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PM1-1 Guardian stated in Resource Report 1 that it will acquire the necessary
permits for road and railroad crossings prior to construction.

PM1-2 As discussed in section 4.9, to minimize impacts to roads during
construction, Guardian would utilize mats or other appropriate
measures, as necessary, to prevent damage to the road surfaces.
Guardian contractors would also comply with applicable vehicle
weight and width restrictions, and would remove soil that is left on the
road surface by the crossing of construction equipment. In addition,
following installation of the pipeline, any damage caused to a road as a
result of pipeline trenching and/or movement of construction
equipment would be mitigated and the road surface would be restored
to at least preconstruction conditions. (See section 2.3.1.2 for further
details regarding road construction and restoration practices.)

Guardian would have to comply with the permit conditions issued by
the agency (federal, state, or local) with jurisdictional authority over
the roadway regarding future damage to road ways associated with the
operation and maintenance of the pipeline.

PM1-3 See responses to PM1-1 and PM1-2.
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PM1-4 Typically utility crossings are allowed; however, the Sanitation
District or other utility should consult and coordinate closely with
Guardian to ensure that the crossing is designed and conducted in a
manner that would ensure the integrity of both pipelines is maintained.
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PM1-5 At the time of the issuance of this final environmental impact

statement (FEIS), a Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)
Certificate, FERC’s authorization, has not been granted for the G-II
Project. As stated in section 1.2, the FERC is the federal agency
responsible for authorizing applications to construct and operate
interstate natural gas transmission facilities. The FERC is also the
lead federal agency responsible for the preparation of this EIS, with
full public review and comment, in compliance with the requirements
of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for implementing NEPA
(40 CFR 1500-1508), and the FERC’s regulations for implementing
NEPA (18 CFR 380). The FERC will use this EIS in its review of
Guardian’s application to determine whether to authorize the G-II
Project. The Commission will consider the environmental issues,
including recommended mitigation measures, as well as non-
environmental issues in its decision making process. Final
authorization will be granted only if the Commission finds that the
proposed G-11 Project is in the public convenience and necessity. The
environmental impacts and mitigation measures discussed in this EIS
are important factors in this final determination.
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PM1-6

PM1-7

Before final construction approval is granted, Guardian will also have
to meet certain FERC Certificate conditions and obtain other federal,
state, and local permits.

As a Sovereign Nation recognized by the United States, the Oneida
Nation of Wisconsin has been bestowed with legislative, judicial, and
executive authority over the actions that take place upon their
designated lands. As stated in section 4.7.5.2, Guardian has met
repeatedly with representatives of the Oneida Nation on March 11,
2006; April 4, 2006; April 17, 2006; May 18, 2006; and June 2, 2006
to discuss the proposed Project route through the Reservation.
However, despite these ongoing negotiations Guardian was unable to
reach an easement agreement with the Oneida Nation to date, and such
easement negotiations may include numerous issues other than
compensation. Guardian did not state the reason(s) as to why it was
not able to reach an easement agreement with the Oneida in its April
25, 2007 amendment. It may be possible that an agreement could be
reached prior to construction, so we have included the route through
the reservation as an alternative (see section 3.3.3 for a detailed
discussion).
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PM1-8 As discussed in Section 4.2.2.1, interference with agricultural
drainage, both surface and subsurface, would be minimized or avoided
by grading contours to pre-existing conditions during restoration. Any
damage to drain tiles would be repaired by Guardian in accordance
with the standard requirements set forth in our Plan (see appendix D).
Guardian is responsible for the cost of repairs.

Additionally, Guardian in consultation with the Wisconsin Department
of Agriculture, Trade, and Consumer Protection (DATCP) has
developed an Agricultural Impact Mitigation Plan (AMP), which
would minimize impacts on agricultural lands and ensure the
implementation of the measures. In its AMP, Guardian has agreed to
fund a third-party Agricultural Monitor (AM) for the Project. The
activities of the AM will be directed by the DATCP. The AM will
serve in an auditing role, working closely with Guardian’s agricultural
inspectors to verify that construction activities on agricultural land are
in compliance with Guardian’s AMP.
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PM1-9 As part of the environmental evaluation of the pipeline route in the
EIS and for permitting, it is required that environmental impacts be
minimized as practicable. The “lower ground” referred to is most
likely a wetland that needs to be avoided if possible.

PM1-10 As stated in section 2.3.1.1, of the FEIS all owners, tenants, and
lessees of private land, and lessees and managers of public lands along
the right-of-way would be notified in advance of construction
activities that could affect their property, business, or operations.
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PM1-11 The location of the pipeline in relation to the residence is much greater
than the minimum distance required by the U.S. Department of
Transportation (DOT) between the pipeline and existing structures.
Moving the pipeline further to the west would move it closer to a
stream with trees along the banks near Smith Road and a tree line
between fields near the Pemble’s residence. Moving the pipeline
farther west may result in more tree clearing. Effects to property
values are discussed in section 4.8.5. See also PM2-18.
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PM1-12 As stated in section 1.2, the FERC is the federal agency responsible
for authorizing applications to construct and operate interstate natural
gas transmission facilities; however, prior to construction and/or
operation Guardian must obtain permits and approvals not only from
the FERC but also from various other federal and state agencies
including but not limited to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE)
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), the Wisconsin Department of Natural
Resources (WDNR), and the Public Service Commission of Wisconsin
(PSC). As such, it is the FERC and the other permitting agencies that
will be responsible for governing the actions associated with the
construction and operation of the Project.

The Commission does not require or solicit any information regarding
compensation from an applicant on the financial agreements made
between the applicant and the landowners. This is a private business
concern that is not regulated or tracked in any way by the
Commission. This negotiation is beyond the scope of this EIS.
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PM1-13 See response to comment PM1-11. Also, to minimize impacts to
wetlands, Guardian would avoid wetlands where and when
practicable. For a long linear project, it is nearly impossible to avoid
all wetlands and waterbodies, especially those that extend for long
distances. At the Rock River, Guardian plans to use a crossing
technique called horizontal directional drilling (HDD), which avoids
disturbance to the ground surface and wetlands and waterbodies where
it can successfully be used.
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PM1-14 As stated in section 2.7.1 of the FEIS, Guardian would install a
cathodic protection system to prevent or minimize corrosion of the
buried pipeline and aboveground facilities of the entire system. The
cathodic protection system impresses a low-voltage current on the
pipeline to offset natural soil and groundwater corrosion potential;
however, the current applied is not of high enough voltage to cause a
shock. . The use of cathodic protection is standard practice throughout
the pipeline industry, the use of which is federally regulated under 49
CFR Part 192, Appendix D.
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PM1-15 See response to PM1-12 In addition, one of our recommendations,
recommendation 11 in section 5, requires Guardian to develop a
complaint resolution procedure which would be mailed to landowners
prior to construction. Landowners may also contact the FERC
Hotline if Guardian does not resolve the complaint.
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PM1-16 Guardian would participate in the Diggers Hotline one-call system
in Wisconsin and the Joint Utility Locating Information for
Excavators (JULIE) one-call system in Illinois. These systems
provide contractors, highway workers, farmers, and anyone digging
along a pipeline right-of-way with the ability to call a telephone
number to have underground facilities located prior to excavation
activities. Guardian would review and respond appropriately to any
requests to locate its pipeline that are issued from a one-call center.
All responses will be addressed as needed in an appropriate and
timely manner.

PM1-17 Comment noted.
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PM2-1

PM2-2

As stated in sections 2.6.2 and 2.7.2 of the FEIS, the proposed pipeline
and aboveground facilities must be designed, constructed, operated,
and maintained in accordance with the DOT Minimum Federal Safety
Standards in 49 CFR 192. The regulations are intended to ensure
adequate protection for the public and to prevent natural gas facility
accidents and failures. In accordance with the requirements of 49 CFR
Part 192, Guardian would conduct regular patrols of the pipeline and
branch line rights-of-way. The patrol program would include periodic
aerial, vehicle, and/or foot patrols of the pipeline facilities. These
patrols would be conducted to survey surface conditions on and
adjacent to the pipeline right-of-way for evidence of leaks,
unauthorized excavation activities, erosion and wash-out areas, areas
of sparse vegetation, damage to permanent erosion control devices,
exposed pipeline, and other conditions that might affect the safety or
operation of the pipeline. Additional gas leak detection surveys would
be performed using leak detection instruments in more densely
populated areas and at public road crossings.

Natural gas is considered a non-toxic natural substance that if released
will migrate towards the surface and would not affect groundwater, as
it is not water soluable. A leak would not have any long-term effects
to crops or the air.

According to the National Library of Medicine, exposure to low levels
of natural gas is not harmful to your health. However, high-level
exposure can result in dizziness, fatigue, nausea, headache and
irregular breathing. In some extreme cases natural gas exposure, when
present in high concentrations, has resulted in the loss of
consciousness and even death (National Library of Medicine, 2007).
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PM2-3

PM2-4

PM2-5

The effects of the gas pipeline temperature on the soils above the
pipeline would be influenced by several variables, including depth of
cover over the pipeline, soil bulk density, soil moisture, and distance
from the discharge side of a compressor station. In some cases,
vegetation or crops tend to develop earlier in the growing season and
mature earlier in the fall near the downstream side of a compressor
station which dissipates with distance from the compressor station. We
are not aware of any published studies specifically addressing the
effects of natural gas pipelines on soil temperatures and crop yields
nor is this a common problem in our experience. Guardian is
responsible for crop losses that can be documented as caused by
operation of the pipeline.

Agricultural productivity could be affected by a number of factors
associated with pipeline construction, including compaction, soil
mixing, changes in physical and chemical soil characteristics,
drainage, local climatic conditions, inherent soil productivity, and
individual management practices. Although thousands of miles of
pipelines have been constructed through agricultural lands in North
America, there have been relatively few published studies evaluating
the effects of pipeline construction on crop productivity. In addition,
the studies that have been published addressed pipelines constructed
without topsoil segregation and are not necessarily representative of
the majority of agricultural lands traversed by the proposed pipelines.
Further, the pipeline rights-of-way in these studies were not restored
according to our Plan and did not have additional mitigation measures
applied, which provide for greater levels of restoration and protection
of agricultural lands than many pipelines constructed in the past.

The Argonne National Laboratory (Zeller et al., 1985; 1989)
conducted three soil and crop production studies in Oklahoma, Illinois,
and Michigan for the Gas Research Institute that assessed the effects
of pipeline trenching and backfilling with no topsoil segregation, on
soils and crops. Results revealed that altered soil properties related to
pipeline construction did not result in a consistent pattern of reduced
crop yields.

See response on next page.
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PM2-5

PM2-6

PM2-7

Operation of the Project would not change the general use of the land
and would only preclude the construction of above ground structures
within the 50-foot permanent right-of-way.

As discussed in Section 4.2.2.6, the introduction of subsoil
rocks/stones into agricultural topsoil would be minimized by
segregating topsoil from trench spoil and replacing topsoil in
agricultural areas after cleanup. This practice would prevent subsoil
rocks from being brought to the surface and incorporated with topsoil.
To the extent possible, Guardian would also remove excess rock/stone
greater than 4 inches in size from the top 12 inches of disturbed soils
in cultivated and rotated croplands, hayfields, pastures, residential
areas, and at the landowner’s request in other areas. Guardian would
also remove excess rock/stone from surface soils disturbed by
construction such that the size, density, and distribution of rock on the
construction right-of-way would be similar to adjacent non-right-of-
way areas. In addition, in accordance with our Plan Guardian would be
responsible for maintaining such standard with quarterly reports to the
FERC for at least 2 years after construction. Following this time-
period landowners can request that Guardian conduct repairs in the
right-of-way caused by construction to meet the standards of similar
and adjacent off-right-of-way lands.

Guardian is responsible for damages caused by the construction and
operation of its pipeline facilities.

See response to PM2-1. Guardian is also required to maintain its
depth of cover to the DOT requirements and any deeper depths to
which Guardian stated that it would be placed. If landowners are
concerned in the future that the depth of cover is not at the required
depth, they should contact Guardian.
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PM2-8 The pipeline would not leave portions of properties landlocked and
inaccessible. Farmers would be able to resume normal farming
operations over the pipeline once construction is complete. Any future
property development would have to take the location of the pipeline
into consideration in the development design, but roads, driveways,
and other utilities can cross the pipeline right-of-way.

The actual pipeline route may continue to change as the environmental
permitting and evaluation progresses, including the development on
this FEIS, and as the engineering design is further evaluated.

Guardian will have to negotiate for an easement for the final
certificated route.
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PM2-9 As stated in section 2.2.1 of the FEIS, FERC regulations (18 CFR,
Section 380.15[d][1]) encourage the use, enlargement, or extension of
existing rights-of-way over developing a new right-of-way in order to
reduce potential impacts on potentially sensitive resources. In general,
installation of new pipeline along existing, cleared rights-of-way (e.g.,
pipeline, powerline, road, or railroad) may be environmentally
preferable to construction along new rights-of-way to reduce forest
fragmentation and to at least partially overlap previously disturbed and
currently maintained rights-of-way. To the extent possible, Guardian
has attempted to collocate the propose pipeline within existing rights-
of-way. As proposed, approximately 25.7 miles (21.6 percent) of
Guardian’s proposed construction right-of-way would be located
adjacent to or within existing rights-of-way.

PM2-10 See response to PM2-9. In addition, because of the nature of the
Project area, following roads would place the pipeline very close to a
significant number of homes and businesses that the proposed route
would avoid. As proposed, there are only two businesses, four barns,
three commercial buildings, and two garages within 50 feet of areas
disturbed by construction.

PM2-11 As stated in section 2.3 of the FEIS, the 4-foot depth of burial
proposed by Guardian under the direction of the DATCP is actually
deeper than that required by the DOT. The DOT requires a depth of
30 inches and less if the pipeline is within bedrock.

PM2-12 See response to PM2-1. It is not expected that Guardian will ever have
to rebury the pipeline if it is properly designed. In wetland areas and
within waterbodies where the pipeline may work its way towards the
surface, Guardian would use concrete coated pipe or add weights to
keep the pipeline at the appropriate depth.
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PM2-13 As indicated in section 3.2.1 of the FEIS, several stakeholders have
suggested that collocating the proposed G-Il pipeline with the existing
ANR Pipeline Route in eastern Wisconsin would decrease
environmental impacts. To the extent possible, Guardian has
collocated the proposed pipeline within existing utility rights-of-way
(see section 2.2.1); however, to collocate the G-Il pipeline solely
within the ANR right-of-way from its proposed starting point at
Guardian’s existing Ixonia Meter Station in Jefferson County,
Wisconsin would require the construction of over 30 miles of
additional pipeline eastward towards the ANR system. Towards the
north end of the Project there are other ANR pipelines, but either the
Oneida have not agreed to allow Guardian to parallel the ANR
pipeline on the Reservation or, in other areas, the ANR pipeline does
not go where Guardian needs it to go. These collocation
complications would add additional length and impact more
landowners than the proposed route. Collocating the G-I pipeline with
the ANR system would likely result in greater impacts on waterbodies,
wetlands, and forest lands (see figure 3.2-2 in the FEIS).

PM2-14 See response to PM1-14, PM1-16, and PM2-1.

PM2-15 As stated in section 2.8 of the FEIS, Guardian has no foreseeable plans
for future expansion or abandonment of the Project facilities, but if
market conditions change such that an expansion or abandonment is
justified, Guardian will seek the appropriate authorizations from the
FERC and comply with all applicable requirements. At the end of the
useful life of the pipeline and aboveground appurtenances, Guardian
will obtain the necessary permission to abandon its facilities.
Typically, when a pipeline is abandoned the right-of-way easement
reverts back to the landowner without any payment.

PM2-16 The design-life of modern pipelines is indefinite with proper
maintenance. Guardian plans to maintain the pipeline to operate in
perpetuity.
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PM2-17 As stated in section 2.4 of the FEIS, Guardian is under contract for a
Project in-service date of November 1, 2008. It should take a total of
about 7 months to construct the entire Project. If the Project does get
delayed, Guardian would be responsible for any additional crop losses.
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PM2-18 A potential purchaser of property may make a decision to purchase
based on his or her planned use, such as agricultural, future
subdivision or second home on the property in questions. If the
presence of a pipeline renders the planned use infeasible, it is possible
that a potential purchaser would decided not to purchase the property.
However, it is important to note that construction and operation would
not change the general use of the land and would only preclude the
construction of above ground structures within the 50-foot permanent
right-of-way.
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PM2-19 In accordance with the requirements of 49 CFR Part 192, Guardian
must establish and maintain liaison with appropriate fire, police, and
public officials to learn the resources and responsibilities of each
organization that may respond to a natural gas pipeline emergency,
and to coordinate mutual assistance. Guardian would also provide the
appropriate training to local emergency service personnel before the
pipeline is placed in service. Guardian would provide company
contact numbers to affected landowners which landowners could call
with any concerns or emergencies. The right-of-way would also be
posted with signage having company contact information in case of
emergency.
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PM3-1 The Fox River Trail Alternative is discussed in detail in section 3.3.3.5.
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PM3-2 Comment noted.
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PM3-3 See response to PM2-1, PM2-2 and PM2-4.
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PM3-4 See response to PM2-3.

PM3-5 See response to PM2-5.

PM3-6 As described in our Plan and Procedures, and Guardian’s AMP,

measures such as restricting vehicular traffic, reducing loads,
employing lower ground-pressure equipment, and rescheduling certain
activities may be used when soil moisture is high to avoid and
minimize compaction and rutting. In agricultural, residential, and
wetland areas, topsoil would be segregated from other materials
excavated from the trench and placed in piles that would generally be
opposite the working side of the trench. Therefore, heavy equipment
would not travel on the piles, and compaction of excavated topsoils
would be minimized. Because of construction-related activities, some
topsoil and subsoil located along the working side of the construction
right-of-way would be compacted. Additionally, construction
activities may be restricted as recommended by the on-site
environmental inspector during unfavorable conditions (e.g., wet
weather) to further reduce compaction and rutting. Compaction would
also be mitigated through the use of deep tilling during restoration
activities using a paraplow or similar implement. In areas where
topsoil segregation occurs, plowing to alleviate subsoil compaction
would be conducted before replacement of the topsoil.
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PM3-7 See response to PM1-7.

PM3-8 Elevated levels of arsenic have been found in the vicinity of the Saint

Peter Sandstone Formation in Outgamie and Brown Counties,
Wisconsin. Arsenic within this rock formation is tied up in sulfide
materials which are released when the sulfides are oxidized. Increased
groundwater use from development in Outagamie and Brown counties
has drawn down the watertable causing an increase in oxidation of the
arsenic containing sulfides (WDNR Arsenic, 2006). The pipeline
trench would only be open for a short period, so we don’t believe
pipeline construction would cause an increase in sulfide oxidation
resulting in increasing arsenic concentrations in well water. We have
added a recommendation in the water resources section, section
4.3.1.1, to have Guardian consult with the WDNR, Bureau of Drinking
Water & Groundwater regarding arsenic.
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PM3-9 See response to PM2-9.
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PM3-10 Stakeholder comments received by the FERC are posted to the Docket
and are addressed as appropriate within the EIS.

PM3-11 Comment noted and we will be sure to add you to the FERC mailing
list.
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PM3-12 See response to PM2-1.
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PM3-13 Alternatives and safety are addressed in section 3.0 and 4.12,
respectively in this EIS. The G-I project must meet DOT safety
requirements which are further explained in the section on safety.
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PM3-14 Comment noted.
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PM3-15 Eminent Domain proceedings, if necessary to obtain easements for the
pipeline, would be conducted in accordance with all applicable federal
laws and the laws of Wisconsin.
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P-93 Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses
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