 111" 1 ,  tht) L 8  8 1:':: 0 t'V' " I t i l l  i " 1  , � : �  fn l 
ell"'l l vnhl� .. t i f  thf'! A x 1 J1; ti nc� ,, 1  i '�IIIIH ' 1 t 1  i : l 

HI .. I I.h .. m i  1: 1  'J I.\t 1 t'>1 1  
h�, A l l  A t  .. t :totpt"Mh t.\ 

I I h ;,\ , \I i l''''J th� I"'n 1  "" !  ' r, , !  
r q I I o_,�,l . 

C, NF.W sor.11M WF:TTJ\N1) (pn'J'\ 6 6 )  J\gn ; lI .  r i , · l o I  i n"pec t t o l l  
of l.h i s  St"te IHt) ' ."" ; , ,,," W., t t AU" PP'" i ,'k . .  1 ". "r; i.l'lCu,Llul'I l:; I') n ,  ao 
fol lows : 

• .  It i a  unc I ",.,.. f ... "o th,.. n ',' H C I  F: I !: h<:'10/ mi ld, we t l a nd 1 8  
a! r"!cteu b:t fo l 1 ow i nq r.ll'" exi " t ing I\liYllm�l\ t . Page 6 · 6 and 
'r"ht"! 6 - 1  s t a t e  th .. t 7 . 4  ac . . ", o J:  we t: l "",1 WQ\l lrl be affp.c ted by 
fo l lt)wt ,·.q thA flxl " I. ; n,,j al i (JllI1I"nt. , bu t 1 1 0  .. mAp ,� f I:l, .. al'"'' .. howe 
a con'i t "I�l ;,hly sm" l l  .. , wet llmC'l c t () s  .. l l\'J ( f' i. " 'lre 1\- 1 - 19 . )  O\lr 
s i te v i n , !; cor. C l l·m"d thAt I:h .. map i s  "'0" ., ACt:I I t  •• l.n, "nd thA I: 
mOAt o{ th- r" .. I; of the "t·"" betw""" MP "'� '1 "nrl MP 6-\ . 0  i 8  
wP. t. pl ., ;  \' i � ,  1I1l t. W l!l t l llnt1 . 

S12 
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S12-1 

S12-2 

S12-3 

Comment noted; we have n:Yiewed these route variatioDl and have Incorporated 
the commenla In thia letter. We do not agree with MNDNR'. CODllDellla 
regarding the Oearbroolt Wetland Variation. Please refer to reviacd leCtioDl 
6.1.1, 6.1.2, 6.13, and 6.1.4. 

Comment noted; see revised section 6.1.1. 

Comment noted; see revised section 6.1.2. 
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b .  This wetll'lnti 1 ft pLv).o"hl .. th .. 11 .. . , , 1  " I  'J" 1 1' 1 " :o " i; n '- ",,'" 
fOUL' we t l ll'\fl c rolJlJinqs i d" ' , L i  f i n,! 111 ti lt· I ' ,  .. "" EI :' b,.r-"",..- i t  
i ll  .'l1ldh l l l c r "ne hAh l l . • , I . .  W o  h�,, ' 0 1  , , ,  . . .  , ' r: """ �h of.  t.hlJ 
101. 1. 1'01,,1 croft .. l n9' 01 t,. rtll r t nq t.I,,,, I ;  , · l rI  ! ;  . . j I .  HnW"'1 ... L' . W .. f .... 1 
th .. 1. the con .. L . ... · l .l."l time re .. I . L'i e : U  .... n ( "' .... I I  .. • m i  1; 1 ., a l: i "  . .  
eec; t inn) i a  ... , .... kql",t:" mea," C I �  LeI '1,,.0 ; , 1  l h'j " "  I .. 1.0 I:ho> 
c r ilr,";" . Tmp,iCI." 1:0 th,. 111''',' , d  .. , , 1  j f l  ... ·1 " . '; "11 1 1 0 1 r ... nr' " wi l l be 

reducftd by ra ·veq .. t .. t l nn w i t,h l Iat1. w' " I "" ' ; "" 

c .  In th i s  11 " .,11 C)f M1nn .. �o l a 1tP. ""' ' ' ''''Y t':'l: habl tats 
domlna ted by nA t: i ve \I � """"". ",,, 1 o l.h",' op .... i .. " "h " I:I'c te l· i s l. l c  of 
open p1' s i  r t e ,  ,,,,d i n  80m" " ...... " 11[:(,"" "t: "'' ' ' '"h y  Inland .. , We 
do , hnwev",,',  rac.;'JIJlli:r.<ot thA t fe" ,)(; 1 .." ,1 p.o I , ! :h,'" " " e impOl· tlln t tv 
L; .. "k'WII" . " {(ll' w t ndl ., ",;,1". o. nr." t,h .. t l "  , .. ""n"" . 'fhe I'''- route 

i n thi s  area wOli l d  reoul t in IM'I'I "f. a !",,,. ... ,.,t .... 1 w l mlbL· .. "k 
impol·t .. , , 1. to i t s  owne r .  WII clo not t:hl Ilk 1 . 1" , 1 '  avo lrUnq th .. New 
Su i l lm w .. t. I And , i f  impac t .. t:o I t:  " , . ... ", \ 1  i ':1 . o I  .. ,1 "'8 de "cr i h  ... i in 
F. , J,,,. t i f l  .. n thi "  108 • .  

d .  Til l e  " ,-,aa i s  attt'ac t i ve to 11O,,01':1 '\'J ,"", 1:0 . fowl bu t l l'l"kn 
open water important (or: re.u·i,,1'J oiu"kl I 1 1 11" . Th'l mi tiq'l I: t on in 
E......J>1·ovidea compenS.ltioll fo,' w .. t. 1 3n<1 1 .11(' ... · 1:1' by pl oviding 
op",n ."atolr hab i t a t  el1 r 1 ",,,t l y  not (0111,01 i n  I·h,. l ,nm ... ,l t 'l l:  .. 
vic i n ,i t y .  

D .  PINE LAKE WETr,AND ( p"g_ 6-6 )  Th ... n i t,,. " 1  .. 1 �  t.o  thla 
unp rotected we tl and i n  C I  e a l·wal. ... L· COll n l. y .  ""h"l'A the ex i s t i,n9 
a l i gnment CrOSRp.r; a ome l l  port.l n" o f  a I A " 'l� wet:11111c1, Showed 
that , 

a ,  The imp"c ts of 1.11 .. P " "l'no.;>d n ... w " l i'.I' '''''. ' ' 1 .  "t'vulld tid, .. 
w e t l " " .,1 wO�llrt bOJ h t gh . F I  " ". ,  tl," .... " "  .. 1 ,.. ':1"'1 1.01 r; t·o 1",'; a 
we t l " •• <1 ."i th a smA I l " l l .. O\IB L' 1<Jh� I "  t l " ,  : " " ' � I  o t: s�" i ;. n "  1 "' .  
In ad,l t t: l ..,,, . thOJ " road <:0\: 1 ' 1 , 1  . . , "  l 'c r�L , ' ... 1 I . .  i "  1:1.", D t  .. f t  F: r ::;  
i e  a very naL' t ow fo ,'",n l: roa,'\ 011 II. I • .  " ' o w ( 1 "''''10 �I' .. n f i  f' t.y c", .. t 
in p l " ,- ", ,,, ) 1'i<1g9 in a qlllc i a l  OIlI l I ·" j "  .. .  " ,,,.,,' ,-nn . . . .  n1<; I 1. o l 1  
r i 'Jh t . n f ·w:lV WOll l rl h I)  '/ I rI  .. h"c""�(\ , .. r I 'h, · . 1 , " -1 ' \:01- " <1';' , , .  H ",I 
I;h .. .. · .. ar'" 8, ... 1 1  101 .. I: 1 ,, ,.0 1., on br. t h  ", 1 01." . .  r l l or t o ,,<1 tn ,,"m" 
pl 'lc'? n .  'Ch i s  1 11  II bad r;h., tr:p. 1', , , '  11 II" '" , 1 1 'J' ,,,,� n l· . Ik r; i " l ", ,; 
b .. l n'J "" h ,A L lA " !: upl ,,,,rl 1011 1 <1 1  I f,' hAI ' ; ' " I , l id "  L'oarl i f!  10C:" l l y 
impQL 1 .. �.l1L tOl' l.'Pr": t:ft" I ion, a,wl 01;:" , . ' / , ( i  f I .' � I , t , .· " t :( Il " "" C O l J.:�c t )  
a se<J;"''''l'I t o f  li n  h i s tnl· t c  !.'(,Ad , 

b .  The �r. ! nt. ; t\tJ A 1 1 tJ l llur- " l. � L",')n(': f ' :)  i" I5IU., I 1 r,t-' L l,;. l"n. o f  th .. 
lAl' .. e Wl'l t l llll<1 , and m t t l 'JI\ I . . L"" \�1 1 1  pr,"" '1o- 'o'I" t.1 ;111d value:s 1:0 
c,· .. mr,", u1a La COl· l n A "u'� " ,  

K .  c:r.F:AR"IIOC)1( Wl':Tf.IINIl ( p" 'J" 6 .. 7 )  T h  I "  " "I " () �'i!cterl we t 1 an,I 
c l'o lln j "IJ I llst two m i l '? !]  from th'" [, l nel r,nl<" w<! t 1  I\nd . h " "  the 
fol low i. n'� Ch � l  I\f.; i f'!I:t·.i � L  i. t : ""  thA t: agA in rp.f !()l1Iml""lnf"l Aq�lnll t • 
t'e t'oute : 

a ,  Th" f., i n g  .. of a I " " 'J" we t l And t "  ,, , . .  ",,",1 by the " J(  l ost ineJ 

S12 

3 

4 

I ' 

S12-4 

S12-S 

Commcut Doted; see reviled lCCtion 6.1.3. 

Comment notedj we do not agree with MNDNR that the proposed route traverses 
the fringe of this large forested wetland. Both NWI and USGS maps clearly 
indicate the proposed route traversing the middle of this wetland. Although the 
existing cleared right-of-way may now consist of grasses and pasture, additional 
clearing of this wetland would be required for construction of the proposed route. 
We feel that construction through agricultural land results in only a minor, short
term impact. Consequently, we stand by our recommendation for this route 
variation. See revised section 6.1.4. 
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a 1 i'lnme l l t . Mo" t  of it. 1 11  ( i'l L' was ) i'I Typ., A '1<,,)-1 .. ·1 w� t. l ;ond , 
T�",A t"At':1<, bi rch , anel l!!hJtllft n np.:.n a L'� I" ... , : t"'  .. t". , h1 1 1 ' t.h� f!i'x! lj l. l ."J 

a 1 1 <)''''''' ' ' 1 .  i n  tllf': we t 1 ;onr\ ts 1I11 1 ! : 1 · 1. y ho:: ., . . t l y  p:". I .. !. . .. ]. wi th LhO' 
nlltllL, ,. 1  vey .. , ... t . i on chan.]"',! . Ti l ; " ( a.; ; ' ,  • •  t ". " v i  I V  [ .. "n'· 1\ chuo s t "'j 
th .. � K ; " I:1.ng a 1 1 91 1111 . .  " t  ra th .. ,· th .. .  , (' ... - " ' , . .  , i n' l . 

b .  The ac tlla 1 cl 1 " t ,. " r. o  of we t l /1"" " , 1> · . ,,, .. 0 1  l s  PI:,," .. "l y .. h . .  " ,: 
on.e thi l t l  rn ; l .. , so th,. A " �t'l A f f flllr l: .. d I ,y (-, t I I lOd', n,,; t i , l I\ (- 1.'JIA r · l u'J 

i s  ab,)l 1 t, fOllr ac\: .. i1 ,: a 1.I I "' l· th" t'  th" ;1.. (, ; ".., .. " ,. l; a h�ll i n  T"h l r" 
6 - 1 . 

� .  The new B l i g' tI",:, , , t;  wou1rl 1 1  k'" V r;'1 i " ... I ""d 1 1 11 "  confl t c t ll  
t h " t,  w o u l d  n o t  b ",  n f fll.)t by "vo1.dn l1' : '·· "f �,,'· ' ;' . .  d lhlpao; t;s b y  
rc- roll l; lno;J , 

d ,  Til .. m1 t ; <)i'lt inn mO'nt�'"-"O 1'.·"" i . l  .. o I  i l l 1'. " r", "d"'lllBte 
mt t. 1 .),:, !: i I1l1 fOl' any imp,' c t B  to th'" 1·, , : 1 . 1  "",1 

I!' • •  M fTTr.I\TTI"IN . hit\: .. , • •  " ho l .1 .  (,/"11"':'" 'n i t- i <J . .. 1 .... n mf':lI n" "" B  
t.hl\ t a�p l y Lo n,l l f.·.llr we l.l nllrl . .  1I11'l .... ' ' '  ... . . ... n ... p .. r. 1 f l ..., to each, 

a .  G"nIH.' �  mAI!I.Sl I rl'H' - 1110'1"1 i e s  to " I I f'''" t'e - roll t.fI arAB S :  

1 )  Rf':mnval o f  crown : I II Bom .. "" "'II' a 10nq th A  presAnt 
r i qht - o f-waV , ooi 1  was pl 1 f1,1 OVA': I·"" p i p,· I I. " .. tl·ellch .  crAsti ll'J 
a s U l p  of up l and through the we t l and . TJ d  B shou l d  b" removed 
afld I!Ipre<ld over the r i ght:-of ·WllY wh�'\ Lh" nPoW plp .. Une i 8  l a Id , 

2 )  Creati on of open wate l' : tn .",,,h of thf': (.-'11 .. 
re · rout"' '' .  axr.ava t i n g  opel' Wll t A t' ponrl ... 1"0,, 1 <\  cl'eate habi tat "11.1 
provide mi tiqa t. i on . The de t." 1 1 ,,  vllry. and th" l llnrlnwn"r" 
contacted lin far have been IIqr .. eal'>l .. , n"p'l , I .Il",nt of N" t" " " l  
RCIiIO\U'(iCf1 r.mnl oYf\f'" liT!' II 1111 i nt 1 no ... t rh , " l 1 l nr· t 'i 811,1 1111 ,·11 rlnri .J1\ deta i l s ,  

3 )  Remova l o f  .poi 1 to u p  l il l'" n i 1 .",,., : Wh�" ml ti(Jatloll  
pond" lire create<1, opn i l  shClll lrl hI! p I  " , �-:I ... " " 1 , L a Hrl O i t.ltB 
ratll .. .. thAn II l <le ca!'lt \ nq or tI .... ,. i "'J 11l 1'.1", ,," 1 1 Q nrl Th l o  c,'" b� 
accon1p l i l1h�d by eH'�"'v.l t i nt'1 th,. runtf l lt" o I '  l i l t .  \.i� l . l :\nct ,!".l fJ� nr "yo 
hall l 1 nq to an u p l  .. n d  Bi te , 

4) VcgO't" t: 1 nn mnt l o l .  ... ... ",· .. · 'r • .  1 \  .. , ,. " ,  e l l t.  po ,';,I i \'l 1  A . 
brllohy veqe t a t t " " .  Qed'J" ::: altd 'Jl A n r." " :-:hr . •  o I d  I " ,  ;'1 1. 10w ... ,1 t. . . 
regl'ow in th .. r i 'lht- o f  ·wny · thl:oll<jh wo;! t I " " , I I" . 

5 )  No hAI'I , t,;ldf!'1'I in we t l " ;  .. ", ,  , .... J • .  1 .. I . i .H\ co, ,1.. ,, \ 
shou ld b ... acc.u"'1' 1 1 Rl".<I mnt::hil l l i ,.. " l I V  ,·" t I ,, · .  l:hA" chr,1R 1 c .. l l y . 

b . us 59 Val" i at1 clH ... Twn ,tI,J,l i. t: i un :\ I 111 1 I i q  ... t l Oll men : I" "''''' 
apf.'l y ,  

1 )  The l\nt"Ll uu n p., " t-. 1". ( t " l d " w� 1 1 Anci  llLUV .L,t"'t i  a n  a r  ..... 
fOi' 01" �11 wa t .. ,· l: t "n l. lnn , I t. \ ,. So'.' I , i ll'" R " i l , , ,"<i 1" ·J", - t· t. y .  
Two op.;m W M  t ... " 8 reaIJ each aloul l l .  on"! "" I I' " " '.') ; n s t z e  ave , ,l'1ill'l 
ab,," t t.hrcO) ["e t """p nhnl l 1 /'1  b .. c L �' o I . ' o 1  w J. l h i l1 l.1tn wo:: t: l 1\nd . T. n  
th i "  r"'1ion ot Minnfl •.• , I . A .  t.hA R"r. t i n" .) f IH l d l i ffl r.onBtl·ur.t.t'J 
" d  .. "hl c .wirle" pOilU" o f:  a rli 7. e  eOx3Clo '"", i; w l 1' " '' rtrllIJ 1 t ne tn 
wfl t l " ,  .. I,� to crea t.e oP"" Wilt',.,' 1",I·l i l ., t ,  Th .. "., p')nriB c01l 1d hOI o t  
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S12-7 

We concur with Jeneral mitiptlon measure numben 1 and 4. We recommend 
tbat Great Lakel conault with MNDNR about remOYinJ the exiatinJ aown of IIOiJ 
placed over their cdatlnJ mainline In these wetlanda. We do not recommend the 
creation of additional water bodies 81 additional mltiptlon. In Ught of the 
minimal Impact tbat MNDNR hal Indicated would occur to these wetlands from 
pipeline conatruction, we feel thia enhancement meaaure II not warranted. PERC 
doea not prohibit, nOl' encourage the uae of herblddes for control of vegetation 
on rights-of-way. Any uae of herbicides mlllt be in accordanee with EPA 
regulationa. 

See response S12�. We concur with the construction window of April 1 to June 
30 through this wetland. See revised sections 6.1.1. 
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aimi l ll r  de " i .)" . Th .. f .. "oibi 1 1 t.y of pI ",' 1 ,,,) 1 . 1 , . ,  e"r.I\., .. 1 rti 
organ i c  801 1 .. I n  \J , ,, v .. l p i t ... ( wh io:h ." • .  u¥:�L t" t i l  .. w. � l ,"'d ) 
to C:l" .. tl t �  a(Ir1 l t l nnA I .... � t l lln,1 Pl I " ," 1r.l 1 ,� . · .'1 " 0 '  .... : . 

2 )  No conll l.,·"o.:: ti .)" 8(; \. i .,; 1: 1 H i t  tll .. .  " l el takot pi .. ,'''' 
wi thIn on8 hill  ( m i l A  o r  th l "  w'�1.181\'.1 bp t"" '''11 ""pl' 1 1 1 lI11d .Jlln" 
30 to Pl, .. .,."t inL.l· f"' ..... "' . "  wi t.h po" , . i " l  .. ,,,.,,dlo i I I  ' ; "" 11" 
n"Pltl f1q . 

c .  Nnw Solum. W. I: 1 "nrl - 'I'wo ",l i l· ; "  . ., t- ; "" ,  " Pf." ",,'r:hI1llQ "1'lIl y 
h" ,·" : 

1 )  Op�'11 Watel' : Two ont! 11111 ,.. ., • . , n 1'"",1 .. :)t,T':1" "Jillg 
three fflrt ri",-,p aholl l ,\ b ... e .... ' I  ... ' "" til,. .,.·., , 1 "  .. ". 1 ... ... 1 Pl i dA " r  
the wctlalld. 

2 )  No eOIlIlf'.ruc t l ol l  a': l: l .,i l· ' ..... nl t . . " l ti tAl, .. p l Ace 
w i t- h i n  one -hll l f.  mi le of th i n  w,.t l " , ,, :  b. · 1 w· . .. " "" 1 ' 1" \  I 1 AIlI'! JIl",. 
30 to pl·ft.,,,nl; 1 n l ." 1· (",r""",. wi th pr. : : : : i h l .· · • .  > ,'. 1 1 ' ;  I I " l·o\n ... 
ne ::: tinq . 

3 )  Nat i ve grAs:> 1· ..... ... , ' ; ,,,:1 . ·fll .. ·· \·/ i I rl Lan,'\" II t a .' 
r" '''tn!'d to i ll the dl' alt Fo T l'!  i r.  dcm l ' ", '  ", I  hy " .. t l v,", y l· O\Ba .. .. . 
·lh ... nvll ·wft t l " " ,i pOl·t l n" Qf thol l· t .;h l ·o r  w.'y " .. twl"!r.n MP 63 
an,l "i' 6'\ should th .. ,· .. P'n �·" be 1· ... ..  " I  ·,1 0 1 ; .. 1,�.1 I " na l: tve 
gr· .. • .... I5 .  The ae�,1 lII i )( I.1I1·" Bhou l d  c:nl 1 n l :"1t- ., p' ., t. len,. t " l x ty 
p" rr.'!I"t b i g  b l ll .. " t."" wi th th'" t· .. mR l h l ,,,} f" , t y  percft" t beinlj 
;an unc,p'!t,� t F l  .... 1 m i xture of U. t tlooa b l " ... .. I ,.m. Bwt L.:h 'Jl'aoll ,  
I nrl l .",  gl " " ,. ,  and p l'lI i ri e  dl·')PSftl"!cJ . SeA,1 :<h')I I lrJ be ob t ll l n .. d 
local l y . Thi ll at"" ohou l d  be mon i t-.nr ... rl t·" "nnl l ':" 
re · e o t � h l i  .. hment . 

d .  Pine Lllke Wetl and- Ml ti,)at ion IIhnll l d  con s i s t  ot' 
erAation of • Deve r a l  ... m.� 1. 1  ponds 0 . ' I:n 0 . 3 8e.· ... in a i z e  one 
to three feet deep on laud to the r,IIl 1 th n( 1 ; 1 ,  .. we t l"nrl croasing 
s i te .  The l " "rlownel' i n  thi" a l'"'' ( A l l hD "  tl,,. 1'1'>11 1.11"1\ 0 1:  cornl"!t" 
of Ber.tl"" 18 or the nOl' l:hwe s t  ';u, "" , . nr " .. , I i nn ' 19 ) 1 .. 
IIg'·ee:lbl e .  

e .  C l e n rbrQols Wet h nd · M1 1: ; 911 1:;.,,,, .. h"" l rl  r.onalat o f  
erF.'a t i nn nF. 8<:lVel'al 1111111 1 1  pOlltin O. I t" 0 . . 1 "' ' '' 1\ 1'1  1 11 IS i :. e  o n A  t.n 
t h r p.e ff!� t deep 111 Lin, wr:: t l lln.1 il r.·" n . ·rh,. I " ",lnWIl"r i ., th .. 
nO L lln� n n l:.  one r�U"' L· �.nr o (  "A. : I  i nl1 ?q f ro  .... . tt • . . . •  h1 .... . 

Si nr. ... '· .. l y .  

·-e-P ;j;t� '-
PRi l l  In.o l .. n 
En.,i rol o",,,nl:,,l Revl .. w Sp�'; i R l 1 " \' 
Oppar tlll"" t  of Na tit ""l  RenO\ll·r· .. " 

PS : e l n  
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812-8 

812-9 

812-10 

See rcaponac 812-6 and 812-7. We concur with the recommendation for reseeding 
the designated wild land with native grasses. 

See rcaponac 812-6. 

See rcaponac 812-6. 



TOWN OF DE WITT Ll 

BURTON LOWITZ 
--

February 2 6 ,  1 9 9 0  

8515 KINNE ROAD 
DE WITT. N.Y. 13214 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
825 N. Capitol Street N . E .  
Washington, D . C .  20426 

Attention : Hr . Kurt Flynn 

RE: F . E . R . C .  Docket 'CP88-l7l-00l 

Dear Hr . Flynn : 

TOWN IIOAAD 
ElA .... �N 
'-S OU'tETT£ 
J���a 

DONALD REICHERT 
- -

A s  Supervisor of the Town of DeWitt,  I am writing you in support 
of the efforts of Tennessee Gas in the above matter to secure permi ss ion 
to bring additional suppl ies of natural gas to Central New York . 

Our community has a special problem that would be tota lly el iminated 
by an early approval this year of this project and its prompt completion 
in 1990- 9 1 .  

An application t o  build a co-generation project i n  Syracuse , 
( adjoining DeWitt ) ,  known as the GAS Orange Project has been approved 
and is awa iting early construction . This project contemplates and 
requires an alternate fuel supply in case of emergency weather cond i t ions . 

The a l ternate supply approved by the NYS PSC and v igorously opposed 
by the Town of DeWitt is a massive ynderground propane fuel fac i l i ty 
supplied by rail and located within our Town ' s  borders and near several 
res idential subdivisions . 

The approval of the Tennessee Gas proposal wil l  el iminate the need 
for the propane project . It will  also eliminate potential human error 
which may cause a dangerous s i tuation ' in transporting l arge quantities 
of propane almost daily by rai l  through the Vill age o f  East Syracuse , 
the City of Syracuse and the Town of DeWitt f rom November through Apri l  
of each year.  

Please $peed the approval process wherever possible and adv i se 
me of its progress and time frame so that I can a s sure our Town Board 
and citizenry of your i nterest and concern in protecting our communi ty 
and providing an adequate , safe natural gas fuel supply for future 
needs and economic g rowth. 

BL/bjs 

Very truly yours ,  

/k� �.�±: 8urton Lowitz 
S\Ulervi sor 

1 

Lt-! Thank you Cor your .comment. 
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Thank you for the site information. The cultural resources consultant to Great 
Lakes Gas has and will continue to consult with the Michigan State Historic 
Preservation Officer regarding potential impact on sites. The consultant is also 
in the process of carrying out Phase 1 (identification) survey for all the proposed 
Great Lakes facilities. 

There is a recorded occurrence of a stale.<fesignated threatened plant in Michigan 
within T42N, R24W, section 25. Great Lakes Loop 10 would pass through this 
section. However, the MIDNR (MIDNR, 1989c) indicaled that the proposed 
pipeline route would be nearly 1 mile from the plant location. For this reason, 
this plant was not included in the OEIS. 
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1..3-1 We have reevaluated the Medfield Loop Variation. Section 6.3.2 has been revised 
to reflect your comments • 







Apr i l  1 2 ,  1990 

Secre tary 
Fed eral Energy Regu la tory Comm i s s ion 
825 North Ca p i t o l  S t ree t ,  N . E . 
Wsshing ton , DC 20426 

Re : FERC Docket Nos . CP88- 1 7 1 -00 1 

Dear Secre tary : 
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The Medway Plann i ng Board h a s  revi ewed the proposed p i p e l i n e  
work a n d  h a s  ser i ou s  concerns w i th respec t to s ome spec i f i c a l l y  in 
the area northea s t  o f  Win throp S t reet to the Medway/Ho l l i s ton/Mi l l i s  
town l ines . 

There are several subd iv i s ions in that area in var i ous s t ages 
ranging f rom pre l iminary plans to comple ted homes and s t ree t s  of 
which your Des igners /Eng i neers are apparen t l y  unaware . 

� 

I t  is the o f f i c i a l  po s i t ion of t h i s  Board , by vote of Apr i l  1 0 ,  
1 990 , that the proposed new l i nk b e  routed along t h e  e x i s t ing Ed i s on 
easement from Win throD S t reet nor thea s t erly to the Medway/Ho l l i s ton 
l ine at which po i n t  it should turn due eas t  a l ong H i l l  S t ree t ,  
across Ho l l i s ton S t ree t ,  and cross Coun t ry un t i l  i t  i n t e rs ec t s  the 
e x i s t i ng 50 ' easeme n t  per the a t tached p l a n .  A n y  o ther rou t i ng :;:� :�::e;e:: jmpac t the new re s i den t i a l  deve lopmen t s  in t h i s  area . 

EDWAY ANNI 

� 
an 8 Fra 

lark 

ABF/lkf 

cc : Medway Selec tman 
Medway Board o f  Heal th 
Ho l l i s ton Se lec tmen 
State Represen t a t ive - Barbara Gardner 
Energy Fac i l i t i es S i t ing Counc i l  
Mr . Jay Newton , Medway 
Mr. Michael Greenburg, Medway 

IA 

1 

lA-I We have reevaluated the Medfield Loop Variation. Section 6.3.2 has been revised 
to reflect your comments. 
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CITY OF NORWICH 
CONNECTICUT 

,&,pr i l  1 9 ,  1 9 9 0  

federal Energy Regu l ator}' Comm i s s ion 
825 North Capltol S t re� t , � . E . , 
Wa sh i ngton , D . C .  2 0 4 2 6  

Docket Number C P8 8 - 1 7 1 - 0 0 1  

The fo l l ow ing comments a re i n  reference to t he " N iagara I mpor't 
Po int Project Dra f t  Envi ronmenta l Impact Stat emen t ,  A l gonqu i n  
E-l Loop . "  T h e  C i ty of Norwich reque s t s  that FERC a d d r e s s  t he 
f o l l ow i n g  co�ents i n  the f i n a l  Envi ronme n t a l  I mpact St atement . 

1 .  

a rea 
Loop 
m i l e  

Sec t ion 4 . 1 . 3 . 1  o f  t he D E I S  addresses ground water i n  
o f  t he proposed � I P  pro j ect . The proposed A l gonqu i n  
a l ignment passes t h rough t h e  Yant ic R iver Aqu i fer 

post ' 1 .  

t he 
E - l  

nea r 

The Yantic River Aqu i f e r  has been ident i f ied by the Connect icut 
Department of Envi ronnent a l  Protect ion as one of 39 s t rat i f ied 
d r i f t aqu i fe r s  in t he State of Connect icut e s t imated to have a 
poten t i a l  h i g h  y i e l d  i n  excess of 5 . 0  mi l l ion g a l l on s  per day 
for wa ter supp l y .  The potent i a l  y i e l d  of t h i s  aqu i f e r  has been 
e s t i ma ted at � 0 . 9  m i l l ion ga l l ons of wa ter per day . 

The C i t }' of Norw i c h  i s  curren t l y  prepa ring Aqu ifer Protect ion 
kegu lat i ons pursuant to Connec t icut Pub l ic Act 8 9 - 3 0 5  to 
regu l a te devel opment w i t h i n  t he aqu i fe r .  

The impact 
construc t ion 
i nvest igated 
sho ... n on t he 

to the Yant i c  Aqu i f e r  resu l t i ng f rom t he 
a nd opera t ion of the A l gonqu i n  E - l  Loop shou l d  be 
in ' t he E I S .  The l ocat ion of Ya n t i c  Aqu i f e r  i s  

attached ma p .  

Spec i f ic concerns i n c l ude t he f o l l ow i ng : 

a '  Impact on t he aqu ife� if b l a s t i ng i s  requ i red for p i pe l i ne 
const ruct ion . ' 

b '  Con t a m i nat ion of t he aqu i f e r  f rom the methano l used i n  
hydrost a t ic test i ng of t he pipe l i n e . 

c '  Potent l a l  po l l ut ion of t he aqu i f e r  resu l t i ng f rom the use o f  
herbicidps t o  ma i n t a i n  t h'" p i pe l i ne r i g h t -o f -wa}, . 

L5 
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LS·1 A diacuuloa of potential lmpac:t 011 pouudwater RIOIIRlCS rauitIJII from pipeliDe 
COIIItruction and operatloa waa preleDted ID ICc:tIon 5.1.3.1.1. aod would apply to 
the Yantic RIver aquifer. AJaonquin bu ltated ID Ita ReIouree Report for water 
RIOureea (CP88-187-OO1). that DO chemIc:aI additlva would be UIed durin, 
hydroltatic tatin, of the propoIed pipeline. AlJODCluID'. ript-«-WBY maintenance 
procedura iDvoIve 0Il1y mechanical deartn, of '<'qetatlon. Herbk:idCI are not 
propoeed to be UIed for vqetatloa control. Blaatln, and contaminatloa c:oncerna 
are addraaed by mltlptloo meuura diacuued In aee.lon 5.1.3.1.2.. aod OBIS 
recommendatloa 10, modified (aee aectlon 7.3). Our recommended procedura' 

and mitlptloo meuura would adequately protec:t JI'Oundwater raoun:ea by 
noldin, or minlmlzlna potential Impact. 



d l  Con�ami nat ion of th .. aqu i f e r  rf!su l t i n g  f ron refll" i L ng 0 
machinl!ry d u n ng t he con s � ruct. ion pha se of t h e  p i pe l ine . 

2 .  We l l  S i t e  . 1  is owned and operated by the C i ty of �orw i c h  
Pub l i c l't i l i t i e !l  and i s  l ocated approx ima t e l y  S i l l) f"et 
down st ream o f  t he proposed pipe l i ne l oc a t ion . Wel l S i t e  �l 
d l'aws w .. ter f rom the Y a n t i c  Aqu i fer a nd t he Ya n t i c  R i ve r .  The 
we l l  has t he pot en t i a l  to provide one mi l l ion ga l l o ns pe r day . 
a nn it is t h e  back-up w a t e r  supp l y  for t he C i t y  of Norwi c h .  
The loca t ion o f  t he we l l  s i t e  i s  i nd icated o n  t h e  a ttached map .  

I t  i s  requested t h a t  t he E I S  address poten t ia l  impa c t  t o  the 
wel l ,  water qua l i t y  and water supply which may resu1 t  during 
construct ion and opera t i o n  o f  t h e  p i pe l i n e . 

3 .  The proposed E - l  Loop ( m i l e  post 1 . 5 )  is l ocated w it h i n  t he 
I O U  yea r f l ood p l a i n  of t he Yant ic R iver . The Yant ic R iver i s  
subject to f requent f l ood ing . The U n i ted S t a t e s  Department o f  
Agr icu l ture . So i l  Conserva t ion Serv ice . t he Connect icut 
Depa rtment o f  Envi ronme n t a l  P ro t ect·ion .  and t he New London 
Count)' So i l  and Wa t e r  Con s e n'at ion D i s t r ic t  prepared t he Yan t ic 
R i ver Watershed p l a n  which is a f l ood prevent i on p l an for t he 
C i t y of Norwich . The project involves con s t ru c t ion of d ikes , 
the r e l ocat ion of st ructures and t he remova l of sed iment f rom 
t he Yantic R iVer . 

Thp proposed E - l  Loop w i l l  pa ss t h rough a sect ion of t he, f l ood 
preve n t i on project a rea . It is recommended t h e  E I S  inves t igate 
potent i a l  con f l i c t  between the proposed p i pe l i n e  and t he f l ood 
preVen t ion pro j ec t . and a n y ' p i pe l ine d e s ig n  or s t r uctura l 
requ i rements for p l acement in a f l ood p l a i n . 

The l oca t ion of the proposed E - l  Loop and the f l ood prevent i on 
project a re shown on F i gure 1 4 . 3 ,  sheet 3 of 3 as a t tached . 

F'Ol' further . i nforma t ion 
contac t : 

Ph i l i p H .  Christensen 
State Conserva t ion i s t  
So i l  Conserva t ion Serv ice 
16 �rofessiona l  Park Road 
Storrs , CT 0 6 2 6 8 - 1 2 9 9  

Te l ephone ( 2 0 3 )  4 2 9 - 9 3 6 1  

on t he Yant ic R i ver Wat e rshed p l a n  

4 .  As noted i n  Sect ion 2� 1 . 3  o f  t he DEI S ,  A l gonqu i n  h a s  
i nd icated that t he fac i l i t ies i nc l ud@d i n  t he propos"d K I P  
Pro ject w i l l change f rom wha t w a s  o r i g i na l l y  proposed : H i s  
reque stt'd t he C i t y  o f  Norw i c h  have an oppo r t un i t �' t o  cnnment. nn 
any changes to t he ' £ - l  Loop . 

5 . The wet l ands d i st urbance as ind icated in t he D E I S  may be 
undere st i mated . The O f f i c i a l  C i t y  of No rwich I n l a n d  he t l ands 
a nd Wa t t' rcourses �ap is on l y  a guide , i t  w a s  deve l oped f rQm t h e  
Soi J Su rvey o f  N e w  London Count y ,  Connec, t icut )oI h i c h  i s  .. 
9pnera l Bo i l  type na p .  I t  is rt'c�mne nded t h a t  t he proposed 
p i pe l i n ..,  l o"at ion bf.' f i e l d  i n spected by a so i l  sr. iE'nt i s t to 
det E'rmine t he exact l oca t i on of a l l w'et l ands which may be 
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1.5-2 

1.5-3 

1.5-4 

1.5-S 

Comment noted. information baa been incorporated into table 4.1.3-1. A 
dilcuaaion of potential impact on aroundwater fa praented in lCdion 5.1.3.1.1. 

Pipelines commonly cross or are located within floodplains, f100dways, and rivers , 
and are installed in marine environments. Measures we have recommended in 
section 7.3 and in our Erosion Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan and 
Stream and Wetland Construction and Mitigation Procedures provide adequate 
protection. 

The DOT Minimum Federal Safety Standards in 49 CFR Part 192 provide 
adequate' protection for the flood prevention project in terms of environmental 
resources and IItructural requirements. 

No changes were made to the E-l Loop as Originally proposed by Algonquin. 

All wetlands potentially affected by the proposed project would be field
delineated prior to construction. , Refer to comment response FII-3. 



imp,)(· t ed aR ,'i reSll J t.  \")f r- hc'" [, i pp. l i. n e  l npro\·ene-n t "" .  Thr. H J !" r" 
Spec 1 f 1c I mpact of t he ... e t l ands shou l d  be add r.·sspd I n  r. h e  E I S .  

7 . - Sec t ion 5 . 1 . 3 . 2 . 2  S i t e Spec i f i c Impact o f  t he DE I S  dot;'s not 
address the pote nt ia l  i�pact to t he Yant ic R i ve r .  
r. ro s s i n 9  1'< proposed . I t  i s  recommended the 
pot e n t 1 a l  impact to the R i ve r that ma� resu l t  
construct ion and opera t ion of t h e  pipe l i n e . 

A 1 3 0  foot 
E I S  add re s R  

d u r i n g  t h e  

I n  add i t i on . i t  i s  requested S i t e  Spe c i f i c  Procedures as 
out l i ned in Sec t ion 5 . 1 . 3 . 2 . 1  o f  the DEIS be prepared for the 
Yant1c R iver c ross i ng . 

8 .  The proposed E - l  Loop wi l l  c ro s s  two branches of Gardner 
Brook nea r m i l e  post 4 . 5 .  It is requested the EIS address the 
potent ia l iopact to t he Gardner Brook t ha t  may resu l t  d u r i n g  
the const r uc t ion a nd operat i on of t he pipel i n e . I t  i s  a l No 
requested S i t e  Spec i f ic procedures as out l i ned in S ec t ion 
5 . 1 . 3 . 2 . 1  of t he DE I S  be prepared for the c ro s s i ng s . 

9 .  Sect ion 5 . 1 . 1 2 . 1  o f  the D E I S  addresses Safety Standa rds .  i t  
i s  requested that t he E I S  address the sa fety standards that 
wi l l  be implemented for the deve l opment of the E-1 Loop. I t  
shou l d  a l so i nd icate t he l oc a t ion o f  t he Gas Co n t r o l  Cent e r  for 
t he E - l  Loop a nd provide the Emergency Response P l ans for 
pipe l ine l eaks o r  ma l funct ions . 

1 0 .  Tab l e  2 . 7 . 1  of the D E I S  ident i f ie s  the Env i ronmen t a l  
Perm i t s  f o r  t h e  P roposed N I P  Project . T h e  ta b l e  indicates that 
per� i t s  a re requ i red for wet l and cros s i n g s  on the loc a l  l ev e l  
f rom the Con serva t i on Comm i s s i on . I n  a t e l ephone conve rsat ion 
w i t h  Kurt F l y n n . P r o j ec t  Manager .  on Apr i l  1 8 .  1 9 9 0  he 
indicated that the perm i t s  out l i ned in Table 2 . 7- 1  a re not a 
requ i rement of t he Cer t i f icate of Publ ic Conven ience and 
Neces s i ty . T h i s  i s sue shou l d  be c l a r i f i ed . the pe rmi t  
requ i re�ents out l i ned i n  t he t a b l e  g ive the impression t ha t  
they a re requ i red a s  pa rt of t he Cert i f ic a t ion . T h e  E I S  shou l d  
a l so i nd icate j u r i sd ic t ion of FERC Cer t i f icat ion as i t  re l a t e s  
t o  s t a t e  a n d  l oc a l perm it s .  

1 1 . The proposed p i pe l i ne i s  a l i g ned through a d e n s e l y  
popu l a ted a rea and wi l l  p a s s  t h rough a ma jor r iver and 
we t l ands . It is s t rong l y  recommended t ha t  A l gonqu i n  and / o r  
pipel i ne con t ra�tors not i f y  the C i t y  of �orwich ( P l a n n i ng 
Depa r tment . Pub l ic Works . Pub l ic U t i l i t ies ) to conduct a 
pre-con st ruc t ion conference prior to s i t e  d i sturba nce . The 
pre-cons t ruct ion conferenc e -�hou l d  be i n forma t iona l i n  nature 
a nd provide t he City with t he spec i f ic const ruct i on deta i l s .  
i n spec t i on o f  t he i n s ta l l a t ion of the e ro s i on and 'sediment 
cont ro l mea s u res . and provide pro j ect phases and t im i ng . It is 
a l so recom�ended a' s i ng l e  contac t person be designated to act 
as a l i a i son and t roub l e shooter between the C i t v  o f  Norwich and 
A l gonqu i n .  

-

1 2 .  The const ruc t ion of t he proposed gas pipe l i ne w i l l dest roy 
a numbe r of s t onewa l l s  wh i c h  a re an i n tegra l pa r t  of New 
Eng land ' s  h i story and he r i tage . I t  is requested that a l l  stone 
�a l l R  t ha t  a r e damaged d u r i ng t h e  cons t ruc t ion of the pipe l i ne 
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In section 5.1.3.21., the dilc:ulaion of penl CODIlnK:tion and operational Impact 
on Iwface water reaoUrtal would apply to tbe Yantic River aaaing. Slte
lpec:ific concerna and conatruction procedURI would be addR8led In the aite
lpedfic COIlItructlon procalura that A1aonquln would be required to lubmlt to 
PERC for n:view and approval prior to conatrudion. 

Algonquin would be required to construct the crossings of these streams according 
to our Procedura as presented in appendix D. The impact on water quality 
would be temporary, occurring primarily during in-stream conatruction. The 
mitigation measures provided in our Procedures would adequately minimize or 
avoid any potential short- or long-term impact on the Gardener Brook tributaries, 
which are currently designated as class B/A 

As discussed in section 5.1.12.1, the proposed pipelines would be designed, 
constructed, operated, and maintained in accordance with the DOT Minimum 
Safety Standards in 49 eFR Part 192. It is beyond the scope of this EIS analysis 
to discuss the individual safety standards for each pipeline segment. The 
emergency plan for the E·l Loop can be obtained from Algonquin, which is 
required to establish and maintain liaison with the appropriate fire, police, and 
public officials. 

Comment noted; refer to revised section 2.7. 

Comment noted. The need Cor a preconstruct ion conference and a specific 
contact between Algonquin and the city of Norwich is a matter to be discussed 
between the city of Norwich and Algonquin representatives. 

Generally, the applicant would restore all fences or stone walls removed or 
disassembled during construction. However, we have added a recommendation 
that Algonquin restore all stone walls following construction along the proposed 
E-l Loop. Access to the pipeline would be as agreed upon between Algonquin 
and the landowner. 



be r .. p ... ,"(!d • lIo ... eve '" . , t  wou I d be ...,';cepla b l e t ... ma i n  t,. i n c. 

permanent aCCP�R way ( one veh i c l e  w ide ) t h rough the wa l l s f., r 
fut ure ma i n t enance of the p 1 pe l i ne .  

1 3 .  The Wawecus H i l l Road Va r i at 10n a s  out l i ned i n  sect ion 
6 . 3 . 1  o f  t he Ol l S  1 S  t h e  pre f e r red rout e .  As noted i n  the DE I S  
t he proposed p i pe l I ne wou l d  enc roach upon 3 houses i n  a new l y  
const ructed subd i v i s i on o n  Wawecus H i l l Road , t he a l t e r n a t e  
,"oute w i l l  have t he l ea s t  il:lpact on e x i s t i ng resident i a I 
deve l opmen t . 

14 . Li sted be l ow a re proposed o r pend i ng deve l opme nt proposa l R  
near t he p i pe l i ne . The l oca t i on o f  the proposa l s  a r e  s hown on 
t he at tached map .  

a )  A l a rge res ident i a l  deve l opment was proposed and received 
conceptua l approva l i n  t h., a rea ad jace nt to the CL& P 
r i ght-of -way ( a l ternate route I north of o l d  S a l e m  Road , ( near 
m i l e  post ' 4 . 7 - 4 . 9 1  howeve r ,  such conceptua l approva l h a s  s i nce 
e x p i red . At t h i s  t il:le the re a re no p l ans c u r rent l y  pend ing 
before the C i ty Comm i s s i on s , howeve r ,  t hey a re a n t i c i pated in 
t he nea r future . 

b l  The pa rce l  south of Sa l em Turnpike ad jacent to t he e x i s t i ng 
S a l em Turnpike Meter station ( near m i l e  post • 4 . 9 1  has 
recen t l y been rezoned to t he Pl anned Comme rc i a l  Zone , a nd a 
l a rge shopping ma l l  comp l e x  i s  proposed on the s it e . 

c l  An o f f ice bui l d ing comp l e x  is proposed on a parcel east of 
t he Sa l em Tu r n p i ke Met er Stat ion . 

d l  The p i pe l i ne a l ignment passes near a proposed m i n iature g o l f 
and enterta i nment center nea r m i l e  post 1 . 5 .  The rec rea t ion 
park proposa l i s  current l y  i n  the approva l phase before the 
Zon ing Board o f  Appea l s  and t he I n l and 'Wet l ands , Watercourses 
and Conserva t ion Commi s s ion . The devel oper p l ans to sta rt 
const ruct �on Qur i ng 1990 . 
I t  is reque st ed that FERC cons ider the above noted future 
devel opmen t propos a l s  i n  t he E I S .  

1 5 .  I t  i s  recommended A l gonqu i n  ma x im i s e  the use of e x i st i ng 
r i ght-o f -way for const ruct ion a nd l i mit the const ruct ion 
r i g ht -of -way to 5 0  feet in a l l  a reas where the proposed 
pipe l i ne is ad jacent to r e s i de n t ia l deve l opme n t . 

I f you have a ny que st ions p l e·a se contact E l l e n  Schmidt Grady a t  
2 0 3-886 - 2 3 8 1  d u r i ng t h e  hou r s  o f  8 : 30 A . � .  and 4 : 30  P . M .  

ESt; 
At tachl!l�t s  

Very t r u l y you r s , 

� �  
Ernest zm�s l i � s k i  
C i t y  �a nager 

ce : �. Kurt f l y nn . P ro j ec t Ma nager 
Mr . J ohn R.lda c i s .  Of f i ce o f  Po l i c y a nd Ma nagement 
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Comment noted. 

Section 4.1.9.1.1 has been amended to incorporate your comments. 

Generally, we recommend reducing the construction right-<>f-way only in congested 
residential areas and in areas where the removal of trees or vegetation could 
result in long-term, irretrievable loss. Reduction of the normal 75-foot-wide 
construction right-<>f-way would result in a slowdown in construction as efficient 
movement of equipment and materials is hampered by the narrower right-<>f
way. 

Our review of the proposed E-l LoOp identified the following residences of 
concern. At West Town Street, a residence would be located on the opposite side 
of the construction right-<>f-way. A business is located on the construction side 
of the proposed right-<>f-way within 10 to 15 feet of the edge of the construction 
right-<>f-way. By necessity, the construction right-<>f-way width would be reduced 
through this area. At Browning Road, four residences are located over SO feet 
from the proposed construction right-<>f-way in a generally cleared and open area. 
No trees would be removed, except on the property of one residence where 
ornamental plantings would probably be disturbed. We have recommended that 
construction and Permanent rights-<>f-way be reduced at Wawecus Hill Road along 
the Wawecus Hill Road Variation to avoid removal of existing tree screening of 
the powerline right-<>f-way" 
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The wel l house. Is l S ' x 2 5 ' , i n  good cond i tion ,  and enclosed wi th i n  a 6 
ft. cha i n  l i nk fence. E ntrance I s  through a 12 ft. wide double gate . 

Water qual i ty tests on th i s  wel l  are performed on a regul ar bas i s . At 
the present time ,  the water from this wel l recei ves chl or i nation 
before entering the d i s tributi on system. The untreated water qual i ty 
at this  we l l  I s  within  acceptable l imi ts requi red by Connecti cut DOHS . 
Water qual i ty anal ys i s  for I ron and man9anese I ndicate that these 
� a l ues are wel l  below acceptable l imits and have rema i ned unchanged 
over the l ast several years . During the period of time from 1984 to 
1988 , �e sodl�m and chloride concentra tions I n  the water supp l i e d  
from thi s  wel l  were found t o  gradua l l y  I ncrease , b u t  sti l l  rema in 
within acceptable 1 1ml ts . Sodi um and chloride concentrati ons over 
thi s  period are given In Tab l e  1 1 -3 below. 

TABLE 1 1 -3 
NORWICHTOWN WELL SOOIUH AND CHLORIDE CONCENTRATIONS 

Sodi um Range Chl oride Range 
Date of Samel e  .i!!!9L.!l 1m!IL!.1 !!!!!llll .i!!!9L.!l 
7/19/83 3 . 51 1 4 . 31 7/82 -6/83 7 .0 6 . 0-7 . 5  1 5 . 0  10.0-20 . 0  
7/ 16/84 10.6 1 23 . 4 1 6/84-7185 10. 2  9 .8- 10. 7 23.8 15.0- 2 7 . 0  
7/24/85 1 1 .81 32 . 0  
6/85-7/86 1 1 . 7  1 .6- 13 . 7  3 3 . 4  3 1 .  5-35. 3 
7/8/86 14.0 1 35 . 21 7/86-6/87 14.'2 1 3 . 5- 15 . 0  39 . 2  35 .2-4 1 .  9 
7/21/87 1 5 . 8  42 .4  
7/19/88 16.4 52 . 1  

IGeometrl c  Mean 

The reason for this gradual I ncrease may have been due to the wel l ' s 
proximi ty to a DOT sal t  storage area , loca ted approximate l y  2 , 500 ft. 
northwest of the wel l .  The sal t  storage area has been removed from 
the zone of contribution .  To Insure continued comp l i ance wi th Connec
ti cut DOHS s tandards , the Norw1ch DPU I s  plann i ng to add chemical 
t reatment . Thi s treatment wi l l  I nclude pH adjustment , chlori nation , 
fl uoridation and corrosion control . 

According to a hydrogeol ogic study' presented In the 1968 "'a'lul re 
report , the aqui fer has a poten� l a l  for development of 1 .9 MGD . 

Data for the Norwlchtown lIel� 1 5  presented In Tab le 1 1-4 on Page 
1 1 -17 . 

lIel l  pump I nspection reports a re presented In Appendi x  D .  

1 1- 15 
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G roundwater Safe Y ie ld 

The only fea s i b l e  method for estimati ng the wel l ' s safe yield  at thi s  
time i s  described i n  the Connecticut OOHS Guidel i nes for Water Supply 
P l ans . The method i n  the guidel i nes perta i ns to confi ned or bedrock 
wel l s  and thus , is not stri ctl y appl icab l e  for the Norwi chtown We l l ,  
Neverthe l es s ,  the method cal l s  for using 901 of the wel l  yi e l d ,  
assuming a n  1 8  hour day operation .  The ful l  we l l  yield  i s  not used to 
a l l ow consideration for screen i ncrustation ,  p l ugging and wel l  i neffi 
c i encies . For Norwichtown Wel l ,  the ca l culation i s  as fo l l ows , based 
upon the actua l pump capacity: 

Pump Capacity 
901 of Capacity 
Safe Y i e l d  at 18 hours/dav 

• 700 gpm 
• 630 gpm 
• 0. 68 mgd 

By i nsta l l i ng several observation wel l s  and performing a 7Z hour pump 
tes t ,  data can be gathered which wou l d  determine i f  the wel l  is 
hydrau l i ca l l y connected to the river, the l imits of pumpi ng , and 
aquifer characteri stics . Thi s  i nformation wi l l  be requi red in order 
to sati sfy Sta te re9u l ations for mandatory Level B Aqui fer Happi ng by 
July 1990 , For these reasons , it is recommended the DPU immed iate ly 
imp l ement a monitoring wel l  i nsta l l ation/pump test program at the 
Norwi ch town We 1 1 .  . 

Harg i n  o f  Safety ( Present Conditions ) 

The computed marg i n  of safety for the Norwich Department o f  P ubl i c  
Uti l i ties system i s  1 .67 assuming Deep River and Norwichtown wel l to 
be the only active sources 'at thi s  time. This 1 5  based on the y i e l d  
of acti ve sources d i v i ded by the 1988 Average Day Demand. The com
b i ned production of Deep River Reservoi r  and Norwi chtown Wel l i s  5 . 59 
HGD. ( Deep . R iver Reservo i r  is 4 . 91 HGO, Norwichtown Wel l i s  0 .68 
HGD ) .  

Treatment Faci l i ties 

P resently, the only treatment avai lable i n  the system i s  Deep River 
Reservoi r ,  a ! though fl uoridation , pH control and corros ion control 
wi l l  be avai lable at Norwichtown Wel l  by 1992 as requi red by the OOHS 
before the wel l can be used conti nuously. Approx imatel y  991 o f  the 
system ' s  potable water is suppl ied from Deep R iver Reservo i r .  The 
outlet condu i t  l eading from the gatehouse is a 42 i nch steel l i ne 48 
i nch RCP pipe which divides i nto twp branches at the downstream toe o f  
t h e  dam. Each branch of the resulting · Y ·  i s  v a l v e  contro l l ed w i th  
the 4 2  i nch d i ameter l eg acting as  an outlet pipe a n d  the other l eg ,  a 
30 i nch diameter condui t  l eading to the water treatment plant . The 
water is metered at the i nfl uent to the treatment plant and at the 
di scharge header to the C i ty from the fini shed water pumpi ng station . 
Both raw and fini shed water meters are Fi sher Porte r ,  30 i nch , f l ow 
tube type meters . The di fference in flow between these meters i s  the 
water u sed for ba.ckwashing the fi l ters and wi thdrawing s l udge from 
sedimentation bas i ns . Thi s  water is was ted to l agoons. 

1 1 -33 





TOWN Of' H O PKINTON, MASSACHUSETTS 0 1 748 

OFFICE OF THE SELECTMEN 

Apr i l  2 3 ,  1 9 9 0  

Lo i s  D .  Cashe l l ,  s e c r e t a r y  
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COHH I S S I ON 
8 2 5  North Ca p i t o l  s t r e e t ,  N . E .  
Was h i ngton, D . C .  2 0 4 2 6  

Re : DOCKET No . CP 8 8 - 1 7 1 - 0 0 l  

Dear Secre tary Cashe l l :  

I n  accorda nce w i t h  t h e  comment p r ocedure o u t l ined i n  t he 
f r ont of the " N i a g a r a  , I mport Po i n t P r o j ect D r a f t  
En v i r onme n t a l  I mpa c t  Sta teme nt " ,  I a m  e nc l os i n g  comme n t s  
f o r wa rded t o  o u r  o f f i c e  b y  the ' 'Cha i r ma n  o f  t h e  Hopk i n t o n  
Cons e r va t i on Commi s s i o n ,  Hr . P e t e r  Cho l a k i s . 

We appr e c i a t e  your cons i d e rat i on of t h e  conce r ns expr e s s e d  by 
t he Commi s s i o n . 

s i ncer e l y ,  

4' '- . /.." .' ( ' . ( 
The�dore D :JK�zak 

........ 
' 

Exec u t i ve s e c r e t a r y  
TDK / e k  

' 

c c :  Hr . K u r t  Flyn n ,  P r o j e ct Hanager 

L6 



TO : 

F ROH : 

DATE : 

CONSERVATION COMMISSION 
Town of Hopkinton, Massachusetts 01748 

E x e c u t i v e  S e c r e t a r y  

C o n s e r v a t i o n  C o mm i . l i o n  

H a r c h  7 ,  1 9 9 0  

L6 

MAR - 8 1m 

S U B J EC T :  N O R T H E A S T  S E TTLEHENT E X P A N S I O N P R O J E C T  
T E N N E S S E E  G A S  P I P E L I N E C OH P A N Y  

DOCKET No. CP88 - 1 7 1 -o0 1 

T h e  i � p a c t  o f  t h i s  p r o j e c t  w i l l  b e  s i g n i f i c a n t  a n d  h a r � f u l  t o  t h e  

e n v i r o nm e n t  v e r s u s  a n y l a i n  t o  t h e  c o mmu n i t y .  

T h e  C o � m i  • •  i o n  o b j e c t . t o  t h i s  p r o j e c t  u n l e . s  p r o v e n  i t  i s  a b e n e f i t  

t o  t h e  t ow n ' .  s a f e t y  a n d  w e l f a r e .  

T y p i c a l  o f  o u r  c o n c e r n .  i s  w h a t  � i gh t h a p p e n  t o  nume r o u . , v a l u a b l e  

v e r n a l  po o l s  a n d  t h e  b r e a t h i n g  a �e a s  o f  nume r o u s  " a n i m a l s "  w h e n  

b l a s t i n g  i s  r e q u i r e d  t o  g e t  t h r u l e d g e a s  i t  w o u l d  b e . 

1 

L6-1 We acknowledge that pipeline construction may affect vernal pool habitats that 
may be locally important breeding areas for certain amphibians and reptiles. 
However, we feel that any such impact that may result from construction of 
Tennessee's proposed Segment 9 in Hopkinton would not significantly affect or 
endanger any wildlife populations. We also acknowledge that biasting may affect 
wildlife habitat associated with ledges and outcrops, but are unaware of any 
significant habitats or species that may be affected by such activity in Hopkinton. 
& stated in the DEIS, we have concluded that, while the proposed project would 
result in impact on the environment, such impact would not be significant. 
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00 001 "III®�1 
town of 

LO N G M EA D O W ,  MASSAC H U S E T T S  
incP'",,'''''''' 176J pMn, f67.f4JJ 

Apr i l  2 8 .  1990 

Lois D .  Cashe l l .  S e c r e t ary 
Federa l EnerlY Relu l a t o ry Comm i s s i on 
8 2 0  H o r t h  Cap i t o l  S t ree t .  H . E .  
W a s h i nl t on . D . C .  20426 

RE : Docket . CP8 8 - 1 7 1 -001 

Dear H s . Cashe l l .  

01106 

CONSER. V A nON COMMISSION 

The Lonlmeadow Conserva t ion Comm i s s i on apprec i a t e s  t he 
oppo r tu n i ty to comm e n t  on the D r a f t  Envi ronmen t a l  I mpact 
S t a t emen t ( DEI S )  on t h e  N iagara I m p o r t  Point P r oj e c t . d a t ed 
H a r c h  1990 . We have many concerns about t h e  p r oj ec t " s  
impact on wet lands in Longmeadow . 

T he DE I S  f a i l s  to give spec i f i c reasons why an a l t e r n a t e  
rou t e .  or var i a t i on . w a s  n o t  adopted . As q u o t ed f r o m  t he 
DE I S  " H one of t h e  r o u t e  var i a l ions were found to b e  
e n v i ronmen t a l l y  p re f erab l e  t o  t h e  proposed r o u t e " . T h i s  
s t a temen t i s  value a t  best . I t  does n o t  add r e s s  any i s s u e s  
o r  g ive a n y  spec i f i c  reason s .  

T h e  a l ternate r o u t e  sou t h  f r o m  HP 2 6 1 + 1 . 8  t o  t h e  N o r t heast 
U t i l i t i e s  r ig h t - o f-way in Con n ec t i c u t  w o u l d  be l arle l y  
t h roulh d ry f i e l d s  a n d  wood l ands a n d  cross Raspberry B r o o k  
a t  r ig h t  angl es . Upon reaching t h e  N o r t h e a s t  U t i l i t i e s  
r il h t - o f -way ( ROW ) .  the a l t e rnate rou t e  wou l d  f o l low t he ROW 
eas t e r l y  then n o r t h e r l y .  s t i l l  w i t h  the ROW . t o  t he e x i s t inl 
Tennesse Gas ROW at approx i mat e l y  t h e  Longmead ow-East 
Longmeadow bound a ry . T h i s  a l t e r n a t e  rou t e  wou l d  avo id t he 
p r o b l ems and d eniers to W o l f  Swamp Scho o l  and t h e  r e s idences 
west o f  and a l onl W o l f  Swamp Road . 

I n  con t r as t .  if t h e  proposed rou t e  is used . t h e  a r e a  b e tween 
H P  2 6 1 + 1 . 8  and H P  2 6 1 + 3 . 0 .  p l u s  o r  m i n u s .  is a l mo s t  1 00 X 
we t l and . T h i s area is a comb i n a t i on of perman e n t  w e t land 
and the Longmeadow Brook Va l l ey . Upon leav inl the b r o o k  
v a l l e y .  t h e  rou t e  m u s t  r i se t h rough a s t e e p  ravine t o  t h e  
u p land . At the p resent t i me t h i s  ravine a n d  i t s  s id e s  a r e  

L7 

L7-1 

1 

As stated in section 6.2.1, the Longmeadow Variation was not recommended 
because: 1) a longer crossing of the Fannie Stebbins Memorial Wildlife Refuge 
would be requlredj 2) additional wetlands would be affectedj and 3) the 
Connecticut Water Service's active Spring Lots Wellfield would be crossed. 

Additionally, the variation would cross Raspbeny Brook, which is known habitat 
for the spolled turtle, a Massachusetts-listed species of special concern. 

Generally, pipeline construction through wetlands would not significantly alter the 
wetland functions as no wetlands would be filled or drained. Therefore, no 
weiland loss would occur. Furthermore, our recommended procedures (see 
appendix D) in conjunction with state and/or local agency-imposed conditions 
would further ensure that the quality or each wetland crossed would not be 
degraded. 

Our recommended procedures for erosion control, revegetation, and maintenance 
(see appendix C) set forth measures to minimize the potential for erosion on 
sleep side slopes both during and aCler construction. Although the potential for 
severe erosion may exist along the ravine, proper construction and restoration 
techniques can effectively neutralize the problem. This is evidenced by the 
presently stable condition of the ravine along the existing pipeline right-of-way. 



page 2 

s t ab l e . I f  t he pr opo sed r ou t e  is u s ed , r a t h e r  t han t h e  
a l t e r n a t e  rou t e ,  the p o t e n t �a l  f o r  e r o s ion o f  t he r av i ne and 
i t s  s i d e s  a r e  s ign i f i c an t .  E r o s i o n  c on t r o l s  can m i t igate to 
some degree the p o t en t i a l  for s ign i f i c an t  eros i on . Howeve r ,  
one good r a i n  f a l l ,  n o t  t o  men t i on cons ecu t i ve d ays o f  rain , 
cou l d  cause severe sed imen t a t i on w i t h in·  the Longmead ow Brook 
V a l ley and su r round ing w e t l and s ,  r e su l t ing in p e r man en t 
d amage to t h e s e  sen s i t ive areas . We s t rongly u rge t h e  
ad opt ion of t h i s  a l te r n a t e  ro u t e ,  and/or t he c o n s i d e r a t ion 
o f  o t he r  a l t e r n a t e  rou t es . 

I n  regards to p .  7 - 1 6 , i t  is o u r  v i e w  t h a t  Tennesse Gas 
P i p e l ine shou ld c ond u c t  a su rvey for t h e  common moorhen , and 
a su rvey for the many- f r u i ted l o o s e s t r i f e ,  as propo sed , 
immed iat e l y  and b e f o r e  any f u r t h e r  p l ann ing is d on e .  

I t  i s  t h e  opln l on o f  the Longmead ow Conserva t i on Comm i s s ion 
that it i s  inapp r o p r i a t e  t o  p l ace the loop p i pe l in e  t h rough 

we t l ands o r  c o n s e r v a t ion l and and t h e  Fann i e  S t eb b i n s  
W i l d l i f e  Refuge . 

Yours t r u l y ,  

Anne C .  Roge r s , C h a i rperson 
Longmeadow Conserva t i on Commiss i on 

AR/dk 

c c : H r .  Ku r t  F l Ynn , P r oj e c t  H anager 
Envi r onmen t a l  P o l icy and Proj e c t  An a l Y s i s  B r an c h  

Board of Se l ec tmen , L ongmeadow 

L7 
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1 2 

1 3 

L7-2 As described in section 5.1.5.2 of this FEIS, we have recommended that surveys 
for the common moorhen and the many-fruited false loosestrife be conducted 
prior to construction and in consultation with the MNHESP. If these species are 
found and it is determined they could be affected by construction of Tennessee's 
proposed loop, we have further recommended that Tennessee work with the 
MNHESP to develop appropriate mitigation plans, including route changes, to 
minimize impact on these species. 

L7-3 Comment noted. 
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BOARD OF SIl.I!CTMEH 

PATRICIA A. VIHCHESI 
AdmiDiKr.li't't AIIIt, .... Ap r i l 2 7 , 1 990 

I!DW ARD T. HllAPHY. CIL 
ARLI!NII C. MILlJIR. 
ROBIiRT P. OIERlTANO 

secretary 
Federal Energy Regul atory Commi s s i on 
8 2 5  North Capi t a l  street 
Washing t on , D . C .  2 0 4 2 6  

RE : ��t Point Proiect�l!-InyironmeQt�-1�. 
StatementL-Seament 8 .  Town of Longmeadow. Massachusetts 

Dea r  Mr . Secretary : 

Thank you f o r  gi ving the Town of Longmeadow 
comment on the d ra f t  envi ronmental  impact 
r e l ative to the N i agara Import Point Project . 

an oppor t un i t y  t o  
statement ( E I S )  

I n  gener a l , the Town echoes the sent iments echoed on page 1 - 7  o f  
t h e  report t h a t  indi cates i f  the pro ject receives a l l necessary 
state and l ocal approva l s  then' the impac t  o f  t he env i ronmental  
report i s  somewhat m i t i gated . Howev e r , the Town bel i eves i t  has 
raised s i gn i f i cant concerns to FERC regarding env i r onment a l  
considera t i ons , and i n  fact , these cons i dera t i ons must be met 
before any l ocal approva l s  are g i ven . 

I t  is apparent in the E I S  that concern has been g i ven by FERC t o  
the comments previ ous l y  s ubmi t t ed b y  t h e  Town regarding t h i s  
p � o ject and we extend o u r  apprec i a t i on f o r  having o u r  concerns 
ev ident in the E I S .  Some outs tanding i ssues do e x i s t  and a r e  
l is ted be l ow : 

* 

* 

Our Conservation Commi ssion i s  particul a r l y  concerned t ha t  
t h e  restora t i on o f  s l ope occurring in t h e  Meadows wi l l  b e  
impos s i b l e  to repl i cate i n  i ts present cond i t i on .  The Town 
supports the recommendat l ons out l ined in the E I S  and 
requests comment and review before any f inal  m i t i g a t i on p l an 
is approved by FERC . P l ease a l so review the spec i f i c  
comments subm i t t ed to FERC by our Cons ervat i on Commi s s i on .  

FERC ' s  propos a l  t o  p l ace the proposed l oop l ine on Wol f 
Swamp Road on the other s i de of the existing p i p e l ine under 
an exi s t i ng si dewa l k  whi ch par t i a l l y  para l l e l s  Wol f Swamp 
Road has been revi ewed as an a l t ernat i v e  and the Town 
suppor t s  this v a r i a t i on .  ( page 4 - 6 6 )  ( page 6-1 2 ,  6 - 1 2 )  Town 
Engineer ' s  Rev i ew :  3 / 2 9/ 90 . 4/ 2 7 / 90 . 

L8 

1.8-1 

1 
1.8-2 

I , 
See response to L7-1 and section 6.21. We are modifying DEIS recommendation 
S3 to have Tennessee consult with the Town of Longmeadow to coordinate on 
the development of the required mitigation plans. 

Thank you for your comment. We wish to note, however, that this proposal is 
Tennessee's proposal not oun (FERC's). Our recommended variation in the 
DEIS was to place the pipeline in Wolf Swamp and Denslow Roads (see DEIS 
section 6.2.2). We have reconsidered and naw recommend adoption of 
Tennessee's proposal to place 'the pipeline under the sidewalk on Wolf Swamp 
Road. See revised sections ':;.1.9.1.1 and 6.22 and table 7.21. 

. 



Secretary - 3 -
Federal Energy Regul atory Commi s s i on 

Apr i l 2 7 , 1 9 9 0  

Thank you for giv ing u s  the oppor tuni ty t o  comment . We l ook 
f orward to being a l l owed an addi ti�nal revi ew o f  the mi t i ga t i on 
p l ans f i l ed by Tenneco regarding this project . If we can p rovide 
any f u rther i n f ormat i on ,  p l ease don ' t  hes i tate t o  contact our 
Board . 

ETH/PAV/ c f  

Sincerel y ,  
BOARD OF SELECTMEN 

Edward T .  Heaphy , J r . 
Chai rman 

cc : Superint endent o f  Publ i c  Works 
Conservati on Commi s s i on 
Tree Warden 

L8 



secretary - 2 - Apr i l  27 . 1990 
Federal Energy Regul atory Commi s s i on 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Page 4-78 l i sts Wol f Swamp School as approxima te l y  300 f eet 
away f rom t he p roposed l oop . Thi s  i s  incorrect ; t he 
dis tance i s  on l y  180 f ee t . Town Eng inee r ' s  Rev i ew : 3 / 2 9 / 90 . 

Concerns about disrup t i on to the Wol f Swamp school . 
residences and the athl etic f i e l d  s t i l l  exist and we request 
that as much addi t i onal cons i derat i on as poss i b l e  be gi ven 
to these a reas . 

The Town is in agreement w i t h  FERC ' s  recommendati ons o f  
i t ems 49 . 50 . and 5 1  on pages 7 - 16 . 

The Town is in agreement w i th the requ i rement to have 
Tenneco f i l e  a s i te-speci f i c  mi t i ga t i on p l an f o r  
const ructi on and rest ora t i on in the Fanni e  Stebbins Memo r i a l  
w i l d l i f e  R e f uge and Meadows a r e a  and respect f u l l y  request 
rev i ew and comment before any f inal p l an i s  approv ed by 
FERC . ( page 7 - 17 ) 

-

The Town is in agreement w i t h  FERC ' s  recommendat i ons o f  
i t ems 5 4  and 55 o n  page 7 -17 . 

The Town supports and re- emphas i zes the need to have the 
cons t ruct i on of the p i pel ine env i ronmental l y  s ens i t i v e  to 
the Town o f  Longmeadow ' s  pub l i c l y  owned l ands . ( Page 7 - 6 ) . 

The Town s t i l l  maint ains concerns about the poten t i a l  l oss 
o f  trees as a resul t o f  p i pe l ine cons t r uc t i on and w i l l  
request repl acement by Tenneco o f  any damaged t r ees in 
excess of one year f o l l owing cons t ruct i on . Des p i t e  the 
acceptance of the Wol f Swamp Road v a r i a t i on .  the Town 
maintains i ts concerns about our t r eebe l t  popu l a t i ons . 
( Page 5 - 5 3 . 5 - 5 4 )  ( Page 5 - 85 ) . 

Again p l ease note that the wel l - f i e l ds l ocated in Enf i e l d .  
Connecticut and di scussed on page 5 - 8 7  a r e  a l s o  reserve wel l 
f i e l ds f o r  the Town of Longmeadow . MA . 

No inf orma t i on exists as to an emergency evacuat i on p l an in 
the event of a gas l eak or expl os i on .  We have recei ved no 
i n f orma t i on to date regarding this despi te our inqui r i es to 
Tenneco and wou l d  l i ke some detai l s  as to how this woul d 
work . 

1..8 
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I s  
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1
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LB-3 

LB-4 

LB-S 

LB-6 

LB-7 

LB-8 

LB-9 

LB-I0 

LB-11 

Thank you for your comment. See revised section 4.1.9.2. 

Thank you for your comment. We have included a recommendation in section 
7.3 that Tennessee submit mitigation plans for construction through the Wolf 
Swamp Athletic Field. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Thank you for your comment. Also, see response to LB-1. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Thank you for your comment. 

We have revised table 5.1.9-3 to recommend that Tennessee replace any trees that . 
are damaged during construction. 

Comment noted. 

As stated in section 5.1.12.1., DOT Minimum Federal Safety Standards in 49 CFR 
Page 192, each pipeline operator is required to establish an emergency plan to 
minimize hazards in the event of a natural gas pipeline emergency and to establish 
and maintain liaison with appropriate fire, police, and public officials. Key 
elements of the emergency plan are listed in section 5.1.12.1. It is beyond the 
scope of the EIS to analyze the specific details of each emergency plan. This is 
an issue which must be discussed between the town and Tennessee. 
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Washington ,  D . C .  20426 

rl(.II'l  ) 1 2 \ 1 Q o  0 1  

Jay Newton 
16 Fairway Lane 
Medway . Ma . 02053 
3-19-1990 

subject: FERC Docket Nos . 
CP88-187 -002 

CP89-646-000 , CP89-654-000 , CP89-66l-002 and 

Hi ,  

Here is  the information I have available at  this time . I will  be collecting 
more but you indicated the need to get something to you ASAP. Thanks for your 
help last Friday , the 9th . I have a much better understanding of the process 
for siting the gas line . Hopefully what I have included will show you 
something new (our development) .  

First, please take a look at the map I have labeled "Town of Medway" .  This is 
j ust a portion of the water department map which show where the original 
pipeline follows the powerlines and then splits off to the east . This "old" 
line goes through my backyard. I am number 16 in the development marked 
"Chestnut Hill Estates" . You can match up this part of the map with the other 
enclosed copy of the page 10 of 12 of .fiqure A2 of the above docket numbers . 

See the fork? Algonquin ' s  proposal would have bypassed most of our deve lopment 
and missed 14 house lots and avoided 3 road crossings and 7 houses that are 
withi� 50 feet of the pipel ine . These last houses are marked very 
approximately in red or green the "Medway" map . You will note that they are on 
both sides of the pipeline which would make it difficult to avoid them by us ing 
one side or the other of the original pipeline. In addition, the houses marked 
with green are ON the easement , with one on the north side and one on the south 
side . The lots in the northwest part of the development (marked with blue) do 
not have houses on them yet so there would be less disruption i f  Algonqu in ' s  
original proposal were followed. 

I canvassed most of my neighbors this weekend and the ones that were home , 
signed on the next page . A couple others called me later and will sign the 
next copy if needed . W )) d t> t ; lib :alglLC IIseu eco.._d 
wi,tct aT I ' g as I , 5 " 1 1 , jl lie lUllS iCiiOiiug dLude �f! right 
aS ] '  $ I tal) Ie '0&1& EJt tiiClidYMi. We would all appreciate it if 
the new ,ipeline did not further restrict" our abil ity to enj oy our country 
properties , by reducing forever the area in which we could grow and enjoy 
trees . 

I visited the Holl iston Town engineer. He will now be writing you a letter 
also to see if some other route can be worked out since he did not know our 
community" existed when he made his original proposal . I will contact you this 
week to discuss this information and see how I should augment it . 

Thanks again for your help. 

Warme t s regards , 

�� 

G1-1 

1 

We have reevaluated the Medfield Loop Variation. Section 6.3.2 has been revised 
to reflect your comments. 



. 5 .  The Alqonquin people say that you are the only ones who have the 
.erial maps , so I could not check to see if our development is on them . 
I can say however that the first houses were built in early 1988 and that 
ay house was definitely complete by October 1988 . 

The followinq people are neiqhbors and abutters to the existinq 
pipeline in Chestnut Hill Estates and would rather have the pipeline 
qo around their development if at all possible. 
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nv � l1t ... 1. E.. "';x'""J),1'e:." k lJln F L of " l tJ 
Secretary 
Federal E nergy Regulatory Co��lss l on 
B25 Nor t h  Cap i t ol St • • N . E .  
Uashlngton. D . C .  20426 

Jay Neilton 
16 Fal rllay Lane 
Medllay . Ma. 02053 
Apr i l  2 5 . 1 990 

Dock et Nos. CPBB- 1 7 1 -001 Ni agara I �port Point Proj ect 

Dear Sir or Mada� . 

I oppoae the Medf i e l d  Loop Yar l at l on that �Ight route t he nell pipel i ne 
through the original Al gonqu i n  R . O . U. IIhlch happena to be I n  �y back 
yard. I have enclosed a pl ot plan of �y property . and several other 
�aps and notes that �ight he l p  you II l th your s i t i ng dec i s i on .  Al so 
enclosed i s  a copy of the l et t er you recei ved fro� Mi chael Greenburg 
for IIhlch I suppl i ed the attach�ent s .  The �aln reason for t h i s  I s  .0 
you can as.oclate �e ( and �y l et ter ) II l t h  that neighborhood . and be t ter 
understand �y l ocat i on . 

The Medllay lIater �ap I have I ncl uded sholls appro. l�at e l y  IIhere �y l ot 
,. in Medway and I t s  rel ation to the pipel i ne .  

I real i z e  that �any al t ernat i ves 11 1 1 1  b e  consi dered and I t  I s  s t i l l  
poa a l ble that the route behind �y house could be chosen. I f  thi s I s  
the case . I respect ful l y  request that the nell pipel i ne and construct i on 
lIork be done II l t h i n  the ex i s t i ng  R . O. U. I f  any of �y propert y  needs t o  
b e  t ak e n  for e i t her per�anent o r  construct i on R . O . U  • •  then t h e  pr i vacy 
and natural aspects of �y propert y  lIould be severe l y  affected. 

Unl i k e  the Hol l i ston TOlin Engi neer has said . not al l of Medllay I .  on 
tOlln. sewer and �y devel op�ent I s  not . So a l arge por t i on of �y 
property haa no trees because of t he space needed for a sept i C  syate� .  
The enclosed p l o t  plan w i l l  aholl y o u  IIhat I �ean. I have taken great 
pains to k eep the lIooded par t s  of the property as natural as possibl e .  
I d o  not cl ean out the l eaves o r  s�al l bushes and fal l en branchea so I t  
can b e  a ho�e t o  I nsects . s�al l anl�als and bi rds. Thi s  approach has 
lIorked. I have squ i rre l s . chlp�unk a . rabb i t s .  and �any dif ferent birds . 
I al so put up a bl ue bird house IIhl ch has resul ted I n  bluebirds rai s i ng  I 1 
a brood and returni ng this year . For birds . a IIlde var i et y  of pl ant 
l i fe Is I �portant Including �ature tal l trees l i k e  �ap l e  and oak and 
shor ter scrub trees . bushes and f i e l ds . I have al l of these on �y I 
acre plot of l and nOli and the II l l d l l f e  appreCiates I t .  I f  the R. O . U .  
I s  enl arged for any reason. near l y  a l l  of t h i s  lIould b e  l os t  forever. 

F i nal l y .  I l ik e  the 1 1 �l ted a�ount of pr ivacy provided by the trees 
IIhen the l eaves co�e out In the su��er . The pictures I have encl osed 
do not have any l eaves becau.e they are not out yet t h l e  year. The 
pictures are nu�bered and there are correspondi ng  nu�bers and arrollo on 
the p l ot plan to Indicate In IIhat direc t i on 1 pointed the ca�era. 

P l ease avoi d  di sturb i ng  this l i t t l e  bit of II l l derne •• • IIhen �ak l ng  your 
decision to s i t e  the pipel i ne .  

Uar� reg"rds . ) j ,  " ·��'IJ 
,\': ( )  

t' rt/-... 
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S.cr.t.ry 
F.d.ral En.rgy Regul.tory Coftft l s . l on 
OZ5 North C.p l t ol St • •  N . E .  
Yeshlngton. D. C .  Z .. Z6 

J.y No .. ton 
1 6  F.lr ... y l.no 
"odll.y. ". . .Z153 
Apr i l  Z5. 1 9" 

Dock .t No •• CPOO- 1 7 1 -801 N l ag  .... J ftport Point ProJ .ct 

o.ar 511' or "adaft . 

B.lo .. .... .  f ... ob.ervat lon. J h.v. ft.d . . .. h l l  . ... I k l ng .  runn i ng  and 
bik i ng  through the .1' •• n.ar fty hou •• and Algonqu i n ' .  propoa.d l oop 
in ned ... y. "a. 

Hi l i  St . opt ion ( by ".d ... y To .. n Pl ann i ng  Board) a.oft. to ft.k • •• n •• 
b.cau •• It la on the t o  .. n l i n. and It u ••• the Po ... r l i n. ROY. Th.r • 
• re • f ... hou ••• on the .outh . I d. of the . t r  •• t but th.y .1' • •  et b.ck 
qu i t. a .. ay. fro" the road. Ther. I. onl y on. hou •• on the north . Id. 
of the roed In the .ff.ct.d er .. .. hlch I .  a l .o not too cia •• to the 
road. Thl. opt i on .. aul d  tek. no n ... ROY fro" .nyon •• 

Fol l o  .. lng Sk yvl ... /Skyl l ne Dr l v. ( I  think It I. no .. Sk yl ine Dr l v. )  fro" 
the cui d • •  ac do .. n to Hol l l .ton St . ..  auld .. ark f i n. b.c.u •• th.r. I • •  
v.ry ahort dl.tance and no bu i l d i ng. on the .dg. of Hoi l l aton St fro" 
5kyl l ne to .. h.r. the plp.l l n. cro •••• • • nd It l ook. I l k .  unus.abl . 
l end. Yh.n the n ... l oop cro ••• d the orlgl n.1 plp.l l n. on Skyl l n  • •  I t  
.. aul d  th.n b e  I n  the prop.r po. l t l on ( aouth) o f  the .x l s t l ng  l i n • •  0 
one of t he cro •• ov.ra .ugge.t.d by the Hol l l .ton To .. n Engl n •• r .. aul d  b • 
avol d.d . 

Th. oth.r po •• lbi l i t y  .. auld b. to fol l Oil  Sk yl i ne fro" cui d • •  ec to 
.. h.re the plpel l n. cro •••• Sk y l l n  • •  nd th.n fol i o  .. the .x l . t l ng  
pip.l l n. k e.pl ng  the n . ..  l oop o n  the north . I d. . Thl . ..  e y  I t  .. aul d  
"i •• t h e  house thet . I t a  o n  t h e  .outh . I d. o f  t h e  •• I . t l ng  ROY end 
effect th.lr y.rd v.ry I i t t i .  ( .. ho e" I to •• '1 ) .  
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Secretary 
Federal DIergy Regulatory Connission 
825 North capitol St . ,  N.E. 
Washington, DC 20426 

Re: Docket No. CP88-171-001 
Dear Sir: 

(U',cl 'i I Llqo 

113 Lafayette Blvd . 
Williamsville, NY 14221 
March 28, 1990 

I provided written cannents on October 24, 1989 on your agency' s  Federal 
Register Notice of October 19 lIIlIIOUIlCing your intent to prepare a Draft 
Environnental Inpact Statanent (DElS) for the Niagara Iqlort Point Project . 
Hy specific concerns dealt with the iqlact that the construction of Tennessee 
Gas Pipeline ' s  Se9nent 2 crossing near Lewiston, NY would have on the 
inp;>rtant salmonid fishery on the LcMIr Niagara River. 

I recently received a copy of the DEIS for the project . The DEIS alleviated 
my concerns by stating that the pipeline would be installed across the Niagara 
River using directional drilling methods . Page 5-33 of the DEIS made it sound 
that directional drilling would definitely be the method of choice and that 
"there would be no in-stream work and the fishery in this river would not be 
affected . "  Based on this, I didn ' t  plan on providing CClllllerlts on the DEIS . 

My position in this matter changed, however, when I leame!l that the 
directional drilling method of pipeline installation was llQl; a certainty. 
A Tennessee Gas official in Hamburg, N.Y. recently indicated that the company 
had contracted Earth Dimensions, Inc. of East Aurora , N. Y. to conduct core 
sanpling of the Niagara River bottan. The core sant>ling is scheduled for the 
April 2-13, 1990 time-frame to determdne the feasibility of the directional 
drilling method based on the bottan COIp)Sition. The inplication here is 
clear. The results of the core sanpling may preclude the use of directional 
drilling and require different methods to be used. These alternate methods 
may very well require in-stream work and have a major inpact on the Lower 
Niagara River fishery ! 

This possible use of alternate pipe installation methods is a significiUlt new 
issue which needs to be tracked closely. It would require substantive 
modification of the DEIS prior to preparation of the Final EIS to properly 
quage the actual inpact of Tennessee Gas Pipeline ' s  S89\l8Ilt 2 .  As the DEIS is 
written now, it leads one to believe that we are cannenting on the directional 
drilling method alone I 
Please don ' t  hesitate to contact me if further information is needed. 

Sincerely, 

� --f  � 
James S. Clmning I 

cc : Hr. Kurt Flynn , Project Manager 

G2 

1 

02-1 Thank you for your comment; we have recently been informed by Tennessee 
(Honig and Thibodeaux, 1990) that the core sampling of the Niagara River 
bottom, as referenced in this comment, h81 been completed. Preliminary results 
indicate that the subsurface composition under the river is similar to that found 
in earlier samples on the shore. Since these substrates appear to be acceptable 
for directional drilling, Tennessee has indicated that it is still planning to 
directionally drill the proposed Niagara River crossing. Consequently, this plan 
would be incorporated into Tennessee's certificate conditions should this Project 
become certificated. As such, any deviation from this plan must be reviewed and 
approved by FERC prior to construction. Should open-i:ut trenching of the river 
be proposed by Tennessee, FERC's sUbsequent review would include the review 
and comments of all appropriate state and Federal agencies. 
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Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Comm iss ion 
825 Nor th Capitol Stree t ,  N . E .  
Washington , D . C .  20426 

RE :  Proposed Algonquin Gas Pipel ine 
FERC Docket No . CP88-l7l-00l 
Niagra I mpo r t  Point Project 

Dear Sir or Madaml 

IIon'DN (817) 431·,287 

I am wr i t ing on behal f of myself and the other 
property owners of Fa irway Lane , Algonquin Way and Skyl ine 
Dr ive , Medway , Nor folk County , Massachusetts , whose 
prope r t ies abut the currently existing Algonquin Gas 
Pipel ine presently under con s iderat ion by your o f f ice . 

I t  has come to our a t tent ion that plans are currently 
underway for the expans ion and/or alterat ion of the p ipel ine 
and that several proposals are now being examined . Of 
par t icular concern to myse l f  and the other prope r ty owners 
is the proposal enti tled -Med fie ld Loop Var i ation . -

I t  is my under stand ing that .the -Med f ield Loop 
Var iation - contemplates the expansion of the ex isting 
r ight-of-way for 1 . 8  mi les and would require the c lear ing of 
1 1 . 3  acres of wood land . Of great concer n ,  however , is the 
effect that such an under tak ing would have on the propert ies 
through which the r ight-of-way runs . 

For your convenience enclosed please f ind ind ividual 
plot plans for the af fected proper ties together w i th a si te 
map ind icating placement of s tructures with relat ion to the 
ex ist ing r ight-of-way. Please note that even the s l ightest 
expansion of the way on e i ther side would cause untold 
damage to the values of the properties affected . In several 
cases the -Med field Loop Var iation - ,  if pursued , would 
require the demolit ion of exist ing homes and/or the 
replacement of sewage sep t ic systems . In several other 
cases previously bui ldable lots owned by ind ividuals 
planning construct ion would be rendered non-bu ild able and 
hence valueless . Add it ionally a large area of wet lands runs 

1 1 
03-1 We have reevaluated the Medfield Loop Variation. Section 6.3.2 has been revised 

to reflect your comments. 



LAW OFFlCE& OF 
HOWARD L NEWELL 

secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commiss ion 
Page 2 
Apr il 1 0 ,  1990 

through much of the proposed expansion area . I t  i s  thus 
read i ly apparent that pursu i t  of the -Med f ield Loop
proposal would result in immeasurable expense to Algonqu in 
Gas Company and untold human cost to all involved . 

G3 

For the above reasons I would urge you to thoroughly I examine all other proposals for the p i pe l ine in quest ion and 
that the -Med f ield Loop Var iation - e i ther be abandoned or 1 
mod if ied with input of the a ffected property owner s .  

I f  you have any quest ions in this regard o r  i f  I can 
be of any fur ther ass istance to you , please do not hes i tate 
to contact me . 

MMG : 19p 
Enclosures 

CC I Medway Plann ing Board 

S incerely yours , 

Michael M .  Greenburg 



DESCRIPTION OF ENCLOSURE S :  

Encl oled ple .. l .. f i nd photocopies of a Town o f  "edwllY water �IIP . 

Sk y v l ew end Che .. t nut H i l l  E .. tlltea devel o""ent pl"nl lind I ndlvldulIl 

plot plans . 

Tha �eter �ap Is the onl y one that has a rel i able ICIIle on I t .  

The rest o f  the copies ,,�� f��w;�� s o  scales ar e  not II I  ways IIccurllt e .  

However the d t a t ancea between houses ( drawn 1 n )  �n� t h e  p..� �U. are 

accurat e .  I n  �Olt cases . the nu�bers on the pl ans lire "LOT" nu�bers . 

The water �ap Is the onl y except ion.  I t  Ulel Itreet IIddresses . 

"ore co�pl e t e .  l arger �aps lire IIvll l l llb l e  upon reques t .  
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GREAT LAKES GAS TRANSMISSION COMPANY ' S  

COMMENTS ON 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

NIAGARA IMPORT POINT PROJECT 

G4 

.lAME. D. McKINNEY • .,,,, 

L#IIII' o" eClla 
Hoss MARSH FOSTER MYERS & QUIOGLE 

••• a.MUEHTH .'AEI:T. N. w. 
WA.HtHaTON� D. c. aoooll 

(202) ••• · •••• 
,aoal ,.,..· • .130 ,n::LCCO�I[AI 

Apr i l  3 0 , 1 9 90 

Ms . Lo is D .  Cashe l l  
Secretsry 
feders l Energy Regu l a tory Comm i s s i on 
8 2 5  No r th Cspi t o l  S t r ee t ,  N . E .  
Washington , D . C .  20426 

Re : Tenne s s e e  Gas P i p e l i n e  Company , e t  a l . , 
Docket Nos . CP88 - 1 7 1 -0 0 I , et a l .-- --
( N i agara Import P o i n t  Project� 

Gre s t  Lskes G s s  Trsnsm i s s ion Company 
Do cke t No . CP89-89 2-000 

' 

De a r  Ms . csshel l : 

.. •• 0 Mo.nOOMIEIIY AVIENUE 

SUITE •• O� N 
aETME.OA. MA .. YLAND .0 .... 

gott ••• ·.POG 
..... N. ,."'I"FAX STAEET 

ALEXAND",A, V'''GINtA •• �I" 

.70 .. ' ...... , ..... 

• .0 
f� . �; . 

� :J  
t,.) ,:.:.; .. 0 
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:;", 

� 
c? 
� 

�:: 

Pur susnt to the Comm i s s i on ' s  n o t i c e  of ava i l ab i l i ty of d r a f t  
envi ronmen t s l  impac t s ta t ement i s s ued March 1 6 ,  1 99 0 ,  i n  the 
r e ferenced proceed i ngs r e l s t i ng to the N i ag a ra Impo r t  Proj e c t  
inc lud i ng t h e  Grea t  Lakes G a s  Trsnsm i s s ion Company ( "Great 
Lske s " )  Docke t No . CP8 9 - 8 9 2- 000 , Gr e s t  Lakes s ubm i t s herew i th i ts 
Commen t s .  

I n  sd d i t ion t o  a copy o f  the enc los ed Com me n t s  be ing f i led 
with the Sec r e t a ry ' s  o f f i c e ,  s n  sd d i t i o n s l  copy has been g i ven 
d i rec t ly to the Comm i s s i on ' s  Env i ronm e n t a l  An a l y s i s  S t a f f  and 
snother copy i s  be i ng fur n i s hed d i r e c t l y  t o  the Comm i s s ion 
S t s ff ' s  consul t ants i n  these proceed i ngs . 

plesse c o n t a c t  Gres t Lskes if there are any que s t i ons 
concerning t h e  Comme n t s  s ubm i t ted herewi th .  

Very truly you r s ,  
G REAT LAKES GAS TRAN SM I S S ION 

PANY 

By Lz!i';.r"of;Ifi_'�:" 0':-lI�:q br 
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 

Tennessee Gas pipeline Company ) Docket Nos . CP88-l71-001 

Great Lakes Gas Transmission company CP89-892 -000 

Algonquin Gas Transmission company CP88-187-001 

CNG Transmission Corporation and CP88-19S-002 
Texas Eastern Transmission Corporation 

CNG Transmission Corporation CP89-712-000 

Texas Eastern Transmission Corporation CP89-7 1 1-000 

Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line 
corporation 

National Fuel Gas Supply Corporation 
and Penn-York Energy Corporation 

CP89-7-001 
and CP89-710-000 

CP88-194-001 

GREAT LAKES GAS TRANSMISSION COMPANY ' S  
COMMENTS REGARDING 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
NIAGARA IMPORT POINT PROJECT 

I .  

IIITRODUCTIO" 

Great Lakes Gas Transmission company (Great Lakes) hereby 

submits its ·comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

( DEIS) issued by the staff of the Federal Energy Regulatory 

Commission (commission or FERC) on March 16,  1990 , for the Niagara 

Import Point (NIP) Project . The DEIS is a comprehensive analysis 

of the environmental consequences of the proposed project, and 

1 
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Great Lakes strongly supports its fundamental conclusion : that 

construction and operation of the nat�ral gas pipel ine facil ities 

proposed by Great Lakes and the other NIP participants will have 

a limited environmental impact and will be environmentally 

acceptabl e .  Great Lakes , however, d isagrees with a number of the 

mitigation measures and construction procedures proposed in the 

DEIS and hereby sUbmits its proposed changes to certain parts of 

the DEIS . Great Lakes is also commenting on items that need 

clarification or revision , and is proposing alternatives and 

rev isions that comply with the intent of the DEIS . 

Great Lakes has a history of environmental awareness that has often 

preceded and surpassed environmental programs required by 

regulatory agencies . This environmental progressiveness has 

enabled Great Lakes to develop construction and operational 

methodologies based on practical experience, which enhances our 

comments to this DEI S .  Great Lakes bel i eves that its comments to 

the DEIS accompl ish the same objectives as those of FERC in 

minimiz ing environmental impact. 

Great Lakes ' environmental position is illustrated by the following 

brief summary of environmental programs it has implemented . 

ENVIRONMENTAL INVENTORY 

Beginning as early as 1974 , Great Lakes commenced an 

Environmental Inventory of its entire fac i l ity corridor. This 

it 
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survey collected broad-based environmental in formation 

designed to enable Great Lakes to prepare FERC applications 

for future looping projects . 

1979 ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY 

I n  197 9 ,  Great Lakes commissioned a cultural resource 

inventory of its existing right-of-�dY . This survey yielded 

valuable in formation helpful in determining not only the 

impacts of expansion proj ects pending at that time , but data 

on historic f inds previously unknown . 

CONSTRUCTION ENVIRONMENTAL INSPECTORS 

To monitor compliance with state and Federal permits , Great 

Lakes assigned two ( 2 )  professional environmental inspectors 

to each spread during its 1989-1990 construction proj ect . 

Great Lakes has committed to assign a minimum of two ( 2 )  

environmental inspectors per spread for the N I P  Project to 

provide l ia ison between Great Lakes and regUlatory agencies , 

interpret permit stipulations , and recommend mitigative 

measures in environmentally sensitive areas . The cost for 

environmental inspection totaled $ 1 . 5  mill ion for the 1989-

1990 construction season . This figure will escalate to 

approximately $ 3 . 7  mill ion for the NIP proj ect . 

SENSITIVE SPECIES SURvEYS 

Great Lakes has devoted extensive resources to the examination 

iii 
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of sensitive and unique habitats for the NIP Proj ect . Survey 

strategies and mitigative plans have been designed to l imit 

adverse impacts on threatened , endangered and special concern 

species.  This undertaking is estimated to cost Great Lakes 

$ 2 50 , 000 . 

1989/1990 ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEYS 

In 1989 ,  Great Lakes commenced archaeological studies for 

previously unstudied areas along its pipeline route . Great 

Lakes chose to examine all proposed areas that would be 

affected by construction, rather than waiting for site

specific direction by the respective State Historic 

Preservation Officers . The scope and cost of this 

undertaking , well over $1 million , exempl ifies Great Lakes ' 

commitment to setting the standard as a leader in the 

industry . 

iv 
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I I .  

BXBCUTIYB SUMMARY 

Great Lakes has reviewed the NIP Proj ect OEIS and agrees with 

FERC ' s  primary conclusion that "construction and operation of the 

proposed facil ities would have a l imited adverse environmental 

impact and would be an environmentally acceptable action . " We 

further concur that this OEIS satisfies the requirements of the 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPAl and FERC ' s  implement ing 

regulations under Chapter I .  Title 1 8 . Code of Federal Regulations 

( CFRl . Part 3 8 0 .  

Great Lakes also recognizes that FERC ' s  approval of this project 

is predicated on adoption of recommended mitigative measures to 

reduce the environmental impact . Great Lakes apprec iates the 

enormous task undertaken by the FERC sta ff in address ing the 

various fac i l ities proposed by each appl icant in the proj ect . the 

d iversity of geographic locations involved . and the mult itUde of 

environmental factors evaluated . culminating in a succinct and 

concise OEIS . However . Great Lakes is concerned that there are 

several areas where FERC ' s  review procedures and recommendations 

complicate the construction feasibi l i ty and escalate the project 

cost to the point of d iminishing returns for environmental 

protection . 
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These issues are summarized below : 

1 .  

2 .  

From Great Lakes ' experience , it appears that confl icts and 

delays can arise in areas where certa in parts of a proj ect are 

reviewed by the Commiss ion and also by state and other Federal 

regulatory agencies . This situation could be resolved i f  the 

commission would accept the recommendations and' stipulations 

of other state or Federal agencies that have thoroughly 

reviewed the project and have local expertise , For example , 

a cultural resource survey plan was submitted in December 1 9 8 9  

by Great Lakes to the three ( 3 )  state Historic Preservation 

Officers (SHPOs) and FERC for review and approva l .  SHPOs have 

indicated thei r  acceptance of this detailed plan : however, 

FERC has not formally responded to the plan and has been 

reluctant to meet with representatives of Great Lakes to 

discuss how the concerns of all interested parties can best 

be addressed . 

The ef fect of construction time windows poses the most 

s i gn i f icant problem for Great Lakes with respect to its 

abil ity to physically and economically construct its portion 

of the proj ect . Great Lakes has compiled all recommended 

construct ion t ime windows from FERC and the various state 

agencies with respect to : wildl i fe concerns , water/wetland 

crossing s ,  agricultural lands , and other seasonal concerns . 

The result of this compi lation is tabli zed in Attachment I .  

vi 
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G4-2 
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FERC staff does, In fact, recognize the applicable project review programa 
conducted by the Federal and state agencies. These agencies are Imponant 
sources of Information upon which we rely In our anaiylea. FaRe, however, must 
comply with all the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act, and 
its implementing regulations. Aa lead agency, this responsibility cannot be 
delegated to other agencies. 

The example you cite appean to be the result of some confusion. FaRC baa 
provided assistance to Great Lakes' archeological consultants. 

We recognize that construction time windows might present certain logistical 
problema for the applicant. However, we feel that time windowatseasonal 
restrictions on conatruction activities are an Imponant device for minimizing 
significant environmental impact. We do not take these restrictions lightly or 
apply them inadviaably. 

In most cases, our recommendations allow for further reconsideration/modification 
based upon review of detailed resource information, which baa not yet been filed 
by the applicant, Our recommendations are based upon the best information 
available to us at the time of our analysis. 

The spreadsheet tables compiled by Great Lakes represent these restrictiona as 
wont case scenarios. There also appear to be additional restrictions included In 
the table for which Great Lakes has not provided any supporting reference. 

From a practical point of view, the construction time windows are not as 
restrictive as Great Lakes suggests. For example, the restriction referenced as 
"birds" assumes that active eagle and osprey nesting sites occur in all areas where 
we have recommended field surveys in conaultation with FWS and state resource 
agencies. Also, the numerous references to "river" restrictions appear to be 
oventated. Normally. river crossings are conatructed by a special crew separate 
from the overland construction spread. Therefore, river crossing time windows 
would not upset the "continuous assembly-line fashion" of the pipeline 
construction. 



3 .  

As seen in these tables, adherence to every construction 

window requirement would preclude Great Lakes from 

constructing its portion of the project in a continuous 

assembly-l ine fashion. A typical move-around required for 

avoiding one time window area is estimated at $ 2 00 , 00 0 .  The 

additional costs required to comply with a l l  of these 

recommended windows cannot be as easily quant i f ied ,  and it is 

doubtful whether the project could be completed in obl igations 

with its customers . 

The FERC has not fully considered the economic implications 

of some of its recommended measures.  Great Lakes estimates 

that environmental mitigation measures recommended by FERC and 

included in the certi ficates for Great Lakes ' 1 98 9  

construction proj ects increased . the overall cost o f  the 

proj ects up to 2 0  percent . More stringent recommended 

measures proposed for the NIP Project w i l l  further escalate 

construction costs . For example, t�e recommendation involving 

installation of pipe in wetlands from prefabricated equipment 

mats as opposed to utilizing timber log corduroy roads would 

increase the overall cost of this project by an estimated $ 12 

mill ion . This seems to be an especially burdensome 

requirement when one of the FERC ' s  cooperating federal 

agencies , the U . S .  Forest Service , has expressed an interest 

in sell ing timber to Great Lakes for this purpose .  

vii 
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Great Lakes bas not pointed out any specific location, nor presented any 
supportable analyses for our review, demonstrating tbat tbe available construction 
time window would seriously impede construction of tbe facilities. We maintain 
that, witb proper planning and coordination, tbese restrictions can be adbered to 
and would cause minimal interrerence witb tbe project wbile providing an 
adequate level of environmental protection. 

We cannot fully respond to tbis comment witbout knowing bow mucb money, if 
any, Great Lakes bas budgeted for environmental impact mitigation. If no funds 
were allocated for environmental protection, then it would appear tbat tbe original 
cost estimates were too low. 

Thank you for your estimates of increased project costs associated with our 
recommended measures. It would be helpful in future projects if appropriate 
mitigative measures and tbeir allOCiated costs are included in the original 
application. The issue of timber purchase from the National Forest bas been 
bandied in response to G4-47. 



4 .  

5 .  

6 .  

Throughout our detailed comments , we have attempted to inform 

FERC of the increased project costs associated with their 

recommended measures wherever the costs can be objectively 

quanti fied . 

Great Lakes is concerned that the failure to obta in" timely 

approval of FERC-requested reports , surveys and other data 

will cause costly project delays . Standby time charges for 

an entire construction spread can approach $ 3 0 0 , 000 per day 

for delays attributable to the company . 

Much of the information requested in the DEIS , L e . , site 

speci fic construction deta ils,  is not available when the 

project is first planned and the application is submitted . 

This places an additional burden on all appl icants to produce 

detailed information ( such as extra work space s ,  storage 

yards , and access roads plus associated environmental reviews 

of these areas) at a stage in the project when this 

information is not yet known . 

Great Lakes is concerned that the failure of other project 

applicants to submit required data for nonjurisdictional 

fac ilities being served by the NIP Project could delay Great 

Lakes ' portion of the project . To that end , Great Lakes 

requests that issuance of its FERC cert i ficate be independent 

viii 
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G4-5 

G4-6 

FERC staff will eJCercisc due diligence in its reviews and approvals of reports, 
surveys, and other required preconstruclion submittals. However, Great Lakes 
must undentand that our review cannot begin until Great Lakes files the required 
surveys and reports. 

The detailed information requested is essential to permit us to adequately and 
accurately assess the impact of the project on cultural resources and endangered 
and threatened species, as well as on aesthetic values and land usc. 

We presume Great Lakes' concern is directed to our DBIS recommendation 4, 
which requires jurisdictional applicants to defer natural gas deliveries until they 
have certified that all necessary nonjurisidictional facility permits have .been 
obtained. This recommendation, If adopted by the Commission, would not 
pn:vent any applicant [rom constructini jurisdictional facilities and only would 
prohibit operation of the facilities directly related to the final delivery of natural 
gas to the nonjurisdictional facility for which permit certification had not been 
completed. Issuance of an independent or consolidated order is a Commission 
decision beyond the scope of this EIS. 



7 .  

of other participant s .  

Great Lakes suqqests that in the tuture a technical conference 

with the FERC statf and other interested parties would be 

advantaqeous in order to obtain clarification or neqot iate 

solutions to problems caused by recommendations contained in 

the DEI S .  

In conclusi�n, Great Lakes is hope ful that the detailed comments 

presented herein, some of which have previously been addressed in 

tormal and intormal data requests already tiled at the Commission, 

are seriously evaluated by FERC prior to the issuance of the Final 

Environmental Impact statement and the certi ficate of public 

convenience and necessity. We expect that the other project 

participants are expressinq similar concerns , and we stand ready 

to assist the FERC sta t f ,  as the need may arise, to discuss the 

content of our comments . 

i. 
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I , 04·7 Thank you for your luggestion. We believe that our procedures and our 
recommendaliona permit sufficient opportunity to address these problems. Also, 
88 Oreat Lakes is aware, we were reviewing its. request for a technical conference 
concerning the NIP DBIS when Oreat Lakes decided to withdraw its request. 



III . 

lORKAi' Ol COJIHEUS 
Great Lakes ' comments on the DEIS are presented in a manner that 

parallels FERC ' s  DEIS format where many issues are discussed more 

than once . For example , an issue �at is discussed in section 4 

may be restated as a FERC Recommended Measure ( reco"'ndation) in 

section 7 .  For this reason , Great Lakes has formatted its DEIS 

Comments by focusing on the FERC recommendations listed in section 

7 .  Great Lakes ' comments also address i_ues discussed in sections 

1 through 6 that are �ot speci fically restated as a recommendation, 

and these app.ar as comments in the particular s.ction from which 

they originate . This format prevents redundancy and at the same 

ti .. address.s most of Great Lakes ' concerns . 

x 
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DBIS, Section 1 . 3 ,  PUrpo.e and Scope of the state.ent 
ILl:! 

COlllUllfT 
Great Lakes acknowledges FERC is the ' principle authority in the 

preparation of the Environmental Impact Statement ( EIS ) . '  Great 

Lakes real izes that the U . S .  Forest Service ( FS ) , U . S .  Fish and 

Wildl i fe Service ( FWS ) , and the U . S .  Department of Energy ( DOE )  

are cooperating Federal agencies for the proj ect . Comments and 

concerns received from the various Bureaus and Advisors of the 

State Departments of Natural Resources ( DNR) , were incorporated 

into the document . State Historic Preservation O f fices ( SHPO) and 

the Bureau of Indian Affairs ( BIA) were also involved . 

Great Lakes bel ieves that where FERC is the l ead agency in 

preparing the EIS , the overall environmental review process would 

be expedited in areas where aspects of the project are reviewed by 

state and other federal regulatory agencies . The state or other 

Federal agency review and permitting process is as thorough and 

sometimes exceeds FERC ' s  review , s ince these agencies have local 

expertise directly related to the project are a . Great Lakes 

suggests that FERC should recognize those state and other Federal 

agencies have adequate review programs and should rely more on 

those reviews . This approach would reduce delay in the review 

process and expedite the principle purpose of the EIS . 

1-1 
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DBIS, section 1 . 4 ,  scope of Hon-jurisdictional Facility ADalysis 
Ill....1:.t 

COKMIlD' 
Great Lakes understands the July 2 7 ,  1988 Order Establishing 

Guidel ine. For The Submission of Required Data and FERC ' s  

i nterpretation that a n  applicant must provide cultural resource and 

threatened and endangered species surveys for non-jurisdictional 

facil ities . Unlike other NIP Project appl icants , Great Lakes ' 

proposed project does not interconnect with any non-jurisdictional 

facilities . Therefore , Great Lakes is concerned about unnecessary 

delays if the cultural resources and threatened and endangered 

species review of the non-jurisdictional facil ities begins to delay 

Great Lakes ' construction schedule . Thus , Great Lakes requests 

that the commission issue to it a certificate of public convenience 

and necessity independent from other NIP applicants whose 

facil it ies are an integral part of non-jurisdictional facilities . 

1-2 
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OBIS, seotion 2 . 1 . 1 . ,  Great Lake. Propo.ed Faci1 iti •• 
Pg 2-1. !2 

"Note to Reader: Great Lakes informa l l y  indicated to the 
staf f  that the diameter of its proposed Loop 1 may increase 
and that the length of the loop may decrease . The discussion 
in the FEIS will be mod ified to reflect the chang e ,  should 
Great Lakes formally modify its proposa l . "  

COJIHIIIT 
In Great Lakes ' March 2 ,  1990 f i l ing in response to in formal sta ff 

Data Request (page 105) , Great Lakes proposed to increase the 

diameter of Loop '1 pipe from 36"  to 4 2 " .  This increase would 

result in a reduction of 1 . 0  miles of the total length of the loop 

segment. The revised mileposts for the proposed loop '1 are : 

Loop 'l H . P .  59 . 5  - M . P. 64 . 1  

2-1 
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04-10 Comment noted. If a formal filing is made to modify tbe proposal, the only 
change would be an lIIIOCiated reduction In the environmental Impact of the 1 
mile of pipeline that would no longer be needed. However, until a formal filing 
is made we will continue to 88SC88 the Impact of the 36-inch-diameter pipe. 
Please note that In Docket No. CP89-1898-OOO, Great Lakes Indicated in ita 
system map that the modification would be made to Loop 1. Therefore, Oreat 
Laltea' assertion that the modification was accomplished 88 a result of an Informal 
data request is incorrect. 



DBIS, Section 2 . 3 . 1, pipeline Construotion Procedures 
Pq 2-30. !5 

"Final erosion and sedimentation control structures ( i .  e .  , 
interceptor dikes, trench plugs, silt fences, and erosion 
control matting) would be installed during the f inal grading . "  

COMJIBII'1' 
Great Lakes agrees that final erosion and sedimentation structures 

wil l be installed during the final grading . However , trench plugs 

are not installed a fter backf i l l ing . They are instal led prima r i l y  

o n  steep slopes immediately a tter trenching t o  prevent rai nwater 

from eroding the open trench . Great Lakes ' Soil Erosion and 

Sediment Control Plan includes criteria for trench plug 

instal lation . 

2-2 
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G4-11 Comment noted. The word trench plugs has been deleted from the sentence in 
section 2.3.1. 



D8%8, 8ectioD 2 . 3 . 1, PipeliDe CODstructioD Procedure. 
pq 2-31. , 1 

"Test water would not be discharged directly into a stream or 
natural water source . "  

COJQIII'1' 
Great Lakes maintains that discharging hydrostatic test water 

directly into a water source should be al lowed . Appendix 0,  
section III of the OEIS does not mention a requi rement for on-land 

discharge of hydrostatic test water for new pipeline facil ities . 

Similarly, during the discharge permit review process , ONRs from 

Minnesota , Michigan and Wisconsin examined hydrostatic test plans 

for each proposed test. During the review process for Great Lakes 

1989 construction, the ONRs allowed the discharge of hydrostat ic 

test water directly into a water source . 

Great Lakes will only be testing new pipe , and therefore ,  any 

residue that accumUlates in existing facilities will not be 

present . Prior to hydrostatic testing, the new pipe is washed to 

remove soil material and debris that accumulated in the pipe during 

the construction process . The wash water amounts to approximately 

1 percent of the total volume used for hydrostatica l ly testing the 

pipe . The wash water is discharged on land using a fil tration 

structure to remove sediment . 

FERC ' s  recommendation that hydrostatic test water not be d i scharged 

directly into a stream or natural water source would result in 

2-3 
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04-12 The statement noted in section 2.3.1 was Incom:c:t and has been removed. 
Hydrostatic tcst waters may be discharged into surface waters, provided our 
recommendatlona in appendix D are followed by the applicant. 



increased erosion and sedi_ntation' in most areas . l1ischarge water 

tends to be low in suspended solids because of the vashing process 

described above . If the water is discharged into an upland 

dewaterin9 structure, it must flow over land, normally to the 

stream from which it was- appropriated . BecaWle of the large volume 

of water bein9 discharged , erosion would most likely occur and 

sediment would - --be transported to the receiving waters . Less 

environmental damage will occur if the test water i. discharged 

directly into the receivin9 water usin9 an energy-dissipation 

device that will direct the flow away from the banks or bottom of 

the stream. 

On-land discharge of test water is appropriate where approaches to 

the receiving water are nearly flat and vegetation is dense , i . e . , 

where wetlands occur at the margins of the stream. Great Lakes 

proposes to consult with its environmental inspectors to determine 

the discharge method that would result in the least amount of 

erosion and sedimentation . 

2-4 
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DBXS , S.ctioD 2 . 7 ,  P.rmits .nd Approv.ls 
Po 2-37. Table 2 .7-1. Lip. 5 

"Environmental Permits for the Proposed NIP Project" 

CQIIMIII'1' 
Gr.at Lakes cont.nds that the proposed loops of the TCPL-2 project 

will not cross U . S .  National Park Service land; there fore , a 

special use permit is not required from the Park Service . 

As stated in Gr.at Lakes ' response (January, 1990 , page 168 ) to 

FOC ' S  Formal Data Requ.st on the NIP Project , the proposed 

pipe lin. loop will not pass within the boundaries of the Dead 

Stream Swamp N.tional Natural Landmark. 

2-5 
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OBIS, SectioD 3 . 4 ,  Route variatioDs 
pq a-I, !1 

"We have asked Great Lakes to consider increasing the diameter 
of its proposed loop from 36 inches to 42 inches in order to 
decrease the length of looping required . "  

COMMENT 
As stated in Great Lakes ' fol low-up response (March 199 0 ,  page 105)  

to FERC ' s  Data Request, Great Lakes ' proposed project will nearly 

complete the looping of Great Lakes ' 36 inch mainline pipe system. 

The near completion of the second l ine ( l oopline) will be 

advantageous to Great Lakes due to increased security of the 

pipeline system and the increased abil ity to electronically inspect 

the pipeline without discontinuities that a multiple diameter 

pipeline would cause . 

3-1 
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DBXS , section 4 . 1 . 1 . 2 ,  Kiner.1 aesources 
pq 4-3. Table 4 . 1. 1-2 

"Mininq Operations Near Pipel ine Facil ities" 

COIIJIIIIT 
Great Lakes contends that 5 of the 6 active qravel/sand pits listed 

in Table 4 . 1 . 1-2 are inactive, based on surveys and discussions 

with landowners . The followinq sites are inactive : mileposts 

2 36 . 8 ,  3 91 . 5 ,  7 06 . 8 ,  714 . 9 ,  and 9 3 6 . 0 .  

The only remaininq active site i s  located at milepost 3 3 1 . 2  and is 

1 , 100 feet from Great Lakes ' proposed pipel ine . 

Great Lakes has naqotiated riqht-of-way easements that wi l l  

adequately accommodate the installation of additional pipel ine ( s )  

a t  a l l  o f  the above mentioned locations . The riqht-of-way widths 

at these sites vary between 75 feet to 1 2 5  feet.  

Any route real iqnments around these pits wil l  be filed with the 

Secretary of the Commission for review and approva l by the Di rector 

of OPPR prior to construction. 

4-1 
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DRIS, SectioD 4 . 1 . 3 . 1 , GrouDdwater 
pq 4-15. !3 

"The state of Michigan Safe Drinking Water Act (Act 3 9 9  P . A .  
1976) specifies a standard isolation radius o f  2 0 0  feet around 
public wellheads from potential or existing sources of 
contamination such as septic tanks , dry wel l s ,  or seepage 
pits . " 

. 

COIOllIl'l' 
Great Lakes is aware of the state of Michigan ' s  Safe Drinking Act 

(Act 399 P . A .  1976 ) . It is noted ( DEIS Table 4 . 1 . 3 - 1 ,  page 4 - 1 3 )  

that the nearest public water supply wel l  along the proposed route 

is 0 . 6  lIiles , ( 3200 feet) . 

See the comment to section 7 ,  Recommended Measure 10 for additional 

information regarding construction impacts on aqu i fers . 

4-2 
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DBXS, section 4 . 1 . 3 . 2 ,  surface waters 
Pq 4-" . •  4 

"The proposed pipeline loops would cross 160 perennial water 
bodies 19 in Minnesota , J2 in Wisconsin,  and 109 in 
Michigan .  Fifteen of the crossin.gs would be greater than 100 
feet in width . "  

COKMBIIT 
Great Lakes has performed extensive field surveys to identify all  

perennial streams crossed by the proposed loops . The fol lowing is 

the state-by-state distribution of perennial streams which are to 

be crossed : 

18 in Minnesota 

21 in Wisconsin 

1 on the Wisconsin/Michigan border 

U in Michigan 

l J J  total 

The differences in the number of perennial water bodies l isted in 

the DEIS and Great Lakes ' response could be the result of:  ( 1 )  map 

interpretations versus field investigations ; ( 2 )  the fact that 

several streams indicated as perennial on USGS maps were found to 

be dry upon field investigation ; and ( J )  FERC has l isted the 

Mississippi River three times , when Great Lakes considers this a 

single crossing because it will be constructed as a single unit . 

4-3 
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G4·17 Our listing of perennial streams was based on USGS map investigations. We 
understand that seasonal conditions and aite-apeciftc investigations may result in 
a listing that varies from our determination. FERC recognm that streams that 
were listed 81 perennial could be intermittent during the construction period. The 
differences that exist between FERC's and Great Lakes' perennial stream listings 
would not change our analysis of the potential impact of the proposed project on 
water quality. This analysis concludes that impact on water quality would only 
be temporary. We have reviewed Great Lakes' perennial stream listings and have 
made changes to our list where USGS mapa indicate intermittent streams are 
crossed. Please lee revised text and table 4.1.3-6. 



The following tables are based on Great Lakes ' in format ion which 
correspond to Table 4 . 1 . 3 -5 ,  Table 4 . 1 . 3 -6 and Table 4 . 1 . 3 -7 found 
on pages 4-2 1 through 4-28 of the DEIS . 

4 - 4  
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A1J.L. II1ls.IIRU. N'M 

U S . 2  tIofttud Uver 

)97 . 0  Veleh Cr •• k 
)99.6 Sie .. n. Cr •• k 
401.6 Cr •• k 
401 . 9  Powder "111 Creek 
40). ) Jlal1ancWI' Cr •• k 
406 . 1  .lack liver 
409. ) nanul' Cr •• k 
412. ) Jeckson Cr •• k 
4 1 2 .  S AlvaI'd Cr •• k 

.. 4)4 . ) Tenderfoot Cr •• k 
I 4)S . 6  ero,beck Cr •• k 

'" 431 . S  CbeD II'. Onconalon • .  
441 : S  Creek 
444 . 0  "Iddle at. OntOMIOft a .  
446 . 6  Ulza. Cr •• k· 
447 . 2  Hend.r,an Cr.,k* 
448 . 0  Cre.k* 
4S0 . 8  Cre.k 
4S0 . 9 Duck Cr •• k 
4 S S . 4  C.dar Cr •• k 
4SS . 9  Cedar Cre.k 
4 H . 7  1 ..,  Cre.k 
460 . 9  $ 0  • •  ( . 'ain, Il.,.r 
466 . )  Cook. Run 
4n . )  ttcR •• Cr •• k 
472 .4 Cre.k 
474 . S  N o  . •  ( . Iron liver 

TCPI.-2 ftOJlCT 
_UL I'lUAIIS III IIlCBICWI 

lpc'Ugn 
IE Sec. ) .  T46N. I2E 
SV Sec. S. T4711 . 14711 
5E Sec. 4 .  T47M . ..  711 
NY Su . I .  T47 .. .. 711 
SU Sec. S .  T47N . 14W 
IE Sec. S .  T47 •• 146V 
5E Sec. ) .  T47 .. .. 6V 
5E Sec . I .  T47 .. .. 6V 
lIE S.c. 4 .  T47 •• 14SV 
$V Soc. 12. T4711 . 14SV 
S[ Sec. 12. Tit,., 14S" 
$V Soc. n. T4" . ..  Iv 
IN Sec. S. T4SN. 141V 
IE S.c. 10 , TitS,.. &41V 
SV S.c. I I .  T4SN. ..011 
SE S.c. 21 . T4SIf. 14011 
Nt S.c. 2S . T4'". 14011 
IN Sec. )0, Tit' •• R19\l' 
NE S.c. )0. T4SN. I)IV 
ltV Soc. )4. T4SR. I)IV 
ltV S.c. )4. T4SN. l)9V 
S\I Sec. S. T44N. I)lV 
5E S.c . S. T44N. I)IV 
liE S.c. 9. T44R . I).V 
ltV S.c. 19 . T44N. 13711 
ME Sec. 2 .  T4)N • •  )711 
liE S.c. 5 .  T4)N. I)6V 
Nt Soc. I I .  T4)N. R)6V 
SE S.c. 7 .  TO)N. RlSV 

"". lea 
lroavood 

1 . 1. __ 
...... 1' 
...... 1' ...... I' ...... 1' 
V .... fI.ld 
V.k.tldd 
V ... U.ld 
V.k.n.ld. II' 
tho,.. 
thayer 
thayer 
a..tOft 
... ton 
... ton 
".c..r .... ' 
\I.'.r .... ' 
\I.ur ... , 
\I.'.r .... ' 
I., Lok. 
1.., Like 
I8p Lok. 
Colden Lo ... 
Cold.n Llk. 
".ebwood 
".chvood 
Clbb_ Cit,. 

� 
I ron. Ill/ 
Co,.blc. "I 
eoa·blc 
eoa·blc 
Go,.bie 
Co,.bic 
Co,.bie 
GOI_ble 
Co"lc 
Go,_bit 
Go,.ble 
Go,.ble 
Go,_bic 
Go,.bic 
Copblc 
Go,ab le 
Go.able 
Co,.b ic 
Co •• bic 
Co,.b ie 
Co •• bie 
Co •• bie 
Co •• bie 
Go.able 
Iron 
Iron 
Iron 
hon 
bon 

* \: i 1 1  b. r.vised due '0 rerouu 
NOTE: 450.a/450 . S!  crouinl_ app.ar on one drawin, 
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DIll Dill_ MILEPOST - LotATIC* _ ...... aunT 

.. . ..... . .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . .. .. . .. . .. .. .. . .. .. .. . .. .... .. .. .. ..  - .. - .. .. .. .. .. . .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . . . .. . .. .. . . .. . .. .. ..  -.. .. .. . .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ... .. .. .. .. .... ... ...... 

S2I.Z .... . r. 'onl ll_ SI/ lit. 26, '4311,IZ'" 41nlD DlalllCll 

S)4.4 tr_ IE IEt.Z, T4Z11, 12611 _TIL" IIAIGUlTTI 

S37.1 tr_ SI/ IIt.9, "ZII, 12511 IIlTICII IIAIGUlTTI 

S38.4 tu\'e'" Iroot II lEt. 9, "ZII, 12501 IIlTICII IIAIGUlTTI 

547.0 lie ..... Itver II IEt.26, "ZII, 12511 IIlTICII IIAIGUlTTI 

541_1 � tr_ 111/ IEt_3'. "ZII, t230I ClllIIILL DILTA 

SSO_ , Jnd, .... Cr .. _ II lEt. ll, T 421, t230I _IIILL DlLTA 

S53.S Days liver II IEt_Z. "'". IZ311 ClllIIILL DlLTA 

SSI.O · Tacoosfl Itver IN IIC. 10, 14'., Iz.zw Plleld DlLTA 

STS.3 I"' ... .. on liver III HC .. ZO. 14 1., 11"" IT. JAtIIUII DILTA 

sa'_9 ".,... liver SI/ IEt.Z', 14'". 111111 �I --I' DlLTA 

SII4.7 Sprl .. trnk II lEt_ 26, 14'1, I'''' �I CIII"1 DlLTt. 

S91_6 Dufovr CrHt III IIt_N, " ,", I'''' IIAIIIITICU V. _CRAft 

S92.D Du' ..... tr_ W 'It_ 19, TUI, 1,611 IIAIII Il ICU ... _CRAft 

S9Z.S Du' ..... tr_ • lit. 19, "'I, .,611 _lllICU V. _tltAfT 

S93_0 Duf ..... tr_ 11\1 IEt.ZO, 1411, II'" _I'"CU U. _CRAft 

S9II.5 Indi .... I'ver 11\1 Slt.l. T4II, 1'611 _IITICU I. _tItAn 

S99.3 _1 .. lquo II .. r $V Slt.3', 14Z11, 11511 _lllICU I_ ItllClOLtltAfT 

606.6 Mr.,in CrHt IE lEt. II. 14Z11, 11411 IIlIllIM LAO ItllClOLtlAfT 

612.7 Lilu •• ar Cr .. _ 11\1 IEt.6. 14Z11, 11511 lUI" PARK ItllClOLtltAn 

6S'.6 CrH_ SE IEt.31. 14311, I'" lPOJIIITTI MAaIIAC: 

6S2. , P&qJin Cr .. _ III IEt.ll, 14311, I'" lPOJIIlTTI """IlIAC 
6S7_0 CUI liver III SEt.7, I4Z11, 1611 IRI'IOlT MAaIIlAC 

•••• 1 of • 
Stau 

'10110"7 V.'er Qullcy 
-It!!&..JIL. %Ia1 Fle" 'f1s,sSen ClI'''''''$&en 

206-pI)·611) wr I 

206-pI)-6IB YES cur U 
206-pI)-6117 YES cur I 
206 -PO- 6111 YES cur I 
206-PO·1119 YES cur I 
206-pI)-6120 YES cur U 
206-PO-6122 YES cur u-. 
206-pI)-6I2S YES cur U 
206-pI)-6126 YES cur 1 - 5  f 206·pI)-6127 YES cur U 
207· pI)-6101 wr U 
207·'D-610) YES cur U 
207-pI)-610S cur U .. 
207-pI)-6111 YES cur I 
207-'D-611) YES cvr u · S  !'" 
207 · 'D-6114 YES cur u 'r' 
207-pI)·6U' YES cur II en 
207-'D·6116 YES cur II 
207·pI)·6119 YES cur II 
207-pI)-6119 YES CIIF II 
207-pI)·6120 YES cur II 
207-pI)·6I21 YES cur II 
207-PD·612) YES cur I I  
207-PD·6124 YES cur I 
207·pI)-6I2S YES CIIF I 
207·'D-6126 wr II 
207-PD·6I29 YES cur I I  
207·pI)·6131 YES cur I 
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'1......, Ic.ce "cer 

Owg. Ito Trouc tl_lff".f.., tI ... fff".fc 

.. .... .... .. .. .. . .. . .... .. .. .. .. . .... ......... . .... 

ZOI-PO-6'04 TIl till I-S 

ZOI-PO-61D5 _ I I 

ZOI-PO-6101 TIl till' I I  

ZOI-PO-6109 TI. till' I I  � ZOI-PO-6111 TIl till' I-I 

ZOI-PO-6I1Z TIl till' II-Z 
r. 

ZOI-PO-6113 - II ... 
ZOI-PO-6114 - 1 1 -' � 
ZOI-PO-6I1S lEI till' I I,R 

'r 209-PO-610' TIl till' II ,R-I e 
209-PO-61OZ lU an 1 1 ,  .... 1 

209-PO-6103 - I I  

209-PO-61 04 TIl tlll' 1 

209-PO-61D5 ftl tlll' 1 

209-PO-6106 TI. tlll' 1 

209-PO-61D7 TIS tlll' 1 

209-PO-6101 - I-I 

209'PO-6109 _ I-S 

209-PO-6112 - II 

209-PO-6113 In till' II 

209-PO-6101 TEl tlll' 1I  

209-PO-61OZ TEl tlll' 1 I  

209-PO-6103 TIS tlll' 1 I  



TCPL-Z PIO.I£CT 
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PEIE.NIAL STIlMS I. "ItUGAII 

APPlOX_ f l  .... ry SUt. W.ur 

ora OIST_ "ILEPOST .- LOCATION QUAD - CDJIITY ""_ 110 Tr .... Cl ... fftut:ian Cl ••• ificntor 
. .. .. .. .. .. .. . . . .. .. .. .. .. .. .. __ . . .  .. . .. . . .. . . . . . . .. .. .. .. . . . .  - _  .. . .. .. .. . .. .. ...... . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  -- . .. ..  _ - _  .. . .  ......... _ .... .. ... .. ..  _ .. . .  _ . .. .. . .. . .  - .. . .. .. .... .. . ... .. . . . . .. .. ..... . 

'71.4 Moran ...... r W Rt. 1 1 ,  T4OII, lIoW -.u MallIA( 209-PO" ' 1 1  IIIf I I  

693.] Carp Lake .i .... ' lIE SEt. ZI, T]aN, R4" LEVER ING _T Z'0'PO-" '4 YES till' I I -I 

695.1 tenon Creek R SEt.n, T]aN, lIoW LEVEliNG _T Z'O'PO-" 2] IIIf I 

696.S Creek lIE IEt.4, T]7II, lIoW LEVEliNG _T Z'O-PO-" 'S Wf l 
697.Z treek III SEC.10, Tl1'll, I'''' PELLITON _T ZIO-PO-'124 IIIfI � 697.] treek III SEC.10, Uh, 1411 PELLSTON E_T Z'O-PO-" 25 IIIf I 

... 691.Z Yan Crnt lIE SEt.IS, U7II, lIoW PELLITON _T ZIO·PO·'11' IIIf I l ..... � I 70].4 I. If. lilalple River· w S£t. 1 1 ,  T36lI, .'" ..... PELLSTON _T ZIO-PO-'117 YES tIIf l l ... 
..... 705.Z lilalple li .... r $II SEt.I4, U'N, IZW PELLITON I_T Z,O'PO-" 'I YII tIIf I 

707.' treek W SEt.]S, U'N, 14" ALAII_ _T Z'O-PO-" " YII tlll' 1 I  r' 
707.' Crooked li .... r " SEt.]S, U'N, 14" ALAN_ _T Z'0-PO-" 2O IIIf I '1" (II 
71].S Ceder Crnt " Rt_ZS, USN , 14" IUIT WE E_T ZIO-PO-'121 YII till' I 

750.0 Manitt" .t .... r SW SEt.]O, TZ9II, 14" fREOEtlt OT"" Z" -PO-" O] YEI tIIf I 

, 779.1 Deed Str •• W Rt. 21, TZU, IS" ADDII talEC "ISSN.aEE Z" -PO-" 04 YES tIIf l J  
, 71 1 . 1  Addi. Crnt " Rt.]], TZU, 15" ADDII taEEC "II_E Z11 -PO-" 05 YEI tIIf l l 
, 71].' 1I • .,..nh Creek " Rt. " ,  TZlN, IS" ADDII tlEn "ISSN.aEE Z" -PO-" 06 Wf I I  
, 716.4 Wen Ir . ..... teeon I. IE SEC.2I, T23II , ISW 1lE1.ITT "II_E Z11-PO-" 07 Wf I I  
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StIce 

- J'hberJ Vatar QualLey 

R!ll.. IIllG2ll N'M WaU· Pya4 lap --limIIIU- JID.....II5I... ImI5 ,Gl" ,Ui" r;tpn Cl,,,Uis'FSgn 

792 . 1  lutterfi.ld Cre.k ME So •. 2 9 .  T22M. IIV ".rr1tc "la ....... 211·'0-6108 YES CIIF I I  

800 . 0  Cr.nberry Cre.k ME Sec. 6 .  T20M. IIV KoddenyUh Cl.r. 211·'0-6109 INr I 

80 l . 1  Mu.k.lon 1 1  y.r ME So.. 19. T20N . IIV .r .. th Cre.k Cl.l". 211-'0-6110 WF I 

807 . 1  Creen Cnek ME Sec .  7 .  Tl9M. IIV rnstl. Cre.k Clare 211· ro-6111 INr II 

81 •. 0 Sh1nlh CI" •• k S\l Sec: . 7 .  TIIM. IIV Laka e.or,. Clare 211-ro-6114 INr 11 
111 . 1  KcCr.y Drdn SE Soc . 1 1 .  TIIN. IIV Laka e.orS. Cl.n 211· ro- 6112 INr II � ... 8 1 1 . 9  U t t h  S a l t  Cre.k ME Soc. 1 6 .  TIlN. I2V Ph ••• nt Valhy"ldland 212-PD-610l INr II 

I 81 • .  8 P1ne R1yn' l1li Soc . 2 1 .  TIl". IZW St. Lou.la "ldiand 212-PD· 6107 INr I I  ..... � 
..... 1 1 1 . 6  Iu.h Cre.k SE Soc . 21. TIlN. 12" Inckanr1d,. Midland 212· ro-6101 WF II IV ... 

117 . 2  Suck.r Cre.k SE Sec. l l .  TUM. 11" Inck.nl'ldl· Mldla"d 212·PD-6112 No Ft..h.ry 

171 . l  Ie.y.r Cre.k 5" Soc. 20. TllN. IU Lakoflold S.,lnaw 212·'0-6 13. WF II ..... 

171 . 1  lad Illy.r S\l S.c. 2. TION. I2E St, Charh. Sal1naw 212-ro-6140 WF II '1" 177 . •  South Fork I.d R1ver ME Soc. 1 3 .  TION. IU St. ChArl •• S.,lnaw 212 · ro-6142 WF II 

179 . 9  P1ekar.l Cre.k ME Soc. 20. TION. IlE St. Cbarle. S.,lnaw 212-PO-61.7 INr II 
'" 

181 . 1  Sh1.w ..... R1 v. I' l1li Soc. 2 2 .  TIOII. IlE Allel. Sas1naw 212 · ro- 61.9 INr I I  

112 . 2  ".1' Cre.k l1li Soc. 2l. TION. IlE Allc1. S.,lnaw 212 · PD · 6 110 WF II 

116 . •  FdrchUd Cre.k 511 Soc . 2 1 .  TION. 14E Allel. S.,lnaw 212·ro·61S9 WF II 

116 . 9  fthuluay Cre.k SE Soc. 2 1 .  TION . I.E Ir1dseport S.,lnaw 212·ro-6160 WF II 

890 . 9  Pattee Cn.k ME Soc . lO. TION. lIE Kontro .. S·slnaw 212·PD- 6161 WF II 

I9l . •  FUnt Rlv.r l1li Soc. 27 _ TION. lIE Ilreh lUll SouthS.,lnaw 212-ro-617l WF II 

194 . 1  Una Run SII Soc. 26 . TIOM. lIE Ilrch lUll SouthS.,lnaw 212-.0·6171 INr II 

197 . 0  SUv.r Cnek SE So •. lO . TION. RU Urch RUII SouthS.s1naw 212·PD·6I1l INr II 

11 93 \ . 7  II ,  II' . .. 11. alv.r liE Sec. 2 3 .  T7N. RIlE Att1c. Lapeer 2 I l · PD-61Il INr II 

11 9l9 . l  1.11. River IfE Sec. 3'2 . T7N. RUE A_nc Lape.r 2Il-PD·6111 WF II 

186 7 /lCIII/TC.L· 2 IMI ./26/90 



Milepost 

125 . 4  
1 30 . 2  
199 . 5  
196 . 0  
2 1 3 . 5  
2 34 . 0  
3 1 7 . 5  
3 28 . 0  
3 30 . 0  
406 . 1  
54 7 . 0  
598 . 5  
599 . 3  
693 . 3  
703 . 4  
707 . 9  
783 . 6  
7 86 . 4  
803 . 1  
854 . 8  
8 8 1 . 5  
882 . 2  
886 . 4  
886 . 9  
893 . 4  

Table 4 . 1 . 3-7 

CREAT LAKES CAS TRANSMISSION COHPANY 

TCPL-2 PROJECT 

STR.EAHS OVER 100' VIDE (BANK TO BANK) 

Nalle 
Ruffy Brook 
Clearwater Riv.r 
B.ll Club River 
Mi.si.sippi River 
Bass Brook 
Swan River 
Middle River 
Bois Brule River 
Fish Creek 
Black River 
Escanab. Riv.r 
Indi.n River 
Manistique River 
Carp Lake River 
East Br.nch Maple River 
Crooked River 
Ha)'lll.rsh Creek 
West Br.nch M�skegon River 
Muskegon River 
Pin. River 
Shi.w ..... River 
B.ar Creek 
Fairchild Creek 
Misteguay Creek 
FUnt River 

Bank to Bank Width 
1 7 1 '  
366 ' 
324 ' 

5200 ' 
149 ' 
107 ' · 

150' 
109 ' 
16 1 '  
10) , 

2 7 1 '  
209 ' 
3 6 3 '  
1 1 3 '  
300' " 

1 7 1 '  
1 1 7 '  
1 3 2 '  
1 0 1 '  
107 ' 
2 7 0 '  
2 7 5 '  
106 ' 
1 5 1 '  
2 1 1 '  

• Will b e  revised due to reroute 

KWB :gg 
April 5, 1990 
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DRIS, section 4 . 1 . 4 . 1 , Pishery Resources 
Pa 4-31. n 

"Great Lake ' s  pipel ine facil ities would cross 154 surface 
waters located in Minnesota ( 19 ) , Wiscons in ( 2 1 ) , and M ichigan 
( 11 4 )  . "  

COIQIBU 
The 154 surface waters in this section do not agree with the 160 

perennial water bodies in Section 4 . 1 . l . 2  ( DEIS , page 4-16, 1 4 ) . 

Great Lakes contends that there are I I I  perennial stream crossings 

for the reasons expressed in the previous response . 

4-14 

G4 

18 

G4-18 See Respoll8C G4-17. It should be noted, however, that the final determination 
regarding the identification of perennial streams as it pertains to stream crossing 
construction procedures would be made by the state. The data in table 4.1.3-6 
are presented strictly for analysis of potential impact on water quality and fISheries 
resoUn:eB. 



DBIS . Seotion 4 . 1 . 4 . 1 . Pishery Resources 
Pq. 4-32 . Table 4 . 1. 4-2 

"Fisheries Resources of Spec ial Concern Crossed by the 
Proposed NIP Project . "  

COMHBIIT 
Great Lakes questions the apparent discrepancies between Table 

4 . 1 . 4-2 ( DEIS pg . 4 - 3 2 )  and the st:.;-eams described in . Section 

4, . 1 . 4 . 1  The table includes 21 streams characterized as fisheries 

resources of special concern . Streams discussed in section 4 . 1 . 4 . 1  

do not correspond to the tabl e .  

4-15 

G4 

19 

04-19 Comment noted. Cedar Creek (MP 713.5) baa been replaced on table 4.1.4-2 by 
the Brevoort River (MP 669.2). No other disccepancies were found. All text in 
section 4.1.4.1 was determined to be oomplete. Wisconsin DNR baa requested 
the insertion of Muskeg Creek as an additional fishery of special ooncem. 



OBIS , section 4 . 1 . 5 . 1 . 1 , Fish 
Pq 4-40. Table 4 . 1 . 5-1 

" Federal and state-Listed Species that potent i a l l y  Ex ist in 
the Vicini ty o f  the Proposed NIP Project" 

COKKENT 
Great Lakes is aware of an additional species that should be 

included in this table .  The wood turtle (Clemmys insculpta ) , is 

a threatened species in Wiscons in,  a nd has the status of a speci a l  

concern in the state of Michigan . A wood turtle survey is included 

as part of the Survey of Vertebrates and Evaluation of Wetlands 

Along a Natural Gas Pipeline in the Hiawatha. Ottawa. Cheguamegon . 

and Chippewa National Forests, a plan produced for Great Lakes and 

discussed in section 7 ,  Recommended Measure # 2 6 .  

Potential wood turtle habitat exists at 1 4  stream crossings i n  the 

Hiawatha and Ottawa National Forests where loops 9 ,  1 1 ,  and 12 are 

proposed . No potential habitat was found within the Chequamegon 

National Forest where loop 7 is proposed . Potential wood turtle 

habitat will be surveyed , and mitigation measures taken to preserve 

this species . 

4 - 1 6  
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G4-2O Thank you for your comment. Sections 4.1.5.1, 5.1.5.2, and table 4.1.5.1 have 
been modified to indicate the potential presence of the wood turtle along 
proposed Loops 9, 11, and 12. 



DBIS, seotioD 4 . 1 . 7 ,  Wetland. 
rq 4-41 . ..  

"The location and cover type of each wetland crossed is listed 
in table £-1 in appendix E . " 

COIOQIII'l 

BaBed on additional Hational Wetland Inventory (HWI ) map 

intoraation that haB become available since the initial filing, the 

wetland crosBing tables have been revised and can be found in 

Appendix E .  

4-17 
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Submitlal or additional wetland data II noted. We have carefully reYiewcd your 
revised wet1and data and compared it against our table E-1 in appendix B. Many 
inconsistencies were noted between the two data leta. BecaUIC Oreat Lakes railed 
to plot the propoBed loops OD the wetland maps, we plotted the pipe on the maps. 
Therefore, many of tbese Inc:onsiatencies could be attributed to the ract that Oreat 
Lakes and PERC each UICd a let of wetland maps with the propoBed centerline 
independently drawn OD each 'let. This resulted in a alight difference in the 
milcpost IocatloD indicaton between the two ICtI or wetland maps. In other 
instanc:ea, there were differences In Judgment u to whether or not to Include a 
wetland when tbe centerline Just touched ita border. 

Oreat Lakes' table Includes apprarlmately 9.5 miles of additional wetland c:rosainga 
tbat do not appear In table E-1 of tbe DEIS. Approximately 4.8 miles resulted 
from Oreat Lakes' reYiew of additional wetland maps for Loops 14 and IS, which 
were Dot provided to the staff, to develop table E-1. 

Both table &1 in the DEIS and Oreat Lakes' submitted wetland table are baed 
OD reYiew of a map resource only. For this reason some diacrepancies should be 
expected, aDd the unaccounted for difference of 4.7 miles of wetland CJ'OSICd, over 
a total distance of 460 miles, is not significant. Botb tables provide a close 
apprarlmation of tbe length of wetlands crossed. 

To ensure a more accurate measure of wetlands crossed, and to define wetland 
boundaries witbin wbich special construction measures must be used,. we have 
recommended tbat all wetlands be delineated using the Unified Federal 
Methodology. Thll delineation must be completed prior to construction. 



DBIS, SeotloD 4 . 1 . 9 . 1 . 1  pipeliDe Facilitie. 
Pq 4-... n 

"No residential developments in the planninq or permittinq 
process have been identitied alonq the proposed pipeline 
loops . "  

COIQIIU 
Great Lakes ' proposed pipeline will traverse one residential 

develo�� , the Pencil Lake Subdivision between milepost 144 and 

1 4 5 .  Pre.ently, there are few houses constructed within the 

.ubdivision, with only one house located within 50 feet of the 

proposed pipel ine . 

Great Lakes is presently neqotiatinq riqht-of-way easement to 

construct an additional pipeline throuqh this area and does not 

anticipate required route variation. 

4-18 
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' 04-22 Section 4.1.9.1.1 baa been revised to incorporate this information. 
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DBZS, section 4 . 1 . ' . 1 . 2 ,  Aboveqroun4 Facilities 
Pq 4-70. U. 

"Great Lakes proposes aerodynamic replacement for 12 of its 
existing compressor stations . There would be no impact on 
existing land use . -

COJOIIIIT 
In addition to the aerodynamic replacements planned �here will be 

some additional aboveground facilities associated with Great Lakes ' 

project; however, these facilities will be contained within the 

right-of-way , minimizing land use impacts . 

At mainline valve loc�tions, these fenced sites will be enlarged 

from a typical size of 15 ' x 20 ' to approximately 4 3 '  x 50 ' to 

accommodate an additional loopline valve. As shown on the attached 

sketch , the valve operator is the only visible aboveground portion 

of the mainline valve. 

In addition, road/railroad crossings , and other intersecting 

rights-of-way will be marked with signs . cathodic protection test 

stations will be installed at selected locations , usually at road 

crolill ings , '  and aerial markers will be installed as needed . 

Sketches of these items are also attached . 

4-11 

G4 

'04-23 Section 4.1.9.1.2 baa been revised to Incorporate this information. 

23 



NOTES : 

,;y-_¢P 

• .,co. ...... : "-':.-:../ MARKER SIGN 

: '" 
. 

I II 

,\ .1 
\ " 

\ " 

\ ",J 

/ 
VENT OR GROUND MARKER DUAL LINES 

1. POSfS BETWeeN VENTS OR GROUND MARICERS TO BE EWAlLY SPlICED. e x-xI. 
z. COo\T BELOW GRAClE PIPE WITH RoseOTE 81ZX.M OR EQUAL AND PAINT ABOVE GROUND PIPE 

AS SPECIRED. 
3. MOUNT 'GAS PIPELINE" MARKER SIGN ONlY ON POSf LOCATED NEAREST THE PIPELINES. 

WIl.lBROS BUT\.ER ENGINEERS. INC .... 
PIPELINE GROUND MARKERS 

PREPARED fOR 

GREAT LAKES IOwn 
R .. 

3 
GAS TRANSMISSION CO MPANY 

JWG 
Job 

5 7 90 
4-20 AEDAA_ 

G4 

y .. 

ISOMEmlC VIEW 

NOTES : 

USE "'Q • 3/4' lA CAD. 
PUl.TED'ROUNOHEAD MACHINE 
SCREW WI WASHER AND 
NUT fOR MOilNTING 

3/.' • S' MACHINE BOLT 
W/LOCK WASHER AND NUT 

ONE OR THREE FIGURES 

TYPICAL BOTH SIDES 

TWO DIGIT NUIotiER 

TYPICAL BOTH SIDES 

1. AlL MATERIAL EXCEPT CONCRETE SHALL BE FURNISHED �D FABRICATED BY COMPANY. 
Z. CONTRACTOR SHAlL ASSEIoIBLE AND INSTAlL AT lOCATION S  DESIGNATED BY COMPANY. 
3. LOCATE ADJACENT TO FENCE IS POSSIBLE AND 2'-8' TO THE RIGHT ILOOKING IN THE 

DIRECTION OF fl.OWI OF THE CARRIER PIPE. 
4. PIPE ABOVE GROUND SHALL BE ""INTED IN ACCOROANCE WITH THE SPECIFICATION. 

WlllBROS BUTlER ENGINEERS. INC." PIPEUNE AERIAL MARKERS 
P R EPARED FOR 

GREAT LAKES 

GAS TRANSMISSION COMPANY 

,Own M.o.P. 
Reo 2 



"12 GREEN 
TO B E  
INST"'LLED 
ON SLEEVE � 

I 

DET ... IL . .... 

ITE" DESCRIPTION OF ..... TERI ... L 
' 1. ..INER ... LL ... C CONDUIT NO. 7 

H ... NGER. 

o 

2. 1 / 1 ' , 3' ..... CHINE SCREW, STEEL 
RD. HD. C I W  HEX NUT. 

• 

3. 11.' , 1/2' ..... CHINE SCREW. 
BTEEL RD. HD. CI W SQ. NUT 

4 .  TEST S T  ... TlON, C O T T  'B IO  F INK' COLOR 
RED: CONDUIT 3', .'. COLOR WHITE 

TYPICAL TEST LEAD STATION 

z :i 
<> I 
.. 

RI W LINE 

" 12 BUICK " 12 WHIT�
o 

" 12 BL,ocK 

CARRIER PIPE 00 
FOREIGN PIPE �F�::�JASING :Zoo(J'F�1 &""1 . -� -..... . -. 

r=- -----t 

IF CROBSING IS WITHIN 500' OF ... FENCE I N S T  ... LL· 

o 
" 12 GREEN 
TO B E  
INSTALLED 
ON SLEEVE ';\.. 

I 
I 
I 

CARRIER PIPE 
TYPE I : PI S TEST ST ... TION 

SLEEVE OR : 
CASING IF ! 2' , 2' I � r " 12 WHITE INST"'LLED1 � , -- I -, � ,. _ . _  .... 

CARRIER PIPE 
WHITE WIRE IS TO EXTEND AWAY FRO .. ROAD. 
IF THERE IS NO ROAD, WHITE WIRE IS TO @EXTEND DOWNSTRE ...... 

TYPE 3 : I.R. DROP TEST LEAD INSTALL ... TION 

·CO .. P ... NY TEST ·LE ... DS "T··FENCE · ... N D  B R I NG 
FOREIGN PIPELINE TEST LE ... DS TO FENCE. 

O .. IT TEST ST ... TlON IF .. ORE TH ... N 500'  @ F R O  .. FENCE. 
TYPE 2 : FOREIGN PIPEUNE CROSSINGS 

" 12 WHITE �:' " '2 BL,ocK 

o 
TYPE 4 : BURIED INSULATING FLANGES 

TYPICAL TYPES OF TEST LEADS 

WllLBROS BUTlER ENGINEERS. INC. � 
PREPARED FOR 

GREAT LAKES 

GAS TRANSMISSION CO MPANY 

SHEET 1 OF 2 

TYPICAL CATHODIC PROTECTION 

TEST STATIONS 

n ev  
5 

G4 

����:��: __ l_ 12' 
�',!t _ _ -.!') ....... C ...... -----/'''''' '-" - .. ,.;. &,i-. C" �� 

'",�---- -I .... - - - -; .. � 

20' 

PIL 

NEW II' (LOOPJ � 

� 
EX ISTING - - - - 

NEW 

20' 

PlAN 

ELEVATION 

WlllBROS BUTlER ENGINEERS. INC." 

FLOW _ 

HANDWHEEL & OPERATOR PUMP 
ORIENTATION FOR 

TYPICAL MLV INSTALLATION PREPAR E D  FOR 

GREAT LAKES J)W" JWG 
GAS TRAN SMISSION CO MPANY JOb Rev 

5790 
4-23 REDR ... _ 



DBIS ,  section 4 . 1 . 9 . 2 ,  aecreation and PUblic Interest Areas 
,g 4-73 to 4-75. Tabl. 4 . 1. 9-3 

"Recreation and Publ ic Interest Areas Crossed by or Adj acent 
to the Proposed NIP Proj ect Pipelines . "  

CQIQIBIT 
Great Lakes has revised the crossing lengths and names of forest 

areas on Table 4 . 1 . 9-3 and is providing the following corrected 

table . In addition, many of the State Forests have been 

reclass ified as forest areas , as reflected in the revised tabl e .  

4-24 
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24 

G4-24 Although we recognize that many of the state forests are classified into forest 
areas for management purposes, we provided the state forest name fOr easy 
identification since these namca appear on most maps. The forest areas, on the 
other hand, may be subject to changes in name as evidenced by the diITerences 
between forest area names presented in your environmental report and as 
presented on your "revised table 4.1.9-3." Your other comments on table 4.1.9-
3 have been reviewed and incorporated, where appropriate. 



IIEVISEIl TAIILE U.9·J 

IlKft ...... ..... P ... lk Ink,,"' ,\ft. 
CI"NIMd by ur Adj ....... to ... Pro,.1iMd Nlr PrvJtd .tlpellnn 

Pipeline ScIIDelll/ AppaL Lcn,.h 0/ 
S .... ClJUnly Milo:pooI Cl'Odin,· llt:lcriplion 

GREAT lAKES 

� 
� I  None 
� 2  N_ 
loop 3 Clc;,I'WlIIC'l'" I 3O.Z· I 30.6 U.J Clcmwah.T County lalMl 
� 4 COl.,. 182.7· ICJMJ 8.6 OUPlII..'Wa NII'mll l'un.'51 

Cauillasca 1112.2·;:OI.U 6.� Slllh.' til' MinM.'SOIa hind 
C ..... I ..... 190.0 521l11" MiPissi(1'Pi Itivcr 
,,-- 1'JI\.5·2OO.J U.1 · l..A.",:ch l"':I"c IMli:ln ItcsclValion 

� 5  halCa 209.8·212.1 U.4 Slal� of Minncsuta L,ntJ 
� 6 1.-. 2�..5·24U.Z 24 S"',c uf Minlk.'SOIn 1:11 .... 

1. __ 2111.1·2311.8 0.1 Silvanna SllIle ['ll .... "'1 

� 
� 1  Dou,1a 321.9 109' Ooil Orule ltivcr .. fishing. (';lnocin, 

Dou,,,,, 321.3·321.4 0.1 Orule Iti....:r SllIIC fornl 
Dou,1a 321.8·]28.6 0.6 . SI.lle of WiKunsin 13nd 
n.�id 338.U·34I.U 2.1 'lo,yfll:ld Cuunty ....... 
Doyf .. id 34\.o.34U 21 CIk."'Iu:lmcplft Natiolml Fun.'S1 

� 8  1- 319.b.)9U 2\ Iron (.'OUl1ly 1:1",1 

M5I!ia!I 
� 8  GUjJ<bIc J97J1.J'l8.U 0.: Schuul Diluict ul Ironw.,olI 1'tllWnlhip 

GoJ<bI< -11/9.1--109.] 0.3 Ciay (If Wllkclit:1d 
Gac<bIc �IU.J·�15.Z I.� Ollawa Natillftal FCJn."JI 
Oup:hic �U6.1 103' UkM.:t ltM:r 

(pntcnlial (,;uldW" II.' Mliunal inY.) 
� 9 Uuc<bic H3.1-11U �.7 OUa .. Nlllion:Il Fun."SI 

<l<1c<bIc �38..5 ..... CiIr..'U Uroad • onlun:.,. .. Iti¥cr 
(puh:alial ('DIIdidlllc It.h,"/nolliun.,1 inv.) 

G ... bic #I.U 19' "'MIle iJr.Inch • Onlnn.:ICOO Riwr 
(p;Jlcnli.:11 caMlhL,lc Illlh:Jnalion.,1 inv.) 

I .... .j{,Q.8 15' SOul .. lJr.aMb • • • ... im Itw.:r 
(puIL"ftIi:d nll&lW.,lc ItalCh'l .. lioa.;d iav.) 

lroo -,Z'-'5 0.4 lrun CUURlY I .. MI 

1- �1U-l1U 0.] Fokr.1I CiUWl1lnM:nl 
� \O PlctilllUlll S�4.J.'Z7.' 22 awinn fon:sl .t\n::I 

Di<ki ...... 5282 �. Norah IJroanch ' l:anJ Itiwr 
(puI�nlial C'OI ........... IC 11:l1t! im.'.) 

Marqucnc 536.6·5311.1 U.5 NurwolY F''fl."li ,\n::I 
MarqUL1tc 5�1.U 271' l!a"-"..,.;h1 ltM."r 

lp' .... "ftIi:d t:lMI":II ... sl:ll� lilY.) 
01.-111 552H�.O 1.0 1�';In:lh1 S, .. le FI'fl.",,1 
\kilO 5511..·5<"'.3 1..5 1::'::ln:"'=1 :'\1:lIe Fur"",1 

� I I �1I1 515.2·585.5 9.(1 I liawollha N:llk'lA;lI Fun"'" 
�lIa 515.J 89' Sly"""". Riwr 

lpol�nli:d t:I",lid:lle n:luun;ll inY,) 
S<I,onlmll 5l1li.8·59\.9 3.0 SbinGIe"," Furcal ,\N:I 
SchouImIl 59J.1·594.3 0.9 Sial': ul MM.:hic:tn 
Schnnlcmrl 594.5·595.1 1.'2 M:lnt.lic.luc ItM."r 
Schoulcnol. 598..5 3H 1n&JL:1II Iti\"C'r 

U1l,)ICnli:11 (';m"'kI:lle II:1h.'/n:IIII)I1;11 inv.\ 
SdloulcrnU SCJIJ.2" II4J").9 1.6 ShingklOft Foro& 1\r(;1 

4-25 

G4 

Pipeline Scpncnll 
Stile 

� \2 

� I] 

� 14 

Loop U 

� 16 

� \1 

II�VISEIl TAIlLE U.9·J 
Ilf'tr .... lfon and I·,.hlk Inlernl Aft .. 

CI"OUed hy or AdJattnl 10 11M I·ro....-M NIP " roJed  Plpell,... 

API'raI. l..cn.lh ul 
CounlY Milqool' CrouinC· Dco<nplion 

Mackinac (,49.1·663.8 8.1 Naubinway FUf'C51 ,\n::I 
Mackinac 663.8.o18.U 11.3 i'UlIWalha Nalioftal Fon.." 
Mockiuc 611.9.018.0 0 
Emmel 686.2·101 .2 5.6 Indian RNa Fom. I\r'a 
Emmel "'J'I.5·1UI.1 \.1 UIIM:nity 01 Michic-,n 1an&J 
Emmel 102.1·1U3.Z 0.5 Emftk.1 CounlY bMl 
Em .... 701.8·10!1.U U.3 Slal� of Mlchic-,n I:,"'" 
0 ... ", 7"(1. 1.751.2 U (iuylnN FUrni Area 
0._ 15U.U 12' Manillcc: atM.., 

(pulcnlial can&Ji&lale 1I111�/n;tl,o":1I lAV,) 
C'-ani 151.1·152.8 1 .1 Ituscummon Forest t\n:1I 
MilaautL'C 116.5·19').8 ? 3  KoIltulc.a Fon:al ,\11::1 

0o .. 1103.2 1111 ' Mustqon 11_ 
(pMcnli:l1 C'OIMli&I:lIC lillie inv.) 

CIa .. 19\1.8·l1li6.1 5.9 IC.:Ilbika 0In&J Gladwin I:"orcsi Areas 
Clare 8 1 1 .50111 26 U.1 lincoln aun Club 
Midlln'" 85U 101' Pine Ri¥cr 

(polenlia' candi .... 'e 11:lle inv.) 
Midlollll 855.6·855.8 0.2 SI.le 01 Michl.:," land 
SaCi .... 88\.5 210' Shiawal.k-c ItM.T 

(p;MCIIIGI and .... 'te .... Ie arw.) 
Lapoo' 931.9·938.1 0.2 Moipn Dc .... "I(' Tmn'p,nlllic", L,MI 

'Actual cn.ina len&ltll Dft Ihown in mik:l \S"'CpI riwr a ..... Irail crouinp which arc lhown in (,,'Ct. 



DBIS,  Section 5 . 1 . 2 . 1 ,  General construction and operational Impact 
Pg 5-7 . '2 

"Another method is to plow the damaged area with a "winged" 
plow that l i fts and loosens soil without turning it over . 
Significant improvements in productivity have been reported 
fol lowing the use of such a device . The use of a sj milar 
tool , called the "paraplow",  can also be used to restore 
damaged soil . "  

CQMHBJIT 
Great Lakes proposes to reduce the effects of subsoil compaction 

by using a deep chisel plow or subsoiler. Refer to Great Lakes ' 

comment in Appendix C ,  IV . C .  

DBIS ,  Section 5 . 1 . 2 . 1 ,  General construction and operational Impact 
fg. 5-7. !5 

"Tile damage due to vehicle movement or trenching can be 
repaired by probing the tile to determine i f  misal ignment or 
breakage has occurred and replacing the damaged sections . "  

COMMENT 
Probing should be required only where visual inspection is not 

practical .  Refer to Great Lakes ' comment in Appendix C ,  I I I . B . 

DBIS, Section 5 . 1 . 2 . 2 ,  Brosion control , Revegetation , and 
Maintenance Require.ents 
fq 5-a. '5 

"On slopes greater than 5 percent, our plan requires temporary 
slope breakers , terraces, or diversion ditches shal l be 
constructed at the end of each working day. " 

COMMBNT 
Temporary slope breakers shall be repaired at the end of each 

working day unless winter weather makes the possibil ity for runoff 
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27 

04-2S 

04-26 

04-27 

Your comment is noted; however, we: feci that a para plow type device provides 
the most acceptable means of reducing the effccts of subsoil compaction. 

Much of the right-of-way that would support construction traffic would not be 
excavated to a point in which subsurface drainage systems can be confidently 
visually inspected. Use of sewer rods and pipe snakes to inspect these drainage 
systems will cause minimal disturbance and is required as specified in appendix 
C. 

We fccl that the requirement for temporary slope breakers at the end of each day 
should not significantly increase construction time and that the benefit of 
controlling runoff from unanticipated rainfalls outweighs any impact from an 
increase in land disturbance in constructing the breakers. Refer also to comment 
response 04-33. 



events .inimal . Refer to Great Lakes I comment in Appendix C ,  

III . C .  

DI1S, section 5 . 1 . 2 . 2 ,  Brosion Control , Reveqetation, and 
Maintenance Requir .. ents 
Pa. 5-'. " 

"Permanent runoff diversions on all slopes greater than 5 
percent would be constructed according to the following 
specifications : "  

COMHIU 

Slope iii 
5-10 

1 1-15 
16-30 

>30 

Spacing ( ftl 
150 
100 

75 
50 

Past construction experience has demonstrated that the spacing 

Great Lakes proposes in its Soil Erosion and Sediment control Plan 

wil l adequately control soil erosion in upland areas . Refer to 

Great Lakes ' comaent in Appendix C,  IV . E .  

DB1S, section 5 . 1. 2 . 2 ,  Irosion Control , Reveqetation, and 
Maintenance Requir .. ents 
Pq. 5-'. '7 

"Our plan requires construction of trench breakers such that 
the botto. of one breaker is at the same elevation as the top 
of the next breaker downslope . "  

COMHI" 
Past construction experience has shown that Great Lakes ' proposed 

trench breaker spacing in this Soil Erosion and Sediment Control 

Plan is sufficient to prevent erosion in the trench . 

Great Lakes comaent in Appendix C ,  III . F .  

5-2 

Refer to 

04 

28 

29 

G4·28 

G4·29 

The details specified Cor permanent runoff divenions by Great Lakes are nearly 
identical to oun. Only where slopes range from 16 • 20% gradient do 
discrepancies arise within the two sets of specifications. We maintain that a closer 
spacing in the 16 • 20% slope range .of permanent runoff divenions is warranted. 

We maintain that the trench breaker spacing detailed in appendix C is appropriate 
to ensure proper and effective protection. 



DBIS, Section 5 . 1 . 2 . 2 ,  Erosion Cont'rol, aevegetation, and 
MaintenaDce aequir .. ents 
rg. 5-9 .  13 

"None ot the applicants responded to the fol lowing vegetation 
strip spacing requirements . "  

COJQIIII'l 

Slope CIl 
< 5 

5-15 
16-30 

>30 

Vegetation Strip Reg ' d  ( ftl 
2 5  
50 
75 

100 

Because ot the intensity ot activity which often occurs at road 

crossings , whether bored or open cut, it would be very di fficult 

to leave a strip ot undisturbed vegetation at all cross ings . As 

proposed in Great Lakes Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plan , 

temporary silt tences will be used at the base of slopes adj acent 

to road crossings where vegetation has been disturbed within the 

distances specitied above . 

DBIS, Section 5 . 1 . 2 . 2 ,  Erosion Control , Revegetation, and 
Maintenance aequir .. enta 
Pq. 5-9 • 1 

"All ot the project applicants have agreed to segregate 
topsoil in cropland either as a company policy or at the 
landowner ' s  request. However,  not all of the applicants have 
agreed to the same in residential areas . "  

' COJQIIU 
Great Lakes assumes residential areas to be lawns , gardens , and 

playgrounds , and will segregate topsoil in these areas if requested 

by landowners . 
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31 

G4·3O 

G4·31 

The proposed application of silt fences is consistent with 8ec:tion III·E of appendix 
C. 

Comment noted. The applicants have the responsibility of asking landowners 
whether topsoil strippinglsegregation measures are to be applied. 



OBIS. Section 5 . 1 . 2 . 2 .  Brosion control . Reveqetation. and 
Haintenance Requirements 
Pa, 5-' , 5 

"Where soils are shallow to bedrock or have stony subsoi l ,  8 
inches of topsoil strippinq is recommended . "  

COJCIQS1IT 

Great Lakes aqrees to topsoil seqreqate where soils are shal low to 

bedrock or have a stony subsoil .  Because the topsoil depth may 

vary fro. site to site , Great Lakes proposes to consult with 

environmental inspectors to determine the depth of topsoil that 

should be segreqated . Eiqht inches of topsoil will be seqreqated 

in areas that are Shallow to bedrock or have a stony subsoil Where 

the actual topsoil depth is 8 inches or more . 

OBIS. Section 5 , 1 , 2 . 2 .  Brosion Control . Reveqetation. and 
Haintenance aequir ... nts 
Pa, 5-11 '2 

"We recommend that to avoid compaction and ruttinq of soil in 
agriCUltural and residential areas , construction be avoided 
during the wettest time of the year (April 15 to May 31 for 
Great Lakes Loops 1 through 14 and April 1 to May 15 for the 
re.aining project areas ) . 

COJCIQS1IT 

Great Lakes has retained environmental inspectors that will provide 

expertise as to the date construction activity can occur in the 

sprinq with minimal soil compaction . 

OBIS. Section 5 , 1 , 2 . 2 .  Brosion Control . Reveqetation. and 
Haintenance aequir .. ents 
Pg. 5-11 , � 

"Our plan requires that a "qreen manure" crop such as alfalfa 
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04·32 

32 

04·33 

33 

I �  04·34 

Comment accepted. This Is consistent with appendb:: C. 

Comment DOted. PERC can waive specific requiremenll of the Erosion Control, . 
Revqetation, and Mainlenaace Plan upon specific and detailed requall in the 
CYCIlt or ateDuatin, drcumatancea, such _ abnormally dry splin, coadltlona. 

Orcat Lakes' proposal to use deep chisel plowa and subsoilens to reduce subloil 
compaction is not consistent with the recommended meaaurea contained In 
appendix C. 



be grown or paraplowing ( or use of a similar "winged" plow) 
of severely rutted portions of the r ight-of-way be used for 
restoration . "  

COMMENT 
Great Lakes proposes to reduce the e f fects of subsoi l  compaction 

by using a deep chisel plow or subso iler.  Refer to Great Lakes ' 

comment in Appendix C, IV. C .  

DEIS , section 5 . 1 . 2 . 2 ,  Erosion control , Revegetation, and 
Maintenance Require.ents 
Pg. 5-12 'f 

"Our plan requires that all dra inage systems be probed with 
a sewer rod or pipe snake to determine if damage has occurred . 
All tiles damaged during construction shall be repa ired to 
their original or better condition .  Deta i led records o f  
drainage system repa irs should b e  kept a n d  given t o  the 
landowner for future reference . "  

COMMENT 
Probing should be required only where visual inspections are not 

pract ical . Refer to Great Lakes ' comment in Append ix C ,  I I I . B .  

DEIS ,  Section 5 . 1 . 2 . 2 ,  Erosion Control , Revegetation, 
Maintenance Require.ents 
Pg. 5-12 '7 

and 

"Great Lakes concurs that peat depth should be determined 
because stabil ity of the exist ing pipe is dependent on peat 
depth . Great Lakes agrees to perform so il tests when the 
ground thaws . Results would be ' forwarded to the Ch ippewa 
National Forest and a construction schedule would be 
developed . "  
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G4-35 

G4-36 

Sec Response G4-26. 

Great Lakes' proposal appears to adequately fulfill the Forest Services' 
construction planning recommendatioDll. 



COJIKBD 
Great Lakes will conduct studies on peat depth in the Chippewa 

National Forest where additional right-of-way may be required to 

maintain the stabi l ity of the existing pipe during construction of 

the loop . 

DBIS, sectioD 5 . 1 . 2 . 2 ,  BrosioD control , Revegetation, and 
•• intenaDce Require.eDts 
ra. 5-13 , 2 

"Our plan requires that any area that is disturbed between 
OCtober 15 and May 1 or where bare soi l is left unstabil ized 
by vegetation should be treated as a winter construction 
problem and mulched with 3 tons per acre of hay or straw or 
the equivalent . 

COJIMID 
As stated in Appendix C.V. D . l  only slopes in excess of 8 percent 

should be mulched . 

DBIS, SectioD 5 . 1 . 2 . 2 ,  BrosioD cODtrol,  Revegetation, and 
•• iDtenaDce Require.eDts 
rg. 5-13 , 2 

"The mulch should be anchored with a mulch anchoring tool or 
a liquid mulch binder . "  

COJIKBD 
A farm disk set as straigh"t as poss ible will anchor the mulch 

without excessively covering the mulch with soi l .  Refer to Great 

Lakes ' comment in Append ix C, V . D. 2 .  
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Thank you for your rommcnt . . 

Appendix C, section V(D)(l-S), rontsina our recommended mulcbing 
specificationa. Aa noted previously, applicants may file for approval of deviationa, 



DBIS , seotion 5 . 1 . a . 2 , Brosion control , Reveqetation, and 
Maintenanoe Require.ents 
rq. 5-13 • 5 

"Most of the applicants have proposed fertil izer and l iming 
amounts to prepare the seedbed , although there is some 
variation. Our plan requires that 2 tons per acre l ime and 
200 pounds per acre 10-20-20 fertil izer be used to prepare the 
seedbed . "  

COJQIIII'1' 
Great Lakes proposes to apply finely ground l imestone according to 

results of field soil tests . Fertilizer will be applied at 300 

pounds per acre of 10-20-20 fertilizer. Refer to Great Lakes 

comments in Appendix C, V . A . l .  and c, V . A . 2 .  

DBIS , Seotion 5 . 1 . a . a ,  Brosion Control , Reveqetation, and 
Maintenanoe Requir .. ents 
rq. 5-13 • I 

"Our plan requires that final cleanup and permanent erosion 
control .easures be completed within 10 days a fter the trench 
is backfilled, weather and soil conditions permitting . "  

COJIIIIJIT 
Great Lake. propose. that final cleanup and permanent erosion 

control measures ba completed within 10 days a fter final grading 

of the riqht-of-way occurs . 

Appendix C, V. A . ' .  

Refer to Great Lakes ' comment in 

DBIS, Seotion 5 . 1 . 3 . 1 . 1 ,  General Construotion and Operational 
I.paot 
Pa. 5-14 .. 

"All water produced from trench dewatering activities would 
be discharged in an upland area to al low siltation prior to 
its return to the aquifer. In this way dewatering during the 
proposed pipeline construction general ly would have minimal 
impact on local groundwater levels . "  
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41 

04-39 

04-40 

04-41 

Our plan ia intended to provide a minimum degm: or protection. Applicants can 
file deviationa with the Commission ror review and appl"OYlll by the Director or 
OPPR. 

Final cleanup and permanent erosion control measures are to be completed within 
10 days after the trench ia backfilled. Keying final cleanup to final grading could 
result in areas remaining diaturbed ror extended periods or time. 

FERC rec:ognizea that upland' areal may not occur in all areas where trench 
dewatering ia necessary. In these areas, It would be acceptable to dewater into 
a suitable fdtration device provided no silt-laden waters are pennltted to flow into 
any perennial stream or river. 



COJIKIlfT 

Trench dewatering is sometimes necessary in locations where there 

is no adj acent upland area . A strawbale/silt fence filtration sump 

will be employed to remove sediment . Great Lakes concurs that 

dewatering activities will have a minimal ef fect - on local 

groundwater levels,  primarily because the trench would intercept 

only the uppermost portion of surficial aquifers .  

DBIS , section 5 . 1 . 3·. 2 . 1 , General Construction and Operational 
Impact 
Pg. 5-18 , 3 

"We bel ieve that refueling greater than 100 feet from a 
surface water can be accomplished at most crossing locations . 
In s ituations where this requirement is technically 
infeasibl e ,  our recommendation al lows the applicants to 
request an exemption on a site-spec ific basis . "  

COKKllfT 

In DEIS Section 5 . 1 . 7 . 2 ,  page 5-55 ! 5 ,  FERC accepted Great Lakes ' 

proposal to use sealed containers no larger than 5 gallons to 

refuel portable construction equipment within 100 feet of wetland 

boundaries . Great Lakes maintains that the same logic should be 

applied to refueling small equipment near streams and rivers . 

DBIS, section 5 . 1 . 3 . 2 . 1 , General Construction and Operational 
Impact 
Pa. 5-" , • 

"Pipe installation at minor stream crossings containing cold 
water or significant warm water fisheries ( less than 10 feet 
wide and 2 feet average depth ) would be accomplished by a "dry 
crossing" technique . This technique involves routing the 
stream flow through a flume pipe prior to excavation . "  
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We have reviewed this comment and agree that it is reasonable to refuel small 
equipment, such as pumps or genera ton, that are kept in continuous operation ' 

within 100 feet of 8 stream or river, provided fuel containen no larger than S 
gallons are used. 

As discussed in section 7.3, each applicant has the opportunity to identify site
specific situations where relief from a particular procedure could be requested 
from FERC. It is assumed most of these situations would be idcntified by the 
applicant during preparation of construction specifications and site-specific 
construction drawings. 



COMKBltT 

Great Lakes maintains that fluming may not be possible for all  

streams . Refer to Great Lakes ' comments on DEIS , Appendix 0 ,  
I . D. S . b .  

OBIS, Section 5 . 1 . 3 . 2 . 1 ,  General Construction and operational 
Iapact 
19. 5-11 , 5 

"Great Lakes has proposed the instal lation of sheet piling on 
both sides of a proposed trench to support trench walls during 
excavation in minor and major stream and rivers where unstable 
soils exist. FERC does not bel ieve this procedure is 
necessary at minor stream crossings which would be constructed 
in a dewatered streambed as speci fied in our Procedures for 
fluming minor streams. We believe the insta l lation and 
removal of sheet pil ing in major streams and rivers would 
create additional turbidity and sedimentation , except in site
specific cases which have been approved by the FERC . " 

COICIIltT 

Great Lakes proposes to use sheet pil ing where fluming is not 

feasible or where the stability of the existing pipe could be 

j eopardized by construction . Past experience with sheet pil ing 

indicates that only a minor amount of turbidity is produced during 

instal lation and removal .  However,  sheet pil ing greatly reduces 

the amount of stream turbidity during the trenching process. Refer 

to Great Lakes ' comment on DEIS , Appendix 0, I . D. S . b .  

OBIS Section 5 . 1 . 7 . 1 , General Construction and operational Impact 
ra. 5-54 , • 

"Trees greater than 15 feet high and located within 15 feet 
of the proposed pipeline would be selectively hand cut , which 
would maintain forested wetlands over the pipe l ine in a scrub
shrub stage . "  
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04-4S 

Comment noted. The use of sheet piling would require site.specific exemption , 
from the requirements of appendix D. 

We feel that Oreat Lakes has not provided justification of the need to clear within 
20 feet rather than IS feet of the pipeline loop. 



COJIIQIII1 

Great Lake. propo.es to cut trees with a height of 15 feet located 

within 20 feet of either the existing mainline or loopline . Refer 

to Great Lakes ' co .. ent on DEIS,  Appendix D, II . G . l .  This comment 

also applies to DEIS , Section 5 . 17 ,  page 5-59 , ! l .  

DBIS, Section 5 . 1 . 7 . 2 ,  CODstructioD aDd MitiqatioD Procedures 
Pg. 5-51 , 2 

"Because of the potential for large amounts of sediment to 
enter surrounding undisturbed wetland areas , we feel that 
sediment filter devices shOUld be used around all spoil piles 
and at the edges of the right-of-way within all wetlands 
areas , regardless of site conditions . "  

COJIIQIII1 

Great Lakes proposes to use silt fence in areas of open water and 

concentrated flow to reduce siltation of wetlands . Refer to DEIS , 

Appendix D, II . B . l .  

DBIS, SectioD 5 . 1 . 7 . 2 ,  Construction and Mitiqation Procedures 
Pq. 5-51 , 1 

"Great Lakes and Tennessee indicate that for some wetland 
crossings , there may not be enough timber on the right-of-way, 
and timber outside of the right-of-way may need to be cut with 
the landowner ' s  permission . The Procedures require that in 
such cases , prefabricated pads be used . "  

COMKBII1 

Refer to Great Lakes ' comment on DEIS , Appendix D, II . C". 12 .  
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04-47 

Comment noted. Our experience with construction through wetland areas has 
shown us that large volumes of saturated soils, regardless or where they are placed 
(ie. slope, flat area, nc:rt to trench, in designated spoil areas), will discharge large 
volumes or silt-laden waten. If standing or flowing waten are present, silt 
barrien must be utilized to prevent seepage or silt-laden water into 
nonconstruction areas. In seasonal wetlands during dry conditions, or under other 
site conditions where absolutely !!.Q standing or flowing water is present in or 
immediately adjacent to the rightoOr-way, then silt barrien would not be required. 
Please note revised section 5.1.7.2 which clarifies our intention. 

Section 7.3 bas been modified to allow use or timber obtained from National . 
Forests ror wetland work pads. Since the Forest Service Is subject to compliance 
with NEP A and other Federal environmental protection laws, adequate 
environmental review or the associated impact would be conducted. HalVesting 
or timber on private lands would not undergo similar review and should be 
prohibited. 



D8Ia, aeatioD 5 . 1 . 10 . 2 ,  ait.-Speoifio lapaot 
fa. 5-11 , 5 

-Typically, construction of 30 ai1es of pipel ine would require 
5 aontbs froa c1earill9 to final restor.ation . curine) winter 
construction, the total ti .. aay extend to 7 Donths . Great 
Lakes proposes to use six construction spreads . -

MIMI!! 
Great Lakes cannot specify the nuaber of construction spreads at 

this tiDe , since construction schedules cannot be determined until 

the FERC certificate is issued. 
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DBIS, S.OtiOD 6 . 1 ,  coaperi.oD of Propo •• d AotioD vith Alt.rDativ. 
Rout. VariatioD. 
Pq 1-1 through 1-11 

Entir. Section 

COJItIIII'1' 
Great Lake. r.coqnize. FERC ' .  respon.ibility · to solicit comments 

trom t.deral and stat. agencies to id.ntity s.nsitive environmental 

area. ot conc.rn wh.r. rout. variations could reduce or avoid 

propo •• d construction impact. . Lik.wi •• , planning and permitting 

activit i.. tor th. propo.ed project have required Great Lakes to 

consult with th. Minn •• ota, Wi.consin, and Michigan Departments of 

Natural R •• ourc •• , the Kinne.ota Environmental Quality Board ; the 

U . S .  Fi.h and Wildlife S.rvic., the U . S .  Fore.t Service , the Army 

corps ot Engin •• r. , and the r •• p.ctive State Historic Preservation 

Offic •• • 

During this process , Great Lakes has received comments that reflect 

the desire of the ' agencies to confine construction activities 

within or adj ac.nt to pr.viou.ly cl.ared corridor. . This approach 

would minimize the fragmentation ot sensi t"fv. habi tat area. . These 

agencies have .xpr •••• d to Gr.at Lakes, as they have to FERC , that 

construction techniques, mitigative measures, and appropriate 

con.truction timing provide more eff.ctive manag_ent of 

construction-r.lat.d impact. than the creation o t  new pipeline 

riqht.-ot-way . N.v.rth.le •• , Gr.at Lake. realiz.s that under 

spacial circuaatances, a rout. variation may be the optimum method 
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of reducing the environmental impact of construction . 

Consequently, Great Lakes has developed criteria for evaluating 

all potential re-routes which includes the following : 

SENSITIVE AREAS AND HABITATS; In compl iance with FERC 

regulations , Great Lakes consults with the appropriate 

Federa l ,  state, and local regulatory authorities to 

address their concerns regarding sensitive environmental 

and specially designated habitat areas . 

WETLAND PROTECTION: As cited by FERC in · the DEIS , 

wetland areas are numerous and extensive along the route 

crossed by the proposed Great Lakes pipel ine . Concerns 

expressed by regulatory agencies have required that Great 

Lakes spend considerable time revising FERC I s wetland 

crossing procedures described in DEIS , Appendix D. As 

amended , this document can serve its intended purpose to 

provide effective management of construction-related 

impacts that minimize the temporary disturbance of,  and 

prevent the destruction of,  wetland resources . 

REGULATORY AUTHORITY PREFERENCE : As previously stated , 

Great Lakes has received comments from agencies having 

j urisdiction over the areas crossed by the proposed 

pipeline . According to these agencies , special 

construction techniques , mitigative measures , and 
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construction timing recommendations will adequately 

protect the local resources and wil l be stated in permit 

stipulations from the issuing agency . 

ENGINEERING CONSIPERATIONS : Site-specific engineering 

considerations are a common criteria that Great Lakes 

uses to evaluate possible route variations.  I f  there are 

engineering constraints associated with the proposed 

looping route , Great Lakes will investigate the 

feasibility of a route variation . Engineering 

considerations that warrant initiating this detailed 

review are generally associated with desirable al ignment 

improvements where a pipelin� crosses features such as 

roads, railroads, unstable soils,  streams , powerl ines , 

or foreign pipelines . 

OPERATION. MAINTENANCE. AND SAFETY : In addition to being 

an environmental preference of regulatory agencies , 

installing pipelines in clearly recognizable corridors 

reduces the potential for third party damage , Which is 

a factor in the safe operation and maintenance (OM) of 

pipeline facil ities . Great Lakes has promoted the 

"corridor concept" on their looping proj ects in order to 

meet both environmental and OM concerns . Confining the 

mainline and all loops to a single corridor facil itates 

clear delineation between Great Lakes I corridor and 
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adjacent foreign pipeline corridors during weekly aerial 

inspections ; promotes consistent right-of-way 

maintenance ; allows for optimum valve placement to safely 

control gas flow ;  and simplifies corridor access in the 

event of an emergency . 

LANDOWNER RELATIONSHIPS: Great Lakes spends considerable 

time and effort to establish and maintain positive 

landowner relationships. Implicit in this objective is 

an attempt to minimize the number of landowners impacted 

by looping projects . Any route variations that require 

creating an additional corridor will increase the number 

of landowners adversely affected by the proj ect , thus 

making it more difficult to maintain positive landowner 

relationships . 

�: The average base cost of pipeline construction 

is estimated at $1 . 2  mill ion per mil e .  At this rate , 

the additional cost of implementing FERC ' s  recommended 

re-routes would total $1 . 64 mill ion. 

Great Lakes has reviewed the five (5) route variations recommended 

by FERC in the DEIS and has prepared comments to each one based on 

FERC ' s  analysis factors (discussed on page 6-1 of the DEIS) and 

Great Lakes ' route variation criteria ( summarized in previous 

paragraphs of this text) . 
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DBIS, Seotion 6 . 1 . 1, U . S .  Route 5' Wetland variation 

COJIMIIIT 
Great Lakes has received no indication from any requlatory 

authority, aside from FERC, that variation of the proposed route 

from the existinq pipeline corridor would be preferred . Because 

of it. desiqnation as a protected wetland , crossinq . ot the wetland 

alonq the oriqinal route/existinq corridor will require a special 

permit .  construction activity throuqh this wetland may temporarily 

disturb flora and fauna, but will not destroy the hydroloqic 

characteristics of the area or have lonq-term detrimental e ffects . 

The recommended route extends alonq the western edqe of an NWI

mapped wetland. Impacts to this wetland were not presented in the 

FERC analysis, suqqestinq that the route variation may not reduce 

wetland impacts to the extent implied. 

The Route 59 route variation will result in the creation of a new 

75-foot permanent riqht-of-way, which runs contrary to both the 

·corridor concept" preferred by ( local) requlatory authorities and 

the safe operation and maintenance practices which are the 

responsibility of Great Lakes . 

The 0 . 1  mile lenqth increase associated with the Route 59 variation 

Would - result in an estimated added cost of $120, 000 to the total 

cost of the proposed project. 
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G4-49 To rulliU our requirement or ClBmining practIcal wetland alternatives PUI"IUBDt to 
NEP A and the Cean Water Act, we ClBmIncd all wetland croeainp propoeed by 
this project. We toot Into ca�rul consIderatIon IeYerIlI ractOl"l bef'oce 
recommending wetland variatioDL However, baaed on rurther analyBia, we have 
determined that the recommendatIon or thla variation would not be 
environmentally p�rerable. See revised dillClll8ion In aection 6.1.1. 



Given the preference of ( local ) regulatory authorities,  the 

protected waters permit program in Minnesota , and the impacts to 

the wetland a ffected by the re-route , Great Lakes does not concur 

that the reduced wetland impacts anticipated justifies 

implementation of this route variation. 

Great Lakes has proposed a minor pipeline reroute in this area 

since the initial filing . Based on engineering , operations , 

maintenance and sa fety considerations , the route has be'en shi fted 

to the southwest and shortened approximately 23 feet near the 

crossing of Minnesota state Highway 59 and the 500 Ra ilroad ( see 

Appendix A) • 
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DBIS, section 6 . 1 . 2 ,  .e. Solua Wetland Variation. 

CQIIMBIfT 
Great Lakes recognizes that the New Solum wetland variation of 

loops 1 and 2 would avoid a State-protected wetland and minimize 

the amount of new corridor in a State-designated wild land located 

in Marshal l  County , Minnesota . However, for the reasons presented 

in the discussion that follows , Great Lakes contends that the 

looping proj ects , as proposed , would not result in long-term 

environmental impacta to these areas and , therefore, does not 

concur with FERC ' s  recommended route variation. 

The wild land provides habitat for sharptail grouse and sandhill  

cranes . In  Minnesota , the sharptail grouse is  a game bird and not 

considered a sensitive species . The sandhill crane is of special 

concern, particularly when wetland breeding habitat is reduced . 

Great Lakes contends that util izing the revised Appendix 0, Wetland 

Crossing Procedures, the temporary disturbance to the wild land 

will be minimal and that there will be no loss of wetland habitat 

should the proposed loops be installed adjacent to the existing 

pipeline. 

When consulted, Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MnDNR) 

personnel have expressed a preference for the current proposed 

route along the existing right-of-way, provided special wetland 
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cro •• ing aitigative .ea.ure. be implemented during construction. 

In addition to the minimal environmental impact of the proposed 

route , Great Lake. is aware of landowner resistance to the New 

Solum wetland variation . A copy of the landowner ' s  letter to FERC 

regarding this route variation is attached at the end of this 

comment section . 
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DBIS ,  SeetioD 6 . 1 . 3 ,  PiDe Lake .etland VariatioD. 

COJOIIII'l' 

FERC is recommending that Great Lakes implement this route 

variation in order to avoid crossing a "mixed forested/scrub-shrub 

wetland area " .  However,  FERC does not specify why this area should 

be avoided . 

In order to evaluate the rationale for the route variation , Great 

Lakes has used the previously described criteria . The results are 

as tollows : 

Great Lakes is lmaware ot any other agency except FERC that 

believes that avoiding this area warrants creating · a new 

right-ot-way. Standard wetland construction mitigation 

techniques will minimize temporary disturbances of,  and 

prevent the destruction of,  wetland resources . 

In compl iance with FERC regulations , Great Lakes consulted 

with appropriate agencies regarding sensitive environmental 

areas . None of these agencies indicated that the Pine Lake 

Wetland area is an area of special environmental concern where 

construction should not be permitted . 

Although the route variation would utilize an existing road 

corridor, it would create an additional right-of-way that 
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would complicate right-ot-way maintenance . This additional 

riqht-of-way would also adversely affect additional 

landowners, thus making it more difficult to maintain positive 

landowner relationships . 

Using the base cost estimate of $ 1 . 2  mill ion per mile of 

pipeline construction, this route variation would increase the 

overall cost of the project by approximately $250, 000 . 

This route variation would also create an engineering concern 

and an environmental impact that would not be experienced 

under the proposed action. The recommended reroute would run 

parallel with a small stream for a short distance . Since the 

new line does not cross perpendicular to the stream, a flumed 

crossing would not be feasible . Consequently, extensive in

stream construction would be necessary, and substantial 

sedimentation could occur . 

Based on Great Lakes ' evaluation of this re-route, it does not 

concur with FERC ' s  recommended re-route at the Pine Lake 

wetland . 
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DBIS , SectioD 6 . 1 . 4 ,  Clearbrook Wetland VariatioD. 

COJUIBIIT 
FERC is recommending this route variation for the purpose of 

avoiding a " 2 , SOO-foot section of forested wetland" . Great Lakes 

is not aware of any special environmental characteristics of this 

wetland area , nor is Great Lakes aware of any local regulatory 

agencies that have expressed concern over this area . 

It is Great Lakes ' s  policy to strive for positive relationships 

with the landowners along the corridor. This route variation would 

.ake it difficult to reach this obj ective since the landowners 

affected by the route variation have not understood the logic of 

diverging fro. the existing corridor and constructing through their 

cultivated fields. 
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DBIS, section ' . 1 . 10 ,  MCIntyre Lake Wetland Variation. 

COIQIIIIT 
The Michigan DNR has not indicated to Great Lakes that mitigative 

measures more stringent than Appendix D, Wetland Crossing 

procedures ,  are warranted for this loop section . As FERC' is aware , 

I it is the general preference of local regulatory authorities to 

restrict construction activities to areas adj acent to existing 

cleared rights-of-way. Because Lakehead Pipeline Company may not 

agree to allow Great Lakes share its existing right-of-way , the 

route variation proposed by FERC could result in acquiring , 

clearing, and maintaining 30 miles of new right-of-way, separate 

from Great Lakes ' existing corridor . 

The McIntyre Lake W6tland Variation, as recommended , would 

adversely affect the safety, integrity and operations of Great 

Lakes ' pipeline system, as an existing mainline valve is located 

in this reroute section at milepost 610 . 8 .  For these reasons , 

Great Lakes cannot agree with this recommended variation . 

Based on the estimated cost of pipeline construction and the 

potential valve modifications that would be required to implement 

this recommended re-route , additional costs would increase the 

total cost of the project by at least $600 , 000 ; $360, 000 associated 

with the 0 . 3-mile extended length, and over $250, 000 for valve 

moclifications . 

'-it 

G4 

53 

G4·53 We have reevaluated the resources that would be alTected by the proposed route 
and the route variation, Including Great Lakes' concern regarding the additional 
block valve. We have determined that the overall benefit to wetland resources 
warrants recommendation or this variation. Since a new mainline value would be 
installed in this loop regardless or its location, we do not concur with Great 
Lakes' concern regarding this point. 



For the above described reasons,  Great Lakes does not concur with 

the recommended route variation . 
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UCOIQIIlIpID IIIMUBB 1 

"The applicants s�all adhere to the construction procedures and 
mitigative measures described in their respective appl ications 
and in their responses to the sta ff ' s  data requests , except as 
otherwise modified by these certificate conditions . "  

COIQIIIIT 
Great Lakes intends to comply with all of its construction 

procedures and mitigative measures described in its application and 

in its responses to the staff ' s  data requests . Some of the 

modifications to Great Lakes ' procedures , mitigative measures , and 

responses (which are the subject of the FERC staff recommended 

measures) cannot be adhered to by Great Lakes.  See the following 

responses for detailed comment. to the Recommended Measures.  
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G4-S4 Since recommendation 1 is really the applicant's submission, no rcaponae is 
nec:esaal)'. The following rcaponsea are our rcaponsea to Great Lakes' comment 
and objections to our recommendation. Where we agreed with Great Lakes' 
comment, we have revised our recommendation. Otherwise, our recommendation 
standa II written unleaa we have modified it baaed on other reviewen' comments 
and luggestiona. 



BBCOMMINPED MEASURE a 

"The appl icants shall submit aerial photography at a scale not 
smal ler than 1 : 6 , 000 that identifies all staging areas,  pipe 
storage yards , access roads , and other areas that would be used 
or disturbed . Any alteration to the mapped route or aboveground 
facility locations as shown on the 1 : 6 , 000 scale aerial 
photography filed with the Commission with their respective 
applications , other than the sta ff ' s  recommended variations and 
minor field real ignments per landowner needs and requirements , 
shall be clearly identified and must be filed with the secretary 
of the Commission and approved by the Director of the Office of 
Pipeline and Producer Regulation (OPPR) prior to implementation . 

Alterations requiring approval shall include all route changes 
resulting from implementation of cultural resource mitigation 
measures ; endangered , threatened , or special-concern species 
mitigation measures ; further route .modifications that may be 
recommended by the state regUlatory authorities ; final al ignments 
through ongoing and ,Planned developments ; and those agreed to for 
individual landowners that also affect adj acent properties . "  

COMBEif': 
During the comment period, Great Lakes has commenced field surveys 

to identify roads that contractors could util ize to gain access to 

the right-of-way from the existing public road network . Great 

Lakes has also conducted an investigation to locate potential 

contractor yard/warehouse sites during this period . Table 1 

identifies the potential contractor yard/warehouse sites . The use 

of these sites will be subject to their ava ilabil ity for leasing 

and clearance for cultural resources .  

Table 2 identifies new pipe storage yards proposed for this 

proj ect . Existing pipe yards that were prev iously cleared for 

cultural resources , used during Great Lakes ' 1989 construction 

proj ects, and proposed for this project are l isted in Table 3 .  
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G4-SS The proposed use of USGS 7.S-minute series quad maps is Inappropriate. Aerial 
photographs are the only way appropriate detail may be provided for alt the 
access roads, contractor yanl/Warehouse sites, and pipe storage sites. 



Contractor yard/warehouse sites , access roads , and pipe storage 

sites will be shown on aerial photography ( 1 : 6 , 000 scale) for the 

proposed route as previously provided to FERC , if these s ites fall 

within the l imits of the aerial photography coverage .  Great Lakes 

recommends that these sites be delineated on USGS topographic maps . 

The cost to provide aerial photography for areas not covered by 

existing photography is estimated at $4 1 , 00 0 .  Great Lakes cannot 

economically justify obtaining aerial photography for a site 

located miles away from the pipel ine , not knowing whether the site 

may or may not be used . USGS maps should provide good reference 

for location . Archaeologists will review each site for cultural 

resources . State DNRs and the U . S .  Fish and wildl ife Service will 

be consulted for threatened and endangered species reviews . 

The sites listed in Tables 1 ,  2 ,  and J and the access roads will 

be provided on a combination of the 1 : 6 , 000 scale aerial 

photography and USGS topographic maps by June 1 ,  1990 . Adequate 

time was not available during the comment period to transfer all  

of  the field information onto maps . 
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Pon Huron 

2 Imlay City-Option 1 

3 Imlay City-Option 2 

4 Rint-Option 1 

Rint-Option 2 

6 Shields-No. 3 
alternate to Saginaw 
options 

-v 
0 

� � 
7 Birch Run-No. 1 

alternate to Saginaw 
options 

8 Bin:h Run-No. 2 
alternate to Saginaw 
options 

9 Saginaw-Option 1 

10 Saginaw-Option lA 

11 Saginaw-Option IB 

12 SL Louis-alternate 
to Saginaw or Mount 
Pleasant 

13 ML Pleasant-Option 1 
(Oil City) 

1 of 8 

POSSIBLE CONTRACTOR YARD SITES 
(Geaenll)' LIsted rrom East to West) 

� l&ul Description 

SL aair Sec 3S, TSN, R 16E Highway 94 and Airpon Drive - Industrial 
Park -lots of vacant areas 

Lapeer Sec S, liN, R12E 4j: acres graveled area @ Highway S3 and 
Weyer Road (northwest comer) 

Lapeer Sec 16 or 17, liN, R12E 2 sites east of Highway S3 and nonh of Morrice 
Parkway. Also possible space in fairgrounds. 

Genesee Sec S, T6N, R7E Maple Street @ Healthsource Boulevard _ 
4:1: acres behind abandoned service station 
building -weedy area 

Genesee Sec 20, TBN, R7E j:3Y. acres of Don Road and Coldwater Street 
(near Marathon Terminal and Trailer Park) 

Saginaw Sec 26 or 27, Tl2N, RJE 400' II 400' area - Highway 46 at Van Warner 
Road on south side - east of church - across 
from Chevy dealer 
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� W!! Description 

Saginaw Sec 21 or 28, TlON, R6E Birch Run Road east of Highway 10-23-7S 
across from John Deere Building _ 4:1: acres 

Saginaw Sec 21 or 28, TlON, R6E Dillie Highway and Birch Run Road - race 
track parking lost - possibly could be used in 
off-season 

Saginaw Sec IS, T11N, RSE Highway 10-23-7S @ Dixie Highway 12j: acres 
behind Elias Big Boy 

Saginaw Sec 31, T12N, RSE Genesee Avenue and Farmer Street - across 
from electrical substation (west of Kessell 
Depanment Store) 

Saginaw Sec 21, Tl2N, RSE East of Highway 10-23-7S and Highway 46 _ 

:l:3� acres in Morley Industrial Part - many 
lites in this area (east &. south of RR Spur) 

Gratiot Sec 20, Tl7N, R2W Abandoned movie theater, 8:1: acres, on 
Highway 27-46 west of SL Louis next to car 
dealer 

Midland Sec 7, Tl4N, R2W Highway 20 @ Coleman Road, 6j: acres, 
northwest comer, has bun used previously 
for pipe storage 
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14 ML Pleasant-Option 2 Midland Sec 8, T14N, R2w Directly across Coleman Road from Option 
1 (Oil City) behind restauranL 

IS ML Pleasant-Option 3 Isabella Sec 7, T14N, R3W Abandoned drive-in theater, north side of 
Hwy. 20 

16 ML Pleasant-Option 4 Isabella Sec 7, T14N, R3W Industrial Park site, north side of Hwy. 20 

17 Oare-Option 1 Isabella Sec 2, T16N, R4W 6� acres Oare Industrial Park adjacent to 
Highway 10 south of Oare 

18 Oare-Option 2 Isabella Sec 36, T17N, R4W 10 acres north of Trailer Sales Co. (Oarbella 
and Isabella Road) 

19 Grayling-Option 1 Crawford Sec 8, T26N, R3W Northeast corner of Highway 72 and Madsen 
Road, east side of town - 20:1: acres 

20 Grayling-Option 2 Crawford Sec 17, T26N, R3W Southeast corner of Highway 72 and Madsen 
Road, east side oftowo - 14Y:z:l: acres in between 
bar and building 

21 Gaylord-Option 1 Otsego Sec 8, TION, R3W 10:1: acres west of city airport, south of Van 
Tyle Road 

22 Gaylord·Option 2 Otsego Sec S, TION, R3W 8:1: acres south of Highway 32 and north of 
concrete plant 
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23 Petoskey Emmet Sec 8, T34N, R6W 9:1: acres - abandoned drive-in south of Highway 
31, 3Y:z miles west of Petoskey 

24 Pellston-Option 1 Emmet Sec 3, T36N, R4W In city limilS of Pellston east of Melton Street 
and north of Mill Street, 12:1: acres 

2S Pellston-Option 2 Emmet Sec 3, 116N, R4W Same as Option I, but between Highway 31 
and Melton Street, north of Mill Street -
around old railroad buildings, :l:S acres 

26 Pellston-Option 3 Emmet Sec 3, T36N, R4W On diagonal corner from Option 2, south of 
Mill Street and east of Highway 31 

27 Cheboygan-Option 1 Cheboygan Sec S/6, TI7N, RIW Cheboygan County Fairgrounds - available 
except for 2 weeks in August, 12:1: acres 
available 

28 Cheboygan-Option 2 Cheboygan Sec 26, T38N, R2W Immediately south of Oleboygan CitylCounty 
Airport - north of Cheboygan Road 

29 <lleboygan-Option 3 Cheboygan Sec 7118, 117N, Rl W Abandoned drive-in south of town on Highway 
27 behind Dave's Party Store and Gas Station 

30 SL Ignace-Option 1 Mackinac Sec 13, T40N, R4W Ih acres in the southwest oomer of triangular-
shaped parcel located north of U.S. Highway 
2 and between PL uBarbe Road on west and 
S. Portage Road on east 
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31 Sl Ignace-Option 2 Mackinac Sec 13, T40N, R4W In same area as aboYe - 5 % acres in old graw:1 
pit 

32 Sl Ignace-Option 3 Mackinac Sec I, T40N. R4W County equipment storage yard area nonh 
side of Cheeseman Road 

33 Manistique-Option 1 Schoolcraft Sec 3, T41N, R15W 40 acre field immediately east of nJetal hangar 
at Schoolcraft County Airport, oonh of U.s. 
Highway 2 

34 Manistique-Option 2 Schoolcraft Sec 10. T41N, R15W 4 miles east of Manistique:, south side: of 
Highway 2 behind Treasure Cty Store 

35 Manistique-Option 3 Schoolcraft Sec 4, T41N, R15W 0.3 miles nonh of U.s. Highway 2 on Riw:r 
Road 443 - SO acres on east side of this road 

36 Escanaba-Option 1 Delta Sec 14 &: 23, T39N, R22W % 12 acres nonh of hOltar Building in Penstar 
Industrial Park - bounded on west by Nonh 
30th Street 

37 Escanaba-Option 2 Delta Sec 24, T39N, R22W Abandoned drive-in at Danswonh Road and 
Highway 2/41 

38 Escanaba-Option 3 Delta Sec 13, T39N, R22W Open fJeld adjacent to Highway 2/41 between 
Ramada Inn and Hiawatha National Forest 
Building in Escanaba 
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39 Iron River, MI Iron Sec 26, T43N, Rl5W In city oC lron Riw:r, 5+ acres, old contraetor's 
� West Ross Sl between W. 2nd Ave. 
and W. 3rd Ave. 

40 Watersmeet Gogebic Sec 28, T45N, Rl9W 6 acres - old Chipping Mill site on oonh side: 
of town 

41 Ironwood-Option 1 Gogebic Sec 23, T47N, R47W 5 acres Ironwood Industrial Park Lot #20 
(adjacent to Lakehead Place) 

42 Ironwood-Option 2 Gogebic Sec 23, 23, T47N, R47W 5 or more acres, Ironwood Industrial Park _ 
Lot #3 

43 Ironwood-Option 3 Gogebic Sec 23, T47N, R47W 5 or more acres, Ironwood Industrial Park _ 
Lot #4 

44 Ashland Ashland Sec 34&35, T48N, R4W Abandoned drive-in theater 1 mile south of 
town on Highway 13 - used in 1989 by GLGTC 
contractor 

45 Iron Riw:r, WI-Option 1 Bayfield Sec 8, T47N, R8W 5 acres across from fire depanmenl oonh 
side of U.S. Highway 2 on east side of town 

46 Iron Riw:r, WI-Option 2 Bayfield Sec 6, T47N, R8W 8 acres, Yz mile oonh of town on County 
Road A (southwest comer) 
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Iron River. WI-Option 3 
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Grand Rapids-Option 1 

Grand Rapids-Option 2 

Grand Rapids-Option 3 

Bemidji-Option 1 
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Thief River Falls-
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Thief River Falls-
Option 2 
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Beltrami 

Pennington 

Pennington 
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Sec 6, T47N. RBW 

Sec 34. T49N. RI4W 

Sec 16, TSSN. RlSW 

Sec 16, TSSN. RlSW 

Sec 16, TSSN. RlSW 

Sec 22. Tl46N. R33W 
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Descriptjon 
County fairgrounds, 7 acra - praent warehouse 
aile of 1989 GLGTC contractor 

10 acra at fairgrounds - south side of Superior 
(1989 sile) 

8 acres - Industrial Park II. 7th Ave. E.. west 
side of 8th Street 

10 acra - Industrial Park II. 7th Ave. E.. east 
side of Blh Street 

4 acres - 7th Ave. S.E. and 7th SL S.E. 
(northwest comer) - 1989 location 

10 acres - Bemidji ee-.elopment Park - old 
Leonard Pipeline contractor warehouse 

Adjacent to KOA campground west of town 
on U.s. Highway 2 (6 acres) 

S acres - abandoned drive-in theater west side 
of Highway S9. south of town 

8 acres directly across from Pamida Store and 
Pizza Hut south of (own 
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Descriptjon 

S acres directly across from Travel Host Motel 
south of town 



TABLE 1 1 of 2 

Proposed Plpeyanls 

Mile Survey Survey Date 10 SHPO 
Sile Name Posl Counly!Slale Acreage Dale Results SHPO Comments 

Trai� MN (1) 105.0 PoikIMN 13-14 10129189 Dislurbed 1 1�7189 
IMA Sile 

Trail, MN (2) 105.0 PolklMn 7.5 10129189 Dislurbed 1 1m189 
IMA Sile 

Swan River, MN 238.0 llasca/MN 10-11  10131189 No Siles 1 1�7189 
IMA 

Superior, WI 302.7 Douglas/WI 10 1 1�7189 No Siles 12/11189 
IMA 

Amasa, MI 490.0 lron/MI 20 11,00189 No Siles 
IMA 

North Ironwood, MI (1) 398.0 GogebicJMl 6 IMA 

North Ironwood. MI (2) 398.0 GogebieIMl 40 IMA 

Bessemer, MI 4027 GogebicJMl 40 IMA 

Cheboygan, MI 696.0 Cheboygan/MI 20 GLR 

Hemlock, MI 876.5 SaginawlMl 20 GLR 

Imlay City. MI 936.0 LapeerlMl 20 GLR 

Page 2 of 2 

Mile Survey Survey Dale 10 SHPO 
Sjle Name POSI County/Slale Acreage Dale Results SHPO Comments 

Thompson, MI 592.0 SchooleraCtlM1 20 GLR 

Gladslone, MI 557.0 DellaIMl 20 GLR 

TABLE 3 

Existing Plpeyanls 

Mile Survey Dale 10 SHPO Dale of 
Sile Name fQ!! Q2un�lale � .Jlli£.. SHPO Q2mments � 
Rosby, MN 155.0 HubbardlMn 13-14 4{24189 No Siles 6112189 

Ashland, WI 363.0 AshlandlWl 1 1  4{24189 No Siles 6iU1189 

Floodwood , MI 510.2 Dicltinson/MI 22 6117189 6/26/89 Sile Found Wesl Side 8/10189 
(Fenced 8114189) 

Gould Cily, MI 627.7 MackinaeIMl 19-20 4{24189 No Siles 5/16/89 

SI. Louis, MI 864.0 GraliotIMl 19·20 4{24189 No Siles 5/16189 

• Kalkaska, MI 757.0 KalltaskaIMl 19-20 6115189 6/26/89 No Further Arch. work 6/.30189 

Rosebush, MI 835.0 lsabellaIMl 27 6/27189 No Siles 7!12189 



UCOMHIIIDBD MlISpU 3 

"The authorized pipeline routes and above-ground facil ity 
locations shall include all of the staf f ' s  recommended route 
variations and construction procedures identi fied on Tables 
5 . 1 . 9-2 , 5 . 1 . 9-3 , and 7 . 2- 1 ,  of this DEI S .  Where types "B" and 
"C. construction are specified on Table 5 . 1 . 9- 3 ,  the applicants 
shall file , prior to construction, 'detailed construction and 
right-of-way restoration plans with the Secretary of the 
co_ission for review and approval by the Director of OPPR . " 

COMHIU 
Great Lakes recognizes that the reco_ended measure encompasses 

three separate issues : ( 1) route variations in order to reduce the 

proj ect ' s  impact on wetlands ; ( 2 )  route variations in order to 

mitigate the project ' s  impact on residential areas ; and ( 3 )  

mitigative construction techniques to be used in residential areas . 

Great Lakes has thoroughly addressed FERC ' s  proposed route 

variations in Section 6 . 0 ;  therefore, this response will focus on 

residential construction techniques . 

Great Lakes has studied the locations listed in Table 5 . 1 . 9-3 of 

the DEIS,  and has found that there are residences within 100 feet 

of the pipeline on all the listed locations except at MP 599 . 4 .  

This is the area of the Manistique River Crossing , and the adj acent 

property owners are the State of Michigan (Manistique River State 

Forest) and the Manistique PUlp and Paper company . Examination of 

the aerial photography and survey notes revealed no residences in 

this area . Therefore , no special construction techniques will be 

necessary at MP 599 . 4 .  
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04-56 Table 5.1.9-3 baa been corrected to show a residence at MP 598.4. We agree 
there Is no residence at MP 599.4. 



UCOIQIIJIPID UNUM t 
-The applicants , with the exception of Tennes.ee for the OSP II 
Project, shall defer qas del ivery to nonjurisdictional facil ities 
until ve have completed our review under Section 7 of the 
Endanqered Species Act, as amended. No delivery shall occur 
until the Director of OPPR has informed each applicant that qa. 
delivery may proceed . -

COIJIIn 
Great Lakes has no nonj urisdictional facilities related to the 

propoeed NIP Project (DEIS, section 2 . 1 . 9 , paqe 2-13 ) . Therefore , 

this recommended measure does not apply to Great Lake. ' Project . 
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RECOJQIBlfDBD MBASURE , 

"To ensure compl iance with Section 106 of the NHPA , the 
applicants shall adhere to the following : 

a) Each applicant or nonjurisdictional tacil ity sponsor consult 
with the appropriate SHPOs concerning the potential etfect 
ot project construction on cultural resources .  

b) Utilizing SHPO input, the applicant o r  the nonjut'isdictional 
tacil ity sponsor should prepare work tor our review and 
approval .  All required tinal Phase 1 and Phase 2 cultural 
resources survey reports should be tiled by the applicant . 

c) Gas deliveries shall be deterred until we have reviewed and 
approved all Phase 1 and Phase 2 cultural resource survey 
reports and any required Phase J mitigation . plans and 
reports ; considered the comments of the appropriate SHPOs 
and ACHP ; and the Director ot OPPR has informed the 
applicant that gas delivery may begin . "  

COIQIBNT 
a) There are no nonjurisdictional tacilities related to the Great 

Lakes proposed pipeline project. 

Great Lakes consulted the Minnesota, Wisconsin and Michigan SHPOs 

requesting comments on the potential ettects of proposed 

construction on cultural resources.  The Minnesota and Wisconsin 

SHPOs responded in January , 1989 concurring with Great Lakes that 

no known NRHP-listed properties would be atfected by the proposed 

pipeline project ( DEIS page 5-99 , ,2) . 

S ince comments were not received trom the Michigan SHPO (DEIS 

page 5-99 , ,2) , Great Lakes ' archaeological subconsultant has 
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A) lIB with all of the conditions, if all or part of it does not apply, the 
applicant need not address it. Because there are no nonjurisdictional facilities 
related to the Great Lakes portions of the project, this issue need not be 
addressed. Additionally, because Great Lakes has received comment from two 
SHPOs on potential effects and all three SHPOs approving the proposed Phase 
1 and Phase 2 survey designs, it appears the initial consultation requirement has 
been met. 

B) The phased review proposed by Great Lakes and its cultural resources 
consultants appears workable. FERC received a revised draft survey plan on 
March 27, 1990. This plan would be acceptable if formally filed by Great Lakes. 
The adequacy of the reporting requirements will be evaluated during the review 
of the TCPL-l cultural resources report (filed on April 23, 1990). We believe 
such an approach will meet FERC's Section 106 responsibiiities, and because the 
field survey that will produce these data is an integrated whole, such an approach 
should not result in segmenting the project. 



used the state tiles and compiled a l ist ot known NRHP-listed 

properties that could potentially be attected by the proposed 

proj ect . 

b) In December 198 9 ,  Great Lakes submitted a proj ect-specitic survey 

plan entitled A Survey pesign for Phased CUltural Resources 

Inyentory ot the Great Lakes Gas Transmission Company Corridor 

in MH· WI . and MI . tor Phase 1 and Phase 2 tield investigations 

ot the proposed pipeline route . This phased plan has been 

approved by the respective SHPOs . The DEIS indicates that FERC 

has given approval ot the plan ( DEIS pq .  4-83 , 1 2 ) . However, 

recent discussions with FERC indicat� that FERC has not accepted 

the review procedures explained in the plan since FERC has 

indicated that it requires reports on all tield investigations 

prior to allowing construction . Based on these discussions , 

Great Lakes proposes a phased review in which each category ot 

site would be submitted indiVidually tor approval .  The 

categories are listed below in order ot priority : 

1 )  Pipe storage yards ( 13 new yards) 

2 )  Contractor yards ( 56 potential yards) 

3) Phase I Report ot the corridor survey, inclUding access 
roads . 

4 )  Any phase II reports and the report on the results ot 
deep testing in Michigan ' s  Saginaw Valley. 

5 )  Any required Phase III mitigation plans and reports . 
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Field Work tor the cultural resources study commenced on April 

2 ,  1990, in accordance with the above plan . 
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gCOJQUUIPBD HUIOg 7 
"The applicants shall certify that all necessary permits and 
approvals to construct and operate the nonj urisdictional 
facilities have been obtained prior to construction of the 
nonjurisdictional facilities . "  

COIIMIU 
There are no nonjurisdictional facilities associated with Great 

Lakes proposed . .  project ( PElS section 2 . 1 . 9 ,  paqe 2 -13 ) . This 

recommended measure doe. not apply to Great Lakes ' proj ect . 
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UCOJIIUIIQIP IllA8VRI 8 

-Th. applicants shall illlplelllent the -Erosion Control , 
R,veg.tation, and Maintenanc. Plan- contain.d in appendix C for 
all disturb.d areas and shall illlplelllent the -str.a. and Wetland 
Construction and Mitigation Procedur.s- contained in appendix D 
wh.n constructing across flowing streallls ,  rivers and wetlands . 
Any d.viation fro. th.se proc.dures aust b. reported to and 
approv.d by the COIIIIIission staff at least 2 weeks prior to 
iapl ••• ntation. Any deviation that the staff det.rmines to be 
significant cannot be iaplelllented without the prior written 
approval of the Director of OPPR. -

COJQII1I'1' 
Gr.at Lak.s has r.vi.wed Appendic.s C and D of the DEIS and has 

comm.nt.d on the effectiv.n.ss of both plans in mitigating adverse 

.nvironm.ntal impacts associat.d with construction . Great Lakes 

has included th.se co ... nts in the appropriate sections. For those 

provisions that Gr.at Lakes consid.rs in.ff.ctive or inappropriate , 

Great Lak.s has id.ntifi.d alt.rnativ. provisions that could be 

impl.m.nted to provide an .qual or greater level of .rosion control 

and str.am prot.ction. 

pr.vious data r.spons.s .  

Th.s. co_.nts have also been filed in 

Gr.at Lak.s int.nds to illlpl.ment the final draft of the Erosion 

Control. Reveg.tation. and Maintenanc. Plan and the Stream and 

Wetland Construction and Mitigation Proceduras, as closely as 

possible when.v.r constructing across flowing strea.s , rivers and 

w.tlands . How.ver ,  it should b. r.cogniz.d that it is not possible 

to d.v.lop a plan that will addr.ss .v.ry condition or situation 

that _y aris. in the fi.ld. Th. div.rsity of the cliJDate, 

7-21 

G4 
G4-60 Comment noted. Please refer to comment response G7·5 and G7-6. 

fiO 



terrain, vegetation, land use, and soils may result in situations 

where adherence to the plan is neither teasible nor environmentally 

desirable .  When this situation occurs , Great Lakes proposes to 

consult with its environmental inspectors to select alternative 

methods that will result in an equal or higher level ot 

environmental protection . Great Lakes has developed a project

specitic Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plan which is included 

as Attachment 2 .  

Great Lakes does not agree that ADX deviation from the 

recommendations outlined in Appendices C and D. should be reported 

to FERC two weeks prior to implementation. This stipulation should 

only apply to deviations which would result in a lower level of 

protection than would be the case it the recommendations in 

Appendices C and D were tollowed to the letter. Appendix C, t 1 ,  

o t  the DEIS states that deviations that involve less protective 

measures would need written approval trom FERC , but no mention is 

made ot changes that would increase or at least not reduce 

environmental protection. 

It is virtually impossible to anticipate when minor adj ustments to 

the recommended procedures will be needed. If construction is 

delayed while approval is pending, costs ot the project will 

escalate rapidly. Costs tor standby time for a typical 

construction crew can approach $ 3 0 , 000 per day. More importantly,  
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delays will also place the riqht-of-W�y at increased environmental 

risk because various steps in the construction process will remain 

in a partially completed state. 

A more desirable economic and environmental approach would be to 

allow minor alterations in Appendices' 'C and D without prior 

approval from FERC . These chanqes would be made in consultation 

with environmental inspectors and state DNRs , where appropriate to 

provide a level of protection similar to that derived from the 

oriqinal procedures. This will expedite the construction process 

and reduce the total amount of time that the riqht-of-way is in an 

unstable condition. Timely completion of the various phases of 

construction must be considered when evaluatinq the overal l  level 

of environmental protection . 
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UCOJIIIIIJ)IP 1lQ8UB1 9 

"The applicants shall restrict stwap relloval to areas illllDediately 
over the trench and where qradinq is required . In areas where 
stwap qrubbinq is required, the applicants shall remove and 
dispose ot them in accordance with local requirements . "  

COJIJIII'1' 
Except in wetland areas, the pipeline contractor will need to 

remove stwaps trom the workinq side ot the riqht-ot-way where 

tracked or rubber-tired vehicles will be operated . Damaqe to tires 

or tracked equipment could result trom drivinq equipment over 

stumps . It stump removal is restricted , it could potentially cost 

up to $500, 000 per spread in damaqed equipment . Stumps wil l  be 

removed and disposed of in accordance with local requirements . 

Additionally, tor Great Lakes to use prefabricated mats for 

construction in wetlands , all surtace irreqularities, such as tree 

stumps , must be removed and the qround surtace leveled . Accordinq 

to the manutacturer, prefabricated equipment mats cannot be used 

in wetlands it stumps cannot be removed . 
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Thank you for your comment. The limitation of the remOYBI of tree stumps to 
only over the trench line was recommended to reduce solla disturbance along the 
C()QStructlon right�f·way and to eliminate disposal of numerous tree stumps by 
butying or by disposal in solid wasle landfills. 

However, we have reconaidered this recommendation and realize that limiting 
stump remoY8l to the trench line area only could aeriously affect the abDity of the 
applicant to restore and maintain its right�f·way (I.e., reseeding and subsequent 
remOYBl of vegetation). We also agree with the applicants' position on 
maintenance of c:onstructlon equipment. ColIICC)uently, we have eliminated this 
recommendation. Disposal of stumps, trees, and brush would be the applicants' 
responsibility and would be done In accordance with the applicable laws and 
regulations. 

OEIS recommendation 9 was deleted. 



UCOKJIBNJ)BD UASURB 10 

-The appl icants shal l  locate, prior to construction , all  water 
supply springs and wells that may be affected by construction 
activities , document pre- and post-construction water qual ity 
and yield and, in the event water suppl ies are disturbed, supply 
a temporary source of water and be responsible for restoration 
or replacement of the water supply to its former condition . "  

COMHBlfT 
Great Lakes is attentive to publ ic concern regarding the impact of 

explosives on localized aquifers and groundwater supply systems . 

In areas where grade or trench blasting is necessary , water supply 

wells and springs located within 50 feet of the pipeline wi l l  be 

considered potential ly affected by construction activities .  This 

distance criterion is based on previous studies that indicate 

blast-produced fractures in bedrock typically extend only 1 to 2 

yards from the blast hole (Siskind and Fumanti , 197 4 : Dowding , 

1985) . Beyond this di.tance the rock is undamaged . 

construction in areas of unconsol idated materials is bel ieved to 

have even less of a potential impact on local groundwater sources . 

However ,  as a precaution, water supply wells and springs located 

within 50 feet of the pipeline will be considered potentia l ly 

affected by construction activities . 
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nCOKMllfI)BD JIIISUn 12 
"Prior to commencinq pipeline construction, the appl icants shall  
fila with the Secretary of the Commission for review and approval 
by the Director of OPPR a spill prevention and containment plan 
specific to pre-identified equipment maintenance and storaqe 
areas . This plan shall detail specific measures that would be 
taken to clean up and dispose of any accidental discharqe . "  

COJOIIIfT 
Great Lakes will prepare a spill prevention and containment plan 

specific to equipment and storaqe areas used for pipeline 

construction . The followinq topics will be addressed : 

• Fuel tank fill inq 
• Hydraul ics System Leaks 
• Storaqe of fuels 
• Transport of fuels/oil 
• Spill containment 

The plan will include a description of federal spill requlations , 

alonq with names, addresses, and phone numbers of responsible 

parties and individuals . Desiqn and operation of the bulk storaqe; 

containment systems , drainaqe , and loadinq operations are proposed . 

This spill prevention plan will be submitted to FERC by June 1 ,  

1990 . 
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UCOJIIUIIQID IIIWIUBI 13 
-To prevent compaction and rutting of soil in agricultural and 
residential areas, construction shall not be conducted during 
the wettest time of the year (April 15 to May 3 1  for Great Lakes 
Loops 1 throuC)h 14 and April 1 to May 15 for the remaining 
project areas ) . "  

COJIIUIII'1' 
Great Lakes aC)rees with FERC ' s  recollllllendation of not permittinC) 

construction durinC) the wettest time of the year (OEIS page 5-6 , 

!6) . However ,  there is a disparity between the local weather 
-: 

conditions and local soil characteristics throuC)hout the proj ect 

area which can siC)nificantly vary the "wettest time of the year" . 

UsinC) a calendar period is not an appropriate basis for schedul inC) 

construction activity in aC)ricultural and residential areas. 

Arbitrary selection of dates when construction is not allowed is 

not an effective way to prevent soil compaction . Timely completion 

of the proposed proj ect aay not be achieved if the pipeline loop 

construction is unnessarily 'halted durinC) these arbitrary periods . 

In addition, Great Lakes proposes to initiate sprinC) restoration 

when soil conditions are sufficiently dry to support the relatively 

minor construction activity associated with restoration. This 

includes equipment which is used for final C)rading , applyinC) seed , 

and fertilizer. The optimUIII time for plantinC) would be missed if 

the soils are dry on or before the stated period and Great Lakes 

is not allowed to cOllllllence restoration. As a result ,  seedinC) would 
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be delayed, causing poorly established vegetation which is more 

vulnerable to summer drought . Great Lakes has retained 

environmental inspectors experienced in construction and 

restoration techniques and faailiar with the local soil conditions . 

They will provide expertise as to the dates construction activity 

should not occur in the spring to prevent extensive soil compaction 

and rutting. 
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NCOJQIIIfPID HlMUN 14 

RAll drain tiles damaqed durinq construction shall be repaired 
to their oriqinal or better condition . The applicants shall 
replace daaaqed drain tile by properly aliqninq the replacement 
tile across the trench extendinq 1 . 5  to 2 . 0  feet into the trench 
wal l .  Tile replaced across the trench should be supported usinq 
a riqid conduit or trouqh . Backfill under the replaced tile 
.hould be coapacted and sand filled to decrease infiltration. "  

COJQIIU 

Great Lake. ' policy reqardinq construction on private lands is that 

all drain tile. daaaqed durinq construction shall be repaired to 

their oriqinal or better condition . 

Damaqed tile will be replaced by properly aliqninq the replacement 

tile aero •• the trench, extendinq 1 . 5  to 2 feet into the trench 

val l .  The nev tile vill b e  supported usinq a riqid conduit or 

trouqh (OIlS paqe 5-11 , !5) . Sand placed belov the tile vill not 

decrease infiltration , as recommended. Sand has a larqer particle 

size and the void space is qreater resultinq in increased 

infiltration. The OIlS recommends backfill under the replaced tile 

should be compacted to decrease infiltration ( DEIS paqe 5-1 2 ,  !2 ) . 

Sand is non-plastic and will not compact sufficiently to decrease 

infiltration. Great Lake. proposes to backfill vith the oriqinally 

excavated material vherever possible . The riqid conduit or trouqh 

vill adequately support the new tile vhile the backfill is 

settlinq. 
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RlCOJIKIIIDIP IIIASVRI 11 
"The applicants shall not pile excavated rock along or adj acent 
to the existing rights-ot-way . "  

COJIKIIIT 
Great Lakes agrees that it will not pile excavated rock along or 

adjacent to the existing rights-ot-way except where landowners 

request this or in areas where ott-road vehicle (ORV) use is being 

discouraged ( DEIS page 4-77 , 13 ; page 5-9 1 , 16) . It landowners are 

in agreement , Great Lakes will use large excavated rock and tree 

plantings in order to discourage ORV trattic on the ROW . These 

rocks (boulders) act as barriers when placed along the right-of-

way. 
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G4-66 DEIS recommendation 16 in section 7.3 has been revised to include "without the 
approval of the landowner." 



UCOJIIIIQID IIlWIVU 20 

"The applicants shall defer construction of any proposed 
facilities (and use of any staging or storage areas) until (a)  
the FERC staff and SHPOs have reviewed and approved all Phase 1 
and Phase 2 cultural resource survey reports and Phase 3 
mitigation plans and reports , if required, and have considered 
any co_ents of the respective SHPOs and ACHP; and (b) the 
Director of OPPR has informed the applicant that construction 
may begin. This condition does not pertain to Transco ' s  1 . 61-
mile loop, new Compressor station 205 or additional facilities 
at Compressor station 515 . This reco_endation would not pertain 
to Transco ' s  1 . 6l-mile Leidy Loop and its Compressor stations 205 
and 5 15 . "  

COJIIIII'1' 
Certain proposed pipe storage sit.s for the TCPL-2 project were 

used for pipe storage on the Great Lakes 1989 Looping proj ects , and 

must be used again for pipe storage as early as June 1 5 ,  1990 . 

Because these sites (Rosby, MN ;  Ashland, WI ; Floodwood , MI ; Gould 

City, MI ; Kalkaska , MI ; Rosebush, MI , st . Louis , MI)  were reviewed 

and cleared for cultural resources in 1989, Great Lakes feels that 

their use should be allowed without' further review and approval . 

I f  sites requiring cultural resource approval cannot be cleared in 

a timely manner, it could cause delays in the construction of 

facilities . Standby time for a contractor could cost up to 

$100 , 000 per day for a complete spread . 
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G4-67 We agree that those storage sites that were reviewed and approved for the Great 
Lakes 1989 Looping Project need not undergo repeated review and approval. 
SeYen sites may be used again (or TCPL-2. 



nC9JIIIIIIDID HlISUn 2 § 
"Great Lakes shal l  file copies of all  surveys for endangered and 
threatened species within the National Forests, along with 
comments from the Forest Service and appropriate mit igation 
plans, with the Director of OPPR for review and approval prior 
to construction in the National Forests . "  

cotolBlI'l' 
Great Lakes agrees to submit all threatened and endangered (T&E) 

species study plans and survey reports to the National Forest for 

review and comment . All reports , along with National Forest 

comments and appropriate mitigation plans , if required , will be 

forwarded to the Director of OPPR ( DEIS pages 5-4 2 ,  ,5 4-40 , Table 

4 . 1 . 5-1) . The following summary describes the work to date on 

study plans and field surveys for T&E species in the National 

Forests . 

Whit. Water Associates, Inc . (White water) , has prepared a study 

plan for Great Lakes titled Survey of vertebrates and Eyaluation 

of Wetlands Along a Natural Gas Pipeline in the Hiawatha. Ottawa. 

Cbequa •• gon and Chippewa National Forests. This study plan 

presents the survey objectives and methodology for the winter 

survey of mammals and the spring survey of breeding migratory birds 

and wood turtle habitats ( DEIS page 5-4 2 ,  ,4 ) .  The plan was 

reviewed and approved by all four National Forests affected by the 

proposed proj ect. White Water has completed the survey for 

mammals . An interim report presenting mammal survey results and 

mitigative plans will be submitted to the four National Forests for 
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04-68 We are aware that these surveys are being conducted at the request of the Forest 
Service. We also feel that Oreat Lakes haa done an outstanding job of 
responding to agency requests in a timely manner, and prior to our 
recommendations published in the DBIS. However, because of FERC's 
responsibility to ensure that the proposed project, if certificated, would not 
endanger any federally listed or proposed endangered or threatened species, we 
maintain that results of any field surveys for endangered and threatened species 
must be submitted to FERC prior to construction. 



review and comment by May 15,  1990 ,  with an anticipated submittal 

to FERC by June 30,  1990 .  The survey for birds and turtles will 

commence in early May and an interim report presenting the results 

will be submitted to the National Foresta by July 3 0 ,  199 0 ,  with 

an anticipated .ubmittal to FERC by August 3 0 ,  199 0 .  

Dr. Cindy Johnaon-Groh, Botanical Consultant, has prepared a study 

plan for Great Lake. detailing objectives and methodologies for the 

apring and fall T&E plant species survey in the Chippewa and 

Chequamegon National Foreat. . The spring survey will �ommence in 

early June and an interim report presenting the results will be 

submitted to the National Fore.ts by July 1 ,  1990,  with an 

anticipated submittal to FERC by August 1, 199 0 .  The fall survey 

will commence in August and an interim report will be submitted to 

the National Forests by mid-September , 1990 with an anticipated 

submittal to FERC by mid-October, 1990 . 

Mr . Don Henson, Botanical Consultant, conducted the fall 1989 plant 

survey in the Ottawa and Hiawatha National Forests for Great Lakes . 

The survey results are presented in the report Results of the Fall 

1989 Threatened and Endangered Plant Species of the Great Lakes Gas 

Transmission Company ' s  Proposed 1990 and 1991 Loop Construction 

(TCPL-2) within the Boundaries of the Ottawa and Hiawatha National 

Forests . This report has been submitted to the National Forests 

for their review and comment . Great Lakes anticipates submitting 
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the report , along with National Forest comments , to FERC by June 

1 ,  1990 . 

Mr. Henson is developing a spring T&E plant follow-up survey of the 

ottawa and Hiawatha National Forests which will be submitted to the 

two National Forests for review and comment . In addition , the 

study plan will include objectives and methodologies for the dwarf 

lake iris f ield survey (DEIS page 5-4 1 ,  15) . The spring survey 

will commence in early June and an interim report presenting the 

results will be submitted to the National Forests by July 1 ,  1990,  

with an anticipated submittal to FERC by August 1,  199 0 .  
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BlCOJIIIIlII)ID 1JIA8VB1 27 
"Great Lakes shall conduct a field survey of two eagle nesting 
areas located along Loop 10 in Marquette county , Michigan , and 
along Loop 12 in Mackinac County, Michigan, to determine the 
level of potential impact to nesting habitat. A report of this 
survey, including comments by the u . s .  Fish and wildl i fe Service 
and proposed plans for mitigation . of potential impact , if 
appropriate, shall be submitted to the Secretary of the 
commission for review and approval by the Director of OPPR prior 
to construction . "  

COMIIBlI'1' 
Great Lakes agrees to conduct a field survey of bald eagle nesting 

areas ( DEIS page 5-4 3 ,  ,1) . Mr. Thomas F .  weise , Michigan 

Department of Natural Resources (MI-DNR, 1989)  identified a bald 

eagle nest approximately 1 mile north of Great Lakes LoOp 10 . 

Another bald eagle nest was identified approximately 0 . 5  mile 

southwest of Great Lakes Loop 12 ( DEIS page 4 -4 1 ,  , 1 ;  5-4 3 ,  ' 1 ) . 

Great Lakes will conduct a bird survey along the Great Lakes 

pipeline in the eagle nesting areas (See Comment ,  Recommended 

Measure 26) . The results of the survey, including comments by the 

U . S .  Fish and Wildlife Service, the National Forest Service , and 

the MI-DNR, and any proposed plans for mitigation for potential 

impact will be forwarded to the Secretary of the Commission for 

review and approval by the Director by August 3 0 ,  1990 . 
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UCOJQQDIPID JIIASIlBI 28 

-Great Lakes shall not conduct construction activities within 1 
aile of active bald eagle nesting sites along Loop 4 in Itasca 
county , Minnesota 1 Loop 9 in Gogebic county, Michigan 1 Loop 11 
in Delta County, Michigan 1 and Loop 14 in otseqo County , 
Michigan , between February 1, and August 1 .  Great Lakes shall 
also consult with the FWS prior to construction to verify the 
status of these nest sites . The FWS comments and the results of 
any required surveys shall be filed with the Secretary of the 
Commission for review and approval by the Director of OPPR prior 
to construction . -

COJQUUI'1' 
Great Lakes aqrees that construction. activities will take place 

within 1 . 0  aile of active bald eagle nesting sites between February 

1 and Auqust 1 ( DEIS pages 4-4 1 ,  ! 1 1  5-4 3 ,  !2) . 

Great Lakes bel ieves that erroneous information has led to 

confusion in identifying some nesting sites . In written 

communication with Ms. Bonita El ia80n , Minne80ta Department of 

Natural Resources (MN-DNR, letter dated November 23 , 1988) , and 

verbal communication with Mr . John Mathison of the Chippewa 

National Forest, no bald eagle nesting sites were identified in the 

vicinity of Loop 4 in Itasca county , Minnesota . Ms . Eliason 

identified a nest site 800 feet south of Great Lakes proposed Loop 

4 in Cass County, Minnesota ( letter dated August 2 4 ,  1989 ) . On 

April 12 , 1990, Mr. Mathison indicated that this nest is active . 

The DEIS ( Section 4 . 1 . 5 . 1 . 2 ,  page 4 - 4 1 ,  !1)  indicates the location 

of this site, but references a source that Great Lakes bel ieves 

does not exist. Great Lakes has no record of a D. Hendrickson with 
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.!!.2! take place between February 1 and August 1 in these areas. Sections S.W 
and 7.3 and table 4.1.5-1 have been modified to clarify the location of known and 
potential nest Bites. Oreat Lakes' intention to conduct surveys for active nest sites 
has been added to section 5.1.5.2. 



the MN-DNR. A letter trom Mr. John Hendrickson ot the Michigan DNR 

(MI-DNR, dated 8 -19-8 9 )  does not reterence bald eagle nest sites . 

No nest sites are listed by Mr . Thomas Weise (MI-D�R 198 9 )  within 

Goqebic County , Michigan. However, Mr . Weise did identity a 

nesting area in Iron County , Michigan near Loop 9 in the ottawa 

National Forest .  

In a letter trom the u . s .  Fish and wildlife Service ( FWS 1989 ) , Hr. 

Gerald Lowry identitied a bald eagle nesting area along Loop 1 1  in 

Delta County , Michigan . 

Hr. weise indicated a nest location 1 . 0  mile east of Great Lakes 

pipeline Loop 14 in otsego county, Michigan . 

Great Lakes will conduct a bird survey prior to construction of the 

proposed pipeline . The survey will locate and contirm any active 

bald eagle nesting sites within 1 . 0  mile ot the proposed 

construction. The results of this survey will be submitted to 

appropriate National Forest and DNR agencies tor comment before 

being tiled with the Secretary ot the Commission . 
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IICOKMBKQlD HBASUII 29 

"Great Lakes shall consult with the FWS to determine if any 
occupied habitat for the Kirtland ' s  warbler occurs within 0 . 5  
mile o f  any planned construction activity and shal l  file with 
the Secretary of the Commission for review and approval by the 
Director of OPPR the FWS comments prior to construction . 
Additional ly ,  we recommend : 

a .  Pipeline construction shall be accomplished in such a 
manner that the management of essential habitat along the 
right-of-way through the use of prescribed burning is not 
precluded . This includes: 

burying the pipeline to a safe depth , and 
locating storage faci lities outside of essential 
habitat 

b .  Construction crews shal l  gate and lock access roads i f  
these roads promote increased . activity that could disturb 
nesting birds . "  

COKMBlfl' 
The Kirtland ' s  warbler nests in loose colonies in the north-

central part of the lower peninsula of Michigan ( DEIS page 4 - 4 1 ,  

'1 4 )  • Approximately 6 miles of the Leota Kirtland ' s  Warbler 

Management unit are crossed by the proposed Loop 15 ( DEIS page 5-

4 3 ,  '15) . The U . S .  Fish and Wildl ife Service ( FWS ) maintains the 

area to attract the Kirtland ' s  warbler. 

It is Great Lakes ' policy to cooperate with the FWS to minimize the 

impact to the Kirtland ' s  warbler management area . Construction 

will ba postponed within tha management area i f  occupied. Kirtland ' s  

warbler habitat is found within 0 . 5  mile o f  the pipeline during 

nesting season. Great Lakes has requested information from the FWS 
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reqardinq the current status of Kirtland ' s  warbler activity within 

the lIanaqement area ( letter dated April 1 1 ,  1990,  attached) .  Great 

Lake. wil l  forward this information to FERC when it becomes 

available . 

Great Lakes ' construction practices will not preclude the use of 

prescribed burninq in manaqinq this protected area . A letter dated 

october 1 3 ,  1988 froll Michiqan Department of Natural Resources (MI

DNR) Endanqered Species Coordinator, Mr. Thomas Weise , stated that 

the top of the pipe must be placed at least three feet below qround 

surface to allow for the use of fire plows and plantinq equipment . 

Great Lake. ' current policy i. to bury all pipe at least three feet 

below the .urface. 

No explosive or fla_able materials will be stored within the 

Kirtland ' s  warbler manaqement area . Gates across access roads 

within the manaqement area will be installed at the request of 

landowners or the local MI-DNR. 
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April 1 1, 1990 

Fish and Wildlife Service 
East Lansing Field Office 
140.5 S. Harriaoa Road, Room 302 
East Lansing, MI 48823 

RE: Grelt Lakes Gas Tr�lI:'miasion Company 
Loopiog Project withio the 
Kirtland's Warbler Maoagement Area 

Dr. Mr. Pacific:: 

Recently I contacted Mr. Dave Campbell of the Lansing FISh and Wildlife Service. 
We discussed comments which appear in the Niagara Import Point Project Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement concerning the Leota Kirtland's Warbler 
Management Area. Spec:ific:ally, we addressed the recommendation that all 
construction will be prohibited within. Q..5 mile of aoy oa:upied habitat. I asked 
Mr. Campbell if it was likely that the Kirtland's Warbler would nest within 0 . .5 mile 
of the pipeline in this management area and how would Great Lakes become aware 
of its presence, should this be the case. 

Mr. Campbell ioformed me that the curreot status of this particular area may not 
be considered 'active,' and if the site is not active, it would be unlikely that the 
Kirtland's Warbler would nest there. Please send us current information on the 
status of the Leota Kirtland's Warbler Management Area within 0 . .5 mile of the 
proposed GLOT pipeline. 
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FISh and Wildlife Serviee 
East Lansing Field Office -2- April 1 1 ,  1990 

Also, we understand that spriog sur.oeys are conducted regularly to determine if the 
Kirtland's Warbler is oestiog within any of the Kirtland's Warbler Management Areas. If 
the area surrounding the pipelioe is considered 'active', we would appreciate the results of 
the survey to ensure that the oesting birds will not be disturbed by pipeline construction. 

Thank you ror your continued assistance with this project. If you require further 
information, please c:all us at (612) 941·.5600, ext. 313 or ext. 380. 

Very truly yours, 

BRAUN ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORIES, INC. 

,�� fP-4-
Samuel W. Lundy 
Enviroomental Impact Unit 

'-- I  � �� / J  
TImothy L Andeneo 
Project Maoager 
EovironmeOlal Impact Unit 

SWUI1.A:abl9\Pac:ific:.Apr 
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BBCOKMBNPBD HBASQRI 30 

"In consultation with the FWS and Michigan Department ot 
Natural Resources ( DNR) , Great Lakes shall conduct a tield 
survey tor the presence ot the dwart lake iris along Loop 12 . 
The results ot this survey, and appropriate mitigation plans , 
shall be submitted to the FERC tor review and approval by the 
Director ot OPPR prior to construction . The sdrvey results 
shall include survey dates and methods , exact area surveyed, 
and names and qual itications ot those conducting the survey . "  

COJOlIIIT 
Great Lakes concurs with FERC that the protection ot threatened and 

endangered plant species may be ot concern during construction ot 

loop 12 and will pertorm a tield study for the dwarf lake iris 

( DEIS page 5-44 , ,3 ) .  Great Lakes has retained the services of Mr . 

Don Henson, Botanical Consultant . Mr . Henson will survey portions 

ot Great Lakes ' proposed project tor the dwarf lake iri s ,  a State 

ot Michigan and Federally l isted threatened species ( DEIS page 5-

4 4 ,  ,3 / 4-40,  Table 4 . 1 . 5-1) . 

The survey area will include portions ot Loop 12 in Mackinac and 

Emmet Counties that have been identi tied as potential habitat by 

the Michigan Department ot Natural Resources (MI-DNR, DEIS page 5-

4 2 ,  '3) . Mr. Henson will conduct a survey between May 10 and June 

10,  1990 . Upon identitication of the dwarf lake iris , site

specitic maps will be prepared, photographs taken, and the area 

flagged . 

The survey results will be torwarded to FERC as soon as they become 
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available .  The report will contain survey dates and methods , 

photographs of exact areas surveyed , and Mr. Henson ' s  

qualifications and recommendations ( DEIS page 5-4 4 ,  !J) . 

Mitigative measures proposed will be based on the conclusions of 

the report . Great Lakes will forward possible mitigative actions 

with the results of this survey to the appropriate state and 

Federal agencies . Any proposals will address the abil ity of 

threatened and endangered plants to re-establish a stable 

population a fter construction activities ( DEIS page 5-4 2 ,  ! 3 ) . 
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MCOIQIIIIJ)BD UNUM 31 

"Great Lakes , in consultation with the Minnesota DNR, shall  
conduct a survey of the sandhill crane habitat within the 
proposed project area to determine . the need for further 
mitigation measures . If the state recommends route changes , or 
if Great Lakes proposes route changes as a result of this 
process , Great Lakes wil l  file the changes with the FERC for 
review and approval by the Director of OPPR prior to 
construction. "  

COIQIIn 
Great Lakes contacted Ms . Bonita Eliason of the Minnesota Natural 

Heritage Program (MN-DNR) in response to FERC ' s  concerns regarding 

the impact of proposed construction on sandhill crane habitat in 

Minnesota . Ms . Eliason stated that data on sandhil l  crane habitat 

is not complete and contains l ittle specific locational 

information. Most of the information is based on isolated 

sightings. Mr . steve Maxson , MN-DNR Wildl i fe Biologist, is 

currently conducting field investigations concerning the sandhill 

crane. Great Lakes wil l  contact Mr. Maxson and discuss potential 

habitat impacts regarding the proposed proj ect . 

Based on recommendations from the MN-DNR, Great Lakes will survey 

selected sandhill crane habitats and develop appropriate mitigation 

measures . All plans will be reviewed and approved by MN-DNR. 

Great Lakes anticipates submitting a report of results to FERC by 

August 1, 199 0 .  
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UCOJQIUpID lUWIuU 33 
"Great Lakes shall not construct within state-identified deer 
yards between December and March in order to reduce disturbance 
to winterinq deer . "  

CQIQIII!'1' 
Great Lake. aqrees that winter construction in deer winterinq areas 

can potentially have a neqative impact on the deer population . 

Great Lake. realize. that some Department of Natural Resources 

(DNR) officials have expres.ed concern about winter construction 

in traditional deer yardinq areas. DNR officials, however, 

qenerally consider the over!!ll impact of pipeline construction 

within deer yard. to be minimal . 

Deer yardinq is pri_rily a function of snow depth and cold 

weather. Deer are not normally confined to areas providinq thermal 

cover until the snow depth reaches or exceeds 1 . 5  feet and 

prolonqed periods of cold weather occur. To restrict construction 

based purely on a calendar is unreasonable and Great Lakes objects 

to the broad restriction prohibitinq construction from December 

throuqh March . 

�rinq the October 1989 - March 1990 loop construction in the Upper 

Peninsula of Michiqan, it was observed by DNR representatives 

(letter dated December 2 1 ,  1989 ) that the deer popUlation was 

estimated to occupy 80t of the normal summer ranqe by that date . 

No localized concentrations of deer were observed in Michiqan ' s  
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G4-74 Comment noted. We have reevaluated the need Cor a general time.cf-year 
restriction and agree with Great Lakes that such a restriction would not be 
warranted. We also agree that equally effective mitigation can be developed, if 
required, for a specific site at a specifIC time of year by consulting with regional 
wildliCe biologists. We have modified section 7.3 (DEIS recommendation 33) and 
section 5.1.4.22 by deleting the general time-cC·year restriction and adding the 
requirement that Great Lakes consult with regional DNR penonnel to develop 
appropriate mitigation, where required. 



Upper Peninsula during the remaining winter months of 1990.  

Construction window restrictions severely l imit available time for 

pipeline construction. Deer yarding areas are located primarily 

in forested wetlands . Mr. Roger Hack, Michigan DNR (MI-DNR) , has 

suggested that construction within wetlands shall b� l imited to 

December 1 through March 1 and July 1 to August 15 ( letter dated 

February 1, 199 0 ) . construction restrictions for deer yards 

recommended in the DEIS (page 5-38 ,  ' 6 )  are in conflict with the 

proposed MI-DNR construction windows for wetlands . 

construction in yarding areas does not invariably disturb or 

displace wintering deer. According to Mr . John Henderson and Mr . 

Richard Aartila , District Wildlife Biologists , MI-DNR, right-of

way clearing will temporarily increase food resource availability. 

Mr. Henderson stated that construction activity does not adversely 

affect deer . Mr. Aartila indicated that clearing provides winter 

woody browse and important early spring herbaceous browse . 

Mr . Jeff Wilson, Wisconsin DNR Wildlife Biologist , stated that deer 

are adaptable to construction activities and forest clearing can 

produce a positive effect by increasing browse availability . Mr . 

Wilson aillo indicated that if yarding strellll does occur, it is 

normally delayed until late winter or e
'
arlY spring . Refer to the 

following letters for documentation . 
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It i. Great Lakes ' policy to cooperate with local DNR wildl i fe 

personnel to monitor deer activity during winter construction . 

Great Lakes , with the assistance of Wildlife biologists , will 

develop mitigation plans if deer yarding occurs during winter 

construction . 
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November 20, 1989 

lelf Wilson 
Wildlife Division, Men:er Area 
State of WiscoDlio, Department of Natural Resources 
P.O. Boll 588 
Men:er, WI S4S47 

Dear Mr. Wilson 

""",, I. _� I:  
6800 So. TIi·169 

P.O. Boll 35108 
Minneapolis, MN 55435 

This letter is to document your disc:ussion on 10/13/89 with lulie Myhre concerning 
the pipeline CODitruction by Great Lakes Gas Transmission Company (GLGTC) 
Dear Asb1and. 

We undentood that construction after December 15th within the Bad River and 
Potato River deer yards would be acceptable to the DNR and would not cause 
stres. on the white tail deer populations. Construction is ClIpected to be completed 
in the area shortly after Wl/89. 

The type of seeding mixture proposed for restoration was also disc used. We 
undentood that the DNR approves of the formula with the exception of the 
Birdsfoot Trefoil as the latter does Dot provide a food source Cor the deer. 
Birdsfoot is not the major constituent in the mixture, but is provided Cor erosion 
control. We undentood that the mixture would be acceptable to the DNR provided 
it did not contain large amounts of Birdsfoot Trefoil. 

Please contact either of us if you have any questions regarding any of these matters. 

cc: 

Sincerely, 

BRAUN ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORIES, INC. 

� �  IJ1.� Myhre, P.E. 
Environmental lnspector, (715) 394�120 

-ew.d Sk,v.� 
Richard Skerie, PhD. 
Environmental Field Supervisor 

Bill Regan 
Jerry Katt 
Cluck Payment 
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Noel Fielding 
Glenn Phillips 
Tommy lones 

Doug Bergstrom 

.... .,... MIOURCII COIIIII ..... 
f'IotOINo4 J A"'IOI"S01 ... ...... \..,.1 ... _",,",,"TV " ... AY ,,"" IU," 

STATE Of MICHIGAN . 

�1 
,�::;J� .... _ . . 

JAMES J. 9I..ANCH.�ilC. c;.,vornor .,) !'T'I' .... �T "TPI ') .... 10 a. eL.!ctl 
.... .,·.10 .. 0 -OUPOll'l OEPARTMENT OF NATURAL �::SCIJRCcS 

CIA_IO , MM.II O-C .... 

District 3 Headquarters 
P .  O. Box 495 

Escanaba , Michigan 49829 

July 1 1 ,  1 9 8 9  

Mr .  Joseph Reinemann 
Braun Environmental Laboratories 
6800 South TH-169 
P .  O. Box 35108 
Minneapol i s ,  MN 5 5 4 3 5  

Dear Mr . Reinemann l 

Regarding your request for information on s ignif icant 
habitat areas, I can offer the following observations . 

There is general wildlife useage along the length of 
your pipeline through this District ,  including occas ional use 
by threatened and endangered species . However ,  to our 
knowledge , none of these species nest or significantly feed 
along or near the line . 

Almost all of the line does pass through deeryards . In 
fact the entire length of l ine , except possibly for the 
stretch from FFH-13 ( S .  2 0 ,  T41N, R19W) to the Fishdam 
River ( S .  21 , T4 1N, R18W ) , has moderate to heavy use by deer 
most winters . Even the above-mentioned stretch has some use 
by deer, especially during mild winters . Although the line 
has removed thermal cover for deer, it has provided some 
winter woody browse and early spring herbaceous browse .  

RA : Cp 

very truly yours , 

A�Jl.(J,"-4t.. �/� 
Richard Aartila 
Dis t .  Wildlife Biolog ist 
906-786-2351 

." 
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
,"ONINO. Box 154 

Karl stad . MN 56732 
July 1 7 .  1989 

G4 
. ,6.  

~ INNESOTA.< 

FILl Ne. 1!190 

Braun Env1ronmental Laborator f es 
6800 South TH-169 
P . O .  80x 35108 
Mfnneapol f s .  HN 55435 

RE : EG-080 . TCPL-2 Pfpe l f ne Loops 

Oear Mr . Reinemann : 

Your request for f nformatfon concerning the Marsha l l  County portion of the 
Great Lakes Gas ( Newfolde n )  loop project i nc l udes 2 work areas.  My work area 
ends at CSAH 28. A response from Gordon Foreste r .  Th i ef R f ve r  Fa l l s .  is a l so 
enc l osed for the area south of CSAR 28. 

The onl y  area of concern would be in the deer wf nter Concentr�tion area 
l ocated fn Sectf ons 1 1 .  1 4 .  23 & 24 of West Va l l ey Townshf p .  Constructfon o f  the 
p f pel f ne loop should have 1 1 tt l e  fmpact on thf s  area. Long term adverse fmpacts 
wf l l  not occur ff the project fs compl eted fn a neat and orderly manner . and the 
area is reseeded to vegetatfve cover . 

�nCerelY '  � 
. .  r 

� � ... 
George OJv f s  

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 
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STATE OF MICHIGAN 

1UoTUR.M. MIOUIICU C� 
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�:.;)J \IAoAlIH. J. ""\mAATY 1II1 .... Y �  _., 
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JAMES J. BLANCHARD. Governor 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

1II 10Jt.1 
... 

CMW) ,. ttA&.(5. ow.c .. 

Mr. Joseph C .  Reineman 
Environmental Technician 
6800 So. TH-169 
P . O .  Box 35108 
Minneapolis , Minnesota 55435 

Dear Mr .  Reine_n: 

Baraqa District ottice 
P . O .  Box 440 
Baraqa , Michiqan 49908 

July 19, 1989 

Enclosed are _ps showinq qeneral boundaries ot deer yards in 
Goqebic County . Boundarie. chanqe dependinq on deer populations 
and winter .everity . The last several years deer numbers have tMHIn 
increasinq and now averaqe 3 0  deer/sq . mile . 

I can not assess construction impacts without knowinq the extent 
of construction and timinq . Generally , tree cuttinq durinq winter 
wil l  attract deer . Machine noise associated with construction is 
not too bothersome to deer . It pipeline work is done in the 
existinq riqht-ot-way disturbance shOUld be minima l .  

I know o t  n o  eaqle or osprey nests i n  the existinq riqht-of-way . 

I hope this sketchy intormation is usetul . It you have additional 
questions please contact me . 

JB . qv  

�. 
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Sincerely ,  

John Hendrickson 
District Wildlife Bioloqist 
906-353-6651 
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t! . ITAn OF 

� I�][E$<C>'U' � 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

PHOHlNO. 
Gordon Fore.ter 
Area Wildlife Nanager 
123 Nain A... Borth 
Thi.f Riyer Fall., Nn �6701 
Pbon. 641-7790 

28 Jul, 1989 

BrauD Enyiron .. ntal Laboratori •• 
6800 South TN 169 
P. O. Box 3�l08 
Ninn.apoli., ftH �43� 

D.ar Nr. R.ineaann l 

FILl NO. 

Area. of concern for the pi�lin. 100pe in .y. work ar.a would b. the .eyeral 
protect� w.tland. that the loop will pa.. through. Th.r. i. a conaiderabl. 
aaount of wild land i.aediat.ly to the north of the puaping atation that h •• 

good nuaber. of Sharptail grou •• and ao .. Sandhill crane.. I ha •• highlighted 
on the aap the w.tland. and the Prot.ct� Water. Iny.ntory (PWI ) nuaber that 
identifi.. th... Th. project .hould haye aini.al i.pact on deer. Work in 
.arly .pring .a, di.turb di.playing Sharptail grou •• and Sandhill crane.. A 
perait .ill b. raquir� fro. the Depart .. nts Diyiaion of Watera to work in the 
.etland.. For perait raquiraent. you can contact Nik. Peloquin, Ar.a Kydrolo
gist, at thi. offic •• 

s�c t4  � � 
. '1 � Gar aD Fora.tar AWK 

AN EeUAL .PP.RTUNITY EMPL.YER 
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BlCOKKINDID HEABURI 34 

"To avoid the resuspension of potentially contaminated sediments in the Pine River (MP 854 . 8 ) and the Shiawassee River (MP 8 8 1 . 5 ) , Great Lakes shall submit to the Secretary of the Commission , along with comments from the appropriate state agencies , sitespecific mitigation plans for review and approval by the Director of OPPR prior to construction . "  

COKKIIft 
The proposed pipel ine crosses three ( 3 )  rivers with potentially 
contaminated sediments : the Pine River ( Loop 16, MP 8 54 . 8 ) , the 
Shiawassee River ( Loop 1 6 ,  MP 8 8 1 . 5 ) , and the Fl int River ( Loop 1 6 ,  
MP 893 . 4 )  (March 1 9 9 0  follow-up response to the December ,  1 9 8 9  FERC 
Data Request ,  DEIS 4-16,  '15) . These rivers drain the Saginaw River 
Basin into Lake Huron. Great Lakes disagrees with the need for 
testing of the sediments in these rivers ( DEIS page 5-2 5 ,  '1 2 ) , 
based on new information obtained from the Michigan DNR. 

Great Lakes I environmental consultant, Braun Environmental 
Laboratories , Inc. ( Braun) contacted Dr. Elwin Evans , Aquatic 
Biologist, MI-DNa. Dr. Evans said that trenching at the three 
river sites would pose no contamination threats to the environment 
from resuspension ' of the sediments . The MI-DNR decision not to 
require site-specific mitigation plans is outl ined and supported 
with evidence in a formal ized letter to Braun dated April 1 0 ,  1990 
and is attached to this comment . 

7-53 

G4 

75 

G4-75 FERC accepts the information provided by the MIDNR. We have deleted DEIS 
Recommendation 34. However, as a part of our recommended Stream and 
Wetland Construction and Mitigation Procedures (see appendix D), Great Lakes 
would be required to submit site-specific construction procedures to FERC for 
these rivers because they are greater than 100 feet wide at the crossing location. 



STATE OF MICHIGAN 

...... AL IIIICaMCII � 
1MOMAI J. MCllIIrION i1�1 � MMl.IHI J. ",,,,,,...n ........ QOII)()N I ClU'tIl' ...... -&LWODD A. ..... TT'S(JIrf JAMES J. BLANCHARD. Gove""" 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES O. SQWAIIT ...,.IM .. _ -

., ... -

Mr. John Downing 

STnENI T IMSOH IIUU)INQ po. BOil lOO2I LANItNQ . ... ..... 
DAVID " HM.IS. DlrICD 

April 1 0 ,  1990 

Braun Environaental Laboratori •• 
P . O .  Bo" 35108 
Minn •• poli., Minn.sota 54435 

Dear Mr. Downinl: 

RECEIVED 
APR 1 8 1990 

BRAUN 

Following our tel.phon. conv.r.ation, I ch.cked our reports and talked 
vith .taff biololi.t. faailiar vith the riv.r r.ach.s of concern on the 
Pin. , Flint and Shiav ..... Riv.rs in Saginav and Midland Count ies . 
Samplinl for .ediment contaainants at the thr •• propos.d riv.rs is not 
r.quired for the followinl r.a.on • •  

1 .  Flint River crossinl, Saginaw County Tl0N R5E Section 2 7 .  
S.diments i n  this ar.a are primarily .and ov.r a deep clay b a  • • •  
S.diment contaaination has not be.n det.ct.d i n  thia river reach . 

2 .  Shiava •••• Riv.r ,  Salinaw County Tl0N R3E S.ction 2 2 .  Sadiments in 
this rivsr reach are primarily fin. sand over a d.ep clay base . 
Soms inorganic silts may also be encounter.d. S.diment 
contaaination has not be.n d.t.ct.d in this river reach. 

3 .  Pine Riv.r ,  Midland County T13N R2W S.ction 2 6 .  Sediments i n  this 
river r.ach are primarily sand and gravel vith some inorganic silts . 
S.dim.nt. in this river reach had only trace l.vels of contaminants 
mora than 10 years ago . 

At th.se three propos.d river crossings , .cologically significantly 
contaaination vould not b. encountered .v.n though some upstream river 
raaches have had highly contaminated s.diments in the pas t .  In the Pine 
River the contaainants are being buri.d by natural processes behind a 
daa. A s1a1lar situation e"iats in the Shiavaaaee River .  Contaminated 
.edia.nts in the Flint Riv.r vere found almost 20 y.ars ago near tvo 
vastevat.r treatment faciliti.s v.ll upstream of the proposed crossing 
and vould not be creating a problem downs tream at this time . In any case , 
the grav.la, .and. and clay vould not r.tain significant concentration of 
contaminants. 
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Mr. John Downing 
Page Two 
April 1 0 ,  1990 

Crossing these streams vith a pipeline vould not create a long term 
environaental impact requiring mitigation, as long as appropriate 
construction techniques are used to minimize bank eros ion and sediment 
deposition in the river during and following construction. Erosion 
control techniques have been outlin.d as part of Michigan ' s  Eros ion and 
Sedimentation Control Act and a manual may be secured f rom the Land and 
Weter Manag.m.nt Division vhen you apply for the required 346 p.rmit s .  

I f  I can b .  o f  further assistance on this matt. r ,  f • •  l free t o  contact 
me at 5 1 7-335-4 182 . If you have questions regarding the 346 permit or 
.ro.ion control , call Le. Thomas .t 5 1 7-373-924 4 .  

c c :  L e s  Thomas , LWMD 

Sincer.ly, � 
-#k� � 

Elvin E. Evsns , Ph . D .  
Aquatic Biologist 
Gr.st Lak •• and Environmental 

Ass.ssment S.ction 
Surface Water Quality Division 
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UCOJIIIGID IIIMVRI 35 
"Because of the exceptional value of Trask creek, Iron River, 
DeChamps creek, Two Mile creek, Middle Branch Ontonagon River, 
South Branch Paint River, and North Branch Iron River, Great 
Lakes shall implement the following additional construction 
procedures to supplement those presented in appendix o .  In order 
to reduce the amount of suspended sediments introduced into the 
waters , all in-stream work ( e . g . , trenching , pipe installation, 
backfilling) shall be completed within one 24-hour period . This 
means all preparation activities ( e . g . , pipe bending , welding , 
coating , etc . ) should be completed prior to initiating trenching . 
Excavation and backfilling shall be conducted with backhoes 
simultaneously from both streaabanks , and no equipment shall be 
permitted in or across the stream. "  

COIIMIIIT 
Great Lakes expects that all of these stream crossings can be 

completed within 48  to 72  hours (with the possible exception of the 

South Branch of the Paint River) . Permit. issued by the ONRa for 

stre_ crossing construction in 1989 did not impose a 24 hour 

restriction to complete the crossing. ONRs allowed up to seven 

days for completion of in-stream work . In addition, attempting to 

complete strellJl cros.ings within one 24-hour period is risky, 

impractical and impossible in many case., for the following 

reasons I 

1 .  Attempting to operate heavy equipment under artificial 
l ighting increases risk for accidents and spills.  

2.  The coarse-textured sandy soils in Wisconsin and Michigan do 
not al low in-stream trenching to be c��pleted in an expedient 
manner. Trenches have to be cut with shallow s ideslopes to 
protect against cave-ins, even in the smallest of streams . 
This requires extra time compared to construction in clay
type soils where trench walls tend to remain stable. 

3.  Rock may be present which could necessitate in-stream 
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G4-76 Comment noted. After review of in-Btream construction procedures provided by 
MIDNR to Great Lakes for construction across streams and wetlands (see 
comment letter F9, Ottawa National Forest referenced letters) we have revised 
this recommendation to allow a maximum of 48 hours to complete "instream" 
construction. All construction activities associated with site preparation, pipe 
Sll8elDbly, and site restoration are not included In this 48-hour construction 
window. 



blasting, requiring a longer construction period. In 
addition, blasting is not allowed by state law during night 
time hours . 

Great Lakes agrees to construct these crossings using excavation 

equipment operating trom one or both streambanks it no rock is 

present. I t  consolidated rock is tound, equipment �ust enter the 

stre .. to drill shot holes tor blasting. 

Great Lakes assumes that -no equip.ent shall be permitted in or 

across the stream- does not apply to the construction ot temporary 

bridges tor equipment passage at these crossings . The move-around 

distances shown in the tollowing table retlect the extra distance 

construction equip.ent would have to travel along the " right-ot-

way and existing roads , to reach the opposite side ot the streams . 

PROPOS.D 
BUJt 'rO IIOVIl-JUlOUJID COIISTRUCTIOII 

"'LlPOs" IDUII un " D'1'I  DIIDlfCI � 
329 . 5  Trask Creek 8 '  4 . 7  mUes FLUME 

3 36 . 6  Iron River 29 ' 1 . 4  mUes FLUME 

337 . 9  DeChamps Crk. 23 ' 3 . 4  miles FLUME 

441 . 2  Two MUe Crk. NA • 6 . 2  ailes FLUME •• 
( Intermittent) 

444 . 0  Mid. Br. 2 0 '  5 . 5  aUes NET TRENCH 
ontonagon Rvr. 

460 . 9  So . Br . 75 ' 6 . 1  miles NET TRENCH 
Paint Rvr . 
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MILBPOST UBDH 
474 . 5  No. Dr . 

Iron Rvr. 

BAliK TO 
BMK WIDTH 

58 ' 

PROPOSED 
IOVB-AROUBD CONSTRUCTION 

DISTNfCB � 
2 . 5  miles WET TRENCH 

* Pro tile/width not available;  intermittent streams were not 
protiled - width probably less than 10 ' 

** It water is present 

The restriction ot not allowinq equipment to cross the river would 

not only attect river-crossinq construction equipment , but all 

other construction crews and equipment as wel l .  The additional 

cost associated with the move-around is estimated at $200, 000 per 

crossinq , as the construction equipment would need to be 

transported around the stream it no bridqed-traftic crossinqs are 

allowed. 
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G4 
DIPAIITIlINT 0' NATUIlAI. 1I110URe .. 

PERMIT 
Pormil No. 88-2-72 (s) 
OOCo I....... 01-01-99 
EaIO""'" _________ _ 
11 ... _ 
E.pI'H 12-31-90 

I 
, Thll pe,mM II grlnt ... _ pr_ 01: : r  

u GrMt LaIces Gas �ion � 
I 300 Bay Street 

iii Thl Inll"" LaIIH Ind S"".m" Act. lin P.A. 341. II "_"""': 
o PetoaQy, HI 49170 

o The O_I LaIIu Subrn.,. ... LI""" Act. ltS5 PA 247. II Imlnd 
o fI_ Pilin lIeg .... lory Acl. 112. P.A. 2C5. I • .....-. T O L  .J iii The 00ern..,_1-.. WIII_ PmlCtlon Act. 1171 P.A. 203. 
o 

........ ......., 

Conetruct a 36" O.D. natural 9U pipeline c:rouing by the "fl�" method and construct 
an 83 foot long, t�uy "Bailey" type bddge, place roadway appcoad\ fill, 
conetruct a t�uy apoU atoracJe area and earthen diku. 

fI .. , -coti. A,,"*, 

N.Br. 
_0,", ... n ... '" .. II ... rtI1II 11 ,""IHt . .... -.... 1_ ... 
A. ............. ... " __ .. _ • ...-.. .. ...... eM-. , •• ___ n •• · . ......... � •• .....,. .. c ...... _, .. ..  , ...... _III Condo'IOf'I' 01 , .. , 0""'"1. .. n. • •  _ .. .. ......... .. ............... � ""' ....... ..... 110' c .... � ......... II .......... ., Act ... 2.' of 1ft. PIiMc .a.c:. of ,tlt. II ""." .. C. n.. . ...... 1ftIII .. ... II .. ... .. __ , __ ........ .. .......... a . .. _" ..... , ... .......... "'. oro..ct or .... . 11 dtlt of •• ew ...... 
O. AII ...- ..... .. c ............ . ...-.c.t ._ .. .... aN ............... ..... " .. ..... "' • •  ..-..... .... , . .... � .000'c ....... '''KI'H "'t, ••• I. ... ....... ..... .. _ � _  ......... . ...... .. ... .... .... .... ., .. .., ... .. ....... .. I' •• t' • •  dtH .... .. lite IINC ... ' . ..  ....., . ........ ".,1Ioft P . • •• "" .... , __ .....- .. ...... ... ............. ....... . __ .... ...... . ICC..--. _"'AcI 'J .. .... ""'lite Act. of " 74. "" c ..... ., ... .,. • .e .. of ,,.. ' ........... .. .  _ ..... a. '''' ......... ,.........., ...................................... _ ........ _...,....., ...... , ......... ., ........................... , •. Il0l' ..... ,''' ..... . 

.,. . ...... IY .. ..... ............ .. ..... ...... � .... .... ..... I1._L M. n.. . .... .... ,.. ................................. ., .................. I .......... _..., ....... CMttl .. .............. fllec .... ry .... GII�, .... ,,"" .. 
L· , ...... " .. INII ,....., .. � .. ....... ........ ............. .... ........... .. .. ....... IY ........... � ""  . ....... I .. �c ............. . "'orw .. dI" • .,. • • n.c" ... ., .. _ ..... .... c.� ............. -. . J. n.. . .... ..... ,.. .. ...... ... ............... ................... .. ... � .. NI .... lltMWe .. . I. , ..... .. ..... .... ..... _ ................................................ ........ ............. lftfrIOfcMK.IOI'I •• O'.Cllrrt ... 'lDftIIOC S' ••• Act. 'ed.,II Act 

.,.,.,. ... ...... ....... ... ....... .. ....... . L w.a . .. .... ..... ......., .. .. ....... . '- ....... . ... , ...... ................ .... ..,.....1IOItt: 

Refer to the genen1 canditiona in permit 88-2-72 which are a put of this permit . 

'1be "fllDing" method of crouing ·shall be used. 
'1be " fl�" shall be of sufficient aize to handle the strem flow. 

David .,. Hales 

co: Divt.ion 
D1atdct By 

o�o.p�rtm.;! �rces 
u...l. d· 

CPA - DicJsir!lon"eo. 
!!Awl Enyil'QJlDlllltal 
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BBCOKMINDID KEASUBB 3§ 

"Because of the sensitivity and .importance to the regional 
fishery of the Mississippi,  Bois Brule, Maple Rivers , Welch , 
Seimens , Powder Mill , Planter and Henderson Creeks , and Cooks 
Run , Great Lakes shall file with the Secretary of the Commiss ion 
a site-specific mitigation plan, together with comments on these 
stream crossings from the appropriate state agencies , for review 
and approval of the Director of OPPR prior to construction . The 
mitigation plan shal l  include the construction time period, 
amount of time required for instream construction, and 
restoration measures which would be used . "  

COKMIIfT 
For FERC ' s  documentation that it has ful filled its NEPA 

obligations , Great Lakes will send to FERC the state DNR stream 

crossing permits and Great Lakes ' site specific stream crossing 

mitigation plan to fulfill the above requirement . The above stream 

crossing plans will be filed with the commission by May 1 5 ,  199 0 .  
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G4-77 Comment noted and accepted. 

71 



UCOIQIIGID IlIMUBB 37 
·Since the Tacoosh and sturgeon Rivers contain spring and fall 
aigratory runs of steel head and salmon , Great Lakes shall 
restrict construction across these rivers to the low-flow summer 
months of July and August. " 

COIIKIlfl' 
Great Lakes objects to this tight construction window for these two 

rivers. 

As discussed in the introductory section to the response to the 

DEIS, construction time windows present a signi ficant hardship to 

Great Lakes . Construction in streams is heavily dependent on the 

timing of the issuance of the FERC Certificate, state DNR permits , 

and contractual obligations to transport the required volumes of 

natural gas to customers . 

The construction time windows table (Attachment 1 )  combines the 

various restrictions for wildli fe ,  wet�ands, fisheries, and other 

concerns dramatically illustrates the e ffect of these windows on 

the planned construction . Attempting to comply with all of these 

restrictions would require numerous skips, move-arounds , additional 

contractors , would needlessly prolong the construction period, and 

could increase the cost of the project by as much as $ 1 . 4 mill ion . 

Great Lakes will work with state DNRs to define mutually acceptable 

time windows . Great Lakes feels that the environmental mitigation 
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04-78 PERC appreciates Oreat Lakea concerna reprdlnl the time restrlctiona that It 
mlllt adhere to In order to conatruct a project of this magnitude while sufficiently 
Protectinl the natural resources of the realon. We also n:colnize that these 
resources an: extremely valuable to the people inhabitinl these reaions. The 
MIDNR haa c:xpreaaed seriOIll concern to III reaardinl the protection of spawninl 
areal and the well beinl of future year claase:a of steelhead and salmon in these 
rivers, 81 well 81 recruitment of these year claasea into Lake Michipn. For these 
reasons. we stand by these construction windows. As noted in appendix O(I)(C-
1). we have allowed the responsible state alencies to chance these windows should 
they feel it too restrictive. or not restrictive enouah. 



.. asures (erosion and sedimentation control) and the construction 

techniques proposed will adequately protect streams from 

significant damage . In the unlikely event that si9nificant stream 

degradation occurs , Great Lakes will cooperate with the DNR to 

develop remedial plans to restore stream habitats . 
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UcoJlll1Q!PlD guVII 38 

-Great Lakes shall l imit construction activities across the 
Brevoort River to the period between June 15 and September 1 . -

CQJQIIIIZ 
As previously mentioned, construction time windows present a 

significant hardship to Great Lakes . Similar to the concern raised 

in the ca.aent to Reco .. ended Measure ] 7 ,  this tight construction 

time window restriction would neceasitate separate mobilization 

which could increase the cost of the project by $ . 7  million . The 

timing of construction through streams depends on many factors , 

including , the issuance of the FERC Certificate, state DNR permits , 

and contractual obligations to transport natural gas to Great 

Lakes ' customers . 

Great Lakes will work closely with state DNRs concerning time 

windows to determine a reasonable construction schedule. Great 

Lakes feels that the proposed environaental mitigation measures and 

construction techniques will adequately protect the streams from 

significant damage . 
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04-79 Comment noted. Refer to the c:ommenta and reapolllCll 04-2 and 04-78. We 
aland by thil recommendation. 



UCQIQUQlPBD IllAStlBl 3 , 

"Great Lakes shall flume and dry-ditch the crossinq of the 
Manistee River . "  

COIQIBII'1' 
Great Lakes aqrees that the Manistee River ( Loop 14 , MP 750 . 0 )  is 

one of the top quality trout streams in Michiqan and that it 

contains siqnificant areas of salmonid spawninq habitat ( DEIS paqe 

4-3 3 ,  ,5) . Great Lakes also concurs that the Manistee River 

provides hiqh quality spawninq habitat and recreational fishinq for 

brown and brook trout ( DEIS paqe 5-3 2 ,  ,5) . However, Great Lakes 

disaqrees with the recommendation that the crossinq shall  be a 

flumed type crossinq. 

Accordinq to the United States Department of Aqriculture Soil 

Survey of Antrim County , Michiqan ( 1978 ) , the Manistee River 

crossinq is located in an area characterized by Rubicon sand . This 

soil is a course-textured , non-plastic sand with a hiqh 

permeability rate. Accordinq to this survey , the Rubicon series 

has a severe l imitation for shallow excavations because the 

cutbanks cave into the trench. Additionally, the series has a 

severe limitation for construction of banks and levees due to 

seepaqe. Because of these unfavorable soil characteristics , there 

is a hiqh potential for a flume failure at this location . A flume 

failure could result in a siqni ficant release of sediments 

downstream from the crossinq site .  other nearby attempts to 
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04-80 Comment noted and accepted. Plcuc see reviacd section 5.1.4.1.2 and reviacd 
section 7.3. OEIS recommendation 39 haa been deleted. 



complete a bored croasinq of this river have failed due to the poor 

soil conditions . It is Great Lakes intention to wet trench the 

Manistee River in the same manner as the riv�r was successful ly 

crossed at MP 763 . 96 durinq Great Lakes construction in early 1990 . 

Durinq the 1989- 1990 construction , the Manistee River was wet 

trenched usinq interlockinq sheet pil inq to support the trench 

walls.  This technique resulted in a narrow trench ( compared to 

conventional wet trench methods) and minimal discharqe of sediments 

durinq construction. 

Mr . Joe Kutkuhn of the Upper Manistee River Association, and Mr . 

Fred Gottschalk of the MI-DNR, aqreed that this crossinq technique 

was extremely effective in reducinq disturbance to the stream and 

resulted in a aiqnificant reduction in downstream sedimentation . 
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UCOIQIIIJ)BD JlBMUBI f1 
"Great Lakes shall not clear any additional right-of-way 
vegetation between MPs 664 and 6 7 4 . 5  to protect a wooded dune 
and swale complex . " 

COJQWI'1' 
During the co_ent period , Great Lakes '

visual ly inspected the 

wooded dune and swale complex between mileposts 664 . 0  and 674 . 5 . 

It was determined that additional right-of-way vegetation will have 

to be cleared through this area . The only means of el iminating 

additional right-of-way clearing would be by placing the loopline 

closer to the mainline. However, the sandy soils and wetlands in 

this area will not permit placing a new trench closer to the 

existing mainl ine without j eopardizing its stability . Adequate 

space (at least 25 feet) needs to be maintained between the 

mainline and the loopline to allow the ditch through this area to 

be excavated with relatively flat side slopes to prevent cave-ins . 

The safest way to install the loopline closer to the mainline would 

be to drive sheet piling next to the mainline and excavate the 

trench next to the sheet piling. Estimated cost to install such 

sheet piling over a 10-mile distance would be approximately $6 

million , which Great Lakes considers prohibitive compared to the 

costs of additional clearing of right-of-way . 

Great Lakes does recognize the sensitive nature and unique features 

of this WOoded dune and swale complex . Various state of Michigan 

and federal regulations control activity in this area . Table 1 
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pr ••• nt. federal and .tat. of Michigan management programs 

aff.cting this ar.a. 

Gr.at Lak •• is will ing to .xplore f.a.ible alt.rnatives to clearing 

additional right-of-way vegetation in this wooded and swale 

complex. In an inforaal data request to Great Lakes (April 11,  

1990 ) , FERC .ugge.ted that Gr.at Lakes .xplore the option of 

r.routing the looplin •• A. di.cus •• d in section 6 . 1  of the DEIS , 

route variations oft.n do not reduce environm.ntal impacts to an 

area b.cau •• enviroruaentally •• nsitiv. area. often span several 

mile. in .ither direction of the proposed route . Great Lakes will 

con.ult with regulatory ag.nci •• to develop feasible alternatives. 

Th. degr •• of l.gi.lation prot.cting this area r.stricts activities 

that may cau •• la.ting .nviroruaental d.gradation. Great Lakes has 

addr •••• d th ••• regulation., is acquiring the n.c.ssary p.rmits and 

will comply with all r.l.vant regulation. conc.rning this area . 
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8!l!lam &&!!It 

U.s. Forest Service 

DNR - Michigan 

U.s. Forest Service 

U.S. National Pa(k 
service 

DNR-Michigan 

DNR-Michigan 

-...... _------_ ..... _ ....... _ .... 

TABLE 1: Fedcnl .ad State 01 Mlchlgaa Manacement Pmram, of the 
Wooded Daile and S_1e Complex hetween MP 664 and MP 674.5 

Federal andlor State Milepost 
RegulatloDs Manacement Plan !!PJ!!:g!1 
HiaWltha Nation Forest Land Management Area 8.1 672.7 -
Resource Management Plan, Candidate Research 6743 
1986 Natural Area 

Coastal Zone Management Great Lakes Submerged Does not 
Act 1972 Land Act 247 affect project 

Hiawatha National Forest Land Forest - wide standards 664.5 -
Resource Management Plan, and guidelines for 670.0 
1986 Coastal Zone Areas 

36 CFR, Part 62 National Natural A site has not 
Landmark Program been designa ted 

Michigan Public Act Critical Dune Areas 662-664 
146 and 147; Shoreline 669.3-670 
Protection and Management Act 

Element Oa:urrence 664.5-667.4 
Records· �9.3-672.7 

673.9-675.3 . This is a database system, not a management plan . 
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UCOJIJIBIIJ)JD MlASJlBI 42 
-Great Lakes shall submit to the FERC , for review and approval 
by the Director of OPPR prior to construction , a mitigation plan 
that identifies individual wetlands where winter construction 
would be conducted. -

COJIJIBIIT 
Great Lakes cannot submit the exact locations where winter 

construction will be used to construct through wetlands . winter 

construction locations will depend on the date that Great Lakes 

secures the necessary peraits and on the weather conditions 

necessary to prepare the wetlands for winter construction . s ince 

winter construction involve. the freezing of the construction side 

of the right-of-way in the wetland , so as to provide a continuous 

roadway , the pipeline can be installed in essentially the same 

manner as used in conventional upland fairweather construction. 

Mitigation techniques for wetlands are described in Great Lakes ' 

Soil Erosion and Sediment control Plan as filed with FERC in March , 

1990. 

Areas that Great Lakes has identified as potential sites for winter 

construction are: 

A .  Milepost 18 2 . 2-201 . 2  - 19 . 0  miles - Loop section 4 

B .  Milepost 2 2 6 . 4-24 1 . 2  - 14 . 8  miles - Loop section 6 
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04-82 Comment noted and accepted. Please see revised section S.1.7.2 and section 7.3. 
OEIS recommendation 42 has been deleted. 



Wetland locations between these mileposts , can be found in Appendix 

E of these co_ents o. 
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RICQKMlKPID "IAIORI 43 
"Great Lakes shall file with the Commission a mitiqation plan 
that .peci fie. the wetlands where existinq corduroy roads wou�d 
be used by con.truction equipment . The plan shall specify the 
location of the corduroy road , includinq it. width, and the 
location of the existinq pipeline and the proposed trench . These 
ite.. shal l  be .hown on a cros.-.ectional diaqram that also 
indicate. the existinq cleared riqht-of-way width and any 
required te.porary riqht-of-way. This plan shall be reviewed and 
approved by the Director of OPPR prior to construction . "  

CQKMlII'1' 
Great Lake. aqree. to use exi.tinq corduroy road. wherever possible 

as it i. econo.ically and environmentally advantaqeous to do so . 

However, Great Lake. doe. not aqree to prepare and file the 

requested plan with FERC, a. construction in wetlands is under the 

juri.diction of other state and federal aqencie. ( ie :  state DNR and 

corp. of Enqineers) . FERC ' .  review and approval of any .uch 

aitiqation plan would con.titute an unnecessary publication of 

requlatory function • •  

Further, Great Lake. proposes t o  consult with state DNR and the 

Corp. of Enqineers with respect to the need to construct new 

corduroy roads . We respectfully request that FERC acquiesce in the 

DNR and Corp. peraittinq and approval process . 
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UCOJIIIIGID UUQU U 
"For the construction across the 12 rivers that have been 
proposed for inclusion in Federal or state inventories of wild 
and scenic rivers, Great Lakes shall file a mitiqation and 
restoration plan for the review and approval of the Director of 
OPPR prior to construction . " 

COJIIIIII'1' 
Great Lakes has prepared a site-specific plan for all perennial 

streams , which includes the rivers listed as potential candidates 

for national or state inventories of wild and scenic rivers , ( DEIS 

paqe 4-77 , t1) i . e . , Black River (MP 406 . 1 ) , cisco Branch ontonaqon 

River (MP 4 3 8 . 5 ) , Middle Branch ontonaqon River (MP 444". 0 ) , South 

Branch Paint River (MP 4 6 0 . 9 ) , Korth Branch Ford River (MP 528 . 2 ) , 

Escanaba River (MP 547 . 0) , Sturqeon River (MP 575 . 3 ) , Indian River 

(MP 598 . 5 ) , Manistee River (MP 7 5 0 . 0) , Muskeqon River (MP 8 03 . 1 ) ,  

Pine River (MP 854 . 8 ) , and Shiawassee River (MP 8 8 1 . 5) . These 

mitiqation and restoration plans address the concern for the 

preservation of those features for which the river was l isted 

( i . e . , recreation, fisheries ,  qeoloqic formations) ( DEIS paqe 5-

9 2 ,  t6) . 

A copy of the special instructions and stipulations found in the 

permit will be forwarded to FERC prior to construction . 
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UCOIQIBNPBD MlNUU 47 
"For the active sand pits located at MPs 39 1 . 5 , 706 . 8 ,  714 . 9 ,  and 
93 6 . 0 , and the active gravel pit at MP 2 3 6 . 8 ,  Great Lakes shall 
contact the owner/operator of these mining operations regarding 
proposed pipeline encroachment and to negotiate suitable 
agreements to ensure that pipeline instal lation would not 
adversely aftect tuture mining operations . Any route 
real ignments shall be tiled with the Secretary of the Commiss ion 
tor review and approval by the Director of OPPR prior to 
construction . "  

COJOIBIT 
Great Lakes has negotiated a 75 foot width of the right-of-way near 

the gravel pit at MP 2 3 6 . 8 .  The gravel pit is currently inactive . 

The right-ot-way width near the sand/gravel pit at MP 39 1 . 5  is 

being negotiated at this time . The current status of the right

ot-way is undefined, and Great Lakes intends to define a specific 

width ot 75 teet prior to construction . 

Great Lakes has previously negotiated a right-of-way easement at 

MP ' .  706 . 8 ,  7 14 . 9  and 936 . 0  to adequately accommodate the 

installation ot additional pipelines . Currently, all three of 

these sand pits are inactive . No real ignments around these gravel 

pits are anticipated. 
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04-85 FERC notes Oreat Lakes' response to OBIS recommendation 47 in section 7.3. 
The status of these commercial operations has been updated. 



APPIDIDIJ: A 

PIPBLIHB ROUTB/NOBJURISDICTIO.AL LOCATIO. MAPS 

Great Lakes submitted oversized aerial photos showing their suggested route 
variations. Because of their size, they are not reprinted here. 
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APPBlIDIlt C 

BR08IOII COIl'1'ROL, RBVBGBTATIOII, AIm IlAIII'1'BIIAliCB PLAII 

Great Lakes provided a number of comments on our Recommended Erosion 
Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan (appendix C). We have reviewed and discussed 
these comments in section 5.1.2 of the FEIS. �ecause of the volume of material, their 
comments on appendix C are not reprinted here. 
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APPBJlDIX D 

STREAK AJID WETLAND COKSTRUCTIOK 
AJID KITIGATIOK PROCBDURES 

Great Lakes provided a number of comments on our recommended Stream and 
Wetland Construction and Mitigation Procedures (appendix D). We have reviewed and 
discussed these comments in sections 5.1.3.2.1 and 5.1.7.2. Because of the volume of material, 
their comments on appendix D are not reprinted here. 

G4 



APPBNDIX B 

WBTLANDS CROSSBD BY THB PROPOSBD GRBAT LAKBS 
NIP PROJBCT FACILITIBS 

Great Lakes provided their revisions to our wetland crossing tables (see response 
to comment G4-21). Because of the volume of the material, it is not reprinted here. 
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APPBlIDIX G 

BIS DISTRIBUTION LIST 

�UI 
Great Lakes would l ike to point out that the EIS distribution l ist 

does not include Chequamegon National Forest , Hiawatha National 

Forest and the Minnesota Pollution contr�� Agency. These agencies 

should be included on the final EIS distribution list. 

G4 

G4-86 Comment noted. See revised appendix G. 
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CNG Transmission 
Corporation 

:.II)\v..-sr Md·n:lI'P.t:-1 
Cdlk=iOUf;J Wv .:'o3l);.:' ,2J:i1.l 
.30-1'623·8000 
:..Et3-'l OEP4An.tfN r 

Lois D. Cashell , Secretary 
Federal Enerqy Requlatory Commission 
825 North capitol Street, NE 
washinqton , DC 20426 

Re : CNG Trans.ission Corporation 

A C:'4C :::m"IF.J,NY 

April 27 , 1990 

Docket Nos . CP89-712-000/CP88-195-002/CP88-195-005 
Ceti/Indeck and Niaqara Coqen Projects 
CNG ' s  Comments on the DEIS and Updates on the Niaqara 
Coqen and ceti/Indeck Data Responses tiled 
at FERe on February 26. 1990 

Dear Secretary Cashell :  

CNG submits tor tilinq, in the captioned proceedinq 
comments on the open-season Nipps Dratt Environmental Impact 
Statement ( OEIS) issued by FERC on March 1 6 ,  199 0 .  Comments are 
due at FERC on April 10,  199 0 .  

CNG also submits tor tilinq ' in this proceedinq Updates 
to its Data Response tiled at FERC on February 2 6 ,  1990.  

CNG has also sent a copy ot this til inq, via Federal 
Express overniqht serlice, to Georqe Willant, at EBASCO, the 
FERC ' s  environmental consultant on these proj ects. 

Sincerely, � � ,/ t � /21 � <T.Jt;C20 
James M .  Hostetler 

xc : Kurt Flynn, FERC 
Georqe Willant, EBASCO 
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Slli.i.IID. 
2 . 1 .8 

2 . 1 .6 

2 . 1 .8 

2 . 1 . 9 .5 . 1  

2 . 2 . 1  

2 . 2 . 1  

CNG ' S  COMMENTS ON NIAGARA IMPORT POINT PROJECT 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

Paae 

2-3 10 
Tabl e  2 . 1 .2 

2-12 

2-13 

2-15 

2-25 

2-25 
and 2-27 

COlllllents 

The Leidy meter station i n  Ni agara Cogen 
(Docket No . CP88-195-005) whi c h  proposes to 
del i ver gas to Texa s Eastern wi l l  be a new 
fac i l ity at an exi sting s i te not a 
modi fication to an exi sti ng meter station.  

The TL-403 replacement pipe and the 
regulation at Mari l l a  proposed in Ni agara 
Cogen (Docket No . CP88-195-005) are a l so 
proposed and required i n  CETl /l ndeck ( Docket 
No. CP89-7 12-000) .  Al l conments in the DEIS 
that pertai n  to the repl acement pi pel i ne and 
meter st!tion at Mari l l a shoul d  be incl uded 
in the sections for both projects . 

Although CNG and Texas Eastern are co
app l i cants i n  Ni agara Cogen ( Docket No. CP-
88-195-005 ) ,  the fac i l i t ies descri bed i n  
Section 2 . 1 .8 are proposed t o  be who l l y
owned and constructed by CNG. Texas Eastern 
woul d  have no responsi b i l i ty for or 
ownersh i p  in the described fac i l i t i es .  

Transportati on o f  29,000 Hefd of natura l gas 
to Texas Eastern wi l l  occur with a new 
i nterconnection at lei dy not an exi st i ng 
i nterconnect i on at leidy. 

As stated in a data response fi l ed wi th FERC 
on February 26, 1990, a third staging area 
for Tl-470, in add i t i on to the staging areas 
on the eastern end and western end of the 
pipel i ne, is required on the eastern s i de of 
the Hudson R i ver. CNG has not yet obtai ned 
an option on a property. 

As stated in the FI-IV of the PennEast 
Niagara Cogen Project submi tted to FERC, 
at page 1, Sect ion 1 .2 . 2 ,  the exi st i ng 
ma i ntained r i ght-of-way for Tl-403 i s  55 
feet, not 100 feet, and the total  
construction right-of-way is 100 feet, not 
120 feet . 

G5 
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GS-l 

I GS.2 

GS-3 

GS-4 

GS·S 

GS-6 

Comment noted. See revised table 2.1.2. 

Thank you Cor your comment. 

Thank you for your comment. See Cootnote to section 2.1.8. 

Comment noted; section 2.1.9.5.1 haa been revised accordingly. 

This additional inCormation haa been Incorporated into section 2.2.1. 

Figure 2.2-7 and section 2.2.1 have been revised. However, acreages have not 
been revised since affected acreage would be reduced by only 1 acre. 



.illllin 

5. 1 . 2 . 2  

5. 1 .3 . 2 . 1 

5 . 1 . 2 . 1  

5. 1 . 3 . 2 . 1  

5 . 1 .8 . 1 . 2  

Paoe 

5-7 

Tab l e  
5 . 1 . 3 . - 1  

5-9 & 
Fi gure 5 . 1 . 2-1  

5-17 

5-67 

-2-

Conments 

CNG responded to Staff ' s  standard set of 
erosion control , vegetation,  and 
ma i ntenance procedures in the data response 
f i l ed wi th FERC on February 26, 1990. After 
reviewing Staff ' s  procedures in Appendi x  C 
of the OEIS which were modi fied to 
i ncorporate conments from appl i cant s ,  
CNG ' s  conments o n  t h e  procedures a r e  st i l l  
val i d  and are at tached as Exhi bit B.  
EstilMted vol umes of hydrostatic  test water 
for Tl-470 and Tl-403 are 430, 000 and 32,000 
ga l l ons,  respect i vely. 

CNG proposes a modi f i cation to Fi gure 5 . 1 . 2-
1 which shows topsoi l  stri pp i ng cro�s
sect i on .  Thi s  modi f i cation i s  shown in 
Exh i b i t  C and moves the stri pped topsoi l 
area from the out s i de of the s poi l s i de to 
the outs ide of the wor k  s i de of the ROW. 
Thi s  modi ficat i on ensures separation of the 
excavated spoi l and the stri pped topsoi l and 
el i mi nates the di stance ( and unusea b l e  ROW) 
between the spoi l and topsoi l required by 
the method shown i n  Figure 5 . 1 . 2- 1 .  

After revi ewing Staff ' s  Stream and Wet l and 
Construction and Mitigation Procedures i n  
Appendi x  0 o f  the OEIS,  which were modi fied 
to i ncorporate conments from appl icant s ,  
CNG ' s  comments o n  the procedures f i l ed with 
FERC on February 26, 1990 are sti l l  val i d  
and are attached. 

CNG provided a copy of i t s  plan approva l for 
one 1100 Hp compressor and a copy of the 
appl ication for the other 1 100 HP compressor 
at State l i ne in the data response fi l ed on 
February 26, 1990 - not "a copy of i t s  a i r  
permit appl i cation for the two 1 , 100-HP 
compressor units " .  CNG submits  the p l an 
approval for the other 1 , 100 HP compressor 
at State l i ne i n  the data response update 
i nc l uded in thi s transmi ttal • .  
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G5-7 

G5-8 

05-9 

G5-10 

G5-11 

Several comments were received from CNG concerning the Erosion Control, 
Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan in appendix C. Appendix C has been revised 
to include any changes resulting from consideration of CNG's comments. Please 
refer to section 7.3 (DEIS recommendation 8 modified) for circumstances under 
which deviations would be allowed. 

Comment noted. This information has been incorporated into table 5.1.3-1. 

Our modified figure 5.1.2-2 in exhibit C still fulfills the intended purpose of 
topsoil stripping and segregation measures as outlined in section 5.1.22 and 
appendix C. FERC maintains that topsoil shall not be stockpiled in areas of 
vehicular traffic. 

Comment noted. Sections 5.1.3.2.1 and 5.1.7.1 have been modified to include 
comments that were received after publication of the DEIS on the Stream and 
Wetlands Construction and Mitigation Procedures. In reference to the comment 
referring to instream sediment control devices, FERC has eliminated the 
recommendation for instream sediment control devices for reasons similar to those 
offered by CNG, but does require installation of such devices at stream banks, 
around spill piles, and at the base of slopes located adjacent to streams (see 
appendix 0, part I(B2), (E2) and (F5). 

The discussion on the air quality impact from the State Une Compressor Station 
(see section 5.1.8.1.2) has been amended and updated to include CNG's 
acquisition of plan approvals from the PADER for both 1,100-hp compressor 
engines. 



� 
5 . 1 .9 . 2  

Recommendati on 
'67 

PD-CHC/sam 

Paae 

5-88 

7-18 

-3-

Conments 

CNG mey need to devi ate from the cl eared 
right-of-way between HPS 1 . 8  and 2 . 12 to 
avoid the abandoned l andfi l l  and the Van 
Buren archaeologica l  site descri bed on page 
4-85. CNG a l so proposes to dev i ate from 
Ni agara Hohawk ' s  right-of-way between HPS 
1 .62 and 1 .84 to a void a wetl and. 

CNG may need to devi ate from Niagara 
Mohawk ' s  riyht�of-way between MPS 1 .8 and 
2 . 12 to avoid the abandoned l andfi l l  and the 
archaeolog i cal  site. See comments on 
Section 5 . 1 . 9 . 1 . 2  above . 
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G5-12 

G5-13 

Any deviations from the proposed route must be filed with the Secretary of the 
Commission for review and approval of. the Director of OPPR prior to 
ronstruction in acrordance with section 7.3 (see DEIS rerommendation 2). 

See response to romment G5-12. 



EXHIBIT C 

CNG MODIFICATION OF FIGURE 5.1.2-1 

R/W BOY. 
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I 
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PROFI LE 
\'lOT TO SCALE 
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CNG ATIACIIMENTS 

CNG submitted several exhibits that, because of the volume of material, are not 
reprinted here. This includes their comments on appendix C, Erosion Control, Revegetation, 
and Maintenance Plan, and appendix D, Stream and Wetland Construction and Mitigation 
Procedures. Our responses to these comments are discussed in sections 5.1.2, 5.1 .3.2.1, and 
5.1.7.2. 



ALGONqUIN GAS TI� AN!)M ISSION COMPANY 

IlK� S()I_"II�M� fo·II�I .. 1l I·U):\U r� ItOS·I�UN. M .·\SS,\"' l I l ·SI�·I··rs tl;!I:I!\ 
".,aC:'O'." lIJ 2� • •  0'0 

April 3 0 ,  1990 

Federal Energy Regulatory commission 
824 North Capitol street , NE 
Washington , DC 20426 

Attention: Ms . Lois D .  Cashel l ,  Secretary 

Re i Algonquin Gas Transmission Company 
Comments on Dra ft Environmental Impact statement (s)  
Issued March, 1990 in Docket Nos . CP88-17 1-001 � Ai 
and CP88-187_� 

Dear Ms . Cashell l 

Attached please find one original and fourteen copies of Algonquin 
Gas Transmission Company ' s  comments on ·the Draft Environlllental 
Impact State.ent issued for the Niagara Import Point project . 

FBB : AL028 
Enclosures 
CCI 1(. rlynn 

Very truly yours, 

�� 8.� 
Frank B.  Bailey 
Principal Associate, 
Requlatory Affairs 
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IN THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

BEFORE THE 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 

ALGONQUIN GAS TRANSMISSION COMPANY 
TENNESSEE GAS PIPELINE COMPANY 
GREAT LAKES GAS TRANSMISSION COMPANY 
CNG TRANSMISSION CORPORATION and 
TEXAS EASTERN TRANSMISSION CORPORATION 
eNG TRANSMISSION CORPORATION 
TEXAS EASTERN TRANSMISSION CORPORATION 
TRANSCONTINENTAL GAS PIPELINE 
CORPORATION 
NATIONAL FUEL GAS SUPPLY CORPORATION 
AND PENN-YORK ENERGY CORPORATION 

INTROPUCTION 

DOCKET NO . CP88-187-002 
DOCKET NO. CP88-17 1-001 
DOCKET NO . CP89-892-000 

DOCKET NO . CP88-195-002 
DOCKET NO . CP89-7 12-000 
DOCKET NO . CP89-7 11-000 
DOCKET NO . CP89-7-001 
DOCKET NO . CP89-7 10-000 
DOCKET No . CP88-194-001 

Algonquin Gas Transmission Company ( ·Algonquin·) is submitting 

herewith its comments to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

( ·DEIS·) issued for the Niagara Import Point Project ( .NIP 

project·) . On February 1 2 ,  1990 Algonquin fi led an amendment to 

its Transportation for Cogenerator project in Docket CP89-187-002 

which is one of the several components
. 

of the NIP Project . 

Faci lities proposed by Algonquin in its amendment consist of 

seven ( 1) pipeline segments total l ing 24 . 2  miles of pipeline loop 

and pipeline replacement , one ( 1 )  compressor unit and one ( 1 )  meter 

station . The fol lowing faci lities are proposed : 

o 4 . 9  Mi les , 12-inch E-1 System LOOp in Norwich, 

Connecticut; 

o 5 . 5  Miles, 20-inch G-8 System Replacement and Loop in 

Wareham, Plymouth and Bourne , Massachusetts ; 

i 
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o 1 . 1  Miles , 36-inch Mainl ine Loop in Chaplin and Eastford , 

Connecticut; 

o 5 . 5  Miles , 24 -inch G-5 System Replacement in Attleboro, 

Rehoboth and Seekonk, Massachusetts ; 

o 3 . 3  Miles , 36-inch Mainline Loop in Medway, Hol l iston, 

Millis and Sherborn , Massachusetts ; 

o 1 . 8  Miles , 10-inch H-l System Replacement in Milford and 

Medway , Massachusetts; 

o 2 . 1  Miles , l6-inch G-4 System Loop in Tiverton , Rhode 

Island ;  

o 5500 Horsepower Compressor unit to be installed at the 

existin9 Burrillville, Rhode Island compressor Station; 

o Bellin9ham, Massachusetts Meter Station. 

A190nquin ' s  comments on the OEIS are or9anized in four 

sections . Section I addresses Staf f ' s  conclusions and 

recommendations set forth in Section 7 of the OEIS s ince these 

items may form the bas is for certif icate conditions . One such 

recommended condition is for applicants to a9ree to implement 

Staf f ' s  Appendices ·C· and ·0· which set forth uniform plans for 

erosion control and wetland crossin9 miti9ations . Al9Qnquin 

bel ieves that waivers of Appendices ·C· and ·0· wi l l  be required 

to construct facil ities , consequently Staf f ' s  Appendices are 

discussed next in Section I I .  section III recites Al90nquin ' s  

detailed comments on other sections of the OEIS.  Finally, Section 

ii 
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IV contain. Exhibit. includin9 correspondence and aarkup aerial 

photQ9raph. detailin9 A190nquin ' .  recoa.ended route versu. Staff 

variation • •  

A190nquin ' s  concern. and exceptions to the recommendation • •  et 

forth in the DEIS chiefly involve the following point.: 

o Limitation of federal ri9ht. available to applicants; 

o Impo.ition of environaental miti9ation. which may 

compromi.e pipeline .afety; 

o over.peci ficity of rule. which A190nquin believe. can 

ultimately re.ult in aore da"ge to the environment than 

impl.mentation of performance quideline., 

o Requira_nt that A190nquin construct it. facilities along 

route variation • •  et forth in the DEIS referred to a. the 

Medfield Variation and the wawecu. Hill Road variation; 

o E.tablishment of conflictin9 time con.truction window. 

which re.ult in inefficient additional con.truction 

activitie., a9ain potentially increa.in9 impact. to the 

environment compared to reasonable miti9ation • •  

o An unprecedented nine (9) .eparate Miti9ative Mea.ure. 

applicable to A190nquin which .ach require po.t

certificate filin9, review and approval by tha 

Coa.i •• ion; and 

iii 
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o Kitigative Keasures recommended by Statt which may result in 

unprecedented and as yet undetermined cost impact . 

These and other concerns are specitically addressed in Algonquin ' s  

co_ents in.f..tA. 

iv 
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Mitigatiye Measure 2 (All Applicants) 

It must be noted that the words -minor field real i9nments per 

landowner needs and requirement.- in the s.cond sentence could be 

r.ad to imply that the landown.r has the ability to set the final 

pip.line ali9nm.nt. This cannot be so . It i. the pipeline company 

that mu.t have the di.cr.tion to aak. minor fi.ld r.ali9nm.nts to 

avoid con.truction difficulti.. or to accommodat. rea.onabl. 

landown.r conc.rn., wh.r. practicabl. . Th. ability to make such 

minor r.ali9nm.nt. i. within the prop.r domain of the pipeline 

company, not. of the landown.r . To imply that a landown.r has this 

ri9ht would •• v.r.ly fru.trat. a pipelin. ' .  ability to fix its 

rout. and comm.nc. cond..u.tion proc.ediD9 • •  conc.ivably a 

landown�r could u.. this lan9ua9' to encoura9' a court to require 

A190nquin to con.id.r ali9nment. off hi. prop.rty prior to, or a. 

part of , condemnation. A190nquin do .. not beli.v. Staff int.nd. 

.uch unc.rtainty with r •• pect to routiD9 • Accordin9ly, it is 

• u9ge.ted that the word. -per landown.r n.ed. and requir._nt.- be 

d.l.t.d and r'placed with -by the applicant. to accommodat. a 

landowner ' .  reasonable n •• d. or requir.m.nt., unfor •••• n .ub.urfac. 

condition. or oth.r impedi .. nt. to con.truction . -

2 

G6 

1 

06-1 The intent of OBIS recommendation 2 i8 to allow certain flexibility for the applicant 
to make minor realignments during negotiations with landowners. This does not 
imply that the landowners baYe the right to force a ahift in the proposed route. 



FUrther, in the .econd paraqraph ot Mitiljllt.lye MlOsure 2 ,  

Statt implies that state requlatory authorities have the ability 

to make route chanqe. atter the Certiticate is issued . This i. 

clearly inconsi.tent with the principles ot tederal pre-emption 

and would constitute a burden on inter.tate commerce. The court. 

have upheld these principle. in a lonq line ot ca.e., .o.t recently 

in National fuel Ga. Supply Corporation y. Public Service 

Commission ot the State ot New York, 894 F . 2d 571 ( 2 nd Cir . 1990 ) . 

As the Second Circuit stated in National Fuel , ·conqress placed 

authority reqardinq the location ot interstate pipelines. • • in 

the FERC . See ,  al.o Transcontinental Ga. Pipe Line Corp. y. 

Borough oC Milltown, 93 F. supp . 287 ( D . C . N . J .  1950) (rejectinq 

town attempt to chanqe pipeline route under it. zoninq 

requ lations) . State aqencie. have a r{qht to intervene and comment 

to the Commission prior to the i.suance ot a Certiticate it they 

desire a route chanqe . To invite a route chanqe atter the 

certiticate is i •• ued completely undermines the FERC proce.s and 

the tederal riqhts qranted to interstate pipeline • •  

There should be no implication. that pipeline aliqnment i. 

subject to an o09oinq review process between the Commi.sion and 

the state. once a certiticate is i.sued . One ot the tundamental 

concepts ot the National Environmental Pol icy Act ' .  raqulation. i. 

that such state aqencies are encouraqed to participate in the 

Commission ' s  environmental review process .  It they chose not to 

participate in the process or it their concern. are outweiqhed by 
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06-2 1bc pre-emption point raised is not an Issue, becauae the ra:ommendation requires 
FBRC approval of any ltate-recommended modlficatloaa. We alao note that IUch 
recommended modificatloDl are mOlt likely to result from the applicants' lack of 
prefiling conaultation with Slate aJellclea. 



other considerations, they may not be al lowed to contradict or 

attempt to undermine the commission ' s  final determination as 

reflected in the certificate. 

Further, the last clause of the second paraqraph of Mitigatiye 

Measure 2 must b. clarified consistent with earlier comments about 

landowners . 

Lastly, there i. uncertainty with respect to the ·affect. on 

adjacent properties. To the extent an aliqnment chanqe shifts the 

riqht-of-way clos.r, but not onto, an adjacent lot , one could 

theor.tically claim the adjac.nt lot i. ·aff.cted .... Thus,  even a 

sliqht d.viation toward an adjacent lot could be de ••• d to .affect-

such lot . To avoid such a result, it is suqqested that the 

Commission clarify this requirement to exclude tho.. aliqnlllent 

chanqes which do not move the riqht-of-way onto an adjac.nt 

property . It i. suqq.st.d that the words -also aff.ct adj acent 

properties- b. del.ted and replaced with ·would move temporary or 

p.rmanent riqht-of-way onto adjacent properti.s which were not 

previously int.nd.d to b. so .ncumbered . -

Mitigatiye laasur. 3 (All Applicantsl 

Alqonquin has two primary conc.rns with the r.quire •• nts of 

Mitigatiye MeAsure 3 .  First, Alqonquin is conc.rn.d about the 
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G6-3 

G6-4 

See modified DEIS recommendation 2 

We und(;Btand the reluc� oC AlCOnquill to wort ova- c:xiating pipeline&. 
However, we hBYe recommended thi. type or conatructioa in only one area oC the 
G-5 Replacement where reaidencca are located within 50 Ceet or the propoeed 
pipeline. 1be c:roa-lCClion Cor that area mowa temporary wort .pace requirementa 
or 35 Ceet aad permanent right-oC-way requirementa or 10 Ceet adjacent to thac 
reaidencea. Thil II unacceptably dOle conaiderin, the edltl.., 6S-Coot-wide right
oC-way. We are not utina AJaOnquia to CIOIIIpromile .. Cely, but to endeawr to 
make greater UIe or the"cdating right-of-way. 



staff ' s  i.position of the require.ent to work over existinq hiqh 

pressure pipelines. It has been Alqonquin ' s  operatinq philosophy 

and practice to limit the crossinq of existinq pipelines by heavy 

equip.ent .  Alqonquin has required that such crossinqs be li.ited 

to those absolutely necessary and that the crossinqs be 

perpendicular to the pipeline to minimize the lenqth of pipe 

impacted . To the extent crossinqs are required, the pipeline must 

be ramped, bridqed or stripped and sand padded . Alqonquin ia 

adamant that the.e precautions are necessary to maintain- the 

inteqrity and safety of the exiatinq hiqh pressure pipelines . 

staff ' s  recommendation does not appear to balance adequately 

the issues of safety and environ.ental i.pact. Workinq over 

existinq pipelines shOUld be a deci.ion left to the pipeUne 

operator accountinq also for ri.k of service outaqes to its 

customers. operators qenerally will allow such a practice only 

where there are no other practicable alternatives . Althouqh 

Staff ' s  reco_endations with respect to Alqonquin involve 

relatively s.all distances, Alqonquin is very concerned that Staff 

. .  ..la-aettinq a precedent for this type of practice which it may 

impose on a larqer scale in subsequent projects. 

Second , Staff requires that applicant. .hall file -detailed 

construction and restoration plans- prior to construction for 

review and approval by FERC. This is a vaque and ambiquous 

requirement since Staff has qiven no indication as to the 
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I ' 06-5 Tables 5.1.9-2 and -3 identify three types of residential mitigation techniques: Type 
A. route variation, and Types B and C, residential construction techniques. In the 
case of route variations, the final alignment would depend on final negotiations 
between Algonquin and the affected landownen. In the case of residential 
construction techniques, tables 5.1.9-2 and 5.1.9-3 did not identify the specific 
construction technique to be used for each one of the affected residences. Instead, 
several options (or residential mitigation were specified in order that Algonquin, its 
contractor, and the affected landowner could determine the best mitigation solution 
based on site-specific information that is unavailable at this time. 



information and level of detail required in such plans . This lack 

of specificity may lead to time consuming cycles of review and 

denial by FERC if the information desired is not filed .  Algonquin 

has submitted a great deal of detail regarding its construction and 

restoration plans for this proj ect. To the extent specific 

additional information is required, staff may request such prior 

to issuance of the certificate . To the extent staff only desires 

such plans to reflect the requirements of Tables 5 . 1 . 9-2 and 5 . 1 .9-

,J., a filing is not required if such requirements are made a 

condition of the Certificate . Unless the cond ition is modif ied , 

staff has created more uncertainty and the potential for delay to 

the proj ect . 

Algonquin takes exception to the Wawecus Hill Road Variation 

and Medfield, Loop Variation recommended by Staff . Refer to 

detailed comment on Sections � and �. 

Mitigatiye Measure 4 (All Applicants) 

Again, Staff has imposed a condition that has no practical 

value but adds to the uncertainty of the proj ect . To delay 

delivery ot gas after a l l  facilities are complete is contrary to 

the public interest . preventing the del ivery of gas as a result 

of Sta f f ' s  review of the Endangered Species Act serves no 

meaningful purpose . Construction could be complete and facilities 
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G6-6 

G6-7 

Tables 5.1.9-2 and 5.1.9-3 identiry residencca where we believe construction 
mitigation il required and the options for mitigation to be considered. 
Recommendation 3 requires that, prior to construction, the applicant detennine the 
specific mitigation and restoration plan to be used for each listed residence and 
submit these plans to FERC. These plans should be final alignment sheets, 
supplemented with final recommendations on type of construction to be used (stove
pipe or drag-line), width o( construction right-of-way, fencing, locations of existing 
trees indicating which trees would be removed and which could be preserved, and 
restoration plans. 

We do not believe submittal of these plans for the residential areas identified on 
table 5.1.9-3 would delay the project. 

See response to comments G6-99 and G6-100. 

Comment noted. OEIS recommendation 4 has been deleted because ESA review 
has been completed (or Algonquin-related nonjurisdictional facilities. 



ready to be placed in-service . To prohibit del iveries at that time 

is purely punitive and serves no environmental benetit. 

Nevertheless, attached hereto as Exhibit 7 . 3 . 4  is a copy ot 

a review by the Massachusetts Natural Heritage Program tor 

Algonquin ' s  proposed Bellingham Meter station tacil ity which is 

within the site boundary ot the NEA cogeneration plant . 

Mitigatiye Measure 5 (All Applicants) 

One environmental inspector per spread is not practical tor 

some ot the short sections Algonquin is constructing. Where a 

proposed spread tor other applicant. may encompa.s 30-50 miles , 

Algonquin is only proposing to construct approximately 24 miles 

in seven ditferent locations. It dpes not .eem reasonable to 

require only one inspector tor a 50 mile spread, yet .even 

inspect�rs tor only 24 miles ot pipeline . While it may not be 

possible tor one inspector to cover all seven locations , Algonquin 

should have the discretion to combine several smaller projects 

under one inspector . Larger segments,  particularly new laterals, 

may require one tUll-time inspector . However , it is unreasonable 

to require one tull-time inspector tor every segment to be 

constructed . 

Environmental inspectors should not necessarily be present at 
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06-8 FBRC maintalna that the environmental Inspector should be acccssible for 
consultation and direction related to construction impact on the environment 
throughout the period of construction. Means of communication with the 
environmental Inspector shall be available at each construction spread throughout 
the work.cfay and throughout the periods of c:onatruction. The chief inspector is 
responsible for insuring that the FERC-spedfied environmental mitigative and 
preventative measures are being applied correctly. Refer also to comment response 
04-33. 



all times on a sinqle construction spread . Inspection of 

environmental devices at a frequency of once each day may be 

adequate except for sensitive areas when several inspections per 

day may be required. This approach neqates the need to assiqn one 

environmental inspector to each spread . 

In summary, there are some seqments which will not require a 

full time inspector . Alqonquin projects proposed are qeneral ly 

short enouqh such that one environmental inspector can easily cover 

more than one spread . 

Mitigative Measur. 6 (All Applicants) 

staff ' s  r.commendation to ensure coapliance with section 106 

of the NHPA would require the applicant or the non-jurisdictional 

facility sponsor to prepare work plans for the Commissions review 

and approval . Such a require •• nt, if necessary, should consider 

if cultural resources have a potential to be affected . If no 

potential effect of project construction on cultural 

exists , then work plans should not be required. 

resources 

Enclosed as Exhibit 5 . 2  is a letter fro. the Massachusetts 

Historical coaaission dated April 1 6 ,  1990 which states, .Since 

NEA' s  lOO-MW coqeneration facility i. curr.ntly under construction, 

and since Alqonquin's proposed Bellinqhaa Meter Station will be 
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plalll are needed and when FERC staff mUit reYiew them. 



located within the cogeneration plant area , no further review of 

these two projects is required by the HHC . W  

Mit igatiye Measure 7 CAll Applicants) 

Algonquin is simply not in a position to make certif ications 

regarding matters beyond its control and outside of its 

respons ibil ities . Algonquin would be willing to f ile the customer 

Certification with the commission . 

Mitigatiye Measure 8 CAll Appl icants) 

Algonquin has reviewed the wErosion control ,  Revegetation, 

and Maintenance Plan· (Appendix C) and ·stream and Wetland 

construction and Mitigation Proceduresw (Appendix 0) proposed by 

Staff to be adopted for construction in this docket and has 

provided detailed comment in section II . We emphasize that these 

procedures have been reviewed exclusively with regard to this 

project and to the extent that these procedures or modif ications 

thereto are cons idered for other pipe l ine construction projects , 

further review and comment is necessary . 

The deviations reporting and approval process is not defined 

and may be not practica l .  If deviations are reported two weeks 
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The intent of OElS recommendation 7 is to allow the Commission a means to meet 
its NEPA responsibilities for related nonjurisdictional facilities by ensuring that 
potentially significant environmental eITects not currently identified are thoroughly 
evaluated. By certifying to the Commission that the nonjurisdictional facility had 
received all necessary permits, we would be reasonably assured that any significant 
environmental issues had been reSolved. By this recommendation, we do not intend 
that once the jurisdictional applicant has completed its certification requirements 
it would then be responsible for auditing or monitoring compliance with any permit 
provisions. We ICC no need to delete this recommendation. 

The applicants' comments regarding specific measures of the Erosion Control, 
Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan and the Stream and Wetland Construction and 
Mitigation Procedures have been addressed in sections 5.1.2.2, 5.1.3.2.1, and 5.1.7.1. 
These sections have been modified where appropriate to address Algonquin's 
comments that have been filed since the publication of the OElS. 

We expect that the applicants would identify and submit to FERC most proposed 
deviations from these Procedures before contracts and bids would be prepared. We 
expect that most additional changes would be identified prior to construction. As 
indicated in the comment, it would be in Algonquin's best interest to minimize the 
number of deviations "reported two weeks before implementation." 

For many of our requirements, we have allowed the applicants to defer to state or 
local requests if they are more appropriate for local conditions. However, as 
Algonquin has commented (see revised section 2.7), approvals for state or local 
permits may not be required on the grounds of Federal pre-emption. We are 
unwilling to allow Algonquin to follow only requirements on requests from state or 
local agencies when they are not bound to follow such requirements. Therefore, 
we maintain that these Procedures are requirements and not guidelines, and that 
any deviations be submitted to FERC for approval prior to implementation. It 
should be noted that minor review of these deviations would be required by the staff 
when they are made at the request of a state or local agency and appropriate 
documentation of the request is included with the submittal. 

In most instances, the state and local review process would be conducted prior to 
construction. Therefore, changes to the Procedures, as requested by state or local 
officials, could be adequately reviewed by FERC staIT. This would still allow the 
applicant enough time to revise construction specifications and adjust contracts. 
FERC staIT is determined that this process will be guided by adequate 
environmental review, while still attempting to keep to the applicants' construction 
schedule. 



betore implamentation, the contract has already been prepared and 

the work will at least be out to bid . To make changes at that time 

will cause the Operator substantial extra costs when the work is 

done . It tha changes are not acceptable to statt ,  it will be too 

late to maka the necessary contractual alterations . Theretore , 

the solution recommended by Statt is no� .practicable or workable . 

Deviation trom appendices -C- and -0- may occur because ot 

state or local agency raviaw and changes . Such changes may occur 

just prior to, or in soma instances , beyond critical start times 

tor construction to meet in-sarvice day commitmanta . Thence, under 

stat t ' a  proposal tha changes must be submitted to OPPR tor possible 

alteration as maasurad against some yet to be detined standard . 

Furthar , change may result in the local or atata permit being 

voided creating a catch-22 situation. In one specitic instance , 

Algonquin filed an application tor a wetlands crossing permit (a 

minor crossing) in April 1989 . It is anticipated that such permit 

may be issued in tima tor July, 1990 construction . Hypothetically, 

it this particular plan was subjected to OPPR review and not 

approved without moditication, a new permit application could be 

required triggaring another state review period , which, it based 

upon earl iar axparianca , could delay construction tor another 12 

plus months and , depanding upon tha time ot issua, could result in 

slippage ot construction to a subsequant season to comply with 

construction windows . 
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A1C)onquin suC)C)ests that appendices -C- and -D- , with the 

modif ications detailed in section II of A1C)onquin ' s  comments,  be 

used aa C)uideline requirements to obtain some uniformity in 

approach but not require that rea.onable chanC)e. impo.ed by the 

.tate or local aC)ency be subject to further approval by OPPR. 

Mitigatlv, Mellure 9 

Whether stump. are rellloved or not .hould be left to the 

discretion of the pipeline and the landowner. Laavin«) stump. on 

the permanent riC)ht-of-way may allow woody veC)etation to 

ree.tabliah. A1C)onquin cannot allow woody veC)etation on the riC)ht

of-way and lIIeet it. obliC)ationa for accea. and maintenance under 

D . O . T .  reC)ulation. at 49 CFR 192 .  Additionally, leavinC) .tumpa on 

the riC)ht-of-way expose. the pipeline to liability which could 

otherwise be avoided . The sharp remnant. of a stump are a 

potential cau.e of per.onal injury. In fact, a suit was brouC)ht 

aC)ain.t A1C)onquin a. a re.ult of an injury cau.ed by a atulIIP on 

A1C)onquin ' .  riC)ht-of-way . The pipeline company .hould weiC)h such 

factors a. coat , location, public access , and terrain when decidinC) 

whether or not to relllove .tump • •  

Mitigatiye Meaaure 1 1  (All Applicants) 

I I  
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Alqonquin requests clarif ication of staf f ' s  recommended 

prohibition on refuelinq of vehicles and storaqe of potentially 

hazardous materials within all desiqnated wel l-protection areas. 

If  so, then the recommended prohibition would apply to larqe 

construction spreads of approximately 9 , 000 feet on the G-5 

Replacement and 1 5 , 000 feet on the G-8 Replacement/Loop . 

Construction of such larqe spreads is unfeasible with a prohibition 

on refuelinq of vehicles and storaqe of potentially hazardous 

materials . 

Mitigative Measure 12 CAll Applicants) 

preparation of a spi l l  Prevention conta inment and Control 

( SPCC) Plan for maintenance and storaqe areas is unwarranted . 

Actions in response to a spill event are already requlated by the 

EPA and .appropriate state aqencies . Further, the requirements of 

such a plan have not been defined by the Commission . Also , 

Alqonquin notes that equipment maintenance and storaqe occurs at 

locations off the riqht-of-way , at yards leased by the pipel ine 

contractor for that purpose . 

This requirement essentially ass iqns the applicant the 

responsibi lity of defininq and obtaininq the yard for the project ' s  

contractor . It also will require that the appl icant become 
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G6-14 

Our DEIS recommendation 10 refers to the 2OO-foot, 400-foot, or o�her designated 
protection radius around groundwater supply wells and not to the areas you have 
commented on. However, these large protection areas are zoned districts in which 
town by-laws restrict certain land uses and activities and construction in such areas 
would require special permits from local authorities. 

Please see responses to comments G7-9, G7-10, and GI0-46. 



responsible for the equipment maintenance of the contractor . Both 

of these items are typica l ly beyond the scope of the applicant. 

The recommendation does not define the time frame in which the 

notH icat i on must be made . If Algonquin requires that the low 

bidder supply th is data, the start of a ny project will be delayed 

for an unidenti t ied time period while OPPR reviews and either 

approves or rejects the site and the SPCC plan . 

Mitigative Measure 13 (All Applicants) 

The timing of construction, as specified in the DEIS ,  will 

cause construction delays . section S . 1 . 2 . 2  on Page 5-11 states 

that no construction may occur in agricultural or residential areas 

during the period of April 1 through May 15 of any year . section 

5 . 1 . 3 . 2 . 1  on Page 5-18 and Appendix D state that stream crossings 

can only be done during the period of June 1 through september 30 

of any year. staff ' s  recolDIDendation at Mitigative Measure 58 

l imits the G-8 construction across Glen Charl ie Pond to the period 

of september 31 to May 1 .  Staf f ' s  recolDIDended Mitigative Measure 

� l imits the G-5 construction across the Caratunk Wildlife Refuge 

to the period of September to June. 

The task of schedul ing and cost of mobiliz ing and demobiliz ing 

the contractor to achieve Staf f ' s  recommendations is signi ficant. 

Staf f ' s  recommendation does not allow Algonquin the f lexibil ity to 
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G6-15 We feel that the recommended construction windows are appropriate and should 
be used to minimize the environmental impact from the proposed construction. See 
response to G4, number 2. 



con.truct the proposed facilities in an efficient and cost

effective manner . To comply with all of the timinq restrictions 

would necessitate the award of several construction contracts for 

each of the projects . The cost of mobi li zation and demobi lization 

for a contractor is approximately $100 , 000 . 00 .  This underscores 

the financial exposure to award the work separately. Alqonquin 

suqqests that appropriate mitiqation be developed to al low 

construction throuqhout the year . 

Mitigative Measure 16 (All Applicants) 

This recoDllllendation should be modif ied by the addition of 

·without the approva l of the land owner- . 

Mitigative Measure 18 (All Applicants) 

Aqain, Staff i. imposinq a requirement that may have no 

environmental benefit but could siqnificantly delay the project . 

The Staff require. that each applicant file a plan describinq how 

the measure. identified in Section 7 . 3  will be implemented . This 

must be filed after the issuance of the Certificate and wi ll 

require CODllllission approva l .  It is not c lear whether Staff intends 

to prohibit construction until approval is qiven. If  approval is 

required prior to construction, more of the 1990 construction 
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G6-16 

G6-17 

DEIS recommendation 16 in section 7.3 has been modified to include "without the 
approval of the landowner." 

The purpose of this condition is to expedite approvals by reducing surprises or 
misunderstandings wben construction is imminent. As stated above in comment 
response G6-2, some of these requirements would not have been necessary had tbe 
applicant conducted the analysis up front. 

Where condemnation procedures would be required, the timing of construction and 
restoration is unknown. Therefore, we have modified the 3O-day time-limit for 
providing information required in (2) and (3) where condemnation is required. 



season will be lost . Assuming a certificate is issued in late June 

and assuming a filing is made as soon as possible thereafter, it 

is unreasonable to assume approval by the Commission could occur 

earlier than the end of July . Thus , only the four months of August 

through November would be ava i lable for construction prior to the 

1990-1991 heating season. Acknowledging that it takes a contractor 

a week or two to mobilize and that notice to proceed is not prudent 

until Commission approva l is received, the already limited 

construction period is shortened by two weeks . 

This additional delay is unnecessary . The applicants have 

provided Staff with extensive details on their construction and 

mitigation plans. To the extent these plans are modified by the 

conditions in the Certificate, applicants are compelled to comply 

with such measures . To require applicants to go through the 

exercise of modifying the plans , submitting them to the commission, 

and then waiting for Commission review and approval is not 

necessary and does not benefit either the public or the 

environment . 

Algonquin would be willing to comply with item ( 1 ) : thirty 

days from the acceptance of a Certificate for this proj ect. 

However, Algonquin cannot comply with the thirty day notifications 

requirements for items ( 2 )  and ( 3 )  since these schedules will not 

be defined within the time-frame specified by the Commission. From 

the time of issuance of a Certif icate any condemnation proceedings 
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may require three months or longer . Upon resolution of the 

condemnation proceedings , the project would go out to bid , followed 

by award of the construction contract . At that time Algonquin 

could inform the Commission of the schedules required in items ( 2 )  

and ( 3 ) . 

Mitiaatiye Measure 19 (All Applicants) 

To what extent is the requirement of Mitigative Measure 19 

different from Mitigative Measure 171 

requirements seek the same information . 

Mitigatiye Measure 20 (All Appl icants) 

It appears these two 

Algonquin does not understand why the requirements exclude 

Transco ' s  Compressor stations . Algonquin would agree that 

expansions of existing compressor stations should not be subject 

to this requ irement. If  this is the reason for the Transco 

exception, Algonquin requests similar treatment for the expansion 

of its Burrillville Compressor station . 

Locations for pipe storage yard and staging areas are selected 

at the end of the project design schedule. Algonquin ia concerned 

that Staff ' s  recommended procedure for approval may result in 
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OEIS recommendation 17 refers to consideration of all contemporary cultural values 
and concerns about properties that are listed in or eligible for listing in the NRHP, 
as specilied in the implementing regulations for Section 106 of the NHPA (36 
CFR Part 800). OEIS recommendation 19 refers to notilication of formally 
acknowledged Native American Tribes (through their designated leaders), as 
identilied by BIA, as specilied under the American Indian Religious Freedom Act. 

Subsequent to a background study and evaluation of archeological sensitivity, 
Transco's proposed compressor station modifications were fully documented for and 
reviewed by the New Jersey and Pennsylvania SHPOs and- FERC staff. 
Documentation you provided to us in April 1990 as part of your responses to

' 
data 

requests indicates that Algonquin has initiated the Phase 1 study in Maaaachusetts. 
When the report of this study and SHPO's review comments are available we will 
be pleased to review them. Comments from the Rhode Island SHPO, dated April 
19, 1990, indicate this office has sufficient documentation to determine the work at 
the Burrillville Compressor Station would have no effect on NRHP-listed or -
eligible cultural resources. FERC is required to receive the comments of the SHPO 
and/or consult on this project prior to providing a linal linding. FERC concurs this 
facility would have no effect on NRHP-listed or -eligible resources. 

We understand that selection of pipe storage yards and staging areas is generally 
delayed until late in the project design schedule. We suggest that the applicant 
identify as many storage and. staging areas as early as possible. Additionally, we 
recommend the applicants document, prior to consultation with the SHPO, all areas 
where use is likely to cause no effect on cultural resources (e.g., paved areas, 
demonstrably disturbed areas). These individual classes of storage and staging sites 
may be reviewed and cleared for use quite quickly. We then suggest you investigate 
those few remaining areSs that the SHPO believes require Phase 1 study. 

We acknowledge your suggestion on review, but FERC cannot delegate its Section 
106 responsibility. 



substantial cost and time delays . specifically,  Algonquin 

anticipates the need to secure lease agreements for such areas well 

in advance of mobiliz ing the contractor . Algonquin suggests that 

a review by a qua lified archaeologist coupled with SHPO 

consultation is adequate to address the concern for potential 

impact on cultural resources at pipe storage yards or staging 

areas . 

Mitigatiye Measure 22 (Selected Applicants) 

Algonquin should not be prevented from ava i l ing itsel f  of all  

the disposal a l ternatives allowed under the TSCA regulations , 40  

CFR 761 . 60 .  Although Algonquin has. applied for a n  Alternate 

Disposal Permit under 40 CFR 761 . 60 (e)  and would use such 

procedures if obtained, Algonquin should not be precluded from 

complying with 40 CFR 761 . 60 (b) . Accordingly, such permits need 

be filed only if the pipelines intend to use alternate disposal 

techniqu.es . 

Mitigatiye Measure 57 (Algonquin) 

Algonquin agrees to limit construction right-of-way to 50 feet 

within the orchard and tree farm where apple trees or Christmas 

trees might otherwise be impacted. 

Mitigative Measure 58 (Algonquin) 
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G6-20 

G6-21 

DEIS recommendation 22, although rewritten, has not changed in intent. Since you 
are replacing 12.6 miles of ctisting 10- to 24-inch diameter pipeline in 
Massachusetts, it is still applicable. It is simply a generic mitigation measure that 
allows the FERC staff to review each of the applicants' authorizations from the 
EPA for the removal of pipe. As stated in section 5.1.13.4.2 of the EIS and in your 
application, Algonquin has requested a permit from the EPA by modifying the 
current Tc:xaa Eastern Pipe Removal Permit by modifying its own construction 
program In Massachusetts. You have indicated in your filings that the EPA 
concurred with this approach, pending resolution of peripheral issues. 

Thank you for your comment. 



Alqonquin .uqqe.t. that confininq con.truction activity 

between Septeaber 31 and May 1 would appear to contradict staff'. 

timinq reco .. endation for .tream cro • •  inqs . In section 5.1.2.2-

., Staff reco .. end. that in-.tream con.truction be allowed only 

from June 1 to Septeaber 30.  The ta.k of .chedul inq and co.t of 

IIObilizinq and demobilizinq the contra,,�or to achieve staff ' .  

reco .. endation. i • •  iqnificant . Staff ' .  current reco .. endation 

doe. not allow Alqonquin the flexibility to con.truct the propo.ed 

facilities in an efficient and co.t-effective manner. To comply 

with Staff ' .  reco .. ended timinq restriction. would nece.sitate the 

award of several con.truction contracts . The co.t of mobil ization 

and demobilization i. approximately $100 , 000 . 00.  Alqonquin 

.uqqe.t. that appropriate mitiqation be developed to allow 

con.truction throuqhout the year. 

Mitigatiye Measure 60 (Algonquin) 

Alqonquin suqqe.ts that the proposed expansion of riqhts-of

way is minima l .  Exbibit 7 . 3 . 60 details Alqonquin ' .  existinq and 

proposed facilities in the Caratunk Wildlife Refuqe (Caratunk) . 

Currently, Alqonquin has an exiatinq riqht-of-way that crosses 

Caratunk for approximately 0 . 55 mile . For 0 . 50 mile of that 

distance, the existinq riqht-of-way is occupied by two existinq 

pipelines . Approximately 0 . 05 mile before Alqonquin's  existinq 

10-inch and existinq 16-inch pipelines leave Caratunk, the 

pipelines deviate from their parallel path . As a result ,  for that 
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OBIS recommendation 58 supersedes the tlmlna requirements of appendix 0 applied 
to the croalna of Glen Clarlie Pond. 

Our primary concern with the Caratunk Wildlife Refuae Is increasing the width of 
the pipeline right-of-way and the resultant clearing of vegetation. Cross-sections 
submitted in January 1990 between MPs 2.1 and 22 showed both the proposed 
temporary work space (35 feet) and the proposed permanent right-of.way (10 feet) 
would occur within Caratunk lands. Exhibit 7.3.60 indicates only 10 fcct of 
permanent right-of·way would occur within Caratunk land and that 35 fcct of 
temporary work space would be located within Algonquin's right-of·way on the other 
side of the existing 16 inch pipeline. If exhibit 7.3.60 is indeed correct, the 
permanent right-of·way clearing requirements would equate to approximately 1 acre, 
which is acceptable although we see no reason why this 10-foot·wide strip could not 
be allowed to revegetate. We have revised our recommendation. 
From MPs 22 to 25, temporary work space would be located within the powerline 
right-of·way and no new permanent right-of·way would be required. For the 
remaining 0.15 mile, previously provided aerials indicated that both existing pipelines 
followed the jog away from the poWerline right-of.way. If Exhibit 7.3.60 Is correct, 
the existing pipelines are located on separate rights-of-way. Approximately 0.4 acre 
of vegetation between the two pipelines would be removed for a 2O.foot-wide 
permanent right-of.way. Although this is not excessive, we do not believe a 50-
foot·wide right-of-way Is essential in an area where the proposed pipeline would abut 
an already cleared powerline right-of-way, unless equipment movement Is prohibited 
by terrain conditions. 



short distance, Algonquin has two existing rights-of-way in 

Caratunk . Except for approximately 0 . 1  mile after first entering 

Caratunk , the existing right-ot-way for both pipelines para llels 

an existing power line right-ot-way . Atter the pipelines deviate 

from each other near their exit from Caratunk , the existing 10-

inch pipeline right-of-way continues parallel to the existing power 

line right-of-way . 

The proposed 24 -inch pipeline replacement will replace the 

existing 10-inch pipeline . Limited expansion of the existing 

right-of -way will be necessary to accommodate construction and 

operation of the proposed 24-inch pipeline replacement . The 

proposed pipeline enter. Caratunk at approximately M . P .  2 . 1  and 

exits Caratunk at approximately M . P .  2 . 6 5 .  

For approximately the first 0 . 1  mile i n  Caratunk ( M . P .  2 . 1  to 

M . P .  2 . 2 ) the proposed 24 -inch pipeline replacement will require 

an additional 10 feet of permanent right-of-way and 35 feet of 

temporary work space . 

For the majority of the distance that the proposed 24-inch 

pipeline replacement crosses Caratunk ( M . P .  2 . 2  to M . P .  2 . 5 ) , no 

new permanent right-of-way will be necessary for operation of the 

proposed pipeline replacement . only 15 feet of temporary work 

space will be necessary during construction and this temporary work 

space lies within the existing power line right-of-way that 
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Our second concern regarding the Caratunk Wildli[e Re[uge is the effect o[ 
construction disturbance on summer programs, especially camp programs in July and 
August. This is a highly used recreational area especially in the Bummer. J[ the . 
construction window [or the crossing o[ the unnamed tributary o[ Coles Brook 
conOicts with that [or the re[uge, Algonquin should request an exemption [rom the 
appendix D construction window [or this tributary. 



para llels the pipeline right-of-way . 

For approximately the final 0 . 1S mile before the proposed 24-

inch pipeline replacement leaves Caratunk, the existing 30  foot 

right-of-way will be expanded by 20 feet . Aga i!1, 1S feet of 

temporary work space will be necessary and this temporary work 

space l ies within the exiting power line right-of-way. The 

existing 16-inch pipeline and associated right-of-way, which leave 

caratunk after a similarly short distance , is unchanged by the 

proposed pipeline replacement . 

Algonqu in questions the suggested timing of construction 

activity. Algonquin suggests that confining construction activity 

to september through June would appear to contradict directly 

staf f ' s  timing recommendation to confine river and stream crossings 

to periods of low flow ( i . e . June to september) .  In particular, 

Algonquin reminds Staff that the proposed replacement pipeline 

crosses an unnamed tributary to Coles Brook , near the exit from 

Caratunk at M . P .  2 . 6S .  Staf f ' s  current recommendation does not 

al low Algonquin to address both concerns . Further, fol l owing 

Staf f ' s  recommendation, other stream crossings along the G-S 

Replacement would occur in the period from June 1 to September 3 0 .  

Ths task o f  scheduling and cost of mobiliz ing and demobiliz ing the 

contractor to achieve Staff ' s  recommendat ions is signif icant . 

Staff ' .  current recommendation does not al low Algonquin the 

f lexibility to . construct the proposed - faci lities in an efficient 
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and cost-effective manner . To comply with Staff ' s  recommended 

timing restrictions would necessitate the award of several 

construction contracts . The cost of mobil ization and 

demobi lization is approximately $100 , 000 . 00 .  Algonquin suggests 

that appropriate mitigation be developed for construction 

throughout the year. 
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DBIS APPINDICBS C AND D 

G,n,ral co ... nt. 

Algonquin hal reviewed the -Erosion control,  Revegetation , 

and Maintenance Plan- (Appendix C) and -stream and Wetland 

Construction and Mitigation Procedures- (Appendix D) proposed 

by staff to be adopted for construction in this docket . We 

emphasize that these proc.dures ha�e been reviewed exclusively 

in regard to this project and to the extent that these 

procedures or modification. thereto are considered for other 

pipe lin. construction projects, further review and comment i. 

necessary . 

The Staf f ' s  proposals for -Stream and Wetland Construction 

and Mitigation Procedures- (Procedures) and -Ero.ion Control , 

Revegetation and Maint.nance Plan- (Plan) have changed 

con.iderably within individual fil ing' and between other 

fi lings . B.cau •• of the con.id,rable chang" , implementation 

of these provisions for specific facilities certificated by 

the Co .. ission i. extrem.ly difficult .  How to adopt the ever

changinq Plan. and Procedures is unclear to operators . 

Construction of Algonquin " facilities proposed at this docket 

requires numerous construction spreads over a time period of 

several years . Similarly, construction of facilities proposed 
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06-24 In respoD8e to comments from the applicants, we have modified our Stream and 
Wetland Construction and Mitigation Procedures (Procedures) and Erosion Control, 
Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan (plan). To avoid confusion of the contractor 
where construction of facilities proposed in other projects would occur in the same 
"time-frame" with the facilities proposed in this project, we suggest that the 
contractor use the current Plan and Procedures for all of the facilities. The 
certified conditions requiring the procedures allow applicants to ask the staff to 
approve modifications. Thia would allow use of a single consistent procedUre during 
the current period of development. With respect to maintenance of existing 
facilities, we suggest the procedures be applied to those as well. 



at other dockets will occur withill the same time-frame . 

Execution of the proper Procedures and Plan recommended by the 

commission for each spread cannot be reasonably achieved , 

particularly where Staff has fail-ed to maintain consistency 

in its Procedures . In many cases , the same contractor may be 

constructin9 multiple spreads to different standards . 

Further , A190nquin cannot 9Uarantee maintenance practices for 

facilities certificated at this docket different from those 

practiced on the vast majority of its system. This is 

particularly true when certain conditions are imposed on a 

loop which are not required on the ori9inal line only a few 

feet away . The Commission should reevaluate and clarify its 

position on this matter . 

specifically, A190nquin notes that the procedures as proposed 

herein have been altered from those procedures put forth by 

Staff for comment in environmental data requests at other 

Dockets . Many of the earlier proposed procedures Which were 

of concern to A190nquin and to other project participants as 

well have been deleted or revised . Althou9h Staff ' s  

procedures included in this DEIS are improved , many provisions 

still exist which cannot be achieved without severe and costly 

restrictions on construction practices . A190nquin believes 

that the alternative sU9gestions included herein which 

alleviate some of the extreme restrictions are fully 
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protective of environmental features. 

The desire of Staff to develop uniform procedures for stream 

and wetland construction and hydrostatic testinq to be used 

within individual appl ications , and in qeneral for the 

companies propos inq construction in the Niaqara Import Point 

proj ect , is understandable. It must be noted , however, that 

siqnif icant variations exist in the location of pipeline 

construction proposed by the Niaqara Import Point Project 

participants and that a qeneral approach may not be the most 

effective means of minimizinq impacts to wetland and stream 

resources . 

The different qeoqraphical areas and related qeoloqy , 

topoqraphy and hydroloqic reqimes existinq within and between 

applications dictate that procedures sensitive to the specific 

characteristics of each reqion be developed. In addition, 

various state and local aqencies review certain environmental 

aspects of pipeline construction in their reqions ( i . e . , 

wetlands , stream crossinqs and soils) . These reviews are very 

detailed ,  and qenera lly site specific .  Alqonquin wi ll be 

filinq for permits with various state and local requlatory 

aqencie. reqardinq Alqonquin ' s  stream and wetland crossinqs 

proposed in this proj ect. These aqencies which encompass 

multiple states and numerous cities and towns will perform 

detailed review of stream and wetland rrossinqs and 
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06-25 We have not received comments from l!.!n: government agency indicating that the 
meaaures included in our Procedures and Plan are "unacceptable." If a state or 
local agency has disagreed with our measures, Algonquin should provide us with the 
specifics of the disagreement. 



hydrostatic discharqe procedures .  To the extent that a sinqle 

plan is adopted tor all construction , it .may severely limit 

the ability ot state and local aqencies to review such 

crossinqs on an individual basis and suqqest appropriate 

mitiqative measures which are specitically related to the 

areas requirinq protection. 

Assuminq arguendo that such state and local reviews are a 

valid exercise ot residual jurisdiction by these aqencies , to 

the extent that such aqencies do not impose unreasonable 

conditions or completely prohibit the pipeline , the imposition 

ot unitorm conditions by the Commission may brinq the inherent 

tederal-state jurisdictional issue to a head . It such 

conditions are not acceptable to all state and local aqenc ies , 

the pipelines are put in a position whereby compliance with 

the Commision ' . conditions results in violation ot state and 

local conditions . Such a cOlltl ict is an invitation to 

unnecessary litiqation and must be avoided. 

Alqonquin is supportive ot developinq procedures tor wetland 

and stream crossinqs and hydrostatic testinq which are 

protective ot environmenta l teatures . We recommend, however ,  

that a t  this time i n  the review process a more pertormance

oriented approach be taken, and that detailed procedures b. 

developed in conjunction with the various state and local 

aqencies most tamiliar with the local environment . 
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Notwithstanding our general comments on the concept of uniform 

plans for erosion control , revegetation, and maintenance and 

procedures for mitigation of stream and wetland construction 

impacts , based on our review, we have the fol lowing comments 

and suggestions for alternate procedures : 

Comments G6-26 and G6-27 are Algonquin's
' 

comments on our recommended Erosion 
Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan (appendix C), and Stream and Weiland 
Construction and Mitigation Procedures (appendix D). Because or the volume or material, 
Algonquin's comments on tbese appendices are not reprinted here. 
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ALGONQUIN ATI'ACIIMENTS 

Algonquin has provided a number or comments on our recommended Erosion 
Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan (appendix C), and Stream and Wetland 
Construction and Mitigation Procedures (appendix D). We have reviewed and discussed these 
comments in section 5.1.2 and in sections 5.1.3.2.1 and 5.1.7.2, respectively. Because or the 
volume or material, Algonquin's comments on these appendices are not reprinted here. 

G6-26 and G6-27 We have addressed Algonquin's comments on these appendices In section 
5.1.2 and in sections 5.1.3.2 and 5.1.7.2, respectively and in revised appendices C and D. 
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L.Cl 
Table 2 . 1-1 

Algonquin 

ALGONQUIN GAS TRANSMISSION COMPANY 

The -G-B Replacement- should be changed to read the -G-B 

Replacement/ Loop· with a total mileage of 5 . 5  miles . The total 

Algonquin mileage should then be corrected to 24 . 2  miles. 

2.1. 3 . 1  

The title correctly defines this segment a s  a replacement , 

but the text refers to the project as a loop. 

a.l. 3.a 

Algonquin currently proposee approximately 4 . 1  Miles of 20-

inch replac .. ent pipeline followed by approximately 1 . 4  Miles of 

20-inch loop pipeline for a total of 5 . 5  Mil • • •  

a.l.3.' 

Niagd a 

G6 

I � 06-28 Comments noted. See revision to table 2.1-1. 

129 06-29 Comment noted. See revision to section 2.1.3.1. 

I �  06-30 Comment noted. See revision to section 2.1.3.2. 



The Chaplin Loop as currently proposed is 1 . 1  miles in length . 

L.L.1 

Algonquin also proposes to install a 5 , 500 horsepower 

compressor within lands owned by Algonquin at its existing 

Burrillville , Rhode Island compressor station . 

L..L..l 

Algonquin requests clarification of the Typical Right-of-way 

Sections shown in Figure 2 . 2 -3 .  Algonquin haa previously f iled 

detailed right-of-way cross-sectional diagrams which do not appear 

to correspond with Figure 2 .2-3.  

L.L.1 

49 CFR Part 192 does not specify trench depth specif ically to 

accommodate heavy farm machinery or drainage systems in 

agricultural areas. 

The U . S .  Army Corps of Engineers requirements for a minimum 

of 4 feet of cover within navigable waterways may supersede minimum 

requirements in 4 9  CFR Part 192 . 

Niagd 3 
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06-31 

G6-32 

G6-33 

G6-34 

Comment noted. See revision to section 2.13.6. 

Last line in section 2.2.2 states "all proposed compressor station additions and meter 
modifications would occur within existing facilities and boundaries." This includes 
the S,sOO-hp of compression at Burrillville Compressor Station. 

Algonquin submitted 12 pages of right-of-way cross-sections detailing each proposed 
pipeline loop and replacement. Although these cross-sections were invaluable in our 
analysis, publication of these cross-sections in the EIS would have required that 
the same level of detail be shown for all other proposed pipeline routes. Since the 
EIS covers over S44 miles of pipeline, such detail would have required an additional 
volume. Our intent was to show a typical right-of-way configuration to provide a 
basis for discussion and understanding. Figure 2.2·3 was based on Algonquin's 
cross-sections, and it has been modified. Although complex, it basically reOects the 
range of cross-sections provided. 

The reference to 49 CFR Part 192 in this statement has been deleted. See revised 
section 2.3.1. 



State hiqhways and inactive railroads may not require borinq. 

L..Z 
In Section 2 . 7  and at various other places in the DEIS,  the 

Commission reterences state and local permits or approvals . Many 

ot these reterences imply that receipt ot all such approvals are 

required by the Certiticate holder. It is essential that FERC does 

not expressly or implicitly condition its Certiticate on receipt 

ot all state or local approvals reterenced therein.  Numerous court 

cases have held that such approvals may not be required on the 

qrounds ot tederal pre-emption or the burden placed on interstate 

commerce . 

For example , see First Iowa Hydro-Electric Cooperative y. 

Federal Power Commission , 328 U. S .  152 ( 1946)  (state aqencies not 

allowed to veto projects authorized by tederal aqencies) ;  

Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line Corp. Y" Hackensack Meadowlands 

DeyeloD�ent Commission , 464 F . 2d 1358 ( 3rd Cir . 1972) (state 

commission could not lawtully condition a permit upon aqreement to 

abandon tacility at a desiqnated date) ; and Transcontinental Gas 

Pipe Line Corp. y. Borough ot Milltown , 93 F. Supp . 287 ( D . C . N . J .  

1950) ( zoninq ordinance which prevented construction o t  interstate 

pipeline inval idated as unduly burdensome on interstate commerce) .  

Most recently, the Second Circuit in the National Fuel case 

reterenced in the comment on Section 7 . 3 .  Mitigatiye Measure 2 held 

that New York ' s  Article VII proceedinq was preempted by the 

Niaqd 4 
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G6-3S Comment noted. See reviled lIedion 2.7. 
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commission. 

Although it is Algonquin ' s  practice to work cooperatively with 

all state and local agencies and to seek all applicable approvals 

from such agencies, the pipelines must retain their federal rights 

should such agencies impose unreasonable conditions or attempt to 

prohibit construction of the project . FERC has concurred with this 

position in the past and stated as follows: 

We note that the proper procedure to construct the 

facilities is to seek permits at the state and local 

leve l .  However , we did not intend to condition approval 

herein upon Algonquin ' s  obtaining the relevant state and 

local permits , nor did we intend to deny Algonquin its 

preemptive rights argument afforded in the Natural Gas 

Act. Accordingly, the state.ent in the EA was meant to 

be infor_tional and not conditional .  Algonquin Gas 

Trans.ission Company. 4 3  FERC , 6 1 , 554 ( 1988) . 

Because of the numerous references to state and local 

approvals in the DEIS, and the inference that receipt of such may 

be required by the certificate, it is suggested that the 

co_issions include similar lanquage in the FEIS and in 

certif icates is sued for the proj ects referred to in this DEIS . 

Dbl. 2.7-1 
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Consistent with the above comment , it should be noted that 

Table 2 . 7-1 represents permits which are typically sought by the 

applicant, but which are not -required- by the Certi ficate . In 

addition to the federal rights issue , some of the permits listed 

may be obtained by alternative means . For example, in 

Massachusetts, a pipeline may receive its wetlands permit from the 

Department of Environmental Protection if the local Conservation 

Commission fails to issue a permit in a timely manner. Similarly, 

a road opening permit may be obtained by a pipeline through the 

local municipality or through the Massachusetts Department of 

Public Utilities . 

3.4 And TAIL' 3 . 4-1 

Refer to comments at � and � regarding the Wawecus 

Hill Road and Medfield Loop variations proposed by Staff . 

4.1.3  And TAIL' 4.1. 3-2 

Are tba aquifer protection areas designated in Table 4 . 1 . 3 -

� also well-protection areas? 

Refer also to comments at 5. 1 . 3 . 1 . 2  regarding ContaminatiQD 

of Aquifers. 

Niagd 6 
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I � G6-37 

G6-38 

38 

Comment noted. See response to G6-3S. 

See response to comments G6-99 and G6-100. 

Table 4.1.3-2 does not refer to wellhead protection areas, which are usually a 200-
to 4OO-foot radius around a groundwater supply well. The Algonquin routes do 

not traverse any wellhead protection areas but do crou areas that have been 
designated in town by-laws as areas in which specified uses are prohibited for the 
protection of groundwater reaoUrtea. Special permits would be necessary in order 
to conduct certain activities In these areas. 



• •  1 . 3 .2 

-East Storehouse Brook- shOUld read -East Branch Stonehouse- • 

• •  1 . 1 . 1 . 1  

Algonquin ' s  currently proposed project includes 12 . 9  miles ot 

loop and 11 . 2  mile. ot replacement pipeline • 

• •  1.1.1.2 

The proposed Bell1nghaa Keter Station i. within the site 

boundary ot NEA' s cogeneration plant • 

• •  1.1.2 

Algonquin maintain. a 50-toot right-of-way tor operation ot 

its existing G-8 systea 6-inch and 8-inch pipeline • •  

• •  1 . 11. 1 

Field work for archaeological inve.tigation. will start in 

Kay 1990 and draft reports on the findings of the Phase 1 Study 

for all facilities i. currently .cheduled for completion by January 

199 1 .  
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G6-39 

G6-40 

06-41 

G6-42 

G6-43 

'Thank you for your commenL The text baa been corrected. 

Comment noted. Section 4.1.9.1.1 baa been revised to total 24.2 miles of pipeline 
looping and replacement, not 24.1 miles 81 indicated bere. 

Comment noted. Section 4.1.9.1.2 baa been revised. 

Comment noted. Sect.ion 4.1.9.2 baa been revised. 

Your comment is noted and the text is revised. The Rhode J.sland SHPO'. 
c:ommenla on the proposed T'JVerlon Loop have been incorporated. 



Algonquin ' s  cultural resource consultant , The Public 

Archaeology Laboratory , Inc . is currently collecting additional 

information for the Rhode Island SHPO on the proposed Tiverton 

Loop . Comments from the Rhode Island SHPO will be provided to the 

Commission ' s  Environmental Staff when they become avai lable . 

5.1.1. 1 

In order to clarify Algonquin notes that , while blasting in 

Massachusetts is regulated by the Board of Fire Prevention and 

the State Fire Marshal l  issues Certificates of competency, the 

blasting permit for a specif ic project is issued by the local fire 

department and the blasting bond is fi led with the municipality in 

most cases . 

Contrary to the language in the last paragraph of Section 

5 . 1 . 1 . 1 ,  ident ification o f  the preferred method of rock disposal 

does not always necessitate coordination with local of ficials . 

The pipeline company should be free to dispose of the rock in a 

manner it d.ems appropr iate consistent with landowner requirements 

and applicabl. law. 

5 . 1. 2 . 2  

Slope Breakers 

Niagd 8 
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4S 

G6-44 

G6-45 

Thank you for your comment. 

Coordination with local authorities for purposes of determining waste rock disposal 
options is an important source of local information. Good relations with landowners 
and local authorities should always be in the best interests of the applicants. In 
consideration of the available options, the determination of the most appropriate 
disposal option is the responsibility of the applicants. 



Slope breakers are a valuable tool in retardinq or stoppinq 

soil erosion. However, the placement of breakers is site specific 

in that it is very dependent upon topoqraphy and soi l  conditions . 

Alqonquin has several steep slopes in solid rock where instal l inq 

breakers in accordance with this recommendation would be 

ineffective. In very soft soils , it may be necessary to place the 

breakers more frequently. Breaker placement must be site speci fic 

and subject to the professional judqement of the environmental 

inspector . Further, the use of breakers as a temporary erosion 

device durinq construction is not necessarily effective . Breaker 

is only useful until the first vehicle or piece of construction 

equipment passes over it , at which time it may become a channel for 

erosion . other methods of si ltation control a lonq the edqe of the 

riqht-of-way would be more effective, as they would not impede the 

work of layinq the pipeline which thereby lenqthens construction 

time and defers the start of restoration. 

vegetat�on Strip/Sediment Barrier 

The use of sediment barriers is site specific.  Alqonquin 

places the. alonq the edqe of every stream. Insta llation of 

sediment barriers such as silt fences alonq slopes at road 

crossinqs .. y block the only access to the riqht-of-way . Alqonquin 

requires trackinq pads at road access sites , which is effective as 

a sediment control device . Delays for maintenance of sediment 

barriers such as silt fences at road crossinqs would occur . 

Niaqd 9 
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G6-46 Clarification of the recommended placement of slope breakers was made in section 
5.1.22 and within the Erosion Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan 
(appendix C). The use of slope breakers as a form of temporary erosion control 
would be effective as long as right-of-way traffic uses as small an area as possible 
and if proper maintenance of erosion control measures is insured at the end of each 
work-day. 

G6-47 . The intended use of sediment barriers did not include barring access to the right
of-way. Properly constructed and maintained sediment control methods, including 
use of crushed stone "tracking" pads, sediment traps, ailt fences, and ataked 
hay/straw bales, can readily provide adequate sedimentation control while allowing 
ready access to the right-of-way. 



Algonquin believes that its proposed use ot sediment barriers such 

as silt tenc.. is consistent with the pertormance objectives ot 

Appendix D .  

Trench Breakers 

As a guideline, the spacing of trench breakers should 

approximate the spacing ot slope breakers . 

Topsoil Segregation and Stone Removal 

Algonqu in cannot segregate topsoil as detailed in � 

5 . 1. 2-1 and necessarily contain spoils to within its proposed 

construction right-ot-wav. 

5.1.2 . "  

As a clarification, Algonquin does not generally allow any of 

its contractors or consultants to interact directly with 

landowners , state ag.ncies or state representatives . Algonquin 

interacts d�rectly with theae individuals , although conSUltants ; 
such as the environmental inspectors are generally present if the 

discussions involve environmental compliance . Becau.e the pipeline 

company may be liable tor any actions relating to construction or 

representations made by its agents , it is Algonquin ' s  policy in 

Niaqd 10 

06 

I n 
I �  

I� 

so 

06-48 

06-49 

06-50 

FERC maintains that tbe lpecifications given for lpacins and installation of trench 
breakcra is warranted. Trencbea concentrate botb IUrface runoff and potential 
lleepase and mould, therefore, be c108C1" lpaced than IUrface runoff diveraions. 

PERC believea that the propoeed right-of-way widtb is lufficient to provide adequate 
lpace for tOpBOiI Itrippinllaegreption and construction operations u depicted in 
fipre 5.1.2-1. We have modified fisure 5.1.2-1 to allow for a construction risbt. 
of."'WII'J not to c:mced 100 feet in wldtb wbere full risbt-of.way tOpBOiI IlrippinS 
would be IIICd in ac:tiveIy cultivated areas. 

Comment acknowiedSed, PERC is aware of. applicant liability luuel. The need for 
the environmental inapector to attend landowner meetinp relevant to environmental 
compliance is a vital requirement for tbe Inspector'S ability to fulOlI bis 
reaponaibilitiea. It is the applicanta' prerogative to aCX'lOmpany ita aseota to IUch 
meetinp. 



such matters to have the consultant accompanied by , and under the 

direction ot , Algonquin personnel .  

5. 1 . 3.1.2 
contamination of Aquifers 

preparation ot a spill Prevention and containment Plan for 

maintenance and storage areas is unwarranted . Actions in response 

to a spill  event are a lready regulated by the EPA and appropriate 

state agencies . Further, the requirements ot such a plan have not 

been detined by the cODIIDission. Also, Algonquin notes that 

equipment maintenance and storage occurs at locations off the 

right-ot-way , at sites leased by the pipeline contractor for that 

purpose .  

Algonquin request clarit ication ot Stat f ' s  recommended 

prohibition on refueling of vehicles and storage of potentially 

hazardous materials within all designated wel l-protection areas . 

Are the aquiter protection areas designated in Table 4 . 1 . 3-2 also 

wel l-protection areas? It so, then the recommended prohibition 

would apply to large construction spreads ot approximately 9 , 000 

teet on the G-5 Replacement and 15, 000 teet on the G-8 Replacement . 

Construction ot such large spreads is unteasible with a prohibition 

on retueling ot vehicles and storage ot potentially hazardous 

Niagd 11 
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G6-51 Please see responses to comments G7-9, G7·10, and GI0-46. 

51 

G6·52 Please see our response to comment G6·13. 

52 



aaterials . 

5 . 1. 3. 2 . 1  

StreAm Construction And MitigAtion Procedures 

Tim. Window tor construction 

Alqonquin suqqests thAt the Statt's  Procedures not include a 

time window tor construction across streams . Alqonquin suqqests 

that stream crossinq requirements related to mitiqation ot 

tisheries impacts , includinq timinq constraints, be developed with 

the appropriate requlatory aqencies taailiar with the 

characteristics and sensitivities ot individual streams to be 

cro.sed. In most instances, requlatory Aqencies are amenable to 

development ot mitiqation measures which neqate the need tor timinq 

restrictions . 

The tour ( 4 )  month window provided tor in-stream construction, 

trom June 1 to september 3 0 ,  IDlY not be lonq enouqh tor most 

proj ects . Alqonquin ' s  experience has been that even smaller 

proj ects normally require three ( 3 )  months, trom mobilization to 

demobilization by the pipeline contractor . It a state or local 

aqency specifically deletes any of the time trame authoriz.d by the 

Commission ' s  recommended time period , the operator may not be able 

to construct the facilities within a sinqle construction season. 

Adoption ot such a time restriction would increase costs tor 

construction due to mobilizAtion and demobilization activities . 
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06-53 PERC will deCec to IIltematNe aite-lpec:ific CIOIIBtructlon time windows baaed on 
additional Information recommended by the state, if appropriate. 



split season construction could result in additional impacts as 

wel l ,  including the inability to deliver gas for the upcoming 

heating season. 

crossings Procedures 

Further definition of the crossing length parameters is 

necessary as stream widths and depths vary considerably over time . 

such variations may be annual (due to climatic changes) ,  seasonal ,  

or daily ( due to single storm events) . By example , a stream 

determined by survey to be ten ( 10 )  feet in width may be 

considerably greater or less than ten ( 10 )  feet at the time of 

construction . Such variations upset attempts to implement 

predetermined methods of construction. 

Requirements for minor stream crossings should be written in 

performance language . Writing the requirements in very specific 

terms will not allow for flexibility due to variable stream flow 

conditions . 

The fluae pipe described in the requirement may not be covered 

with rock at the location of crossing , but must be dammed at both 

ends to direot the flow of the water into the flume. Gravel is 

only needed at equipaent crossings . 

Placement and removal of in-stream devices may actually cause 

N!aqd 13 
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1 56  

06-54 

06-55 

06-56 

Comment noted. Our Procedures require construction equipment to utilize 
temporary bridges to crou aU minor and major streama elcept those specified in 
1(0)(7) of appendix OJ therefore, it is not neceaaary to provide additional crouing 
length parametera. 

Comment noted. Pleaae see our revised Stream and Wetland Construction and 
Mitigation Procedures in appendix O. 

Comment noted. Please see our response to comment 05-10. 



more sedimentation than would otherwise occur. When removed , in-

steam devices release essentially all of the entrapped 

sedimentation to the stream to dissipate small amounts of silt as 

construction occurs . 

Requiring dry construction may not always be practica l .  I f  

rock i s  encountered , then any required drill ing and blasting would 

necessitate removal of the flume pipe . 

Bank stabilization/Revegetation 

Algonquin is obligated to comply with the Department of 

Transportation C ·DOT·) Regulations for Transportation of Natural 

and Other Gas by Pipeline : Minimum Federal Safety Standards at 4 9  

CFR Part 192 . Some of the reasons Algonquin cannot allow the 

growth of trees on its permanent right-of-way and comply with DOT 

regulations include , but are not limited to the fol lowing : 

Niagd 

1 .  Operator. must have clear right-of-way to perform the 

maintenance and surveillance activities that are required 

under DOT regulations. Al lowing growth on the right-

of-way impedes ready access for emergency or maintenance 

activities , significantly limits the effectiveness of 

aerial patrols, impedes ground patrols and hinders the 

abil ity to perform leak surveys . Failure to perform 

these required activities properly , for whatever reason. , 

14 

G6 
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58 

06-57 

06-58 

Comment noted. These considerations have been incorporated into our revised 
Procedures in appendix D. 

Our Procedures specify a 10-foot-wide riparian strip be allowed to permanently 
revegetate with native woody plant species aCl'OSll the entire right-or-way. Because 
the area specified ror permanent revegetation is only 10 reet wide and because 
woody plant species does not rerer only to trees, we do not believe that access to 
the pipeline would be limited in these areas and maintain that this is an appropriate 
mitigation measure ror bank stabilization. 



could re.ult in a violation of federal law for non

coapliance with DOT regulation • •  

2 .  Tree root. can under.ine the inteqrity of the external 

pipeline coatinq, re.ultinq in accelerated corro.ion. 

3 .  Tree. can act a. liqhtninq rod., potentially qroundinq 

the pipeline and cau.inq a failure . 

5 . 1 . 3 . 2 . 1  aDd TABL. 5 . 1.3-1 

Trench pewatering/Hydrostatic Testing and Table 5 . 1 .3-1 

5 . 1 . 3 . 2 . 2  

The proposed water source for hydrostatic testinq of the 

Chaplin Loop is the East Branch of Stonehouse Brook . The 

estimated volume of hydrostatic te.t water is 3 1 0 , 000 

qallons. 

The proposed water source for hydrostatic testinq of the 

H-1 Loop i. a municipal souroe . The estimated volume of 

hydrostatic test water i. 4 0 , 000 qallons . 

The reterence to Order of Condition License should read -Order 

of Conditions under the Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act - .  

The East Branch Stonehouse Brook does not cross Alqonquin ' s  

riqht-of-way i n  a n  area which can be defined a s  a stream . It 
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G6-59 

G6-60 

G6-61 

Comment noted. This information bas been Incorporated into table 5.13.1. 

Comment noted. This information has been incorporated into section 5.1.3.2.2. 

Comment noted. We have deleted this stream from our perennial stream table 
4.1.� because the USGS map indicates it is intermittent. 



cro •••• the ri9ht-of-way in a .wampy w�tland which is •• timat.d at 

400 to 500 f •• t 10n9. It is not practical or feasible to cross 

.uch a long w.tland using the so-called dry-ditch method . W. have 

assum.d that this cro.sin9 will be made by floating the pip. into 

place. 

5. 1. 4.1.1 
Sediment and Turbidity 

Refer to comments at 5 . 1 . 3 .2 . 1  regarding Time Window fQr 
CQnstructiQn and CrQssing PrQcedures 

Th. timing requirement. cQntained her. in may b. reasonable in 

mQst ca ••• • HQw.ver, if .Qlid rQck Qr SQme Qther Qbstacl. is 

encQuntered , the crQ •• ing time frame CQuld be cQn.iderably lQnger . 

Th. timing r.quirem.nt shQuld be put in p.rfQrmanc. language such 

as ·Th. crQssing should be aCCQmplished as quickly as PQssible, 

within 72  hQur. in mQst ca ••• • • CQnditiQn. at the time of 

�--CQnstructiQn may require 9reater than 72 hQurs tQ cQmplete a 

crQs.ing . A r.quirem.nt tQ .tQP cQnstructiQn , pending apprQval 

from the C,..i •• iQn, is nQt reasQnable . Immediate resPQnse frQm 

the Commi •• lon includin9 on weekends and hQl idays ia necessary to 

cQmply with this r.quirement tQ aVQid CQstly delays . 

CQyer Loss 
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G6�2 In emergency situations or in situations where day-to-day decisions must be made, 
FERC staff will issue approval as quickly as possible. 



Refer to comment at 5. 1. 3 . 2 . 1  regarding .lAnk 

stabilization/Revegetation . 

5 . 1  • • • 1.2 

Refer to co_ent at 5 . 1. 3 . 2 . 1  regarding Time window tor 

Constryction . 

Also refer to the co .. ent at 5.1. 3 . 2 . 2  regarding crossing the 

Eaat Branch of stonehou.e Brook . 

5 . 1 . ' . 1  

The li.itation. , on right-of-way .aintenance to once every 

three ( l )  year. and then only after . AUCJ\l.t 1 i. unacceptable . 

Right-of-way .aintenance i. a year round activity . It i. incumbent 

on every operator to clear and keep clear it. right-of-way . The •• 

r •• triction. will .ake it iapo • •  ible for an operator to .eet it. 

obligation. under the DOT regulation at 49 CFR Part 192 . Algonquin 

ha. a policy that require. right-of-way be cut at lea.t once every 

three ( 3 )  year. . So.e .ection. require .ore frequent cutting to 

al low for patrol. required by DDT. Right-of-way .aintenance i. an 

operator re.pon.ibil ity under DOT Regulation. and the frequency for 

clearing .hould be left to the prudent jUdgment of the operator . 

Further, it i. neither practical nor co.t effective to 
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1 63  06-63 

1 64  06-64 

1 65  06-65 

06-66 

66 

We do not feel that allOWing Ihrub vegetation to regrow on the right-of-way in 
wetlandl would aerioualy Impair ground or aerial lurveillance of the pipeline. 
Wetland tree and shrub lpeclea are generally very Ihallow rooted and damage to 
the pipeline from such roots would not occur. Wetland woody vegetation that 
would reCltabliBh on a right-of-way would only grow to the lime height, or would 
be maintained Ihorter, than the IUROundlng vegetation. Thil would not lignificantly 
increue the chance of the pipeline being It ruck by lightning. Please also ICe 
reaponse to comment 06-58. 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. 

We red that 3-year-old vegetation on a riJbt-of-way would DOl unreuonably reatricl 
ground acceu or reduce tbe eflic:ieocy Qf aerial patrolL We DOle that thiB 
requirement doc::I DOl _III to be a lignificant deviation from Algonquin'. editing 
policy of clearinc at leut every 3 yean. 

We a&ree that implementation of dual procedurea may be impractical or may be an 
additional COlt burden for the reuooa DOled by Algonquin. However, we do not 
feel that theae COIlCCrDI jUitify eliminating our requirement. Based on our review 
and the reviewa of cooperating aac:ociea, we have determined that certain standard 
induatry practicca should be changed. In addition, we dilagree with A1gonquin'l 
ltatement that " ... IUch requirements would not apply to the original right-of-way 
ilDlDCdiatety adjacent." Where a propoeed loop iB iMtalled within an editing right
of -way or where a new permanent riJbt-of-way is continuoua with an editing right
of-way, the original right-of-way would be maintained in a similar manner. 



implement maintenance practices for facilities certif icated in this 

Docket dif ferent from those applied to the majority of Alqonquin ' s  

system . This is particularly true where staff 's recommendation 

would apply only to a limited portion of the riqht-of-way required 

for new loops but such requirements would not apply to the oriqinal 

riqht-of-way iaaed iately adjacent . 

5. 1·h2 

Alqonquin requests clarification of the statement -However , 

by followinq our Procedures ( see Appendix D) , this 7 . 6  acres would 

be allowed to reveqetate to a scrub-shrub condition . -

5 . 1. 7 . 1  

Refer to co_ents at 5 . 1. 3 . 2 . 1  reqardinq bilk 
Stabilization/Revegetation. 

It is neither practical nor cost ef fective to implement 

maintenance practices for facilities certif icated in this Docket 

differently from those applied to the majority of Alqonquin ' s  

systea. 

Refer also to co .. ents at 5 . 1 . 6 . 1 .  

5 . 1. 7.2 

Staging AreAl 
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06-67 
Q6.68 

06-69 

Thill statement refen to our ript-or-way maintenance requirement that �tatioa 
removal within wetlands be limited to cutting only thole tra:a within IS reet of the 
pipeline that arc greater than IS feet in height. Thill would allow vegetation in 
forested or IICrUb .. hrub wetlands to revert to a IICrUtHhrub condition. 

Please refer to response to romment 06-13. 

We rec:opize Algonquin's c:oncern. However, baled on pat ctperiencc and our 
review of the propoeed projecta, 81 well 81 review by cooperating agencies, we have 
determined that • Dumber of prooedurca tbat IIIIft become standard industty 
practice mUll UDderJo modificatJoo. A neoeIIIII)' 00IIIC'Jquenc:e II the application of 
maiDtenaDCle practicea that cliffer between DeW pipdine qments. Algonquin can 
8YOId thill problem by cbaopn, ri&ht-of-way maintenance prooedurca on eDIting 
rights-of-way. Pleue see rcaponae to comment 06-66. 



statt ' .  recommended prohibition on retuelinq may be possible 

in a relatively small,  well det ined wetland . However ,  tor a larqe 

wetland, it is not reasonably possible to comply with this 

requirement .  The retuelinq specitication would require that the 

equipment be .oved to the neare.t road, travel inq lonq distances 

in the wetland , loaded on a trailer and moved to a retuelinq site 

outside the detined area.. Thi • •  ethod ot retuelinq necessitates 

extensive' .ove.ent ot equip.ent within the wetland. Caretul 

aonitorinq and retuelinq in an environmentally sate manner will 

minimize di.turbances to larqe wetland areas by limitinq the 

move.ent ot equipment .  

aeter also to comments a t  5 . 1. 3 . 1. 2  regardinq Contamination 

ot Aquifers. 

Spoil Placement 

Place.ent ot sediment tilter devices alonq the lenqth ot the 

entire riqht-ot-way within Wetland areas at the limit. ot proposed 

construction to contain sidecast spoils is unnecessary , costly and 

inettective . Installation, maintenance and removal. ot sediment 

control devices will extend the duration ot construction activity 

and the number of vehicle trips causinq neces.ary siltation . The 

installation cost alone tor silt tence would be approximately 

$20, 500 tor a 1000-toot wetland . FUrther, in areas ot deep 
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06·70 

06·71 

06-72 

1bla comment hu been added to section 5.1.7.2, which outlines the Stream and 
Wetland Construction and Mitigation Procedures and addreaaea each applicant'. 
comment. 00 the Procedures. 

Pleaae ICC the response to comment 06-13. 

Comment noted. Refer to reviaed lCClioo 5.1.7.2. 



standinq water , sediment filter devices would be ineffective. 

Crossing procedures 

Alqonquin cannot allow woody veqetation on the permanent 

riqht-of-way and meet its obliqations for access and maintenance 

under D . O . T .  requlations at 49 CFR Part ' 192 . 

Refer also to comments at 5 . 1 . 3 . 2 . 1  reqardinq bilk 
stabilization/Reyegetation. 

Alqonquin suqqests that siltation barrier. be implemented 

around spoil piles as necessary to achieve performance criteria 

consistent with Appendix D .  

Alqonquin has proposed riqht-of-way widths in its 

environmental report which it believes are the minimum necessary 

to complete the proposed facility construction. Limitinq the 

clearinq of riqht-of-way to. 50 feet in wetlands does not provide 

suf ficient areas to complete the pipeline installation and fails 

to consider the special requirements for workinq in wetland areas .  

Because o f  th e  nature of the instability of soils which occur in 

wetlands , efforts to seqreqate topsoil ,  and the additional measures 

employed to stabilize equipment , wetlands are in fact areas where 

maintaininq construction operations within the typical upland 

riqht-of-way width is difficult. Alqonquin doe. not believe 
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06-73 

06-74 

06-7S 

06-76 

Comment noted. Thil comment baa been previously addreued in section 5.1.7.2 
of the OBIS. 

Please see the response to comment 06�. 

Comment noted. This comment has been previously addreued in section S.1.7.2 
of the OBIS. See also response to comment 06-11. 

1bank you for your comment. We have reevaluated our recommendation to restrict 
the width of construction rights-of-way through wetlands to SO feet. A number of 
applicants have commented on this requirement and, for the reasons noted in 
Algonquin" comment, we now recommend that clearing in wetlands be limited to 
75 feet. Sections 5.1.6 and 5.1.7 have been modified acx:ordingly. 



construction of the pipeline by conventional procedures is possible 

with the right-of-way limitation propo.ed in this section. 

Algonquin recognizes the value of returning seeds , roots and 

rhizomes that are within the topsoil to the surface where they can 

rapidly revegetate .  However , wetlands soils will distribute over 

a large area when set aside due to their fluid consistency . 

segregation of topsoil cannot practically be accomplished within 

a 50-foot construction right-of-way as recommended by Staf f .  

Insofar as segregation o f  topsoil cannot practically be 

accomplished within the construction right-of-way recommended by 

Staff,  greater wetland disturbances may result. 

Temporary Erosion and Sediment Control 

Refer to comments at 5 . 1 . 7 . 2  regarding Spoil Placement. 

Right-ot-Way Maintenance Practices 

The Statt recommendation that no mowing or other vegetation 

maintenance practices occur on the right-ot-way within wetlands is 

unacceptable. Algonquin cannot al low w��y vegetative growth on 

its right-ot-way which will limit access for operational and 

practice activities . Operators are obligated to ensure access for 

maintenance and emergency activities under D . O . T .  regulations under 

49 CFR Part 192 . 
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We are aware that toplOll in wetlands cannot always be segregated luoccsarully. 
However, lr topsoil segregation Is only marginally luoccsarul, it would It III result In 
faster revegetation than lr there wu no topsoil aearqatlon. There£ore, we ,tand 
by this recommendation. AiIo, please note response to comment 06-76. 

Please see comment response 06-72. 

Comment noted. This comment has been previously addressed in section 5.1.7.2. 



Refer also to comments at 5 . 1 . 3 . 2 . � regarding � 

Stabilization/Revegetation. 

Further , it would be extremely difficult to implement the 

maintenance practice recommended by Staff for the pipeline loop 

and pipel�ne replacement proposed in this Docket as such is 

materially different from practices currently implemented on the 

vast majority of Algonquin ' s  1000 mile pipeline system. 

Reyegetation Techniques 

staff ' s  recommendation r.garding und.sirable plan speci.s 

should recognize that no appropriate technique may exist for 

control of undesirable plant sp.cie. ( i  • • •  purple loo.e strif.) . 

Algonquin underscores the comment by Tenn..... that the curr.ntly 

available means of control for purple loose strife (chemical 

control and hand pulling) are neith.r .nvironm.ntally acceptable 

nor cost-effective . Furth.r , undesirable plant specie. surround 

the right-of-way in numerous ar.as along Algonquin ' s  system. Any 

att.mpts to control und •• irable plant species in such areas will 

be ineffectiv • •  

The Staff r.commendation that no mowing or oth.r v.getative 

maintenance practice. occur on the right-of-way is unacceptabl • •  

Refer to comments a t  5.1. 7 . 2  regarding Right-of-Way 
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G6-80 

G6-81 

G6-82 

G6-83 

G6-84 

Please see response to comment G6-63. 

Comment noted. Please see response to comment G6-69. 

Comment noted. The comment referenced to Tennessee baa been previously 
addressed in OBIS IICCtion 5.1.7.2. This IICCtion haa been modified to include 
Algonquin's commenL 

Comment noted. This comment baa been previously addressed in OBIS IICCllon 
5.1.7.2. 

Comment noted. Please see response to comments G6-63 and G6· 79. 



Maintenance Practices and 

Stabilization/Revegetation. 

5,1,,',2,2 

5 . 1. 3 . 2 . 1  reqardinq DAnk 

Alqonquin does not currently propose to locate exterior 

station equipment within a courtyard formed with masonry walls .  

Alqonquin does commit to f ile with the Secretary for review and 

approval by the Director of OPPR, an acoustical evaluation of the 

proposed turbine and noise controls prior to the start of 

construction. 

5.1.9,1.1 

The lanquaqe on page 5-77 requires some clarification. While 

it is Alqonquin' s qeneral practice to file for condemnation in 

Massachusetts with the Department of PUblic Uti lities , the company 

also has the riqht under the Natural Gas Act to file for 

condemnation in federal court . A�qonquin must reserve the riqht 

to file in whichever forum it deems appropriate . 

By way of example , the last sentence of the last paraqraph of this 

section is typical of the federal riqhts concern raised by 

Alqonquin in its comments on section 2 . 7 .  

5,1,9.1.2 end Table 5.1. 9-3 
£-1 Loop 
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Comment noted, section 5.1.8.2.2 has been revised accordingly. 

Comment noted. Section 5.1.9.1.1 has been revised to include the right of the 
applicant to file for condemnation in either alate or Federal court. 

Thank you. 



Alqonquin aqrees to limit construction riqht-ot-way to 50 teet 

within the orchard and tree tarm where apple trees or Christmas 

trees miqht otherwise be impacted . 

Reter to comments at � reqardinq the Wawecus Hill Road 

Variation. 

G-5 Replacement 

Alqonquin is concerned about Statt ' s  imposition ot the 

requirement to work over existinq hiqh pressure pipelines . It has 

been Alqonquin ' s  operatinq philosophy and practice to limit the 

crossinq ot existinq pipel ines by heavy equipment . Alqonquin has 

required that such crossinqs be limited to those absolutely 

necessary and that the crossinq be perpendicular to the pipeline 

to minimize the lenqth ot pipe impacted . To the extent crossinqs 

are required, the pipeline must be ramped, bridqed or stripped and 

sand padded. Alqonquin is adamant that these precautions are 

necessary to maintain the inteqrity and satety ot existinq hiqh 

pressure pipelines . 

Staft ' s  recommendation does not appear to balance adequately 

the issues ot satety and environmental impact. Workinq over 

existinq pipelines should be a decision lett to the pipeline 

operator , who qenerally will allow such a practice only where there 

are no other practicable alternatives . Althouqh Statt ' s  

recommendations with respect to Alqonquin involve relatively small 
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distances , Alqonquin is very concerned that Staff is settinq a 

precedent for this type of practice which it may impose on a larqer 

scale in subsequent projects. 

Alqonquin will consider reducinq the construction work space 

to accommodate the stove pipe method within the Fairway Drive 

residential development . Alqonquin will replace pre-existinq 

ornamental veqetation consistent with Alqonquin's maintenance 

policy. 

Alqonquin ' s  practice and policy is to instal l  riqht-of-way 

barriers as requested by landowners . 

G-B Replacement/Loop 

Re.oval of trees in the Glen Charlie Subdivision adj acent to 

Li ttle Road is necessary for construction of the . G-B 

Replacement/Loop . Removal of these. trees will not eliminate 

existinq screeninq between homes . 

Construction within the existinq riqht-of-way would require 

workinq over an existinq in-service pipeline . Alqonquin is 

concerned about the Staf f ' s  imposition of the requirement to work 

over existinq hiqh pressure pipelines . Refer to the above detailed 

explanation of the concern as it pertains to the G-5 Replacement. 
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06-91 Comment noted. We have modified table 5.1.9-3. 
91 

06-92 See response to comment 06-4. 
92 

Wit,.) 



3 . 3  Mile. 36-Inch Mainline Loop 

Refer to comments at � regarding the Medfield Loop 

Variation. 

Ballingham Meter Station 

The proposed Bell ingham Meter station is within the site 

boundary of NEA ' s  cogeneration plant . 

5 . 1 . 1 . 2 . 2  

Algonquin has proposed right-of-way width within the Caratunk 

Wildlife Refuge which it bel ieves are the minimum necessary to 

complete the construction of the G-5 Replacement . Refer to more 

detailed comments at Section 7 . 3 .  Mitigatiya Measure 60. 

Algonqu in questions the suggested timing of construction 

activity within the Caratunk Wildlife Refuge along the G-5 

Replacement and also across Glen Charlie Pond along the G-8 

Replacement/Loop. Algonquin suggests that confining construction 

activity between September and June within the Caratunk Wildlife 

Refuge and between September and May across Glen Charlie Pond would 

appear to contradict Staff ' s  timing recommendation for river and 

stream crossings . In Section 5 . 1 . 3 . 2 . 1 ,  Staff recommends that in 

stream construction be allowsd only froll June 1 to September 3 0 .  
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95 



In particular, Alqonquin re.ind. statt that an unnamed tributary 

to Cole. Brook i. located near the exit trom Caratunk at M . P .  2 . 65 .  

Pollowinq statt ' .  recommendation , other .tream cro •• inqs alonq the 

G-5 Replace.ent and G-8 Replacement would occur in the period trom 

June 1 to September 30.  The ta.k ot .chedulinq and cost ot 

mobilizinq
• 

and demobilizinq the contractor to achieve statt ' s  

recommendations i • •  iqniticant. Statt ' s  current recommendation 

does not allow Alqonquin the tlexibility to construct the proposed 

tacilities in an etticient and cost-ettective manner . Alqonquin 

suqqest. that appropriate mitiqation be developed to allow 

construction throuqhout the year. 

5 . 1 . 11.2.1 

Alqonquin ' .  cultural re.ource con.ultant, The PUblic 

Archaeology Lab�ratory , Inc . , i. curr�ntly collectinq additional 

intormation tor the Rhode I.land SHPO on the proposed Tiverton 

Loop . Comments tro. the Rhode I.land SHPO will be provided when 

they beco.e available . 

5.1.13 . 3  

Alqonquin doe. not displace the qas i n  the section with 

nitrogen, but replace. the qas with air , by means ot air movers .  
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Comment noted. 

Section S.1.13.3 has been revised to indicate that natural gas can be displaced by 
nitrogen gas or air. 



L.Z. 

staff ' s  recommendation to ensure compliance with section 106 

of the NH�ould require the applicant or the non-jurisdictional 

facil ity sponsor to prepare work plans for the Commission ' s  review 

and ap�roval .  Such a requirement , if necessary, should consider 

whether cultural resources have a potential to be affected . If no 

potential impact from project construction on cultural resources 

exists, then work plans should not be required . 

Enclosed as 'Exhibit !5 .  2 is a letter from the Massachusetts 

Historical commis.ion dated April 16,  1990 which sta�es , -Since 

NEA' s  300-MW cogeneration facility is currently under construction, 

and since Algonquin 's proposed Bellingham Meter Station wil l  be 

located within the c0generation plant area , no further review of 

these two projects is required by the KHC . -

L..L..l 

Algonquin suggests that its Proposed Route ( Proposed Route) 

has a lesser i.pact upon ecolO9ical resources than the Wawecus Hill 

Road Variation (Variation) which outweighs the .arqinally greater 

impact upon existing residences . In addition, because the 

Variation is longer than the Proposed Route, it would increase the 

cost of the Project. When considered in conjunction with 

mitigating factors and the shorter length of the Proposed Route, 
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Comment noted. However, our analysis (section 5.2) and DEIS recommendation 
6 require that work plans be prepared only where deemed necessary by the SHPO. 
For clarification, we have modified the language In section 5.2 and ICCtion 7.3 
accordingly. Based on MHC's April 16, 1990, letter included as Exhibit 5.2 in 
Algonquin's comments, It would appear that no further Section 106 review would 
be required for NEA's 300 MW cogeneration plant or for the Bellingham Meter 
Station. The fact that all necessary permits for NEA's cogeneration plant have been 
obtained should be noted by the Commission in its review of Algonquin's 
application. 

Comment noted. The aty of Norwich endorses the variation (see comment 1.5-
12). Our route variation remains 81 originally recommended. 



these tactors tavor the Proposed Route . 

As noted on page 6-1l ot the DEIS ,  the variation would require 

an additional 4 . 1  acres ot torest clearing. In total ,  the 

variation would require an additional 1 . 0  acres tor right-ot-way . 

As shown in Table 6-1 ot the DEIS,  the Variation would also requ ire 

one more river/stream crossing than the Proposed Route . 

While the Proposed Route would come within 50 teet ot three 

( l )  residences and the Variation within 50 teet ot only one ( 1 )  

residence, the Variation lies within 100 teet o t  tour ( 4 )  

residences, 

residences 

including the one within 50 feet . only three ( 3 )  

(those within 5 0  te.t) are within 100 teet ot the 

Proposed Route . For those residencea , Algonqu in proposes 

residential mitigation techniques such ' as snow-tencing work areas, 

avoiding tree removal wherever possible and reducing the working 

crew. In addition, Algonquin will use stove-pipe construction 

techniques whenever possible in areas ot residential 

development . Algonquin is concerned that drag-line construction 

techniques will damage pipeline coating . As a result , Algonquin 

suggests use ot stove-pipe construction techniques . In the area 

ot the lar9. wood retaining wal l ,  pipeline alignment would be on 

10 foot cent.ra . Special precautions would be taken to protect it 

during construction . 

Restoration would include Algonquin ' s  standard procedures for 
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restoring to pre-construction condition . Special provisions would 

dictate the extent ot this work as negotiated with property owner . 

Exhibit 6 . 3 . 1  attached hereto provides a n  aerial photographic 

comparison ot the proposed Route and the variation. 

L..L.l 
The construction right-ot-way tor Algonquin ' s  proposed Route 

comes within fifty teet ot only eight residences , whi le the 

construction right-ot-way Medtield Loop variation comes within 

fitty feet of fitteen res idences .  For the eight residences 

within titty teet ot the construction right-ot-way tor its proposed 

Route , Algonquin will employ certain residential mitigation 

techniques, as specified in Table 5 . 1 . 9 . 2  o t  the DEIS. Algonquin 

proposes to snow-tence work areas , avoid removal ot trees wherever 

possible and reduce working crew . In addition, Algonquin will use 

stove pipe construction techniques wherever possible in the area 

ot res idential development. 

Exhibit 6 . 3 . 2  Provides a n  aerial photographic comparison ot 

the proposed Route and the Medtield Loop variation 

Niagd 30 

G6 

99 

100 

06·100 We have reevaluated the Medfield Loop and the Medfield Loop Variation (see 
section 6.3.2). 
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COMMENTS ON DEIS 

EXHIBITS 

06 

ALGONQUIN ATIACHMENTS 

Algonquin submitted a number or oversized aerial photos and maps that, because 
or their size, are not reprinted here. 



April 16 , 1990 

Lois D. Cashell , Secretary 

BDIBIT 5 . 2  
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Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
825 North Capitol Street, N.E.  
Washington, DC 20426

' 

RE: Niagara Import Point. Projec t. ,  Draft ElS .  Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company 
( FERC Docket. No. CP88-l7l-DOl) and Algonquin Gas Company (FERC Docket No. 
CP88-l87-00l) .  

near Ms .  Cashel l :  

Staff of the Msssachusetts Historical Commisaion have reviewed the Draft 
Environmental Impac t Statement on the propoaed projects referenced above . 

To date , only preliminary cultural resource aurveys have been conducted of 
portions of proposed projects by Tennesaee Gas Pipeline Company and Algonquin 
Gaa Company . Tennessee Ga. Pipeline Company ' s  Sea-ent 8 in Longmeadow, East 
Longaeadow, and Agewam (Hampden County, HA) Wa. the focus of a reconnaissance 
(Phase la) archaeological survey by the UKass Archaeological Services . The 
reaults of t.his investigation , presented in a report entitled , "Archaeological 
Rsconnaissance Survey for the Proposed TenDessee Gaa Company Pipeline , Niagara 
Settlement Project ,  Central Mas.achusetts , "  indicated that 5 . 1  Em ( 3 . 2  miles ) 
of the propoRed route have a moderats to high potential to contain significant 
historical and archaeological re.ources . HHC has approved the research design 
aubmitted by UKass Archaeololical Services for an Intensive (Locational) 
Archaeological (Phase Ib) Survey of Seement 8 .  

The Office of Public Archaeology at Boston University ha s  received HHC 
approval for a research desiln submitted for an I ntenaive (Locational ) 
Archaeological Survey (950 CHi 70) of Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company ' s  Segment 
9 in Hopkinton ( Kiddlesex Co. ,  HA) . Tennesaee Gas Pipeline Company ' s  Seqment 
8 Longmeadow and Wolf Swamp Variations , where they differ from the Sea-ent 8 
primary route propo .. �, have not been previously reviewed by this office . 

Phase 1 Archaeological Surveys for portions of Algonquin Gas Transmission 
Company' a  propoaed pipeline routes and facilities have only recently 
commenced. The Public Archaeology Laborat.ory, Inc. has submitted research 
designs approved by the HHC to conduct Intensive (Locational) Archaeological 
Surveys on the Algonquin H-l Replacement (Hilford , HA) , Algonquin Hedfield 
Loop (Holliston & Hillis , HA--Hiddlesex & Norfolk Cos . ) ,  and the AlgonqUin 
Bellingham Heter S tation (Bellingham, Norfolk Co . ,  HA) . The PAL, Inc . 
received HHC approval to conduct a survey on a portion of the proposed 
Algonquin G-8 Replacement (Plymouth & Barnstable Cos . , HA) , ( i . e . ,  HP 2 . 0  to 
KP 5 . 2 )  and what was once identified as an "aiternate" route (KP 4 . 1  to 5 .3) ; 

M""",chus.,,,s H iswrical Cummi .. i"n, \'aleri .. A, Talmage, £x«,,1I1Jt' Dirtctm; S'a� Hil',"" 1'''''"0(/111111 0lfu,,' 
IIIl Boylston Street, BoslUn, Massachusetts 02116 (617) 727,HoI70 

()1Ii<� nr th .. S .. n .. iun,' Stollt', �I kl ..... IJ. Cunnnll\', Sft'rtlnr:v 
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Lois D. Cashell 
April 12 , 1990 
Page 2 of 2 

the latter is actually a small port.ion of the proposed G-8 Replacement route 
and not an alternate as proposed in the DEIS.  KP 0 . 0  to KP 2 .0 of t.he G-8 
Replacement route has not been reviewed , nor has the Algonquin G-5 Replacement 
route . 

Review of HHC ' s  files indicates that HHC received notice on June 16 , 1986 of 
the NorthEast Energy Associates ' cogeneration plant ( DEIS 5 . 2 . 2 .1 )  through an 
Environmental Notification Fora ( filad with the Massachusetts Esecutive Office 
of Environmental Affairs ) .  Ths project was then identifiad as the Continental 
Cogeneration Corporation ' s  ·CCC Bellingham, HA" project.  No request for 
further review was made by the HHC at that time . Since NEA ' s  300-KW 
cogeneration facility is currently under construc tion, and aince Algonqui n ' s  
proposed Bellingham Heter Station will be located within the cogeneration 
plant project area, no further review of these two projects is required by the 
HHC . 

The Final EIS should include a table indicating the atatus of cultural 
resource surveys by route, listing the firms conduc ting the research . In 
addition, the tOWD8 through which the facilities pass should be listed. 

HHC requests that a Reconnaissance ( Phase la) Archaeological Survey be 
conducted on those segmente of the Tennessee and Algonquin routes that have 
not been previously surveyed. HHC concurs with the recommendations of FERC 
(DElS 5 . 1 . 1 1 . 1 )  that TenDessee and Algonquin defer construction of the 
proposed facilities until FERC and the HHC have deterained what effect the 
proposed project may have on significant historical and archaeological 
resources in compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act of 1966 as amended (36 CFR 800 ) .  

Should you have any questions regarding these comments , please feel free to 
contact Edward L. Bell of my staff. 

Sincerely , 

�-.J� ..P_ Brona Simon 
\1"- State Archaeologist 

Deputy S tate Historic Preservation Officer 
Hassachusetts Historical Commis.ion 

xc: Debra Vrabel, FERC 
Kurt Flynn, FERC 
ACHP 
UKass Archaeological Surveys 
PAL, Inc. 
Stone & Webster Environmental Services (for Tennessee Gas) 
AlgonqUin Gas Transmission Company 
OPA 
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IIDIBIT 7 . 3 . 4  

• Natural Heritage 
", ,. * IVlassacl1usetts 

.. Program 

10 Jllllliry 1990 
Jeffrey King 
HMM Associltn, Inc. 
196 Sltlr A"' .... 
Concord, MA .01 742 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

R£: GIS Meter Station 
OtpotSlrHt 
80M Pond 
81111"l1li, MA 

Thank you for contactlnl the Natural Herltale and Endanlered Species 
Prolram rIIlardlnl rare species and ecolollcally sllnlflcant natural 
communities In the vicinity of the project referenced above, 

At this time, we are not aware of any rare plants or animals or 
ecologically significant natural communltl.s that would b. affected by . 'le 
proposed project. 

It your project plans chanle, or If additional fieldwork and research 
results in an update of our databa .. , this evaluation may require 
reconsideration. 

Sincerely, 

, . • .'7 e. . D :k.�---/, 1" rJ '/ ' �  
Jay Copeland 
Environmental Reviewer 

JC/Jc 

cc: town tile, chrono tile 

Division of Fisheries and Wildlife 100 Cimbridge Street, Boston, Man. 02201 (617) 727·?l9·1. 1 5 1  
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Texas Eastern' s  comments on the proposed mitigation set forth In Section 7 . 3  
of the DE IS are as fol lows : 

. 

Mitigation Measure No. Z. Thi s  measure would  require Texas Eastern to 
obtain the approval of the Di rector of OPPR for any routing al terations 
other than Staff' s recommended vari ations and Mi nor field real ignments per 
l andowner needs and requi rements . I t  I s  Texas Eastern ' s  experience In 
constructing pipel i ne fac i l i t ies that unantic ipated mi nor route 
modi ficati ons are I nevi tabl e .  Since the need t o  modi fy the route I s  usual ly 
not discovered unt i l  shortly before or during construction, I t  Is essenti al 
that the revised a l ignment be made as qui ckly as poss ible.  For minor route 
deviations,  Texas Eastern al ready consul ts �I.th the l andowner and as needed , 
state or l ocal permitting agencies .  Subjecting the revised route to OPPR 
approval would unacceptably del ay thi s process.  Tex2s Eastern therefore 
suggests thi s approval should only be requi red for signifi cant route 
variations greater than 660 feet. 

Mitigation Measure No. 3. Thi s  measure would require that Texas Eastern use 
certain  constructi on techniques and submit and obtai n  the Di rector of OPPR' s 
approval of detai l ed construction and restorat ion pl ans for certain  
residential areas.  Texas Eastern ' s  concern with thi s  proposal I s  that the 
del ay In receiv ing approval could hi nder Implementation, s ince the purpose 
of thi s  mitigation measure Is to reduce the Impact of construction In 
resident i al areas . Prior to construct ion,  however, Texas Eastern wi l l  have 
al ready contacted al l  affected l andowners In an attempt to address their 
concerns as wel l as sati sfying any requi rements Imposed by state and/or 
l ocal permi tting agencies.  Because of the detail  apparently contemplated by 
Staff, and the number of pl ans requi red (not necessary from Texas Eastern 
but from the other appl i cants ) ,  It Is l i kely that the pl ans wi l l  not be 
s�� tted unt i l  shortly before construction.  Due to the other I tems 
c�emplated for OPPR approval and the poss ibi l i ty of Staff modi fications, 
I t  I s  unreal i st i c  to assume Immedi ate approval by the Di rector of OPPR of 
such pl ans Is obtainabl e .  

Mitigation Measure No. 6. Texas Eastern has consulted wi th the Pennsyl van i a  
Bureau for Hi storical Preservation (PA·BHP) regardi ng the potential effect 
of the project construction on cul tural resource . A Phase I survey at the 
rlght·of·way of the proposed project Is conducted In coordination with the 
PA-BHP. Phase I and I I  survey reports wi l l  be filed with the FERC 
Immedi ately when ava i l abl e .  

MitigatIon Measure No. 7. ThI s Measure would  require the appl i cant to 
certIfy that al l  necessary permI ts and approval s to construct and operate 
the nonjurlsdlctlonal facI l i ti es have been obtaIned prIor to the i r  
construction.  Texas Eastern bel i eves thi s I s  completely unreasonable and 
forces the appl icant to become I nvolved In the permI tt i ng and approval 
process of the nonjurl sdlctlonal facI l i ty ' s  envi ronmental revIew, of whIch 
neI ther the appl Icant nor the FERC has control over. 
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We do not fed that this recommendation is overly burdenaome to the applicants. 
We � especially concerned with route modificationa deYeIoped following 
lubmiaalon of detailed project dati and approval of the Director of OPPR. We 
are not concerned with minor field realignments to 88tisfy an IndiYiduai landowner, 
80 long as they do not result In greater Impact than tbole approved. However, 
when a realignment results In the CI"OI8ing of land that would affect Iandownel1l 
previously not affected, no matter how minor the realignment, this 
recommendation is applic:able. 

We believe that restoration plans for certain residential areas along the proposed 
pipeline are necessary to minimize impact on residents. Texas Eastern has not 
yet provided the construction and restoration plan that would be required in the 
one residential area that is crossed by its proposed pipeline. Once we get the 
plan we will review it as soon as possible. 

Your comment is noted. 

Please see response to comment 06·10. 
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"Itlgatlon Measure No. 8. This mi tigation measure requi res Texas Eastern to 
Implement the "Erosion Control , Revegetation and Mai ntenance Pl an" set forth 
In Append i x  C to the DE IS and the "Stream and Wetl and Construct ion and 
Mi tigation Procedures" set forth In Appendi x  D to the DEIS.  In addi tion, 
the measure would  al low no deviation fro. these procedures wi thout wri tten 
approval of the Di rector of OPPR at l east two weeks prior to Implementat ion .  

Texas Eastern ' s  Erosion and Sedimentation Control plan (ElSC Plan) has been 
devel oped to provide effective erosion and sedimentat ion control measures 
designed to accommodate varying field conditions during pipel i ne 
construction .  The measures descri bed I n  the Pl an have been developed and 
Improved upon throughout the past several years of extensive pipel i ne 
construction In the state of Pennsylvania  and the Northeast . I t  has been 
found to provide a practical and workabl e means of minimi z ing detrimental 
Impacts .to soi l  and water resources as a resul t of pipel i ne construct ion 
activit ies .  Texas Eastern bel i eves that many of the requi rements of 
Appendices C and D are too restri cti ve ,  Incons i stent with local and state 
per�l ttlng regul ations , and Impract ical at certain geographic  l ocati ons . 
Texas Eastern recommends that those appendi ces be rewri tten In performance 
orieAted l anguage so that s ite and time specific  cond i t i ons I nherent In any 
coilfructlon project can be deal t with In an envi ronmentally sound manner. 
It I s  Texas Eastern ' s  I ntent,  In order to comply with l ocal and state 
permi ts, as wel l as to provide the most prudent and practical eros ion and 
sedimentation control measures, to fol l ow the recommended guidel i nes of 
Appendices C and D as commented upon previously (02/05/90) and attached 
hereto once aga i n .  

The requi rement for prior approval o f  changes by the Di rector o f  OPPR I s  
not practi cal and burdensome . .The requi rement does not a l low for any type 
of quick reaction to and resol ut ion of probl�ms which Inevi tably occur 
during construction. In the past, Texas Eastern has successful ly worked 
wi th the local conservat i on office and state permi tting agency I n  obta in ing 
changes to the approved ElSC Pl an . If FERC deems that such an approval 
process Is necessary, Texas Eastern requests verbal approval or noti ficat ion 
within 24 hours of a request by the appl icant, I ncl udi ng weekends and 
hol idays . It I s  Texas Eastern ' s  bel i ef that fai l ure to respond rapidly by 
the FERC may In some cases cause envi ronmental ly Irrevocabl e damage. 

-

MitlgatloD Measure No. 9. Texas Eastern d isagrees with Staff ' s  
recommendation that �ree stumps be removed only I n  the areas Immedi ately 
over the trench and where grading Is requi red . ·  -Texas Eastern has agreed to 
restrict tree stump removal to the areas directly over the trench only when 
cross ing federal ly del i neated wetland areas . 
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We have recommended the procedures ouUined In appendlca C and D in 
respolllC to Federal, ltate, and local aaenc:y CODCCllll reprdilll the potential foc 
environmental impact from pipeline construction. 1beae procedures have been 
reviewed and commented on by theae agencies and by varioUi pipeline companies 
and have been IUblequently reviled to incorporate commentl. We belieYe their 
VIC provideI a conalltent level of environmental protection of land reaourca, 
erodible and prime lOlli, IUrface waten, and _tlanda. We do not believe they 
are too restrictive, although we realize in lOIDe lite .. pecifk: iDitanca every 
procedun: may not be applicable. In theae C8ICI, _ have provided the applicant 
with an opportunity to requeat relief on a lite .. pecific baall. Specific commentl 
to our Procedures have been ,ddreucd in reviled lection 5.1.7.2 

The applicant's environmental inspectors should be very familiar with each of 
these procedures. In their initial field review of the route and in their 
participation in preparation of construction specifications and drawings, most 
instanca where compliance with these procedures could not be met would be 
identified with sufficient time to request relief from FERC. FERC will not allow 
the applicant carte blanche authority to determine when these procedures are not 
applicable. In emergency situatioDB or in situations where day-to-day decisioDB 
must be made, FERC staff will issue approval as quickly as possible. 

Comment noted; refer to response 010-44. 
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Texas Eastern must maintai n Its permanent rights-of-way of 25 feet on ei ther 
side of the pipel ine so as to provide access to the rights-of-way for 
mai ntenance activi ties and In case of emergency. Equi pment requi red for 
pi pel ine mai ntenance typi cal ly requi res a cl eared 50-foot wide rights-of-way 
for Ingress and egress .  Tree stumps l eft al ong the right-of-way wi l l  Impede 
the movement of this  equipment hinderi ng not only mai ntenance, but the 
appl ican t ' s  abi l i ty to act In a case of emergency as cal l ed for In the Code 
of Federal Regul ations (49 CFR Part 192 . 615) . Al so, a 50-foot wide 
permanent rights-of-way Is needed for conducting an accurate aerial 
reconna issance survey to observe surface condi tions on and adjacent to the 
rights-of-way for I ndicat i ons of l eaks, construction, and encroachment 
activit ies as speci fied In the Code of Federal Regul ations (49 CFR Part 
192. 705) . 

Mitigation Measure No. 10. Thi s  mitigation measure would requi re Texas 
Eastern to document pre- and post-construction water qual i ty and yield of 
al l water supply springs and wel l s  that .ay be affected by construction 
activities .  Texas Eastern wi l l  perform pre- and post-construction 
Inspections of any water supply springs or wel l s  wi thin 50 feet of the 
pipel ine when requested by the l andowner. Texas Eastern has successful ly 
ut i l ized various practices that prevent or minimize the Impact of· p lpel l ne 
construction on groundwater sources.  Should such sources be adversely 
affected by construction,  corrective measures would be dependent upon the 
severity and type of damage. Adequate potable water suppl ies would be 
provided unless otherwise agreed upon by the wel l owner/water authority. 
Staff has Ident i fi ed no justi fication for abandoni ng this successful 
practice In favor of a far more burdensome and expens i ve procedure. 

"Itlgatlon Measure No. 11. The groundwater monitoring plan proposed In thi s  
mltl� .. � lon measure I s  unnecessary and burdensome . Texas Eastern has agreed 
not to store hazardous materi al s ,  chemi cal s ,  fuels ,  and l ubricating oi l s ,  or 
refuel construction equi pment within 100 feet of streams or within any 
municipal watershed area . 

Mitigation Measure No. 12. The preparation of a Spi l l  Prevention 
Containment and Control Pl an for maintenance and storage areas I s  
unwarranted . Actions I n  response t o  a spi l l  event are regulated by the EPA 
and appropri ate state agenc ies.  Further, the requi rements of such a pl an 
have not been defi ned by Staff. Equipment .al ntenance and storage typical ly 
occurs at l ocations off the right-of-way, at yards l eased by the pi pel i ne 
contractor for that purpose. 

"Itlgatlpn Measure Np. 13. Texas Eastern agrees that construction be 
1 1.lted In agricul tural and res idential l ands during periods when the soi l  
I s  the wettest (Apri l  1 t o  May 1 5 )  unl ess project constraints necessi tate 
construction at this  time. If compaction and . rutting occurs due to 
construction during this time, appropriate restoration measures wi l l  be 
undertaken In agricul tural and resldentla.l l lnds . If the project .were 
del ayed and started l ate, I t  could become necessary to compl ete fi nal 
rlght·of-way restorltlon elrly the fol lowing spring. A l andowner may desi re 
that the restorat ion work be completed IS soon IS possibl e  In the early 
spring In order thlt the l ind may be reldled for cul tlvltlon . 
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Since Tc:xaa Eastern Iw indicated that they plan to conduct pre- and post
construction monitoring activities and have documented techniques for preventing 
BDd minimizing Impact on groundwater, we .. ume that documentation for 
performance of theae activities Cliata. Recently, we hIM: received many commenta 
from Individual BDd atate and local agencies concerning the potential Impact of 
pipeline coDltruction BDd operation on valuable groundwater aupplies. We 
maintain that our review of monitoring proc:edurea II appropriate to enaure 
protection of poundwater IUpply ayatCIIII. 

We recognize that many communities and homeowners rely on groundwater as 
their only source of drinking water. We maintain that thll requirement II 
necessary to protect groundwater supplies from potential contamination by 
accidental spilll of fuel and hazardous materials. 

We do not agree that our recommended spill prevention and control plan is 
unnecessary. Contractors should already have a similar type of plan in place and 
we maintain that this II a prudent request that would protect environmental 
resources and workers' safety. Furthermore, we do not believe that refueling 
activities would always take place In equipment yards and potential spills during 
such activities must be addreased. 

Refer also to comment response G4-33. FERC maintains that the issue of soil 
compaction and rutting mitigation necessitates DEIS recommendation 13. 
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"Itlaatlon Measure Np. 15. Thi s  _I tlgatlon leasure vould requi re Tlxas 
East.rn to contact l ocal soi l conservation offlcls to dltermlne l ocat ions 
wh.r. future drainage syste.s _ay be used and to Incrlase cover depth or 
.ak. oth.r provis ions for future I nstal l ation.  Thi s  I s  unnecessary and 
would be an added exp.nse to provide the additional cover. Texas Eastern 
propos.s to di scuss wi th the I ndivIdual l andowners who _ay be cons idering 
future drai nage systems and provide such .. asures at those s i te spec i fi c  
l ocatIons. 

"Itlgatlon Measure No. 16. Texas Eastern agrees not to p i l e  excavated rock 
al ong or adjacent. to the .xl stlng rights-of-way unl ess requested to do so by 
the l andowner. Texas Eastern wi l l d i spose of the excess rock I n  accordance 
wi th agr .... nts with l andowners and the requl remlnts of statl or local 
Igencl.s. 

. 

"Itlgatlon Measure No. 18. Within 30 days of the I ssuance of a certi fi cate 
for this project , Texas Eastern wi l l  agree to Ident i fy dates for ( 1 )  the 
complet ion of any outstanding ( I f  any) cul tural resource requi rements and 
other surveys, (2) the start of construction ,  and (3) start and compl etion 
of restorat ion. 

"Itlgatlon Measure No. 20. Texas Eastern agrees to defer the construction 
of any proposed facil i ty unt i l  the FERC staff and SHPOs have revi ewed and 
approved all Phase I and II cul tural resource survey reports ,  and Phase I I I  
_I t l gatlon pl ans and reports when appl icabl e .  Texas Eastern agrees to 
consider any comments of the respecti ve SHPOs and ACHP. 

"Itlgatlop Measure NO. 66. The field survey strategy and appl i ed 
methodol ogy of the Phase I field survey of the right-of-way I s  being 
coord inated wl�� the PA-8HP and Is being carried out In compl i ance with the 
appl icabl e sta'f guidel ines and federal regul ations. 

07 
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07-14 

07-15 

07-16 

OBIS recommendatioa 15 bu been deleted. We have modified our Eroalon 
Control, RevqetatJon, and Maintenance Plan to provide (or diec:uulon with 
Individual landownen. 

OBIS recommendation 16, modified in section 7.3 has been revised to include 
"without the approval o( the Iandowne'" (see OBIS recommendation 16, modified). 

Thank you (or your comment. 

Your comment is noted. The teu reflects your comment. 

Your comment is noted. We must emphasize, however, that we strongly suggest 
you discuss and implement a stratified sampling strategy in consultation with the 
Pennsylvania Bureau (or Historical Preservation. 
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TEXAS EASTERN DEIS 
APPENDIX C & D COMMENTS 

Texas Eastern has provided a number of comments on our recommended
· 
Erosion 

Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan (appendix C), and Stream and Wetland 
Construction and Mitigation Procedures (appendix D). We have reviewed and discussed these 
comments in section 5.1.2 and in sections 5.1.3.2.1 and 5.1.7.2, respectively. Because of the 
volume of material, Texas Eastern's comments on these appendices are not reprinted here. 



l' T NIAGARA 
� U MOHAWK 
NIAGARA IIONAWI! pgr'IER CORPOllATION/300 ERIE BOULEVARD WEST, SYRACUSE, N.Y. 132O:!/TEl£PHONE (31�1474·1�11 

FEDERAL EXPRESS 

Ron . Lois D. Cashell 
Secretary 

April 27 , 1990 

Federal Enerqy Bequlatory Commission 
825 North Capitol Street, H . E .  
Washinqton, D . C .  20426 

Be: Niaqara Import Point Project 
Draft Environmental Impact statement 
Tennessee Gas Pipeline Co • .  CP88-171 et 01. 

Dear Secretary Casholl :  

Enclosed for filinq with the Commission, pursuant t o  its March 
2 6 ,  1990 Notice publi.hed in the FederQl Reqi.ter, aro an oriqinal 
and fourteen copies of the co_ents of Niaqara Mohawk Power 
corporation in this proceedinq . 

Kindly acknowledqe receipt and fil inq of the enclosures by 
date stampinq the enclosed copy of this letter and returninq it in 
the postaqe paicl envelope provided . 

MMF/jaf 
Ene. 

cc: Mr . Kurt Flynn 

777, t�tutwJ-� · 

M .  Marqaret Fabic, Attorney for 
Niaqara Mohawk Power corporation 

G8 



UBITED 8TATE8 OF AKBRICA 
FEDERAL BNlRGY REGULATORY COHKI88IOH 

Tennessee Gas pipeline company 

Great Lakes Transmission company 

Algonquin Gas Transmission company 

CNG Transmission corporation and ) 
Texas Eastern Transmission Corporation) 

CNG Transmission Corporation 

Texas Eastern Transmission Corporation) 

Transcontinental GaB Pipe Line 
corporation 

National Fuel Gas supply Corporation 
and Penn-York Energy corporation 

Docket NOB. CP88-l7l-00l 

CP89-892-000 

CP88-l87-00l 

CP88-l95-002 

CP89-7 l2-000 

CP89-711-000 

CP89-7-00l 
and CP89-7l0-000 

CP88-l94-00l 

COHKBIIT8 OF NIAGARA NORAWIt POnR CORPORATION 
ON 

BIAGAIlA IMPORT POIIIT PROJECT 
DJIAI'T EIIVIROlOIBlITAL IMPACT 8TATBlUlIIT 

On March 16 , 1990 ,  the Statt ot the Federal Energy Regulatory 

Commission ( FERC) issued a dratt environmental impact statement 

( DEIS) on the natural gas pipeline tacilities propoBed in the 

above-reterenced dockets, and related nonjurisdictional tacilities . 

The DEIS waB prepared to satiBty the requirements ot the 

National Environmental Policy Act . The statt concludes that 

approval ot the proposed project, with appropriate mitigating 

GS" 



.easures, including receipt of necessary permits and approvals,  

would have l imited adverse environmental impact . 

Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation (Niagara Mohawk, Company) ,  

an intervenor in CUG Transmission Corp. , 
hereby comments on the DEIS as follows . 

Docket No. CP89-712 , 

The Niagara Import Point (NIP) Proj ect include. certain 

facilities proposed to be constructed by CNG Transmission 

Corporation, de.ignated as pipeline TL-47 0 .  Those facilities are 

described in the DEIS at pages 2-12 , 2-16 , 2-2 2 ,  and at Figures A-

6-1 and 2 . 2-5 . TL-47 0  includes 2 . 7  miles of new lO-inch diameter 

pipeline proposed to be constructed using 75 feet of right of way 

now owned by Niagara Mohawk as an electric facilities corridor. 

Niagara Mohawk supports the con.truction of TL-470 as a means 

of increasing the pipeline capacity in the Albany area . However, 

the Company objects to the use of its right of way for this 

pipeline construction. The reasons for that objection include the 

potential adverse impacts on the safety, integrity and reliability 

of the Company ' .  electric system that will result from the 

resulting j oint occupation of this right of way . 

As Niagara Mohawk expleined in its comments in re.pon.e to the 

DEIS issued in Iroquoi. Ga. Tran.mission sy.tem, CP89-6l4 At-Al, 

Niagara Mohawk ' s  policy i. to .inimize joint occupation of its 

electric facilitie. right. of way. In thi. way, the Company 

re.trict. incon.i.tent u.e. of it. right. of way and retains 

control over it. right. of way. In addition, the Company hal 

experienced difficulty in ca.e. where it has allowed joint 

occupancy in gaining acce •• to it. electric facilitie. and in 

G8 
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08-1 eNO's proposed use of Niagara Mohawk right-of-way u modified by our OBIS 
recommendation is consistent with our interest in maximizing the use of exilting 
right-of-way to the extent practicable. However, where necessary for safety or 
environmental reasons, CNO could file with the Secretary of the Commisaion for 
review and approval by the Director of OPPR, the specific justification for a 
variance to the use of Niagara Mohawk right-of-way. However, in no instance 
would it be acceptable for the pipe to be placed leu than S feet within the edge 
of the electric transmisaion right-of-way and no permanent right-of-way outside 
of the existing right-of-way would be granted. We have modified OBIS 
recommendation 67 to allow for requesting a variance (see section 7.3). 



!Dakinq repairs to its electric facilities without daaaqinq buried 

pipeline facilities . 

Most important in this case is the company ' s  intent to reserve 

this riqht of way for future expansion of its electric transmission 

syst_. This riqht of way was purchased specifically for that 

purpose . Installation of TL-470 in this riqht of way will reduce 

or eliminate Niaqara Mohawk ' s  ability to use its own riqht of way 

for that purpose. Niaqara Mohawk will then be forced to purchase 

additional riqht of way in this area for its electric facilities 

expansion , despite the fact that it has already purchased the 

existinq riqht of way for that purpose . 

For all of these reasons , Niaqara Mohawk Power Corporation 

objects to the use of its riqht of way for construction and 

operation of CNG ' s  TL-470 facilities and requests that the 

facilities be installed on riqht of way not reserved for electric 

facilities use by Niaqara Mohawk. 

Respectfully submitted, 

1h�i�$-
By: M. Marqar� 
Its Attorney 
300 Erie Boulevard west 
Syracuse , New York 13202 
Tel :  (315) 428-6593 
Date : April 2 7 ,  1990 

G8 
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Northern 

� Michigan tiiiC:'"" University 

April 1 3, 1 990 

Mr. Kurt Flynn 
Project Manager 
Environmental Policy and Project Analysis Branch 
Office of Pipeline and Producer Regulation 
Room 731 2  
825 North Capitol Street, N .  E. 
Washington, D.C. 20426 

Dear Mr. Flynn: 

De....-nt 01 Ceopaphy 
Barth Sclera. � ..... 1'IInnIns 

� MI 49&'SS-5316 
(906) 227·25ClO 

I would like to obtain a copy of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the 
proposed Great Lakes Gas Transmission Company pipeline that was prepared by the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC). 

I am a college professor at Northern Michigan University and teach a course 
called Environmental Impact Assessment. TlJe above Impact Statement would be 
useful as a sample for the work the students most prepare. Also as a citizen of the 
Upper Peninsula, I am interested in reading and possibly commenting on the project. 
In addition, I would like to receive a copy of the environmental analysis prepared by 
the Forest Service when it is completed. 

Thank you for your assistance. 

Sincerely, 

M. Jean Ferrin 
Assistant Professor 

1 

G9·1 lbank you for your comment. We have included your name on our mailing Ilat 
and On the EIS distribution list. To obtain a copy or the Forest Service'. 
environmental analyles, please write to the Forest SUpervisol'l for the Ottawa and 
Hiawatha National Fores ... 



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

BEFORE THE 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 

Tennessee Gas Pipeline company Docket No. CP88-17 1-001 

COMMENTS OF 

TENNESSEE GAS PIPELINE COMPANY 

ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

Tennessee Gas pipeline Company ( "Tennessee" ) hereby 
submits its comments on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement ( " DEI S " )  issued by the Commission ' s  Staff 
( "Staff" ) on March 1 6 ,  1990 for the Niagara Import Point 
Proj ect . The DEIS is a complete analysis of the 
environmental impacts of the proposed project and Tennessee 
supports its fundamental conclusion : that construction and 
operation of the project proposed by Tennessee will have a 
l imited environmental impact and will result in 
environmentally acceptable actions . Tennessee does , 
however, disagree with a number of the mitigation measures , 
including routing alternatives and construction procedures 
proposed in the DEIS and therefore submits the following 
comments which include notice of discrepancies between the 
DEIS and Tennessee ' s  Environmental Report ( ER) submitted in 
February 1989 . 

GIO 



� 01'1 TBX"l' OF FBRC OBIS FOR NIAGARA PROJECT 
IDcluding Dbcrepanci_ with Tann __ BR 

p. 2-19 Right-of-way Definitions - Error in definition of 

riqht-of-way widths in Massachusetts . PERC says 

construction ROW consists of 15 ft . existinq ROW, . 

35 ft. new permanent , and 25 ft . new temporary . 

Generally, the widths are 15 ft . existinq, 25 ft. 

new permanent , and 2 5  ft . temporary. 

Acreages - As a result ,  the acreage of new 

permanent riqht-of-way is a.lso incorrect . PERC 

says 137 �cres; actually about 127 acres . 

p .  4-25 Stream Crossing Table 4 . 1. 3-6 -

Stream crossing at MP 2 3 0B-102 + 1 . 8  was 

regarded as a Seasonal ,  Tributary to ·Cayuga 

Creek in the ER, but is listed in perennial 

water crossing table and does not indicate 

(T) for tributary . 

Two streams were included in Table 2-1 of the 

ER as perennial water crossing that do not 

appear in EIS stream crossinq table . 

010 

1 

2 

010-1 

010-2 

The environmental report submitted by Tenneaaee states that "in Massachusetts .•• 

an additional 60 feet of construction c1ear11nce for the main line looping sections 
is required," and that "twenty.five feet are only temporarily converted to support 
construction activities while 35 feet of the new clearing will be maintained 81 new 
right-of-way." 

We appreciate that Tenneaaee will be reducing the construction right-of.way to 65 
feet and the permanent right-of-way to 55 feet. Since reduction of the right-of· 
way by 10 feet would reduce permanent right-of.way by 10 aerea, we believe our 
estimate is conservative. We have reviac:d figure 222 and text where appropriate, 
but have not changed our affected acreage estimate. 

Thank you for your comment. Table 4.1.3-6 has been corrected, 81 appropriate. 



Riaqara Project 

North Branch 

Plum Bottom Creek 

Ransom Creek 

MP 230-102 + 4 . 49 (B) 

MP 230-103 + 1 . 3 1 (D) 

Segment 2 

Crossing of Niagara River was referenced in 

ER at MP 230B-107 + 0 . 10 ;  in EIS it was 

referenced at MP 230B-107 + 0 . 4 0 .  

Segment 3 -

Each entry addressed in the EIS has been 

designated a tributary in the ER. Not all of 

them appear as such in Table 4 . 1 . 3-6.  

Dale Gulf - two tributaries were recorded in 

the ER at MP 232 + 2 . 52 and MP 232 + 2 . 58 .  

There appears to be a "typographic error" in 

the EIS with two entries for Dale Brook at MP 

232 + 2 . 5 .  

Segment 4 -

COMMENTS . DAR 

Spring Brook at MP 234 � 5 . 4  indicated as (T) 

in ER. 

-2-

G tO 
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lIiagara Project 

spring Brook (T) at MP 234 + 8 . 0  and Unnamed 

Pond at 234 + 8 . 3  do not appear in ER. 

The Honeoye Creek appearing in the EIS at MP 

234 + 9 . 5  is included in the ER as a 

seasonal , Tributary crossing . However, a 

crossing of a perennial , tributary of the 

Honeoye Creek does appear in the ER at MP 234 

+ 9 . 8  and is Class C .  

The crossings a t  M P  234 + 11 . 3  and M P  2 3 5  + 

0 . 6  are designated in the ER as the main 

branch of Honeoye Creek and Class C .  The EIS 

designates these two at tributaries of Class 

D.  

The Unnamed Creek referenced in the EIS at MP 

235 + 2 . 0  is not within the confines of 

segment 4 (referenced in the EIS as extending 

from MLV 234 to MP 2 3 5  + 1 . 0 ) . 

Segment 8 -

COMMENTS . DAR 

Longmeadow Brook at MP 261 + 3 . 2  is 

designated as a tributary in the ER. 

-3-
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Niagara Project 

p .  4 . 21  

The crossings at MP 261 + 5.7  of the 

Longmeadow Brook (T) and the MP 261 + 6 . 1 of 

the Shaker Pond (T) , referred to in the EIS , 

are referred to as the Jawbuck Brook and 

Freshwater Brook , respectively ,  in the ER . 

Segment 9 -

The cross ing of the Indian as designated by 

the EIS at MP 266 + 7 . 1 ,  was regarded as a 

tributary to the Indian Brook in the ER . 

The crossings at MP 266 + 8 . 6  and MP 266 + 

8 . 8  in the EIS are designated as crossings at " 

+ 8 . 7 4 and + 8 . 93 in the ER . 

State Water Quality Classifications - The numbers 

reflecting the data gathered and presented in the 

ER are as follows : 

New York 
, of Crossings 

A 6 
B 3 
C 5 
D 10 

, of Total 
2 5  
1 2  
2 1  
4 2  

--------------------------------- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

p. 4-29 

TOTAL 24 

Massachusetts B 8 

TOTAL 

Tennessee Stream Crossings - From the ER, 

COIlMENTS . DAH  -4-

100 

GID 
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GlO-3 1bank you for your comment. Table 4.1.3-5 has been corrected, as appropriate. 
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8ia9ara Project: 

Tennessee ' s  proposed loops would cross 32 

perennial water bodies -- 24 in New York and 8 in 

Massachusetts . 

pp. 4-34 , FERC has made reference to the existence of 

4-39 Immature Burbots, a state-listed species of 

concern in Lonqmeadow Brook, and the American 

Brook Lamprey in the North Pond . 

p. 4 -64 

p. 4-66 

RESPONSE: The existence of these species was not 

confirmed by the appropriate agencies in response 

to our requests for information on rare and 

endangered species in the existing or proposed 

pipeline corridor . 

Percents land use reported by FERC are sl ightly 

different than percentages in the ER for all 

lines . 

In response to public concern, Tennessee has 

proposed placing the proposed loop l ine under an 

existing sidewalk which partially paral lels Wolf 

Swamp road . This proosal is less extreme than the 

staff ' s  recommendations to place the loop l ine in 

the middle of the road . 

COMMENTS . DAH -5-

GlO 
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010-4 

010-S 

010-6 

G10-7 

Thank you for your comment. Section 4.1.3-2 has been corrected, as appropriate. 

The possible ooc:urrence of the ltate-Iisted burbat and the ltate-endangered brook 
lamprey was indicated to PERC staff during a telephone communication with Mr. 
David Halliwell, MADEP, on Janual}' 3, 1990. 

Land use Cor proposed Loops I, 3, and 4 In New York wal remeasured, since these 
loops were split between the 1EMCO EA and the NIP Project. The inCormation 
presented in Tennessee'l environmental report on these loops was not separated and 
could not be used. Some discrepancies between two independent measurements are 
inevitable due to differences in criteria, map base, etc. Land use Cor proposed 
Loops 8 and 9 was taken from Tennessee's environmental report. However, land 
use categories presented by Tennessee were sometimes combined by totalling the 
feet of each categol}', converting feet into miles, and then calculating the 
percentages. 

Comment noted. 
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pp . 4-74 , In each case below, Tennessee ' s  mileposts are 

4-77 correct ; FERC ' s  mileposts are i�correct . 

4-78 

p. 5-7 

Erie County LAnd and Infirmary 

FERC : MP230B-102+6 . 2  to MP2 30B-103+1 . 0 ,  

0 . 5  m i .  crossing 

TGP: MP230B-102+5 . 4 0  to MP2 30B-102+5 . 92 

2746 ' crossing 

Niagara Riyer crossing 

FERC : MP23 0B-107+0 . 4  

TGP: MP230B-107+0 . 04 to 0 . 39 

Carleton Multi-use Area 

FERC : MP232+2 . 1  to 2 . 8 ;  0 . 6  mile 

TGP: MP232+2 . 4 8 to 3 . 00 ;  MP2 32+1 . 56 to 1 . 8 1 

Lima Golf Course 

FERC : MP234+6 . 4  to 6 . 8 ;  0 . 4  mile 

TGP: MP234+6 . 52 to 7 . 00 ;  2538 ' 

Longmeadow Golf Course 

FERC : MP261+3 . 0-3 . 2 ;  0 . 2  mile 

TGP: MP261+3 . 32-3 . 7 0  

(In this caS8 , the di fference could be due to 

Tennessee ' s  proposed route v�riation) . 

Soil Mixing - FERC requires that all stones of 

COMMENTS . DAB -6-

GIO 

GlO-8 Your comments have been incorporated into table 4.1.9-3, where appropriate. 

• 

8 
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p. 5-8 

p. 5-9 

p. 5-13 

diameter >4" be removed from topsoil in all 

cultivated, improved, or residential land . 

Comment : Add "where stones of this size had 

previously been removed from the topsoil " .  

Erosion Control - Spacing of permanent runoff 

diversions for slopes over 5' : 

� 
.a.lm!§. 
5-10' 
1 1-15' 
16-30' 
>30' 

spacing 
150 ft . 
100 ft . 

75 ft . 
50 ft . 

li2D§ 
5-10' 
10-15' 
15-30' 

>30' 

� 
spacing 
300-150 ft.  
150-100 ft.  
100- 50 ft.  

50 ft.  

Vegetation strip spacing requirements : 

� 
.a.lm!§. 

5' 
5-15' 
6-30' 
>30' 

spacing 
25 ft . 
50 ft . 
75 ft . 

100 ft. 

Tennessee 

none 

Tennessee prefers to use hay bale strips or silt 

fences , which a:e generally placed at 100 ft . 

intervals on long slopes . 

Mulch (erosion control I - FERC states that if 

construction takes place outside of the seeding 

season for perennial vegetation, Tennessee shall 

mulch with hay or straw at 3 tons/ acre . 

COMMENTS . DAM -7-

GIO 

9 

10 

11 

12 

010-9 Section 5.1.2.1 of the DEIS slated that "the removal of stones having a 4-inch or 
greater diameter from the upper 12 Inches of soil is normally performed in 
cultivated lands." The text on this page does not refer to a F'ERC requirement. 
The stone-removal measure we recommend Is In appendix C, and Is designed to 
avoid construction degradation of topsoil. 

010-10 FERC notes that the permanent runoff specifications described in section 5.1.2.2 
are similar to the specifications given by Tennessee. Minor differences from the 
various applicant-proposed specifications are to be cxpected on a project as 
diversified as NIPP. FERC maintains that the permanent runoff diversion slope 
spacings outlined in section 5.1.2.2, if properly constructed and maintained, would 
prove both easy to apply and effective. 

·010-11 The FERC vegetation strip specifications outlined in section 5.1.2.2 were offered 
as an acceptable alternative to the installation of other forms of sediment baniers 
such as hay bale strips or silt fences. Refer to appendices C and D for the 
requirements for placing and maintaining sediment baniers. 

010-12 Our specification for an application of hay/straw mulch, outlined in section 5.1.2.2, 
was developed in consultation with SCS. 
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p. 5-13 

p .  5 . 2 3 

RESPONSE :  Tennessee specs call for 2 tons/acre 

hay or straw . 

Fertilization - FERC requires 10-20-2 0 fertilizer 

at 200 lbs/acre and l ime at 2 tons/acre . 

RESPONSE :  Tennessee specs call for 1 . 5  tons/acre 

l ime and fertilizer "as required . "  Recommended 

specifications are acceptable , but the f inal 

determination of lime and fertilizer requirements 

will be based on site-specific conditions . 

Table 5 . 1 . 3-1 Milepost segment Tested 

FERC 2 3 3+1 . 0  to 235+2 . 0  

TGP 233+0 . 0  to 235+1 . 0  

Sources of Hydrostatic-Test water - FERC has 

identi f ied the intended sources for hydrostatic 

test water in Massachusetts as Shaker Pond and 

Crescent Lake . 

RESPONSE : Tennessee has ide�tified the 

Connecticut R iver (Seg . 8 )  and North Pond spillway 

( Seg . 9 )  as hydrostatic test water sources for 

these two segments occurring in Massachusetts . 

COMMENTS . DAH -8-

G IO 

13 

14 

' GIO-13 OEIS recommendation 8 provides the opportunity for applicants to propose 
deviations to appendix C that can be based on site-specific conditions. 

GIO-14 Thank you for your comment. The information has been incorporated inta table 
S.I.3-l. 
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p. 5-25 

p .  5-4 5 

p .  5-52 

The Massachusetts Department of Environmental 

Protection has determined that Chapter 91 licenses 

are not required for segm�s 8 and 9 .  None of 

the streams are navigable .  

FERC requires a rare species survey prior to 

construction for the Many-Fruited False 

Loosestrife and American Brook Lamprey , and a 

nesting survey for Common Moorhen. 

RESPONSE:  The Common Moorhen and Many-Fruited 

False Loosestrife do occur within Fannie Stebbins ; 

however,  during the wetland surveys of the 

existing and proposed pipel ine corridors , no 

moorhen or loosestrife were found in the project 

area . The occurrence of the loosestrife appears 

to be confined to an area north of the existing 

pipeline . similarly, optimal habitat for the 

moorhen is located along the Connecticut River and 

in the "open water" and aquatic vegetation in the 

standing water within Fannie stebbins . These 

areas will not be affected by the proposed 

project. 

Tennessee has been working with the Town of 

COMMENTS . DAR -9-

Gl0 

15 

16 

G10-15 Thank you for your comment. Section 5.1.3.2.2 has been revised to incorporate this 
information. 

GIO·16 Comment noted; Tennessee has still agreed at page 32 and 33 to do the required 
SUIVC)'S. 
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p. 5-54 

p.  5-55 

Longmeadow to develop a mitigation plan to remove 

and replace the ornamental trees along Wolf Swamp 

Road . Tennessee has reviewed the FERC proposal to 

plan the pipeline in the road . Due to existing 

utilities in the road , the 30 inch pipeline would 

be an average of 16 feet deep. 

FERC requires the entire ROW to be allowed to 

revegetate as forested wetlands with the selective 

cutting of trees >15 ft.  in height within 15 ft . 

of the pipeUne. 

RESPONSE :  All o f  the permanent ROW (both existing 

and proposed) will be maintained in an early 

successional stage for safety purposes . In the 

event of emergency repairs or outline cathodic 

surveys , Tennessee must have access to the 

pipel ine , unobstructed by more developed growth . 

FERC requires all staging areas to be located 50 

feet from wetland areas.  

RESPONSE :  This i s  not poss�ble i n  Longmeadow at 

the railroad crossing where wetlands extend on 

either side of the railroad. 

COMMENTS . DAM -10-

GlO 

17 

18 

19 

010-17 Comment noted. 

010-1� Comment noted. Refer to section 5.1.7.2 for a response to this comment. 

010-19 As noted in DEIS recommendation 8, any deviation from our recommended wetland 
procedures may be reported to FERC at least 2 weeks prior to implementation. 
This allows FERC to review on a site-specific basis, and grant relief, if appropriate, 
to recommendations that we acknowledge may not always be feasible in certain 
isolated situations. 
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p. 5-80 

p. 5-84 

Acreage of new operational ROW reported is wrong, 

(because of the error noted in ROW width, p.  

2-19) . 

� Tennessee 

seg. 8 :  2 2 . 8  acres 

seg. 9 :  13 . 5  

16 . 3  acres 

9 . 5  

Table 5 . 1 . 93 ,  below are the correct Mileposts for 

Hopkinton , Massachusetts. 

FERC 

Tennessee 

FERC 

Tennessee 

Milepost 

267+7 . 3+7 . 5  

2 66+7+3+7 . 5  

2 67+9 . 1  

2 66+9 . 1  

pp . 5 . 8 6  Tennessee does not agree with the recommended 

6-12 alternate pipeline route through Wolf swamp Road . 

The alternate route 7 . 6  would be more of a 

disturbance to the residents during construction 

verses the original proposed route . On March 2 0 ,  

1990 , Tennessee presented a preliminary design of 

the proposed 30" pipeline to the Longmeadow Water 

and Sewer Department . The design showed the plan 

and profile of the proposed pipeline through Wolf 

Swamp Road . The design also showed the route of 

the pipeline avoiding storm drains and sewage 

lines . Due to the elevations of the range from 13  

to 17  

COMMENTS . DAH -11-

GIO 

20 

21 

22 

010-20 See response to 010-1. 

010-21 1bank you. Correction has been made to table 5.1.9-3. 

010-22 Comment noted. We have revised our recommendation. 
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feet , with the bottom of ditch 16 to 20 feet to 

clear l ines . Tennessee has determined through 

field investigation that the soil condition under 

the road is sandy . This would mean that the top 

of the pipe ditch would be approximately 64 feet , 

closing the road for at least 2 months . Alsq , the 

ihtegrity of the road substructures , sewer 

laterals,  sewer main, water l ines , gas l ines , 

storm drains would be permanently altered and 

could never be fully restored . The town residents 

would have major complaints from that point 

indefinitely . 

pp. 5-86 RESPONSE: Tennessee also discussed with the Town 

6-12 of Longmeadow the matter concerning the 660 feet 

7-6 of water main along the proposed pipeline route . 

Tennessee offered to relocate the water l ine at 

our expense on the other side of Wol f  Swamp road . 

Tennessee discussed the issue with the Town Water 

Commissioner at the publiL util ities meeting on 

April 11,  1990 . both the Town Engineer and the 

Water Commissioner are receptive concerning the 

relocation of the water. The Water Commission 

will discuss these issues at the Town Selectmen 

meeting scheduled for May 1990.  

COMMENTS . DAH -12-

010 

22 

G10-23 Comment noted. 

23 



lIiaqara Project 

In a letter dated November 3 0 ,  1989 ,  the Town of 

Longmeadow Board of Selectaen, raised a concern 

about a pipeline cro •• inq the rear of the 

ballpark. After .. etinq with the Parks and 

Recreation Departaent, it was aqreed that the 

pipeline. in que.tion va. not Tenne •• ee ' . 

facilitie.. lIitiqatinq .. a.ure. to con.truct 

aero.. the athletic field were di.cu •• ed and 

appear acceptable. 

Another i •• ue rai.ed was the .hade tree. alonq 

Wolf Swa.p Road . Thi. i. covered in re.ponse 

5-52 . 

pp . 5-94 , Scheduling Requirements - FERC requires that 

7-9 Tennessee coordinate with the owners of the 

Longmeadow golf Course and Lima Golf Course to 

determine whether construction at the golf course 

crossing should be scheduled between December 1 

and April 1 .  

RESPONSE :  Tennessee will negotiate with the 

owners of the Longmeadow Golf Course and the Lima 

Golf Course to develop a mitigation plan to 

minimize the construction time . Construction of 

COMMENTS . DAB -13-

G10 

24 

2S 

010-24 Comment noted. 

010·25 For tbe Uma and Long Meadow Oolf CoUl"lCS, we recommend that Tennessee 
coordinate witb tbe ownerl to determine the need to lCbedule construction during 
the off-le88On from December 1 to April 1. This option should be made available 
to golf coune ownerl since construction would c10ee all or parts of the affected golf 
courae. An additional consideration is that, because of continual traffic, reseeding 
would take much longer during the golfing aeaaon. 
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p .  5-94 

p. 7-9 

p .  C-4 

the pipeline should not be restricted to any 

further construction dates . 

FERC recommends that Segments 8 and 9 ,  in the 

vicinities of Wol f Swamp School and Elmwood 

school , should be constructed during summer months 

when school is not in session. 

construction in the vicinities of Wol f swamp and 

Elmwood School should not be. l imited to summer 

months . I f  the concern is to minimize any 

potential impact due to construction noise causing 

disruption with classes ( construction should be 

l imited to days or hours when school is not in 

session and not within 500 ' of the school ) .  

Additional Reporting Requirements - FERC requests 

aerial photos , at a scale of 1 : 6000 or larger, 

showing all staging areas, pipe storage yards , 

access roads , and other areas that will be used. 

FERC requires construction and Restoration Plans 

for all residential areas . 

Erosion Co�trol - FERC requirements that if 

COMMENTS . DAH -14 -

GlO 

26 

010-26 DEIS recommendation 54 has been modified to read that construction shall be 
limited to days when school is not in session. 
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p. C-6 

p. C-4 

seeding does not take place within 30 days after 

construction, mulch (hay or st�aw) be applied at 3 

tons/acre for a distance of 100 feet on either 

side of all stream crossings (temporary erosion 

control ) .  Mulch must be anchored. 

RESPONSE : Prior to Oct . 3 1 ,  if seeding does not 

take place within 3 weeks after construct ion, 

Tennessee will plant with quick-germinating 

grasses, such as winter rye . After Oct. 3 1 ,  mUlch 

will be used for short-term erosion control . 

FERC requ�.s all sandy sites and all slopes >8' 

grade be mulched with 2 tons/acre of hay or straw . 

Mulch must be anchored or used
'with a l iquid 

binder. 

RESPONSE : Tennessee has stated it will mulch all 

slopes >8' with 1 . 5  tones/ acre hay or straw during 

optimal seeding seasons ; 2 . 0  tons/acre outside of 

optimal seeding seasons . The recommended mulch 

rates could also be acceptable , but final 

determination of mulch rates will depend on 

site-specific conditions. 

Seeding - FERC has outline seeding requirements in 

COMMENTS . DAH -15-

GI0 

27 

G 10-27 Tenncuee had six romments ronoemed with the Erosion Control, Revegetation, and 
Maintenance Plan in appendix C. Where appropriate appendix C haa been revised. 
It should also be noted that FERC can waive specific requirements of the Erosion 
Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan upon specific and detailed requests 
in the caae of extenuating circumatanc:eaj see OBIS rerommendation 8. 



Niagara Project 

p. C-6 

p.  C-6 

Table 1 ,  Appendix C ( Pure Live Seeds) . 

RESPONSE :  Tennessee specs call for a seed mixture 

of ; birdsfoot trefoil - 6 lbs/ acre ; creeping �ed 

fescue - 2 0  lbs/acre ; tall fescue - 2 lbs/acre ; 

and perennial ryegrass 5 lbs/acre, unless the land 

owner or land owner or and management agency 

speci fies otherwise . The recommended seeding 

ratas could also be acceptable, but final 

detarmination of .eed types and .eading rates will 

depend on .it.-.pacific condition •• 

PBRC r.quire. tbat .lope. >3 : 1  b • •  aeded 

immadiat.ly a ft.r final grading . 

RESPONSE : T.nn ••••• bas not .pacified aro.ion 

control •• a.ur •• for .lop •• > 3 : 1 . 

BOW Maintenance . 

FBRC r.comm.nd. that T.nn..... plant conif.r. 

acro •• th. ROW to l i.it acc •••• 

RESPONSE :  Tanne •••• cannot plant woody vagetation 

on the rigbt-of-way . Wh.r. naca •• ary ,  Tennes.ae 

COMMENTS . DAR -16-

GIO 

rT 
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p .  C-7 

p. 7-1 

p. 7-2 

p .  7-3 

will post signs , install gates , and/or block 

access to the right-ot-way . 

According to FERC, clearing to maintain vegetation 

in a low-growth state should not be more frequent 

than every three years . 

RESPONSE : Tennessee mows its right-of-way every 

two to three years . 

Chapter 7 - Comments on Recommendations 

Tennessee intends to use at least one 

Environmental Inspector per spread. 

Tennessee will provide compensation for public 

water supply damage that might occur during 

construction . 

Tennessee will submit a plan for the Niagara 

crossing . 

Tennessee feels that the requirements for time of 

construction of stream crossings and fluming of 

streams should be developed with the state 

agencies involved with pipeline projects . For 

example , NY PSC ' s  Environmental Management and 

COMMENTS . DAH -17-

GIO 

27 

I � 
29 

G10-28 Comment noted. Tennessee should indicate in the groundwater monitoring plan 
how and what type of compensation it would provide. 

G10-29 FERC recognizes that state agencies may have additional information that would 
indicate a site-specific construction window for a particular stream would be 
appropriate, and we would defer to the state's review under these circumstances. 

The applicants' site-specific stream crossing plans that are submitted to state 
agencies should incorporate our Procedures. FERC understands that some states 
may prefer other construction methods at certain streams and FERC would defer 
to these recommendations only if they are more stringent than our Procedures. 
Many states do not have the same level of experience as FERC in pipeline 
construction across streams and could recommend procedures we feel are less 
stringent and protective. We maintain that our Procedures would be more 
protective unless evidence is submitted that indicates alternative methods would be 
preferable under designated circumstances. 
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p. 7-5 

construction Plan procedures ��quire detailed site 

specitic plans tor cl'ossing major and sensitive 

streams . Other state agencies have similar 

requirements . Tennessee proposes to forward 

crossing plans developed tor state agencies to 

FERC tor review . 

Tennessee intends to conduct tield surveys of 

state l isted habitats in conjunction with 

appropriate state agencies. It real ignments ar,e 

required, similar surveys will be conducted in new 

areas. 

Tennessee requires a 50 foot right ot way and 

easement for maintenance activities . The width is 

also required to perform routine operating and 

maintenance activities according to 49 CFR Part 

192 , "Transportation ot Natural and Other Gas by 

Pipel ine : Minimum Federal Safety Standards , "  which 

are intended to ensure adequate protection for the 

public . "  

It is impractical to limit the construction 

right-of-way width in wetlands to 50 feet in 

width. Segregation of topsoil and the use of 

wooden work mats will require the 7 5  feet of 

COMMENTS . DAH -18-

GIO 

29 

30 

31 

GI0-30 Comment noted. 

, GI0-31 Comment noted and accepted. Refer to revised section 5.1.7.2 and revised appendix 
D. 
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p. 7-6 

p .  7-9 

right-of-way to preform the construction 

activities in a safe manner . During construction, 

the heavy equipment operators would be hindered by 

the narrow ( 50 ' )  right-of-way and forced to work 

closer to the pipe ditch than normally. Unstable 

soil conditions are usual ly - encountered in 

wetlands and the construction equipment could 

slide into the pipe trench endangering the lives 

of the construction workers . Tennessee does not 

see any advantage in restricting the right-of-way 

width to 50 ' wetlands and possibly endangering the 

l ives of the construction workers in the process . 

Tennessee is presently developing crossing plans 

in conjunction with landowners and management 

agencies to minimize construction impacts at 

Fannie stebbins , parks, state forests , gol f 

courses , and other publicly owned land. 

Agreements with golf course owners and others 

indicate that crossings do not have to be made 

during the off-peak season , since Tennessee has 

agreed to minimize construction time . Tennessee 

feels that these agreements should determine 

crossing techniques for these areas. 

Additional Reporting Requirements - FERC requests 

COMMENTS . DAH -19-

G10 

31 

31 

010·32 See comment responac 010-25 regarding the golf counes. No recommendation was 
made to limit construction timing in other areas. 
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aerial photos, at a scale of 1 : 6000 or larger 

showing all staging areas , pipe" storage yards , 

access roads , and other areas that will be used . 

RESPONSE : Tennessee recommends supplying quad 

sheets showing pipeyard locations and access roads 

rather than supplying aerial photography . Some of 

the pipeyards and access roads fall outside of the 

existing aerial coverage area. 

FERC requires construction and restoration plans 

for all residential areas . 

RESPONSE : Tennessee will provide detailed 

al ignment sheets prior to construct ion . 

Restoration plans are discussed in the FERC 

Application under backfilling and cleanup. In 

addition, wetland restoration must comply with 

local and state requirements . Landowners are 

contacted individually to discuss restoration of 

their property . 

Staff Recommended Measures 

Inm 
1 

Comment 

Tennessee has responded to data requests from FERC and 

has disagreed with several provisions of those 

COMMENTS . DAH -20-

GlO 

33 

1 34  

15 

,� 

010-33 USOS topographic maps do not provide the detailed and up-to-date infonnation that 
is shawn in the aerial photographs and, therefore, would not suffice for our 
environmental analysis of the proposed staging areas, storage yards, and access 
roads, and for further definition of the final route alignment Supplying the topos 
in addition to the aerial photographs would be helpful and Tennessee should feel 
free to do so. 

04-34 Comment noted. 

010-35 Restoration plans for residential areas must be included with the detailed alignment 
sheets. 

010-36 See comments below. 
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2 

requests . These include FERC ' s  wetland and Stream 

Crossing Plan and Erosion Control , Revegation, and 

Maintenance Plan. Further, Tennessee comments provided 

below include comments on the FERC mitigation plans . 

It is Tennessee ' s  basic comment the FERC ' s  proposed 

procedures do not allow for the normal development of 

site-specific and state-specific mitigation plans and 

procedures that would allow for pipeline construction 

with state and local agency overView . More detailed 

comments are provided below and in Tennessee ' s  

responses to data requests .  

Tennessee objects t o  submitted aerial photographs o f  

project, facilities such a s  staging areas , pipe storage 

yards, and access roads that are beyond the project 

construction boundary . These facil ities are normal ly 

developed at a different time than the project 

facilities and would therefore require additional 

flights for separate individual sites. Tennessee would 

submit USGS maps , wetland maps , and plot plans similar 

to compressor and meter station maps that would show 

essentially the same or more information as aerial 

photographs . 

COMMENTS . DAB -21-

GIO 

36 

37 

010-37 See respoll8e to comment 010-33. 
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3 

Tennessee obj ects to submission of all route al ignment 

changes ,  as discussed below. 

Mitigation measure No . 2 would require Tennessee to 

obtain the approval of the Director of the Office of 

Pipeline and Producer Regulation ( "OPPR")  for any 

routing alterations other than Staff ' s  recommended 

variations and minor field realignments per landowner 

needs and requirements. Tennessee disagrees with this 

requirement . Tennessee ' .  experience in constructing 

pipeline facil ities in the northeast indicates that 

unanticipated minor route modifications are inevitabl e .  

Since the need t o  modify a route is usually not 

discovered until shortly before or during construction , 

it is imperatiVe that the revised alignment be approved 

as quickly as possible .  For minor route deviations , 

Tennessee already consults with the landowner and state 

or local agencies. Subjecting the revised route to 

OPPR approval would unnecessarily delay this process . 

Tennessee therefore suggests that OPPR approval be 

required only for significant variations of more than 

660 feet. 

Staff ' s  Mitigation Measure No. 3 presupposes that prior 

to construction Tennessee submit and obtain the OPPR 

Director ' s  approval of detailed 

COMMENTS . DAH -2 2-

GIO 

38 

I E 

GIO-38 See response to comment G6-2 There is no environmental basis for a 66O-foot 
corridor. 

GIO-39 We will complete our review of the required plans as soon as we can. Our reviews 
will be expedited if the applicants include copies of pertinent documents and 
correspondence with affected property owners and atate and location permit agencies 
with their filings. 
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construction and right-of-way restoration plans for 

certain residential areas.  Again , Tennessee ' s  primary 

concern with this proposal is the delay that could 

result from its implementation. Presumably, the 

purpose of this mitigation measure is to reduce the 

impact of construction in residential areas. Prior to 

construction , however, Tennessee will have contacted 

all affected property owners in an attempt to address 

their concerns and must also have satisfied the 

requirements imposed by state and/or local permitting 

agencies . staff has identified residential areas for 

which Tennessee would be required to submit 

construction and restoration plans . Because of the 

number of plans required, the detail apparently 

contemplated by the Staff,  and the possibility of 

further route refinements prior to 9�rtification, it is 

unlikely that the plans will be submitted until shortly 

before construction . Due to the other items 

contemplated for OPPP approval and the possibil ity of 

Staff modifications , it is unreal istic to assume 

immediate approval of such plans by the Director of 

OPPR. 

Tennessee does not recommend the Wolf Swamp Road 

variation in Table 7 . 2-1 "summary of Route variations" 

COMMENTS . DAM -23-

GlO 

39 

1 40  010-40 Comment noted. See revised section 6.2.2. 
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4 

see detail write up for "Section 6 . 2 . 2  Wolf Swamp Road 

variation" ( pg .  6-12 ) . 

Tennessee objects to the stipulation that no gas 

del ivery occur until non-jurisdictional facilities are 

reviewed under the Endangered Species Act . This review 

is not Tennessee ' s  respons ibility . Te.�.lessee cannot 

feasibly control the environmental review process for 

non-jurisdictional faci l ities.  

5 Tennessee intends to provide at least one environmental 

inspector per spread . 

6 

7 

Tennessee does not agree to the requirement that no gas 

delivery occur before the review of cultural resources 

reports for non-j urisdictional facilities is completed . 

This sets up an impossible task for Tennessee . 

Tennessee has no authority over non-jurisdictional 

facilities and has no way to control liabil ity problems 

associated with other people ' s  work. 

Tennessee does not agree to certify that 

non-jurisdictional facilities have obtained all 

necessary permits. It is l ikely that not all of the 

agencies permitting the non-jurisdictional facilities 

are agencies with which Tennessee is 

COMMEKTS . DAH -24-

GlO 

1 40  
41 

42 

43 

GI0-41 As clearly stated in section S.2, the ESA requires FERC, not the applicant, to 
determine if a proposed project would jeopardize the continUed existence of any 
federally listed or proposed endangered or threatened species. The condition means 
that no delivel}' should be made to specific nonjurisdictional facilities until the 
appropriate review has been completed for those facilities. 

GI0-42 As stated in section S.2 and OEIS recommendation 6 we must ensure compliance 
with Section 106 of the NHPA Either the applicant or the nonjurisdictional facility 
sponsor must undertake the consultations and submit necessal}' reports and 
mitigative plans for our review and approval before dellvel}' of gas may commence. 
We believe these are reasonable measures; our recommendation stands as written. 

GI0-43 Please see response to G6-10. 
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involved . Tennessee has no input to the agency review 

process of projects with which it is not involved . 

8 Appendix C and 0: see writeup below . 

9 Tennessee disagrees with staff ' s  recommendation that 

tree stumps be removed only in the areas immediately 

over the trench where grading is required . Tennessee 

has agreed not to remove tree stumps in wooded wetlands 

where the the soils are saturated , except for those 

along the trenchline . However, along the entire 

right-of-way where trees must be cut ( including upland 

areas) , Tennessee does not consider it practical to 

remove tree stumps only in the area immediately over 

the trench and in areas where grading is required . 

Tennessee believes that removal of tree stumps be 

allowed immediately over the trench , where grading is 

required , and where vehicular traffic will pass . As a 

result of the rural nature of most roads in the proj ect 

area, weight restrictions on such roads , and the 

accessibility of Tennessee ' 5 existing right-of-way·, 

Tennessee intends to utilize the right-of-way as the 

primary access for construction vehicles and equipment . 

Several pieces of equipment will be used for each 

COMMENTS . DAR -25-

GlO 

44 

GI0-44 Comment accepted. Please refer to response G4-61. 
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construction spread . If stumps were ' left in place, the 

move.ent to construction traffic alonq the riqht-of-way 

-- and thus the speed at which construction could 

proceed -- would be siqnificantly impeded. This is 

because vehicular speeds would have to be reduced, and 

extra precautions would have to be taken with 

rubber-tired vehicles . Also, extra safety precautions 

would be required , especially with vehicles carryinq 

pipe or placinq pipe in the trench . 

Alternatively , to facilitate vehicular use of 

riqht-of-way in which tree stumps are left in place, 

fill materials would have to be hauled in from offsite 

and placed over the stumps . This alternative is not 

practical , from either an economic perspective or an 

environmental view- point (because the fill material 

would necessarily mix with the topsoil and would be 

difficult to remove later) . 

Tennessee has , in the past , monitored sources of 

qroundwater as a matter of course by monitorinq wells.  

In the rare instances When construction activities have 

impacted these qroundwater sources , Tennessee has 

immediately taken appropriate corrective action . staff 

COMMENTS . DAB -26-

G10 

44 

45 

010-45 We do not believe this requirement is an unnecessary burden, because most 
applicants claim to have conducted monitoring activities in the past and, therefore, 
must have procedures in place for such activities, Please see also our response to 
comment 07-8, 
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14 

has id.ntitied no j u.titication tor abandoninq this 

intormal (but proven) practic. in tavor ot a tar more 

burd.n.om. and .xp.n.iv. proc.dur.. For the rea.on • 

•• nt torth in it. comm.nt. on Mitiqation M.a.ure. No • •  

2 and 3 ,  T.nn ••••• al.o obj.ct. to the requir.m.nt that 

a qroundwat.r monitorinq plan b� approv.d by the 

Dir.ctor ot OPPR prior to construction . 

FERC r.quir.. that a Spill Pr.vention Control Plan 

(SPCP) b. til.d with OPPR prior to con.truction, and 

that maint.nanc. and storaqe ar.a. b. pr ••• l.ct.d. 

Pre.election ot .. int.nanc. and .toraq. ar.as i. 

impo •• ible. Several ar.a. may b. r.quired tor 

overniqht .toraq. ot v.hicle.. Tenn ••••• di.aqrees 

with the di.tanc. requirement. tor
· retu.linq and 

.toraq. (within 400 teet ot any public wat.r .upply 

w.ll and within a 200 toot radius ot all private 

w.ll.) . T.nn ••••• has prepared a SPCP tor the proj.ct 

and .peciti.d a distanc. ot 100 teet . 

Mitiqation M.a.ur. No . 14 would r.quir. Tenne •• ee to 

conduct a compr.h.n.iv. pr.-con.truction .urvey ot .oil 

drainaq. .y.t.ms and to r.pair all .uch .y.tem. damaqed 

durinq con.truction. T.nn •••• e has no objection to 

continuinq it. lonqstandinq policy ot repairinq 

drainaqe .y.t.m. damaq.d durinq con.truction, but the 

COMMENTS . DAR -27-
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46 

47 

G10-46 The applicantB should provide site-specific spill prevention and control plans 
whenever possible. For temporary storage areas that cannot be preidentified, 
generic procedures for spill prevention and containment should be adequate for 
these areas. 

Tennessee's proposed restriction zone of 100 feet would probably not comply with 
many local regulations regarding activities prohibited In aquifer protection zones. 
The public baa recently voiced many concerns regarding potential contamination of 
valuable and limited groundwater supplies from pipeline construction activities. We 
have received many n:commendatloDl from Federal, state, and local authorities 
conceming ufe distances for refueling activities. Our requirementB have taken these 
recommendations into consideration: In addition, the applicantB may be required 
to comply with more stringent conditions set by state or local permitting authorities. 

G10-47 DEIS n:commendation 14 baa been modified to exclude the use of compacted sand 
fill, as usage could potentially affect local soil drainage. This n:commendation has 
also been modified to include the use of qualified specialistB. Recommendation 14 
does not require an extensive preconstruction survey of subsurface drainages. 
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16 

17 

add itional requirement of an expensive and 

time-consuming formal pre-construction survey is 

unnecessary due to Tennessee ' s  existing practice of 

consulting with landowners prior to construction to 

determine the exact location of drainage systems on 

their property . 

Tennessee does not agree that using sand fill for drain 

tiles to decrease infiltration around the drain tiles . 

Also , the use of sand for backfill would change 

existing soil condition and drainage pattern . The 

existing soil should be used to keep the soil drainage 

pattern the same . 

Tennessee will work with local land owners to prepare 

construction procedures that will accommodate existing 

firm plans to install drain tile systems in the near 

future . 

Tennessee will consult with local landowners for their 

preference fOf, disposal of excess rock near the 

right-of-way . 

As part of initial project notification , Indian tribes 

were sent information on the project alignment and were 

requested to provide comments regarding possible 

COMMENTS . DAH -28 -
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47 

I� 
I .. 
I� 

G10-48 Please refer to comment response G10-47. 

G10-49 OEIS recommendation 16 has been revised to include "without the approval of the 
landowner." 

G10-50 Your comment is noted. 
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impacts to .acred ar.as, burial grounds or other 

.thnographic u •• ar.as. Th. state Historic 

Pr.s.rvation offic.r. (SHPO) have also been notified 

and an ongoing con.ultation is taking plac. as part of 

the archa.ologicai .urv.y proj.ct in accordance with 

s.ction 106 r.vi.w procedur.. . Any r.port. identifying 

archaeological .it •• have b •• n .• �rk.d a. containing 

.Confid.ntial Information" and "Not for PUblic 

R.l.a •• • " copi •• of all r.ports and SHPO 

corr.spond.nc. have b •• n provid.d to PERC a. they are 

availabl • •  

T.nn..... will provide a .ch.dule o f  compliance with 

mitigation m.a.ur.s d.scribed in this section of the 

EIS . Thi. schedule will includ. the completion of 

cultural r.sourc. reports . However, as discussed in 

several other place. in these comments , Tennessee 

intends to submit schedules and mitigation plans 

developed in conjunction with state or other agencies 

as partial fulfillment of this requirement . 

See response to 17 

20 Tennessee agrees to defer construction of proposed 

facilities until after SHPO, FERC, and ( if appropriate) 

ACHP review , with the exception of pipe storage areas 

COMMENTS . DAR -29-
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52 

I " 

G10-51 Thank you for your comment. 

G10-52 Your comment is noted. 

G10-53 We note your comment on Section 106 review of pipe storage areas, but cannot 
concur because FERC cannot delegate its final review and approval responsibility 
under this authority. 

We understand that selection of pipe storage yards and staging areas may 
occasionally have to be made very quickly because of vagaries in pipe manufacture 
and delivery schedules. Thus, we luggest Tennessee identify as many storage and 
staging areas as possible, early in the design and planning process. Additionally, we 
recommend the applicant document, prior to consultation with the SHPO, all areas 
where use is likely to cause no effect on cultural resources (e.g., paved areas, 
previously used pipe storage areas, demonstrably disturbed areas). These individual 
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because use of these sites is ofte� ,required 

considerably before the start of construction . 

Orders for pipe must be made well in advance of 

construction �ecause of the time delay between placing 

an order and the manufactur. of the pipe and finally 

the deliv.ry of the pipe . If the pipe is manufactured 

earli.r than anticipat.d , or if there are unexpected 

delays in proj ect c.rtification, Tenn.ssee ' s  pipeyards 

must b. utiliz.d well in advance of project 

c.rtification. 

T.nn •••• e r.coqniz.. it. r •• ponsibility to provide SHPO 

comm.nt. to FERC at an �arly ·dat •• How.v.r, FERC 

approval ba.ed on th ... SHPO ca.m.nt. mu.t be ·ti .. ly to 

avoid inordinate d.lays of cOll1ltruction. It i. 

Tenn ••••• ' • •  xp.ri.nc. that FERC has difficulty in 

approvinq u •• of .uch facil iti •• well in adYanc. of 

proj.ct c.rtification. I f  no pip. .toraq. ar.a. are 

available when the pip. i. aanufactur.d, T.nn ••••• will 

incur additional charq •• , .ometim_ siqnificant, to 

have the pipe mill store the pipe, often away from the 

mill at .it •• that will not have 'b.en .ubj.ct to 

cultural r.sourc •• r.vi.w . T.nnassee., on the other 

hand , i. committed to SHPO r.view of propo.ed pipeyards 

and will not use such .it •• unti l  SHPO clearance is 

COMMENTS . DAB -30-

GlO 

53 

classes of work sites (storage and staging areas) may be separately and expeditiously 
reviewed and cleared for use. This should provide Tennessee sufficient storage 
space to deal with unexpectedly early pipe delivery. We suggest Tennessee then 
investigate those few remaining areas that the SHPO believes require Phase 1 
survey. Thus, FERC is willing to review this class of work site (storage and staging) 
separately, 88 needed. However, we cannot permit any applicant to segment the 
project and expect numerous separate reviews for individual facilities. 

We suggest you look at Oreat Lakes' proposed phasing plan provided in comment 
04-58, and our response. 
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22 

received. T.nn.ss •• therefore b.l ieves that receipt of 

SHPO approval for a pipe storage .ite, without 

.ub.equent FERC approval , is sufficient for the use of 

.uch .itea . Tenn ••••• will provide copi.s of the SHPO 

cl .. ranc. to FERC. 

If the ca..i •• ion .till choo.es to require Commis.ion 

approval for pip.yard., provi.ions .u.t b . .. d. for 

such approval before proj.ct certification, wheR 

con.truction i. propo.ed within the s .. e cal.ndar year. 

Noraal ly sit •• u.ed, for pipeyarda are cl.ared pa.tur. 

or agricultural lands that am. gen.rally not ' 

.nvirona.ntally •• n.itiv • •  

Noise data from the actual turbine is not available. 

As the turbines themselv .. are propos.d and not actual , 

it ia more appropriate to rely on existing manufacturer 

data or data from similar units in service elsewhere. 

A copy of Tennessee ' a  permit application is on file at 

Docket #CP87-J 58-001 (NOREX) under a request for 

confidential treatment . Upon receipt of the . EPA 

permit , a copy will be furnished to staff . 

4 8  Tennessee does not agree with drilling mud bei ng stored 

only in nonleaking covered tanks or similar contai nment 

COMMENTS . DAR -31-
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1 56  

010-54 The intent of our OBIS recommendation 21 Is that the analyaia mall be billed on 
field noise data for turbines, compressors, and buildings that are the same type as 
being proposed or similar, if the same models are not available. 

010-55 . Recommendation 22 stands as written. If the information received by the Secretary 
of the Commission is identified as confidential, it will be treated as such. 

010-56 Our OBIS recommendation 48 does not refer to storage of dry packaged mud 
constituents but to storage of the wet muds used during drilling. Our observations 
of various drilling operations have indicated that it is not unusual for drilling fluids 
to be placed in the ground in unlined pits with no dike or other containment 
structures. As Tennessee has indicated, we would review storage and containment 
procedures for drilling fluids in the construction plan. 
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5 0  

51 

facilities. This requirement is vague and impractical . 

First of all , the drill mud will be del ivered to the 

j ob site in a dry form packaqe in 90 lb.  baqs . The mud 

will then be added to a mixer and inj ected into the 

drill hole.  A dike will be established around the 

enter and exit points of the drill strinq to contain 

the mud durinq drill operations . After the pipeline is 

installed in the dril l  hol e ,  excess mud will be hauled 

and disposed of at approved landfills.  The details 

concerninq the storaqe and containment of the mud is 

best addressed in the construction plan . Tennessee 

will file a Niaqara Croasinq Plan with OPPR . 

Tennessee will consult KNHESP reqardinq common moorhen 

nestinq sites. Tennessee doe. not believe that OPPR 

approval .hould be required for route chanqea within 

660 ft . 

Tennesaee aqree. to .urvey for many fruited 

loosestrife , except for al iqht route chanqea ( aee �9 

above) . 

construct acrosa Lonqmeadow Brook in February to avoid 

Burbot . Tennessee ia pre.ently workinq out the details 

of this crossinq with state aqencies . In addition , 

Tennessee is preparinq a Environmental Report under the 

COMMENTS . DAB -32 - -
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59 

010-57 Comment Doted. See response to 010·38 conocming 66O-foot conidor. 

010·58 See response to 010-57. 

010·59 1bank you for your comment. 
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55 

Massachusetts Environmental policy Act , which takes 

this crossing into consideration . 

Tennessee agrees to consult MNHESP regarding the survey 

of North Pond Tributary, for American Brook Lamprey , 

except for slight route changes ( see 49 above) .  

File mitigation Plan for Fannie stebbins Wildl i fe 

Refuge . Tennessee disagrees with obtaining OPPR 

approval , because the state controls the process and a 

mitigation plan is being developed in conjunction with 

state agencies . 

Schedule of constructions in the vicinity of the Wolf 

Swamp and Elmwood Schools . See responses for page 

5-94 . 

Schedule for construction at gol f courses.  See 

response for page 7-6 above . 

COIICLDSIOII 

Tennessee expresses it. support of staff ' s  conclusion 

that the Niagara Import Point proj ect will have l imited 

environmental impact and will be an environmentally 

acceptable nation. However ,  to prevent unjustified delay ' s  

i n  construction and needles. cost increases, Tennessee urges 

COMMENTS . DAH -3 3-
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1 63  

GI0-60 See response to GlO-S7. 

GI0-61 Fannie Stebbins Wildlife Refuge is a National Natural Landmark. The Commission 
reserves the right to review and approve the mitigation plan. 

GI0-62 See comment response GI0-26. 

GI0-63 See comment response GIo.25. 



.ia9arB Project 

Staff to incorporate the comments set forth above in the 

Final Environmental Impact Statement for this project . 

COMMENTS . DAR 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Tenne.see Gas Pipeline Company 

By : LO�T •• L �  
Dtir�A .  imison 
Counsel 
P. O .  Box 2511 
Houston, TX 77272-2511 

-34-
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TENNESSEE 
APPENDIX C " D COMMENTS 

Tennessee has provided a number of comments on our recommended Erosion 
Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan (appendix C), and Stream and Wetland 
Construction and Mitigation Procedures, (appendix D). We have reviewed and discussed these 
comments in section 5.1.2 and in sections 5.1.3.2.1 and 5.1.7.2, respectively. Because of the 
volume of material, Tennessee's comments on these appendices are not reprinted here. 
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Niagara Project 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that I have , on this 3 0th day of April ,  

1990,  served the foregoing document upon each person designated 

on the official service list compi led by the Secretary in this 

� proceeding . 

"" o r 
H H 

1O.pmW.h A. � 
DerricK A .  Hobson 
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