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FA1-1 As stated in section 4.4.2.5 of the final environmental impact statement 

(FEIS), Guardian would prepare a Noxious Weed Management Plan that 
incorporates details regarding known occurrences of noxious weeds along 
the proposed pipeline alignment, current treatment of known noxious 
weed areas, and mitigation measures that Guardian would implement to 
minimize the spread and establishment of noxious weed species.  
Guardian would file its Noxious Weed Management Plan with the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) prior to construction. 

 
FA1-2 As shown in section 1.3, table 1.3-1 of the FEIS, Guardian has filed with 

the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) permit applications under 
Section 404 and Section 10 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) as well as a 
Chapter 30 Wetland/Water Body Certification with the Wisconsin 
Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) on April 30, 2007 with an 
amendment to the applications on June 18, 2007.  Environmental effects 
related to the loss of wetlands functions and values resulting from 
construction as well as the preferred mitigation measure will be provided 
by the COE and WNDR within the context of the permits issued under 
Section 404 and Section 10 of the CWA and Chapter 30. 

 
FA1-3 See response to FA1-2. 
 
FA1-4 The Project would impact very few acres of natural habitat for migratory 

birds because most of the area affected by the Project is agricultural land, 
which consists of 90 percent of the total affected acreage.  Guardian 
would consult with the U.S Fish and Wildlife Service to avoid impacts to 
listed threatened and endangered migratory bird species and would also 
consult with WDNR to minimize impacts to state-listed migratory bird 
species.  Guardian would maintain its permanent right-of-way (outside of 
agricultural and residential areas) in accordance with our Plan.  This 
would restrict mowing and routine vegetation maintenance from April 15 
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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FA1-6 See response to comment FA1-2. 
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FA2-1 See response to comment PM2-18 
 
FA2-2 Guardian stated in a letter to Senator Feingold on June 1, 2007, 

iImpacts 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 regulated or traced in any way by the 
Commission. 

 
FA2-3 Comment noted. 
 
FA2-4 Comment noted. 
 
FA2-5 See responses to comments FA2-2 and PM2-18. 
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FA2-6 See responses to comments FA2-2 and PM2-18. 
 
 
 
 
 
FA2-7 See response to comment FA2-2 and PM2-18. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FA2-8 Prior to construction, Guardian would give advanced notice of its 

construction schedule to farmers, so crops can be harvested.  Guardian 
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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FA2-9 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
FA2-10 Guardian met with Town of Byron officials on August 9, 2006 and, after 

reviewing the concerns raised by the Town, was able to identify and adopt 
a route variation that has largely addressed the expressed concerns. See 
also response to comment PM2-18. 

 
 
 
 
FA2-11 See responses to comments FA2-10, PM2-18, and IND1-1. 
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FA3 United States Environmental Protection Agency 
 Page 1 of 6 
 
FA3-1 As stated in section 4.4.2.4, about 51.6 acres of forest would be affected by 

construction and 33.5 acres would be permanently impacted for the life of the G-
II project and the related branch lines, which is already highly fragmented and 
not considered to be critical habitat for any threatened or endangered species.  
However, as proposed, the construction and operation of the pipeline laterals 
would not result in the clearing of extensive wooded areas.  As indicated in 
section 4.7.3.3, the majority of forest land that would be crossed, would be 
located along the existing ATC right-of-way.  By collocating within this right-
of-way, potential construction impacts on forest land have been minimized to 
the extent practicable. In addition, the Project would not cross any federal, state 
or local parks or forest. Guardian would also follow our Plan and Procedures 
which would further minimize impacts.  Those forested areas temporarily 
impacted by construction would be allowed to naturally revegetate.  Given the 
measures that would be applied by Guardian and the already highly fragmented 
nature of the forest lands currently found along the proposed route, we believe 
impacts would be sufficiently minimized with no further compensation required. 
This determination is also consistent with the findings of Environmental 
Assessments (EAs) produced independently by both the Wisconsin PSC and 
WDNR for the Guardian Project and related nonjurisdictional pipeline facilities.  

As stated in section 4.3.2.1 the pipeline would cross one WDNR-owned 
conservation easement located at MP 57.7 along Pipe Creek and would 
temporarily affect about 0.61 acre of the easement.  However, this portion of the 
pipeline would be collocated with the ATC powerline easement and thereby 
minimize impacts to the conservation area.  Guardian would also follow our 
Plan and Procedures and cooperate with the WDNR which would further 
minimize impacts and maintain the integrity of the easement.  WDNR would 
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-LM. 
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FA3-3 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. 

FA3-4 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. 

FA3-5 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 P-107

 

 
 
 

FA3 Continued, Page 4 of 6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FA3-6 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. 

 
FA3-7 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 Continued, Page 5 of 6 
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 
new location west of the DEIS location.  Geotechnical investigations conducted 
by Guardian and filed with the FERC on September 7, 2007 at this location 
indicate very favorable conditions for installing the pipeline using the HDD 
method.  At this time, Guardian does not anticipate the need for an alternative 
crossing method for the Fox River. However, in the event the planned HDD 
crossing of the Fox River fails, Guardian would be required to develop final 
alternative crossing plans in consultation with the COE, EPA Regional Manager, 
and WDNR Project Coordinator.  We have recommended that Guardian file the 
final alternative crossing plans with the Secretary for review and for written 
approval from the Director of the OEP prior to conducting any such alternative 
crossing.  This has been added to Section 4.3.2.3. 

 
FA3-9 Guardian has indicated that they would coordinate the installation of the pipeline 

at the Fox River and Rock River with the appropriate WDNR and U.S. EPA 
staff.  At this time no consultations have taken place with the WDNR or U.S. 
EPA staff.  Prior to construction, Guardian will coordinate further with WDNR 
and the U. S. EPA. 

 
FA3-10 As stated in section 4.4.1.2 only 61.4 acres of wetlands would be temporarily 

disturbed by the construction of the G-II project.  Of this amount, only 3.4 acres 
of wetlands would be retained for operation and maintenance of the pipeline.  
Approximately 3.2 acres of previously forested wetlands would be permanently 
maintained as emergent and scrub-shrub wetlands as a result of routine 
vegetation clearing along the pipeline.  No high quality emergent wetlands and 
only 3.2 acres of forested wetland would be permanently affected by the 
operation of the Project. 

 
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.   
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FA3-13 See response to comment FA3-2.   
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SAI  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SAI-1 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. 

 
SAI-2 Section 2.9.2.1 of the final environmental impact statement (FEIS) has 

been revised to include this information. 
 
SAI-3 Section 2.9.2.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include this 

information. 
 
SAI-4 Section 4.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this information. 
 
SAI-5 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. 

 
SAI-6 Section 4.5.1.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this 

information  
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SAI-7 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. 

 
SAI-8 Section 4.5.1.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this 

information. 
 
SAI-9 Section 4.5.2.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this 

information. 
 
SAI-10 Section 4.5.2.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this 

information. 
 
SAI-11 Section 4.6.2.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this 

information. 
 
SAI-12 Section 4.6.3 of the FEIS has been revised to include this information. 
 
SAI-13 Section 4.7.3.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include this 

information. 
 
SAI-14 Section 4.7.3.3 of the FEIS has been revised to include this 

information. 
 
SAI-15 Section 4.7.5.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this 

information. 
 
SAI-16 Section 4.7.5.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this 

information. 
 
SAI-17 Section 4.7.5.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this 

information. 
 
SAI-18 See response to comment SA1-15. 
 
SAI-19 Section 4.11.1.4 of the FEIS has been revised to include this 

information. 
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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. 
 
SAI-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. 
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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. 
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CO1  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO1-1 Section 2.9 of the final environmental impact statement (FEIS) has 

been revised to include this information. 
 
CO1-2 Section 2.9 of the FEIS has been revised to include this information. 
 
CO1-3 Section 2.9.2.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this 

information. 
 
 
CO1-4 Comment noted. 
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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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IND1  
 
 
IND1-1 As discussed in section 4.7.4.2 of the final environmental impact 

statement (FEIS), Guardian has received comments indicating that the 
pipeline route would traverse areas that have the potential for 
development in the future or were identified in Smart Growth Plans as 
possible building areas.  However, as of October 2006, there have 
been no specific plans or plots proposed for development along the 
proposed pipeline route and/or associated aboveground facilities in De 
Kalb County, Illinois or Jefferson, Dodge, Fond du Lac, Calumet, and 
Outagamie Counties Wisconsin.  Consultations with the Brown 
County Planning Department indicated that four planned residential 
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.   

 
IND1-2 As discussed in sections 2.3.1.2 and 4.1.1 of the FEIS, Guardian 

would conduct blasting activities in accordance with all applicable 
federal, state and local laws, permits and authorizations.  The 
contractor would conduct pre-blasting evaluations of the rock, as 
needed, to develop specific blasting operations and monitoring plans 
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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IND2  
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IND2-1 See response to PM2-18. 
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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-II 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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IND2-5 See section 3.3.5.4 of the FEIS for a discussion regarding the Maxey 

Modification. 
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IND2-6 See response to IND2-5. 
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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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IND3-5 See response to IND2-3. 
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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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses P-135



Guardian Expansion & Extension Project 
 
IND5  
IND5-1 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. 

 
IND5-2 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. 

 
IND5-3 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. 

 
IND5-4 See response to IND2-1. 
 
IND5-5 See response to PM1-14. 
 
IND5-7 See response to IND2-3. 

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses P-136



IND5 Continued, page 2 of 3 
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IND5 Continued, page 2 of 3 
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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. 

 

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses P-139



Guardian Expansion & Extension Project 
 
IND7  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND7-1 See responses to IND3-4 and IND5-2. 
 
 
 
IND7-2 See response to IND5-3. 
 
IND7-3 See response to PM2-18. 
 
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 
migrate to the surface and dissipate into the air.  It would not affect 
groundwater because it is a gas and is not water soluble. 

 
 
 

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses P-140



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.   
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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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Guardian Expansion & Extension Project 
 
IND11  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND11-1 The pipeline amendment proposed by Guardian on April 25, 2007 

and then amended on July 2, 2007 constitutes an additional 5.7 
miles of pipeline from that originally considered in the DEIS. This 
amended route has been evaluated by the FERC in cooperation with 
other federal, state, and local agencies, and has taken into 
consideration the concerns of affected landowners and other 
stakeholders.  The amended route has undergone a full 
environmental evaluation, the results of which  are discussed within 
the context of this EIS.  

 
IND11-2 The pipeline amendment proposed by Guardian on April 25, 2007 

and then amended on July 2, 2007 constitutes an additional 179.5 
acres of construction impacts and 83.2 acres of operational impacts.  
The pipeline route as amended will temporarily impact a total of 
59.8 acres of wetlands during construction and permanently impact 
at total 3.4 acres of wetlands during operation.  Refer to sections 
4.4.1 and 4.7 of the FEIS for a detailed discussion of impacts and 
mitigation measure to wetlands and land use. 

 
IND11-3 See response to PM1-7. 
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IND11 Continued , page 2 of 2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND11-4 As part of the right-of-way procurement process, Guardian would 

negotiate with the affected landowners/operators to obtain an 
easement agreement that governs mining activities in the immediate 
vicinity of the permanent pipeline right-of-way and/or establishes an 
adequate buffer zone between active mining areas and the proposed 
pipeline.  Compensation for any losses or limitations on mining 
operations (current or future expansion) would be addressed during 
those easement negotiations. 

 
IND11-5 As indicated in the response to IND6, Guardian has consulted with 

the Outagamie County Planning Department and has received 
confirmation that there are no currently proposed residential or 
commercial developments within 0.5 mile of the proposed pipeline 
route.  Refer also to the responses to IND1-1 and PM2-18.   

 



Guardian Expansion & Extension Project 
 
IND12  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND12-1 Refer to response PM1-1. 
 
IND12-2 Refer to response PM1-1. 
 
IND12-3 Refer to response PM1-1. 
 
IND12-4 Agricultural use could continue after construction of the pipeline, 

except for a few areas where aboveground facilities would be 
located.  Guardian would typically purchase property for 
compressor stations and meter stations and would pay back State of 
Wisconsin Farmland Preservation Program tax credits if required.  
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Guardian Expansion & Extension Project 
 
IND13  
 
IND13-1 See responses to IND3-3, IND3-4, and IND11-1. 
IND13-2 See response to PM1-8. 
IND13-3 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. 

IND13-4 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. 

 
IND13-5 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. 

 
IND13-6 See response to IND13-4. 

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses P-147



Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses P-148

 

IND13 Continued , page 2 of 2 
 
 
IND13-7 See response to IND2-3. 
IND13-8 See responses to IND13-7 and PM1-7. 
 
 
 
 



Guardian Expansion & Extension Project 
 
IND14  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND14-1 See response to PM2-18. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND14-2 As a result of the July 2, 2007 amendment, the Fox Valley Meter 

Station will be located within this parcel of land. 
 
IND14-3 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. 

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses P-149



Guardian Expansion & Extension Project 
 
IND15  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND15-1 See response to IND3-5. 
 
 
IND15-2 See response to PM2-18. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND15-3 See response to PM1-8. 
 
 
IND15-4 See response to IND11-4. 
 
IND15-5 See response to PM2-11. 
 

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses P-150



Guardian Expansion & Extension Project 
 
IND16  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND16-1 It appears from the aerial photography-based alignment sheets of the 

proposed route provided by Guardian, that the alternative route 
provided crosses the Sheboygan River at a location that has a more 
extensive and more mature coverage of forested and scrub/shrub 
wetlands than the proposed crossing location on Guardian’s 
proposed route.  This route also traverses a longer distance through 
fields that are wetter, increasing the amount of tiles that would need 
to be repaired and increasing the compaction potential.  
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IND16 Continued, page 2 of 3 
 
 
 
IND16-2 See response to PM2-18. 
 
 
 
 
IND16-3 See response to IND16-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND16-4 Notification coincided with the FERC Prefiling Review Process.  A 

Notice of Intent was issued to stakeholders on May 19, 2006/ 
4 
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Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

IND16 Continued, page 3 of 3 

P-153

 
 
 
 
 
 
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. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5 



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.  
 
 
 

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses P-154



Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

IND17 Continued, page 2 of 2 

P-155

 
 
 
 
 
IND17-4 See response to PM2-18. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Guardian Expansion & Extension Project 
 
IND18  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND18-1 See response to PM1-7. 
 
 
 
 
IND18-2 See responses to IND 3-3 and IND3-4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND18-3 See response to PM2-18. 
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Guardian Expansion & Extension Project 
 
IND19  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND19-1 Both the trail and placing the pipeline adjacent to the trail are 

discussed as one alternative because placing the pipeline within the 
trail itself would still require the use of land adjacent to the trail 
during construction.  Using the trail is longer and affects more 
wetlands as shown in table 3.3.3-5 of the FEIS.  The trail may 
possibly be historic because it makes use of an old railroad corridor 
dating to the 1860s, but this would have to be studied further.  The 
trail would have to be closed during construction and restoration 
reducing recreational opportunities in the area.  The trees along the 
trail would be cleared for construction.  Also, using the proposed 
route avoids placing the pipeline through the middle of the town of 
Greenleaf close to several residences and businesses. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses P-157



 Guardian Expansion & Extension Project 
 
IND20 Ruth Anne Tobias, page 1 of 1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND20-1 Comment noted. 

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses P-158



 

Guardian Expansion & Extension Project 
 
IND21 Robert, Debby, David, and Karen Vande Voort, page 1 of 1 
 
 
 
 
IND21-1 Refer to responses IND1-1 and PM2-18. 
 
IND21-2 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.  

 
IND21-3 Refer to response PM2-18. 
 
IND21-4 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. 

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses P-159



 

Guardian Expansion & Extension Project 
 
IND22 Warren and Gloria Maass, Page 1 of 2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND22-1 Refer to response IND3-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND22-2 The FEIS has been updated to reflect the amended pipeline route.  
 
 
 
 
IND22-3 Refer to responses IND3-3, IND3-4, IND11-1, IND11-4, IND13-2, 

PM1-7, and PM2-18. 
 
 

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses P-160



Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses P-161

 

 

 
IND22 Continued, Page 2of 2 

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

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
IND22-5 Refer to response IND2-3. 
 



 

 

Guardian Expansion & Extension Project 
 
IND23 Daniel and Mary Vanden Heuvel, Page 1 of 1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND23-1 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.   

 
IND23-2 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 P-162



 

 

Guardian Expansion & Extension Project 
 
AP  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses P-163



 

AP Continued, page 2 of 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
AP-1 Section 3.3.2 of the final environmental impact statement (FEIS) has 

been updated to reflect this change. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
AP-2 Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS has been updated to reflect this change. 

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses P-164



 

 

AP Continued, page 3 of 16 
 
 
 
AP-3 Section 3.3.3 of the FEIS has been revised to include this information. 

 

AP-4 Section 3.3.3 of the FEIS has been revised to include this information. 

 

 
AP-5 Section 3.3.3 of the FEIS has been revised to include this information. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
AP-6 Section 3.3.3 of the FEIS has been revised to include this information. 

 
AP-7 Section 3.3.3 of the FEIS has been revised to include this information. 

 
 
 
 
 
AP-8 Section 3.3.3 of the FIS has been revised to include this information. 

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses P-165



 

AP Continued, page 4 of 16 
 
AP-9 Section 3.3.4.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this 

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

information. 
 
 
AP-11 Section 3.3.4.6 of the FEIS has been revised to include this 

information. 
 
AP-12 As a result of amendments to the G01 Project on April 24, 2007 and 

July 2, 2007 the pipeline route no longer crosses Oneida Reservation 
Lands.  Modifications to pipeline route and the corresponding 
alternatives analyzed are discussed in section 3.3.3.6 

 
 
 
 
AP-13 Comment noted. 
 

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses P-166



 

 

AP Continued, page 5 of 16 
 
 
 
 

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses P-167



 

AP Continued, page 6 of 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
AP-14 Section 3.3.5.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this 

information. 

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses P-168



 

 

AP Continued, page 7 of 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
AP-15 Section 3.3.6.1 of the FEIS has been revised accordingly. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
AP-16 Comment noted.  

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses P-169



  

AP Continued, page 8 of 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
AP-17 With consideration to Guardian’s proposed pipeline amendments 

submitted to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) on 
April 25, 2007 and July 2, 2007, section 4.2.2.1 of the FEIS has been 
revised to include the appropriate amended information.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
AP-18 With consideration to Guardian’s proposed pipeline amendments 

submitted to the FERC on April 25, 2007 and July 2, 2007, section 
4.2.2.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include the appropriate 
amended information. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
AP-19 With consideration to Guardian’s proposed pipeline amendments 

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 
amended information. 

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses P-170



 

 

AP Continued, page 9 of 16 
 
AP-20 Section 4.2.2.4 of the FEIS has been revised to include this 

information. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
AP-21 With consideration to Guardian’s proposed pipeline amendments 

submitted to the FERC on April 25, 2007 and July 2, 2007, section 
4.2.2.6 of the FEIS has been revised to include the appropriate 
amended information. 

 
 
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 
amended information. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
AP-23 Section 4.4.2.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include this 

information. 

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses P-171



 

AP Continued, page 10 of 16 
 
 
AP-24 With consideration to Guardian’s proposed pipeline amendments 

submitted to the FERC on April 25, 2007 and July 2, 2007, section 
4.4.2.4 of the FEIS has been revised to include the appropriate 
amended information. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
AP-25 Section 4.4.2.5 of the FEIS has been revised to include this 

information. 
 
 
 
AP-26 With consideration to Guardian’s proposed pipeline amendments 

submitted to the FERC on April 25, 2007 and July 2, 2007, section 
4.4.5.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include the appropriate 
amended information. 

 
 
 
AP-27 With consideration to Guardian’s proposed pipeline amendments 

submitted to the FERC on April 25, 2007 and July 2, 2007, section 
4.5.2.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include the appropriate 
amended information. 

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses P-172



 

 

AP Continued, page 11 of 16 
 
 
AP-28 Section 4.5.2.3 of the FEIS has been revised to include this 

information. 
 
 
 
AP-29 Section 4.6 of the FEIS has been revised to include this information. 
 
 
 
 
 
AP-30 Section 4.6.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this information. 
 
 
AP-31 Section 4.6.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this information. 
 
 
 
AP-32 Section 4.6.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this information. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
AP-33 Section 4.6.2.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this 

information. 
 
AP-34 Section 4.6.2.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this 

information. 
 
AP-35 Section 4.6.2.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this 

information. 

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses P-173



 

AP Continued, page 12 of 16 
 
 
 
AP-36 Section 4.6.2.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this 

information. 
AP-37 Section 4.6.2.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this 

information.  
AP-38 Section 4.6.2.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this 

information. 
 
 
 
 
 
AP-39 Section 4.6.2.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include this 

information. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
AP-40 With consideration to Guardian’s proposed pipeline amendments 

submitted to the FERC on April 25, 2007 and July 2, 2007, section 
4.7.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include the appropriate amended 
information. 

 
AP-41 With consideration to Guardian’s proposed pipeline amendments 

submitted to the FERC on April 25, 2007 and July 2, 2007, section 
4.7.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include the appropriate amended 
information. 

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses P-174



 

 

AP Continued, page 13 of 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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. 

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses P-175



 

AP Continued, page 14 of 16 
 
AP-45 Section 4.10.1.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include this 

information. 
 
 
 
AP-46 Section 4.10.4 of the FEIS has been revised to include this 

information. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
AP-47 Section 5.0 of the FEIS has been revised as appropriate. 

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses P-176



 

 

AP Continued, page 15 of 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses P-177



AP Continued, page 16 of 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

P-178

 

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
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