Guardian Expansion & Extension Project

FAI
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COMMENTS

RE: Review of Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Guardian Expansion
Project, FERC No. CP07-8-000, Wisconsin and Illinois

Dear Ms. Bose:

The Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) for the proposed Guardian Pipeline Expansion Project, FERC No. CP07-8-
000, Wisconsin and Illinois. The following comments have been prepared under the authority of
the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.) and are
consistent with the intent of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service Mitigation Policy and Presidential Executive Orders 11988, 11990, and 13186.

GENERAL COMMENTS
The Draft EIS provides an adequate general overview of each of the alternatives considered. The

document appears to address most or all potential wetland, wildlife and other natural resource
impacts anticipated with the proposed project altematives.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Endangered Species Act Comments

Based on a review of our files, the Department concurs that the federally-listed species identified
in the DEIS is an accurate listing of species and designated critical habitat known to occur in the
project area.

In a letter dated June 22, 2006, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS),Green Bay Field Office
(GBFO) provided information to the applicants' representative regarding known occurrences of
federally-listed species within the proposed project corridor. In subsequent correspondence
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dated January 3, 2007, GBFO concurred with a determination that the pro'ject would have no
effect on the bald eagle. According to our records, that information remains correct.
According to the DEIS, construction of the proposed Sycamore C_ompressor Station in DeKall? )
County, Illinois would not affect habitat for the Indiana bat, prairie bush clover, or eastern prairie
fringed orchid. If there is no suitable habitat within the action area for any of these species, we
o s doemnton FA1-1 Asstated in section 4.4.2.5 of the final environmental impact statement
Fish and Wildlife Resources (FEIS), Guardian would prepare a Noxious Weed Management Plan that
i incorporates details regarding known occurrences of noxious weeds along
Vegetation ) ) ) > - - >
Czn:truction of the proposed alternative is expected to result in long-term impacts to vegetation the proposed plpellne al Ignment, current treatme'nt of knovyn noxious
due to conversion of forest to open habitats, and conversion of oth(;:r ty}p;es of Izloth upizfmi imd weed areas. and mitigation measures that Guardian would Implement to
iti long-t ational impacts. Guardian has made an effort to cetl d ) 1 ' f
Wéﬂ?n?z:(;‘f:imugrllt[l:tsi(?I?th“;la(l;?litse:vr?tﬁilr)lelr]leli‘irlﬁojeCI; corridor to the extent practicable. minimize the spread and estabhshment Of noxious Weed Spec|es
- - : Guardian would file its Noxious Weed Management Plan with the Federal
The Department stresses the need for implementation of strong measures tf) m(?nllor @d preve.m FAI-1 A FERC) prior o construction.
theeestapblishmem of invasive species in the impacted corridor. This is;ue_ 151:)rleﬂ}{ dlscuss_zd in Energy Regulatory Commission ( ) p
the document. We recommend that monitoring for invasive species within the pro_]e_ct corridor, - - -
including proposed measures to address inva§ive p'lants where found, be fully described in the FAL-2  Asshown in section 13, table 1.3-1 of the FEIS, Guardian has filed with
Noxious Weed Management Plan that Guardian will prepare for FERC. the U.S. Army Corps o Engineers (COE) permit applications nder
Tetlands . . Section 404 and Section 10 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) as well as a
sl of apprsimt :haéé) ?emd vateﬂand . rtestti:]g ifll:;:c:h;lgr;];;ta‘:roel:gf}?:rlll:fe?m Chapter 30 Wetland/Water Body Certification with the Wlsconsmh
total of approximately 60.3 acres of temporary constru 2.52 acres ) | ]
oop:ra(iionr;li impact. Guardian has proposed to provide compensatory mitigation for perman.ent Department of Natural .RES.OUI'CGS (WDNR) on Apr” 30’ 2007 Wllt f? t
impacts to forested wetlands, and to post-construction monitoring of wetlands to ensure their amendment to the appl ications on June 18, 2007. Envwonmenta effects
sompleterecaveny: related to the loss of wetlands functions and values resultm_g from _
The Department recommends that Guardian also consider the adverse enVirot_‘lmen.tal effects | FAI-2 construction as well as the preferred mltlgatlon measurn? WI” be prOVIdEd
from temporal loss of wetlands functions and values resulting from conslructlor} ld1sturtl?ance. by the COE and WNDR within the context of the perm|ts issued under
Following disturbance, it could take several years for diverse wetland cor_n_mul_ntles to be re- ! . .
establishegd. We also recommend that in addition to the compensatory mitigation provided for FAI3 Section 404 and Section 10 of the CWA and Chapter 30
permanent impacts to forested wetlands, compensation for impacts to other wetland types also be
provided in order to offset the temporary loss of wetland functions and values. FAL3  See response t0 FAL-2.
Migratory Birds o )

Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918, as amended, it is unlawful to take, capture, kill, or ) ) ) )
:)Jonscslzrssﬂzleligrla%loiyo{)yirdsl,r1heir:(rlleysls, eggs., and young. Significant areas of the project corridor FAI-4 FA1-4 The Project would |mpact very few acres of naturgl habltat for mlgratory
include habitat suitable for nesting by migratory bird species, inc-]uding song birds an.d/or " birds because most of the area affected by the PI’OJEC'[ is ag”cult(;].ral Iand,
raptors. To avoid take of birds, nests or eggs, any habitat or nesting structures occurring within - > ercent of the tofal affected acreage. Guardian
the permanent easement or temporary workspace area should be removed before the initiation of which consists O-f 90 p C Wildlife Service o avoid Imoacts to
spring nesting for migrants or after the breeding season has ended. would consult with the U.S Fish anq Hati e. € 4 p

listed threatened and endangered migratory bird species and would also
SUMMARY COMMENTS consult with WDNR to minimize_ impacts to state-l_lsted migratory b_lrd
. - species. Guardian would maintain its permanent r!ght-of-way (out_5|de of
e s Ofdllhif e pm]e?g? ﬁtfh aﬂfxﬁhfe agricultural and residential areas) in accordance with our Plan. This
. The potential impacts to fish and wildlife resources are expected to be relaf 1 ' ! : ' ' ]
:Ielisli):;ce;he F;ZII)IOESIS Shouls provide additional information about commitments to invasive |FAI-5 would restrict mowing and routine Vegetatlon ma":‘ltenar:lce from Ap”l 15
2 to August 1 of any year in an effort to protect nesting migratory birds.
FA1-5 See response to comment FA1-1.
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species control.  The Department also recommends that compensatory mitigation for temporal |FALS FAl-6 See response to comment FA1-2.
impacts to wetlands resulting from the project be considered.

Sincerely,
Tindad 7oy

Michael T. Chezik
Regional Environmental Officer

2

L. Clemeney, FWS, Green Bay, W1
R. Nelson, FWS, Rock Island, IL
1. Gosse, FWSE, Ft. Snelling, MN
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Guardian Expansion & Extension Project

FA2

e i e
- - Anited States Senate , ™
eingold senedecov WASHINGTON. DC 205104804, - OF’FICE OF /) Fob-21-4dY
ERMAL AFFAIRe FA2
May 7, 2007
DAY 22 A g5
. . LOER .

Mark Whittenton, Director WEGUL AT%?#E&%@EJGH%’ y)

Federal Energy Regulatory Agency Fm - =

Division of Cong., Reg, and Intergovernmental Affairs pated 2 ;_02

888 1st St.,, NE, Room 11H 82 o =1

Washington, DC, 20426 e

. 55 U hg
Dear Mr. Whittenton: :-‘9’2 w ?‘1 C e ,

'
-~

L7 o
One of my constituents, Charles Rhein, recently met with a member of my staff-about fs8ues '
related to the proposed plan of the Guardian Pipeline Company in the Town of Byron. Mr.
Rhein represents landowners in the town.

Enclosed please find a copy of a letter he wrote to me along with letters written by town officials
about what they consider to be the detrimental effect the gas line will have on their community.
Mr. Rhein raises the issues of the reduction in land values, loss of tax revenue, and diminished
development opportunities. One of the questions he raises is whether annual compensation
would be fairer than a one time payment for easements on private property.

Please review this information and fax your response to my Milwaukee office at (414) 276-7284
to the attention of Jeri Gabrielson. If you have any questions, please call her at (414) 276-7282.

Since;

Russell D. Feingold
United States Senator

RDF/jgh

Cc: Mr. Charles Rhein

O 1600 Asren Commons O 517 EasT Wisconsan Avinue O 426 S1am Smrzer
Room 226
La Crosse, W1 54801
1608) 782-5506

O 401 64 StreeT
Room a0
., Muwauxas, W1 53202 AIBAL,
im! 828-1200 (#14) 276-7282 (715) 848-6000
(608} 828-1215 (TDOD)
PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER

O 1640 Mam STreeT
GAEN Bay, W1 54302
1320) 466-7508

AovT-03

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

P-98



April 24, 2007

To Whom It May Concern;
Guardian Pipeline Company is proposing an energy corridor through the Town of Byron.

1t has been brought to the attention of the Byron Town Board that tand owners are
digsatisfied with the placement and the method of payment being presented to them by
the Guardian Pipeline Company.

The Byron Town Board made a request to Guardian Pipeline that the pipeline placement
not destroy development opportunities in their township. Guardian Pipeline did nothing
about that request.

Billions of dollars of energy products will flow through the pipeline and the land owners
and the taxpayers need to be compensated as long as that pipe is in the ground.

Development opportunitics are diminished, land values reduced, and tax revenue lost by
the placement of this these high pressure pipclines on private land. Our landowners and
taxpayers are financially underwriting this project. We feel that the energy industry has
cnough power and profits to pay their own way. )

FA2-1

The proposed easement for the natural gas pipeline is forever and that is a long time for a
private company to take control of private property. The laws that give the private
pipeline companies the privilege of private property use should also give fair
compensation to the land owners and the taxpayers of the town of Byron.

The Wind turbines being placed in the town of Byron provide for yearly payments for FA2-2
both land owners and the Town of Byron. We see no difference in energy from wind
turbines and energy from gas pipelines.

We see the use of our road system as a privilege to Guardian Pipeline Company nota |FA2-3
right. We see the use of private land in the town of Byron as a privilege not a right. | FA2-4
The citizen’s of the town of Byron can no longer afford to supplement the economic well
being of the energy industry. A one time payment to landowners and taxpayers is no
longer adequate compensation for an underground pipeline that creates billions of dollars
for the energy industry.

FA25

Club. 0.

Charles E. Rhein

Land Negotiators, LLC.
W5888 Hwy Y
Brownsville, W1 53006

920-583-4522
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FA2-1

FA2-2

FA2-3

FA2-4

FA2-5

See response to comment PM2-18

Guardian stated in a letter to Senator Feingold on June 1, 2007,
itmpacts associated with wind turbines are fundamentally different
from those created by underground pipeline facilities. Most notably is
that wind turbines create land-use impacts that don not subside over
time, while underground gas pipelines allow for most surface activities
to continue just as they had prior to construction. For example, once
the pipeline easement is restored by Guardian, landowners would be
able to utilize the property just as before (i.e., to raise crops, graze
livestock, or farm) with only limited restrictions. In addition, the
pipeline easement usually presents no surface obstructions, as is the
case with wind turbines, which permanently remove the land from
production (see also response to comment PM2-18). Lastly, wind
turbines typically are sited on land secured through a lease of surface
land rights for only a limited time. These leases typically compensate
landowners by annual rather than lump sum payments. However, those
landowners in the wind tower development areas who only have
underground electrical cables on their property are also only
compensated through lump sum easement payments not annual
payments.

Regarding compensation the commission does not require or solicit
any information from an applicant regarding the financial agreements
made between the applicant and landowners. This is a private
business concern that is not requlated or traced in any way by the
Commission.

Comment noted.
Comment noted.

See responses to comments FA2-2 and PM2-18.
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' TOWN OF BYRON

April 20, 2007

To: Wisconsin Towns Association
Attn. Richard J. Stadelman

Re: Guardian Pipeline Route through our Town, and all other Towns in the State.
Dear Richard,

As you may be aware that Guardian Pipeline wants to construct a 30 inch pipeline
from Ixonia in Jefferson County to west of Green Bay in Onedia Gounty. This will pass
through the Town of Byron. :

As Chairman of the Town of Byron we are asking the Wisconsin Town Association
1o help our property owners along with all other property owners along this route to get a
fair and just compensation for the placing of this pipeline across their lands. What these
property owners are asking for, is that in addition to the initial damage compensation, that
they would receive an annual payment for this easement, to allow the pipeline to be on
their property, after all this will limit their ability to have an opportunity to sell or
develop their land in other ways that would be more advantageous to them than having a
pipeline cross their property.

I am enclosing a letter that we received from Mr. Charles Rhein who is representing
these property owners through a group called “Land Negotiators LLC.” They represent
about 120 members, all property owners along the Pipeline route, who are trying to get an |FA2-6 FA2-6 See responses to comments FA2-2 and PM2-18.
annual compensation instead of just a one time payment for an easement that is binding
on their land for an indefinite period of time. This easement will hinder any potential
development, that could take place on their land in the future. Some of these lands in the
proposed route have been designated as development sites, one as an industrial site and
one as a residential site, in the Town of Byron’s Comprehensive plan, that was completed
before this route by Guardian Pipeline was announced.

We are asking that the Towns Association help these property owners in the many FA2-7  See response to comment FA2-2 and PM2-18.
Town that wilt be affected, by supporting this plan of having a just compensation every |FA2.7

year along with crop damage payment (if there has to be repair on the pipeline), rather
than & one time payment for this easement. These companies stand to make a
considerable profit on having this pipelines constructed, so therefore we feel that these
property owners should also have a piece of the so called pie.

Enclosed is a copy of an article that appeared in the Wisconsin Agriculturist,
showing the problems property owners may have.

If their fields are divided by this pipeline at harvest time when it is first put in, how |ra2.s FA2-8 Prior to construction, Guardian would give advanced notice of its
do they get on the other side of this trench if it is rainy season, with the necessary construction schedule to farmers, so crops can be harvested. Guardian
equipment to harvest these crops? . .. .

may be able to make special provisions so crops could be accessed if

necessary. Guardian is also responsible for crop losses caused by
construction.
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These property owners are ntot trying to stop the pipeline, only to receive a just
compensation for this easement. T am sure that these companies do not want to seta
standard by doing this, as they did not do this in the past, but I do belleve it is time that
this form of just compensation should be established. The Wind Farm that is in our
Town as well as other locations, will pay an annual compensation to the land owners, for
hosting the wind turbine site on their property.

Hopefully the Wi in Towns Association can and will support these Town
residents and property owners in their effort to be justly compeusated, for the intrusion of
this pipeline on their property. Please let the Guardian Pipeline know that the Towns
Association is willing to support these town residents and property owners.

Thank you.

Francis Ferguson
Chairman, Town of B
N3576 Hwy 175

Fond du Lac, WI. 54937
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Unofficial FERC-Generated PDF of 20070529-0063 Received by FERC OSEC 05/22/2007 in Docket#: CP07-8-000 FAZ Continued page 5 Of 6
y

TOWN OF BYRON

July 14, 2006

To: Natural Resource Group, Inc.
From: Town of Byron

Re: In response to your request for information and comments on the proposed route of
the Guardian Pipeline through the Town of Byron.

The area that is proposed for the route, is “Not in the best interest of the Township of [FA2-9 FA2-9 Comment noted.
Byron?” for any future growth which we had planned in our Smart Growth Plan that we
recently completed for the Town. After many months of study and many meetings with
our fagilitator, Innovative Community Development and the Comprehensive Planning
Committee, and after public hearings were held, the Town has adopted “The Town of

Byron Comprehensive Plan”.
When we were working on the comprehensive plan we were not aware of the plan to run | FA2-10 FA2-10 Guardian met with Town of Byron officials on August 9, 2006 and, after
the pipeline through our Town. When we became aware of the plan, which was after our reviewing the concerns raised by the Town, was able to identify and adopt

iﬂ?&f&ﬁmﬁ nto :37313 ‘32‘53 i?m;? uﬁifﬁ}‘lffn‘:ﬂ:ﬁf a route variation that has largely addressed the expressed concerns. See
our Town for future commercial development as this proposal will. This proposed route also response to comment PM2-18.

would in all probability cripple our Town for any future commercial growth in these
areas, which has a high potential for commercial growth, and would also impact
residential development in other areas of the Town.

These are some of the factors that have to be considered in this proposed location.

In section 34, a subdivision was talked about as a potential in the southwest corner, as the | FA2-11 FA2-11 See responses to comments FA2-10, PM2-18, and IND1-1.
best possible use. In the southeast and northeast 1/4’s this is designated as commercial
development potential because of the Canadian National railroad and Highways 175 &
Hwy.41. Along with the possible expansion of Quad Graphics, which is in Dodge Co.
which would be limited to expansion only to the North into the Town of Byron.

In section 35 this area is designated as commercial all along Hwy. 41

In section 25 along Kelly Rd. in that area there is already a subdivision located, along
with many homes from Co.Trk.Y north to Co.Trk. F. along with land located in section
26 & 27 that is already zoned Ag. Transitional, for future residential growth.

In section 24 a subdivision is already there along Maple Lane, with the potential for more
development in the area which has already been asked for, between Maple Lane and Co.
Trk. K and has been put on hold until more detailed planning and study has been
completed.

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses P-102
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Nothing but harm could come to the Town, if this pipeline were constructed as
proposed. Therefore we are strongly opposed to this project.

Attached are some letters from affected landowners, also opposing this proposed route
across their farms, stating the potential financial loss that they may suffer because of the
pipeline, If in the future they would have the potential to develop their land.

Sincerely:

Town of Byron Board
Chairperson
Supervisor
Supervisor
Clerk
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Guardian Expansion & Extension Project

;"ﬂp ""‘“ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
i\ § - “éESEJgngGSIgEEﬁ%USLSEg:AHD FA3  United States Environmental Protection Agency
ey HICAGO, IL Bg0s- Page 1 of 6
HAY 3 0 2007 L
ORI G’NAL wamw;ggg?_ '-}hg{ (;! FA3-1 As stated in section 4.4.2.4, about 51.6 acres of forest would be affected by
paor " construction and 33.5 acres would be permanently impacted for the life of the G-
Philis J. Posey, Acting Secretary Il project and the related branch lines, which is already highly fragmented and
Federal Energy Regolaory Commitsion not considered to be critical habitat for any threatened or endangered species.
o o However, as proposed, the construction and operation of the pipeline laterals
T — R T—— would not result in the clearing of extensive wooded areas. As indicated in
(0H10, ey Thslgn Fove Ly, s, oo Oiagaonie s Wileorth section 4.7.3.3, the majority of forest land that would be crossed, would be
it W Ki it 1 ;. 7 Docket . - . . aL - . .
No. CPOT-8.000) uney Htinois. (CEQNo ) ( oK located along the existing ATC right-of-way. By collocating within this right-
nE—— of-way, potential construction impacts on forest land have been minimized to
e e P— . the extent practicable. In addition, the Project would not cross any federal, state
1 1t t Act E tal Al -
e b e sl e or local parks or forest. Guardian would also follow our Plan and Procedures
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s (FERC) above referenced Draft Environmental Impact i 1Inimi H 1
Statement (DEIS) for the proposed Guardian Pipeline Project (G-11) dated April 2007, yvhlch would further _minimize impacts. Those forested areas tem_porarlly
- ekl ;) ] impacted by construction would be allowed to naturally revegetate. Given the
ian Pipeline L.L.C. (Guardian) proposes to expand its existing system to provide - . .
approximately 537.2 millicn cubic feet per day (MMcfd) of natural gas transportation to both measures that WOUId be applled by Guardlan and the already hlghly fragmentEd
gaslem Wiseansin ind nontbeastern inolk Theproposed projeet woilliadd addition nature of the forest lands currently found along the proposed route, we believe
compression along Guardian’s existing pipeline system in [llinois and Wisconsin, and add . .. A K N A
approximately 110 miles of new pipeline and associated facilities from its current terminus in impacts would be sufficiently minimized with no further compensation required.
o e This determination is also consistent with the findings of Environmental
go through the Oneida Reservation in Wisconsin, The proposed Sycamore compressor station i i i
T e T T Assessments (EAS) p_roduce_d independently b){ b_oth_ the Wls_con_sm PSC _and
WDNR for the Guardian Project and related nonjurisdictional pipeline facilities.
Based on our review, we rate the DEIS as EC-2 (envirenmental concemns, request additional
information), We have natural r regarding impacts to surface and ground ) ) . )
wmum:iﬁryar_ngm:lpli:y.lweuanﬁmduﬂdgyesn THSCER ackaproponed wotland | i As stated in section 4.3.2.1 the pipeline would cross one WDNR-owned
com| ation mil on plans and goes not 1dent an' cmnpensatnn or the loss Ol ACTES O - -
upland forest and s assodiated habtat, In additions it sppoars that FERC has not formally conservation easement located at MP 57.7 along Pipe Creek and would
consulted with the Oneida Tribe, in the spirit of the Executive Order 131735, Section 2, H H H
o el Prioiklp, arst the Litic Statse avwamonant ien Bolicy. WS recsmieiit _ temporarily affect about 0.61 acre of the easement. However, this portion of the
additional information be developed and included in the Final EIS (FEIS) for this proposal. pipeline would be collocated with the ATC powerline easement and thereby
Documentation of FERC's direct consultation with the Tribe and the results of that consultation .. . . .
should be included in the FEIS. Our detailed comments are enclosed with this letter. A copy of minimize impacts to the conservation area. Guardian would also follow our
e Plan and Procedures and cooperate with the WDNR which would further
minimize impacts and maintain the integrity of the easement. WDNR would
s i« i i Voo ) s e o 100% Ry Pai {99% Pt decide what mitigation might be necessary for crossing this conservation
easement.
See also response to FA1-2.
FA3-2 See response on next page.
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FA3-2

While the FERC is not required to carry out the mandates of Executive Order
13175, because we are an independent regulatory agency and not technically a
part of the Executive Branch of the federal government, we generally follow the
spirit and intent of that Executive Order. The FERC issued a Policy Statement
on Consultations with Indian Tribes on July 23, 2003. Our stated policy is to
promote government-to-government relationships with Indian tribes and
consider tribal concerns before making decisions that may adversely affect tribes
or their resources. Also, the FERC is required to consult with Indian tribes that
may attach religious or cultural significance to historic properties that may be
affected by an undertaking, in accordance with the regulations for implementing
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) at 36 CFR
800.2(c)(2).

The FERC initiated government-to-government consultations with the Oneida
Tribe of Indians of Wisconsin by sending copies of our NOI to various tribal
offices and representatives, including the tribal Chair. In response to our NOI,
we received a letter from the Director of the Environmental Health and Safety
Division of the Oneida Tribe, dated June 22, 2006. While that letter addressed a
number of environmental issues, it did not raise any concerns about potential
project impacts on cultural resources or sacred or religious sites.

Consistent with 36 CFR 800.2(a)(3), we used the services of the applicant
(Guardian) to prepare information and analysis for compliance with Section 106
of the NHPA... Guardian acted as our non-federal representative in consultations
with the Oneida Tribe. Our DEIS documented all of Guardian’s contacts with
the Oneida Tribe in section 4.10.3.2 and Appendix ML, table 2-EM.

P-105
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FA3-3

FA3-4

FA3-5

As stated in section 4.3.2.4, hydrostatic testing of the compressor station facilities would use water
obtained from municipal sources. Guardian anticipates using 98,500 gallons of water for hydrostatic
testing of the Sycamore Compressor Station and 103,000 gallons for the Bluff Creek Compressor
Station. However, wells that Guardian proposes to install at each compressor station would be used for
routine station operations (e.g., potable water and toilet facilities and only as a contingency for
hydrostatic testing. If Guardian is required to utilize well water would only be used for the testing of
compressor station piping. The small volume of water that would be required to support such testing
would not likely have an adverse affect on local groundwater resources. Section 4.3.2.4 has been
revised to clarify the proposed use of well water.

As state in section 4.5.2.2 Guardians has stated that biocides and other potentially toxic hydrostatic test
water additives would not be used during hydrostatic testing and therefore not adversely affect water
quality.

In regard to the coating substances to be placed on the pipeline, Guardian has indicated that the pipe
would be delivered from the factory pre-finished with a fusion bonded epoxy coating. The epoxy
coating applied to the pipe at the factory is rendered inert by the heating process during factory
installation and therefore would pose no risk to water quality.

Field coatings would also be applied at the joints between pipe sections following welding as well as to
repair any minor damage to the factory applied coatings resulting from handling during construction.
The epoxy coatings that will be applied in the field take three general forms; powders, 2-part liquid
coatings, and solid stick or slab coatings. Most of the pipeline welds will be field coated using
powder-based compounds. These materials are sprayed on to a pre-heated portion of the pipeline as a
dry powder that cures upon contact with the heated pipe section. Once heated, the epoxy material is
generally inert. During the spray application process it is possible that minor amounts of the uncured
epoxy compound could be deposited on the ground as a result of “overspray.” This overspray material
is not considered a drip or spill. In addition, based on the information in the presented in the Material
Safety Data Sheet (MSDS) for these powder products, the overspray material deposited on the ground
would pose little risk to the environment due to the material characteristics and the minor quantities in
question. In a number of locations along the pipeline (e.g., tie-in locations), a 2-part liquid epoxy
coating will be applied to the welded joints. The liquids are mixed and applied by brush or roller.
Spills or drips of the individual liquids could be possible during the mixing process. However, these
occurrences would be very minor in quantity at any one location, and based on the material
characteristics presented in the MSDS for these materials, they would pose little risk to the
environment. Spills or drips of the polymerized epoxy could also be possible during the application
process, but once polymerized the material is inert, so there is no risk to the environment from the
actual coating material (in fact, the polymerized epoxy may be disposed of in a sanitary landfill). The
third coating product that could be used in the field is a solid stick or slab material that is commonly
applied to the existing factory coating to repair minor damage caused by handling the pipe during
construction. This material is applied to the pipe as the pipe is heated, melts into place on the pipe, and
cools in place (similar to melting candle wax). Drips of this material could occur during the
application process. However, the quantity of material that could be deposited in any one location
would be very minor, and based on the material characteristics would pose no threat to the
environment.

As a result of the pipeline amendments filed with the FERC on April 24, 2007 and July 2, 2007, the
project will no longer cross through reservation lands and therefore Guardian would no longer require
CWA 402 and 401 permits from the EPA.

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses
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Continued, Page 4 of 6
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4
i . . FA3.-5
within the exterior boundaries of Indian Reservations, Contd

‘Waterbody Crossings - Streams/Rivers

The proposed pipeline would cross 111 surface waterbodies. Of these, 7 stream/river segments
are included on the list of impaired waterbodies under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act.
Guardian proposes to cross 2 impaired water bodies, the Fox and Rock Rivers, using the
horizontal directional drill (HDD) method. Except for Duck Creek, Guardian proposes to cross
all other water bodies, including the other 4 impaired waterbodies (i.e., Kummel Creek,
Kankapet Creek, Plum Creek and Trout Creek) using the open cut method.

The Duck Creek segment is located within the exterior boundaries of the Oneida Reservation and
the crossing method has yet to be determined. The FEIS should identify the Oneida Tribe’s EASS
preferred method for crossing Duck Creek and disclose the method Guardian proposes to use to
cross Duck Creck.

The DEIS identifies that Guardian proposes to use the erosion and control practices for
waterbody crossings and the ings would be undertaken during low flow conditions. U.S.
EPA does not object to the use of the open cut method for this project. However, we recommend
Guardian use in-stream sediment control structures (e.g., silt curtains) during censtruction to
reduce downstream sediment flow. The FEIS should identify whether or not Guardian will use
in-stream sediment control structures during construction.

FA3-7

The Fox River Crossing — A National Priority List (NPL) Site and Agency Contact

Information
The proposed plpelme would cross the I-‘ox River, The Fox River in the project area is a
Comprehensive Envi IR tion, and Llnblhty Act (CERCLA) National

Priority List site (i.e., Superfu.nd s:te) Based on the information in the DEIS the proposed
current location for the Fox River crossing is not within an active remediaticn work area.
Guardian proposes to use the HDD method for crossing the Fox River, if future geotechnical data | FA2-8
indicates this method would be feasible. We recommend the FEIS identify the results of the
geotechnical tests and verify the Fox River location and crossing method that will be used.

We agree with FERC staff's recommendation that in the event the planned HDD crossing of the
Fox and/or Rock River fails, Guardian will need to develop an altemative crossing plan with the
ACOE, U.S. EPA and Wi in Dep of Natural R (WisDNR). However,
whether or not the current crossing location or method changes, prior to any Fox River crossing
work, Guardian should contact and coordinate with Mr. Greg Hill, Project Coordinator, WisDNR | FA3-¢
(Water DI.V]!IOTI) at (608) 267-9352. In nddiﬁmt. Guardian should contact the U.S. EPA, Region
SR | Project M. Mr. James Hahnenb Mr. Hahnenberg may be reached by
calling (312) 3534213 or by email at hm]ﬂm_m@w We recommend this agency
contact stipulation and contact information be included in the FEIS.

FA3-6

FA3-7

Due to the amendments to the pipeline route proposed by Guardian on April 25,
2007 and July 2, 2007, the pipeline no longer crosses the Oneida Reservation, as
discussed in Section 3.3.3.6.

As stated in section 2.3.1.2, all waterbody crossings will be conducted in
accordance with the procedures and practices, including sedimentation control,
identified in our Procedures (refer to appendix E). Guardian must obtain stream
crossing permits listed in Table 1.3-1 and follow the conditions of these permits.
In addition, Guardian has stated that it would open-cut streams when there is no
perceptible flow using wet trenching methods. Most of the streams crossed by
the project are intermittent, so very little sedimentation would be expected to
occur if there is no perceptible flow. Any dewatering of the trench would occur
in a manner that does not result in heavily silt-laden water flowing into any
waterbody. Trench dewatering is typically done to a well vegetated upland area
or using some type of sediment filtering device prior to releasing the water.

For those waterbodies that would not be directionally drilled that would have a
perceptible flow at the time of crossing with the exception of the East Branch of
the Rock River, Guardian would use a dry trench method consisting of either
dam and pump or fluming. In both cases the trench is isolated from the
waterbody by damming and the water is either pumped around or allowed to
flow through flume pipes. These dry crossing methods minimize downstream
sediment flow making the use of other sediment control structures unnecessary.
Trench dewatering would also occur as described above.

FA3-8 and FA3-9 comments are on the following page.
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FA3-8 As a result of route amendments proposed by Guardian since the publication of
the April 13, 2007 DEIS, the Pipeline Route would now cross the Fox River at
3 new location west of the DEIS location. Geotechnical investigations conducted
b s Al BB e e SO by Guardian and filed with the FERC on September 7, 2007 at this location
enof weslenlil bo iy fmil. Themahuily ol hewelinds gpeslote indicate very favorable conditions for installing the pipeline using the HDD
lands. Wh i i i t area wetlan R . R .. R
ﬁmﬁs;m&p&;ﬂwﬁirﬁﬁ;ﬁ; ?;;?:?::agwdce‘i’trgﬁirecﬂyur method. At this time, Guardian does not anticipate the need for an alternative
indiccotly by the proposed projoct, ft docs not proyide weetland fnctions and values sssessments, crossing method for the Fox River. However, in the event the planned HDD
Us. mmnmmmm::ma:?me:ge‘;::mggggifoni :;nfonpaumwnhishe::aliw crossing of the Fox River fails, Guardian would be required to develop final
By t. We requ - - - - . .
g e g e e T L alternative crossing plans in consultation with the COE, EPA Regional Manager,
e ey ik b e e W i st and WDNR Project Coordinator. We have recommended that Guardian file the
DES. TheDElS st fo Chandinr:plans o appl: e (e AT G0 Scotlon AT pet final alternative crossing plans with the Secretary for review and for written
i i tions and values - - . .
b aloais oy oty e sutdsgert weRolh WY st Thik approval from the Director of the OEP prior to conducting any such alternative
information would help to expedite Section 404 permitting for the G-11 project. Crossing. ThIS has been added to Section 4323,
The DEIS identifies that approximately 10 acres of forested wetlands will be directly impacted
i i d al of wetland . Since it tak decades to . .- . . . . .
ke T da A vEIGey S ki E\MAS A AP T TR FA3-9 Guardian has indicated that they would coordinate the installation of the pipeline
e e il at the Fox River and Rock River with the appropriate WDNR and U.S. EPA
Section 404 permitting. Consequently, we recommend the include a proposed wetlan ) - : )
compensation plan for any unavoidable w:llnndimpams,l‘;o include temporal loss of wetland |, staff. At this time no consultations have taken place with the WDNR or U.S.
i thal Tt 1 onstruction - - - - - .
g ot o s e v o i o i O EPA staff. Prior to construction, Guardian will coordinate further with WDNR
help to expedite the Section 404 permitting process for the G-1I project. and the U. S. EPA.
Upland Forest'Wildlife Habitzt Loss and fI‘Zl)m|:;enﬁlhﬂoé'1 5 .
identi 1 to construction of the - H i
Pl -5 e kel s e S i A FA3-10 As stated in section 4.4.1.2 only 61.4 acres of wetlands would be temporarily
i disturbed by the construction of the G-I project. Of this amount, only 3.4 acres
uplanaroms:and’icsu?cmdmmifem‘%gg%hqumm&w%mms:mduewt of wetlands would be retained for operation and maintenance of the pipeline.
i ivities. ti ian does nof o0se to . A
e motn et iatdn Ykl el fpow S5 A e A Approximately 3.2 acres of previously forested wetlands would be permanently
propceal. maintained as emergent and scrub-shrub wetlands as a result of routine
In the spirito‘rNgA.inurdertomitgﬁﬁgﬁpﬁbuﬁun_f;mefm&mlim{iecrt';;dvm vegetation clearing along the pipeline. No high quality emergent wetlands and
i an commil voluni upland (O
mibgaion Eﬂa&m‘:hrf;;[;::ﬁ:?:Guardim‘spmpomdvolu&m upland Roest compensory | 112 only 3.2 acres of forested wetland would be permanently affected by the
itigation plan. This pl ight include, but need not be limited to, commitments to planting . -
:alﬁlvgz ::':aﬁings:xl(’}m;n‘s compressor station locations and within upland buffers Operatlon Of the PrOJeCt'
associated with the yet-to-be-identified wetland compensation mitigation areas for this proposal.
Guardian has taken numerous steps to avoid and/or minimize impacts to wetland
areas including reducing the size of the construction corridor to 75 feet in areas
of wetland habitat; rerouting the pipeline route and/or proposing the use of HDD
to avoid wetland areas; collocating the pipeline within or adjacent to existing
rights-of-way; and adopting our Procedures. In addition, Guardian is continuing
its consultations with the COE and WDNR to ensure impacts to the functions
and values of important wetland habitats are avoided and/or minimized. See
also responses to comment FA3-1 and FA1-2.
FA3-11 See response to comments FA1-2, FA3-1, and FA3-10.
FA3-12 See response to comment FA3-1.
Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses P-108
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Executive Order 13175

Based on the information in the DEIS, it appears FERC did not directly consult with the Oneida
Tribe. Executive Order 13175 Section 2 describes fundamental principles of inherent sovereign
powers of tribes over their territory, and the principle of government-to-government relationships
with the United States Govemnment where tribal resources and rights are affected. These
principles have been the cornerstones of the United States Government's Indian Policy since the
Nixon Administration, and have been re-affirmed by the current Administration in a
memorandum from President Bush on September 23, 2004, We recommend that documentation
of FERC'’s direct government-to-govemnment consultation with the Tribe and the results of that
consultation be included in the FEIS.

FA3-13

FA3

Continued, Page 6 of 6

FA3-13 See response to comment FA3-2.
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State of Wisconsin \ DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

Jim Doyle, Governor
Scott Hassett, Secretary

[
'WISCONSIN
DEPT. OF NATURAL RESOURCES

May 25, 2007

M. Philis J. Posey, Acting Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First St., NE, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

Re: Docket No. CP07-8-000: Guardian Pipeline Expansion and Extension Project
Dear Ms. Posey:

Following are the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources” (WDNR) comments on the above
referenced document. The WDNR has an interest in this proposal as the State Agency responsible for
implementing the natural resources and environmental quality laws and regulations applicable in
Wisconsin. In order for the proposed jurisdictionary and non-jurisdictionary projects to be implemented,
this agencymust issue those permits. Therefore, WDNR has participated as a cooperating agency with
FERC in preparing the Federal EIS on this project (as well as with the Public Service Commission of
Wisconsin (PSCW) for the non-jurisdictionary lateral projects).

In general, WDNR finds the Draft EIS to be a good description of the proposed projects and their
environmental consequences. The following comments are offered to help improve and update the Final
EIS for the subject project.

Specific Comments (by page, paragraph and line). Text in quotation marks presents specific WDNR
suggestions to replace the referenced DEIS text for the FEIS:

P. 1-9, last par: The text should indicate that some of the Laterals are also proposed by Wis. Gas. Co.

2-33, last par., line 1-2: “In the course of reviewing permit applications, the WDNR had indicated to the
applicants that crossings of intermittent waterways would only be permitted at times of no flow. For
streams with flowing water, impacts would be...”

2-33,P. 2, line 9: The FEIS should briefly note that the result of allowing aggressive non-native species
to move in is a reduction in reproductive success for interior species, thus reducing their numbers.

4-1: P.1, line 4: for “temporary impact”, *...almost immediately afterwards” doesn’t really correspond to
“less than the three years indicated for “short-term impacts™. Text should provide either a duration range,
or some other relative measure (e.g.: weeks to months)

P. 4-26,4.3.2.2 P 1, line 10: Text should describe the implicationss of the relocation of Duck Cr.
crossing? Is the same method proposed at the new location? Would the impacts be essentially the same?

P. 4-49, P. 5 (Section 4.5.1.1): Wildlife Resources line5: Add the following: “...similar, or at least
suitable, habitats if these are available near the disturbed area.”
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SAI-1

SAI-2

SAI-3

SAI-4

SAI-5

SAI-6

Wisconsin Gas Company is also known as We Energies and conducts
business under the We Energies name. Pipeline laterals would be
constructed and operated by the Wisconsin Public Service Corporation
(WPS) and We Energies.

Section 2.9.2.1 of the final environmental impact statement (FEIS) has
been revised to include this information.

Section 2.9.2.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include this
information.

Section 4.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this information.

As indicated in the April 13, 2007 draft environmental impact
statement (DEIS) the proposed pipeline would cross Duck Creek
within the Oneida Reservation. Given the relevance of this stream to
the Oneida Nation, an appropriate crossing method was still under
negotiations with the Tribe at the time of the DEIS. However, as a
result of the pipeline amendments proposed by Guardian on April 24,
2007 and July 2, 2007 the Pipeline no longer crosses the Reservation
and therefore eliminates the crossing of Duck Creek at this location.
The amended pipeline route does still cross Duck Creek well outside
of the Reservation boundary. The proposed method at the new
crossing location is open cut. Given that Guardian will cross and
restore this stream in accordance with our Procedures we do not
anticipate any adverse downstream affects to the waterbody on the
Oneida Reservation.

Section 4.5.1.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this
information

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

P-110



P. 4-51, Table 4.5.1.1-1: This table would be greatly improved by adding a column indicating typical |SAI-7
habitat preference: grassland, woodland, open, wooded, etc. (which is probably more important
information than the scientific names). Also, the title could be revised to make it more descriptive:

“Common migratory birds found in habitats potentially affected by the proposed project™

P. 4-52, line 2: Revise as follows: “...to the loss of forest habitat, and increase the area of habitats
preferred by edge species, which include nest parasites:...”
Line 8: ““...however, the activity and noise of construction...”

iSAI-B

P. 4-53, full P. 3, line 3 :”"... altered water temperatures and dissolved oxygen levels...” SAI-9
Text should note that Stony Brook was stocked with wild trout in the 1990%s.

Table 4.5.2.1-1: WDNR does not have white bass or perch listed for this stream.

4-54, last P, line 3: “...managed by WDNR, and do not have a fisheries classification.”  |SAI-10
4-65,P. 6, Ln. 2: .. list of special concern species that could be affected...” I don’t think this is
referring to species being considered for adding to the Species of Concern list, but those on the list
already that could be affected.

iSAI-11

4-69, P.3, In. 10: *...could experience nest failure in the year of construction or long term loss of...” |SAM 2

P. 4-78, Section 4.7.3.2 Open Land, first paragraph, lines 1-3: It is not clear that the preconstruction
herbaceous and shrub communities would be fully established within one or two growing seasons after
construction. It may take several growing seasons to adequately reestablish the roots and growing
patterns of grasses and shrubs, and longer periods for shrubs to grow to pre-disturbance size. It may be
more accurate to state: “Some vegetative cover will be reestablished within a few growing seasons of
disturbance, comprised primarily of fast-growing species planted to stabilize the open ground. More
diverse vegetation, including shrubby species similar to those removed, will take longer to establish.”

SAI-13

P. 4-79, 3" paragraph, line 1: “...new forest fragments, and the expansion of edge habitats, would be |SAI-1 4
minimized...”

4-84, P1: Eliminate the last sentence regarding shoreline development, as the pipeline route does not  |SAI-15
cross or follow the shoreline zone of either Lake Winnebago or Lake Michi If any di ion of
development trends applies, it should focus on subdivision and home development, and large facilities
such as confined animal feeding operations (CAFO’s).

P. 2, line 2: “...and other unique ecological characteristics...” |SAl-16
P. 3, line 6: “...vertical exposure, rock face or outcropping associated. .. the route traverses the top of the | SAI-17
escarpment from...”

4-84, first full P., In. 10: This is not exactly an accurate description, we suggest rewording as follows: SAI-18
“The Escarpment is near areas of intensive development along the Fox River — Lake Winnebago corridor,
including Fond du Lac, the Fox Valley Cities and Green Bay. Residential development is increasing to

take advantage of the scenic views and wooded bluffs.”

4-111, 1* P. after the bullets, In. 1: “...types of air pollutant emissions™ suggests categories of pollutants, | SAI-19
such as toxics, ozone precursors, ete. “sources” would be a more accurate word in this context.

SAI

Continued, page 2 of 4

SAI-7

SAI-8

SAI-9

SAI-10

SAI-11

SAI-12

SAI-13

SAI-14

SAI-15

SAI-16

SAI-17

SAI-18

SAI-19

Some common species present in the project area are listed under the
various habitat types in section 4.5.1 of the FEIS. More specific
habitat information for the bird species listed in table 4.5.1.1-1 is
commonly available from guide books and on the internet from a
number of sources such as The Peterson Field Guide for birds,
Audubon Birds of America Guide, and www.birds.cornell.edu.

Section 4.5.1.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this
information.

Section 4.5.2.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this
information.

Section 4.5.2.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this
information.

Section 4.6.2.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this
information.

Section 4.6.3 of the FEIS has been revised to include this information.

Section 4.7.3.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include this
information.

Section 4.7.3.3 of the FEIS has been revised to include this
information.

Section 4.7.5.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this
information.

Section 4.7.5.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this
information.

Section 4.7.5.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this
information.

See response to comment SA1-15.

Section 4.11.1.4 of the FEIS has been revised to include this
information.
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4-111-112 (Air Quality Impacts and Mitigation): In the last sentences of the paragraph that spans both SAI-20
pages, this is not an accurate description of the potential contribution to air quality standard violations of
construction equipment operating to construct these facilities. The conditions most likely to cause a

violation occur during daylight hours, when construction equipment would be operating. However, the

rural nature of the route area, and the distance from most major highway sources of vehicular emissions,

indicate that the construction-related emissions are not likely to mix with those major emissions sources

to contribute substantially to a violation. There may be some localized areas where conditions

concentrate emissions from all sources, and could therefore contribute to a violation. However, these are

unlikely to occur with any frequency.

4-124: first full P: Not sure this list is complete — what about other linear facilities like highway projects
and electric transmission lines? Were none found, or no attempt made to identify them?

SAI-21

4-129, full P. 1, In. 3: “...impacts on riparian and instream vegetation...” | SAl-22
4-130, top, line 1: “...include many species of...” (We can’t really quantify this) |SA"23

FP 3, line 1: “...could affect several bird species protected under the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act, | SAl-24

and bats, as a result of...”

4-130, top line: “ Among these species are many migratory songbirds and...” |SAl-25

4-131, Air Quality P. 1-3: to be clear, text should state “air pollutant emissions” NOT “air emissions™. |SA|'26

4.13.4.4 Air Quality SAI27
P 1, line 6: “Guardian pipeline currently emits air pollutants from operation...” | :
Throughout this section and any other text, “air pollutant emissions” should substitute for “air emissions™.
The logic is that combustion sources such as the compressors emit (release) air pollutants into the ambient
air. They do not emit “air” itself.

SAI-28

P. 5-2: The difference between a “fluctuating stream” and other types of streams listed (permanent and
intermittent) is not clear. This is not a term commonly applied in this area, and has no regulatory context
under State law (does it have any substantive meaning in Federal water law?). All streams fluctuate to
some extent, between low flow, base flow, high flow, etc.

SAI-29

P.5-4

Section 5.1.5 Wildlife and Aquatic Resources

P 1,Ln9: “..Some types of wildlife, such as...” | SA-30

Ln 10: Mortality rate means “number of individuals killed per unit”, usually time but space and other
parameters are used. Is it accurate to use this measurement in this context? We suggest that the correct
term would be “relative mortality” — “would a greater number of individuals be killed as a result of these
activities than without them? Therefore it would be accurate to say: “More individuals of some less
mobile species, such as small mammals...would be killed as a result of the installation of this pipeline,
than without this activity.”

SAI-31

P. 2, lines 1-3: “...to wildlife is a result of the clearing...” “Along the proposed route... with long-term  |SAI-32

conversion...areas to earlier successional stages occurring in...”

Aquatic Resources

SAI Continued, page 3 of 4

SAI-20 Section 4.11.1.4 of the FEIS has been revised to include this
information.

SAI-21 Section 4.13 of the FEIS has been updated to include this information.

SAI-22 Section 4.13.4.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this
information.

SAI-23 Section 4.13.4.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include this
information.

SAIl-24 Section 4.13.4.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include this
information.

SAI-25 See response to comment SA1-23.

SAI-26 Section 4.13.4.4 of the FEIS has been revised to include this
information.

SAI-27 Section 4.13.4.4 of the FEIS has been revised to include this
information.

SAI-28 Sections 4.13.4.4 and 5.1.11 of the FEIS have been revised to include
this information.

SAI-29 Section 4.3.2.1 of the FEIS and appendix J have modified to reference
this stream as “intermittent.”

SAI-30 Section 5.1.5 of the FEIS has been revised to include this information.

SAI-31 Section 5.1.5 of the FEIS has been revised to include this information.

SAI-32 Section 5.1.5 of the FEIS has been revised to include this information.

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses
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First P, line 2: “aquatic species, primarily including...and one coldwater...” | SAI-33

P.5-5
Full P. 3, In. 3-4: “...appropriate habitats to focus searches for protected species that will be conducted |SAI—34
during...If habitat is found, or species presence is verified...”

5.1.13 Cumulative Impacts
Similar to an earlier comment, some mention should be made of the possibility of additional road building |SAI-35
or repair projects in the project area.

Those are WDNR’s comments on the Draft EIS, we look forward to continuing the productive and
cooperative relationship with FERC staff and consultants for the remainder of the review process for this
project. If you have any questions about these comments, please direct them to me at the address on the
letterhead, phone: 608 266-6673.

Sincerely,

Steven M Ugoretz
Steven Ugoretz
Environmental Analyst — Office of Energy

Ce: Robert Kopka — FERC
David Siebert — OE/G3
Michael Jaeger - PSCW

SAI Continued, page 4 of 4

SAI-33 Section 5.1.5 of the FEIS has been revised to include this information.
SAI-34 Section 5.1.6 of the FEIS has been revised to include this information.

SAI-35 See response to SA1-21.

P-113

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



J070529-5028 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 05/29/2007 01:03:02 PM Guardlan EXpanSIOn & Exten5|0n Project

Co1

Pubilic Service Ci
(@ subssdiary of WPS Resources Corporation)
700 North Adams Streat
P.O. Box 16001
Groen Bay, Wi 54307-9001

May 29, 2007 Attention: Gas Branch 1, DG2E;
Reference Docket No, CP07-8-000

The Honorable Kimberley D. Bose
Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, N.E., Room 1A
Washington, D.C. 20426

RE: Guardian Pipeline LLC, Docket No. CP07-8-000
Wisconsin Public Service Corporation's Comments
to Draft Environmental Impact Study

Dear Ms. Bose:

Pursuant to the Notice issued by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Wisconsin
Public Service Corporation (WPSC) respectfully submits the following comments to the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Guardian Expansion and

Extension Project dated April 2007 (Refe: Docket No. CP0O7-8-000): . . . .
eton Tl o (Reference Dodket No ) CO1-1 Section 2.9 of the final environmental impact statement (FEIS) has

cor been revised to include this information.

1.)  Section 2.9, page 2-29, second paragraph, last line - The referenced Public
Service Commission of Wisconsin (PSCW) docket number should be changed
from 66-CG-160 to 6690-CG-160.

CO1-2 Section 2.9 of the FEIS has been revised to include this information.

2) Section 2.9, page 2-33, first paragraph, 8th line -- The referenced PSCW docket | C01-2
number should be changed from 66-CG-160 to 6690-CG-160. . . . .
CO1-3 Section 2.9.2.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this
3.)  Section 2.9, .2.1 page 2-33, first paragraph, last line --- The nonjurisdictional co1-3 information

Sheboygan lateral does not cross the Onion River. Therefore, the statement that
the laterals cross the Onion River should be corrected,
4) WPSC concurs with FERC staff in the support of the Fox River Trail

Alternative C as referenced in Section 3.3.3, Pipeline Route Alternatives, Fox | €014 C0O1-4 Comment noted.
River Trail Alternatives, page 3-26, second paragraph. Use of the Fox River Trail
Aiternative C aiiows the connecting nonjurisdictionai Denmark Laterai in this area
to follow existing corridors along town and county highway corridors and along an
existing natural gas line corridor.

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses P-114
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5)

6.

7))

8)

9)

WPSC concurs with FERC staff in the support of the Johnsburg Variation A
as referenced in Section 3.3.3.1, Pipeline Route Variations, Johnsburg Variations
A and B, page 3-39, second paragraph. Use of the Johnsburg Variation A allows
the connecting nonjurisdictional Chilton Lateral in this area to follow an existing
town road corridor and cross Stony Brook by directional drilling to minimize
impacts.

WPSC concurs with FERC staff in the support of the location of the
Sheboygan Meter Station at MP 43.8 as referenced in Section 3.3.4,
Aboveground Facility Site Alternatives, Meter Stations, Sheboygan Meter Station,
page 3-56, last paragraph. Siting the meter station at MP 43.8 will remove or
eliminate any impacts associated with a 1.5-mile pipeline length addition that
would be required to the nonjurisdictional Sheboygan Lateral if the alternative at
MP 45.3 were selected.

WPSC concurs with FERC staff in the support of the location of the proposed
Chilton Meter Station at MP 66.4 as referenced in Section 3.3.4, Aboveground
Facility Site Alternatives, Meter Stations, Chilton Meter Station, page 3-58, third
paragraph. Siting the meter station at MP 66.4 along the south side of Quinney
Road is compatible with the location of the nonjurisdictional Chilton Lateral.

WPSC concurs with FERC staff in the support of the location of the proposed
Denmark Meter Station at MP 91.6 on the south side of Wrightstown Road
as referenced in Section 3.3.4, Aboveground Facility Site Alternatives, Meter
Stations, Denmark Meter Station, page 3-58, third paragraph. Siting the meter
station at MP 91.6 along the south side of Wrightstown Road is compatible with
the location of the nonjurisdictional Denmark Lateral.

Section 4.13.2 Nonjurisdictional Facilities, page 4-127, first paragraph, WPS
Southwest Green Bay Project --- The information presented should be corrected
to indicate there is 6.8-mile section of 20-inch diameter pipeline lateral in the
WPS Southwest Green Bay Project description. The description of the
nonjurisdictional WPSC Southwest Green Bay Project in section 1.5 on page 1-
11 is correct.

This concludes the WPSC comments. Should questions arise concerning these or any
other comments please contact Russ Senso at (920) 433-1733.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Respectfully submitted,

’&Ml.w

Robert M. Magnuson
Integrys Gas Group
Director - Guardian || Expansion Project

CO1-5

CO1-6

Cco1-7

CO1-8

CO1-9

COl1 Continued, page 2 of 3

CO1-5 Comment noted.

CO1-6 Comment noted.

CO1-7 Comment noted.

CO1-8 Comment noted.

CO1-9 Section 4.13.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include this
information.
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cc- Mr. Greg Egtvedt, WPSC — D2
Mr. Roger M. McCambridge, WPSC - A2
Mr. Justin Monnette, WPSC-REG
Mr. Les Nishida, WPSC-G3

Mr. Pat Vaughan-ONEOK
Mr. Robert Whitefoot-WE
Mr. Ron Mosnik, WPSC D2
Service List

CO1

Continued, page 3 of 3
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Guardian Expansion & Extension Project

IND1

LJoRIGINAL IND1
May 21, 2007 :

} Magalie R. Salas, Sectetary IND1-1 As discussed in section 4.7.4.2 of the final environmental impact
888 First Street, N.E., Room 1A RV RAY 29 P e by statement (FEIS), Guardian has received comments indicating that the
Washington, D.C. 20426 v pipeline route would traverse areas that have the potential for
RE: Docket No CP07-8-000 e S R LEE development in the future or were identified in Smart Growth Plans as
Dear Ms. Salas: possible bwlt_jl_ng areas. However, as of October 2006, there have

been no specific plans or plots proposed for development along the

Town land in Fond du Lac county in Wisconsin that is affected by the route of Guardian proposed pipe"ne route and/or associated aboveground facilities in De
pipeline: _ Kalb County, Illinois or Jefferson, Dodge, Fond du Lac, Calumet, and
The town of Byron where our land is located re;inﬂy.czmpg:% ;l‘lleelr:q::er:ti ;t;xaannother Outagamie Cqunties Wisconsi_n. _Consultations with the Broyvn _
g:ﬁ‘}’sﬂéfsl{gaﬁ;atiﬁ:;ﬂ’&ﬂ:ﬁ;fffﬁ?fﬁf:melf:  The route of Guardian pipeline will jrons County Planning Department indicated that four planned residential

adversely affect future development on our land. developments are currently proposed within 0.25 mile of the proposed

pipeline route and associated branch lines. Of these four
developments, two would come within 200 feet of the proposed
pipeline and two would be crossed by the Southwest Green Bay
Branch Line. Guardian is currently consulting with the developers to
identify any potential conflicts between the proposed pipeline route
and specific plans for developing these areas.

There is a large rock ledge on part of our property. The pipeline going through this ledge IIND1-2
would require blasting which would adversely affect nearby houses.

1 request that Guardian pipeline reconsider the route of the pipeline through our property.

Sincerely yours, IND1-2 As discussed in sections 2.3.1.2 and 4.1.1 of the FEIS, Guardian
: 77 (%7 ‘ would conduct blasting activities in accordance with all applicable
%,%Z,&Y“ @’/"M/?%W federal, state and local laws, permits and authorizations. The
S0 contractor would conduct pre-blasting evaluations of the rock, as
s ,‘;‘whyda;ymm needed, to develop specific blasting operations and monitoring plans
Brownsville, W1 53006 to limit stresses on existing pipelines, nearby domestic structures,

water supply wells, or electrical transmission tower footings that are
located near the Project area. Guardian would be required to submit
each plan to the Secretary for review and approval prior to the
commencement of any blasting activities. In addition, only the
minimum explosive charge necessary to fracture bedrock and keep
shot-rock from leaving the construction right-of-way would be
utilized. Blasting would be conducted during daylight hours and
would not begin until occupants of nearby buildings, stores,
residences, places of business, and farms have been notified.
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Continued, page 2 of 2

GUARDIAN EXPANSION/EXTENSION PROJECT

PUBLIC MEETING COMMENTS e
May 16, 2007 « Bauer Ramada Plaza Hotel, Fond Du Lac, W1

Send an original and two coples of your commeats to Magalic R. Salas, Secretary unsi“llll've&‘r AR AL
copy for the antention of the OEP/DG2E/Gas Branch 1 d below). R
Docket Nos. CP07-8-000. Mail your comments so that they will h: received in Washington, DC
on or before May 29, 2007.
1
For Official Filing:
Magalie R. Salas, Secretary OEP/DG2E/Gas Branch 1
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, N.E., Room 1A 888 First Street, N.E., Room 6H-05
Washington, D.C. 20426 Washington, D.C. 20426

CQM.MENJ'S (,Plase prlm use back or additional sheet if necessary. ).

~dhpd gllackid

e -
il (PLEASE PRV }WJH qﬂhﬂfﬂmn

LI e 088 Huw
Bf‘awns J. e C‘/I il

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses P-118



FERC-Generated PDF of 20070529-0256 Received b

Guardian Expansion & Extension Project

IND2

OSEC 05/25/2007 in Docket#: CP0O7-8-000
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\

June 16, 2006

ORIGINAL

OEP - Gas 1,PJ-11.1

Federal Energy regulatory Commission
888 First Street. N.E.

Washington, DC 20426

Dear Sir:

1 am writing because my property and my 73 year old Fathers property is in the path of
the pipeline scheduled to run through the Greenleaf, W1 and Wrightstown, W] area.

Because of business travel and illness it has not been possible for me, my husband, or my
father to attend any of the local meetings. We have met with a gentleman who obtained
our permission for survey. We expressed our strong concerns to him. I believe he has
these noted in his records.

That said, we felt it was critical to contact you directly to state our VERY strong
objections to this project running through either of our properties.

1. Limits our options on sale of our properties. — | IND2-1

Jack Richeson — 45 acres
6953 Shanty Rd
Greenleaf, WI 54126

Greg & Colleen Maxey — 10 Acres
6937 Shanty Rd
Greenleaf, W1 54126

It has been our intent for the last 4 years to combine these properties and either
sell to a developer who would subdivide for homes, OR develop the project on
our own and subdivide and develop for homes.

We are located % mile from the local High School and in & prime location for this
type of development. We have talked with agents about the possibility of
brokering such a project to locate a developer.

While we have not made applications to the township for permission, it was
entirely due to the assumption that there was no urgency to do so and with
unawareness of the monster that lurked in the backround.

IND2 Continued, page 2 of 14

IND2-1 See response to PM2-18.
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Should the pipeline project move forward as currently planned, our use for the
property will be limited to the current use.

This is potentially a several million dollar loss to our families.
. Significantly devalues our properties — | IND2-2
My father’s property has been appraised at a current market value of $999,000
-Estimated loss to Property Value should this
project proceed as planned is a min. of $300,000!!!!

. 1
Our Property has been appraised at a current market value of $475,000
- Estimated loss to Property Value should this
project proceed as planned is a min. of $100.000!!!!

. Safety and Potential Loss of Life IND2-3

As the project is currently planned it takes the pipeline through my father’s
driveway and very near existing structures.

I have included information from a New Mexico Pipeline Explosion Seismic
Study. This explosion created a large crater that was 86 feet long, 46 feet wide
and 20 feet deep. It was buried 15 feet underground. A significant number of
individuals camping near this site were killed when the pipeline exploded.

THIS IS NOT A RISK WE ARE PREPARED TO TAKE!!!

. Limitations and Property Value loss TODAY | ND2-4
As we have now been made aware of the project our ability to sell our home for
true market value has been eliminated unless the current plan is changed.

Once we were made aware of the project we immediately began to discuss with
agents listing our homes for sale. Ethically and morally we are bound to disclose
the proposed pipeline route. 'We have been advised that this will make both
properties virtually impossible to sell at market value if at all while the project is
still on the table as planned.

We have carefully planned and invested in our homes. We are sickened that this
project could dramatically alter our investment and limit our ability to sell our
homes.

IND2 Continued, page 3 of 14

IND2-2 See response to PM2-18.

IND2-3 As discussed in section 4.12.1 of the FEIS, the U.S. Department of

Transportation (DOT) is mandated to provide pipeline safety under
Title 49, United States Code Chapter 601. The Pipeline and
Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA), Office of
Pipeline Safety (OPS), administers the national regulatory program to
ensure the safe transportation of natural gas and other hazardous
materials by pipeline. PHMSA ensures that people and the
environment are protected from the risk of pipeline incidents. The
pipeline and aboveground facilities associated with the G-Il Project
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. Part
192 specifies material selection and qualification, minimum design
requirements, and protection from internal, external, and atmospheric
corrosion.

IND2-4 See response to PM2-18.
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5. Request for the pipeline to be routed to an area behind my fatbers woods. | IND25 IND2-5 See section 3.3.5.4 of the FEIS for a discussion regarding the Maxey

In carefully reviewing the proposal it is evident with a slight adjustment, the Modification.
pipeline could shift to an area behind my fathers woods, keeping it on existing
farmland and eliminating the need to run it on residential property.

I respectfully plead for you to change the proposed plan to the area suggested in point 5.
We would desperately like to move forward with our lives and our plans for our
properties, whether that be to simply sell them at market value of continue to explore the
possibility of development. This plan is already making significant limitations on our
property even before finalized because no one will pay market value with this monster
looming over our heads. While the plan does not today run through my property, we
have been told it may. This requires disclosure should we try to sell.

Please confirm receipt of mis request by mail along with information concerning the
process for appeal.

Sincerely, '

For Greg & Colleen Maxey
Jack Richeson

6937 & 6953 Shanty Rd
Greenleaf, WI. 54126
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IND2 Continued, page 5 of 14

New Mexico Pipeline Explosion Seismic Signals Page 1 of 7

Forensic Seismology: New Mexico Pipeline
Explosion Seismic Study

2-8' i ol - i&@‘! Tﬁg‘\\

248" 250" 252" 254" 256" 258" 260" 262" 264

On 19 August 2000 two seismometer networks in southeastern Wew Mexico recorded signals from a
natural gas pipeline explosion. Analysis of the particle motion, arrival times, and durations of the
seismic signals indicates that three impulsive events occurred with origin times of 11:26:18.8 1.9,
11:26:43.6 2.1, and 11:27:01.7 2.0 (UT). The first event was caused by the explosive blowout of the
buried, high-pressure pipeline, and the second event was caused by the ignition of the vented natural
gas. The nature of the third event is unclear; however, it was likely created by a secondary ignition.
There were also two extended seismic events that originated at the same time as the first two
impulsive events. The first resulted from the preignition venting of the gas and lasted for about 24
sec, while the second resulted from the postignition roaring of the flames and lasted for about 1 hr.
Many of the source constraints provided by the seismic data were not available from any other
investigative technique and thus were valuable to a diverse range of parties including the New
Mexico state police, law firms involved in litigation related to the accident, the National
Transportation and Safety Board, and the general public.

This research is published as: Koper, K., Wallace, T., Aster, R., Seismic Recordings of the Carlsbad,
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New Mexico Pipeline Explosion Seismic Signals Page 2 of 7

New Mexico, Pipeline Explosion of 19 August, 2000, Bull. Seism. Soc. Am., 93, 1427-1432, 2003.

R s . e R

The explosion created a large crater shown above (the State Police GPS location is (32.03785,-
104.0286)). The crater is 86 feet long, 46 feet wide, and 20 feet deep. The people camped near the
pipeline may have been unaware of its exact location because it was buried 15 feet underground,
although the pipeline emerged from the ground to cross the Pecos river at a nearby bridge. The cause
of the explosion was officially investigated by El Paso Natural Gas and the National Transportation
Safety Board
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33" i

252 253" 254' 255" 258"

Three groups of selsmometers were deployed at the time of this explosion. Yellow triangles

correspond to per ly deployed stations near Socorro, New Mexico; red triangles correspond to
permanently deployed stations near Carlsbad and the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP); blue
triangles correspond to temporarily deployed stations that are part of a coincidentally deployed New
Mexico Tech, seismic experiment funded by the National Science Foundatjon, RISTRA, to image
deep earth structure. RISTRA is supported by the JRIS/PASSCAL Instrument Center at New Mexico
Tech. The explosion is clearly visible on seismographs recorded by the permanently deployed
Carlsbad stations (in red). We are currently analyzing data from the temporarily deployed stations
(biue). The signal is very subtle or not visible at the Socorro stations. All clear signals are due to
sound waves propagating in the atmosphere. The pressure variations in these sound waves cause
elastic motion near the Earth's surface which is sensed by seismic instrumentation.

Locations of NM Tech/RISTRA stations that recorded seismic and/or air wave signals are

WIPP ANTR 32.2493 -103.405
WIPP CBET 32.4202 -103.989
WIPP CL2B 32.2642 -103.879
WIPP CL732.4128 -103.808
WIPP GDLM 32.2017 -104.48
WIPP HTMS 32.4725 -103.634

RISTRA TX06 31.967103 -103.706837
RISTRA NMO07 32.084544 -103.839986
RISTRA NMO09 32.326484 -104.118304
RISTRA NM10 32.472927 -104.267218
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Pipeline Explosion Seismograms

CLz2B

#1

#o #3

Relative Amplitude

'y #3

a 100 200 300
Time (a)

The three waveforms above show vertical short period (this instrumentation is primarily sensitive to
frequencies above about | Hz) ground velocity at three of the permanent Carlsbad stations (in red).
They are arranged according to distance from the explosion site, with the closest station
(approximately 23 km distant) appearing first. The x axis shows time in seconds, and the y axis is
proportional to ground velocity. The data are consistent with at least three significant separate
explosions occurring within a time span of approximately 40 seconds, the first being much smaller
than the subsequent two. Other smaller explosion events are also visible later in the recording. The
approximate origin times for the first three events observed at station CL2B, estimated by Al Sanford
and Kuo-wan Lin of New Mexico Tech using a sound velocity of approximately 335 m/s,

#1 05:26:19 MDT (Weak)

#2 05:26:43 MDT (Strong)
#3 05:27:02 MDT (Moderatc)
Shutdown ~06:25 MDT

Under the simple assumption that the energy in each explosion is proportional to the square of the
recorded ground amplitude, and normalizing by the amplitude and energy of the first event, we can
crudely estimate the relative energy in each blast, from CL2B we have

#105:26:28 MDT Energy: |
#205:26:52 MDT Energy: 11.8
#305:27:10 MDT Energy: 5.8
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New Mexico Mipeline Explosion Seismic Signals Page 50f 7

However, note that the energy received from event #3 at CBET is comparable to that received from
event #2. This variation may reflect explosion directionality, and/or changing local atmospheric
conditions (perhaps due to the heat pulse from the explosion) which can dramatically affect
sound/seismic coupling.

Seismic Data from Station NM07

Amplitude

0 50 100 150 200
Times (s)

Seismic data from the closest RISTRA station (approximately 17 km) shows distinet seismic phases
arriving in advance of the ground-coupled air waves The three components of motion recorded at this
station show that the motion of the ground is mostly restricted to the vertical/radial plane relative to
the source, consistent with a coupled Rayleigh wave mode of excitation.
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Pipeline Explosion Seismogram

Time (s)

This seismogram shows the blast recorded at the nearest permanent Carlsbad station. The time scale
shown here is much longer than that of the figure above. An extended coda of seismic energy
continues for nearly one hour after the explosion. This is associated with the roaring of the flames
from the ruptured pipeline. The end of this coda is consistent with the time that the gas was shut off
by the El Paso Natural Gas Company.

In accordance with IRIS and general academic open data policies, the recorded smmogram dam,
station locations, and a data quormaﬂan (README) file for the pipeline exp are publi
ilable via fip as a gzipped tar volume from Saint Louis Unrver.ﬂg' (ﬁp.eas sluedu). The
line/pipeli .

data file is pub/koper/pj

The data in the pipelint.tar.gz volume are unfiltered ve.’ocao’ traces, repfxr:med in both ascii and in SAC
(Seismic Analysis Code) format. Keith Koper has composed a |, s y incorporating the
preliminary analysis of the SLU/UA/NMT group, available here in postscript format summary.ps.

This analysis has been conducted by researchers at Saint Louis University, New Mexico Tech, the
University of Arizona, and the RISTRA, research group, nnd is published as:

Koper, K., Wallace, T., Aster, R, Seismic Recordings of the Carlsbad, New Mexico, Pipeline Explosion
of 19 August, 2000, Bull. Seism. Soc. Am., 93, 1427-1432, 2003.

Ke_m_l(_upg[ (SLU)
Rick Aster (NMT)
Terry Wallace (LANL)
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Al Sanford (NMT)
Lara Wagner (UA).

More references on forensic seismology:

Gewin, V., Nature (2002)

Koper, K., Wallace, T., Reinke, R., Levereite, J., Emprical scaling laws for truck bomb explosions based
on seismic and acoustic data, Bull. Seism. Soc. Am., 92, 527-542, 2002.

O'Hanlon, L., Nature (2001)
Koper et al, Forensic seismology and the sinking of the Kursk, EOS, Vol 82, no. 4, p. 37, 2001.

Dietel, C. M, Digital seismic recordings of the May 23, 1995, demolition of the Alfred P. Murrah
Federal Building, Oklal City, Oklahoma, U.S. Geol. Surv. Open File Rep. 95-594, 14 pp., 1995.

Brownetal, Seismogram.s affer insight into Oklahoma City bombing, Eos Vol. 77, No. 41, October &,
1996, pp. 393, 396-397, 1996.

AAPG Explorer, Bomb blast waves recorded, OC tragedy shook the earth, Am. Assoc. Pet. Geol.
Explorer, 16(6), 24, 1995.
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A
ORIC NA! Williams
o A - NORTHWEST
PIPELINE
Pam Barnes P. . Box 58500
Team Losd, Regulsiory and Rates Sak Lake City, UT 84158-0900
Phone: (801) 184-6857
FAX: (BO1) 384-TTod
May 22, 2007 =
Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary ~
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission ~
888 First Street, N. E. o
Washington, D. C. 20426 W

Re:  Northwest Pipeline Corperation
Docket No, CP01-438-
Supplement

Dear Ms. Bose:

Pursuant to Section VI, Parts C and D of the April 29, 2003 Rockies Expansion Project
M dum of Agr t (MOA), Northwest Pipeline Corporation (Northwest) hereby
submits an original and seven copies of this supplement filing.

entation of the fifth, and final, condition of a treatment plan
imposed on Historic Highway 30 in Idaho during

leted. Attached is a photograph of an interpretive
ofthe project location by the Idaho Department of

This supplement consists of d
designed to mitigate the adverse
pipeline construction has tiall
sign which will be installed in the vicini
Transportation sometime this fall.

Respectfully submitted,

NORTHWEST PIPELINE CORPORATION
%m. &M’U‘v

Pam Barnes

Team Lead, Regulatory and Rates

Northwest Pipeline Corporation

cc: Dave Swearingen
Paul Friedman
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May 15, 2007
Daniel and Mary Vanden Heuvel
W3015 County Road EE
Seymour, WI 54165

Docket No. CP07-8-000

Kimberly Bose

Secretary FERC

888 First Street, NE room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

Dear Ms. Bose:

We are writing to let you know that we OPPOSE, the rerouting of the Guardian pipeline
through our farm. We have been farming this land for over thirty years and have been
improving it by tiling the land and putting in drainage ditches. So we could produce higher
corn and grain yields. With this pipeline going through it will be damaging the drainage
ditches and the tile lines. Which if not replaced properly will cause bad drainage and loss
in crop production. Plus only God knows how many more stones will be dug up and the
hours of back breaking labor it takes to pick them up. Thats not only when they put it in
but for years afier.

|IND3—1

| IND3-2

|IND3-3
|IND3-4

Just think of how many more farm land acres and not to mention all the forest acres are
affected by going this route. About 38 per cent more enviromental impact than their
orginial route. Not only that, we've always been good stewards of the land. It appears that
Guardian are not, because we asked their representatives at the high school if they were
going to replant trees and they said no.

‘We bought this farm without any money of our own. By good faith in us FHA gave us a
foan and the farmer we bought it from left money in on a land contract for 20 years. We
have worked hard for all these years - and now for what - we will be retiring in 5 to 10
years. This farm is our reti perfectly located b Green Bay and the Fox
Cities. Now if this pipeline goes through, there goes our land value. Who would even
want to buy or build by the pipeline?

Hopefully, you will see the impact that this has on us and the rest of the people that are
involved, and NOT let Guardian put the pipeline through this alternative route.

Dot bt FA

L netersilowens
Dainel and Mary Vanden Heuvel
ENCIOSUPE :

Guardian Expansion & Extension Project

IND3

IND3-1 See response to PM1-8.

IND3-2 See response to PM2-5.

IND3-3 As discussed in sections 4.7.1.1 of the FEIS, the proposed pipeline and

branch lines would temporarily disturb a total of 1,588.2 acres of
agricultural land during construction of the pipeline, aboveground
facilities, and associated ancillary facilities. Of this amount, a total of
646.5 acres of agricultural land would be retained as permanent right-
of-way following construction to facilitate pipeline monitoring and
maintenance and for aboveground facilities. When compared to the
proposed route evaluated in the April 13, 2007 DEIS, this equates to
an addition of 122.7 acres or an 8.4 percent increase in temporary
construction impact, and 17.4 acres or a 2.8 percent increase in
permanent impact to agricultural lands.
In regard to forest lands, as discussed in sections 4.7.1.3 of the FEIS,
the proposed pipeline and branch lines would temporarily disturb a
total of 51.6 acres of forest land during construction of the pipeline,
aboveground facilities, and associated ancillary facilities. Of this
amount, a total of 33.5 acres of forest land would be retained as
permanent right-of-way following construction to facilitate pipeline
monitoring and maintenance and for aboveground facilities. When
compared to the proposed route evaluated in the April 13, 2007 DEIS,
this equates to an addition of 0.6 acres or a 1.2 percent increase in
temporary construction impact, and 1.4 acres or a 4.4 percent increase
in permanent impact to forest lands.

IND3-4 Based on the modifications to the pipeline route presented by

Guardian in their Project amendments filed with the FERC on April
25, 2007 and July 2, 2007, the pipeline reroute would result in
approximately 8.1 percent more temporary impact and 2.8 percent of
permanent impact to agricultural, open, forest, open water,
commercial/industrial, and residential lands than the route originally
evaluated in the April 13, 2007 DEIS.
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EAWNEE. Ill. (AP)

Illinois pipeline explosion creates . IND3-5 See response to IND2-3.
giant fire ; no m{‘lnmes . | IND3-5
An explosion in a natural gas pipeline sent a fireball several hundred feet !

into the air early Sunday (April 29), but caused no injuries, authorities said.
The pipeline break and explosion occurred before dawn in a farm field just
north of Pawnee, said assistant Pawnee Fire Chief John Archer:
Archer said the 24-inch pipeline, owned by the Panhandle Eastern Pipeline

Co, failed at a spot near a creek bed and sent an orange. e firebell into the.air...
about 15 miles southeast of Spitnpfiald - e W‘W 3

Witnesses said they could see the initia] fire from several spites away.

The fire was extinguished by midaftemoon, and 501075 rba res
had been evacuated as a‘precaution were fliowed to Hetir ¥
said firefighter Walt Punach, S

Archer zaid one house about 160 yards from ‘the pipeline siiffered minor
exterior damage from theé héat of the fire.

“It's a mostly rural area, sq there aren’t many people or houses around,” .
[* Archer sutd> - R

B e

D2 Laze ¢

Thio (itheie Lot 290 LT, jﬁ/dgg/ o
s onart, Sty Hrerrs, Lo o
LHtly Lot Lot o228 Loareg, oh
o Ot /M@ 0 L8 bl 7200080, Leocitidy,
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May 16,2007

To: Kimbcrly Bose

Secretary, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Gas Branch IDGE  Reference Docket #CP07-8-001

Dean Thiel

Chairman, Town of Scymour — Outagamiec County
W3158 Tubbs Road

Seymour, Wi 54165

Phone:  920-833-7033 home — 920-833-2378 work/days
E-mail:

From:

Dear Ms Bosc,

1 am sending this E-mail to cxpress my complete dissatisfaction of the newly proposed Northemn
routing of a natural gas line that is to conncct to the West Green Bay mctcr station located in the
Town of Oneida in Outagamie County. The proposed line being built by Guardian Pipelinc LLC
appears to takc a fairly direct route starting at Ixonia and gocs northward to just south of Green
Bay. At that point the linc was to continue on directly through the Oneida Nation to the West
mcter station. Apparently Guardian has been unable to come to a timely agrecment with the
Oneidas and is therefore proposing a new route bypassing the Nation. If the figures | have been
quoted are correct the ncw proposed route bypassing the Nation will be 38% longer than the
earlicr proposed route.

This ncw proposal not only makes NO common sense but also makes NO economical sense! This
proposal is not only going to be a huge additional cost of constructing the pipeline (which only
can mcan a higher cost to the consumer) but also is going to unnecessarily disrupt the fields and
properties of so many more landowners.

I understand there probably is a need to bring more natural gas to the ever growing Green Bay
and it’s surrounding arca but I don’t understand how it can be considered fair and just to consider
this newly proposcd route. While 1 wont pretend that I know all the details of this project or the
politics leading up to this ncw route bypassing the Nation, I do know a huge majority (if not all)
of the landowners affected are in agreement with me and most are prepared to spend moncy
fighting this unfair proposal.

This newly proposed route is not only unfair to the landowners in the Towns of Seymour, Osborn,
Kaukauna, etc which are directly affected by the bypass but also all of the landowners starting at
Ixonia. No doubt the bulk of the landowners would prefer the gas line did not cross their property.
Did they have a choice to say, “NO I won’t allow the gas line to cross my property™?

1 ask you to plcasc look into this mattcr and act promptly on it. I also ask you to plcasc respond
back to me cither by E-mail or letter.

Sincerely,

ST,

IND4

IND4-1

IND4-2

Guardian Expansion & Extension Project

IND4

IND4-1 The revised pipeline route as amended on April 25, 2007 and July 2,

2007 will have no discernable impact on the cost of gas. In addition,
the pipeline has been routed to minimize impacts to landowners to the
maximum extent practicable. As a result of the reroute, 46 additional
landowners are affected.

IND4-2 Comment noted.
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D OR/C

ATTENTION: GAS BRANCH 1DG2E ~
REFERENCE DOCKET NO. CP07-8-001

TO: KIMBERLY BOSE,

IT HAS BEEN BROUGHT TO MY ATTENTION THAT GUARDIAN PIPELINE IS
ATTEMPTING TO REROUTE IT'S

GAS LINE,AND ARE WANTING TO USE MY PRIME FARM LAND CONSISTING OF 40 |IND5-1
ACRES, ALL TILED

AND PLANTED NOW IN SOYBEANS AND LATER DOWN THE LINE FOR BUILDING
PURPOSES, THIS IS

JUST AN ATTEMPT TO SOLVE THEIR PROBLEM, BECAUSE THE ONEIDA TRIBE
WILL NOT ALLOW THEM ON

THEIR LAND. WHY ON GOD'S GREEN EARTH SHOULD WE ALLOW THEM TO DO
THIS, IT IS AFFECTING

38% MORE ACRES, WHAT REASON WOULD THERE BE IN REROUTING THE GAS
LINE 38% FURTHER THEN

IND5-2

THE DEIS ROUTE, THEY WILL BE AFFECTING 50 ACRES MORE BY DOING IT THIS
WAY. IT WILL CAUSE

A GREAT INPACT ON WATERWAYS, DITCHES, FIELD TILE (affecting water flow)
AND WATER QUALITY.

| SURELY WOULD THINK THIS WOULD WARRANT AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STUDY. ALSO ANY

lIND5-3

IMPROVEMENT OPTIONS | WOULD HAVE WOULD BE LIMITED AND FUTURE

| IND5-4
ASSESSED VALUE OF

THIS PROPERTY WiLL CERTAINLY DEMINISH. | ALSO WONDER IF ANY
ELECTRICAL CURRENT IS

INTRODUCED INTO THR GAS LINE FOR ANY REASON.

| REALLY AM DEAD SET AGAINST THIS IDEA AND HOPE IT CAN BE STOPPED, WE
NEED TO PRESERVE

|IND5-5

| IND5-6

OUR VALUABLE FARM LAND. PLEASE TRY TO INTERVENE ON OUR BEHALF, AND
GET THISPLAN .

STOPPED. -

THERE WAS AN ARTICLE IN THE WISCONSIN STATE FARMER PAPER (MAY 2007)
TELLNG OF AN

IND5-7

EXPLOSION iN ILLINOIS, I'M ENCLOSING IT, PLEASE TAKE NOTE, NO ONE NEEDS
THIS TYPE OF

Guardian Expansion & Extension Project

IND5

IND5-1

IND5-2

IND5-3

IND5-4

IND5-5

IND5-7

As discussed in section 4.2.2.1, Guardian would minimize and
mitigate potential effects to prime farmlands by implementing the
standard requirements for pipeline construction identified in our Plan,
as well as Guardian’s Agricultural Impact Management Plan (AMP)
and associated best management practices (BMPs). These practices
have been developed in consultation with the Wisconsin Department
of Agriculture, Trade, and Consumer Protection (DATCP). Refer to
the response to PM1-8 for further information regarding impacts and
mitigation measures related to drainage tile, and see section 4.7 of the
FEIS and the AMP in appendix E.

See response to IND3-4, and despite not being able to negotiate an
easement through the Oneida Reservation, Guardian has contracted to
deliver gas to WPS at the original location of its West Green Bay
Meter Station on County Road VV and must route a pipeline to this
delivery point.

As stated in section 4.3.2.2 of the FEIS, to minimize potential impacts
to waterways and water quality Guardian is committed to cross
waterbodies during periods of low flow to the extent possible. In the
event that a waterbody is experiencing perceptible flow at the time of
crossing Guardian would employ a dry crossing method such as a
flume or dam and pump. In addition Guardian has agreed to
implement our Plan and Procedures as well as a site-specific Spill
Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures Plan (SPCC Plan). It is our
position that the proper implementation of our Plan and Procedures
and SPCC Plan would adequately minimize construction-related
impacts on waterbodies and water quality.

Refer to response PM1-8 for further information regarding impacts
and mitigation measures related to drainage tile, and the AMP in
appendix E.

See response to IND2-1.

See response to PM1-14.

See response to IND2-3.
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DANGER RUNNING THROUGH THEIR PROPERTY I' VE WORKED HARD ALL MY
LIFE AND WOULD ALWAYS

GO ALONG WITH ANY PLAN OR PROJECT THAT MACE FOR PROGRESS,
BUTTHIS IS DOWNRIGHT

SENSELESS
DENNIS WICKESBERG

SALLY WICKESBERG
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_ Hlinois pipeline explosion creates
- giant fireball; no injuries

An explosion in a natural gas pipeline sent a fireball several hundred feet
into the air early Sunday (April 29), but caused no injuries, authorities said.

The pipeline break and explosion accurred before dawn in a farm field just
north of Pawne, said assistant Puwnee Fire Chicf John Archer.

Archer said the 24-inch pipeline, owned by the Panhandle Eustern Pipeline
Co., failed at a spot near a creek bed and sent an orange fireball into the air
about 15 miles southeast of Springfield.

Witnesses said they could see the initial fire from several miles away.

The fire was extinguished by midafternoon, and 50 to 75 area residents who
had been evacuated as a precaution were allowed to return to their homes,
said firefighter Walt Funsch.

Archer said one house about 100 yards from the pipeline suffered minor
exterior damage from the heat of the fire,

i “It's a mostly rurai area, so there aren’t many people or houses around,”
. Archer said.

cr7-8091 1 IND5  Continued, page 2 of 3
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May 17, 2007 01"‘ CE OF THE
STARY
Kimberly Bose

MY 23 P 303
Secretary, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)
888 First Street, NE room 1A i
Washington, DC 20426

el LiOn T

Re: Gas Branch 1DG2E
Docket No CP07-8-001

Dear Ms Bose,

We are opposed to the proposed Green Bay Variation route of the Guardian gas line. The
route passes through our property which has been approved by the WI DNR for an 18
hole golf course and a residential development. The plans for the golf course and
residential development have been finalized by our architect (extensive hours of planning
and numerous dollars have been expended on this).

‘We are not in favor of this running though our property and bringing our property value
down.

‘We do not approve of this variation.

Vw14
M

Joanne and Floyd Van Camp
W1988 Twilight Trail
Seymour, WI 54165

Smcerely,

Unofficial FERC-Generated PDF of 20070530-0107 Received by FERC OSEC 05/23/2007 in Docket#: CP07-8-001

IND6

IND6-1

Guardian Expansion & Extension Project

IND6

IND6-1 Guardian has consulted with the Outagamie County Planning

Department and received confirmation dated June 15, 2007 that there
are no known planned development projects within 0.5 mile of the
proposed pipeline. However, both FERC and Guardian are aware of
the preliminary plans for the golf course and residential development.
A figure developed by Guardian and filed with the FERC on
September 7, 2007 overlays the proposed pipeline with the
development plans provided by the landowners; it indicates that the
proposed pipeline route would cross only a small portion of the golf
course and would not directly impact any of the residential structures
planned. In addition, as indicated in the response to PM2-18,
construction of the pipeline would not change the general use of the
land.

P-139

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Unofficial FERC-Generated PDF of 20070523-0101 Received by FERC OSEC 05/22/2007 in Docket#: CP07-8-001

ORIGINAL

Guardian Expansion & Extension Project

IND7
Kimberly Bose
secretary, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission ( FERC) TRy
888 First Street, NE room 1A m T
Washington, D.C. 20426 T2 B g
Re: Gas Branch 1DG2E; and Reference Docket =
No. CP07-8-001
Dear Kimberly,
As you know, Guardian Pipeline L.L.C is seeking to expand and
extend its existing interstate natural gas pipeline system. I have
some concern about this project. IND7-1 See responses to IND3-4 and IND5-2.
-What is the reasoning for rerouting the gas line 38% further then |IND7-1
the DEIS route?
-1 was told the gas line was supposed to take the shortest route.
~This impacts over 50 more acres. IND7-2 See response to IND5-3.

-This will impact waterways, ditches, field tile by water flow and le_Q
the quality of water.

-This will bring the value of our property down. |no72

- The gas line will be put close to my house what will happen if
this will leek and get into my water?

IND7-3 See response to PM2-18.

IND7-4

IND7-4 See response to IND2-3. Natural gas is non-toxic substance. During
operations, in the unlikely event there is a natural gas leak, it would
Please reply back with the self address envelope. migrate to the surface and dissipate into the air. It would not affect

groundwater because it is a gas and is not water soluble.
Sincerely

Mike Maass
W2282 E State HWY 54
Seymour, WI 54165

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses P-140
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: S Since 1956

‘ C
RS =
X N Representing The Farming
717 10th Street <. mdustey For The Past 47 Yeurs

715-258-5546
PO.Box 152 &5 800-236-3313
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% % , J,{-:’ 5 P @charter net
_F-0o

. "J T " qspaper In The State With Full State Coverage
o o Kemse . fow - Mi Michil
M8361 County Rosd ¥ owa innesota & Michigan

Seymour, W1 541650413

Guardian Expansion & Extension Project

IND8

IND8-1 See responses to PM1-7 and IND5-2.

IND8-2 See response to IND3-4.

IND8-3 See response to PM1-8.

IND8-4 This reroute and associated amendments has undergone a full
environmental evaluation, the results of which are address throughout

the context of this EIS. Specific details of this reroute can be found in
section 3.3.3.6 of the FEIS.
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Guardian Expansion & Extension Project

IND9

IND9-1 Natural gas demand in the Project area continues to grow as
development in the area continues to grow. New supplies are needed
to meet the increased demand. The need, alternatives, and affected
environment are studied in the EIS, which the FERC will use to make
its decision of whether or not to certificate the Project.

IND9-2 The FERC realizes landowners will be impacted by the Project. This
is the reason your comments are being discussed in the EIS and that
mitigation measures and recommendations have been made to help
minimize the impacts to affected landowners.

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses
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N5850 French Rd.
Seymour, WI 54165
May 24, 2007

Kimberely D. Bose i v
Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

888 First Street, N.E.

Washinton, DC 20426

Re: Docket No. CP07-8-001
Dear Secretary Bose:

I am a landowner who is directly affected by the proposed
Guardian Pipeline L.L.C. route variation project, Gas Branch 1,
DG2E; Reference Docket No. CP07-8-001. I am a farmer and am
currently using my land for agricultural production. I am
actively involved in my local community and am aware of the
issues pertaining to the above project and how it will affect
the other land owners and myself. From this perspective,

I strongly urge denial of approval for the route variation
project.

Please consider the following points of objection:

An additional 8.74 miles of adjoining property on

both sides of the proposed pipeline reroute will be

impacted. Land valuations will decrease as future IND10-1
usa'ge: is severly restricted. In some locations, land

locked parcels will be created.

Many land owners have made considerable capital in-

vestment in surface and subsurface drainage structures IND10-2
to their agricultural lands. The functionality of

these systems will be damaged as backfilled soils

settle over a 5-10 year period of time.

A much greater area of the environment will be dis-
turbed. This will have a direct impact on wildlife IND10-3
and natural vegetation.

Existing utility right of ways and governmant road
right of ways are not being utilized. Doing so would
reduce the overall impact of the total project.

Landowners who have chosen to preserve their property IND10-4
from development will be unjustly burdened for the
convenience of Guardian Pipeline, L.L.C. as it strives
to meet its project completion date.

Thank you for recognizing my concerns.

Singerely,

,:_G(./.g"tw

eter J. “Grosse

Received by FERC OSEC 05/30/2007 in Docket#: CP07-8-001

Guardian Expansion & Extension Project

IND10

IND10-1 See response to PM2-8.

IND10-2 See response to PM1-8.

IND10-3 See response to IND3-3. Also, impacts associated with pipeline
reroute are discussed in section 3.3.3.6 of the FEIS.

IND10-4 Farmland would be restored after construction and farming

operations could continue over the pipeline easement. Temporary
work areas would be allowed to revert to previous uses.
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IND11

Guardian Expansion & Extension Project

IND11
GUARDmN EXPANSION/EXTENSION PROJECT
PUBLIC MEETING COMMENTS ChTOE e
May 17, 2007 R y Suites and Confe Center, Green Bay W1 AETARY
Send an original and two coples of your to Magalie R. Salas, S ,MW@Q P oyy3
copy for the attention of the OEP/DG2E/Gas Branch 1 (uddreosu provided below). Reference
Docket Nos. CP07-8-000. Mail your commnmxwthattheywlllbemcxvedeashmgwa,
on or before May 29, 2007. va((O ‘I°<
For Official Filing: . el fo ttenti
Magalie R. Salas, S Yy OEP/DG2E/Gas Branch 1
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, N.E., Room 1A 888 First Street, N.E., Room 6H-05
Washington, D.C. 20426 Washington, D.C. 20426
COMMENTS: (Please print; use back or additional sheet if necessary.)
APxer athevoltne Ths Mas 177 weetls IND11-1 The pipeline amendment proposed by Guardian on April 25, 2007
: s [ and then amended on July 2, 2007 constitutes an additional 5.7
“L&“—WMFL“’“MM miles of pipeline from that originally considered in the DEIS. This
G ! = ¥ LS L= amended route has been evaluated by the FERC in cooperation with
Lomi et agres wTh « T _dbiTwore other federal, state, and local agencies, and has taken into
Ssm Coavrn ed g boudt— T—\,w envive munfel IND14 consideration the concerns of affected landowners and other
Thee B odd wis 4. stakeholders. The amended route has undergone a full
¥ @ ol N rl 4- = environmental evaluation, the results of which are discussed within
ve 3 L o R IND11-2 The pipeline amendment proposed by Guardian on April 25, 2007
' T alse EY-y e erse and then amended on July 2, 2007 constitutes an additional 179.5
D ¢ et madhy ¥ ! | 8eomers @are [noms acres pf c_onstruction impacts and_ 83.2 acres pf o_perational impacts.
o o 'r . - The pipeline route as ameqded will tem_porarlly impact a totgl of
N 59.8 acres of wetlands during construction and permanently impact
o s & at total 3.4 acres of wetlands during operation. Refer to sections
T heir bood (\C‘D Jeo) 4.4.1 and 4.7 of the FEIS for a detailed discussion of impacts and
" . ' mitigation measure to wetlands and land use.
R“YM.“A .Sq W\-SM
MNete7? Romdn Roh IND11-3 See response to PM1-7.
S eof maun,: Wit Sy 1Ls
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Thes 12 A elimokly 9 Slg TO eRLecX wnjt
Move Thom wotT of Tlha 6T e s AT ”‘L‘ > orra IND11-4 As part of the right-of-way procurement process, Guardian would
Y OUAT At Thay vt plamnng TO vum atery negotiate with the affected landowners/operators to obtain an
Stde M acle S < gvovel 'GLET' easement agreement that governs mining activities in the immediate
WMLeW WLl Kaep me From expandiig vicinity of the permanent pipeline right-of-way and/or establishes an
TNo TNwe £asT as fav al e Cart, adequate buffer zone between active mining areas and the proposed
) ) a ] pipeline. Compensation for any losses or limitations on mining
Flse A [SSwee s “’\"‘f“ > e operations (current or future expansion) would be addressed during
Suldevisiin §otug 1 wTE This avea whe those easement negotiations.
The pryax Lia geed TMruw: T woas b
Tha plamning before Gaurdiam dectofed IND11-5 As indicated in the response to IND6, Guardian has consulted with
T € vave Taedr pliss Lo duon ouy the Outagamie County Planning Department and has received
Teoars. T probably cowt ST Ll 5o 4“{“” confirmation that there are no currently proposed residential or
WONTW T es D uxbop et fo ol Tl e commercial developments within 0.5 mile of the proposed pipeline
Eax rs Suvely 30(wy 7o €82ecX The route. Refer also to the responses to IND1-1 and PM2-18.
ov \gimuo EEILEN § Lot velaes,
please v Comduioher The ovigiovel
el Q&»—k‘( .
T oS you |
Ieﬂﬂ Sanrg
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1 May 11, 2007
N
Fir. 859 IND12
WINITONSNSIN
Philis J. Posey, Acting Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Land Use and Resource 888 First Street, N.E., Room 1A
Msasgement Depertment Washington, D.C. 20426
RE: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Guardian
Expansion and Extension Project, Docket #CPO7-8-000, FERC/EIS-
0212D
Dear Ms. Posey:
After reviewing the Guardian Expansion and Extension Expansion Project and,
in particular, the portion of that project that affects Walworth County, being
the proposed Bluff Creek Compressor site which is located on the intersection
of Kettle Moraine Drive and McCabe Rd., NW1/4 Section 30, T4N, R16E,
Walworth County, our staff has the following comments: IND12-1 Referto response PM1-1.
1. The applicant will need to obtain a farm separation approval from | IND12-1
the Walworth County Zoning Department IND12-2 Refer to response PM1-1.
2. The applicant will need to obtain a zoning permit for any structures | IND12-2
from the Walworth County Zoning Department
3. The applicant will need to obtain a Walworth County Stormwater IND12:3 IND12-3 Refer to response PM1-1.
Management and Erosion Control permit from the County Land |
Conservation Office.
4. Any conversion of A-1 Prime Agricultural Land to non-agricultural  [IND12-4 IND12-4 Agricultural use could continue after construction of the pipeline,
bee m“;’;‘}}“;,’;g:;":‘;‘;‘;ﬁf&f of Wisconsin Farmland except for a few areas where aboveground facilities would be
. located. Guardian would typically purchase property for
Sincerely, compressor stations and meter stations and would pay back State of
Read . % ‘“““‘W Wisconsin Farmland Preservation Program tax credits if required.
Neal A. Frauenfelder, Senior Planner
NAF:mlh
100 Wout Walworth Soroet
PO. Box 1001
Room 222
o, W18303L
Planning/Zoning/Nanktation/
Coasorvation ivisione
262.741.4972 td
262.741.4974 fax
Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses P-146
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May 16, 2007

Kimberly Bose, Sec. FERC
888 First Street NE room 1A
Washington D.C. 20426

RE: Gas Branch 1DG2E
Reference Docket NO. CP07-8-001

Attention: FERC:

We recently received a notice from the Guardian Pipeline LLC for a proposed gas line through
the Township of Seymour and Osborn just East of Seymour, Wisconsin. This gas line was
originally planned to be constructed through the Township of Oncida, Wisconsin, We are
objecting to this change of routing because it is 8 miles longer then originally planned which is
about 38% more cost to be constructed along with much more valuable farmland and forest land
impacted.

We, as landowners, are affected by this new proposal. We feel a complete environmental impact
study is necessary before constructing this new line. We have recently tiled much of our
farmland, which includes owned and rental property to better drain our fields and improve our
crop production. This pipeline will injure our drainage system, which has been installed over a
period of many years.

IND13-1

IND13-2

The newly proposed gas line easements will affect future building expansion, housing
development, organic farms, forestlands, and expansion of present quarries. These are all-
present in the Township of and Osborn and will have adverse financial affects on all
land owners. Furthermore, this will lower the value of prime farmland if the new proposed gas

tine goes through.

There is a present gas line going through Oncida to the substation. Why can’t the new proposed
line follow and existing easement? This would be much more cost effective and less impact to
the land and the environment. The newly proposed plan calls for construction through many
angles of property causing the value of great acreages of prime farmland to drop in value.
Members of the community feel this line should follow present boundary lines east and west and
north and south or road right away. This would be more cfficient and cause less damage to
property if this would be done.

| IND13-3

|IND13-4

\IND13-5

|IND13-6

Guardian Expansion & Extension Project

IND13

IND13-1
IND13-2
IND13-3

IND13-4

IND13-5

IND13-6

See responses to IND3-3, IND3-4, and IND11-1.

See response to PM1-8.

See response to IND1-1 pertaining to future development.

See sections 2.3.1.2,4.2.2.1,4.7.1.1, and 4.8.5 of the FEIS for a
discussion on effects to organic farms. See section 4.7.3.3 of the
FEIS for a discussion of effects to forestland. See section 4.1.2 of
the FEIS for a discussion on effects to mineral resources.

As discussed in section 4.2.2.1, Guardian would minimize and
mitigate potential effects to prime farmlands by implementing the
standard requirements for pipeline construction identified in our
Plan, as well as Guardian’s AMP and associated BMPs. These
practices have been developed in consultation with the Wisconsin
DATCP. See section 4.2.2.1 of the FEIS, our Plan in appendix G,
and the AMP in appendix E.

As stated in section 2.2.1 of the FEIS, the 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 cleared and maintained
rights-of-way. Following an existing right-of-way does not
guarantee an environmentally preferable route. Where possible and
environmentally preferable, Guardian has attempted to collocate the
pipeline within or adjacent to existing rights-of-way.
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. Following existing rights-of-way has been
further discussed in the section 2.2.1.

See response to IND13-4.

P-147
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When planning for such a project, one must consider the future hazards involved, such as the |NB1S IND13-7  See response to IND2-3.
ones Illinois and Green Bay just expericnced recently. Using the Roadways and existing gas linc IND13-8 See responses to IND13-7 and PM1-7.
easements would be better plan, or better yet, the former proposal through Oncida.

We hope you will consider the input of the property owners and property tax payers affected in
our area of the new Guardian Pipeline variation route to the West Green Bay meter station.

| IND13-8

Thank you for your consideration.
Si 1y,
/fiéwq Maass
Waurren and Gioria Muass

Enclosures

P-148
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a7OICE OF THE  WILLIAM G. PENTERMAN D14

Rl 7 WNER CONCERNS PERTAINING TO THE PROPOSED
EXPANSION PROJECT-PARCEL # G2-BR-392.00
am nay THABPYE

) Ly DOCKET # CP07-8-000
LT RGN ouhiasuilh

I am a farm landowner whose property is part of the above proposed expansion project. This

proposal will place % mile of 30" gas pipeline and a metering station on nry property. This is in
~addition to another proposed gas pipeline titled the Fox Valley Lateral Project which would tie
into the proposed metering station. Altogether, 7.86 acres of mry 113 acre farm will be affected by
this project. I do not approve of my property being used for such purposes for the following
reasons:
1. Our land has greatly increased in value for the purposcs of residential development. The IND14-1
Rucden Ridge subdivision, which offfers lots for sale at $45,900 per acre or more, is directly
adjacent to the north of my farm and literaily only a few feet from the proposed peoject location.
Also, another subdivision which is in the planning stages is directly adjacent to the south of my
farm. This project will greatly devalue future development poteatial of my property. There will
be 6.06 acres of permanent right-of-way which can never be built upon or even allow
homeowners to plant trees on. Also, a gas pipeline and metering station of this size and nature
will reduce the pool of potential buyers to build homes, even beyond the permanent right-of-way.
This will affect a significant portion of my property. I have worked long an hard to pay for and
maintain our property and 1 am troubled by the fact that it be depreciated greatly by this peoject.
This is my future retirement at stake here!
2. The proposed metering station would be 1320 feet from the nearest road to access it. This IND14-2
would require a road also be placed on my property. We barely have enough acres to support our
dairy cattle. Between a road and land lost to the metering station, it would put more burden on us
to purchase more feed. This may be especially more costly with the rise in corn prices.

3. The proposed metering station site would be on the side of a rather stecply sloping hill. This
does not make sense to me in the fact it would require much project site grading to make it work,
possibly requiring even more land than originally planned.

It is my opinion, after discussing with Guardian officials at a recent informational mecting,
that they will not be willing to compensate me for the loas of future development potential. For
these reasons, I strongly urge my property be excluded from this project.

Thank you for taking my concerns into consideration.

IND14-3

William G. Penterman, Owner
5907

Guardian Expansion & Extension Project

IND14

IND14-1

IND14-2

IND14-3

See response to PM2-18.

As a result of the July 2, 2007 amendment, the Fox Valley Meter
Station will be located within this parcel of land.

Grading would be done as necessary to make sites suitable for
permanent structures such as meter stations.

As a result of the July 2, 2007 amendment, the Fox Valley Meter
Station will not be located within this parcel of land.

P-149
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Kimberly Bose, Secy.

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)
888 First Street, NE Room 1A

Washington, D.C. 20426

Attn: GAS BRANCH 1, DG2E Docket No CP07-8-000 Original
Docket No. CP07-8-001 Revisq«_&,mly;, 2 inpg
Dear Ms. Bose: 07 MR 31

On May 2, 2007, I was informed by Guardian Pipeline L.L.C. (who is
seeking to expand their existing natural gas pipeline from Ixonia, Wis-
consin to a point north of Green Bay to service new housing development)
has revised their original route by going around the Oneida Indian Reser-
vation instead of straight through. Thus they'll be crossing diagonally|INnD
the east 20-acres of my 200-acre crop farm south of Seymour. This re- 15-1 IND15-1 See response to IND3-5.
routing will involve 38% additional "easement” acres plus 23 extra miles
more than original DEIS Route required.

I amd;n ?gayr—old wid:: whoie grigdgather owned much of this land IND
since middle 0ts, my father since 16, and we bought our first 100 g _ -
acres in 1946; then added my dad's 100 in 1965. I'm trying to keep my 182 IND15-2  See response to PM2-18.
land a farm so haven't sold any lots yet. But taxes are getting so high
I may have to resort to some development in order to stay living in the
home we built in 1967 with lumber from our own woodlot. I'm bordered by
three roads: west side on County Rd. "C" zoned “"limitted access" so no
culverts (entrances) allowed; my north mile on Culbertson Road is across
from square-mile zoned "territorial zoning City of Seymour" and some of
it has already been annexed by city for commercial and residential uses;
and my east side on Ranch Road (the field Guardian wants) already has
one pipeline from 1959 crossing diagonally from opposite corner. And
across the road there is all residential. Then proceeding east from me
on Culbertson is all houses to State "55", So if development becomes
necessary for me financially, that corner field would be the logical one
to sell lots, bordered by Culbertson and Ranch Road. The big "X" across
entire 20 acres ruins development as roads can't be built over pipeline,
and who would pay top price to be enclosed by pipelines? Also Guardian
has their permanent 50-foot wide easement to be clipping, inspecting any
time they want--not a welcome environment for new homeowner in country !
(Present pipeline hasn't exercised those requirements)}.

This pipeline would prevent new tiling should I chose to improve IND
drainage in that area. The first one in 1959 destroyed the handgdug, 15-3 IND15-3 See response to PM1-8.
shallow lines put in by my dad and grandfather many years ago, and they
were never repaired as promised--words are cheap! We've retiled our
first 100 acres already and have been improving dad's as money permits.

My south side borders a 5l-acre subdivision already half built up, my IND

woodlot, and a huge quarry almost to my lotline--any expansion would be ‘15-4 IND15-4 See response to IND11-4.
prevented should they choose to expand my way. Guardian's handbook says

depth from ground surface to top of pipe is often only two feet, not I

deep enough for heavy equipment used today. Big combines and tractors
cause compaction and occasionally require using a subsoiler to break up
the hard tac below to encourage drainage in our heavy clay soil,

I feel forcing this on us by threat of eminent domain is discrimination.

Sincerely, (' rd. /7 z& o

Aletha M. Buchmann

[

P E 'f—{;ﬁ w2791 Culbertson Rd.
j e g, Seymour, Wi. 54165

Nos-Bu Farma
‘W2791 Culbertsan Rd.
Seymour, W1 34165

IND15-5 See response to PM2-11.
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GUARDIAN EXPANSION/EXTENSION PROJECT

PUBLIC MEETING COMMENTS
May 16, 2007 » Bauer Ramada Plaza Hotel, Fond Du Lac, WI 5
[ Y B
Send an original and two copies of your comments to Magalie R, Salas, Secretary a.nd label one by 5
copy for the attention of the OEP/DG2E/Gas Branch 1 (addresses provided below). Reference
Docket Nos. CP07-8-000. Mail your comments so that they will be received in Washington, DC

on or before May 29, 2007.

For Official Filing: Label One Copy for the Attention of:
Magalie R. Salas, Secretary OEP/DG2E/Gas Branch 1

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, N.E., Room 1A 888 First Street, N.E., Room 6H-05
Washington, D.C. 20426 Washington, D.C. 20426

COMMENTS: (Please print; use back or additional sheet if necessary.)
(hen 1he p/pe/ma route waps Considered many
futors were defermined. This jncluded mpou‘
Loom the_landswners inwolved . the notifscation
i /pew/a o s teres fed members , 4nh 4 Senes
OF infarmetiopad /7%67‘//741> frr e ﬂ/“a et
(5 - e Samy fted a ﬂroﬂd_%/ toute ,gr the_pipeline o IND16-1 It appears from the aerial photography-based alignment sheets of the
lhieh we Lol joas. ﬁﬁc@[q Janpped./See Mkd,eo() proposed route provided by Guardian, that the alternative route

The foute Haat émr/mn ﬁ/a%a(ﬁ vry D provid_ed crosses the Sheboygan River at a location that has a more
erodible. //Mﬂ(/ﬁ/ /s > Le. Shosdd Anowd SiSee yere extensive and more mature coverage of fo_rested and sc_rub,/shrub
14 oA 2 /mz A 75 yenrs. The A wetlands than the p(oposed crossing location on Gugrdlan S

an 3 = : ”w’* #_1he proposed route. This route also traverses a longer distance through
eleven ficlds in which his ﬁ’ﬂe//ﬁﬁ will go fields that are wetter, increasing the amount of tiles that would need
%/;foa% il fear pur 1% rm /n Half. Hsdl to be repaired and increasing the compaction potential.

lan Vaa replace 7hat C Wl don?t Know (what-
The Future holds! Mo one would ever
Commentor's Name and Mailing Address (PLEASE PRINT)

Paymonp S and MARY E W AGRNEK

w3isg ¢TH WwWh
MAELONE , Wi 53049
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IND16-2 See response to PM2-18.

IND16-2

lonsider /aro/’msm fﬁ/s Rrom or Jand
with This Fon e pmiddle
of it Jar r oszd Gute. dotdd m?.
/nelude ﬂree aF our frelds , which

- wonld minimize fhe impact o1 oar

ﬁrm ﬂar/ra/osez( route alsw ga IND16-3 IND16-3 See response to IND16-1
L the pipelipe & Stru 7/77‘ekfaaf£ Zﬁ
, w ¢4 ;4/7,74 Fence Yimes | elirninale

a0 of our ﬂc/;mbars opervics, (onc.
/0 which s’ 4 ander rourd’ £rcs/,
. water n o Hhe /ff; waodzd +¢
plant ven Frees)s éaar//an Olasms
v /ﬁdrc /5 D Much /e e /vok/ ﬂmb
A wedd have 77 //w
. % ﬁ/al our n fgé s
. extheme. /edge K on 7‘774/% Vad]
. would be. No 'ﬂmb/cm + ?a ﬂ’lfo«jﬁ.

And, /dc Wcra A Gt 2his Exp Mﬁ/ﬂﬂ
fd 64' fas been /m +He mﬂ/
/(Ars M/) were. the /dﬂdﬂw/ ers
177 /co( /n Apri! of 3004 ?
Feel s jand /5 faken Fr
mn/'ed_/ we dre He fﬁ/rdjeﬂcmr%g
to gperete this Jand . T whs.
- purchesed _daring he depression
in 1932 . 7h/s / nd 15 priceless fo
us,4nd. o both gen neration pekore.
Mo one #nows or ‘under < Pod)
nard thesc farmers « families word
and  Sacrifice darly o A’cep Their

IND16-4 Natification coincided with the FERC Prefiling Review Process. A
Notice of Intent was issued to stakeholders on May 19, 2006/

IND16-4
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IND16-5

IND16 Continued, page 3 of 3

IND16-5 The FERC DEIS Scoping Meetings were noticed in the Federal

Register on April 20, 2007. The notice was amended on May 8,
2007 due to an unforeseen change in schedule. Notice of the
meetings as well as the revised meeting places and times were also
provided to affected landowners who had sent in the return mailer to
remain on the FERC mailing list, to local newspapers, and to
bulletins.
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May 30, 2007
C ) LMy

¥agmber Ly Bose ,
secretary, decal Energy legulatory Commassim (Fere)
1489 Tirst Sieet , VE room 1A
|LWashingtn, D-¢. 20436

Gas Pranch 4D62E
Docket Ak. €POT-9-001

Ol cd VE A L

Dear FERL: .
T am a Town of Seymour (andowner concered ot
iabowf“ ‘He Guardian Ppeline variaton coute. T

i feel Lke our land is beup affected stmply because
i4he Oneida Medion i5 difficuld Hr Guardian i
Ppeling 4o werk with. A kind of reverse dis-
. crimdnaBon. m:j ander@f‘nr\d{nj 18 that ‘ﬂ"ley can
condlemn Hhe Oneidas’ land just like ‘ﬂ%j have
the rigit fo emdemn owr land, oo theve is
no real reasem Por the variahien rocte. “he
tesue shouldn't be who is caster and choaper o
deal with, it shouwld be lkast envirenmendal
m'p;f‘is chritus That the loast enviven meadnl vn-pagt |No172
woudd be Fo run the pipeline aleng the PEIS ruk,
TTheae o an ews‘{-‘n\j piveline alemg this rewle. These

HLand ownans and (amd areced have atlmag{# been
ia#edtﬂ by The -&a‘sﬁnj plpéLM. ke new pipeline
]wouM have panimal  2ddefimal mpoct m Those

landt amneca amd Land ownars grevi aflected.
Ly devalice ana envirmmentally »f;ﬁ wely offect
@ Fpew (md areod amd Land oumans? DEI'S vk

‘malso moe smae, T pipeline will 71.“‘4 q et |noirs
ithe londk arcas aling the variation rode The

Guardian Expansion & Extension Project

IND17

IND17-1 See response to PM1-7.

IND17-2 See response to PM1-7.

IND17-3 See response to IND3-4.
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o oo frg
Cathecine SMWW

Gen Schaumberg
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W3537 state Hey SY4-55
Seymour, WT 54165

IND17 Continued, page 2 of 2

IND17-4 See response to PM2-18.
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IND18-3 IND18-3 See response to PM2-18.
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IND19 N Dlg
Docket Nos. CP07-8-000
OEP/DG2E/Gas Branch 1
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, N.E., Room 6H-05
W -y 2w g Washington, D.C. 20426
Dear FERC,

1, Thomas L. Micke, spoke at the Green Bay scoping meeting on May 17, representing
Norbert J. Micke, his Sons and residents of Hollandtown. I was the first speaker and asked for
the Guardian Expansion to be inside the Fox Valley Bike Trail from approximately mile 82.5
until it would bend to cross the Fox River. After my speech, a member of Guardian’s public
relations firm said I raised some good points. He said a straight pipeline would be better for
Guardian.

FERC's pre-evaluation lumps “inside the trail” and “alongside the trail” as one IND19-1 IND19-1 Both the trail and placing the pipeline adjacent to the trail are
consideration. I want to express how “inside the trail” is better and should be the preferred route d iSCUSSEd as one alternative because placing the plpel i ne Wlth in the
by both Guardian and FERC. “Alongside the trail” would have these disadvantages, which are trail itself would still requ ire the use of land adj acent to the trail
avoided tinside the trail” during construction. Using the trail is longer and affects more

+ Affecting more trees and wildlife alongside bike trail wetlands as shown in table 3.3.3-5 of the FEIS. The trail may

. Kx;kn:g pew crossings of waterways possibly be historic because it makes use of an old railroad corridor

. ecting farmers . . .

+  Having to avoid the clectric easements dating to the 1860s, but this would have to be studied further. The

trail would have to be closed during construction and restoration

Farm land conservation techniques need wide areas to protect fertile top soil. With the reduci ng recreational OppOI’tun ities in the area. The trees along the
Guardian expansion inside the trail, less area is needed since the top layer is gravel and not fertile trail would be cleared for construction. AlSO, usi ng the prOpOSGd
farm land. The Best Management Practice used would have to be reevaluated to apply to a trail. route avoids pIaCi ng the plpel ine thrOUgh the middle of the town of
Trenching could be accomplished with less surface area disturbed and then recovered with new Greenleaf close to several residences and businesses.
gravel.

On the drive home, my Dad commented, as only a wise 80-year old Grandfather can,

“You catch more ants with honey than vinegar.” This made me think about what my union calls
Interest Based Bargaining. This is a method of looking at situations and finding ways that
benefits all interested parties. I firmly believe that putting the Guardian Expansion inside the
bike trail is best for all parties. Therefore, let me list them.
P-157 Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Guardian Expansion & Extension Project

IND20 Ruth Anne Tobias, page 1 of 1

IND20-1 Comment noted.
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Robert, Debby, David and Karen Vande Voort
: eenleaf W 54126

We are sending notification that we have several concerns about the guardian pipeline going through our
property in Brown County Wi

We have a planned sulxdivision there and have met with Jim Ison from CGuardian on a few oceasions. He
seems to think that the pipeline has no affect on the value of our lots. This is aggravating and untrue — the

amaunt of people who would build a family hame that close ta a pipeline are probably few and far IND21-1
between.

We are very concerned about future roads we needed to build that will now have to cross over the pipeline. | IND21.2
We are also concerned as to the devalustion of the Jots. | IND21-3

In addition, it 13 planned that a Meter Station 1s to be built on Agnes Dix propenty which adjomns our

property and per Jim Is no intention on construction any type of a barrier. He said that it IND21-4

Lion 15 visible 1 our lots, and nobedy will build next 1o that

has no alfect on our property. T
Those lots adjoining the meter station will now be of no value 1o us

with the odor emissions
Flease put it on the record that we have many, many unresolved issues
Sincerely,

Bob and Debby, Karen and Dave Vande Voort

Guardian Expansion & Extension Project
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IND21-1

IND21-2

IND21-3

IND21-4

Refer to responses IND1-1 and PM2-18.

Construction and operation of the pipeline would not preclude the
construction of a road across your land; however, prior to the
construction of any such road Guardian should be consulted to
ensure that integrity of the pipeline would be maintained during the
construction and operation of the road. See also response PM2-18.

Refer to response PM2-18.

As stated in section 4.7.6.2 of the FEIS, Guardian would employ a
variety of additional visual screening options to obstruct the view of
the meter stations including fences and/or trees. In addition, areas
surrounding the meter stations will not be affected by odor emissions
because Guardian would not be odorizing the gas at any of its
facilities. Odorization would be conducted by the WE Energies or
the Wisconsin Public Service Corporation at either existing facilities
or at the proposed nonjurisdictional facilities.
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FILED
B g E
Warren and Gloria Maass I G 0oF ™
N6795 State Rd 55 QR‘G!I\‘AL erodiTARY
Seymour, W1 54165
August 15, 2007 g2t P 3L
Kimberly Bose, Sec. FERC o S

888 First Street, NE room 1A
Washington, D.C. 20426

Re: Gas Branch 1IDG2E
Reference Docket No. CP07-8-001 and CP07-8-002

Attention FERC:

We recently received a notice from the Guardian Pipeline LLC for a
proposed gas line through the Township of Seymour and Osborn just
East of Seymour, Wisconsin. This gas line was originally planned to be
constructed through the Township of Oneida, WI. We are objecting to
this change of routing because it is 8 miles longer then originally
planned which is about 38% more cost to be constructed along with
much more valuable farmland and forest land impacted.

We, as landowners, are affected by this new proposal. We feel a
complete environmental impact study is necessary before constructing
this new line. We have recently tiled much of our farmland, which
includes owned and rental property to better drain our fields and
improve our crop production. This pipeline will injure our drainage

system, which has been installed over a period of many years.

The newly proposed gas line easements will affect future build
expansion, housing development, organic farms, forestlands, and

IND22-1

IND22-2

Guardian Expansion & Extension Project
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IND22-1 Refer to response IND3-4

IND22-2 The FEIS has been updated to reflect the amended pipeline route.

expansion of present quarries. These are all-present in the Township of | "**** IND22-3 Refer to responses IND3-3, IND3-4, IND11-1, IND11-4, IND13-2,
Seymour and Osborn and will have adverse financial affects on all land PM1-7, and PM2-18.
owners. Furthermore, this will lower the value of prime farmland if the
new proposed gas line goes through.
Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses P-160
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.-

There is a present gas line going through Oneida to the substation.
Under Wisconsin statues a public utility can condemn an existing
casement to install a new line. Why can’t the new proposed line go on
the existing easements? This would be much more cost effective and less
impact to the land and the environment. Two gas lines should coexist
whenever possible. The newly proposed plan calls for construction IND22-4
through many angies of property causing the value of great acreages of
farmland to drop in value. Members of the community feel this line
should follow present boundary lines east and west and north and south
or road right away. This would be more efficient and cause less damage
to property if this would be done.

When planning for such a project, one must consider the future hazards
involved, such as the ones Illinois and Green Bay just experienced IND22:5
recently. Using the roadways and the existing gas line easements would
be a better plan.

We hope you will consider the input of the property owners and property
tax payers affected in our area of the new Guardian Pipeline variation
route to the West Green Bay meter station.

Sincerely,
72 s

oy Maan

Warren and Gloria Maass

Enclosures

IND22 Continued, Page 20of 2

IND22-4 Refer to responses IND13-5, PM2-9 PM2-10, and PM2-18.

IND22-5 Refer to response IND2-3.
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ORIGINAL

August 16, 2007

Danied and Mary Vanden Heuvel
W3015 County Rd. EE
Seymour, W1 54165

IND23

Attn: Gas Branch 1
Docket Nos. CP07-8-001 and CP7-8-002

Kimberly D. Bose, S ¥

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
8B8 First St., N.E., Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

Ms. Bose:

We are writing again, 1o let you know that we OPPOSE, the routing of Guardian pipeline
through our farm. We still have many concerns about the damaging of drainage ditches
and the drainage tile lines. Also the stones that will be a problem for years after. With this
pipeline going through our farm, the value of our land will greatly drop, well never be able
to develope it like we were planning.

In the area where the pipeline is planned to be placed is ledge rock. We have only sbout
three feet of soil covering it. How will Guardian get the pipeline low enough so they will
have their 48" of soil on top of it. We will need at leagt that much depth of soil, becasuse
of erosion and the big equip that will be used for tillage.

INDZ3-1

We have also learned that there is already a gas pipeline going through the Oneida
Reservation from south to north, Why can't Guardian Pipeline do Eminent Domain on the
easement of this other pipeline???? Then they can put their pipeline next to this other one.
The easement area is not part of the reservation.

IND23-2

Hopefully, you will not disregard this letter and other letters from concerned landowners.
And NOT let Guardian put this pipeline through our farms.

WA IR
Unncten Huwe/

Daniel and Mary Vanden Heuvel

IND23-1

IND23-2

Guardian has committed to burying the pipeline 4 feet deep in
agricultural land. If rock is present that would prevent placing the
pipeline at the required depth, Guardian would blast if necessary.
Also see response to comment PM1-7.

The existing ANR Pipeline Company (ANR) easement in this area
goes through the Oneida Reservation. Additional temporary
workspace would be required as well as additional new permanent
easement for the Guardian Pipeline, which would need to be
obtained from the Oneida Nation.

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

)
GUARDIAN PIPELINE, L.L.C. ) Docket No. CP07-8-000

COMMENTS OF GUARDIAN PIPELINE, L.L.C. ON
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Pursuant to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s (“FERC” or
“Commission”) “Notice of Availability of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and the
Draft General Conformity Determination for the Guardian Expansion and Extension Project,”
issued April 13, 2007 in the captioned proceeding, applicant, Guardian Pipeline, L.L.C.
(“Applicant” or “Guardian™) hereby submits its comments on the Commission Staff’s April,
2007 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (“DEIS”) in this proceeding.

L

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Guardian, with certain clarifications/refinements noted in these comments,
generally concurs with the conclusions in the DEIS and is prepared to accept the Commission
Staff’s proposed 20 mitigation measures or conditions that are recommended to be included as
part of the final authorizations to be issued herein. Guardian hereby affirms that, subject to the
reservations expressed below and to the outcome of requested modifications, and subject to its
review of any modifications or adjustments that otherwise may be incorporated into the final
environmental impact statement (“FEIS”), it is willing to accept and implement the proposed
mitigation measures as proposed. Guardian recognizes that the DEIS and the mitigation
measures are the product of the comprehensive and thoughtful review that the Commission’s
Staff and its environmental services contractor have undertaken since Applicant commenced its

participation in the Commission’s pre-filing National Environmental Policy Act review process

474903.1

AP
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AP Continued, page 2 of 16

over one year ago.! Through these comments Applicant is commenting upon or seeking
refinements/clarifications related to only a limited number of statements within the DEILS and a
single proposed mitigation measure.

1L

APPLICANT’S COMMENTS TO THE DEIS

Section 3.0 Alternatives
Section 3.3.1

The second sentence of the last paragraph on page 3-8 of the DEIS states that the | ap_q AP-1 Section 3.3.2 of the final environmental impact statement (FE'S) has
Western Route was identified by Guardian “because it crosses fewer perennial waterbodies than been Upd&t&d to reflect this Change'
either the Central Route or the Eastern Route.” Guardian clarifies that although the Western
Route does cross fewer perennial waterbodies, Guardian identified the three preliminary route
options (Western, Central and Eastern) to select a route that Guardian could subsequently refine
and present to the public at Guardian’s initial Open House Meetings. Thus, although that route
alternative as originally presented crossed the fewest number of perennial waterbodies, further
refinements to the ultimate route would mitigate that impact.

The second sentence of the second paragraph on page 3-10 indicates that the | Ap-2 AP-2  Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS has been updated to reflect this change.
Eastern Route was identified by Guardian “because it crosses fewer forested wetlands and fewer
total wetlands than either the Central or Western Route Alternatives.” Although the Eastern
Route does cross the least amount of wetlands, Guardian identified the three preliminary route
options so it could select a route that Guardian could subsequently refine and present to the
public at Guardian’s initial Open House Meetings. Thus, although that route alternative as

originally presented crossed the fewest amount of wetlands, further refinements to the ultimate

route would mitigate that impact.

' See Letter to Applicant from the Director, Office of Energy Projects, Docket No. PF06-21-
000 (April 7, 2006).

4749031 2
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Section 3.3.3

In all the pipeline route alternative tables (Tables 3.3.3-1 through 3.3.3-10), the
footnote relating to “estimated from WWI mapping” is linked to the column related to the second
alternative being compared. Guardian believes that this footnote in each table should be moved
to the associated rows under the “Environmental Factor” columns in each table. In Tables 3.3.3-
5, 3.3.3.1-1, and 3.3.3.1-4, the footnote should be deleted in its entirety as it is not referenced in
the table.

The first paragraph on page 3-13 states “[a]s shown in Table 3.3.3-1 the two
Alternatives are virtually identical; however, Alternative A would avoid impacts on
approximately 0.2 acres of wetland.” However, to be consistent with the data in that table, that
sentence should read: “As shown in table 3.3.3-1 the two Alternatives are virtually identical;
however, Alternative A would avoid impacts on approximately 1.8 acres of wetland.” (Emphasis
added).

1n Table 3.3.3-4, the column labeled “Lomira Alternative C” indicates that the
length of the alternative is 15.5 miles. However, the length of the new right of way is 15.2 miles;
therefore, that value should be changed in the table. Although the other numbers in the table are
correct, the units for the values in the row labeled “Length of Wetland Crossed” are incorrectly
labeled as feet rather than miles. This incorrect unit is also included in the corresponding row in
Tables 3.3.3-5, 3.3.3.1-2, 3.3.3.1-9 and 3.3.3.1-10 and should be revised to indicate miles rather
than feet.

The first full sentence of the first paragraph appearing on page 3-26 currently
indicates that Fox River Trail Alternative A would result in an additional 75 and 51.1 acres of
disturbance than Alternatives B and C. However, this statement is not correct and should be
revised to state: “Fox River Trail Alternative A would result in an additional 75.5 and 51.0 acres

of disturbance than Alternatives B and C.” (Emphasis added).

4749031 3

AP-3

AP-4

AP-5

AP-6

AP-7

AP-8

AP

Continued, page 3 of 16

AP-3

AP-4

AP-5

AP-6

AP-7

AP-8

Section 3.3.3 of the FEIS has been revised to include this information.

Section 3.3.3 of the FEIS has been revised to include this information.

Section 3.3.3 of the FEIS has been revised to include this information.

Section 3.3.3 of the FEIS has been revised to include this information.

Section 3.3.3 of the FEIS has been revised to include this information.

Section 3.3.3 of the FIS has been revised to include this information.
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AP Continued, page 4 of 16

AP-9  Section 3.3.4.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this

In the fifth paragraph on the same page, Guardian submits that the directional |AP-2 - .
paragtap pag information.

descriptions for the Rock River South Variations A and B have been reversed. Based on Figure
3.3-7 the description ascribed to the Rock River South Variation A really is the description of
Variation B and the description ascribed to the Rock River South Variation B is the actually the
description of Variation A. Further, the correct description of the Rock River South Variation A
differs from that in the DEIS. Thus, Guardian proposes the following changes to second and
third sentences of that paragraph: “Beginning at MP 7.5, Rock River South Variation A would
travel in a slightly northeasterly direction for approximately 1.1 miles and then turn north for
approximately 0.6 mile rejoining the Proposed Route at MP 9.1. Rock River South Variation B

would travel in a relatively straight line towards the northeast for 1.6 miles, passing through the

manmade wetland mitigation site (see figure 3.3-7).” (Emphasis added).
Section3.3.3.1

In Table 3.3.3.1-2 on page 3.28, Footnote b/ is missing two words and should be | AP-10

AP-10 Section 3.3.4.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include this
information.

revised to state: “Based on construction right-of way width of 75 feet in wetlands and 110 feet in
uplands.” (Emphasis added).

In Table 3.3.3.1-7 on page 3.42, it appears that the Length of Wetland Crossed |AP-11
AP-11 Section 3.3.4.6 of the FEIS has been revised to include this
information.

values listed in the table are to the tenth of the mile and not in feet.

In the third paragraph on page 3-43, the third sentence incorrectly indicates that |AP-12

the Oneida variation would create an additional 0.6 miles of new right-of-way. That sentence AP-12  As a result of amendments to the GO1 Project on Aprll 241 2007 and
July 2, 2007 the pipeline route no longer crosses Oneida Reservation
Lands. Modifications to pipeline route and the corresponding

require the creation of 1.7 miles of new right-of-way and would impact 11 additional alternatives analyzed are discussed in section 3.3.3.6

should be revised as follows: “The primary disadvantage of Oneida Variation A is that it would

landowners.” (Emphasis added).

In the second paragraph on page 3.48, the discussion transitions from the Oneida | Ap-13

Variation to the Vissers Variations without a break in the text. Thus, Guardian suggests that in

AP-13 Comment noted.

4749031 4
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Continued, page 5 of 16

the FEIS, Staff insert a title (i.e., “Vissers Variations A and B”) to separate the discussions of the | AP-13
(cont'd)

“Oneida Variations A and B” section from the discussion of the Vissers Variations.
Section 3.3.3.2
On page 3-51, FERC identified the Baus Modification in response to comments
received from a landowner. To facilitate the FERC’s evaluation, Guardian has conducted
additional analysis of the moditication. A summary of Guardian’s analysis is presented below.
As described in the DEIS, the modification deviates from the proposed route near
MP 49.0 and travels north for approximately 0.6 mile to Cody Road. The modification then
turns and proceeds northeast for 0.3 mile, until it rejoins the proposed route near MP 49.8. Table

1 below compares the Baus Modification to the corresponding segment of the proposed route.

TABLE1
Pipeline Expansion and Extension Project
Baus Modification A
Factor * Units Proposed Route Baus Modification
General
Routc Length () 4550 4975
Adjacent to existing Rights-of-Way () 0 1575
Road Crossings (o) 0 0
Existing structures within 100 feet (no.) 0 1
Special Knvironmental Features
“Total Wetlands Crossed ) 1124 850
Forested Wetland Crossed ) 0 0
Watcrbody Crossings (m0.) 0 0
Major Waterbody Crossings ¢ (o) 0 0
Land Use
Forest Land Crossed ¢ () 0 0
Agricultural Land Crossed () 3.426 3.500
Residential Land (ft) 0 625
Open Land Crossed ) 0 0
Tand Owners (no.) 3 4
a Calculated from interpretation of acrial eraphy, USGS ic maps, Wisconsin Wetland Inventory maps and Wisconsin
DR 24K Ilydrography database.
b Bascd on ficld delincations.
o Major Waterbodies are defined as being > 100 teet in width at the point of crossing.
di Forest Land Crossed includes Forested Wetlands.

As demonstrated by this table, the Proposed Route and Baus Modification are

similar in most respects (e.g., neither route crosses any roads, waterbodies, or forest land). The

4749031 5
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AP Continued, page 6 of 16

modification appears to have two potential differences from the proposed route. It reduces the
crossing of erodible and stoney soils, which are of concern to the commenting landowner; and it
reduces the crossing of an emergent wetland. Guardian does not believe either of these factors is
significant. Based on Guardian’s analysis of SSURGO data, only a relatively short distance (550
feet) of the proposed route on the Baus’ property crosses stony/rocky soils or highly erodible
land (“HEL”). As acknowledged in the DEIS, Guardian will implement the soil mitigation
procedures described in its Upland Erosion Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan
(“Plan”) and will mitigate agricultural impacts in accordance with it’s Agricultural Impact
Mitigation Plan (“AMP”) and associated Best Management Practices (‘BMP”). These measures
will mitigate any impact on the stony/rocky and erodible soils. With respect to the reduction in
the crossing of an emergent wetland by about 275 feet that would result from implementing the
Baus variation, Guardian has determined that this wetland is a low quality habitat dominated by
reed canary grass. As such, following construction this wetland will quickly revegetate with
grasses; thus, the impact on this wetland will be a temporary and minor.

The modification has several disadvantages. 1t would affect one new landowner
and thus increase the total number of landowners affected by the project without any
commensurate environmental benefits. Additionally, the modification passes within 100 feet and
crosses the driveway of a residence. Construction near this residence would require the removal
of several moderately sized landscaped trees in the front yard. The modification also crosses a
side slope west of the residence. Construction in this area would likely require use of “cut and
fill” construction techniques and a wider right-of-way. The modification would also increase the
overall length of the pipeline by approximately 425 feet which would increase the overall
footprint and cost of the project.

As indicated by the analysis above, the Baus Modification has several |AP-14 AP-14 Section 3.3.5.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this

information.

disadvantages and does not offer any significant environmental advantages. Therefore Guardian

474903.1 6
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believes the proposed route is preferable to the modification and requests that FERC no longer
consider the modification.
Section 3.3.4

On pages 3-56 through 3-61, the Meter Station Alternatives are discussed. There
are a number of different meter station sites and types of alternatives. To ensure a lack of
confusion, Guardian suggests that the naming of the types of alternatives discussed in the text of
those pages correspond to the naming utilized on the corresponding figures. For example, in the
text, there is reference to “original” sites, but the figures reference “alternative” site when
referring to the same proposals. Thus, in the discussion of the Sheboygan, Chilton, Denmark,
and West Green Bay Meter Stations, Guardian suggests that references to the “original™ sites be
changed to references to the “alternative” sites, and that references to the “alternative™ sites in
the text be changed to the “proposed” sites,

Paragraph 1 of page 3-61 indicates that the original West Green Bay Meter
Station (labeled “Alternative West Green Bay Meter Station™ on figure 3.3-21) is located at MP
1098, A site labeled the “original West Green Bay Meter Station” is not located on the
proposed route and therefore does not have a related mile post. Thus, Guardian suggests revising
this reference to read: “The Alternative West Green Bay Meter Station site is located about
2,500 feet west of MP 109.9."
Section 4.0 Environmental Analysis’

Section 4.2 Soils and Sediments

* One exception to this proposed global change is in paragraph 5 on page 3-64. In the first
sentence of that paragraph, the term “original site” should not be changed to “alternative site,”
but should be changed to “proposed site”. (Emphasis added).

¥ Throughout this section. Guardian proposes that when referring to the Plan or Procedures, the
DEIS should refer to “Guardian’s” Plan or “Guardian’s” Procedures rather than “our” Plan or
“our” Procedures.

474903.1 7
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AP
AP-14
(cont'd)
¥ AP-15
AP-16
AP-18

Section 3.3.6.1 of the FEIS has been revised accordingly.

Comment noted.
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AP Continued, page 8 of 16

Section4.2.2.1
In the second paragraph on page 4-10, there is a statement that does not agree

with Table 4.2.2-1 and the information available at the time of the filing, Thus, the first sentence

AP-17 With consideration to Guardian’s proposed pipeline amendments
submitted to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) on

prime or potentially prime farmland, including 1151.5 acres of pipeline right-of-way, 7.4 acres of Aprll 25 2007 and JUIy 2 2007. section 4.2.2.1 of the FEIS has been

access roads, 27.3 acres for the pipe storage/contractor yard, and 32.5 acres for the compressor revised to include the appropriate amended information.

of that paragraph should read: “Project construction would disturb a total of 1218.7 acres of | ap-17

stations. Of the 1218.7 acres, 23.9 acres of prime or potentially prime farmland (compressor

station and access road) would be permanently disturbed and 1194.8 would be temporarily

disturbed.”
Section4.22.2
In the second paragraph on page 4-13, there is a statement that does not agree

with Table 4.2.2-1 and the information available at the time of the filing. Therefore, Guardian A . . . ) A
AP-18 With consideration to Guardian’s proposed pipeline amendments
suggests that the first sentence of that paragraph should read: “Project construction would | AP-18 submitted to the FERC on Aprll 25 2007 and July 2 2007. section
disturb a total of 272.3 acres of hydric soils, including 264.0 acres of pipeline right-of-way, 1.6 4.2.2.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include the appropriate
amended information.

acres of access road, 1.7 acres for the contractor yard, and 5.0 acres for the compressor stations.
Of the 272.3 acres of hydric soils, 5.3 acres of disturbance associated with the access roads and
the Sycamore Compressor Station would be permanent.”

Section 4.2.2.3

To account for permanent impacts associated with the access roads, the last

sentence of the second paragraph on page 4-14 should read: “Of the 519.0 acres of compaction- | ap-19 AP-19  With _consideration to Guardian’s prOpOSEd pipe"ne amendmemis
submitted to the FERC on April 25, 2007 and July 2, 2007, section
4.2.2.3 of the FEIS has been revised to include the appropriate
Compressor Station would be permanent.” amended information.

prone soils, 11.8 acres of disturbance associated with the access roads and the Sycamore

Section4.2.2.4

4749031 8
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AP Continued, page 9 of 16

AP-20 Section 4.2.2.4 of the FEIS has been revised to include this
information.

On page 4-15 in the sixth paragraph, there is a statement that soil erosion would |AP-20
result from off-road vehicle traffic on the right-of-way following construction. However,
because the majority of the land that will be affected by the GII Project is used for agriculture,
access to off-road vehicles likely would not be permitted. Therefore, soil erosion resulting from

these vehicles will be minimal.

Section 4.2.2.6
1n the second paragraph of this section on page 4-17, there is a statement that does
not agree with Table 4.2.2-1 and the information available at the time of the filing. Therefore,
Guardian suggests that the first sentence of that paragraph should read: “Project construction |Ap-21 . . . . . .
4 disturb a toal of 104.5 . o soils. including 1042 A AP-21  With consideration to Guardian’s proposed pipeline amendments
t tot . t ) . . . X
Houle st a ot © actes of Stony of Tocky Soffs, melucing acres of pipetine submitted to the FERC on Apl"ll 25, 2007 and July 2, 2007, section

right-of-way and 0.3 acre along the access roads.” 4.2.2.6 of the FEIS has been revised to include the appropriate

Section 4.4 Vegetation amended information.

Section 4.4.1.2
In the second paragraph on page 4-37 there is a discussion of the approximate | ap_oo AP-22  With consideration to Guardian’s proposed pipeline amendments

submitted to the FERC on April 25, 2007 and July 2, 2007, section

4.4.1.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include the appropriate
should be changed from 5.23 to 5.27. In addition, per the data in Table 4.4.1.1-1, the total acres amended information.

mileage of wetlands crossed. The approximate mileage of wetlands crossed is not correct and

within the construction corridor that are forested wetlands should be changed from 10.87 to

10.84. Finally, the value of 10.76 acres of scrub-shrub crossing appears to be double counted for

the Scrub/Shrub total, and should be 7.55 acres.
Section 4.4.2.2

. AP-23 . . . .
The reference to MP 10.8 on page 4-41 should be changed to MP 102.6. AP-23  Section 4.4.2.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include this
Section 4.4.2.4 information.

The first sentence in the first paragraph of page 4-44 describes the total affected

upland vegetation during construction and operation. This description should include

4749031 9
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AP Continued, page 10 of 16
b d facilities b he fi in th ding Table 4.4.2.4-1 indi g . . . L, . .
aboveground facilities because the footnote in the corresponding Table indicates | ap-24 AP-24 Wlth COﬂSlderatlon to Guardlan s proposed plpellne amendments
aboveground facilities are included in the total. That paragraph also reads that about “6.8 and submitted to the FERC on Apl‘|| 25, 2007 and July 2, 2007, section
4.4 acres of developed land would be affected by construction and operation, respectively.” The 4424 Of_the FEIS has been revised to include the approp”ate
amended information.
6.8 acre number appears to be a typographical error and should be revised to read 4.8 acres. See
Guardian December 2006 FERC Supplemental Filing at Table 3.3-1. This change would result in
a change to the total affected acreage, so that the total would not be 1589.2, but would be 1587.2
acres. The corresponding change should be made in Table 4.4.2.4-1.
Section 4.4.2.5
The first sent in the first h of thi tion should ify that the NHI |AP-25 . . . .
e first sentence in the first paragraph of this section should specify that the NHL | AP-25  Section 4.4.2.5 of the FEIS has been revised to include this
is the WDNR NHI. information.
Section 4.5 Wildlife and Aquatic Resources
Section4.5.1.1
On page 4-52, the second paragraph indicates that the project will result in 664.2 |AP-26 AP-26 With consideration to Guardian’s prOpOSGd pipenne amendments
acres of affected agricultural, open land, forested land, developed land and open water. Guardian submitted to the FERC on Aprll 25’ 2007 and JUIy 2’ 2007’ section
4.4.5.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include the appropriate
notes that the total of these lands that will be affected is 701.4 acres. The total described in the amended information.
DEIS does not include the 38.6 acres of vegetative impact caused by aboveground facilities.?
Section 4.5.2.2
The first paragraph of this section on page 4-55 indicates that 107 waterbodies |ap-27 AP-27 With consideration to Guardian’s proposed pipe"ne amendments
will be crossed during construction. This figure needs to be updated to 108 to account for the submitted to the FERC on Aprll 25- 2007 and JUIy 21 20071 section
©orossing of ¢ ond that will also b - - 4.5.2.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include the appropriate
1! : . .
proposed crossing of an unnamed pond that will also be crossed via the open cut metho amended information.
Section 4.5.2.3
* Table 8.1-2 of Guardian’s December 2006 Supplemental Filing indicated 664.2 acres of such
affected lands, but it did not include aboveground facility impacts on vegetation (but did include
open water land use total of 1.4 acres). Thus, this figure needs to be updated to reflect the total
701.4 acres of such affected land to account for the additional land atfected by the aboveground
facilities.
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Guardian suggests that the first sentence of the first full paragraph on page 4-58 | AP-26 AP-28 Section 4.5.2.3 of the FEIS has been revised to include this
should identify the HDD Contingency Plan using its full name: “HDD Contingency Plan for the information.
Inadvertent Releases of Drilling Fluid.”
Section 4.6 Threatened,_Endangered, and Other Special Status Species

Table 4.6-1 should include the date of U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (“FWS”) |AP-29 AP-29  Section 4.6 of the FEIS has been revised to include this information.
“no effect” letter for Federally listed Indiana bat, bush clover, and fringed orchid, which was
August 2, 2006.
Section 4.6.1

On page 4-61, the date of the letter sent by FWS in response to Guardian’s June 1, |AP-30 AP-30 Section 4.6.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this information.
2006 letter is incorrectly listed as June 1, 2006. The letter was dated June 22, 2006.

Table 4.6.1-1 should include a listing for Federally-listed species identified by the | AP-31 AP-31 Section 4.6.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this information.
FWS Rock Island District, which include the Indiana bat and Prairiec bush clover because both
are federally endangered. There is no state status for either of these species.

The last sentence in the second paragraph on page 4-63 should indicate that three | ap_a2 AP-32 Section 4.6.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this information.
species were identified by Guardian and the FWS Rock Island District and include Indiana bat,
Eastern Prairie fringed orchid, and Prairie bush clover. Table 4.6.1-1 should also be updated
accordingly. Further, Guardian submits that this paragraph should indicate that it received a “no
effect” determination from Rock Island FWS on August 22, 2006.
Section 4.6.2.1

On page 4-66 in the second paragraph under Blanchard’s oricket frog discussion, | AP-33 AP-33 Section 4.6.2.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this

information.
the second sentence should indicate that Guardian has agreed to conduct aural (calling) surveys
in suitable habitat identified by WDNR in 2007 for this species. The second sentence in second |AP-34 AP-34 Section 4.6.2.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this
paragraph on page, 4-67 should indicate Guardian has agreed to conduct surveys for Blanding’s information.
turtle prior to construction in 2007. On page 4-67, the second paragraph under the Wood turtle |AP-35 AP-35 Section 4.6.2.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this
s . information.
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discussion also should indicate that Guardian has agreed to conduct surveys for that species prior | (AP*C’;%)
cont
to construction in 2007. On page 4-67 in the last sentence of the sixth paragraph, there should be |ap-36 AP-36 Section 4.6.2.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this
an acknowledgement that Guardian has agreed to conduct surveys for the cerulean warbler in lnfor_matlon. i A .
AP-37 Section 4.6.2.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this

suitable habitat in spring 2007. If the species is identified, Guardian has agreed to undertake |AP-37 information
appropriate mitigation measures to protect the habitat. For completeness, page 4-68 should |AP-38 AP-38 Section 4.6.2.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this
include an acknowledgement that Guardian has conducted surveys for the yellow gentian in Fall information.
2006, and page 4-69 should acknowledge that surveys for forked aster were conducted in Fall
2006.
Section 4.6.2.2

On page 4-69, the DEIS indicates that the Illinois Department of Natural |AP-39 AP-39 Section 4.6.2.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include this
Resources (“IDNR™) identified the Tndiana bat, Eastern Prairie fringed orchid and Prairie bush information.
clover as potentially occurring in or near the proposed compressor station. However, the IDNR
did not identify these species, the Rock Island FWS did in its letter. Further, the IDNR issued to
Guardian a “no effect” determination in a letter dated August 31, 2006.
Section 4.7 Land Use
Section 4.7.1

On page 4-70, the DEIS reports the amount of residential land to be affected by | aAp-40 AP-40 With consideration to Guardian’s proposed pipe"ne amendments
the orofect. Th bers (0.2 mile or 0.2 ¢ of residential Tand) do not i submitted to the FERC on April 25, 2007 and July 2, 2007, section

€ project. €S€ numobers .2 mile or U. €rcent oI residential lan 0 Nnot correspon o - - -
pres P P 4.7.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include the appropriate amended
those reported for residential land affected in Table 4.7.1-2. Thus, the numbers in the text should information.
be revised to match those in the table (0.4 mile or 0.4 percent). i . . . X i
o AP-41 With consideration to Guardian’s proposed pipeline amendments

Table 4.7.1-1 on page 4-71 records construction impacts for both open water and |AP-41 submitted to the FERC on Aprll 25' 2007 and July 2, 2007, section
commercial/industrial land uses. Since these areas will be either crossed utilizing the HDD 4.7.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include the appropriate amended
crossing technique or by standard road bore, these areas will not be affected during construction. information.
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Thus, the table should be revised to remove all construction impacts on open water and
commercial/industrial land.
Section 4.7.1.1

On page 4-73, the number recorded as prime farmland (46.4 acres) is incorrect.
This number should be revised to 36.4 acres.
Section4.7.1.5

In the fourth paragraph of this section, the DEIS indicates that prior to
construction 2 acres of commercial/industrial land would be retained as permanent right-of-way.
The phrase “Prior to construction”, should be replaced with “Following Construction”.

Section 4.10 _ Cultural Resources

On page 4-99 the first paragraph, first sentence should read: “Section 106 of the
NHPA, as amended, requires the FERC to take into account the effects of their undertakings on
historic properties listed in, or eligible for the NRHP, and to provide the ACHP a reasonable
opportunity to comment.” Guardian recommends deleting the “(including the issuance of
Certificates)”. The first sentence of the second paragraph, first sentence should read: “The
FERC is responsible for consulting with the appropriate SHPO/THPO and any other interested
parties as part of the identification and evaluation of historic properties, assessment of the effects
of the undertaking on historic properties, development of avoidance and protection plans as
needed, and development of mitigation plans as needed.”

Section 4.10.1.1

The first sentence of this section should be clarified to read: “Guardian | ap44

had a contractor..... conduct a Phase I cultural resource survey for all accessible portions of the
Project.” The second sentence should be clarified to read: “The surveys covered about 7.6 miles
of the proposed pipeline right-of-way within the Sovereign Oneida Nation of Wisconsin Indian

Reservation and 84.4 miles of proposed pipeline right-of-way corridor outside of the reservation

4749031 13
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AP-42 With consideration to Guardian’s proposed pipeline amendments
submitted to the FERC on April 25, 2007 and July 2, 2007, section
4.7.1.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include the appropriate
amended information.

AP-43  Section 4.7.1.5 of the FEIS has been revised to include this
information. The comment regarding section 4.10 has been noted.

AP-44  With consideration to Guardian’s proposed pipeline amendments
submitted to the FERC on April 25, 2007 and July 2, 2007, section
4.10.1.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include the appropriate
amended information.
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AP-45 Section 4.10.1.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this
information.

boundary.” The fourth sentence should be revised as follows: “The width of the archaeological | AP-45
survey corridor was 200 feet except at stream and road crossings where it was 400 feet to

accommodate ATWSs.”

Section 4.10.4 _ . . . .
On page 4-103, the third sentence of the fourth paragraph should read: “Guardian, | Ap46 AP-46 .Sefctlon :1104 of the FEIS has been revised to include this
InTormation.

in consultation with the SHPO, THPO, ACHP, and other interested parties, would then explore
ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate the adverse effects. As such they may be required to
produce site avoidance and protection plans, or site-specific treatment plans for the mitigation of
adverse effects to historic properties that can not be avoided.”

Section 5.0 Conclusions and Recommendations

o o ) S o AP-47  Section 5.0 of the FEIS has been revised as appropriate.
Mitigation measure 9 indicates that “Guardian must receive written authorization | AP-47

from the Director of OEP before commencing service for each phase of the Project.” The

Project does not contemplate phases, so it appears that this condition is not applicable to

Guardian. Thus, Guardian requests that the condition be removed in the FEIS.
T
CONCLUSION

Guardian acknowledges the comprehensive and thoughtful analysis that has been
undertaken by the Commission Staff, its environmental services contractor, and the staff of other
cooperating agencies in addressing the numerous comments of various parties and in the
development of the DEIS. As discussed above, Guardian is willing to address/adopt, as the case
may be, the recommended mitigation measures, and concurs with the fundamental conclusion
that “construction and operation of the proposed G-IT Project would result in limited adverse
environmental impacts and would be an environmentally acceptable action based on information
provided by Guardian and data developed from information requests, field investigations;

literature research; alternatives analysis; comments from federal, state and local agencies; and
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input from public groups and individual citizens and the [proposed] mitigation measures

recommended.” DEIS at 5-1.

In its final EIS, Guardian requests that the clarifications/refinements requested
herein be made to the text of the document and to the one recommended mitigation measure
identified above. In all other respects, Guardian respectfully requests that the DEIS, with the
additional information provided herein and with the requested refinements and clarifications, be
adopted into the environmental record as the FEIS in support of decision in these proceedings,
and that the Commission proceed expeditiously to grant the final text authorizations that have
been requested.

Respectfully submitted,

Bruce F. Kiely

Nadine Moustafa

BAKER BOTTS LL.P.

The Warner

1299 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20004-2400
(202) 639-7700

Attorneys for

GUARDIAN PIPELINE, L.L.C.

Dated: May 29, 2007
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
T hereby certify that on this 29th day of May, 2007, via first-class, postage prepaid
mail, I served a true and correct copy of the foregoing pleading on all intervenors on the official

service list compiled by the Secretary of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission in this

proceeding. M‘

Nadine Moustafa
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