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.January 29, 1991 

M•. Lol• CaBhell, Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Cosnl••lon 
825 North Capitol Street, N . l. 
Wa•hlnqton, DC 20426 

t··· . 
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·:· 

Dear Me. Caehall• 

. �·,r. 
REt DIIS - PCT/PC�E � Aitamoi� · 

Natural GaB Pipeline Projecte :·. 
Docket No . CP89-460-001 :: 

Docket No. CP-90-1375-000 ·r. 
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FAI-1 1 The Soil Cone•rvatlon Service ln Wyoming ha• no comment on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Stat&Dant for the PCT/PCE Expaneion - Alt.-ant Natural 
Gae Pipeline Project• . 

� 

We thAnk you for the opportunity to review and comment . 

Sincerely, 

cc: Hr. Hark c. Kalp1n (PGT/PG&E Expansion Project), 
Mr. Laurence J. Sauter, Jr. (Alta.ont Project) • 

fh• $.11 Col'l�ilf .... � S.wtee 
'' •• •Vflrocy nf the [.••:•"•'-"' ol AQII(;utlotl'!' 

RECEIVED BY 
FEB ll 7 b: 1 

1_.1111. a.tWIU Mil PIIOitl AllllMIUIDI 

[U.S. Department ot Apicuhure, SoU Conse"atlon Se"ke, Casper, Wyomln&) 

· FAl-l 1bank you for your comment lctler. 

FA-1 



United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 

IN uru 
lUll JO 
GP-420 

Ms. Lois Cashell 

Great Plaine Reaioa 
P.O. loa UIOO 

111 11•1•, lloUo•o 11101•1900 

Ft!:l:.): :tl 

Secret31)', Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
825 Nonh Capitol Street, N.E. 
Washington DC 20426 

RECEIVED BY 
FEB 2 1 ���� 

IIMIIJIIIUIII. CGIPIIW IG PIOlltl 
Nlll.nlSIUIOI 

Subject: Comments on the PGTIPG&E and Altamont Natural Gas Pipeline Projects 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), Docket No. CP90-1375-000 
(EIS) 

Dear Ms. CasheD: 

FA2-II We have reviewed your draft EIS and submit the foUowing comments: 

1. We suggest that the lanpage on Table 1-4, Page 1-18, be amended as foUows: 

a. Agency: U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation. 

b. Permit/Authority: Review authority in consultation with BLM and applicant. 

c. Agency Action: Review construction, land use, and rehabilitation plans. 
Provide mitigating measures and stipulations 10 BLM 10 be iDcluded in the permit. 
Conduct onsite inspection prior 10 construction. 

FA2-21 2. On page 6-37, we would lite 10 see the section titled "J'ERC Stair 
Recommeaded Mltipdoll Meas•res ror the Allamoat Project" changed 10 "''ERC Stall' 

. Enviropmental Commitments ror the Allamollt Projec:t." 

FA2-31  3. In  reference to  item SO on page 6-38, the Bureau of  Reclamation (Reclamation) 
will request a review of any plan for the control of noxious weeds on Reclamation land 
before such a plan is implemented. Any such plans should be forwarded to the Project 
Manager, Montana Projects Office, Bureau of Reclamation, P.O. Box 30137, 
Billings, Montana 59107-0137. 

FA2-4 1 4. In regard to cultural resources addressed on page 4M-5, paragraph 1, and page 
6-41, items 67 and 68, Reclamation reserves the right 10 mate determinations of 

FA-2 

PA2-I 

FA2-2 

FA2-3 

FA2-4 

(U.S. Department or the Interior, Bureau or Rec:lamation, Billinp, Montana] 

Comment accepted. See change to Table 1-4. 

The FERC staff cannot mate commitments for Altamont. We will, however, recommend that 
the mitigation measures in Chapter 6 of the FEIS be attached as conditions to any FERC 
eertificate issued for Altamont's proposed projec:t. 

Thank you for your comment. The language of this recommendation specifically recognizes the 
role of federal land managing agencies in any plans to control noxious weeds on federal lands. 

As lead Federal agency with jurisdiction over the undertaking, the FERC has a legal 
responsibility to comply with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. This 
includes evaluating historical significance, pursuant to 36 CFR Pan 800.4(c), for the entire 
project. However, be assured that as pan of the ongoing consultation with your office, as an 
interested pany, the Bureau of Reclamation's (BOR) views on determinations of eligibility will 
be taken into account on lands administered by the BOR. 



2 PAl-4 1 eligibility lor cultural resource sites on Reclamation lands. This requirement will be 
(coat.) listed as a special stipulation on the permit issued by the Bureau of Land Management. 

If you have any questions, please contact Mark Beatty (FI'S SSS-6423 or 406-657-6423) 
of this office. 

Sincerely, 

NEIL STESSMAN 

Roger K. Patterson 
Regional Director 

cc: Mr. Laurence J. Sauter, Jr. (Altamont Project) 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
82S North Capitol Street, NE 
Washington DC 20426 

FA-3 



FA3-I 

� v Unired States Department of the Interior 
BUUAU OP l.I!CI.AMA110N 

INIIKY IUD TO' 
UC-4)9 

,.s, Lois Cashell 
Secretary 

UJ111D COI.O&ADO UGIONAL OfPICI 
PO. lOX II* 

SALT LAitJ OTY, UTAH 14t47 

FEB 2 8 1991 

t'ederal inergy Regulatory Connlsslon 
d2) North Capitol Street, NE. 
�ashlngton DC 20426 

)ubject: Environmental Impact Statement, Alta.ont Gas Transmission Company, 
Docket No. CP90-1375-DOU, Seedskadee and Eoen Projects, Wyoming 
(fERC E IS) 

Oear Ms. Cashell: 

�� have reviewed your draft Environmental l�act Statement (EIS) tor the 
Altamont Natural Gas Pipeline Project. The proposed route of the pipeline will 
cross withdrawn and fee lands acquired by the United States througb the Bureau 
of Reclamation (�eclamatlon) for the Seedskadee and Eden Projects, 

Reclamation offers no objection to the proposed route; however, as stated In a 
letter from Reclamation to you dated November 3,19d9, copy enclosed, the 
pipeline project crosses several features of the Eden Project, such as the 
E-�AH. F-20, Farson, F-24, F-27, E-6, and Westside laterals, F-10, F-3, W-6, and 
�-1, drains, Eden Canal, and the �-19 sublateral, 

Additionally, as stated In the enclosed letter, It Is l�eratlve that the 
superintendent at Fontenelle o .. be contacted prior to any crossing of the Green 
�lver and features of the Seedskadee Project, and tne Eden Valley Irrigation and 
Drainage District In farson be contacted prior to any crossing of the Eden 
Project features. 

The permit for the pipeline right-of-way will be Issued under the authority of 
the !920 Mineral Leasing Act, as ��ended by Public Law 93-153, dated 
November 16, 1973, Since the pipeline right-of-way crosses public land 
administered by the Bureau of Land M!nagement (BLM), BLM, In concurrence with 
Reclamation, will Issue the rlght-ot-.ay penalt for the use of the lands for the 
burled pipeline In the Seedskadee and Eden Projects. 

Sincerely, 

l::-ry V.-'.:4��c.:\ :�.�' RECEIVED BY 
�O�oland oloblson 

Regional Director 
MAR 0 4 1'1�·• 

111¥--[IIAI. COIIPUMC£ MO PIOllCI 
AMMIIIAIO Enclosure 

FA-4 

FA3-I 

[U.S. Department or the Interior, Bureau or Reclamation, Sah Lake City, Utah) 

1bank you for your comments. We have alened the applicant that these features would be 
crossed, and that the individuals identified in your leiter of November 3, 1989, be contacted 
prior to crossing these features. 



cc: State Director, Bureau of Land Management, Wyoming State Office, 
PO Box 182d, Cheyenne MY d2003 

Ms. Salley Haverly, Bureau of Land Management, 1g93 Dewar Drive, 
Rock Springs IIY 82�1 

Ms. Lauren O'Donnell 
Project Manager 
federal tnergy Regulatory Commission 
82� North Capitol Street, NE. 
o�ash lngton OC 21l42Ci 

Office of Environmental Project Review (ER89/750) 
1dth and C Street, Nil., Roon 2340 
Mashlnyton oc 20240 

Mr. Toa Taliaferro 
President 
Eden Valley Irrigation and 

Drainage District 
PO Box 174 
farson MY 132932 

(each w/enc 1) 

2 
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FA3-2 

IJC-4!17 

Ms. Lots Ca1hell 
�o!crottar.r 

;11N 3 HH 

federal Energ.r Regulator.r C�ls1ton. 
825 horth Capitol Street, Nf 
lll$hlngton lit 20426 

�r&"'-IIIIL f\cJ>OIHS 

Subject: EnwtrOMental Report, Alt..,.lt Gas Transportation Project, Seedskadee 
ana Edell ProJects, 11.r011tng (fnwlrGM�ntal Report) 

Dear Its. Casllell: 

The B11reau of Recl .. tta. (Recllllltton) rKOIIIIzes that our c-nts wtll be 
received .. n be.rond tile c-ot periOd deedltne. We, ...,..wer, did not receive 
the 11ottce of l•teat or the strip -.ps Ullttl after OctGber 19, 1989. w. hope 
that our c-•ts will be of benefit. 

The a1tvn•11t of the pipeline crones several wltlldr•11 and one fee acqutr·ed 
sec tton of tile Seedstadee ProJect. Features of tile Eden ProJect that wt 11 be 
affected will be tile E-5AH, F-zo. Farson. F-24, F-27, E-6. and Westside 
laterals, F-lu. F-l, 11-6·. and 11-7 drat••• Edt• C•al; and 11-19 sulllateral. 

It wt 11 be t��perattwe that the supert•tendent at Fontenelle D•, and the Eden 
vallt.r lrrtgatta. _. Drat• ... District 111 Fers011 be contacted prior to 1117 
crossing of tht &ree• Rtwer or tile Eclell ProJect feat.rn. 

lie -ld ltkt to tlke tilts G��Portuntt.r to clartf.r the Jurisdictional 
responstllltlttla sllartd lll.r Recl .. tiOII and tile Bureau flf Lllld Nallag .. nt (BLM). 
Recl .. ttDR lias J•rtsdtctton ower tile Edell ProJect lands e�eept for 9rutng 
Mlllll•••t 1M ot1 _. 111 concems cowered lll.r tile 1920 Mineral Leash19 Act. 
ILM •nattt tlleH NIOirctS lllldtr • ll,..._llt betwtto tile boo �ttnctes. Tht 
s .. holds .._ fer tile Sttdl&edee Project, eacept tllat lllt also •n���ts 
recreation at r.c...11e Reservoir and tile two CIIIPtrOIIods 011 tile &re• Rher 
d0111111tre• fna tile ... 

AlthoUgh cultllral resoun:11, plant and ant•l spec Itt, Ills torte: trails, 
recreation. ftsllerlll _. otllers· art discussed In the Alt_,.t Enwt�ntal 
l��pect Report (EIR). U.re Is no supporting data to rewtew. We do not fttl we 
c:u adequetel.r c:-.t 011 Ulfte Issues at thts tl•. 

FA-6 

FAJ-2 See response to FAJ-1. 



lie apprec iate tile .,ortuntty to co-.nt on Alt.-.st•s EIR. Once the 
bvlrOMtlltal lllfiCt Report/Stat-nt preparH by fHeral Eneru Re gulatory 
c ... tssiOII h COIIflete d 110 -ld appreciate recelvlnt a copy for co-.nt. 

Any .-utons cu be referred to Lorene Cllrtstens011 . FTS 588-4100. 

Sincerely. 

V\' J t:', ·} ·;,i 
FUR Roland RollhOII 

Re giona l Director 

CCI • Its, Lauren O'DonM11 
ProJect Nuager 
federal Ener11 Re,.latory c ... tsstoe 
83 llertll Capitol StrHt0 • 
WasHington DC 20426 

Mr. Laurence J. Sauter 
Project Manager 
federal Ener91 Regulatoryt ... tsslon 
825 North Capitol Street. NE 
Washington DC 20426 

Office of Envlron.e11tal Project Review ([RSg/750) 
R ... 2340 
18th and C Street. NW 
liashtngton DC 20240 

Mr. T .. Taliaferro 
President 
Eden Valley Irrigation and Drainage District 
P.O. Sox 174 
farson 1ft 82932 

be: Chief. f.t.t .. Sorge Field Division. Dutch John UT 
Atteal ... : lary D. Sutterfield 

bee: UC-4500 UC-4300 UC-150. UC-457 

WBR: LChrlstensen:kc:l0/23/89:588-4100:CL.90.2 

2 

FA-7 



. • United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAUOP�nON . . MID-PACIPIC UOION 

IU.AMATH nGIECI' 
- WA81111UIJt WAY 

IN IIEPLY 
UfU1'0: IU.AMATH rAUA. OUOON ,__ 

ENY 6.00 
ICO· l40 

MAR 4 

Ns. Lola Cashell, Seeretary 
Federal Energy' Regulatory C�lsslon 
825 North Capitol Street, N.E. 
Yashlngton, DC 20426 

1991. 
<?IC.C�\>J�O e'l 

� \\ .. \q'i\ ��,.ct'tll¢-

\,(1�� 
Subj eet: C�nts on the Draft Envlron.ental I•paet State .. nt (EJS) for the 

PCT/PC&E Expansion • Alt-.ont Natural Cas Pipe l ine (EJS) 

Dear Ns Cashell: 

fA4-ll The IClaaath Proj eet of the Bureau of Reelaaat lon does not objeet to the 
pre ll•lnary location of the pipel ine . Our only eoneern at thls tl .. ls the 
eonstruetlon sehedule .  If lt ls neeessary to eross one of the Projeet•s 
lrrlgatlon eanals, lt .ust be aeeompllshed during the non·lrrlgatlon season 
usually between Nareh 15 and Oetober 15. Exaet dates vlll  depend upon local 
eondl tlons affeetlng agrleultural praetlees. 

Please plaee us on your notlfleatlon l lst for future lnfor.atlon perta ining to 
the Envlr�ntal lmpaet Stata .. nt and pipeline eonstruetlon. 

Slneere ly, 

�� 
Aet lng �:!'�nagar 

ee: �rk C .  ICalpln (PCT/PC&E Expansion Projeet) 
Laurftneft J. Sauter, Jr. (Al ta.ont Projeet) 
(Both at .... address •• thls letter) 

FA-8 

FA4·1 

[U.S. Dep1111ment of the Interior, Bureau or Reclamation, Klamath Falls, Orqoa) 

Thank you for your comment. The staff's procedures in AppendiJt C-3 allow appropriate 
permitting agencies to eJtpand or restrict the staff's recommended time window for constJUCJion 
in order to address site-specific circumstances. 



\ ....... � 
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Dli'ARTM£NT OF HlAllH & HUMAN SlRVIC£S PuhCtc Hul th Serv-ice 

Ms . Lois cashel l ,  Secretary 

C�ntert for Oew•w Control 
Atlanta GA 30333 

February 28,  1991 

Fed�ral Energy Regulatory commission 
825 North capitol Street , N.E. 
Washington, DC 20426 

Dear Ms . cashell: 

We have completed our review of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) for PCT/PC'E and Altamont Natural Gas Pipeline 
Projects. We are responding on behalf of the u . s .  Public Health 
Service. 

FA5-ll We concur that construction across waterbodies and •ajor rivers, 
particularly those with conta•inated sedi•ents , have the greatest 
potential for adverse water quality i•pacts . We were pleased to 
note that a clearly defined, standardized set of construction 
procedures for stream and wetland crossings have been developed 
in conjunction with other cooperating agencies. However, in 
order to protect groundwater resources which are vital for publ ic 
and private supply systems , we bel ieve the FERC reco .. endation to 
require the applicant to submit, for inclusion in the Final EIS, 
a groundwater monitoring plan that could identify community and 
private supply wells and springs located near the proposed route 
be i•plemented . In the event groundwater suppl ies were 
contaainated, e•ergency aitigation would be i•ple•ented , 
including provision of a temporary potable water source. 

We bel ieve other health related issues have been adequately 
addressed, and the •it igation aeasures described, including 
containment of contaainants such as fuels and lubricants, appear 
to be adequate and appropriate for the proposed action. 

Thank you for the opportunity 
document . Please insure that 
list to receive a copy of the 
may indicate potential public 

cc: 
Mr . Mark c. Kalpin 
Mr. Laurence J, Sauter, Jr. 

to review and comment on this 
we are included on your •ail ing 
Final EIS, and future EIS ' s  which 
health i•pact . 

Sincerely yours, 

�:-:.. ... �e-1 .. /. � Jtenneth w. Holt, M . S.E.H.  
Special Progra•s Group (F29) 
Center for Environ•ental Health 

and Injury Control 

0 S'i �e.cE.\\lE 
\) b \'1 .. 

\l .. \\ , u� 't�U\tf} �t """ 
'11'"'-1:,\)111'1: '•' 

Ul'ti9.lll''li' flll����� 1\?J·!\' .. 

FAS-1 

FA-9 

(Department or Health and Human Services, Public Health Service, 
Centers ror Disease Control, Atlanta, Geor&la) 

Thank your for your comments. The recommendation to file a groundwater monitoring plan 
prior to commencing pipeline construction has been relained in the FEIS. 



8 � ..... " 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
tNA&.LA WALLA DISTR.CT. CORPS Of' €NGIN£1:RS WALLA WALLA, WA5HIHGTON H�82·826a 

February 2 8 ,  1991 

RECEIVED BY 
MAR 0 b ���I 

!II'IIIIOIIIILRI!I. Qllll'tWIC.l Ali:) PIOlltl 
AIIM ISIS !111'.111)1 

FA6-l l 
FA6-2 

·�·I 

Operations Division 

Ms. Lois Cashel l ,  Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory co .. ission 
825 North Capitol Street, N . E .  
Washington, DC 20426 

Dear Ms . Cashell : 

This is in regard to the Draft Environmental Iapact statement 
for the PGT/PG&E and Altamont natural gas pipel ine projects. This 
document has been reviewed as it relates to the Corps of Engineers ' 
regulatory responsibilities under Section 10 of the Rivers and 
Harbors Act of 1899 , and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The 
fol lowing co ... nts are being supplied for your consideration. 

a. The •Agency Action• sections of Table 1-4, page 1-17 , 
associated with Section 404 peralta should refer to •waters of 
the United States• ,  not •navigable waters• .  

b .  By adaission on page lE-2 , the wetland identification 
technique used for the PGT portion of the Draft Environaental 
Impact Stateaent, tends to underestiaate wetland areas. This 
could logically lead to an underestiaation of iapacts to wetlands . 
The Final Environaental Impact Statement should address the 
iapacts to all wetlands, and therefore should not be completed 
until all wetland have been delineated, their functions and 
values deterained , and the iapacts to the wetlands assessed . 
This complete assessaent of wetland iapacts aay eliainate the 
need for supplemental National Environmental Policy Act documen­
tation related to wetlands during the review of Departaent of the 
Aray perait appl ications. 

c. The impacts to wetlands discussed on page 4E-12 should 
emphasize the fact that the wetland areas are underestimated 
unless the Final Environmental Impact Statement wi ll address the 
impacts to exact wetland areas , and their functions and values, 
as deterained in the field. 

FA6-4 1 d. The mitigation measures for the Moyie River crossings 
discussed on page 4 F-6 will require Department of the Aray permits 

FA-10 
(U.S. A nny Corps of En&ineers, Walla Walla, Washln&fonJ 

FA6-l See revised Table 1 .4.  

FA6-2 See revised Chapter 3E. 

FA6-3 See revised Chapter 4E. 

FA6-4 Thank you for this information. 



-2-

f� I if they include discharges of dredged or fill material into waters (coaL) of the Un ited States. A statement to this effect should be 
included in this section. 

If  you should have any questions or need further information, 
please write or call Mr . Tim R.  Erkel at (509) 522-67 2 1 . 

Sincerely, 

Paul F.  Winborg 
Chief , Operations Division 

Copies Furnished : 

Mr. Mark c. Kalpin 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
825 North Capitol Street, N . E .  
washington , DC 204 26 

FA-ll 
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CJ 
.:1::=-:i FA-12 AMERICA= United States Department of the lnt�aior 

DIIUU 
pf'fU' 

Ms. Lots Cashell 
Secretary 

BUREAU OF RECWIATioi/ lfAll . · ,
· 

· 
PACIFIC NOITHWEST lEGION ·If 'o . . l.j: 

FED£11AL BUR.DINC a U.S. COUIITHOI)SI P,� I., . ( )' 
aox ool-550W£sr ron sraur·:: · .- -v. Ol BOISI.IIWIOU124_, ·., . ·_- '•· . 

·.� . .-, ... � ,. FEB 281991 ... : ., 

Federal Energy Regulatory Com.lsslon 
825 North Capitol Street, N£. 
Washington DC 20426 

--- . 

Subject: Review of Draft Envlron.ental l�act Statement for Pacific Gas 
Transatsston Co�any and Altamont Gas Transalsslon Company's 
Natural Gas Pipeline Projects; Idaho, Washington, Oregon, 
California, Montana, and Wyo.lng (ER 91/60) (Envtronaental Review) 

Dear Hs. Cashell: 

fA7-1l We have reviewed the subject docu��ent-. Our only co.��ent Is a request that 
the parties Involved In construction of the PGT/PG&£ pipeline seg��ent 
coordinate with the appropriate Bureau of Recla.atlon (Recla.atlon) offices 
In the Pacific Northwest Region when crossing Recla.atlon-a�lnlstered lands. 
Crossing agree��ents, other penalts, and site specific envlron.ental 
evaluation •ay be required. 

�,,.s. 

For your lnfonaatlon, a portion (In the vicinity of Kla•ath Falls, Oregon) of 
the PCT/PC&£ route Is located In Reclaaatlon's Mid-Pacific Region, headquar­
tered In Sacra.ento, California. The .ajor portion of the Altamont pipeline 
Is located within Recla.atlon's Great Plains Region (Billings, Montana). The 
southwestern corner of Wyo•lng Is In our Upper Colorado Region (Salt Lake 
City, Uhh). 

If you wish further lnfonaatton or assistance In detenalnlng the right 
contact points among Reclamation's Pacific Northwest Region offices, please 
let us know at the address above or by phone--Regional Envlron•ental Officer, 
Douglas Ja��es, (208) 334-1207. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft envlronaental l�act 
shte��ent. 

Sincerely, 

�� 

FA7-I 

(U.S. Department or the Interior, Bureau or Reclamation, Boise, Idaho) 

Thank you for your comments. 



/"'-� • \f _  \ \liJ) UNITED BTATEB D8PARTMENT DF COMMERCE 
N•- De-- A&mo..,._ A--clan 
Offlc• of - Chief __.._., 
Waen.ngt.on. OC 20230 

February 28, 1991 

RECEIVED BY 
MAR I I 19�• 

£f1VIIIOIIII(IIN. CGIIfiWii:£ AiiJ i"illlfCI 
AlAI ISIS IIUIIll 

Ms. Lois Cashell 
Secretary 
Federal Ener9y Re9ulatory co .. ission 
825 North Capitol Street, N . E. 
Washin9ton, D . c .  20426 

Dear Ms Cashell : 

Enclosed are co .. ents to the· PGT/PG'E and Altaaont Natural Gas 
Pipeline Project . We hope our coaaents will ass i st you . Thank 
you for 9ivin9 us an opportunity to review the docuaent . 

Sincerely, 

JJ�Mi/&Li.. 
David Cot�i��. 
Director 
Ecol09y and Environmental 

Con servation Office 

Enclosure 

cc: Mr. Mark c. Kalpin ( PGT/PG'E Expansion Project) 
Mr. Laurence J. Sauter ,  Jr . (Altaaont Project) 

(� . ..  :��-) •\TIIIJ· ' ·'"· ... ... ... ="' 

FA-13 

[CCIIDIIIei'U Department, Natl01111l Ocea nic  aod Atmospheric Admlolstratioo) 



UNITEO STATES OEPARTMENT OF COMMEI G) N•Ci-1 OceMic ... A&Me.,.erlc A'-lnlatre p A-14 NAliOHAL OCEAN 5E AVICE 
o•FICI Or CMA .. tUfG AIIID GIODI:TIC II .. YtCII 

ROC" VILLI, .AR'f'LA .. D .. 12 

MEMORANDUM FOR : David Cottinghaa 

FROM : 

SUBJECT : 

Ecology and Env ironmental Conservation Off ice 
Office of the Chief � {) /J�fl n rear Adairal J .  Austin Yeage:� 

irector, Charting and Geodetic Services 

DEIS 9101.12 - PGT/PG&E and Altaaont Natural 
Gas Pipel ine Project 

The subject statement has been reviewed within the areas of 
Charting and Geodet ic Services• (C&GSI responsibility and 
expertise and in terms of the iapact of the proposed actions on 
C&GS activities and projects. 

A prel iminary review of C&GS records has indicated the presence 
of bOth horizontal (HI and vertical (VI geodetic control survey 
.onuaents in the proposed project area . Attached are the 
published geodet ic control data for Idaho State Level Line 10 (VI 
and elevations and descriptions on •agnetic tape for vert ical 
control geodetic survey aonuaents in Cal i fornia between 36° & 
38°30• latitude, and 120° & 122° longitude . NAD 83 horizontal 
control posit ions for survey monuments in Idaho, Washington, 
Oregon, and Cali fornia on computer diskettes are being forwarded . 

FA8-ll This infor•ation should be reviewed for ident i fying the location 
and designation of any geodetic control aonuments that aay be 
af fected by the proposed project. If there are any planned 
activities which wi ll disturb or destroy these monuments , C&GS 
requires not less than 90 days• noti fication in advance of such 
activities in order to plan fot their relocation. 

C&GS recommends that funding for this project include the cost of 
any relocation required for C&GS monuments . For further 
infor•at ion about these monuaents, please contact the National 
Geodetic Information Branch, N/CG17, Rockwal l  Bldg., rooa 20, 
National Geodetic Survey Division, NOAA, Rockville ,  Maryland 
20852, telephone 301-443-8631. 

Attachment 

cc : N/CG17 - J .  Spencer 
N/CG1x21 - L. Riggers 
N/CG1x30 - B. Xelly 

N/CG1x9 - J. D'Onofrio 
N/CG1x22 - D. Wegenast 

FEB 27 1991 

� 
/� (�� •• 

PAB-1 Thank you for your comments. We will alert the applicant to this information. 



W�United States (l,Ajj)Depar-nt ot 
Acricul ture 

Forest 
Service 

Ms. Lois Cashell, Secretary 

Pacific 
Nortt-st 
Region 

319 S.W. Pine Street 
P.O. Box 3623 
Portland, OR 972o8-3623 

Reply To: 2720 

Date: IAR 01 1991 

'.:?-· •. ) 
'� 

' ·· 

Federal Energy Regulatory Ca.eission 
825 North Cepitol Street, NE 
Washington, DC 20426 ·� 

· .. 

Dear Secretary: _:._ � 
Reference is aade to Docket Nos. CP89-�60-001 and CP90-1375-000. 

The USDA Forest Service has reviewed the Draft Environaental Iapact Stateaent 
(DEIS) for the POT/PGE and Altaaont Natural Gas Pipeline Projects. The 
following coaaents are provided for use and consideration vhen preparing the 
final docuaents. 

General C01101ent 

The Effects portion of the docuaent deals priaarily with a physical description 
of the project area. Little inforaation is given to show consequences or 
tradeoff& to the proposed action. Since POT/PGE route follows an existing 
corridor there was little attention to analysis of alternative routes and 
probably rightly so. 

Our review found the docuaent to be not as site specific as aost EIS's would 
warrant if prepared by the Forest Service following our noraal procedures and 
regulations. 

But since this project is unique in that the Agencies have had the opportunity 
to accomplish aany site-specific reviews with the pipeline coapanies and are in 
the process of developing Construction, Operation, and Maintenance (COM) plans, 
which are to be required by the BLM right-of-way grant we feel we will be able 
to require the necessary aitigation. Our coaments will be directed toward the 
DEIS and site-specific requirements for COM plans. 

Altamont Gas Pipeline Project 

The proposed Pipeline location does not cross National Forest Systea (NFS) 
lands. Alternative Route 28 Variation crosses small parcels of NFS lands. The 
Forest Service agrees with the DEIS in its recommendation that Alternative 
Route 28 Variation receive no further consideration for the final location of 
the pipeline for the reasons stated on pages 6-28. 

49 

[U.S, Departmellt or Aariculture Forest Service, Portland,. Oreaon] 
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� 

FA-15 



Ms. Lois Cashell 2 

PCT/PC£ Cu PipeUIMI Expansion Project 

eo..ents relative to the DEIS. 

Cultural Resource 

The treataent or cultural resources in Chapters 3M and 4M was very ceneral. 
Traditional cultural areas and concerns have been addressed and the DEIS 
displays evidence of contact with tribes, whose reservations or ceded lands 
would be iapacted. However, at leaat in Ware Sprinca Reservation's case, 
response was not received before the issuance or the DEIS and thus not 
included. No field surveys have been conducted with the APE to locate 
sicniricant paleontolocical resources (fossil reaains and foraation.s) prior to 
the issuance of the DEIS. 

Wildfire 

f'A9-l l There is no discussion or the potential con.sequences or a wildfire bein& 
started durin& the construction of the pipeline. Durinc the period of June to 
October there ia always the potential tor construction and clearin& activities 
to atart a wildfire. 

If a wildfire atarta and is not iaaediately controlled it could cause 
considerable daaace to both forested and ahrub and crass vegetated areas. 

The risk or wildfire will be reduced by followin& approved practices and uain& 
aiti&ation aeasurea that will be required in fire prevention plana to prevent 
the opportunity for the i&nition or a tire. 

Pase 2, Front Notice, Par. 2, Sent. 4 

"However. because their facilities would not be constructed without PERC 
approval of the PCT/PC£ expansion, the DElS dhcusses the potential iapact of 
the nonJurisdictional PCT/PCE hcilities on federally listed threatened and 
endancered species, cultural resources, and federally adainistered lands within 
California. • 

F' A9-2 1 Coa.ent: The potential iapact or federally listed threatened and endancered 
species and cultural resources ia discuued within the DEIS, but very U ttle is 
d!scussed concernin& the federally adainiatered lands within California. 

F'A9-3 1 
F'A9-4 

Page xxvi CLO 

CLO stood tor Governaent Lend Office not •orcanization.• 

Page S-4, Par. 1 

• ... 4 acre expansion or the existinc Coapressor Station No. 12 . • .  • The Foreat 
Service 1a concerned with this sentence because we have not yet received enough 
inforaation to know that the station is to be expanded by 4 acres. On field 
review with PCT in October 1990 this issue was discussed. The District Rancer 
prefers not to expand the station perait boundary. An alternate proposal is to 
expand the existing fence to within 10 feet or the current boundary only as 

FA-16 

FA9-I 

FA9-2 

FA9-3 

FA9-4 

Comment noted. See revised Chapter 3K. 

Impacts on federally administered lands within California were addressed in the CPUC's DEIR 
and FEIR, which the FERC staff has incorporated by reference into its DEIS and FEIS. 
Therefore, these potential impacts have been adequately addressed. 

"GLO" stands for "General Land Office•. 

Based on conversations between PGT, the Forest Service, and the FERC staff, we have clarified 
that PGT proposes to move its existing fence up to S feet. This relocation would not require 
an expansion of the existing station permit boundary. See revised Exccuilve Summary. 

I 



F.U..I (CDI1l.) 

EA9-5 

FA9·6 

FA9·7 

FA9·8r 

<>9-91 

Ms. Lois Cuhell 3 

needed to acc�ate additional pipinc. Due to the sensitivity or this 
station with the owners or Vandevert acres subdivision, it is iaportant that 
this be resolved. 

Page S·ll, Par. 4, Sent. 4 

"However, because the critieria that the CPUC utilized to identify potentially 
sicnificant iapacta were different than the critieria utilized by the FERC 
staff, we have not atteapted to sua.arhe tho potential sicnificance or any 
environaental iapact associated with the conatruction of PGI.E'a 
nonjurisdictional facilities.• 

Couoent: It' the criteria utilhed to identify potentially aicnificant iapacta 
1a different, shouldn't the iapacta on the federally ad81nistered lands within 
California follow the criteria utilized by FERC or those which are aost 
strincent? 

Page S-16, Par. 2, Sent. 4 

"Finally, FERC is in the process of preparinc a Biological Asseasaent (BA), aa 
required by the ESA, to deteraine whether the proposed project would affect 
federally listed or proposed threatened or endansered species, or their 
desicnated critical habitat. 

co .. ent: Shouldn't the Forest Service desicnated sensitive species also be 
included? On Page )E-1 a list is provided or what will be included as a 
special-status plant species. "Species listed as sensitive by FS" is included 
within this list. 

Page 2-3, Par. 1 

The paracraph aade no diatinction between private land and Federal land 
Jurisdiction u related to livestock cradnJ. lt is asswoed that the paracraph 
applies to peraitted livestock on National Forest lands as well as private 
lands. 

Page 2-3, Par. 2 

Pesticide application, if used to clear the right-of-way, aust confo.-. with EPA 
regulations, label restrictions, and the Regional Environaental Impact 
Stateaent on Vegetative Manaceaent. 

Page 2·3, Par. 2 

Clearing. Debris and alash created . . •  , or landowner agreeaents. The agencies 
or landowners aay acree to allow the aaterial to be burned. Burning would be 
an effect on air quality and this has not been discussed, or the effects should 
be addressed. 

Page 2-3, Par. 3. Sent. 3 
FA9-IO

I 

"Stuaps would be reaoved only as required by pipeline installation.• 

Comments: Pase 2-33, Par.6, Sent. 2 states: "All stuaps would be grubbf•d froa 
a continuous strip, 30 feet wide and centered on the new trench center lJne." 

FA9-5 

FA9·6 

FA9-7 

FA9-8 

FA9-9 

FA9-IO 

FA-17 

See response 10 comment FA9·2. 

The ESA only �uires lhal a BA be prepared for federally listed species. The ESA has no 

application lo Forest Service listed sensitive species. 

The stated assumption is correct. 

Comment noted. No response required. 

The need for the project applicant 10 dispose or cleared materials in accordance with applicable 
regulations and permits is clearly identified in Chapter 2. Impacts associated with burning are 
discussed in Chapter 4H: Environmental Consequences: Air Quality. 

These statements are not contradictory but merely establish prudent construction practices. 



Ms. Lois Cashell 4 

��101 Do these two sentences contradict each other? It doesn't See8 necessary to 

(oonl) clear 30 feet in all instances. Grubbin& on slopes could increase the 
potential for erosion. 

Pese 2-3, 5 

FA9-II I Ditchin& and Road Crossings. Pipeline trenches. It is not clear what the 
depth will be for road crossings. Are these considered to be in the category 
or "Cultivated areas?• Our concern is the cover over the pipes be sufficient 
to allow for road eaintenence end ditchline eaintenence, and that depth 1a 
aurricient to provide strength for loa haul and heavy equip-ent. 

Page 2-4, Par. 3 

FA9-12 1 This paraaraph should ��ention that the trenches will have reaps added to thea 
while they are open so wildlife and cattle a'Y etcape. 

� 
FA9-131 Road Crotain,.. Detours: This paraarapha indicate• that either detours or 

construction brid&ina will be used on road crotain&•· Actual closure or the 
road to traffic is another option, especially on our lower standard and lower 
use roads. This would be beneficial, where applicable, to lieit the iapacta of 
detour construction where not neceuary. Sugaest that thil option at least be 
aenUoned where pereitted by the local authority or owner of the private road. 

Page 2-8, Sec. 2.2.2 

FA9-l41 This section aentions nothina about the expansion or coapressor ttetiont. 
Expanded stations would need to aeet the aaae requireaentt. 

Pese 2-15, Sec. 2.3.1, Par. 2 

FA9-151 It aaain aentions the expansion of Coepressor Station 12. Perhaps a aore 
detailed discussion or the alternatives would be appropriate. 

P•!• 2-20, Sec. 2.3.2, Par. 2 

FA9-16 1 • ... Lave River Cave Park • • .  • 
read • . . . •  Lava River Cave . . . • 

Lava River Cave is not a perk. 

Page 2-20, Per. 1 

FA9-171 Many or the MP's listed are wrong. It should read: 

It should just 

Loop 8 extends froa the Oregon/Calif. border at MP 612.5 to the Burney 

Coepressor station at MP 694.8. The pipeline rune through the Klaeath Basin 
parallel to SR 139 to MP 623. The pipeline runs throuah the Modoc National 
Forest end over soee privately owned around froa MP 625 to MP 660. Locations 
within the Modoc National Forest Boundary include Tionesta Coapressor Station 
at MP 637.1, the bend in the pipeline runnina southwest et MP 643 end Lon& Bell 
Wildlife Refuse froa MP 649 throu&b MP 653.6. 

FA-18 

FA9-II 

FA9-12 

FA9-13 

FA9,14 

FA9-15 

FA9-16 

FA9-17 

Specific depth of pipe burial at all road crossings will be determined by the applicable permitting 
authority, or through negotiations with the land owner/land management agency. 

Comment accepted. Soc revision to this paragraph. 

Thank you for this information. No response required. 

This section only discusses � new facilities, and does not specify requirements. 

Soc revised Chapter 2. 

Comment accepted. 

See revised Chapter 2. 



F.M-17 
(CIIIIL) 

fA9-18 1 
fA9-191 
fA9-201 

Ms. Lois Cashell 

The pipeline runs through the Shasta National Forest administered by 
National Forest rro. MP 660 to 676.5 with no private land included. 
show portions or privately owned land which was recently acquired by 
National Forest through a land exchange. 

5 

the Lassen 
(Past Mapa 
the 

The pipeline crosses BLM land rro. MP 676.5 throuch 677.5. The loop would 
enter Fall River Valley at MP 677.5 and continue to approxiaately 680.1. 

It reenters the Shasta National Forest which is adainiatered by the Lassen 
National Forest at MP 680.13 and leaves the Forest at 692 .19. Lake Britton 
crossing at MP 687, Highway 89 at MP 690.77 and SOlie private lands are included 
within this stretch. 

I t  crosses Highway 299 near MP 692.44 and ends at Burney Coapressor Station at 
MP 694.8. 

Page 2·21, Par. 3. Sent. 1 

"Loop 9 would extend through the Lassen National Forest• 

CC*8ents: This parcel is no longer a part or the National Forest Sys� lands. 

Page 2-24, Par. 6 

Requireaents tor Peraenent Right-of-Way. Section does not clearly explain the 
1962 easeaent width and the 1985 eaae��ent grant plus working strip 
requireaents. The ANal'S grant also affected the PCT segaent in Idaho, 
Washington, and Oreson. 

Page 2-30, Sec. 2.3.3. Par. 5 

This section again aentiona the expansion of Coapreasor Station 12. .U 
discussed above, it is not appropriate to aention this Wlleaa it is described 
accurately. 

Page 2·30, Par. 5 
fA9-21 1 Coaaent :  What Station NUIIber i s  Tionesta? Will i t  be expanded? 

fA9-221 
fA9-231 

Page 2-33. Par. 2 

No teaporary pipe storage areas or teaporary staging and storage areas tor 
heavy equipaent and excavated aaterials will be approved tor location on NFS 
lands in the Pacific Northwest Region. 

Pages 2·33 

Pipe Storage Area. Teaporary access roads. Since these roads are ground 
disturbing, even though teaporary , authorization would need to be in coapliance 
with NEPA and required cultural and sensitive plant surveys. 

FA9-18 Comment accepted. 

FA9-19 This issue is adequately addressed in Chapter 2, Section 2.3.3, Figures 2-6, and Appendix 0-1.  

FA9-20 Sec response to Comments FA9-14 and FA9-IS. 

FA9-21 The TioneSia Compressor Slation is not proposed to be expanded. 

FA9-:Z2 Thank you for this information. No response required. 

FA9-23 Slaff agrees with this comment. 

FA- 19 
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P!!C! 2-33. Par. 6 

FA9-24 1 Ript-of-Wa,y. POE/POE ia not propoainc to clear the entire pe�WU�ent 
ript-of-va,y for both pipelines. It vill not be nece .. acy to clear the entire 
25 feet to the -t or uiatinc pipeline as shown on paaes 2-28. 

P!f! 2-36, Calif. Stor!J! area 

FA9-25 1 c-tlt: Perez--liP 611].6, tvent)' acres. It has been IIUtusll)' agreed b)' the 
Forest Service ..-4 PGlE that the Perez site is unacceptable for a atqina area. 

Pill! 2-37, Par. 2 

FA9-2d I Road Croaaincs. MaJor Forest Service roads ll8lf also Med to be bored ..-4 this 
vill be dete ... ined in the Transportation Plan beinc developed b)' PGI'/PGE. 

Pill! 2-39, Par. 2 

FAt-271 Construction Schedule. We underst..-4 fro. PGI'/PGE schedules that clearinc 
could start on National forest 5)'stell land in the Fall of 1991 ..-4 pipeline 
construction beginninc in 1992 in the llo)'ie River Loop. 
n.e construction schedule -t co.pllf vith seasonal restrictions in the 
appropriate Forest Land ..-4 Resource -llsnac-nt Plan, other con troll ina Plana 
or Record of Decisions, and COM Plans. 

Pap 2-110, Table 2-9 

FA9-28 1 Table needs to be revised to reflect current planned construction schedules. 

Page 2-41, Par. II 
FAt-291 Trees would be periodicalllf retiOYed alona a 40-foot vide strip above the 

pipeline. PGI'/PGLE vould allov natural reveptation to occur over the 
..... inder (epproxi .. tellf 60 feet) of the ript-of-va,y. 

eo.aent: On Federal land ve vould like the sentence to refer to clearina a 
10-foot vide strip either side of the pipelines vith natural or planted 
vegetation being pe ... itted over the ..... inder of the ript-of-va,y. 

Page 2-41, Par. II, Sent. 2 

FAt-301 *When these trees are 2-3 inches diueter at breast heisht thelf vould be 
.. chanicall)' cut, shipped into pieces less than three inches lona, and 
scattered over the ri&ht•of-va,y.• 

c-tlt: Wood chips should not be scattered over the ri&ht-of-va,y until 
several )'ears after the area is reveptated. n.e vood chips vould tie up 
nitrogen vhile decosposing vhic:h vould be detri..ntal to the revegetation 
goals. 

FA-20 

FA9-24 

FA9-2S 

FA9-26 

FA9-27 

FA9-28 

FA9-29 

FA9-30 

POT's application filed in Docket Number CP90-460-00 I proposes to clear the entire permanent 
right-of:.way. 

Comment accepted. See change to Table 2-6. 

1bank you for this infonnation. No response required. 

See revised Chapter 2. 

Comment noted. See response to Comment FA9-27. 

Chapter 2 refers to POT's JlD)JlQZd action and not the specific requirements that either the 
FERC staff or any other regulatory agency may impose on POT. A discussion of recommended 
mitigation is contained in Chapters 4 and 6. 

See response to Comment FA9-29. 



lis. Lois Cashell 7 

Page 2-�1. Par. 5 

FA9-3l l Operation and Maintenance Procedures . States that herbicides will not be used 
for rilht-of-way aaintenance. Rights-or-way have been the priaary location for 
the introduction and spread of noxious weeds on Federal lands. Herbicides aay 
be part or the solution to control or eliainste existing or new noxious weeds. 
1be direction we are getting and the aost recent laws regarding noxious weeds 
indicates an active approach to controlling noxious weeds . 1be possible 
application or herbicides should be included in the EIS. 

FA9-32 

FA9-33 

FA�M I 
FA9-35 

FA��� 

Any aanipulation or unwanted vegetation aust be in accordance with the Regional 
Vegetation llanageaent Envil'OII8ental Iapact Stat-nt, 1988, wi thin the Ochoco, 
Wineaa, and Deschutes National Foresta, 

Page 3a-10, Par, 6 

"Landforas created by Pliocene- and Pleistocene-Age volcanic activity are round 
in the vicinity or the rilht-of-way. •  Soae features go back into the Miocene 
so possibly it could read as follows : "Landforaa created by Miocene- and 
Pleistocene-Age volcanic activity are found in the vicinity or the 
right-of-way. • 

Page 3A-10, Sec. 3A· Par. 7 

"Near Lava Butte, the riJht•of-way would cross the southeastem flow or two 
lava flows, called the Gas Line flows, which are 5,80o years old, according to 
carbon·llf dating. Soae eruptions at the southeast end or the zone are 
considerably younger than 1 ,970 years , with considerably lese aodified surfaces 
than the Gas Line Flows . •  We are not aware or any 1,970 date so possibly it 
could read as follows : "Near Lava Butte, the riJht-of-way would cross the 
southwestem flow or two lava flows, called the Gas Line Flows, which are 5,80o 
years old according to carbon·llf dating. Carbon·l� dates along the entire 
Northwest Rift Zone range froa 5,80o to 6,200 years but other field evidence 
suuests a narrower tiae span at about 6,100 years. • 

Page 3A·ll, Sec . 3A. Par. � 

"Local attenuation or ground shaking aay occur in areas or unconsolidated 
materials . •  Probably do not aean attenuation. Unconsolidated aaterials 
usually aaplify ground shaking. Possibly it could read : "Local aaplification 
or ground shaking aay occur in areas or unconsolidated aaterial. • 

Page 3A· l2, Sec 3A, Par. 1 

Beginning with the third aentance, text could read : "Eruptions along the 
Northwest rift zone or Newberry Volcano occurred between 5,80o and 6,200 
carbon-llf years ago . Volcanic activity or aiailarly recent age has also 
occurred in the caldera atop Newberry Volcano. Soae obsidian flows and puaice 
and ash deposita in the area are 1 , 300 to 6,80o years old." 

Page 3A-12, Sec. 3A, Par. 3 
"Mineral resources in the state are liaited to sand , gravel , cinder, 
Although there are no geotheraal leases along the proposed route, there is the 
potential for this. llay want to include aention or this here. 

FA9-31 

FA9-32 

FA9-33 

FA9-34 

FA9-3S 

FA9-36 

FA-2 1 

See response to Comment FA9-29. 

Thank you for your comment. We believe that your possible change contained a typographical 
error since it would delete reference to any land forms created by Pliocene volcanic activity. 
'Therefore, we have revised our teltt accordingly in Chapter 3A. 

Thank you for your comment. Please see revised Chapter 3A. 

Thank you for your comment. Please see revised Chapter 3A. 

Thank you for your comment. Please see revised Chapter 3A. 

Thank you for your comment. 
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Pye ]A-12, Sec. ]A. Par. If 
Be�rinning vith the second sentence under Unique Geolo�ric Features , � vould 
prefer this to read: •The Youna lava flova or the Hilh Lava Plaine province are 
also or interest,  especially those a .. ociated vith Nevberry Volcano. Near Lava 
Butte, the pipeline passes throulh the nevly created Nevberry National Volcanic 
llon..ant. Lava tubes, such u those at Lava River Cave, are unique. • 

Pye 38-1 

FA9-38 ' Ore�. Noxious �s vere not Mntioned, but 88)' be a probl- that can be 
resolved by a noxious � prevention plan vritten as a CON Plan for Forest 
Service approval . 

FA�» I 
FA9-40 1 
FA9-41 1 
F� � 
,_1 
FMM I 

Pye 3C•3, Par. 12 

Water quality cle..,adation, such u channel aediMntation and turbidity, ere 
attributed to ti8ber harvesting activities . Ti8ber harveat activities 88)' be a 
factor, but the i�ts or building and .. intaining a railroad and county road 
!Mediate adjacent to the river are at least as i8portant factors. 

Pye 3D-If, Table 30-2 

Table 3D-E. Table indicates there are no Forestry/forest preservation lands 
along the POT route in Idaho. Nuch or the National Forest lands vhere the nev 
line is proposed is forested land. 

Page 3D-If, Table 3D-3 

Table indicates there are no Forestry/forest preservation lands along the POT 
route in Idaho. Much or the NFS lands uaociated vith the proJect are forested 
lands as are aoae or the private lands. 

Pye 3D-7, Sec . 3D, Par. 3 

• . . .  In addition, POT proposes to acquire If acres adJacent to ita existing 
to-pressor Station No. 12 • • •  • The Forest Service reca..ends not expanding the 
existin& station pe ... it area. We vould prefer alloving expansion or the 
effective ( fenced in) area on the existing pe ... it area to acc�te POT's 
ntteds .  
Page 3D-8, Sec. 3D, Par. 7 

• • • •  Approxi8ately 2 ailea or the route vould be vithin the boundary or the 
proposed Newberry National Volcanic NonUMnt • • •  • Should say: •Approxi8ately 2 
sUes or the route vould be vithin the boundary or the nevly desi«nated 
Newberry National Volcanic Nonu....t . •  

Page 3E-1 

Special-Status Plant Species . Species listed as sensitive by FS have been 
included as Special-Status Plant Species , but these species are not carried 
throulhout the docuaen t.  

FA-22 

FA9-37 

FA9-38 

FA9-39 

FA9-40 

FA9-41 

FA9-42 

FA9-43 

FA9-44 

Thank you for your comment. Please see revised Chapter JA. 

Thank you for your comment. No�tious weeds and their control are mitigation issues that were 
addressed in other chapten of the DEIS. For specific discussion of no�tious weeds, please see 
Chaplet' 48 (Weed Control), Chapter 6, and Section VII.E. (Maintenance) in Appeildilt 8-1 .  

Comment noted. No response required. 

This table represents land use designations from county plans. No land use designated as 
forestry or forcsl preservation was found in the Idaho counties' plan. The actual forested lands 
are listed in this table under Agricultural Preservation and Rural land uses. 

See response to Comment FA9-40. 

Comment accepted. See revised Chapter JD. 

Comment accepted. See revised Chapter JD. 

Comment accepted. See revised Chapter 4E. 
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Page 3E-2, Par. 5, Sent. 3 

States that the PGr aethod of identifying wetlands tends to underestiaate the 
aaount of jurisdictional wetlands present because saall ,  isolated wetlands 
frequently do not appear on National Wetland Inventory asps, 

Comlent: A around survey aust be coapleted to identify any wetlands on National 
Forest Systea Lands , 

Page 3E-11 Par. 3 

FA9-46 I Special Native Plant Com�unities. Stateaent that no special native plant 
com�unities would be crossed by the pipeline route in Idaho. This is 
incorrect. Info,..ation frc. the Endangered Plant Survey for the PGr-PO&E 
Pipeline Expansion Project, Idaho, Washington, Oregon and California (EPS for 
PGT-PG&E) , prepared by Biosysteaa Analysis, Inc . ,  reveals that "the single 
reaaining natural reanant of the original Idaho Fescue-doainated Rathdrua 
Prairie in Idaho occurs at M.P.  (ailepost) 102" (EPS, p. 2-4 ) .  The EPS report 
shows a black and white photograph, Figure 2 . 2-2, p, 2-4 , and the caption 
reads , "View or the right-of-way of the PGr-PO&E Expansion Project in ·the 
vicinity or the Rathdrua Prairie, Idaho (M.P.  102 ) . "  

FA9-47 

FA9-48 

FA� I 

This reanant of native perennial bunchgrsss prairie, doainated by Idaho Fescue, 
Sandberg bluegrass , and June grass , is one of the few reanant s tands of this 
com�unity type in the region" . Also, stated in the EPS report, p. 5-1 1 ,  
parasraph 5 . 4 . 4  Buncharass Prairie, this Rathdrua Prairie reanant i s  aentioned 
as an area where the Expansion Project will traverse. The report states that 
"site-specific aitigation plans should be developed for post-construction 
rehabilitation" at each of these sensitive habitat locations (EPS, p. 5-1 1 ) , 
Apparently a special native plant coaauni ty in Idaho is crossed by the pipeline 
expansion route. 

Page 3E-14, Table 3E-3 

Indicates that the lons-billed curlew (Nuaeniua aaeric&nu8) and the pacific 
western big-eared bat (P1ecotua townaendii townaendii) do not occur in Klaaath 
County. These two species have been docuaented on the Wineaa National Forest .  
Please see U . S. Forest Service Sensitive Species List updated March 1989 and 
Sensitive Species Guide for Area IV by Bill Hopkins and Stuart Garrett, June 
1990. 

Page 3E-23, Par. 6 

Indicates that no suitable habitat occurs on the Wineaa National Forest for 
Plecotus townaendii townsendii .  Suitable habitat does occur in Oregon and is 
described as • • • •  cul tivated valleys bordered by deciduous forests, brush, 
junipers, and pine forests • (Hopkins, 1990-Sensitive Species Guide for Area 
IV) . 

Page 3E-23 

Nuaenius aaericanus is docuaented in Oregon , however, this species was not 
addressed in the text. This species should be addressed as to potential 
effects of the proposed pipeline on this species and i ts habitat . Habitat for 
this species includes : aarshes, beaches, and audflats, 

FA9-45 

FA9-46 

FA9-47 

FA9-48 

FA9-49 

FA-23 

Thank you for this information. No response required. 

Comment accepted. See revised Chapter JE. 

Comment noted. No response required. 

The referenced discussion pertains to California and not Oregon as the commentor suggests. See 
revised Chapter JE. 

See l'elponse to Comment FA9-48. 
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Page 3F-2, Table 3F-1 

FA9-50
I 

Table 3F-1 .  Scienttric n- for Cutthroat trout is not correct. 
Oncorhynchua clarki. 

Should be 

Page 3F-3, Table 3F-2 

FA9-51 I Special-Statua Fish That llay Occur In Streua Alone the PGT Route. 

llodoc sucker is listed under California. 

Ca.eent: The closest llodoc sucker exists approxi .. tely 25 air ailes and 50 
water way aile& rroa the existinc project.  

Pge 3f-3, Table 3F-2 

FA9-52 1 Incorrect scientirtc n- for the lost river sucker. The correct acientific 
na.e is Deltistes luxetua . 

Page 3F-� . Par. 1 

FA9-5ll Special-Stutua Fish Species . There is a need to .anitor the effects. 
will be done if aitication fails. 

What 

Page 3F-5 

FA9-541 Special Status Fish Species . Location or suckere not civen. 
�F-7 and expand discuasion here. 

Refer to pqe 

Pge 3F-5, Par. 2 

FA9-55 I Willow Creek (II.P. �21) ia critical habitat for rainbow trout. 

FA9

·56 1 
FA9-57 

Page 3F-5, Par. 6, Sent. 2 

"The llodoc sucker, a federally listed endancered species, is known to occur in 
three saall tributary systeaa or the Pit River. • 

Coaaent: The saall tributaries are located at least 50 &ilea upstreu froa the 
existinc Pit river croasins over Lake Britton. 

Page )H-1 ,  Par. 1 

This paragraph has a discussion on how additional or aodified coapreasor 
facilities aay arrect the environaent. Inforaation supplied by the Oregon 
Oepartaent or Environaental Quality , Air Quality Section indicates that 
Coapressor Station 11 was expected to show a aipificant increase in NOx 
requirinc a re-peraittinc under the PSD rules. (NOTE: Forest Service will 
supply Orecon air quality contact to FERC to resolve thia haue, as requested 
by FERC. )  

FA-24 

FA9-50 

FA9-SI 

FA9-S2 

FA9-S3 

FA9-S4 

FA9-SS 

FA9-S6 

FA9-S7 

Comment accepted. See revised Table 3F-1 .  

Thank you for this information which is  reflected in revised Chapter 4F. 

The scientifiC name for the Lost River Sucker was provided by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service; therefore, SlaJT disagrees with the proposed change. 

This subject is discussed in Chapter 4F. 

In order ID proleet special-status species from increased disturbance from humans, no specifiC 
locations of occurrence are provided. See revised Chapter 4F for additional information on these 
suckers. 

Comment accepted. See revised Chapter 4F. 

Comment accepted. See revised Chapter 4F. 

Only those compressor stations where the installation of additional compression is proposed (i.e., 
Numbers 3, S, and 7) would experience increased air emissions. The re-permitting of 
Compressor Station Number I I ,  which the commentor refers 10, has already been compleled and 
was unrelaled to the proposed PGT/PG&E Expansion Project. This re-permitting was the result 
of the routing replacement of compressor units conducled pursuant 10 18 CFR 2.SS. 
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Page 3H-l,  Par. 2 

FA9-58I Under Regulatory Requireaents section , there is no indication of distance fro. 
the project to class I and II areas . Coapressor Station 11 ia well within the 
100 � range of the Mt. Jefferson Wilderness to the west (Claas I ) .  It is also 
located on the Crooked River Grassland (Class I I ) . Several other coapressor 
stations alone the Oregon portion of the PGT line are aiailarly located with 
recard to other Claas I and Claas II areas . 

FA9-59 

FA9-60 

FA9-61 

Page 3H-3, Par. 4 

In Aabient Air Quality section, Oregon is virtually not discussed. The central 
Oregon area has an sir circulation pattern that frequently sees air stagnation 
periods e•ceeding several days in length, several Uses each year, There are 
three saall urban areas within 16 silas of Coapressor station 1 1 ,  two of which 
are in valleys that tend to have frequent tetlperature inversions. The Madras 
basin · to the west of Coapressor station 11 and the Prineville valley basin to 
the southeast receive the station eaissiona regularly, The city of Bend is 
about lt5 lea to the southwest and is occaaionally iapacted by eaissiona froa 
Coapressor station 1 1  and aore frequently froa Station 12 several kiloaeters to 
the south of Bend. The central Orecon sir shed is regularly iapacted by a 
regional haze problea. This affects visibility on both Class I and Class II  
areas as well as within a half dozen saall urban areas . The Air Quality 
sections of the project EIS does not address the contributions froa the 
coapressor stations . 

Page 3H-l 

Environaent Air Quality. There is no discussion of PM-10 particles nor is 
their any discussion on the iapacts on Class I air sheds , such as Crater Lake 
National Park , i f  debris created by clearinc the richt-of-way is disposed of by 
burning. 

The city of Kl .. ath Falls is a nonattainaent area for PM-10 particles. 
Currently there is a voluntary saoke aanageaent plan in place that has an 
objective of preventing saoke intrusions into the Kl .. ath Falls area. The 
current Saoke Manageaent Plan is being revised and the area around Klamath 
Falls will probably be designated as a special protection zone. This will lead 
to increased restrictions to prevent iapacts on Kl .. ath Falls.  

In the current Saoke Manageaent Plan there is a restriction on . burning of 
forest debris froa July It to Labor o.y to prevent iapacts on Class I air 
sheds . It is currently proposed to change to a restriction period of July 1 to 
Septeaber 15.  

Page, Section 3H 

This chapter only aentions dust etc, as teaporary hazards to air quality during 
the construction phase. It does not aention the saoke that would be generated 
by the burning of slash piles. Although this would only be teaporary , 
coordination to burn would be iaportant for air quality. 

FA9-58 Comment accepted. See revised Chapter 3H. 

FA9-59 See response to Comment FA9-58. 

FA9-60 See response to Comment FA9-58. 

FA9-61 See revised Chapter 3H. 

FA-25 
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Page, Section 31 

FA9-621 Suc&est that this chapter ��ention the fact that there will not be an increase 
in operating noise level at Coepressor Station No. 12 since the subdivision 
owners nearb)' will be wondering about this. 

·�I 
FA9-64 1 

Page 3J- 1 ,  Par. 4 

Idaho Pipeline Crossings . It seeu the sentence that addresses crossing 28 
count)' roads and railroads at eipt locations •8)' have its nu.bers in reverse 
order. Also, there is no reference to Forest roads that are part or the 
affected environ��ent. 

Page, Section 3K 

This chapter discussed onl)' the hazards or natural cu. Construction hazard& 
such u traffic use on public roads , bleating, and safe access aci'Otls the 
pipeline trench could be dbcussed here. 

Page )M-1 , Par. 1 

F A9-&S I The word inc should be: Cultural Resource Inventocy, not "Stud)'", Stud)' i•plies 
.are in-depth research leadinc to deter.inationa or eligibilit)' and data 
recovery. · 

Page )M-5, Par. 2 

FA9-66 1 The lest sentence i•plies that these sites are not elicible, lest part or 
sentence should read: , or have )'et been roresll)' deter.ined elicible for, 
NRHP . 

Page 3N-6, Par. 3 
FA9-67 1 Sue u above. 

Page )M-9, Par. 3 

the 

FA9-68 1 Idaho Native Allerican Concerns. eo...nts conceminc the Cup Nine Alternative 
(if developed) need to be solicited fro. the Kutenai Tribe. The)' were not 
consulted recarding this possible alternative and � have aa.e significant 
concerns about this route. 

Page 3N-9. Par. 5 

FA9-69 1 Coordinate Cultural Resource activities with the designated representatives or 
the Confederated Tribes or the War. Sprinca Indian Reservation. 

Page 4A-3, Sec. -A. Par. 5 

FA9-70 1 This paragraph discusses the pipeline crossing or the Northwest Rift Zone. The 
location that the pipeline crosses this raul t is inside the newl)' designated 
Newberr)' National Volcanic Monu..nt. It is i�rtant therefore that the 

FA-26 

FA9-62 

FA9-63 

FA9-64 

FA9-65 

FA9-66 

FA9-67 

FA9-68 

FA9-69 

FA9-70 

lncn:ases in operating noise levels will only occur at those compressor stations where additional 
compression is proposed (i.e., Numbers 3, 5, and 7). 

Comment accepled. See revised Chapler 30. 

The primary public safety issue related to interstate natural gas pipeline projects is the 
implementation of proper design and construction safety standards. Secondary safety issues such 
as road crossings, blasting and safe access are discussed in Chapters 2, 31, and 41. 

Change made. See revised Chapter 3M . 

Change made. See revised Chapler 3M. 

Change made. See revised Chapter 3M. 

Comment noted. Consultation with all tribes exhibiting interest in the project is on-going. PGT 
has indicated that it will continue consultation on matters of concern to Indian tribes. 

See response to Comment FA9-68. 

Thank you for your comment. The safety concerns relaiin& to pipeline construction within a 
rqion that is potentially (seismically) active are addressed in the last sentence of the parqraph 
and in the parqraph below it. 
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PM-10 1 
FA9-71 1 
FA9-72 

FA9-73 

FA9-74 

Ms. Lois Cashell 13 

disturbance of this feature be kept to a ainiawo when it  is crossed . So ,  we 
would prefer the paragraph state the pipeline will be constructed to .eat 
safety concerns , but it will be done according to a site specific design set 
forth in a COM Plan . 

Page �A-�. Sec . �A. Par. � 

"No aines, quarries, oil or gas fields would be crossed by the POT pipeline 
route • • •  • Should also .antion that there are no &eOthe�al leases in the area 
at this ti-.. 

Page �A-7 

Minerals Res. Pit and Quarry Materials needs.  This speaks to iapect on 
aineral resources due to crossing by the 188 line. An i�act to the ainerals 
resource could also be use of pit and quarry aaterials for the pipeline 
construction activities. This -.y not be significant, but the need for any pit 
or quarry aaterials on National Forest. Syatea land will need to be requested 
well in advance of the need. Availability of aaterial froa the Deschutes , 
Wineaa, and Ochoco National Forests will depend on NEPA analysis .  

Page �A-7 

Mineral Res . Puaice sines are located in the vicinity of the 188 line directly 
west of Beaver Marsh. Contact Weyerhaeuser Co. and Klaaath County. 

Page �8-1 
Page 48-54 Par. 1 
Page 8-1- lV.D 

Significant Japacts .  The context of these sections considers reduced 
productivity of agricultural soils only, and seeas to iaply coapaction 
aitigation would only be needed on agricultural soils. The relative iapact of 
coapaction on forest and range lands -.y exceed that on agricultural lands when 
they are of a aore fragile nature. 

Page �8-2, Par. �. Sent. ' 
"Except where otherwise noted in this chapter, any deviations froa our Plan 
that involve less protective aeasures aust be filed with the Secretary of the 
Coaaission for review and approval by the Director OPPR prior to 
iapleaentation. •  

Coouoent: The Forest Service aay deviate froa the Plan, but not with less 
protective aeasures . Plane for NFS lands will be detailed and site specific . 
The Forest Service does not see the need to file their changes with the 
Secretary of the Coaaission for review and approval by the Director OPPR prior 
to iapleaentation . We would like the EJS to read the COM Plans would be 
developed and approved by respective Federal Agencies . 

Page �8-�, Par. 6 

FA9·75 1 F�rst Sentence Should Read: depth of � · ,  or as required, using a winged 
r1pper. 

FA9-71 

FA9-72 

FA9-73 

FA9-74 

FA9-1S 

FA-27 

1bank you for your comment. Please see revised Chapter 4A. 

1bank you for the information. Also see revised Chapter 4A. 

1bank you for your comment. An important concern, for which our Plan was originally 
developed, is the long-term effect of construction (and consequential economic impact to a 
landowner) on agricultural land. Implementation of our Plan also would minimize impacts to 
forest lands and range lands. 

1bank you for your comment. The requirement to file with the Secretary of the Commission 
any deviations from our Plan that are less protective, applies to the project applicant, not to 
Federal cooperating agencies. Please note that under DElS Recommendation No. 18 
(Chapter 6), the applicant is required to consult with authorities from the appropriate National 
Forest and/or Bureau of Land Management District Offices and follow their restoration 
recommendations even if these recommendations differ from those that appear in Appendix 8 
of the FElS. 

Thank you for your comment. The implication that a winged ripper should be used to scarify 
the soil to a depth of 4 inches, or as required, is of course correct. However, please note that 
the context of the sentence is what PGT stated in its erosion control plan that it would do. To 
this effect your attention is called to PGT's Preliminary Erosion Control and Restoration Plan, 
item No. I ,  page 48, which contains no mention of a winged ripper. Therefore, the sentence 
should remain unchanged. 
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P!B! 48-S. Par. 2 

FA9-76 1 Topsotl Segregation 1be clocuaent talks about atockptling topsotl on cultivated 
and ranee land, but does not •ntton forested areas . 1be volcanic ash surface 
soil found over auch or the IPNF has a hi&h cation exchance capacit� and water 
holding capacit� and ia the best aediua for plant arowth. It should be 
stockpiled and placed back on top the aubsoil after the diaturbance is 
coapleted. u.t.,. the volcanic ash in this w� will also contribute aoae native 
aeed to the revegetation proceaa . 

FA9-TI I 
Pace 48-6, Par. 1 

Reveptatton. One el-nt of the reveptetion procru not discuaaed in thia 
part of the draft is the plantt.,. of treea on NFS land& current!� in a forested 
condition. 1bia requi�t hea been preaented to POT. 

Pace 1!8-7, Par. 5 

FA9-78I Weed Control . Add: H� or atraw uaed for drainage/eroaion control auat be 
obtained locally. 

FA9-79 

Earl� detection or invasion of weeds is esaenttal . Inventory of the 
revecatated area ia easenttal to in&\lre -k apecies are not transported into 
the area b� project acttvittaa. Prevention ia the preferred aethod or weed 
control . At a ainiaua, POT/POE auat develop procedurea for cleani.,. equipaent 
that are sufficient to prevent weed aeed travel· via dirt on equis-at during 
both construction and revaptation phasea. Aa a prevention aeasure, it is 
recoaaended that all 8Q'Iipaent be washed before enteri.,. the project area. 

If inventory identifies araaa of noxioua weed eatabliahaent of a Yeptattve 
Manageaent Plan and an anal)'aia of the plan &hall be prepared, conaistent 
guidance civan b)' the Record of Decision for EIS for "Jianasinc Cooopettns and 
Unwanted Yecetatton, • USDA-Foreat Service, Pacific Northwest Recion, Noveaber 
1988 and subsequent Mediated Acreeaent with Uttcanta. 

Activitiea asaociated with thia pipeline project includi.,. aite preparation b� 
11echanical aethoda and other vaptatton aanapaent, includi.,. the prevention of 
introduction of noxioua weed& and control of noaioua weed& would require 
project deaip, aitiption, and -itorq aeaaurea. 

Rf.ference is ll8de to •na�• (correct!� apelled knapweecl) in Bonner and 
Kootenai Countiea in Idaho. Boundary Count� aho\lld be listed as well .  

Pace 48-8, Par. 5 

Increased SoU Erodon. A Uat of location& is civen of areas • • •  "having 
either a aoderate or a hich auaceptibilit� to water and/or wind erosion. •  Page 
38-1 of the saae docuaent atates ( that in Idaho) "rehabilitation potential of 
-t sotls is aoderate to low. • In POT'a docuaent "Risht-or-w� Restoration 
Overview" , the soils aaaociated with Loop 1 ,  Bo\lndary County, Milepost 0-20. 1 ,  
the erosion potential index ia 6 which is a aoderate rating. This segaent 
should be added to the Uat on pase 48-8. 

FA-28 

FA9-76 

FA9-TI 

FA9-78 

FA9-79 

Thank you for your comment. It is certainly not our intention to minimize the importance of 
appropriate restoration on National Forest System land. See response to Comment FA9-74. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Thank you for your comment. Please see the applicable revisions to Chapter 48. Also, please 
note that in paragraph 5 and in Recommendation No. 23 of Chapter 6 we recommend that PGT 
develop a weed control plan in coordination with appropriate federal, state, and/or local 
agencies. 

Thank you for your comment. The intent of the list on page 48-8 of the DEIS was to show only 
the locations of relatively large, contiguous segments along the PGT route that may experience 
erosion problems. Our independent analysis of the 20. 1 mile-long Loop I indicated a moderale 
pocential for soil erosion along relatively small and discontinuous segments, namely along 
milepost 0 to 2, 5 to 6, and I I  to 12. Consequently, these segments were omiued from the list. 
However, non-inclusion of these small, discontinuous segments on the list does llOl relieve PGT 
from undenalting appropriale restoration of its right-of-way. 
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Page 48-9, Par. 3 

FA� I Last sentence should state (either he� or in Chapter 6) : To ainiaize these 
iapacts PGT shall develop • • • •  

Page 48-9, Par. 4, Sent. 2 

FA�l l "PGT would consult with the Fo�st Service district authorities ror each 
National Fo�st that would be crossed to deteraine the suitable criteria ror 
seeding and the speciric seeding recoaaendations ror each or these National 
Forests. 

. ._1 
Caa.ent: Should �ad--PGT would consult with the Fo�st Service Regional 
PGT/PGE Natural Oas Pipeline Liaisons • • •  

Page 4C- 1 ,  Par. 1 

The docuaent derines iapacts as teaporary ( 1  )'ear) . short tera ( 1-3 )'eara) ,  and 
long tara (3 )'Bars plus) . At least tor water qualit)' issues the State DEQ 
defines short-tara iapacts in da)'s not )'ears. This discrepanc)' needs to be 
clarified. 

Page 4C- 1 ,  Par. 5 

FA9-S31 Ir probleas -� encountered with the first pipeline disclosure or those 
errects aa)' be appropriate here, 

FA9-84 1 Page 4C-2, Par. 3 
The discussion or sediaent pluaes in streaas is incoaplete without inroraation 
as to how auch sediaent is l ikel)' to be �leased, how rar aight the errects 
aove downstreaa, and ror how long aight the ertects be relt ,  

Page 4C-2, Par. 5 

FA9-85I With regard to inc�ased turbidit)' or �cipient water bodies--it is not onl)' 
the length or streaabank disturbed, but the possible contributing a�a (a�a or 
trench and cleared bank) that should be evaluated. At a ainiaua , t�nch 
dewatering activities need to coapl)' with State water qualit)' atandards ror no 
aore than a 10 percent inc�ase in turbidit)' above background levels . 

FA� I 
Page 4C-2, Par. 6 

This paragraph describes errects or Sediaent on diSSOlVed OX)'gen , This brings 
up the question or sediaent errects on rish populations e.g. , gill abrasion, 
&BOthering or Spawning gravels, interre�nce with reeding, and the errect or 
sediaentation on &aero-invertebrate populations . 

Page 4C-3, Par. 4 

FA9-87 1 Puaice soil is porous and the soil prorile orten lacks a �strictive la)'er. 

FA9-80 

FA9-81 

FA9-82 

FA9-83 

FA9-84 

FA9-8S 

FA9-86 

FA9-87 

FA-29 

Thank you for your comment. Please see revised Chapter 6. 

Thank you for your comment. Please see revisions in Chapter 48 and Chapter 6. 

The state DEQ's definition of shon-term impacts would correspond to the stafrs definition of 
temporary impacts. 

The paragraph referenced by the commentor describes the stafrs "Criteria for Determining 
Significance•. As such, a discussion of impacts is inappropriate here. In addition, the staff is 
not aware thai any problems occurred during the construction of the existing pipeline. 

Site specific informaJion of this type is not available without detailed hydrologic modeling. 
However, based on the starrs extensive experience in the field of pipeline construction, 
implementation of stafrs recommended "Stream and Wetland Construction and Mitigation 
Procedures• will ensure that construction related impacts are not significant. 

The Stafrs Procedures (Appendix C-3) mandate a 0 percent increase in turbidity as a result of 
trench dewatering activities. 

These impacts are discussed in Chapter 4F. 

Thank you for this information. No response required. 
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Page 4C·4, Par. 2 

Considering the potential i•pscts associated with hydrostatic testing, in 
particular the withdrawal �d discharge of the test water--have �Y 
alternatives to this .athod been explored, e.g. , sir? 

Page 4C·6, Table 4C·2 

Proposed hydrostatic test withdrawal locations � ti•ing for the POT Project. 

eo..ent: Where will the hydrostatic teat withdrawal location be for 11eetion 8? 
It wasn ' t  given in the FEIR. 

Page 4c-8, Par. 1 

The physical effect or the discharge of hydrostatic test water is .antioned. 
What about water quality at the discharge point, e.g. , cont .. in�ts fro. the 
pipe interior including .etsls, greases , �d oils? There is also the potential 
for the tr�sfer of waterborne pathogens or unwanted species or insects or fish 
to the receiving stre ... 

Page 4C·9, Par. 5 
FA9-91 1 I•pscts on Groundwater. How close do. the springs and wells have to be to the 

pipeline for consideration in a �itoring pl�? 

Page 4C-11,  Par. 3 

FA9-92 1 Staging areas should be required to have a spill plan developed � spill 
sbsteaent .. terisls on hand. 

FA9-931 
FA9-94 1 
FA9-95 

Page 4C- 1 1 ,  Par. 4 

Silt fences � hsybsle filters are only sbsteaent .assures � will not 
prevent the flow of silt-laden water into stre .. s .  The project should be 
prepared to ..at State water quality st�srds as a contingency .auure. 

Page 4C-12, Par. 3 

The "dry crossing technique• used to cross •inor streaas should not devster the 
streaa ch�nel for .are than the per.itted right-of-way width . 

Page 4C-12, Par. 6 
Page 4c-t4, Table 4C-� 

Crossing Procedures. Seven or eight Moyie River crossings are identified as 
•aJor river crossings requiring site specific construction pl�s that will be 
subsitted to FERC for review �d approval . Moyie River crossing 11 is the 
crossing not included. or the Moyie River crossings , we find that crossing 11 
to be one of the .oat sensitive crossings due to a wetl� and pond water on 
one side of the river and a long sustained steep slope on the other side of the 
river. We would highly rec�nd this crossing be designated � reviewed as 
the other seven crossings. 

FA-30 

FA9-88 

FA9-89 

FA9-90 

FA9-91 

FA9-92 

FA9-93 

FA9-94 

FA9-9S 

The usc of water as a medium to test the integrity of natural gas pipelines is a standard industry 
practice. No alternative methods have been examined by either Altamont or PGT as of this 
time. 

The proposed locations contained in Chapter 4C are the only ones identified by PGT to date. 

Available data indicates lhal hydrostatic test water from new pipe is not contaminated with 
significant quantities of any regulated pollutant. Concerns regarding the transfer of waterborne 
pathogens or unwanted species of insect or fish are best addressed by the appropriate stale 
permitting aaatcies. 

One hundred feet. See revised Chapter 4C. 

Comment noted. No response required. 

The appropriate state permitting agencies are free to impose any additional measures they feel 
are required to protect water quality. 

Thank you for this information. No response required. 

The staff defines a "major river crossing' as one that is greater than 100 feet wide. The 
proposed Moyie River Crossing No. 7 is less than 100 feet wide. However, PGT has prepared 
site-specific construction and restoration plans for all eight crossings of the Moyie River 
pursuant to DEIS Recommendation No. 25. 
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For each of the crossings , an existing condition profile should be coapleted in 
order to return the effected area to an "as is" condition upon coapletion of 
the project.  The profile should include the wetland as well .  Also, on table 
4C-5, Moyie River crossing 11 is l ikely to occur near ailepost 0.3 ( table has 
9.3)  

Page 4C-13, Par. 2 

Thia paragraph recognizes that hydrostatic test waters aay have to be tested 
prior to discharge . Measures could be included here that address situations 
where State water quality standards are not aet following testing. 

Page 4C-13, Par 5 
Page 4F-6, Par. 1 

Increased Risk of Erosion and Sedi��entation . There is no aention of actions 
which aight aitigate the effects of construction at the eight Moyie River 
crossings . Instead , the aitigation ��entioned is another alternative whose 
effects aay be greater for other resources . Cup Nine should be viewed as an 
al ternative and treated as such, not as aitigation. 

Page 4D-8, Par. 4 
Page 3L-7 
Page 3L-12 

FA9-981 The proper naae ia Crooked River National Grassland, not Qrasalands . 
error also occurs on pace• 3L-7 and 3L-12. 

This 

FA9-99 

fAo-100 1 

Page 4D-8, Sec. 4D, Par. 5 
• • • •  Where the project route crosses the Deachutes National Foreat, access to 
Newberry Crater, which would be the center of Newberry National Volcanic 
Monument , would be teaporarily disrupted by the construction of the pipeline . •  
This sentence could read: • • • •  Where the project route crosses the Deschutes 
National Forest, accesa to Newberry Crater, which ia in the newly deaignated 
Newberry National Volcanic Monuaent,  would be teaporarily disrupted by the 
construction of the pipeline. Blasting on the portion of the construction 
route that passes neareat to Leva River Cave would disrupt access to the cave 
teaporarily also. Meaaurea auat be stated and approved in Plana of Operation 
that would ainiaize effect on other Forest uaera . •  

Soae aention needs to be aade as to how coordination with other utilities will 
be done since there are soae in the area that could be affected by the pipeline 
construction. 

Page 4E-3 

"Rare plant and wildlife surveys were conducted along the proposed POT Project 
route during March-May 1990 . "  

This time o f  year aay be inappropriate for sensitive plant surveys . Other 
surveys aay be necesaary to aeet Forest Service Regulations on Rare Plants. 

FA9-96 

FA9-97 

FA9-98 

FA9-99 

FA9- 100 

FA-31 

This issue is best addressed by the appropriate state permitting agency. 

The Camp Nine Alternative has been expressly identified by the staff as an Alternative route, 
and not as potential mitigation. The need for mitigation is addressed in Chapter 6, 
Recommended Mitigation Measure No. 25. 

Comment accepted. 

Comment accepted. See revised Chapter 40. Coordinating pipeline construction with the 
owners of the utilities lines that would be crossed is a standard construction practice. See 
addition to Chapter 2 in "General Construction Procedures•. 

Surveys were conducted between March and November of 1990. See revised Chapter 4E. 
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Page "E-5 

FA9-101 1 l11pacts and Nitigatinc •uures COIIIIOI\ to the POT and Alt11110nt Projects . 

FA9-102 

All POT/POE Loop Connruction croasinc public lands ad8inistered b)' the Forest 
Service will ca.pl)' with the Forest Land and Resource llanaa->t Plus with 
seuonsl restrictions for wildlife, special wildlife, vegetation, soils and 
water, nodous weeds, fire restrictions as set forth in the Standards and 
Guidelines , unless waiver is obtained and aisned off b)' a Forest Supervisor of 
each National Forest crossed. 

Page �E-5, Par. 2, Sent. 2 

•As previoul)' discussed in Chapter ]8, due to the different ,..tland 
identification aethods used for POT and Alta.ont, wetland t.pacts for POT have 
110re likel)' been underesti-ted and wetland i��pacta for Alta.ont have 110st 
likel)' been overesti-ted. •  

eo..ent: A wetland - t  be coepleted on the NFS lands, Loop 18 crosses one 
and is vecy close to two possible vemal pools on the llodoc: and Shasta National 
Forests. Who will prepare the application for the 404 license? 

Pye �E-5, Par. 5 

FA9-103 1 Last Sentence should read: 
of tree seedlings • • •  

However, · the  Forest Service will require plantinc 

FA9-1041 
FA9-1051 
FA9-106 

Page �E-6, Par. 2 

Nodous Weeds . .  Add: 
obtained locall)'. 

Hay or straw used for drainage/erosion control ..,st be 

Page �E-6, Sec. "E 

Wildlife and cattle are �inc to have to negotiate the open trench. Mitigation 
eeasures such as reaping will be considered and approved b)' the Forest Service 
in a COli Plan. 

Page �E-6, Par. 5. Sent. 1 

•Jn order to einieize iapact on bird species that would utilize the peraanent 
right-of-way for breeding purposes , we recoaaend that the applicants not 
conduct vegetation eaintenanca of the risht-of-wS)' prior to August 1 of any 
year, and vegetation eaintenance be perforaed no 110re frequently than once 
evecy three )'ears. •  

Coaaent: There are several factors which would dictate the tieing of 
eaintenance on risht-of-way over the NFS lands, such as fire danger, soil 
conditions , tieing for slash disposal . Ninieizinc the iepact to bird species 
would not be one of the factors unless the species is listed as sensitive, 
threatened, or endangered. 

FA-32 

FA9-IOI 

FA9-102 

FA9-103 

FA9-104 

FA9-IOS 

FA9-106 

Thank you for this information. No response required. 

POT and/or PG&E, as the applicant of a private project is responsible for preparing any 
Section 404 permit applications that may be required. 

The referenced paragraph already contains this information. 

This issue is discussed in Chapler 48. 

Thank you for this information. 

Thank you for your comment. On NFS-sySiem land, the Forest Service may establish restraints 
on right-of-way maintenance activities as it deems necessary. 
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Page 4E-8, Par. 2 

This portion or the EIS states that no wetland "loss• would occur. Has the 
threat or the loss or the water table throulh trenching or fracturing or 
iaperaeable bedrock or soil been considered? In paragraph 3 the threat is is 
recognized but long tara iapacta not addressed . 

Pase -E-11,  Par. 1 

Annual ryegrass aay not be the best choice in all cases . To ensure adequate 
end rapid revegatation or wet areas, a revegetation plan will be COIIpleted by 
the coapany and approved by the Forest Service. 

Page -£- 1 1 ,  Par. 3 

Long tara activit)' on the right-of-way will include aonitoring, Continuing 
coapaction due to vehicle traffic should be evaluated. 

(Forest Service realizes FERC does not have aost current infonaation on 
Special-Status species rroa POT. We include deficiencies here for 
docuaentation purposes . )  

Page 4£-12, Par. 1 

Special-Status Plant Species . States that "two FS·listed sensitive plant 
species aay occur along the pipeline route • • • • •  • .  The £PS for PGT-PG&E 
revealed that five special status plants were encountered in Idaho (p.  4-1 ) .  
Two or these plants are FS•listed sensitive, which would require aitigation 
consideration, and the other three are listed as Watch or Review. These 
special status plants , along with those found in Washington, Oregon end 
California, are listed in Table - . 1-1 in the £PS report. This table ia current 
and contains correct inforaation as coapared to Table 4£-2 in the DEIS, p .  
4£-14 . 

Page 4£-12, Par. 6 

Grizzly Bear. States the construction or the pipeline would disturb 329 acres 
or potential grizzly bear habitat (Table 4£-3 ) .  The project does not occur 
within any grizzly bear unit identified in the grizzly bear recovery zone. 

Page 4E-14, Table 4£-2 

Assessaent or Iapacts on Special-Status Plant Species Along the POT Route . 
Oregon Special-Status Plants . Astragalus peckii was found along the pipeline 
right-of-way between M . P .  525 to 530 during POT's plant survey in 1990. Iapact 
froa pipeline expansion activities is expected end ai tigation aeasures were 
proposed in PGT ' s  final plant survey report. Soae stateaent should appear here 
referring to those findings and recoaaendations . 

Add Botrychiua puaicola , which was found on the Cheault Ranger District on the 
Wineaa National Forest during 1990, and extensively on the Crescent Ranger 
District on the Deschutes National Forest during 1990 in habitats siailar to 
those found along the existing POT pipeline right-or-way. Add the plant to 
Appendix £-1 also. 

FA9-107 

FA9-108 

FA9-109 

FA9-I IO 

FA9-I I I  

FA9- 1 12 

FA9- 1 1 3  

FA-33 

In the event that a perched wetland is "breached" during construction, the applicant would be 
responsible for re-establishing the impermeable layer. 

Thank you for this information. No response required. 

Thank you for your comment. No response required. 

1be Slaff draws the commentors attention to the fact the definition of "special status species• 
contained in PGT's EPS differs from that used by the staff in the DEIS. PGT's definition 
includes Natural Heritage Program - listed species (Watch or Review List), where as the staff 
does not. Table 4E-2 and Appendix E-1 have been revised to incorporate the appropriate 
information from PGT's EPS. 

Comment accepted. See revised Chapter 4E. 

Comment accepted. See revised Chapter 4E. 

Staff disagrees, as PGT surveyed the Area of Potential Affect along its proposed project during 
1990 and did not locate any individuals of this species. 
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FA9-1 141 lli8Ulua JepsonU doea not occur juat near hish 110untain lakea. It ia 
apparentl1 videapreed acroaa the Deachutea and Wineaa National Foreata, and 
potential habitat for the plant could occur vithin the existinc POT pipeline 
risht-of-v_,, becauae the plant occupiea diaturbed aitea. n.. plant should be 
looked for durinc plant surve1s in 1991 (see coaaent belov) , 

FA9-1 151 Pill! '11-14, Table ltE2 

Last Line: lliaulua Jepaonii--acrea or potential habitat shovs 0 acres. 
ia incorrect. lliaulua has been located extensivel1 on Crescent Rancer 
Diatrict, Deachutea NF, in •- t1P8 habitat. 

Pill! ltE-14, Table 4E-l 

This 

FA9-1 16I c .... nt Section . We notice that no cOMenta are ll8de conceminc the positive 
aishtinc of Astrqalua peckU in Klaaath Co, and that no habitat for lliaulus 
Jepaonii ia found alone the pipeline. lliaulua JepaonU is found on diaturbed 
puaice soila, aakinc tha pipeline on the Wi.-a pri• habitat. We rec....,nd 
addinc a coaaent about the Astrqalua peckU and further �ts upo11 
ai'tication (aee coaaents above and belov) . 

Special-Statua Plant Species. Table lists tvo special statua plants for 
Idaho. The inforaation ia outdated. n.. 110at current inforaation is present 
in the EPS for the POT/POLE report. The DEIS and the EPS contain contradictinc 
inforaation. The DEIS should be referrinc to the coap.w.nsive surve1 and 
coaplete inforastion found in the EPS report. 

FA9-l l11 The a,abol I ia uaed throuchout this table. 'n>ere is no reference as to vhat 
it •ana. 

FA9-ll81 
FAS-1 191 
FA9- 120 I 
FA9-121 

Pill! ltE-17, Table ltE-2 

c....,nt: Erl'J\IIiua aathiasiae, Mathias' co,ote-thistle is Uated as Sensitive 
b1 the Foreat Service. 

Page ltE-23, Par. 4 

Harlequin Duck. The Harlequin Duck breeds at very rev sitea in northem Idaho, 
so the crossinc of the llo1ie River is proportionatel1 fairl1 sicnificant. 
These iapacts can be aiticated provided a liaited operatinc season outside of 
tlleir breeding aeason 1a uaed, and the island, as noted, is protected. 

Page ltE-31, Sec. ltE, Par. 6 

• • • •  all this veptation vould be alloved to repnerate • • •  • Plan tins (vhere 
appropriate) and aeedinc vill be required for National Forest S1stea lands in 
COli Plana. 

Page ltE-33. Par. 1 l 4 

The first paragraph on thia pap atates •These veptation t1P88 ( i .e. Grassland 
vecetation types) are videspread and abundant in Orecon; therefore iapacts are 
lesa than sicniticant . •  Paracraph 4 on the s ... Pill! states, "Disturbances of 
6.3 acres of bluebunch vheatcrasa-Sandburc bluecrass prairie is a sicnificant 
iapact. • These atate..nta appear to be contradictory. 

FA-34 
FA9-1 14 

FA9- 1 1S 

FA9-1 16 

FA9-1 17 

FA9- 1 18 

FA9-1 19 

FA9-120 

FA9- 121 

Commenl nolcd. No individuals were found during POT's 1990 surveys. See revised 
Chapler 4E. 

See response 10 Commenl FA9-1 14. 

See response 10 Commenl FA9-1 10 and FA9-I IS. 

The symbols I and FS are used inlerchangeably, and are used 10 indicale a Forese 
Service - lisled sensitive species. 

This infonnation is already indicaled in Table 4E-2 of lhc DEIS. However, please 1101c lhe 
revisions 10 Table 4E-2. 

Thank you for your commenl. No response required. 

Thank you for lhis commenl. Plcasc see Chapter 48 for a discussion of n:vegelalion leehniqucs. 

The first paragraph referenced refers 10 lhc &CJWJl vegelalive lypes crossed by POT's proposed 
facililics (e.g., lodge pole, pine foresc, ponderosa pine forest, elc.) while lhc second Slalemenl 
referenced refers 10 a s,pecja! native plant communjly. Therefore, lhcsc Slalemcnts are not 
contradic:lory. 
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Page �E-33 

FA9- I22 1 Special-Status Plant Species. Chance to correct nuaber, to account for 
edditonel species included in lis t .  Three of the 10 ere listed as sensitive by 
�-
Pase �E-33. Per. 1 

FA9-I231 Special-Status Plant Species. Refers to special status plants shown in table 
�E-2. Miaulus Jepsonii is indicated ea no habitat. This is incorrect. Much 
of the route on Crescent District is Miaulus habitat .  Should also survey for: 
Botrydiua paaicole ( see co..ent above) . 

FA9-1241 ·�"1 
Page �E-33 

Special Status Wildlife Species. Closure restrictions es stated in Forest 
Service Land end Resource Menaceaent Plans end COM Plans will  be adhered to. 

Pqae �E-33, Sec. �E. Per. 6 

• . • .  Four to five Townsend' s  bets hibernate in Lave River Caves Perk • • •  • This 
should read: • • • •  hibernate in the west ar. of Lava River Cave. The east er. 
is used as feeding CJ:'OWlds for an unidentified species of beta, although they 
do not eppreer to hibernate there. • 

Page �E-36, Sec. �E. Per. 1 

FA9-126 1  There ere no aitigetion aaasures described for the Lave River Cave situation. 
The pipeline construction will not directly effect the bet hibernicule, but we 
would like e bet survey done before end after blestinc to see how it aay have 
effected the bet population of Lave River Cave--Townsend' s  bats end other 
species included. 

Page �E-41 

FA9-1271 Iaportant Habitat for Gaae Species- Mule Deer. 
in coaaents above, will be adhered to, 

Closure restrictions, es stated 

FA9-128 
Page �E-� 1 .  Per. 6 

The EIS listed narrow aigretion corridors on the Deschutes NF between MP �7� 
end MP �75, MP �79 and MP �80, MP �62 end 4� , end MP �65 end MP �66. To 
miniaize disruption of aigretory patterns, •we (DEIS) recoaaend that PGT not 
construct within these aigretion corridors during the aigretion seasons (April 
1 to July 1 and October 15 to Deceaber 1 ) .  Construction within wider aigretion 
corridors would not affect large nuabers of deer because construction 
activities would be confined to saell erees and coapleted in e short tiae. • 

Our concern is for the wider corridors . If the trench is left open in these 
areas for 1 or 2 days during the peek aigretion period, the aula deer aigration 
would probably be disrupted. In e conversation with Steve Roberta on January 
16, 1991 , he explained that there had been tentative egreeaent with Oregon 
Depertaent of Fish end Wildlife (ODFW) that crossings would be constructed in 
the open trench every �00 yards along the trench. The crossings would be 

FA9-122 

FA9-123 

FA9-124 

FA9-12S 

FA9-126 

FA9-127 

FA9-128 

FA-35 

Please see revised Chapter 4E. 

See revised Table 4E-2. 

Thank you for this information. No response required. 

Comment accepted. 

1be ForesJ Service may impose on POT whatever survey requirements it deems necessary. 
However, given the Forest Service's concurrence with our determination of no direct effect, we 
do not see the need for the FERC staff to impose such a requirement. 

See response to Comment FA9-124. 

Thank you for this information. No response required. 
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constructed of earthen reaps . The top surface vould be about 80 feet wide. 
The crossings would allov deer, as well as other aniaals, to cross, and the 
reaps would pereit aniaals which aay have fallen in the trench to walk out. 
Additionally, the pipe lying in place on the surface next to the trench, would 
have breaks in it eveey 400 feet. 

Page 4E-41, Par. 7 

FA9-129I The EIS listed narl'OW aigration corridors on the Deschutes NF bet- liP 474 
and liP 475, liP 479 and liP 480, liP 482 and 484 , and liP 485 and liP 486. To 
ainiaize dillnaption or aigratoey pattems, "we (DEIS) recoaaend that POT not 
construct within these aigration corridors during the aigration aeasona (April 
1 to July 1 and October 15 to Deceaber 1 ) .  Construction vi thin vider aigration 
corridors vould not affect large nuabers or deer beca1111e construction 
activities vould be confined to saall areas and coapleted in a ahort tiae . "  

Our concem is  for the vider corridors . If  the trench 1 8  left apen in  these 
areas for 1 or 2 days during the peak aigration period, the aula deer aigration 
vould probably be disrupted. This vill be addresaed in COli Plena. 

Page 4E-43, Par. 1 

FA9-I 30I Pronghom antelope are present year-tound on the Grassland between llud Springs 
Creek and the lladru coapressor station. Closure restrictions, as aentioned in 
coaaents above, will be adhered to. 

FAJ-1311 Page 4E-44 

Special-Statllll Plant Species. c-nt: EI'YI!Iiua aathiasiae, llathiea' 
coyote-thistle, currently listed as a Forest Service Sensitive plant vas not 
addressed. The pipeline crosses an area vith Coyote-thistle at liP 680.88 vhich 
auat be addressed. 

Page 4E-47, Par. 3 

FA9-1321 Coaaent: It should be aentioned that the pipeline vill run adjacent to an 
active Bald eagle neat and pilot tree . 

FA9-133 

FA9-1341 

Page 4F-6, Par. 1 

Miniaize Clearing. In addition to a site-specific construction, restoration, 
aitigation, and aonitoring plan for each of the Moyie River Crossings , a 
site-specific enhanceaent plan to iaprove fish habitat in the Moyie River and a 
plan to provide for fish passage froa the Moyie River into the Meadov Creek 
drainage beyond the existing fish blockage should be discussed in the EIS. 
POT, thus far, haa been willing to develop an enhanceaent project in the Moyie 
River Valley. Considering the current condition of auch of the reach of the 
river above their last crossing, there could be a net benefit to the river 
through enhanceaent efforts. 

Page 40-3, Par. 2 

The EIS does not substantially aeasure or discuss social effects, i .e. criae, 
attitudes, coaaunity cohesion, social conflicts, etc. or direct econoaic 
effects , i .e.  jobs , incoae created, etc. 

FA-36 

FA9-129 

FA9-130 

FA9-131  

FA9- 132 

fA9-133 

FA9- 134 

See response 10 Comment FA9- 128. 

See response 10 Comment FA9-128. 

The FERC's EIS only addresses federally listed or proposed threatened and endangered species 
in the State of California. Please refer 10 the CPUC's DEIR and FEIR for a complete discussion 
of the environmental impacts associated with the construction of PG&E's non-jurisdictional 
Cacilitics. 

Sec revised Chapter 4E. 

See revised Chapter 4F. 

To discuss what degree the project may result in these social effects would be speculative at 
best. As stated in the DEIS concerning impacts on public services, these impacts would vary 
from community 10 community depending on the number of non-local workers (and any 
accompanying family members) that temporarily reside in each community, how long they stay, 
and the size of the community. Although these factors an: too variable 10 accurately predict the 
severity of the impact, these effects would be shon-term and therefore, are not expected to be 
significant. 



·�·l 
FA9-l36 

.... l 
FA9-138 

FA9-1391 
FA9-140 1 

Ms. Lois Cashell 23 

Page 4G-4 , Table 4G-l 

Table 4G-1 lists increases in te•porary population. Looking at the •ap i t  
seeas certain cities, auch as Madras, Bend, and K l  .. ath Falls will aerve as a 
hub ror activities both North and South , and therefore will have larger 
i�acts . 

Page 4H-1 

Envii'OI\IIental Consequences: Air Quality. The doc�nt needs to discuss the 
potential i•pact or the project on PM-10 levela within the urban srowth area or 
Kl .. ath Falls ( the nonattainaent area) and on Crater Lake National Park (Class 
I air shed) . It also needs to discuss the potential i�acts on the local 
c�unities (see ca.aent 3H) . It should also discuss the i�acts or aaoke rroa 
the burnins or ril(ht-of-way debris on the various hishways in the area, such as 
Hil(hway 97. Sprasue River Hil(hway, the Willi .. son River Road, the Squaw Flat 
Road, and Hil(hway 140. 

Mitigation aeasures will be asreed to and approved in COM Plans. 

Page 4H- 1 ,  Se c .  4H 

We think it should be •entioned soaewhere in this chapter that saoke rroa slash 
burning would have a te•porary arrect on air quality. A •itigation aeasure to 
be added: Burnins will be done in accordance with State and Federal 
regulations. 

Page 4H-2, Par. 5 

I•pacts rroa Coapressor Station 11 ( and several others in Oreson, Stations 12 
and 13) are never discussed. Discussions aaong Bob Bachaan (Region 6 Forest 
Service Air Quality Specialist, Portland, OR ) ,  Larry Miller (Oreson D.E.Q. Air 
Quality, Portland, OR) and Harry Clags (Ochoco National Forest ,  Prineville, OR) 
deterained that C011pressor Station 1 1  does indeed exceed federal PSD 
thresholds . It therefore should be included in Table 4H-l EXISTING AND 
PROPOSED COMPRESSOR STATION AIR EMISSIONS and discussed in the narrative or the 
section on IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES SPECIFIC TO 111E POT PROJECT. The 
present PSD Perait Request being considered by Oregon ' s  DEQ shows that 
C011pressor Station 11 has existing NOx eaissions or 538 tons/year and is 
expected to increase by 59 tons/year for a total or 597 tons/year. 

There is a lack or discussion on •itigation aeasures ror those stations within 
the significant deterioration regulations . Soae discussion or Best Available 
Control Technology ( BACT) and an esti•ata or the likely hood or success. 

Page 4I-1,  Sec.  41 

Soae state•ent should be aade in this chapter that there will be no increase in 
operation noise at Co.pressor Station No. 12. 

Page 4I-2, Par. 1 ,  Sent. 6 

"To ensure that POT' s noise design criteria would be achieved, we recoaaend 
that PGT file noise analyses with the �ission ror its proposed coapressor 
additions prior to the issuance or the final EIS . "  

FA9- 13S 

FA9-136 

FA9- 137 

FA9-138 

FA9-139 

FA9-140 

FA-37 

The progression of the construction process would cause the personnel to disperse throughout 
the area covered by each spread. 'Therefore, any analysis of impacts on any community would 
rely on variables that would make it purely speculative. 

'Thank you for this information. See revised Chapters 3H and 4H. 

See response to Comment FA9-136. 

See response to Comment FA9-S7. 

Comment noted. 

PO&E does not plan to install additional compression at the Tionesta Compression Station. 
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Forest. Will it be expanded? The EIR did not address. 

FA9-141 1 
FAIH421 

Page 4J•1,  Par. 2 

Many of the roads to be utilized on National Forest are low standard roads. 
Increased traffic and larse vehicle sizes could cause d .. eae or require 
reconatruction and upgrading. 

Page 4J·2, Par. 1 

A COM Plan will be coepleted that addresses increased traffic on Forest 
Develop.ent Roads. 

P!Je 4L-4, Par 1 

FA9-143 1 Miniaize Clearing. In addition, the planting of larse balled conifers should 
be part of visual resource plan to be approved by the Forest Service or BLM. 

FA9-1 441 Page 4L-4 , Par. 3 

Miniaize Stre .. Crossing lapact. Add the stateaent, as in the road crossings: 
A screen of trees should be left in place or planted across the right-of-way at 
river crossings in forested areas. 

Page 4L·4, Par. 7 

FA9·1451 MP 0.2-13.6' VQO: Retention. The area along the Eileen Road b also to be 
aanaged for the vbual quality objective of retention. Therefore, correct MP 
0.2-13.6 to read 0.2-20. 1 .  This is the s- as along the Moyie River Road. 

FA9-146 

FA9-147 1 
. .._ ... 1 

Page 4L-4 , Par. 7 
Page 4L-5, Par. 1 

Short tera aitigation of the visual effects would be -.ore positive if signing 
vas strategically placed to advise the public concerning of the short tara 
iapacts to the area. This does not really iaprove the visual iapact but would 
reduce confusion and aisunderstandincs about the chances to their recreation 
area. 

Page 4L-5, Par. 5 

MP 465.0-51 1 .2 ,  VQO: Retention. In order to assure Retention of visual 
quality, a COM Plan will be coepleted by PGT and approved by the Forest 
Service. 

Page 4L-7 

MP 519.5, VQO: Retention. The only additional clearing of trees at this 
location would be for teaporar,r workspace. A COM Plan will be approved by the 
Forest Service to assure Retention of visual quality, This will ainiaize the 
long·tera iapacts; short-tera iapacts would not be significant. 

FA-38 

FA9-141 

FA9-142 

FA9-143 

FA9-144 

FA9-14S 

FA9-146 

FA9-147 

FA9-148 

Thank you for this information. No response required. 

See response 10 Comment FA9-141.  

Comment acceptc:d. See revised Chapter 4L. 

Comment accepted. See revised Chapter 4L. 

Change made. See revised Chapter 4L. 

This measure is better suited for the COM Plan because our required mitigation applies to sites 
primarily on federally managed land. 

Comment noted. No response required. 

Comment noted. No response required. 



FA9-149 1 
···-"·1 
FA9-151 1 

Ms. Lois Cashell 

Page 4M·1, Par. 1 

Last sentence ahould read: 
project, etc • • • •  

Page 4M·2, Par. 1 

25 

Miti1ative ooeasures "will" include reroutin� the 

DEIS needs to state ooore clearly that FERC aust sub8it cultural resource site 
deter.inationa or NRHP Eligibility to SHPO' s  prior to consulting with s88e for 
Deter.inations or Effect. Include appropriate Federal agencies in 
consultation. 

Page 4M·2, Par. 4 

Coaaent : 1be field survey is not cmoplete for the APE. 

Page 4M-2, Par. 5 

FA9-1521 Co1111ent: Applicants aust be required to aeet these conditions in order to 
c011ply with the NHPA. Recoooooending that they do so 18 not sufficient. 

FA9-153 1 
FA9-154 1 
FA9-155 1 
FA9-156 

,.,_,,1 

Page 4M-3, Par. 2, Sent . 1 and 2 

Coaaent: Sentence• are inconsistent. The entire APA has not been inventoried 
becauae areas outaide or the pipeline route are not included in the inventory. 

Page 4M·3, Par. 5 
Paragraph needs to indicate that there are atill x nuaber or cultural resource 
sites outstanding to be subaitted to SHPO's  tor Deter.ination or NRHP 
Elilibility. 

Page 4M-10, Par. 5 
1be survey or the APE for paleontol01ical resources will be coapleted and 
analyzed in a NEPA rraaework prior to construction activities . 

Page 4M·12, Par. 2, 3 

Rather than discussin� iapacts or errect• , once again the stateaent is aade or 
iaplied that surveys are needed and ror.ations are known to contain 
paleontological resources (e.g. , John Day For.ation) .  

Mention or how PGT would coordinate with other utilitiea during construction, 
and possible CU8Ulative effects of 110re that one project OCCUr'r'inB Could be 
aentioned here. 

� 

Cuaulative Japacts. Jt is difficult to address cuaulative effects, especially 
when your analysis basically consist or qualitative infor'88tion. However, 
throughout the docuaent, there are nuaerous references to cuaulative water 
quality iapacts to the Moyie River (i .e . ,  �C-13, Par. 4) but there is no 

FA9-149 

FA9-ISO 

FA9-ISI  

FA9-IS2 

FA9-IS3 

FA9-IS4 

FA9-ISS 

;A9-IS6 

:A9-IS7 

FA-39 

Comment accepted. See revised Chapter 4M. 

See revised Chapter 4M. 

Phase I testing has been completed for the APE as defined in the lext. The FERC staff 
acknowledges that the further testing recommended in the Phase I repon has not been 
completed, and that certain areas such as laydown yards have yet to be defined. Survey will be 
required in these areas. 

1bank you for your comment. The stafrs recommended condition is suffiCient to ensure that 
the FERC complies with its responsibilities under Section 106 of the NHPA. 

The APE as defined in the Phase I repon has been surveyed. POT is not required to survey 
areas outside the APE. Survey will be required of those areas (such as laydown and pipe 
storage yards) which were not defined at the time of the original survey. 

Comment accepted. See revised Chapter 4M. 

1bank you for this information. No response required. 

Paleontology impacts are discussed on page 4M-IO. 

Comment noted. See revised Chapler S. 



PA9-lS7 
(CIIIIIL) 

fA9-1 58  

··�·"I 
fA9- 1601 

lis. Lois Cashell 26 

reference to it in cu.ulative i11pacta section. You uy have to quality the 
existinc water quality condition and also state how auch you expect to change 
for for how lone. 1be topic of water quality ia very i11p0rtant as relates to 
the lloyie River but which ia handled rather vquely. 

No reference ia aade to the necessary coordination with other utilities, such 
u phone linea, electrical facilities, etc. 

Page 5-2, Par. 2 

For the PGJ' portion of the line it ��entiona only three stations having 
increased Hisaiona and disaiases thea u not sipificant. All atations will 
ave increases usociated with the increased voluae of an edditional line to 
puap, as well as the increased coapressor capacity at the three stations 
��entioned. There should be a cuaulative affects discussion of the eo��pressor 
stations u they affect local air sheds in conJunction with other Hi88ion 
sources such u urban area traffic and industry, acricultural buminc, slash 
buminc, and wood stove saoke. 1be central Oreaon and Kluath Basins are two 
areas where the tranaaission line NOx eaissions are bound to exert a cuaulative 
iaP.ct. 

Page 6-9. Par. 2, Table 6-1 

The discussion on air quality and Table 6-1 needs to be updated to reflect at 
least 3 coapresaor stations hevinc sipificant increases in NOx Hiuiona. 
There is no ��ention of required uae of BACT for reducinc NOx eaissions fi'OII the 
coapressor stations in Oreson. 

Page 6-31, 117 

Replace "should" with "will".  

Page 6-32 

fA9-161 I FERC Staff Recoaaended Mitigation lleasurea for the PGJ' ProJect.  Soaewhere in 
this section the followinc state��ent should appear: PGJ' shall c011ply with the 
Standards and Guidelines of the Land and Resource llanageaent Plan of each 
National Forest involved in the PGJ' Natural Gsa Pipeline ProJect. 

fA9-162I Coordination should be done with other utilities in the vicinity of the 
pipeline. 

Any bedding uterial for the pipe, fill needs, etc. , should be obtained fi'OII 
the iaaediate area to avoid introducing species into the area that are not 
coapatible with existinc species or introducing noxious weeds . 

Any' straw or aulch aaterial used to control erosion should also be obtained 
froa the i-.fiate area. 

PGJ' aust perfora a snag analyaia and develop COli Plans for snag replace��ent. 

llany areas on the Deschutes and Wineaa National Foresta are close to the 
ainiaua for big gBIMI cover. A COli Plan will be developed by PGJ' and approved 
by the Forest Service to aeintain adequate cover. 

FA-40 

FA9-IS8 

FA9-IS9 

FA9-160 

FA9-161 

FA9-162 

SlafT disagrees with this statemellt. Any increases in emissions from existing stations will be 
negligible, and these station would be required 10 operate within the terms set by their PSD 
permits. 

The referenced paragraph and table already conaain this information. 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. See revised Chapter 6. 

The starr believes that the development and imposition or these recommendations is best left 10 
the Forest Service's permitting process, as agreed 10 by the FERC staff and the Forest Service 
in our coordination meeting held in Bend, Oregon on February 28, 1991. 



PM-162 
(CDIIL) 

FA9-163 

FA9-1641 

lis. Lois Cashell 27 

Forest Service requesu POT to revi- their 30' offset require��ent for all the 
new pipe. First drawings we saw showed a 20' offset except in lava rock 
areas. Forest Service prefers a 20' offset in 110st areas of the pipeline. 

11\e crossi���r of highway 97 is on Gilchrist tiaber coapan)' land. 11\e Forest 
Service requests treataent or this croasi���r siailar to National Forest Land as 
-t people believe the)' are vi-ing National Forest lands when driving down 
highway 97. A COM Plan would be agreed to for this section. 

POT will subait a plan for aanaging existing windrowed rock and new rock . This 
COM Plan will be approved b)' the Forest Service. 

The scope of the expansion of Coapressor Station No. 12, Deschutes National 
Forest, needs to be defined and arranceaenta aade with the Forest Service for 
specific aitication aeasures that eight be needed concerning the owners in the 
nearb)' subdivision. 

Page 6-33, Par. 31 

The "FERC Staff Recoaaended Mitigation Measures for the POT Project• nuaber 31 
is consistent with the �ndation to not construct within the aule deer 
aigration corridors between aile posts listed in the above coaaent. COM Plana 
will be approved b)' the Forest Service for additional aeasures necessacy to 
protect aigration or aule deer, especial!)' in the wider aitigetion corridors . 

Page 6-32, 1110 

Add sentence: Evaluationa will be coapleted prior to clearinc. 

Page 6-34, Par. 4 

FA9-165I Chance first sentence to read: . . . . . .  ,POT and POlE "will" avoid these 
resources . 

FA9-166 

FA9-1671 
FA9-16HI 

Add sentence: When it is iapoasible to avoid NRHP listed or eligible cultural 
resources , POT and POlE will conduct data recovecy prior to site disturbance. 

Page 6-36, Par. 3 

It is unknown what cultural resources aa)' lie under the puaice la)'er resulting 
froa the lit. llazaaa eruption. Therefore, a COM Plan will address appropriate 
aeasures to ensure deepl)' layered cultural resources are protected as required 
b)' State and Federal law. 

Page 8·1·1,  Appendix 8·1 

Erosion Control , Revegetation and Maintenance Plan. A final restoration plan 
(COM Plan) will be coapleted b)' POT/POE in conjunction with and approved b)' the 
Forest Service. 

Page 8·1·4, Part IV. C 

"Test for soil coapaction across the project right-of-we)' in agricultural 
areas . "  

FA9-163 

FA9-164 

FA9-16S 

FA9-166 

FA9- 167 

FA9-168 

FA-41 

lbank you for this information. 

1bc word "construction", as used in the referenced mitigation measure, encompasses clearing 
and other earth disturbing activities. 1bcrefore, no change is required. 

1bc comment probably refers 10 Condition No. 40 versus Paragraph 4. See revised Condition 
No. 40. 

lbank you for this information. No response required. 

See response 10 Comment FA9- 166. 

See response to Comment FA9-167. 
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FA9-169 

lla. Loia Caahell 28 

eo..ent: SoU ca.paction ia often a probln for tree and shrub developo�ent on 
forested lands . Tests for aoU ca.paction ahould be run in National Foreat 
S.rstee Landa where trees and shrubs will be planted. 

Pye B-1-5, V 

Reveptation, A. General Requi..-nts. 

Ca.llent: Soih on the NFS lands should be tested for varioua additives needed 
and applied to achieve an appropriate p-owth INidiUII ao reveptation will be 
successful. 

Page B-1-5, Part F 

FA9-170 1  Ca..ent: The Forest Service R-5 standards for "slope breakers• or water bers 
is as follows: 

% Slopa 

1 - 6 
7 - 9 

10 - 14 
15 - 20 
21 - l!O 
41 - 60 

Page B-1-8 A. VII . 

Low 
(feet) 
lfoo 
300 
200 
150 
90 
50 

Erosion Hazard Ratinc for Area 
lied. Hip 

(feet) (feet) 
350 300 
250 200 
175 150 
120 90 
70 50 
40 25 

FA9-171 1 Reveptation and rehabilitation plans aust aeet agenc.r aaintenance end results 
standards . Standards and length or tera for POT/PGE responsibilit,r in ensuring 
adequate revegetation/rehabilitation will be deterained throuch the Plans or 
Operation (Restoration Plan ) .  Forest Service will approve Restoration Plan and 
tera or liabilit,r. 

CON Plans will be writt.n b,r POT/PGE and approved b,r the Forest Service for 
reveptation and rehabilitation. 

Page B-1-9 E 

FA9-172 1 Application or herbicides and other veptative aanage.ent or unwanted 
veptation aust confor- to the Veptative llanage.ent EIS and INidiated agreeaent 
b,r the Regional Forester R-6, on public lands adloinistered b,r the IIi-, 
Ochoco, and Deschutes National Foreats. 

(Note to FERC: It 18 of u�t iaportance this reference ia llede to the 
Veptative llanye��&��t EIS in the FERC EIS. If this reference is not aade, 
National Forests in Oregon will not be able to issue a Record or Decision to 
consent to the Grant based on PERC's EIS. ) 

FA-42 

FA9- 169 

FA9-170 

FA9-171 

FA9- 172 

This issue is adequately addressed in Chapters 48 and 6. 

The Forest Service may impose its own standards on the applicants when consuucting across 
National Forest SySiem lands. 

See response to Comments FA9-168 and FA9-170. 

Comment noted. See revised Appendix B- 1 .  



Ns. Lois Cashell 29 

Page B-1-9, Part F 

FA9-173I eo..ent: The Forest Service will provide the percent cover standards by aile 
post for deteraining if revegetation is successful . It  is stated that "The 
Environaental Inspector shall deteraine whether or not reseeding is required . "  The Forest Service Regional Liaisons along with the Environaental Inspector 
shell deteraine whether or not reseeding is required on the National Forest 
Syatea Lands .  

Page C-3-1 , ltea I-A-1 

FA9-174 I The atateaent that staging areas will be located 50 feet away fi'OII the wetland 
edge, "where topographic conditions perait" aay not produce effects desired. 
Perhaps leaving off "where topographic conditions perait" would leave a 
stronger atateaent capable of ensuring desired results, 

Page C-3-1,  Itea I-B-1 

FA9-1751 It is unclear whether the 10 feet is to be aeasured fi'OII the hilh water aark or 
the low water level . 

Page C-3•2, !tea I-D-4 

FA9-176 1 The stateaent thet atreu crossinp will be as perpendicular to the axis of the 
channel •as engineering and routing conditions perait" aay not produce desired 
effects. Perhaps a stronger stateaent could be inserted. 

Page C-_3-5. !teas D-2, 3 
FA9-177 1 Erosion control aeasures described here fail to discuss what size or intensity 

of cliaatic event they aight be deaicned to deal with. 

Page E-1-1 , Appendix E-1 

FA9-17S I The following species should also be considered: Astragalus howellii ,  
Astragalus howellii var . howellU, Astragalus diaphanua var. diaphanua, 
Astraglus diaphanua var. diurnus . 
Page E-1 - 1 ,  Appensix E-1 . 

FA9-179 1 POT Special-Status Plant Species . Astragalus peckii . 
species was found between M . P. 525 and M . P .  530. 

Indicate that this 

and 

FA9-1801 Miaulus Jepsonii . The current taxonoay and status of this plant is being 
reviewed . The plant has a high probability of occurrence along the existing 
PGT right-of-way. 

Page El- l ,  Appendix E-1 

FA9-ISI I Special status plant species that aay occur along the pipeline • • •  This table, 
which lists sensitive plants that aay occur along the pipeline , is different 
fi'OII Table 4E-2 on page 4E-14 .  If the table in Appendix E-1 is true, then we 
are concerned that the following species were neglected during the survey: 
Silene nuda ssp. insectivore, Botrychiua puaicola ,  Castilleja chlortica and 

FA9-173 

FA9-174 

FA9-17S 

FA9-176 

FA9-177 

FA9-178 

FA9- 179 

FA9- 180 

FA9- 181 

FA-43 

Thank you for this information. No response required. 

The slaff believes that its recommended procedures are sufficient to minimize environmental 
impact to the maximum extent practicable. No change is required. 

The 10 foot width is measured based on actual water condition at the time of construction. 

See response to Comment FA9-174. 

Erosion control procedures are designed to deal with climatic conditions reasonably expected to 
occur during construction. 

As previously discussed, these species do not meet the FERC starrs definition of "Special-Status 
Species". 

Comment noted. 

Thank you for this information. See revised Table 4E-2. 

Appendix E-1 and Table 4E-2 have been revised to present consistent information regarding 
FERC - defined special-status plant species. 
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(coiL) ·�·�I 
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'lbelypodi.,. brachcarpua; it Table 3 ia true, then we are concemed that 
Periderdia erythrorhiza and Castilleja chlortica were neglected during the 
survey . 

Page E-1-�, Appendix E-1 

ec-ent : Lassen National Forest Botaniat haa stated that there are no mo.m 
populations or Fritillaria eaatvoodiae (Butte County tritillary) , Fritillaria 
pluritlora, (Adobe lily) , and Miaulua pypaeua , (Pipy 1101\keytlower) on tbe 
Shasta National Forest adainiatered by the Laaaen National Forest or the Lassen 
National Forest in the vicinity ot the pipeline. 

Page E-1·5, Appendix E·l 

fA9-l831 eo..ents: Poe tibrata (Lassen County blue craaa) haa been deUated aa a Forest 
Service sensitive plant. It ia still a C2 candidate. 

fA9-184 1 Page E-1-5, Appendix E-1 

Coaaent :  Strepthanthua ahaatensia (Pitt River Jeweltlower) ia given tbe 
Federal listing status or "R". What does "R" stand tor? It ia not listed in 
the key. 

FA-44 

FA9-182 Thank you for this information. 

FA9-183 Thank you for this information. 

· FA9-184 This is a typo&raphical error. Please see revised Appendix E- 1 .  
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Site Specific R!ti1ation Re .. urea to Conaider tor COR Plan8 in the Pacific 
Nortt-at Re1ion. Nota: 1bia list 18 not c:oeplete and will be refined and 
added to while workiftl with POT: 

General 

A POT/PGI.E liaison will be de&110ated for each Forest Service Re1ional 
Coordinator during the construction phase. 

Pase 2-3. Par. 3 

On antelope winter ranp, fences aust be reconstructed according to the 
following JUideUnes: Topwire: Not aore than ljO inches above the lfi"OWI(I . 
Bottoa wire: S.OOth wire at le .. t 18 inches above the lfi"OWI(I , 

Page 2-1 1 ,  Par. 5 

Ochoco National Forest .  Land aanageaent activities will be planned to achieve 
effective around cover as defined by the following classes: 

Soil Resource Inventory 
Erosion Hazard Class 

Low 
Moderate 
Severe 
Very Severe 

SoU Resource Inventory 
Erosion Hazard Class 

Low 
Moderate 
Severe 
Very Severe 

Miniaua J Effective 
Ground Cover, 1st Year 

20-30 
30-40 
50-60 
60-75 

Miniaua J Effective 
Ground Cover, 2nd year 

30-ljO 
lj0-50 
60-75 
75-90 

1be erosion hazard class is defined and units aapped in the SoU Resource 
Inventory, Ochoco National Forest,  Paulson, 1977. 

Effective ground cover is defined as the basal area of perennial veptation , 
plus litter and coarse fragaents greater than 2aa sizes) , including tree crowns 
and shrubs that are in direct contact with the ground. Exceptions aay occur 
where specific projects aeet erosion control objectives without aeeting the 
ground cover objectives stated above. 

Page 2-ljl, Par, 5 

Integrated Pest Managaaent (IPM) strategies will be used to aanage pests within 
the constraints of laws and regulations , and aeet Grassland, Deschutes, and 
Wineaa aanageaent objectives. 

IPM strategies include aanual , aechanical , cultural , biological , cheaical , 
prescribed fire, and regulatory aeans. Select strategy through the 
environaental analysis process, and in coapliance with the Regional Vegetation 
Manageaent Environaental Iapact Stateaent,  1988. 

FA9·18S 

FA-45 

In coordination meetings between the FERC staff and representatives of the Forest Service, held 
on February 25, 1991 in Coeur D'Alene, Idaho, and on February 28, 1991 in Bend, Oregon, 
it was agreed that the information preseniCd in Page 31  through 42 of the Forest Service's 
comment rcprescniCd genuine issues of concern. In addition, all participants at these meeting 
agreed that it was best for the Forest Service to directly address these issues in its 
Forest-SpecifiC COM Plans. The Forest Service and the FERC staff agreed that the FERC's 
DEIS adequately addressed these concerns, and that the DEIS's recommended mitigation 
measures (as revised by the Forest Service's comments) provided the Forest Service with ample 
authority to impose these silc-specific conditions on POT. However, the Forest Service 
requested that the FERC staff publish this information in order to provide both POT and 
intcrcsiCd members of the public with notice as to the specific types of requirements that the 
Forest Service will mandate in PGT's COM Plans. As previously agreed to by thC FERC staff 
and the Forest Service, we will not respond to these comments. 



liB. Lois Caahell 32 

Pesticide application, if used, will confora with EPA regulations , label 
restrictions, and the Regional Environ.ental Iapact Stat..ant on ch .. ical 
applications . 

Pge 38-1 ,  Oreson 

Noxious weeds were not IIBiltioned. 1be a-ult llanpr District, Iii- NF, baa 
no identified infestations of noxious weeda . Isolated occurrences of Canada 
thiatle (Cirdua arvenae) ,  8WJk thistle (Cill'duua nutana) ,  and poaaibly Scotch 
thistle Onopordua acanthiua) have been noted throu&hout the Cheloult Ranger 
District.  Other species of noxious weeds probably occur on the District which 
have not yet been located. "'-roua species of noxious weec1a occur on land& 
adjacent to the District. Twenty-eilht species of noxious weeds occur in 
Klaaath County. 1be potential for a noxious weed problea developinc on the 
Ch .. ult District is veey hilh. 

Noxious weeds could be a problea on the Iii- and Deschutes National Foreats 
abo. A noxious weed prevention plan should be written as part of the Plana of 
Operation for Forest Service approval (see cc..ents IIB-7 , Weed Control ) .  

Page 3H-l 

Environ.ent Air Quality. There is no discussion of Pll-10 particles nor is 
their any discusaion on the iapacts on Claas I air sheds , such as Crater Lake 
National Park , if debris created by clearinc the rilht-of-way is dispoaed of by 
buminc. 1bere is a requira.ent that project activities be conducted in such a 
aanner that they -t the requireaents of the Orecon Saoke llanagellellt Plan 
which is a part of Ore&on'a State Iapl-tation Plan for illpl-tinc the 
Federal Clean Air Act. 

Page IIB-1 

Si�t�ificant Iapacts. FS requires COIIpaction aitigation on all c.-pacted areaa 
that will not be peraanent roads . 

Pge IIB-7 

Weed Control . Early detection of invasion of weeds is essential. Inventoey of 
the revegetated area is essential to insure weed species are not transported 
into the area by project activities. Prevention is the preferred aethod or 
weed control . At a ainiaua, PGT aust develop procedures for cleanin& equipaent 
that are sufficient to prevent weed seed travel via dirt on equipaent 
during both construction and revegetation phases. As a prevention aeasure, it 
is recoaaended that aU equipaent be washed before enterinc the project area. 

If inventol')' identifies areas of noxious weed establishaent, a Vegetative 
llanageaent Plan and an analysis of the plan shall be prepared, consistent with 
guidance given by the Record of Decision (ROD) for the Environaental Iapact 
Stateaent (EIS) for "llanaging Coapetinc and Unwanted Vegetation" , USDA-Forest 
Service, Pacific Northwast Region, Noveaber, 1988, and subsequent Mediated 
Agrea.ent with litigants . 

FA-46 
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Activities associated with this pipeline project, including site preparation by 
aechanical .athoda and other vegetation aanageaent ,  including the prevention of 
introduction of noxious weeds and control of noxious weeds , would require 
project design, aitigation and aonitoring aeasures . 

Page �C- 1 ,  Par. 5 
6-31 110 

Southeastern Oregon is currently experiencing a severe drought .  Sources for all 
water needed for construction, fire fighting and aiscellaneous aust be 
deterained prior to start-up, 

Page �C-3, Par. � 

Puaice soil ia porous and the soil profile often lacks a restrictive layer. 
Careful consideration needs to be given to preventing contaainanta such as 
spilled fuel froa rapidly reaching the water table through puaice soil , 

Page �C-10, Sec. �c. Par. 5 

Will groundwater really be protected froa potential contaaination by staying 
200 feet froa private wells? Our soil is very peraeable. Perhaps they should 
be required to designate a particular area that is for storing aaterials and 
refueling that is specifically altered to not allow liquids to be absorbed. 

Page �C-15, Par. 2 

The Willow Creek (II.P. �21) streu crossing should be addressed in the DEIS. 
At our field revi- of the streaa crossing on Noveaber 1 ,  1990 we discussed a 
nuaber of protection and aitigation 11easures that the Forest would like to see 
iapleaented during tha construction of the crossing, These included: 

Tiaing: Due to concerns about sediaentation probl-. associated with 
working during high flow periods, the group agreed that scheduling 
construction for aid- August or Septeaber would provide the beat degree of 
protection for fish habitat in Willow Creek. This will also lessen iapacta 
on successful spawning of rainbow trout in the streaa. 

Fluaing: It was agreed that a fluae would be used to pass aost of the 
streaa flow around the actual construction activity as specified in 
Appendix C3 of the DEIS; FERC Streaa and Wetland Construction and 
Mitigation for llinor Streaaa . This would also greatly decrease the 
potential for sediaentation during construction, 

Hay Bales: Soae type of sediaent trap would be used on atreaabanks to trap 
sedi.ant froa upslope construction prior to it reaching the atreaa i tself. 

Junipers: Soae of the junipers cut during ROW clearing would be stockpiled 
near the streaa for use as bank revetaent .  

These points we re  agreed to by the group and re-affiraed i n  a telephone call 
between Dean Grover Forest Fisheries Biologist) and Steve Ahern on 2/1/91 . 
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TiBina, flu.ina � h� bales were all discussed in various sectiona of the DEIS. However, no eention ., .. Bade that specifically dealt "ith the M.P.  421 Willa.. Creek Crossin�r. In fact, Willa.. Creek "as hardly aentioned at al l .  This leaves i t  open to question vhether the qreed upon •aaures "ill be incorporated into the plan of wrk durina the actual conatruction � needs to be clarified. 

In addition, there is a concern over the blutina proposed durina the construction of the crosatn�r. Just upatreu of the site are a nuaber of pools vhich hold I(OOd size trout. As identified in the environaental consequences section, these pools IIIOUld be "ithin the kill zone• of the bleats. These fish Bust be reaoved � relocated iaaediately prior to blutina, � block nets BUSt be set up to prevent any addition fish froa beina killed, 
Page 4E-5 

IBpacts and Miti�rauna Measures coaaon to the POT and Altaaont ProJects. All POT Loop Conatruction crossin�r public lands adainistered by the Wineaa National Forest "ill coaply "ith the Wineaa Lend and Resource Manqeeent Plan "ith seasonal restrictiona for "ildlife, special "ildlife ,  veptation, aoils and "ater, noxious weeds , fire restrictiona u set forth in the Standards and Guidelines, unless lllaiver is obtained and sir;ned off by the Forest Superviaor, Wineaa National Forest .  After discussina the proposed proJect "ith Kluath Tribe Representatives, it appears that Lend Manqeaent Plan restrictiona "ill be iBpleaented u Biti�ration •asurea . 

Page 4E-6, Sec. 48 

Wildlife and cattle are I(Oina to have to nei(Otiate the open trench. Mitigation aeasures should be •ntioned such u raapina that "ill be done periodically alon�r tha pipeline (distance to be deterained) to ella.. for their escape. POT to "rite aeuure, Forest Service to approve. 
Page 4E-3l 

Special Status Wildlife Species. Wineaa Land and Resource Manaceaent Plan requires seasonal operation restrictions for these "ildlife that are present and/or found durin�r construction of the Loop on those landa adainistered by the WineBa National Forest. These species are listed in the Wineaa Lend Manageaent Plan. Waivers Bay be obtained under certain condi tions as specified in the plan, and Bust be agreed to by the Forest Supervisor, Win•a National Forest.  This is not likely to occur and POT should plan its proJect accordingly to restrictions set forth in the Wineaa Land Manas-ent and Resource Plan. 
Page IIE-41 

IBportant Habi tat for Claae Species- Mule Deer. Wineaa Lend Man...-nt Plan requires seasonal restrictions for "inter range and favnina habi tat on those lands adainiatered by the WineBa National Forest as Bitigation unless a waiver is obtained by POT froa the Forest Supervisor, WineBa National Forest .  Th<' Land and Resource Manaseaent Plan sets forth conditions for obtaining these "aivers. This is not likely to occur and POT should plan its proJect accordinaly to restrictions set forth in the WineBa Land Manaseaent and Resource Plan. 
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Page �E-41 ,  Par. 7 

In a conversation with Steve Roberts on January 16, 199 1 ,  he explained that 
there had been tentative agreeaent with Oreaon Departaent of Fish and Wildlife 
(ODFW) that crossings would be constructed in the open trench every �00 yards 
along the trench. The crossings would be constructed of earthen rups . The 
top surface would be about 80 feet vide. The crossings would allow deer, as 
well as other aniaal s ,  to cross, and the rups would perait aniaals which say 
have fallen in the trench to walk out . Additionally, the pipe lying in place 
on the surface next to the trench, would have breaks in it every 400 yards , 
coinciding with the rups . In a conversation with Nora Behrens of ODFW, I 
confiraed that this tentative agreeaent between ODFW and POT had been •ade. 
support the use of earthen rups for crossings and escape points froa the 
trench. 

Page �E-�3. Par. 1 

Pronghom antelope are present year-round on the Grassland between Mud Springs 
Creek and the Madras coapressor station. This area is closed between Deceaber 
1 and March 31 , and no activities will be allowed without prior written 
peraission froa the Grassland District Ranger. 

In this area, plugs will be placed in the trench while i t ' s  open to provide 
passage across the trench . The plugs would be about 80 feet vide and spaced 
about �00 yards apart.  They would be covered with dirt, and constructed so 
that any aniaals that fell into the trench could cli•b beck out. Gaps would be 
left in the l ine of pipe next to the trench. 

Page �H-1 

Slash buming, if allowed, will require a perait issued by the Forest Service. 
Buming •ay occur only on days authorized by the State for aaoke aanageaent 
control . Dust abeteaent will be done on federal roads where necessary as a 
safety aeasure. This wil l ,  in tum, help air quality. 

Page �J-1 ,  Par. 2 

The Grassland Land and Resource Manageaent Plan contains the following 
standards and CUidelines : 

Manage traffic as needed to control access due to structural liaitations of 
the road , safety, or constraints iaposed by resource ( coordination) , such 
as those to aeet wildlife needs or ORV travel •anageaent needs . 

Restrict travel to a level that is coapatible with the existing condition 
of a road if the road does not exist at an adequate and safe standard for 
the traffic expected to use i t .  

Page �J-2, Sec . � J .  Par. 

A •itigation •easure for increased traffic on Forest Service roads could be to 
enter into a road aaintenance agreeaent in which POT should •sintain the 
portions of the roads they use and restore all roads to original condition when 
they are done . 
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P!f! 4K-1,  Sec . 4K 

Public safet)' could be c011pra.iaed if it we do not allow POT to close access to 
the work site to the public. Forest Service lands are public lands and 8anlf 
uses take place on the s._ piece of cround. lie 88lf want to allow the 
contractor to close the work site for public safet)'. Also, traffic will 
increase on forest roads that are heavillf used in the s._ra, 1berefore, road 
closure proposals auat be 8ade in Plana of Operation ao that other Forest uaera 
88lf have adequate and tiael)' access to the Forest duri� construction. 
The Forest Service wants to set up a aonitori� p�aa to aonitor the effect 
of blasti� on the stsbilitlf of Lava River Cave. 1be cave would be closed to 
the public duri� blast!�. 

Page 4L-5, Par. 5 

MP465 .0-51 1 .2 ,  VQO: Retention. Last sentence should read: • • •  to 
less-than-aisnificant levels, clearing end road croaai� iapacts will be 
8ini8ized blf reduci� clearinc to the existing righta-of-w8)' and plantinc large 
trees (apadinc or containerized stock) within five d&lf& of cross!� the road. 

P!f! 4L-7 

MP 519.5,VQO: Retention. 1be onllf additional clear!� of trees at this 
location would be for teaporacy workSpace. To reduce the appearance of 
straight line effect, we rec01111end that trees be replanted in different age 
classes with native local species. This will help aeet the desired future 
condition of schievi� diverait)'. This will 8tni8he the 1�-tera iapacts end 
short-tara i8pacts would be considered leas that sisnificant. 

Page 6-29. Par. 2 

The developaent of all site-specific plans listed in the Mitigation Measures 
which affect National Forest Landa in Recion 6 auat involve appropriate 
personnel fro. those Foresta. 

Chapter 6 

Mitigation Meas. The Wineas NF has concerns related to road uae during 
construction of the pipeline. 1bese concerns and requireaents were previouallf 
sut.i tted in Noveaber, 1990. Concems are related to road uae, overweight end 
overlength loads , public ssfet)', road daaage, and the need to evaluate the 
traffic end transportation needs . It is our intention that concerns and 
conflicts will be 8itigated through request end issuance of Road Use peraita, 
which will contain the specific road use requireaenta end 8iticetion aeasures 
related to roads . 

Road Use Peraits will be required for use on all Forest Developaent Roads on 
NFS lands . 
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Page 6-32 

The followin& aitisation aeasures should be added for construction, operation, 
and/or aaintenance within the Crooked River National Grassland: 

1 .  All project plans aust coapl:y with Grassland Land and Resource 
Man......,nt Plan and applicable Cf11 ' a ,  unless written authorization ia received 
froa a reaponaible Forest officer. 

2. In riparian areas, aotorized use will be restricted to desisnated 
routes . 

3. Protect and preserve, for "-erican Indians, access to and use of 
traditional sites, the possession of sacred objects , and the freedoa to worship 
throulh cereaonial and traditional rites. Coordinate location and protection 
of those areas with representatives of the Confederated Tribes of the Ware 
Sprinis Indian Reservation. Consider the plans and policies of other Federal , 
State, local , and Aaerican Indian tribal 10vernaents in plan iapleaentation. 

4 .  The followin& roads which cro .. or are adjacent to the pipeline are open 
:year round: 51 ,  52, 5250, 53 , 5350, 54,  57 , 5920, 7850, 7960 and HiShwa:y 26. 
All other roads and off-road travel are subject to aeaaonal closures . The 
areas froa the north boundary of the Grassland to Rd. 5920 and froa Mud Sprin& 
Creek to Rd .  

7130 are closed froa Novaaber 15 to March 31. The areas froa Rd .  5920 to Mud 
Sprins Creek and froa Rd .  7130 to the south boundary of the Grassland are 
closed froa Decaaber 1 to March 31 . 

· 

5. Meet State standards for taaperature, turbidity, and water discharse . 

The requi�nts for shade alons streaas will generally correspond to 
provisions for aore than 8o percent of the shaded surface . Where this can not 
be attained, 100 percent of the potential for shade is the standard. 

Existins teaperatures above 58 dearees F. will not be increased. Teaperatures 
at or below 56 dearees F. ae:y be raised a aaxiaua of 2 desrees F. Where streaa 
teaperatures exceed 58 desrees F. , aanaseaent activities will include 
objectives for reducins teaperatures to levels that will iaprove fish habitat 
capability. 

6. Allow no aore than 10 percent cuaulative increase in streaa turbidity. 
Short-tera deviations froa this s tandard to accoaaodate eaeraenc:y or other 
lesitiaate activities will coapl:y with state requireaents for notification and 
approval . 

Page 6-32, Itea 23 

PCT's responsibility for noxious weed control will continue until the 
riSht-of-wa:y is coapletel:y revesetated. The plan for noxious weed control aust 
control noxious weeds and invader plants to prevent threats to adjacent 
asricultural lande or to prevent unacceptable loss of ranse productivity. 
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Pase 6-32, Sec. 6, Par. 3 

The follovinc are succenions to be added to the • ,  • •  llitication lleuures for 
the PGI' Project" section. 

Clearcuttinc in the richt-of-way should be avoided across Forest Service 
lands. Forest Service representatives and POT will acree on a site specific 
basis what trees say be left within the richt-of-way, utilizinc "shoo-flys• , to 
facilitate construction u well as conservation of old-growth trees (especially 
ponderosa pine) . Also, the edces of the riSht-of-way should be scalloped, both 
froa clearing and plantinc, to soften the visual iapact.  
Borrow and disposal sites need to be identified, Cultural resource surveys and 
T/E surveys need to be cc.pleted for these areu. 

Specific site drawincs need to be developed for areu where the distance 
between the pipes is decreased to 20 feet ,  or where the terrain is steep or 
unusual in nature. These areu will be identified by the Foreat Service, POT 
will prepare the engineerinc drawincs. One of these areu is the Northwest 
Rift zone fault that is within the boundaries of the Newberry National Volcanic 
llonuaent .  There are several others on the Deschutes, 111-. and Ocboc:o 
National Forests. 

Transportation/construction access plana need to be developed, Extra cuing 
aay be needed on roads of heaV)' traffic. Use of Forest Service roads needs to 
be coordinated and peraitted. Soae Foran Devel_.t Roads (Filfts) 8USt be 
kept open to traffic during construction. Cuinc say be needed on aa.e aajor 
paved roads . Forest Service will supply POT with roads of concem, POT will 
supply Forest Service with a plan on how to acc�te these road use 
situations. Roads of concem on the Fort Rock District, Deschutes NF, are FDR 
18, 9710, 9720, 9724 , 9735. 22, and county road 21 . 

Renge allotaent concems: On the Deschutes , 111-, and Ocboc:o National 
Forests where applicable, fencu need to be aaintained to keep cattle away froa 
area of construction and inside the allotaent area, access needs to be 
aaintained into the allotaent for delivery of water on the Fort Rock District, 
Deschutes National Forest, and use of cattle cuards by heaV)' equipaent will 
need to be aonitored. If daaace to the cattle cuards occur, an effective 
barrier will need to be aaintained until cattle cuard can be replaced by POT. 

Pql' will replace existing allotaent fence to the westside of the R/11 as agreed 
in field review October 1990. 

POT aust perfora a snac analysis and consider aeasures for snac replaceaent. 
Tiaber sale contracts and OSHA requireaents would be considered in this 
analysis and plan: u discussed on field review October 1990. 

Froa the intersection of hil(hways 58 and 97, a steep puaay slope the pipe 
extends up, is visible froa this location. As discussed on the field review 
10/90, POT will plant or spade 30-50 large trees across froa the intersection 
of highways (off-site) to reduce the visual iapacta of the bluff. On the site 
of the puaay slope, as agreed on the field review, October 1990, POT will lay 
fabric aatting and aulching to encourage seeding of lodgepole. 
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The crossing at highway 58 will is visually sensitive and will require planting 
or spading in a large tree screen to retain visual quality froe highway. 
Another option would be to extend additional length of casing 30-40' on each 
aide of highway to reduce width of clearing; as agreed on field review, October 
1990. 

At the Northwest Rift Zone , PGT will construct line as a tie-in piece. 
Windrowed rock will be pulled in to help shape end lessen trrede on steep hill 
Just to north of fault zone. PGT will site design this area and use as a 
typical for other areas of aiailar construction. Right-of-way will be only 
ainiaslly widened to east at fault zone. No additional fault will be disturbed 
or filled in, as agreed on October 1990 field review. 

Edges in ponderosa pine on the Deschutes National Forest will be scalloped by 
leaving selected trees for 200-300' ;  then clear what is needed in teaporary R/11 
for 800- 1000' ;  then leave tree cluaps again. Shoofly& will be used behind 
tree cluaps to facilitate construction; as agreed on October 1990 field review. 

Many areas on the Deschutes end llineaa National Foresta are close to the 
ainiaua for big gaae cover. Lodgepole within the right-of-way is healthier 
than that outside. Additional clearing of right-of-way aay aeen not treating 
adjacent stands that need ailvicultural treataent, in order to aaintain 
adequate cover. PGT end FS will consider iapacta of IIOYing pipe alignaent in 
order to save aoae of healthy reproduction within existing right-of-way 
corridor (new pipe would lay 60-100 feet fro. existing pipe rather than 30 
feet ) .  1bia was agreed on field review, October 1990. 

The crossing of highway 97 is on Gilchrist Tiaber Coapany land. However, the 
Forest Service requested PGT on the Field Review, October 1990 to treat this 
crossing as would be required on highway 58 since aost people believe they are 
driving through Deschutes National Forest and do not realhe they are on 
private land at that point. 

PGT will reaove as auch as possible of existing windrowed rock and will not 
windrow new rock . Rock will be hauled off-site if necessary to prevent piling 
in right-of-way. Agreed with PGT on field review, October 1990. 

1be valve facility visibla troa FDR 18 on the Fort Rock RD, Deschutes NF, will 
be painted a dull or earth toned color. Tree screens will also be planted to 
aaeliorate visual sensitivity fro. FDR 18. Agreed with PGT on field review, 
October 1990. 

Visual iapacts of the pipeline right-of-way froe Lava Butte will need to be 
reduced fro. the current situation. Discussed on field review with POT in 
October 1990. It will be necessary to set up a aonitoring prograa to study the 
effect of blasting on bats end rock stability in Lava River Cave. 

Breaks should be asintaina4 between pieces of pipe as they are being fitted 
together to allow for pasaase of wildlife and cattle. Reaps should also be 
aaintained in/across the trenches to allow for aoveaent of wildlife. 
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P!&! 6-35. Par, 2, 3 

We reca..end that the 110111torina plan be reviewed by Foreat Service atarr and 
that prior to ca.aenca.ent or conatruction that all cultural reaource plans, 
aurveya and reporta, and •Hi&ation plana and reporta, IIDIIi torina plans etc. be 
reviewed by tha atarr cuttural reaource apecialiata or tha National Foreat 
unite in Oreaon upon which this construction .auld take place. 

Page 6-35. Par. 5 

In tha roraulation or any •itiaetion tor NRHP l iated or eli&ible aite located 
on the Graaaland, we expect that we will be consulted and that indirect errecta 
or proJect •Hiaation will be taken into account aa well .  

Page 6-36, Par. 3 

It is unknown what cultural reaourcea .ay lie Wider tha p...ice layer reault1118 
tro. the Mt. Mazua enaption. 1beretore, a proteaaional archeolopat -t be 
on aite durina excavation, on Creacent Ranaer District, Deachutes National 
Forest ,  and other National Foreat Syst• landa aa appropriate, to 11011itor and 
evaluate tha aoila below the p...ice. 

Page B-1-8 A.  VII 

Reveaetation and rehabilitation plana •ust aeet aaency .. tntenance end reaulta 
atandarda. Standard& and lenath or tara tor POT reaponaibility in -urina 
adequate reveaation/ rehabilitation will be deterained throuah the Plana or 
Operation (Reatoration Plan) . Foreat Service will approve Reatoration Plan and 
tara or liability. 

Page B-1-9 E 

In addition to consultina, operation& ahould include co.plete waahina or 
equi�t and vehiclea before leavina aa inteated noxious weed area to an area 
ot non-inteatation to •1n1•1ze tha apread or known noxious weeds ,  Monitor1118 
should follow rehabilitation aeedina and plantina to insure that ,_ noxious 
weed inteatationa are •1n1•1zed. Application or herbicides •ust contora to the 
Vecetative Menace-ant EIS and �iated asree-ent by the Regional Foreater R-6, 

on public landa adllinistered by the Wineaa , Ochoco, and Deachutes National 
Foresta, and to tha Wineaa and Deachutea National Forest Land and Reaource 
Manage��ent Plana, and tha Crooked River National Graaaland Land and Reaource 
Man.-ent Plan. 

Page B-2-1, Appendix B-2 

The tollowina are the reCOIIIIended seed •ixtures tor that portion or the 
pipeline croaaina the Crooked River National Graaaland. Since 75 percent or 
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the acreage crosses land that has previously been plowed and seeded, there is 
one aixture for these areas and another for the native areas . The seed should 
be drilled. 

Species 

Seeded Areas: 

Agropyron crisatua (Crested 
Wheat Grass) 
Poa aapla (Sheraan big bluegrass) 
Dryland alfalfa 

Native Areas : 

lb&/Ac . 

If 

3 
1 

Agropyron apecatua (Bluegrass wheatgrasa) 3 
Poa sandbergia (Sandberg bluegrass) 2 
Sitanion hystrix (Bottlebrush aquirreltail )  2 
Stipe thurberiana (Thurber needlegrass ) 2 

Page B-2-2, ltea B 

Reca.mended Seed Mixes . We would like to add the following seed aixes for 
nonriparian area where slopes are lesa than 10 percent. 

Moist Site 
Serviceberry (Aaelanchier alnifolia) 
Rocky Mountain llsple (Acer glabrua) 
Chokecherry (Prunus virginiana) 
Coluabia Brose ( Broaus vulgaris) 
Elyaua canadensis 

Dry Site 
Serviceberry 
Red·stea Ceanothua (Ceanothua Sanguineus) 
Rocky Mountain Maple 
Chokecherry 
Bluebunch wheatgrass (Agropyron spicatua) 
Idaho Fescue (Festuca idahoensis) 
Red Fescue (Festuca rubra) 

PlS/acre 
1 
3 
5 
7 
6 

PlS/acre 
1 
1 
3 
5 
8 
6 
6 

These seed aixes will be used to encourage revegetation of native and browse 
species caa.on to this area. Seed should be ordered well in advance of 
anticipated need as soae native seeds are not readily available. 

Page C-3-1. Sec . 1-C 

Due to concerns about sedi .. ntation probleas associated with working during 
high flow periods, the M.P.  421 Willow Creek crossing aust occur in aid- August 
or September to provide the best degree of protection for fish habitat. This 
will  also lessen iapacts on successful spawning of rainbow trout in the stresa. 
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Pase C-3-2, Sec. I-D-7 

The M.P. '21 Willow Creek crossinc •ust conror. to the standards listed in this 
section. 

Sincerely, 

lff##-
ROBERT L. SIPE 
Project Coordinator 
PGT/PGE and Alta.ont Natural Gas Pipeline Project 

cc: 
Mr. Mark c. Kalpin, PGT/PGE Expansion Project 
Mr. Laurence J ,  Sauter, Jr. , Alta.ont Project 
R-6 - Alice Mueller 
R-1 - John Criswell 
R-5 - Joyce Cloakley 
R-2 - Ben Wallingford 
BLM - Bill Dabbs 
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Mark Kalpin 

United States Department of the Interior 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMEHJ' 
CALIFORNIA ST A 'IE OFFICE 

liOOCOITAGE WAY. ROOM E-2145 
SACRAMENTO, CAUFOlNIA 95825-1119 

11M 1 .. 

RECEIVED BY 
MAR I 3 19'.11 

IN att'l \ at.tta fU 

1790 
2800 

CA-930 . 14 

federal Energy Requlatory Commiss ion 
Envi ronm�ntal Compl iance � Project 

Analys ia Branch, Room 7 3 1 2  
8�5 North Capitol Street ,  NE 
Waahin9ton, o.c. 20426 

£11V1101110Ml COllftiMICf al PIOJlCI 
AM.YSIS etAIIOt 

Dear Mr. kalpin: 

Following are Bureau of Land Management comment• on the PGT/PG&£ Expanaion 
Project Draft EIS (Ore9on se�nt ) .  

FAI0-1 I rage 3L-10• 

MP 395 to NP 396. South end of Cow Canyon • Thia segment of the ri9ht­
of-way ia hi9hly visible from H i9hway 9�, a ••in travel corridor throu9h 
the area. Recl .. ation of th ia expoaed h i l l aide should be 9iven apecial 
conaidaration to reetore the natural feature• of the aite. 

MP 434 to 456 . An area of volcanic rock eituated aouth of the Crooked 
River croaain9, and east of the citiee of R�nd and Bend, Or89on. 
This ae�nt of the ri9ht-of-way ie hi9hly sensitive becauae of ita 
cloae proximity to population centers. BLM administered lands in thia 
vicinity receive heavy uae from the 9eneral publ ic. There is a hi9h 
degree of public awareness with regard to uaea of th�•• l anda. The 
right-of-way route along thie aegment extende through an area 
character i zed by a thin soil layer over bedrock with random outcrops of 
volcanic rock . Shal low pocket• of aandy eoi l a  are found in isolated 
pocketa throughout the area. There rema in• a large windrow of volcanic 
rock and eoi l  material, avera9in9 5-10 feet hi9h, alon9 this entire 
eegment of right-of-way. This material resulted from the excavation of 
the exietin9 pipeline. It is expected that a comparable amount of 
material w i l l  be produced durin9 construction of thia project. 

FAI0-2 1 Pue ta-9• 

The document statee that PCT will develop epacific plana for construc­
tion through areae eharacterized by volcanic rock. These plana should 
consider di sposing of waate rock and eoil Material accumulated along the 

FAI0-1 

FAI0-2 
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Because both of these area$ don't have a VRM designation of Class I or II, the visual impact 
on them would be less than significant when analyzed according to the significance criteria 
established in the DEIS. We are aware, however, that the BLM considers some area$ along the 
proposed route to be visually sensitive even though they have not been assigned a VRM of 
Class I or II, and that the BLM may place stipulations in their right-i>f-way grants to mitigate 
the visual impact the project would have on these areas. See revised Chapter 4L. 

Comment accepted. See revised Chapter 48. 



PAI�l 
{CXIIIL) 

exiat inq line aa wel l  aa material expected to be qenerated by new 

conetruction . 

PCT ahould alao ident ify area• auitable for borrow of back f i l l  aoil 

aaterial. It ia expected that the rock removed froa the trench would 
need to be replaced by aoil materi a l  auitable for back f i l l  purpo .. a .  

Borrow and atockpile o f f  the riqht-of-way w i l l  have t o  be eubjected to 

NEPA r�viaw, includin9 cultural and botanical clearancee. Specific 

authori zation• Muat be obtained for off aite act ivitiee a f fectinq public 
landa. 

Conaideration ahould be qiven to preaervinq the aurface aoil .. terial 

durinq conatruction ao it •ay be available for replaceeent on the qraded 

riqht-of-way aurface upon coapletion. It ia recommended that two -

chree inch•• of eurface aoil material including vegetative debrie and 
bt·ueh be placed to the aide of the riqht-of-way and

. 
aaved for purpoaea 

of reatorat ion. Upon completion of backf i l l inq and recontourinq, the 

aurface aoil aaterial ahould be evenly diaperaed over the r iqht-of-way 

and aeeded with native qraaa apeciea. 

FAI0-3 I rage tD=It 

The document ahould atate that the entire lenqth of the exiatinq riqht­

of-way through 0 1 1 1 1  .. , Sher•an, Waeco, �effereon, Deechutee and 

northern Klaaath County ha•, where it cro•••• public land• a�inieterad 

by BLM, b .. n deaiqnated a u t i l ity corridor in BLM land uee plana. The 

exiatinq John Day River Canyon croeainq and John Day River variation are 

both located in thia corridor which occupiea a "window" between 

Wi lderneaa Study Area a .  

FAI0-4 1 Page tr-5t 

To avoid the conaequencea of an accidenta l  api l l  of hazardoua .. teriala 

auch aa petroleum product• into the John Day River, a boom ahould be 

located down etreaa from the croeeing locat ion. Abeorbent pade or 

equ ivalent, ehould be available on eite to quickly ra.ove any hazardoua 

aaterial contained by the booma .  PCT ahould develop a cont inqency plan 

co addreaa the poaaibility of an accidental api l l  in the river. 

There are no additional comment• on the Cali fornia aeqmant. 

Sincerely, 

.,£/4.-t..J 
Ed Hastey 

State Director 
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Comment accepled. See revised Chapter 40. 

Comment noted. The staff has recommended that PGT develop a Spill Prevention, Containment, 
and Control Plan for its project, which will adequately address this issue. 
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� ·.�: . . ... � 'f.J Ms . Lois Cashell , Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
8 2 5  North Capitol Street , N . E .  
Washington , DC 204 26 

·.:-� 

REF: Draft Environmental Impact Statement ( DEIS) for PGT/PG&E and 
Altamont Natural Gas Pipeline Projects 

Dear Ms. Cashell: 

Thank you for providing the Council with an opportunity to review 
the referenced document. We have the following observations to 
offer for your consideration in final izing the EIS . 

1 .  On page 1-14 , it is incorrect to state that the Commission is 
requi red to ensure that historic and cultural resources are not 
adversely affected . The Advisory Council encourages the agency to 
develope alternatives or measures to avoid or reduce effects on 
historic properties, but in some cases there are unavoidable 
adverse effects . There are a fairly limited number of exceptions 
to the criteria of adverse effect ( see 36 CFR 800 . 9 (c) , but these 
exceptions are appl icable to specific kinds of historic properties 
and undertakings . 

2 .  on page 1-17 , it would be more appropriate to say that counci l  
participates in consultation regarding project features that may 
af fect National Register listed or eligible properties.  Typically 
the agency , the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) , and the 
Council  will consult togather rE:gard ing the ef fects of a ptoject.  
Consultation is an interactive process , and Council cannot by 
itself "provide consultation• . 

l .  On page 3M-7 , should the discussion of the Lake Britton 
Archaeological District be expanded? This district is significant 
for its potential contribution to archaeological and historical 
research , but it has other important values as well. For example,  
there are sites sacred to Native Americans that are sti ll used in 
this area . 

4 .  On page 3M-9 and 1 3 ,  the concerns raised by Native Americans 
are very important and it is good that these concerns are 
summarized in this document .  We assume that this effort represents 
the beginning of consultation with these groups and not the end . 

�. 
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(AdYbory CouncU On Historic Presenatloa, WIISbln&ton, D.C.) 

Thank you for your comment. See revised Chapter I .  

Comment accepted. See change to Table 1-4. 

The Slaff believes that the referenced discussion is adequate. The Slaff coosiders site-specific 
information concerning the location of cultural resources 10 be � sensitive. Therefore, 
the Slaff will only provide this information to agencies (such as SHPO's, federal land 
management agencies, and the ACHP) that are involved in the Section 106 process, as 

dissemination of site-specific to the general public carries with it the potential for disturbance 
and/or looting of these locations. The staff notes that the same rationale holds true in threatened 
and endangered species as well. 

Your assumption is correct. 
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For certain sites and areas it is likely that more consultation 
will be necessary. 

5. On page 4M-5 , we will look forward to the documentation in the 
FEIS for the real ignment proposed for the South Pass area . The 
South Pass a·rea is, as i s  noted in the DEIS,  a particularly 
sensitive area for historic properties. 

6. Without determinations of the National Regi ster el igibility for 
many of the properties and assessments of the project ' s  effects on 
these properties it is not possible to comment on the specifics of 
the project . On multi-state projects such as the PGT/PG&E and 
Altamont projects it i s  co11111on for agencies to ful fill  their 
Section 106 responsibi lities through a Programmat ic Agreement ( PA) 
with Council,  pursuant to 36 CFR 800 . 1 3 .  A PA can be developed 
with Council prior to the completion of site evaluation and 
determination of effect. 

We look forward to continued correspondence on these projects and 
for a reasonable opportunity to co11111ent on the undertaking under 
the process def ined in our governing regulations. If you have any 
questions or require the further as sistance of the Council,  please 
contact Richard Wilshusen of our staf f  at ( 303)  2 3 1-5320 or FTS 
554-5320.  

� 
Claudia Nissley 
Director, Western Office 

of Project Review 
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Comment noted. 

Comment noted. The slaff will consider the option of a PA; however, this determination is not 
necessary for completing the FEIS. 
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Ms. Lois Cashe l l ,  Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commi s s ion 
825 North Capitol Street, NE 
Washington , DC 20426 

Dear •1• .  Cashel l :  

:_ :; ';"· 

MAR 8 1991 

2880(AL1') 

( l JO) 

The following reflect• the c001111ents of the u . s .  Department of the Interior, 
Bureau of Land Management (BLH) with respect to the Altamont port ion of the 
January 1 1 ,  1991 draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) , The BLH is an 
ident i fied cooperat ing agency in the EIS effort and as such has worked 
extensively with the FERC ataff and Al tamont throughout preparation of the 
document, We appreciate the opportunity to again relate those issues of 
inter�st and conce rn to the BLH as it ia the intent of the BLH to use the 
subject EIS to aatisfy ita Rat ional Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) .. ndatea 
u we l l .  

The BLH currently has pending for i t a  d i spoait ion, a n  application for a 
right-of-way to croaa pub l ic lando administered by the BLH for a l arge portion 
of the proposed Altamont pipeline in Wyoming and Montana . Prior to any 
r ight-of-way grant or not ice for any construct ion to proceed and subsequent to 
any FERC approval a ,  BLH will require Alta•ont to complete and f i le for BLH 
approva l ,  a detailed conatruc t ion Plan of Development ( POD) in add it ion to 
ful f i l l i ng any requi rements ident i f ied to al low the involved federal agencies 
to meet the i r  obl igat ions under aection 106 of the National His toric 
Preservation Act of 1996 (as .. ended ) and sect ion 7 of the Endangered Species 
Act ,  

The POD w i  1 1  be developed by Al tamont in coordination with and approved b y  the 
BLH and will include construction detaila includ ing but not litDi ted to seed 
mixtures , locations of f i l l  and spoil aitea,  topsoi l  hand ling, acces s ,  etc.  
There fore , concerna relat ing to spec i fics within the control and purview of 
the BLH and the POD ara not noted in the at tached comments but will be dealt 
with through BLH ' a  own administrative proceases. Similarly, BLH reservea its 
prerogAtive to require •inor route variat ion• which may beca.e necessary and 
result ing frOtD complet ion of future studiea and/or c ircumstances ident i f ied in 

FA12-I 

FA12-2 

FA-61 

[U.S. Department ot the Interior, Bureau or Land Management, Worland, Wyomlo&J 

As the lead federal agency with jurisdiction over the undertaking, the FERC has a legal 
JapOnsibility to comply with these two Acts. Our biological assessment, required by the 
Endanaen:d Species Act, was submitted to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Servk:e on February 22, 
1991. This document should be sufficient for all federal agencies with permit authorities. We 
are similarly proc:eeding 10 fulfill our obligation's under the National Historic Preservation Act. 
The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and other appropriate federal and state agencies, and 
other interested parties, have been and will continue 10 be deeply involved with the FERC as this 
process proc:eeds. 

Comment noted. Minor route variation's are envisioned to accommodate special-status 
biological resources, sites potentially eligible for the National Register of Hisaoric Places, 
landowner needs/requirements, and other resoum: conflicts as identified in the Final EIS. 
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the final £IS ( FEI S ) .  Coope rat ion and coord inat ion with a f fected state and 
f�deral agencies will  continue through the POD and right-o f-way grant proces s .  

Similarly, a great deal of d iscussion regarding so i l s  and vegetat ive 
rehab i l i tation has taken place between our reapect ive staffs. In particular, 
those issues relat ing to the Al tADDnt Construct ion and Rehab i l itat ion Plan 
(ACRP) for Mileposts (HP) Sll . O  to 540. 8 ,  were the subject of indepth 
d iscussion in Riverton, Wyoming on February 26, 1991 .  It ia our understanding 
that reaolution waa at tained and we expect those ao i l a  and rehabilitation 
isauea to be reflected in the FEIS; therefore , any previous co.aenta 

concerning aoi l a  and rehab i l itation are l ikewise deferred. It i s  the opinion 
of the BLH that the ACRP for mileapoa t a  S l l . O  to 540.8 was a very good effort 
and will be a good place to begin in Al tamont• development of the POD. 

BLH ia required by po l icy to ident ify ita preferred alternat ive for inclus ion 
,in any FEIS it ia involved in. We respectfully request that the fol lowing 
vording be included in Chapter 6, "Conclus ions and Rec-nclat iona" aa BLH ' a  
indicat ion o f  preferred a l t e rna t ive. 

-----

At the request of the Rock Springs and Rawlina BLH Distric t s ,  the FERC 
analyzed three route variat ions to the South Paaa aeg.ent of the 
proposed Al tamont Pipel ine route. These variations (Jeffrey City , 
Alkali Butte, and Northern Utilit ies) were ident i fied and assessed in 
the DE IS . Wh i le sent iment exi s t s  favoring the Jeff rey City variat ion 
for reaaona including that it avoida South Paaa and parallels exist ing 
rights-of-way to a greater degree , it ia the offic ia l  determination of 
the BLH that the proposed Al tamont route with real ignments proposed by 
the FERC staff represents the BLH preferred a l terna t ive. The proposed 
route, aa .ed i fied, ia not inconsistent with the current planning 
dec isions of the affected BLH reaource areas. lncluaion of FERC' s 
proposed mit igation measures in combination with any BLH right-of-way 
cond it ions and compl iance with all applicable local , state, and federal 
lawa and regu lat ions will reault in an environmenta l ly acceptable 
project .  Where performence standa rd• • ait isat ion .eaeurea , and 
right-of-way grant cond it ions are properly employed and enforced , the 
proposed route would not resu l t  in envi ronaental impac t s  exceeding those 
that wou ld occur under any of the route variat iona . 

The BLH apprec iates the opportunity to cooperate in this FERC-led EIS effor t .  
While we recogn ize tha d i fficulty in deal ing with policies , .. ndatea , and 
planning dec is ions relating to a land management agency such aa ours, your 
will ingness to consider BLH proposed a l t ernatives and to ut il ize BLH data and 
)lana in developing this EIS go a long way toward making the EIS a document 
this agency can u t i l ize in i t s  own dec i s ion process. Al tamont and i t a  
contractors have been very considerate and obliging throughout the EIS effort 
in providing inforaation and clarificat ion to the many environmental concerns 
this agency has sur faced . It is our hope that for the sake of consistency and 
continuity that these personnel will cont inue to be available through 
development of the BLH Plan of Development . The many pending issues will 
require both the exper ience and sens it ivities gained through the EIS effort 

FA-62 

FAI2-3 Comment accepted. See new section in Chapter 6. 



occurring to date. Si•ilarly, we expect our respect ive agency cooperative 
rolea to continue to proceed beyond any FERC dec isian to per•it the full 
breadth of cooperation through any construct ion stage. 

I n  concluaion, for the record, I would like to reiterate that the attached 
comments represent the of ficial BLH concerns with regard to the Alta.ont 
Portion of the DEIS. Previously related BLM c.,...,nu or those dealing with 
early internal reviews can either be aasu.ed to be resolved or of a nature 
that BLH will deal with in it a review and approval of the POD and any 
right-of-way grant. 

Thank you for the opportunity to cooperate in thia endeavor. 

c c :  Alan Edwards 

Sincere l y ,  'Q�JS {],._ .. e $  
Darre l l  Barnes 
District Manager 

State of Wyoming--Governo r ' •  Office 
Herachler Bldg. -2nd East , 
Cheyenne, WY 82002 

Larry Sauter, Fed . Energy Reg. eo... 
Environ.ental Enaineer, Alta.ont Project 
825 No. Capitol St . ,  NE ,  Roo. 7312 
Washington, DC 20426 

Jack Hil l a ,  BLM-Ca li fornia State Office 
BLH WS0-931 
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FA12-6 1 5·29 

6·2l lel>le 6-l 
6-26 

A l ar ge  -..nt of cost date end requlr-nt� ere deferred pending further studies, 

11pec l f lcel ly for pages 4A·�, 4A-6, 4C·4, 4E·60, 4E-62, 4G-9, 4L·9, 4J·I tlw-u l, end 
�-l of the C&R Plan for If' �I I to If' �40,8. It Is not certa i n  If theM w i l l  ... ,. a 

beor l 09  on route Mlectlon or l•poct signi f icance. PleaM so Indicate, 

The •l l•s of sign i f icant paleontological foreat lons (2411 does not agree with Table 

5-4's •l ies of paleontological foreat lons 1 1 1 7 1  on pege 5·28. If 1 1 7  •l ies for the 

proposed rout• Is correct fro. where the Var i at ions begin, then 1 1 7  •I I•• for a l l  of 

the Var i at ions Is pr-ly not correct . 

lhe Jef frey City worlatlon would paral lel u l •t l 09  r ight-of-way for opprcal•atel y  227 

•l ies C!I&JI. 

FA12·7 1 2·7 

FA12-8 1 2-1 1  

FA I2-9 1 2-46 

FA12-IOI 2·46 

FA12-l l l  2-�2 

2 l&4 

� 1&2 

!ABLE 2·10 

!ABlE 2·10 

Plene def l ne  •acr..,.fng. • 

• . . . •here necessary and eppropr late . •  Thh should ..,.c: l f lcal ly entai l steep slopes, 

r lper len IOftel, end sandy soi l s .  

Add cost est l•ete col .. n s  f or  South Pass Variations, 

A• d I KUSMd end ogr- at the 8LMIFERC -t lng on february 26, add the s- cost 

est l•at• -Y to this tel>le for the alternet l,.s end add a recl•atlon cost It• 

to the col•• heeded •tt• .......,... . • 

NIO A lEW SUBSECTICII: 2.4 , 4  Proposed Route � Varlet lona 
Suggested -ding for t h i s  subsect ion: 

Pub l i c  c-t rece i ved  on the DE I S  Ident i f ied two potent ial MgMflt war lat ions to 

the propoaall route. One possible war latlon would he,. the p i pe l i ne  fol low the 

-·- railroad which tre,.rMI the 1-lete wlclnlty of South Pass end extends 

and 1-l ately south of the proposed route Clf' 52� to �501, This a lternat l ,.  I s  

de.crlbad be l ow  a s  the Ab endoned  Rai lroad Variat ion. T he  - oncl  warlatlon Ident i f ied 
In the pub l i c  co-onto Is e wor l at lon to the -t of the propoaad route cros1l09 

Opal 8ench end the -s Fork R l - Clf' 605 to 6201. Thla a lternet l ,.  I •  de.crlbad 

below as the Opal 8enchl-• Fork Rl- Var iation. 

8ecauM both the Abandoned Rai lroad Var iat i on  end the Opal 8enc...,_1 Fork R l _.  

Variation or e  - warlatlons which •ey require lndepth analysis t o  deterel ne  t he i r  

feas i b i l i ty .,. d  wlel>l l l ty, and bec eu M  this cennot be ecccwop l l shad t l•ly for 
l nc lualon I n  the f inal £ 1 5, no further d i scussions of these e l ternet h e  variations 

appear In this --•t. lhe reason for this dec i sion I s  that we do not be l le,. that 
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The majority of the: activities addressed on these pages can be characterized as studies and/or 
mitigation which are routinely · applied to pipeline construction, or has an insignificant cost 
impact. Items in this category include studies and mitigation relaled to special-status vegetation 
and wildlife, local infraslructun: upgradin& to accommodate construction equipment and vehicles, 
visual impact at abovqround facilities, and construction at stream crossings having potentially 
contaminaled sediments. To the: extent that these issues are foreseen, they typically affect route 
sclecli!m prior to application submittal. Potential impacts associaled with these areas of concern 
would be avoided or mitigaled by implementation of the appropriate staff recommendations. 
Although the results of these studies could directly affect routing, this effect would be extremely 
localized along the proposed route. While the stafrs recommendations enlarge the scope of 
Altamont's proposed geotechnical studies somewhat, cost implication's would be limited. As 
staled on DEIS Page 4A-6, geolo&Y related hazards would be reduced to less-than-significant 
levels by implementation of our recommendations. 

Discussions with Altamont indicate that the special construction spread recently proposed for the 
South Pasa area would have an insignificant impact on project cost. (See Page S-3 of the 
Construction and Rebabi!italion Plan MP Sl LO to MP S40 8, reprinled as new Appendix B-S.) 
The effect of this measure would be to reduce impact significance. 

Table S-3 represents paleontologic formations crossed for the entire route, while Table S-4 is 
limiled to the proposed route and variations (MPs 428-620). Based on information presently 
available, a similar amount of significant paleontologic formations would be crossed by all of 
the routes under consideration. 

Comment accepted. See chan&es in the Executive Summary and in Chapter 3 and 6. 

lbis sen&ence refen:nccs one lcehnique for oblainin& &raded material for beddin& or baclr.lillin& 
around the pipe in rocky areas. A pipeline padding machine passes subsoil through a series of 
screens and deposits &raded material around the pipe. 

lbank you for your comment. We agree with your examples, but wish to point out that seedin& 
and mulching would be luappropriate in annually-i:ultivated agricultural lands. 

Comment noled. This information is presenled in a new Table 2- 1 1 ,  which compares costs 
associated with variations against those of the proposed route. 

As the: FERC representative staled at the intencency meeting, reclamation is generally included 
as part of normal pipeline costs (Item Number 2 in Table 2- 10) and not broken-out as a separate 
cost item. However, Altamont has estimated that the costs to implement the incremental 
mitigation measures identified in its Construction and Rebabililalioo Plan MP 511,0 to MP S4Q 8 
to be $890,000 ( 1990 dollars). Altamont anticipates that this cost would be covered by its 
conlin&ency funds (llem Number 9 in Table 2-10), which is an allowance for omissions, 
chances, and overall estimating inaccuracies on the project. No further information is presently 
available. 

Staff aarees that any information derived from further analysis would not have a bearing on the: 
proposed route which BLM prefers. Accordingly, these two alternatives have been placed in 
Section 2. 7.3 of the FEIS as alternatives considen:d but eliminaled from further consideration. 
II should also then be empbasized that if the BLM's "further analysis" results in a sicnificant 
devialion from the: route addressed in the FEIS, then BLM will be responsible for preparing 
appropriate NEPA documentation to support the deviation. II would also be necessary for 
Altamont to file an amended application with the fERC addn:ssin& the: deviation. 
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the 1 nfon�ot lon der i ved tra. such en analysis .ould have any d irect bearing on the 
ult iMte sel..:tlon of the preferred route lor the plpei iM. 

Ne-thele••• II the Alt-t propoted route I s  .. lected, clwopter 6 C"Goncluslons end 

llec-et lons"l ,.. pr- to _ . ,, the r-lr-t lor further analysis ol the .. 
verletlons C bet- If' 248 end 6201 before r l gM-ol-wer Is.- wi l l  be author i zed 
bJ IIUI. 

AblnCioned lla l l roed Verletlon. The -- Rel lroecl Verletlon Is �p��rCIICIMtely 
192.7 •l ies long c...,ered to the 192 •l ies lor the propoted rout• It -ld rep I ..:e. 
This - el lg-t -ld ewold ..,, - crossl 1111• ol the Or--- Trai l ,  but 
-ld oot awold cro .. lftll the South Pes• Notional Historic l-k CNHLI. 
Appr .. IMtely 3, '15 •II" of the - rallroed t••-.. • through the •lddle of 
the NHL, This route -ld provide IIUI soee opportu1lty to re•tore and r..:lel• • 
substOIItlal -' of .., �>< l st l "'l  dl•t..,...._, lecludl"'l thet pert of the rel lroed 
treverslftll thr-h the NHL. 

The eblnCioned rel lroed bed which runs troa Rock Sprl"'l•• Wycel"'l to the -
Iron ore •I• I• the South Pa .. eraa aorth of lfyoe l "'l  Hlghwer 21, The rai l •  and 
bel last he .. - reeo..d. The propoted r- of the Alt- p l pe i i M  eros .. , the 
..,._ rel lroed et ewr'*IMtely If' 525, 1-letely aa•t of the S....tweter 
Rl-. This ver letlon -ld hi .. the pipel i ne  follow the rel lroed lor 25 •I I•• to If' 
550 where the propoted rout• -ld be contl-. 

The AblftCIOIIed lla l l roed Ver letiOII -ld oot require any chlftlle In the locet lons 
propoted tor CGipr••- Stetlon• _. 5 end 6, Alt11011t 1 •  propoted hor..,._. 
•-••-• -ld alto be unaffected, 

Clpel llench�s FDA Rl- Yerletlon, Till• ver letlon -ld lecree .. the total ll"'lfh 
of the propoted plpeiiM route ewr'*l-ly 2,5 •I I••· 8eglMI"'I et If' 596, 
1-letely otter crossl ftll lfyoel ftll Hlghoey 1n, t he  plpeiiM reellg- -ld 
begin. The liM -ld be directed eround the ••t end of Clpel llench, across lfyoel"'l 
Higher 240, to the �><htl"'l pipeline corridor which It -ld perel lel tooth .:ross 
the -· Fork Rl- to the Clpel Meter Stet lOll, 

The - verletlon -ld ewold • new cros•l"'l of the -· Fork Rl-, plec:l"'l It 
l ost- ebout 2.5 •I I•• ••t In en �><htl"'l corridor crosslftll. This vwletlon -ld 
alto ewold e crosslftll of Clpe l  Bench, • waa of ...tr- erosion hlzwd, poor to l l s  
not cond uc l  .. t o  •ucceulul re-tetlon. 

The reroute -ld fol low an ••lstl"'l corridor lor 10 •I I•• end cross the -• Fork 
R l - where other plpeiiMs he .. crosted. SoN of the -ltlonal costs a .. ocleted 
wltb lncrHted 1-th -ld be offset bJ sevl"'l• In reduced coutruct l011 tl• d.,. to 
reletlvely ! l et topogrophy end lower potentlel lor cultural site 
c leerences/eacevet tons. 

CtwtG£ subsequent chapter 2 sect lon head i ngs ....,..r lcol ly  to ecCQIIIIIOdete the obove 
odd It Ions. 

8LM 111 f l l  require prior epprovol ot no:rdous weed ( e l l  vegetat ion) control on BLM lends. 
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FA 12 - 12  

FA I2- 1 3  

Renumbering is now not necessary. 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 2. Prior approval by the fcdcr .. l land managing 
agency is also recognized in DEIS Recommendation SO. 
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Relwlbl l l t ot lon rot lng potent l o l s  (good, lol r ,  end poor ) •'-ld be defined. 

The fr_,..t Countr ool l 1urwer he• -· cooop leted end h current lr ""ol t l ng  
pub l lcot lon, 

The E IS •'-ld -reu the Recreot lonol hper lence �ortunlt leo In the South Pou 
oreo, which - l d  be effected by the pipel ine. The Cont l nentol Divide Not lonol 
Scenic Trol l -ld be croued bet- W '" end ,28, The •tet-nt thot •98S ol the 
route In  fr-t Countr h rengelond" h on lnouff lclent deocrlpt lon ol the uMs to 
which the lend h put, The ent ire countr 1 1  rich In  d l verM lend ••IUH end uses. 

3 The sentence concerning the lndlon -rvet loo Londl In lloahokle Countr wos deleted 
•• ouggested , Thl• lnloraetlon wos not odded to the ltot Springs Countr peregroph. 

' Between w '08 end '40, the prqooled route poiMI ...,. or crosMs the Oregon Not lone I 
Historic Trol l ,  the --. Pl-r Nol lono l  Hhtorlc Trol l ,  the l'l>nr E>Cpreaa Route, 
the lender Cutoff of the Oregon Trol l ,  end the Conl l nentol Divide Nol lonol Scenic 
Trol l .  The pipel i ne  -ld oho cross the s-heter Rl-, ""lch wos Inch- In tile 
Net lonol Pork Service Not lonwlde Rivera lnwentorr, cooop lete In 1982, end the 
Outltondlng Rl .. ra l l sh, cooopleled In 1 11118 br the -Icon Rl-•, Inc, TheM l lsh 
l oc i- r l  .. ra considered to llewe potent l o l  tor deslgnet lon under the Nol lonol ll l ld 
end Scenic Rl .. ra Act 

In lldel l t lon, the South Pass ar• h a focus of recreet lonot uM b'f huntera, 
l l ahe ... n, end beck countrr use br blurs, hikers, end oll-hlghwor -or wohlcle 
UMra, The .... through which the pipel ine -ld pna provides the phfslcel Mtl l ng  
t or  thoM recreet lonol octlvlt lea e nd  cpportunlt l••· T he  phfslcel Mtl lng hes • 
••Jor Inf luence on the trpe -rlence recr .. t lonhll he .. while pert lclpetlng In • 
g i ven  oct l v ltr, -rlenclng the net l ono l  hi stor ic end Not lonol Scenic Trol l s  In • 

-tlr notur•l sett i ng. Their -tet lona ere current lr being eel, lb:h of the 
.,. •• through IIIIIch tile prqooled pipel ine pesMs II conal-ed -lprl•ltlwo 
-orlzed, In  ter11 ot the Recreet lon E>Cperlence �tunl tr •••l iable I n  the eree, 
Thh loci-• e l l  ..... ""copt thoM croaled br •oJor roecls or the obondonod u.s. 
Steel Rel lroecl. I See L-r - end BLM Monuol HendboOk tr-BliG-1 , 1  This 
c leull lcetlon resu lts lroe • physlcel Mttlng thot Is 11<>1t l r  devoid of -.rn 
hueon- leeturea, II.N --t octlons ere geered towerd ••lntol n l ng  the 
.. lst lng neturel Mil log, 

Cllenge "'36·'" to '21,2, Add otter the - ol ... tence, "The oec:ond croaolng of 
the Oregon--. Trol l -ld occor ...,. W ,36,,,• 

9 Aloo l•pocted -ld be the Bridger Trai l end the Co_--lender - In the northern 

port ion ol the route. Hoeeateoda ceo be -ted, eapeclol l r around the South Peas 
.,. .. , the Twin er .. k .,._., the Mut.kret Creek ar .. , llftd the Bridger Creek arM. 

ho cutoth ol the oregon Trol l - l d  be crooled et W '82.9 ISlet• Cr- Cutol l l  end 
et W � 1 . 9  IKinnor Cutoll l .  

l ferrugii'IOus Hewk .. Nesting Heb ltet .. known to �l'f ebandoft nests especlel l 'f  
before hetchlng. Abondoment ceuled br ._.n d l sturboncea--st lng Morch & 
Apri i/Hetchlng Hey/fledge Julr. 

FAJ2-14 

FA12-IS 

FAJ2-16 

FAI2-17 

FAI2-JB 

FAI2-19 

FAJ2-20 

FA12-21 

FAI2-22 

Comment ac:ceptcd. Sec material added u new Appendix IH. 

Comment ac:ceptcd. Sec cbange to Chapter 38. 

Comment noled. (a) Sec revised Chapter 30 for a discussion of lhe Recreational Opportunity 
Spectrum. (b) Because lhe actual route of lhe Continental Divide Trail hu not been determined 
at this time, any attempt at site-specifiC analysis would be speculative. However, we believe that 
with implemenlation of Allamont's Coostructjon anc! Rebabilitatjon Plan MP SIJ 0 to MP �.8 
and other mitigation discussed and/or recommended in lhe FEIS, lhe right-()f-way would have 
a low visual impiCI on lhe future tlail. (c) Sec lhe introduction to Chapter 3D for a description 
of lhe land use calegories. Rangeland is lhe catqory that best describes lhe existing condition 
of lhe area. 

The referenced sentence states that "lhe route passes just outside lhe southeast comer of the 
Wind River Indian Reservation". It wu erroneously included in lhe paraaraph which addressed 
Washakie County in an early draft of lhe EIS. This feature occurs in Fremont County. 

Comment accepted. Sec revised Chapter 30. 

Comment ac:ceptcd. Sec revised Chapter 30. 

Sec Chapter 3M "Cultural Resources". 

Sec Chapter 3M "Cultural Resources". 

Thank you for this information. 
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Riparian areas assochted w i t h  Br idger, Polson, T-eed, l111 ln,  Stanbaugh, L it t le 
Seaver, Rocky, W i l low, F Ish, end Pine creeks and the S..eetwater R i ver are not l i sted 
or f igured I nto the r lparl an/118t land ecre• crossed. TheM areas hove aswx:l ated 
r lper l an  zones that ore greater than 200 feet wide that w i l l  be lepacted. 

Mote: Pronghorn cruc i a l  •Inter and wl nter/yearlonsJ hobltot Is cros.sed betwen Ws 
"2 end l72.5. White-tol led -r end .. 1e -r w inter/year long occur ot the Grerbul l 
R h er r iparian cros,alng erea. 

- to odd : ohlte-tol led end •ule -r • I nter/year long - M' l51 -l52; pronghorn 
• lnter/reor long • M' l52-l72.5, cruc:lol wi nter • M' l65·l70. Sage grouse 
ol nter/reor long hobltot occurs In the holoted segebrush lslonds bet-• M' l52-l72. 5  

.. .. . . .  

Why h t he  terelnology •str .... crossl-.g• used for t he  proposed route ond •senslt I 'M  
l hherles• tor t he  vor lotlons7 

l�SERT • apace bet-• the -ds resource ond de .. l-t. SHOILD READ •resource 
dewelapMtnt• 

"Chlcovo Bur l i ngton ond Quincy Rol l rood l i ne• SHOILD BE Bur l i ngton  Marthero Ro l l rood 
l ine 

HlD "Siete ere.• otter the -d "fork. • 

HlD --· the Northero Arop- ..... Ident i fied -sltl .. erNs In the 

llooood-t.ost Colli e  region ohere the proJect crossoo, end ...,.. erNs ere l lllely to be 
Ident i f ied along the route eo •I I .  

-trlbel l end o  I n  W,O.Ing ere considered t o  be l�ent by � h e  - leans I n  

w,.,..lng, Br idger Mountolns I n  port lculor lor t h i s  project, others -., be Ident i fied. 

Please odd ne• sentence : Tile lfl l loood For.ot loo of lfesotcblon•age -ntered lo Big 

�· end lfoshokle count ies 11 k-• to contain s l go l f lcont -lion os-lages. lo 
Hl>t Springs County, foss i l  - l i on  r-lns ere oho "-• frca the Aycroso 
For.ot loo. 

Most cr_..s on South Pass ere entrenched to reshtont •ater l a l . Lateral chennel 
•lgrotlon In the l loodploln h the _, erosional probl• here. 

Hll) the fol lowing -di ng :  • • •  for such purposes, olth such ereo• to be located ot 
le .. t 1 00  fMt lon F-•1 lends 660 feet I ... , frca el l ooter bodies; • • •  

AOD t he  fol l ow i ng  wording: • • •  50 feet lroo stre•benks •here topographic condit ions 
per•lt. On F-•1 londs, oteglng erNs • I l l  be loceted 100 IMt frca ot..-s 
·-- -slble. Potent lei  cont•lnotlon of • • •  

HlD t he  fol lowing word i ng :  • • •  crossi ng  locetlons. On F-el lends, the -•Ic i ng  
!refuel i ng, oi l chenge, ond 10 lorthl of construction .. hlc les ond the storage of 
heJer-s Nter lels •I l l  be restricted to 500 fMt trca r l perlon/oet l end ereeo end 
660 feet fra. Mlrface waters. In si tuations where this requl r..,nt Is technica l l y  
Infeasible, FERC and Federal rec:o�aendcrt lons al low t he  app l icants to request an 
••-pt lon on a slt .... spec l f lc besls • • •  

FA-67 

FAI2-23 

FAI2-24 

FAI2-2S 

FAI2-26 

FAI2-27 

FA12-28 

FAI2-29 

FAI2-30 

FAI2-31 

FAI2-32 

FAI2-33 

FAI2-34 

FAI2-3S 

FAI2-36 

The cited paragraph was not intended to be all-inclusive, and referred the reader 10 Appendix E. 
A previous reference in Chapter 3E identified that wetland and riparian vegetation information 
was presented in Appendix E and summarized in Table 3E-2. With the exception of Utile 
Beaver and Tweed Creek, all of the crossings referenced are listed in Appendix E. Riparian 
areas associated with Bridger and Twin Creek, and the Sweetwater River are less than 200 feet 
wide (based on field observations and aerial photography review), and therefore not referenced 
in the cited paragraph. While our aerial photographs do not indicate significant riparian 
vegetation at Ullle Beaver Creek, we will be happy 10 revise Appendix E if the BLM can 
confirm the linear footage of riparian vegetation which would be disturbed at this location. 
Please note that Altamont's November 1990 realignments avoided Tweed Creek. 

Comment accepted. See revised Chapter 3E. 

Comment accepted. See revised Chapter 3E. 

We have clarified this in our revision of Chapter 3F. 

Comment accepted. See change 10 Chapter JG. 

Comment accepted. See change 10 Chapter 31. 

Comment accepted. See change 10 Chapter 3M. 

Comment accepted. See changes in Chapters 3M and 4M. 

Comment accepted. See changes in Chapters 3M and 4M. 

Comment accepted. See change 10 Chapter 3M. 

Thank you for this information. 

Chapter 4C now acknowledges that federal land managing agencies may require standards which 
differ from our procedures. 

See previous response. 

See response 10 Comment FAI2-34. 



P� I PillA I L I NE  I 

FAI2-37 1 •C-1 2 

FAI2-38 • •c-12 

FAI2-391 •c-15  

FA 12-401 •o-9 

FAl2-4l •<tD-1 1 

6 

,_, Al l 

5-7 

FA-68 

COUNTS Pogo 5 of 9 
lUI tho fol l ow i ng -ding: • • •  100 feet • Ide be s.ul>ooltted to FE!lC for review and 
opprowal prior to construct lon. On Feclerel lends, site-spec i f ic COftstructlon plans 
for e l l  r h er and rlperlenlooet lend cronl"'l•• Jrreopectl .. of w lotth, wi l l  be r-lred 
by the surface -.gl"'l "JJNCY for review end ...,..ovel prior to COftltructlon. Theoe 
p l ans should be de .. lopod • • •  

lUI t he  fol low ing -d l "'l :  • • •  Benk Stabl l l  .. t lon/Revegetet lon. Stre-.nk 
• • •  rlperlon strip e101111 the stre• _on....,nt. On F_.el lend, just as In the 
upland arMs, the rlperiHiooet lend arMs wi l l  be - or be .. -tef lon 
transpiHted on thee end t_.,-er l ly fetoeed efter -·���� I l l  ...,....,Y to .._ off 
concentrat ions of l h estoclll .  

T he  Missour i R l ..,  o hou l d  require spec i f ic -ures CClllpareble t o  the Mi lk  R l ..,. 

To ls  h • -e detai led esMs-t of lopech end the potent ial for lq>ect •Jt lgetlon 
that .. feel .. Ish In the South Pen ar .. bet- II' 510 and II' 530. 

F l rot, the proposed p ipe l i ne  pesMs through en area that present ly has few 
h•an-aade feetures. Thos.e that ere there are aoat t r  two-track roeda and fencea, 
features thet blend In folrly we l l  olth the natural lendr.cape. 

The .,. .. Is one of ver, high publ ic Interest end contains a runber of Nat lone I 
Scenic and Historic Tre l h. It Is sperMiy vegetated end In .. ny p l aces has on l y  e 
thla venMr of 101 1 over bedrock. It Ia therefore en aree COftlldered to have verr 
high visual .. ns l t h l ty. It -s not hove .. ry high potent i a l  for revegetat ion, 
part icu l ar l y  lor the reesteb l l s-t of natural vegetat ive patterns In a relat i ve l y  
s hor t  t INfr-. 

lh l 1  stet-t Is supported by the -rlence with the AT&T .,.,..,uncat lon l ine, 
located south of the s .. t • .ter River, an erea having sl• l l ar  envlronaentel 

Conditions. That l i ne was bui lt - 20 years ego end Is c iHr l y  visible today both 
In the f ield and on -lal  photographs supp l ied to 111.11 by Al taeont • •  

Con•truct lon of t he  p i pe l i ne  •I l l  creat l i nes and color that contr .. t olth the 
natwral l i ne  and color I n  the landw:ape. Most of the natural l i nes In the lendKape 
ore the l i ne  defining the gent ly rol l ing hi l l s. Therefore, ••�•t a l l  l i nes In the 
landacape ere gent l '  cur 'IIHI, Intersect ing, hor i zontal l ines. CoiCM" II pr�lnete iJ 
a greenish, gr.ey lsh beige. Color changes with Mesons but 1 1  r .. oonably c loMiy 
opprCbl:l•ated bJ BLM1s standard envlronaental color kno.n as Cerl sbad Canyon. 

F ield •• .. !nat ions -e l l•lted this  w i nter but It h apparent that the color of 
the d i sturbed r lght-of-oey wi l l  be l ighter then the natural -tef lon, especi al ly 
bet-a Rock Cr- lnd tho drel nage dhlde bet-a Wl l loo cr- and SlaughterhouM 
Gulcl\. The l i ne  created bJ p i pe l i ne  construction wi l l  cross natural l i nes of the 
landscape at right angles and appear vert ical rather then hor i zonta l .  hopech to 
l ine and color, In co-blnatlon, w i l l  creat• a not iceab le Kor of long-tera duret lon 
and lfOUid be read i ly noticeable frc. all Nln travel routes Into the erN. 

AOO the fo l l0111 lng re..ord l ng :  • • •  and �rer Resource Manaae-ent Plan. No known 
conf l icts with the p l ans end policies s.et forth In these doc.-ents llOUid reH it for 
the ujorlty Of the propoled p i pe l i ne  route. The proposed route through the South 

Pa .. eree COftfl lcts -bet wit� the lender Re-rce llo_..t PIH end the Big 
Sandy Ma-t Fr...-k Plan. 111.11 pol icy end theM plans prescr ibe ........... t of 
right-of-way uM of the p•l lc lends to corridors w-- prectlcel end fMslble. 

FA12-37 See response 10 Comment FA12-34. 

FA12-38 See response 10 Comment 34 above. 

FA12-39 Please see our revision of Chapter 4C. 

FA12-40 We assume this comment was intended for Chapter 4L. See revised Chapter 4L. 

FA12-41 Comment noted. See revised Chapter 40. 
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5·7 Ploc-t ol r lghts-ol-.ay 1-letely edjocent end perel lel to .. lst lng l i nes where 
prect lcel, end ewey Ire• er .. s Ident i fied es hewing high SC<�nlc and cul tural vel ... • 
I a encour eged. 

M l  

8 

6 

3-4 

lnclude4 In the lander ,..., Is • descr iption of the Recreat ion Exper ience 
Opportunities .. el lable In the Greeter South Pan Aree. This p i pe l i ne  could effect 
the type e•per lence recreat fonht haWt. Ttae present ecper lence Is largely 
-lpr l• l t l ve  eotor l zed. The Cont inental Ohlcle Net lonel Scenic Trai l would be 
crossed by the pipel ine as I nd icated above, and would lessen the degree of 
naturalness seen by vhltors. 

Envlronllefttal Consequences - land Use. 

The E I S  stetes thet • • • •  the cron l ng  of the • • •  through South Pen could ceuse 
l nconwenlence to v i s i tors • • •  • It Ident i f ied: lf'J.-porery d hturbence of aesthetic 
qual i t ies..• end states that •no long-terw Interrupt ion of recreat ional use would 
occur. •  Tftl s  I s  a highly s.l11p l l f led anelysh of recreat ion In  back country or 
wi ldland settings. It Is quite tr ... thet recreet looel use of the erea would contl­
durlng end elter constr��ttlon of the pipel ine. 

"-<>vel of vegetet lon elong the - wi l l  I ncrease vehicle ecceu along the -· 

ADD the follow ing -ding: • • •  Non-forested wetlands should return to a 

precoostr..ct lon stab i l i zed  condition In t"" or thr• grow i ng  seasons. I I  
wi l lows were pre-t, 10 to 20 years would be - to etteln preconstructloe 
-tet l ve  condit ions. Construct ion through agricultural l end  • • •  

The str•• a nd  .. ttand construction end alt lgotlon procedures ere In  �ndlx c ... l. 
not E-3 

ADD the fol low ing -ding: • • •  woody vegetat ion. 011 federal •-•· al l -·­
woody -tef lon wi l l  be repleoted, wtl- grea ... end !orbs reseeded end 
t...,....er l l y  leoced elter seedi ng  I l l  nece•-Y to keep off �retlons of 
1 1 -tockl. BeceuM •elotalnlng the r lght-ol•wey tree of woody • • •  

O f  part lculer cOIICern Is  Invasion o f  tiDar lsk on the 8L M  Greybul l  R i ver crossi ng .  
This speclea t s  especial ly aggressi ve e nd  creates a long-tor• lll!p41Cf I f  not 
control led. 

The c lear i ng of r iper l eo  vegetat ion w i l l  be e long-te .. I"Pect of hebltet on eoose 
winter ranoe. 

Whi te-tai led prai r ie dog Is unl - to the southern portion of Carbon County I n  
Montana. Colony destruction stlould be a..olded. 

V I I I  Marches for bleck•looted ferrets be conducted In the thr .. bl eck•tal led prai rie 
dog end one whl te·tal led prai r i e  dog co lonies prior to pipe l ine coostructlonl 

Pronghorn favnlng and wintering areas are •lthln I •l ies of the pipe l i ne  route TtH, 
R21[ 

SIOJI.O READ: Bald eagles do w i nter elong the Greybu l l ,  Bighorn • • •  

lliS£RT .. on• beheen t he  ..ords •Impacts •lgretlng • • •  • SHOll..D READ lll!pects on 
algret i Ag  • • •  • 

FA12-42 

FA12-43 

FA12-44 

FA12-4� 

FA12-46 

FA12-47 

FA12-48 

FA12-49 

FA12-� 

FAlHl 

FA12-�2 

FA12-�3 

FA12-�4 

FA-69 

Comment noted. See response to Comment FA12-16 above and revised Chapler 4D. 

Comment noted. We have addressed Ibis issue in more delail in FEIS Chapter 4D-9. 

We disagree. Removal of vegetation along a right-of-way may result in an increase in vehicle 
use along lhe right-of-way only where existing vegetation precludes vehicle access (i.e., foreSICd 
areas). The comment is academic along virtually all of Altamont's proposed route. 

We doubt that it would l8kc willows 10 to 20 years to reestablish. 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapler 4E. 

See response to Comment FA12-34 above. 

Thank you for Ibis information. 

The DEIS acknowledges Ibis fact on Page 4E�2. 

Thank you for Ibis information. 

Yes. Please see revisions to Chapter 4E. 

Thank you for Ibis information. 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 4E. 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 4E. 
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FAl2-56 1 4F·3 

FAl2-57 1 4J-I GEH[RAL 

FAl2·581 4J·l 

FAl2-591 4tt-7 

FAl2-60� 4M-7 

FAl2�l� 4M-2 

FAl2�2 � -6 

FAl2�3� 4H·8 

FAI2-64 1 5" 1 

1 1  

Mounteln p lo- densltl  . .  ore •uch l ooer  then 4"MCtlon bet- • l le post Jn-370. 
They are very unc� but do nest here. Aho, Kno-les n.d. c itation I• not 
referenced I n  the .,_ lterature Cited. • Ne the 40 ecres noted as hobltat Inclusive of 
orees between M' 353·370. 

ADO the lol lo• lng -ding: • • •  Alter construct ion, el l rlperlen, .. tlend, end 
stre .. shore l ine areos ���DU id be eulched and reseeded with epprq:.rhte "egetot lon. 
Ae�tet lon with net l ve  herbaceous end woody p lant species I s  rec�f\ded for 
long-ter• tol l stabl l hatton. OR federal lends, r iparian, IMtland, and atr .. 
croSIIIIfl er"s NJ be t-er l ly f- olter seedi ng  If _ _, to "- off 
concentret la.s of l i vestock, to ensure reweget.tla. success. 

The potent lel creet lon of • ne• corr idor sa-Id be noted, looping 1s e .­
practice end BlM encourages pr-nts to perel lel  b l stlng r lghts-of·••Y· 

There are t .. roads that are avai lable for construction access along the propoMd 
route aftd alternet h es. The proposed route and atternot lvea I ntersect hfghwors, 

county roads, or other roads, that are &ultlble for construction use onlr at a few 
p l -• reou ltlng In 1o- to 2G-el le-1ong ...,...,, •l t'-t ecceu end soee of these 
aegaents cross dl ff lcult terrai n. One exception to this leek of aval l ob le access I s  
t he  Jef frey City ver letlon •hlch peral lel s  county roeds l or  a •1•1- o f  85 •I I•• I n  
the Lender Aeso.arce Aree. 

ADO a ne• peregreph alter 12. Tile l'rcpooed Actl011 wi l l  c ... se l11pecto 011 thr• 
Njor, cutoffo of tile Or- Trai l ,  Tloe La- Clrtoff, the Slete Creek Cutoff, and 
tile Kinney Cutoff wi l l  al l be affected by the l'rcpooed -·· 

9, 1 4  The ex lltlng d i rt r oed  I s  knoon a o  the "'r- 8utteo - ·  r at her  t he n  the "lander 

lloed • • 

Please change to reed : "FDIC oteff end opprq>rlete ..,.leo otaff, In 
conoultetlon" The BlM -st be ln.ol - In al l conoultetlon regard ing effects to e l l  
historic propertleo on lends -lnl stered by t he  BLM. 

The burled ceble 1s cq>per not f i ber q>tlc. 

Please Odd: The BLM be l l e  .. • thet these l��pects to sites on 1-rel Iondo con best 
be eddreued through o -a- of Agr-ot bet-• the Slf'O'•• the epprq>rl ete 
1-rel egenclao, the FERC, end the ACif', 

Abendoneent end future rep lec-t of -tlono of the p i pe l i ne  •'-ld be -•••sed 
under the C..ulet h e  l11pect1. 

FAl2�5 
5-2 ' 1 3, 1 4 Alter the lest sentence ADO: The Lo- - ot- that -.Jor uti l ity -

trao-'atl011 oyot•• w i l l  be loc- to -.  use of •l•tlllfl carrldoro -­
-•lble, to provide lor coot-ef f ic ient roort•• end to provide for protectl011 of other 
resource volual -h as oc-y end w i ld l i fe.• (Record of Oeclslon, page 6. 1 
C..ulat h e  lepecto •I l l  occur •hen the -t ut l l ltyltranr.portat lon project I s  
proposed t o  tra-se the area. BLM •I l l  l ikely requ ire the pr-ot t o  lol loo t he  
eotel> l l &hed cor r i dor  craeted b y  Alt-t p i pe l i ne, I n  order t o  reduce further lepects 
on the Sout" Pass area. 

FAl 2-66 1 5·10 
1·16 

lest 
2 

Recreet lon Is only  ... t loned •• a lend use. Thet •or be -rq>r late lor -.h of the 
proposed and/or alternat i ve  routes; but Recreat ion h an Issue artd/Of" concern tor the 
publ ic In sc.e areas s.uch as the South Pass region. 

FAI2-55 

FAI2-56 

FAI2-57 

FAI2-58 

FAI2-59 

FAI2-60 

FAI2-61 

FA12-62 

FA12-63 

FAI2-64 

FAI2-65 

FAI2-66 

Comment acc:epted. See chances to Chapter 4E. "40 acres• refers to the entire route in 
Wyoming. 

See response to Comment FAI2-34 above. 

We are unaware of an planning initiatives to desi1J131e corridors in the project area. However, 
this issue is addressed in Chapter 5 of the FEIS. 

We disagree. Review of U.S. Geological Survey topographic maps, aerial photography, and 
data filed by Altamont all support the oa:ui'TCIICC of suitable access roads along the proposed 
route at much smaller distances than the refen::nced 10- to 20-mile intervals. 

Comment accepled. See revised Chapter 4M. 

Comment acc:epted. See changes to Chapter 4M. 

Comment accepled. See change to Chapter 4M. 

Comment acc:epted. See change to Chapter 4M and 5. 

Comment noted. We do 1101 anticipate pursuing the devdopment of any project-specifac 
agreement documents at this time. · 

Abandonment of either pipeline is addressed in Chapter 2. If conditions warranted the 
replacement of sections of the pipeline at some future date, measures similar to those used 
during construction would be employed. Neither abandonment nor sectional replacement is 
presently proposed. 

See material added to Chapter 5. We disagree that use of Altamont's proposed route constitutes 
the establishment of a "utility conidor". Utility corridors across federally-administered lands 
are designated as a result of a formal planning process which is adopted into a resource 
management plan or plan amendment. 

Recreational resources are a specific aspect of our land use analysis. In this regard, we 
devdoped a criterion for delennining signifacance of adverse impacts on recmuion and 
addressed recreational impact in Chapter 4D. 
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FA12-67 r-24 Table 6·l 

FAI2-681 6-2� Table 6-l 
Cont. 

2·49 f Ig. 2-10 
2-�o tl..-u 2-�1 

FAI2-69 1 6-l0 

FAI2-70r� 8 

FAI2-71 1  6-41 

FAI2-72 1 '-" 

FAI2-731 6·42 

FAI2-74 1 6-42 

FAI2-751 6-o 

FAI2-761 B-3-3 Table B·l-1 

FAI2-TI I B-3-� 

FAI2-78 1 8·3·7 Table 1 2  
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COM:NTS Page 8 of 9 

li'h.at h the s.ource of l n fonN�tlon for acres of wetland/r iparian hobltat cross.ed1 

lhe toble, f lgures, and pegea referenced 5how that the Jef frey City, Alka l i  Butte, end 

Northern Ut i l i t ies var i at ions would requ i re on addi t ional cc.prenor site fOI' each 

route. lhe ret lonale and s...,ort l ng  data needs to be added as to why an extra 

ec.pres- h - 011 tiM>M •erlous routes. 

NXJ the fol lo1111ng •ord lng to •asure 5: • • •  deWJiap, I n  conj unction with the 

appropr i ate state end federel Csurfece -IIIII -yl _.,cleo, •lte•llf>"C I I Ic 

reveptat lon p l ans • • •  

1100 t he  fol lowing -ding t o  the end o f  NOsure 48: . . . Ait_,t sha l l  cont l - to 

reseed d i sturbed areas unt i l  a succes•ful stand 1s edob l l shed. Al l rlpwlen, 
- lend, end str- croul nt -IIIII end re-tat iOII er .. s uy re.,lre fenclnt to 

ensure succeuful stabl l l let iOII end re-'et l011. 

1()0 the fol i o- I ng ••sure as nw�ber 68: 

68, le the •-t the All-' proposed route Is Mlected !through South Paul, BUt 
wi l l  re.,lre further enelysl s  of the Al>ellcloned Ra i l road end Clpel Benchi­
Fork Rl- Verletlons, 1-t l f led end deocr lbecl In chapter 2 et 2.4.4, wi l l  be 

re.,lred. Tills shel l l oc i - e �eretl .. anelysls of the proposed route 

with the 1-t l f led •er letiOIIS esoocleted with the proposed route lbet- II' 
421 end 6201 before r lght-of...,ey Is-nee w i l l  be authorized by BUI. 

Please change to read : •FEAC staff end appropriate -ncl" staff, In 

e011sultetl011 .. .  • The BUI ..,,t be lnwhed I n  el l consu ltation regarding the 

evaluat ion of cultural reaourc;es located on lands .-. ln l stered by 8lM for I nc l usion 

on the Nat ional Regi ster of Historic Places. 

P'leese change to: "fERC steff end eppr<>prlete -les steff . . .  • 

Please change to read: •epprapr lete StFOS eRd agencies ..,.ked • • •  • lhe BlM •ust be 

proY ided '-l ith lnforeatlon regardi ng ..,.the leerlcan concerns thot rel ate to lands 

- l n l stered by the BLM. 

PleaM change to •Sif'OS, epprcprlete -y steff he .. . . .  • 

NftiC)ICf:S 

Seed •l �<es should ••ry accord ing to soi ls and prec ipitation end by jurisdict ional 

prescr lpt I on. 

lhese c l oyey soi ls often haYe o high SAR and w i l l  require species adapted to s.alts. 

Close obser vation of •egetotlon types along the route should prov ide IIOI'"e appropr i ate 

guidance tor seed l nt .  

E l pus t r l t fcoldes C OI*lft  n anae  I s  Beardless Wl ldrye no t  Basin Wl ldrye ( see Sal i ne  

Sol i s  sect ion, • - page). Preferred variety o hou l d  be Shosholol , 

FA-71 

FA12-67 

FA12-68 

FA12-69 

FA12-70 

FAI2-71 

FA12-n 

FA12-73 

FA 12-74 

FAI2-7S 

FA12-76 

FA12-TI 

FA12-78 

Aerial pbolography obtained in September 1989 at a scale of 1 : 12,000. 

Comment accepted. See language added 10 Section 2.4.3 in Chapter 2. 

Comment accepted. See change 10 DEIS Recommendation S. 

Comment noted. The requirement 10 fence disturbed riparian, welland, and stream crossing 
areas would be the responsibility of the landowner of land administering agency. 

This recommendation appears 10 be in direct conflict with the BLM's conclusions in Chapter 6. 
(See BLM Comment 3 above.) (Subsequent dlsc:ussioas with tbe BLM Indicate tbat the 
mileposts rererenced In this comment are wrooa. 1be parenthetical should read "(between 
MPs 515 and 550, and between MPS 596 and 610)" .) BLM's intent iO require further analysis 
10 determine feasibility of the two segment variations is noted in sections in Chapten 2 (Section 
2.4.4) and (BLM CONCLUSIONS . . .  ). 

Comment accepted. See change 10 DEIS Recommendation 68. 

Comment accepted. See change 10 DEIS Recommendation 68. 

Comment accepted. See change 10 DEIS Recommendation 68. 

Comment accepted. See change 10 DEIS Recommendation 68. 

DEIS Recommendations S and 18 acknowledge the role that appropriate federal and s&ate 
agencies would play in prescribing seed mixes. See also response 10 Comment FAI2-73 of the 
State of Montana. 

lltank you for Ibis information. See response 10 Comment FA12-76 above. 

Comment accepted. See changes 10 Appendix B-3. 
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FAI2-79 I C-3·1 

FAI2-80 I C-3-3 

FAI2-81 C·3 

I .A. I 

l ,f,4 

COM IllS 

ADD the foll'"'lng -ding: 

1 .  Locote ot le05t � feet 1 1 00  feet "" f_.ol 
lends) awe,. fr� stre.-bank • • •  

FA-72 
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3, Do not store hazardous . . ,within 1 00  feet 1- feet "" f_.ol 1-sl of 

stre•benks or within any •unlclpol weterthed •••· Ia M"MI of aurfoce 

watw Cre-volr, •-· opr l111, end so fortM "" f_.ol lends a 660-foat 
restrict lOll wl l I opp iJ. 

ADD the lol l'"' I"' -dlllt to f ,4: 

4, A l l'"' IG-Ioat·wlde ... acroas the ent i re -· De f_.ol 1-s, Just " I n  the 
upland arMs, the rlperlen/wet l eed  erees •I l l  lie - or he .. _.atiOA 
transplanted on t- - t-erl lr •- eltw -·��� I l l  -.saerr to 
"- off COOICOftfratiOAs of u .. stockl to ensure s-sful re_.atiOA. 

Mot.e the foll'"'lng correction to the f-ro l l r  De l l neoted lletlond Crossings: 

A. I. Locote et leest 100 feet ewer !roe wetland 
edge, • • •  

A.l. Do not store hazardous •eterlals, • • .  wlthln � feet of .. ttand bound.-., or 
660 feet of ..... _ waters cr-volr, ·-· oprl .... - so forth). 

FA12-79 Sec response to Comment FA12-47 above. 

FA12-80 Sec response to Comment FAI2-S6 above. 

FA12-81 Sec response to Comment FA I2-36 above. 
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.. ...... 
....... 

United States Department of 1he Interior 
BUREAU 01' RECLAMATION 

DENVER OHJCE 
P O  BOX 25007 -=� .. -· '. ·� 

. .. ..,, 

D-5510 

BUIWINC 67. DENVER flillERAL CENTER 
DENVER, COWRADO 80225-0007 

liAR 8 7 1991 

cP�o ,f31.r ;·:�,.,�%r.;\ 
Ms . Lois Cashell 
Secretary, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
825 North Capitol Street, N . E .  
Washington DC 20426 

Subject : Review of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Pacific 
Gas Transmission Company and Altamont Gas Transmission 
Company' s Natural Gas Pipeline Projects; Idaho, 
Washington, Oregon, California, Montana and Wyoming 

(ER 91/60) (Due Date February 21,  1991) (Environmental 
Review) 

Dear Ms . Cashe l l :  

Due to a misunderstanding within o u r  agency, comments were sent to you 
in error from the Bureau of Reclamation ' s  Pacific Northwest and Great 
Pla ins Regional offices, regarding ER 91/60 . 

We are withdrawing these comments . Our comment s wi ll be incorporated 
in a letter from the Director, Office of Environmental Affairs, 
Department of the Interior . 

Sincerely, 

�q'.:«;'o?/� 
Robert K. Lanky, Manager 
Planning Services Staff 

c c :  Director, Office o f  Environmental Affairs 
Attention: Ms . Libby Stone 
Main Interior Building 
1849 C Street, N . W .  
Washington, D . C .  20240 

(U.S. Department or the Interior, Bureau or Reclamation, Denver, Colorado) 

FAI3-I Thank you for your comment. No response required. 

FA-73 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION IX 

75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, Ca. 14t05 

.l. tj ;,1;-\k ):;�1 

Lois D .  cashell,  Secretary 

..0 -
.. l-; -

: ·  (ll 

-': � 
r:-� Federal Energy Regulatory Coaaission 

825 Korth Capitol Street , K . E .  
Washington, D . c .  20426 

-
cJ) "' 

;.1 

RE : Docket Nos . CP89-460-001 and CP90-1375-000) 
:. 

Dear Ms. Cashell : 

The Environmental Protection Aqency ( EPA) has reviewed the 
draft environmental impact statement ( DEIS) for the PG7/PG6B &D4 
AltaaoDt Hatural Gas PipeliDe Projects pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act ( NEPA) and section 309 of the Clean Air 
Act. Detailed coaaents are enclosed reflecting the concerns of 
EPA Reqions VI I I ,  IX, and X. 

The PGTJPG&E pipeline would include the construction of 845 
miles of new pipel ine and the expansion of numerous compressor 
stations. This $ 1 . 18 bi llion dollar project would connect to the 
Alberta Natural Gas Company, Ltd . ( ANG) pipeline at Kingsgate, 
British Columbia and deliver qa s to PGT/PG&E from fields located 
in British Columbia and Alberta. Ga s would be delivered to PGT 
facilities in Idaho, Washington, and Oregon, and PG&E facilities 
as far south as Fresno County, California . The DEIS states that 
the environmental impacts of the ANG project are beyond the scope 
of analysis. 

The Altamont pipeline would include the construction of 620 
miles of pipeline crossing the U . S . /Canada border near Wild 
Horse, Montana and running to Opal ,  Wyoming. The Alta.ant 
pipeline connects to the Kern River/Mojave pipeline at Opal that 
delivers gas to Southern Cali fornia . Althouqh a majority of 
Altamont ' s  capacity is expected to use Canadian gas froa the Al­
bertan NOVA Corp. , the ultiaate origin of the gas would be deter­
ained later. The cost of thi s  pipeline is an estimated $573 . 4  
aillion dollars. At least four alternative projects aeet the 
FERC screening criteria for supplying all  or aost of the natural 
gas needed for Cal ifornia . 

....; 

l"rilllnl 01t Rn-1('W �' 

FA-74 
[Ualaed Slates EaYiroluDeatal Protectioa �y, Saa Fl'll.llclsco, CaUfomla) 



FAI4-1 

FAI4-2 

FAI4-3 

Project impact s include a variety of significant effects at­
tributable to the large geographic scope of the proposed pipeline 
project. For example, the proposed pipeline al ign.ents would 
cross: 302 acre s of wetland s; 463 perennial and inter.ittent 
streaas; 26 major rivers; 5 waterbodies with contaainated sedi­
ments; 38 recreation fisheries; 31 fishery spawning areas; and 18 
anadromou s fisheries. In addition , it is projected to poten­
tially affect 31 threatened and endangered species and to di sturb 
large acreages of forested land, sensitive soil areas, farmland, 
and wildlife habitat . Compre ssor stations and venting could con­
tribute to air quality degradation . Several hundred significant 
cultural resource site s would also be crossed . 

EPA ha s rated thi s  document E0-2 ( Environmental Objections, 
Insufficient Information) because of the aforeaentioned sig­
nificant impacts and the lack of specificity in the overal l  ia­
pact analysis and proposed mitigation aea�ures. EPA ha s iden­
tified significant environmental iapacts that aust be avoided in 
order to provide adequate protection for the environment. Cor­
rective mea sures may require substantial changes to the preferred 
alternative or consideration of soae other project alternative, 
In the DEIS the FERC staff identifies the need to develop several 
pieces of information, including alignment alternatives, site­
specific impact analyses, and aitigation prograas which should 
have been aade available in the DEIS for public review and com­
ment . The absence of definit ive information in the DEIS aakes it 
difficult to assess the full impact of and potential a lternative s 
to the proposed project . 

The DEIS indicates that significant iapacts, such a s  those 
attributable to PGT' s  proposed route through the Moyie River val­
ley, would occur to sensitive wildli fe species, wetland area s, 
vi sual re source s, cultural re sources, and recreational u sers. 
The DEIS further indicates that the proposed route would increase 
the l ikelihood of significant cumulative impacts to water quality 
and coldwater fisheries . Other fishery, wetland , and water 
quality iapacts could occur. It does not appear that the 
propo sed al ignment would comply with the Clean Water Act section 
4 04 (b) (1)  Guideline s for the disposal of dredged or f i l l  
material . EPA recommends the selection of a pipeline realignment 
capable of avoiding identified impacts to the greate st extent 
possible . Mitigation for remaining impacts should be identified 
in the FEIS. 

FA14-1 

FA14-2 

FA14-3 

FA-75 

Thank you for your comment. The Slaff utilized the best available information in evaluating 
polelltial impact associated with the construction of both projects, and has concluded that its 
recommended mitigation measures would minimize or eliminate the majority of signifiCIIIt 
impacts identified. 

Additional information has been included in the Final EIS. 

Please see the Final EIS: Chapter JC, JE, JL, 3M, 4C, 4E, 4L, 4M, S, and 6, and Appendix F 
for a further discussion of impact of the Moyie River Valley. These chapters discuss impact 
associated with construction along the Moyie River proposed route and the Camp Nine 
Alternative, and evaluate a detailed mitigation plan proposed by PGT. Based on the discussion 
contained in the Final EIS, the Slaff concludes that impact on Waten of the U.S. would be 
minimized to the maximum extent practicable, as required by Section 404(b)(l). 



Thank you for the opportunity to review this DEI S .  Please 
send three copies of the FEIS to this office , the Region VIII of­
fice, and the Region X office at the same tiae that it is filed 
with our Washington, D . C .  headquarters .  If you have any ques­
tions, please do not hesitate to contact ae at FTS 484-1510, or 
your staf f  aay contact Jacquel ine Wyland at FTS 484-1584 . 

cc : Dick Sanderson, EPA HQs 
Gene Kersey, EPA Region VIII 
Sally Brough , EPA Region X 
USFWS , Portland 
USFWS, Sacramento 

of External Affairs 

COE, South Pacif ic Division, San Francisco 
COE, Oaaha District 
NMFS, Santa Rosa 
CEQ, Dinab Bear 

FA-76 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

PORTLAND DISTRICT. CORPS Of £NGIN(ERS 
,. o eo• 1••• 

f'ORhAHD OAtGOf'ttl:'\'le ..... 

March 1 ,  1991 

Planning and Eng ineer i ng D i v i sion 

.91 �.; , .,.. 
U A, .:,. · , ,  

'/;1 �.· ''·'r';-
' .' '  ti'g · . · .'· .; 

� . .... � .  
SUBJECT: PGT/ PG& E  and Altamont Natural G a s  P ipel ine Projects 
Draft E I S .  Dated January 199 1 .  ., 

Ms . Lo is cashe l l ,  secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
825 North Capitol Street , NE. 
14ash i ngton, DC 20426 

Dear Ms . Cashe l l :  

FAI5-l l l�e have review the subject Draft EIS and would 1 ike to 
suggest that an additional f igure be added to the document . That 
is an additional map similar to figure 2-14 , page 2-68 of the 
Dra f t  EIS that shows a l l  parts of the routes being considered , 
the al ternatives and their alternates. 

Copy Furni shed : 

CENPD-CO-R ( Zamm i t )  

sincerely 

Nr£� 
Ch ief , Regulatory and Env ironmenta l  

Resource Branch 
Planning and Eng ineering Division 

FAlS-I 

FA-77 

(Department or the Anny, Portland Db1rict Corps or Encineers, Portland, Orqon) 

Figure 2-14 illustrates "lntei'Siate Natural Gas Pipeline Project Alternatives• to tbe proposed 
projects; that is, JlSID alternatives. Detailed maps of both applicants' routes, as well as 
alternative routes, are shown in Volume II of the DEIS. Overview maps of specific alternative 
routes considered in tbe DEJS are also provided in Figures 2-3, 2-4, 2·10, 6- 1 ,  6-2, and 6-3. 
The Slaff believes that these maps and figures adequately illustrate the location of the proposed 
projects and alternative routes under consideration. 



, .. .... , l "J(_. '\ : UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE ·\ � 1· ' Naclonol Ocoonlc ond Almosphorlc Admlnlstro&lel F A-78 {_J') .;' NATIONAL MARINE FISHlAIES SERVICE ........ I Southwe st Re9ion 
300 South Ferry Street 
Terminal I sland, Cali fornia 907 3 1  

March 4 ,  1991 F/SWR13�GT . 

Ms; Lois Ca shell , Secretary J Federal Ener9y Re9ulatory co-iss ion IL 1 D ..,  /)I 

�= :..'1 
I � . , ... 

825 North Capitol Street , N . E .  n .ng'f"' T "  / 
Washin9ton, DC 2 0426 «.::�:p'f" I l 7 �  ::1 . : �- ; 
' c- tjl ' /� 
Dear Ms. cashell : 

'=':» 
1\) -, �-� � 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental< 
Impact Statement (DEIS) concernin9 the PGT/PG&E and Altamont 
Natural Gas Pipeline Proj ect s. We hope that the followin9 
comments will help you in completin9 the Final EIS. 

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) is responsible for 
preservin9 and enhancin9 anadromous fish resources and the 
habitats that support these resources. The Southwest R89ion of 
NMFS ha s jurisdiction over anadromous resources in california. 
Anadromou s fish may be impacted by the two Sacramento River 
crossin9 s as well as the crossin9s at Dutch Slou9h and the San 
Joaquin River of the PGT/PG&E project. 

The PGT/PG&E Project will cross the sacramento River twice 
(approximate River Miles 245 and 3) a l so Dutch Slou9h Once and 
the San Joaquin once . You state on pa9e 4 F-8 that winter-run 
chinook salmon are "ener9ency l i sted• as threatened under the 
Federal Endan9ered Specie s Act (ESA) . As of November 30,  1990 a 
final l i stin9 of winter-run as threatened , is in effect (55 CFR, 
No . 214 , 4 6515) . 

The DEIS also de scribes the Sacramento River primarily as a 
conduit for mi9ration. This, in 9eneral , is the case. However, 
spawnin9 does occur at the upper river project site . Spawnin9 
also occurs below Red Bluff Diversiun Dam to Haailton City 
(approximate River Mile 200 ) . Winter-run chinook salmon occur in 
the upper river project area for most of the year either as 
adults or juveni les. In the lower river project area, various 
life sta9es of winter-run chinook are 9enerally pre sent from 
october to June . 

FA16-l l The EIS ment ions several variations for river crossin9s. We 
stron9ly recommend that PGT/PG&E use the directional drill in9 
method at the upper river project site . I f  they use this method 
and, st ipulate in advance to certain timin9 windows for the lower 
river sites, ESA Section 1 consultation may be completed 
informally. Timin9 in the lower river and the delta allows in­
water work 9enerally between late June and late September. 
Whichever method is selected Section 1 consultation should be 
undertaken and resolved before completion of the Final EIS. 

(� • 

FA16-1 

(U.S. Department of Commem!, National Oteanic aod Atmospheric Admlolstratloa, 
Natloaal Marine Flmerles Senlce, Tennioal lslaod, California] 

Thank you for Ibis infonnation. PGT is currently investipting the feasibility of directionally 
drilling the Upper Sacramento River CJOSJin&. However, at Ibis time, PGT does not know if 
Ibis method of inSiallation is feasible. The FERC staff reflected this uncertainty in its Bioloaical 
Assessment, a oopy of which was �a�t to the commentor on February 22, 1991, and determined 
that construction of PG&.E's facilities would affect, but would not jeopardize, the winter-run 
chinook salmoa. Based on its determination of affect, the FERC staff has initiated Formal 
Consultation with the Nation Marine Fisheries Service. 



I f  you have questions concerning these comments or wish to 
discuss the project further, please contact Michael Thabault of 
my staff at: National Marine Fisheries Service, 777 Sonoma 
Avenue , Room 325,  Santa Rosa, Cal i fornia 95404 : telephone (707) 
578-7513 . Questions speci fically relating to winter-run should 
be addressed to James H. Lecky of my staf f  at : National Marine 
Fisheries Service, 300 South Ferry Street, Terminal Island, 
California 907 3 1 .  

2 
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SA14 Wyoming Division of Parks . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  SA-53 
SA15 Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  SA-55 
SA16 Wyoming Game and Fish Department . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  SA-57 
SA17 Wyoming Industrial Siting Administration . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  SA-66 
SA18 Wyoming Geological Survey . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  SA-69 
SA19 Wyoming State Land/Farm Loan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  SA-70 
SA20 Wyoming Public Service Commission . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . SA-71 

SA21 Univers ity of California/ Cooperat ive Extension . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  SA-75 
SA22 Idaho Fish and Game . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  SA-78 





WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMDIT OF al� Natural Resources 

January 23, 1991 

Ms. Lois Cashell, Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
1125 North Capitol Street, NE 
Washington, DC 20426 

llHlAN IIOYLI 
Comrrwsseoncr ol Pul>lw.: l.ant.Js 

OlYMPIA. WA 911504 

\D 
,_ r-: 
f'-l 
Ul SAI-l I f . . . 

Thank you or allowmg us an opportumty to rev1ew these documents. s; 
. ,  

Since�ely, / . ·:0-L�,t r Ll�� 
David F. Dietzman 
Manager, SEPA Center 

Equal Opporlun:ty/AHormative Action Employer 

w 

(Washington State Department of Natural Resources) 

SAI- l  1bank you for your comment. 

SA-l 
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IDAHO STATE HISTORICAL SOCIET"f'Mntseu!CH 

CECIL D. ANDRUS, Governor 

Janua r y  24 , 1 990 

Ms . Lo is Cashe l l ,  Sec r e t a r y  
Fede r a l  Ene r a r  Rea u l a t o r r  Coaaisaion 
8 2 S  N o r t h  Cap i tol  S t r ee t , N . E .  
Wash i naton , DC 2 0 4 2 6  

RE:  PGT / PG&E and A l taaont Natural Ges P i pe l ine Pr o j ec ts :  
Draf t EnYi ronaen t a l  lapac t Stat eaent 

Thank you for forwar d i na the d r a f t  EIS  for the PGT / PG & E  
Pipel ine Expans ion Pr o j ec t . Loops l and 2 of t h e  p r o j e c t  
w i l l  c ross the I d a h o  Pa nhandle f ro• Eas t p o r t  t o  P o s t  Fa l l a ,  
Idaho , 

Cha p ter 4 M .  " E n y i roae n t a l  Consequences : Cu l t ural 
Resources and Paleontolosy" wh ich desc r i be s  s i t e s  
iden t i f i ed w i t h i n  t h e  APE i n  Idaho d i sc usses o n l y  one 
p r e h i s t o r i c  in the Idaho po r t io n ,  HoweYer , three add i t ional 
p r eh i stor ic s i te s ,  1081 309 , l 0 8 Y 3 SO ,  and 1081 2 2 : , were 
recorded a f te r  the i n i t i a l  a r chaeological  aurYey  o f  the 
p r o j e c t  route , These s i tes a r e  l ocated w i t h i n  the ROW and 
w i l l  be tes ted in Phase 2 i nYeat i gat ions . Enc losed is page 
6 - l l f roa PGT-PG& E ' s  Cu l t ural  Resources Aaaeaaaen t Repor t 
which proY i de s  a b r i e f  desc r i p t ion of the p r e h i s tor i c  s i tes . 

I f  you have  any  q ue s t ions , p lease f e e l  f ree to c ontac t 
Su&i N e i t zel at 208-3 3 4 - 3847 • 

DWW/ spn 

Sincerel y ,  

��'-
Donal d  W, Wat t s  
De p u t y  S t a t e  H i s t o r i c  

Prese r y a t i o n  O f f icer 

cc : Ms . Mane r R i d sewsr , PG E-PG&T 
Mr . Mar k  C. lal p i n ,  FERC 

� 
ttfO· ( l N I I  fUUA,• 1ttO' 

SA-2 
(Idaho State lllstoric:al Society) 

SA2-l Thank you for this information. Please see revised Chapters 3M, 4M, and 6. 



The historic sites can be evaluated in the context of these phases and in their ability to 
contribute information on the specific research questions of economy, demography, 
social organization, and settlement patterns. These constitute the means of assessing 
signifiCilnce relevant to 36CFR60.4( d). Criterion •a• may also be invoked if association 
with themes of national, state, or local history can be demonstrated and if the property 
reprcsenu a series of evenu that made a significant contribution to the development of 
a community, the state or the nation. 

6.2.1 Evaluatioas 
Site integrity, the adequacy of information to make an evaluation, and the potential of 
the sites to address important research questions arc considered in resource evaluation. 
A summary of evaluations is presented in Table 6.2-1. Notable site attributes or 
qualities vis-A-vis significance evaluation arc presented below. 

The four prehistoric sites found by this survey comprise two-thirds of the sites presently 
known in the American ponion of the Moyie River Valley. Their patterned locations 
atone arc important additions to the study of local prehistoric settlement systems. 
More information about extent and content of the sites is needed to complete 
evaluation. Sites 10-BY-309 and 10-BY-222 have strong potential for buried cultural 
deposiu which would contribute to studies associated with prehistoric research domains. 
Sites 10-BY-350 and 10-BY-409 it must be determined if the FAR is associated with 
prehistoric activity. At all of the sites it is important to determine if additional data 
categories are present and to assess site integrity and boundaries in relation to the 
APE. 

Site 10-BY-409 may be important as only the second recorded prehistoric site in 
the Moyie Valley south of the International Boundary. Still, its status as an 
archaeological site remains to be confirmed. More information about extent and 
content of the site arc needed to complete evaluation of the fire-altered rock 
(FAR) scatter. It must be determined if the FAR is associated with prehistoric 
human activity and if additional data categories are present. If this location should 
prove archaeological, site dimensions must be ascertained. No judgement of NRHP 
eligibility can be made at this time. 

Eight of the identified sites are roadside refuse dumps associated with Road System 
Development ( 10-BY-406, -407, -408, -410, -411, -412, 10-BR-795, 10-KA-286). Many 
are barely old enough to qualify for recording; the estimated ages of several extend 
into the 1950s or later. Conceivably, a study of rural refuse-disposal site contents could 
be undertaken to document consumer patterns and address questions about the local 
economy. However, archival data and oral history are better sources of information 
about such topics. 

6-11 

SA-3 
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February 8 ,  1 9 9 1  

RECEIVED BY 
FEB I 2 1'1�· , 

Ms . Lois Cashe l l ,  Secretary 
Federa l Energy Regulatory co .. iss ion 
825 North Capitol Street , N . E .  
Washington, DC 204 2 6  

CIMBIII:IIoll CIIIIPIM�D AIIJ PlllliECI Alllt ISIS 111A101 

Re a Dra ft Enviroauaental I�act Stata.ent 
Docket Hoe . CP89-460-001 and CP90- 1 3 7 5-000 
PGE/PGT Expansion Project 

Dear Md .  Cashe l l ,  

We have reviewed the subject DEIS o n  the proposed natural gae 
pipeline expans ions . Our agency's area of c�ncern is water quality 
in the State o f  Idaho . 'l'he PGT/PGE project wi ll be especially 
sensitive in the Moyie River area . 'l'he Moyie River is a Special 
Resource Water, hence high water qual ity is needed to protect 
bene f ical usee including aal•mid spawning and dOIDeatic water 
supply . In the interest of protecting that water qual ity, our 
co-nta on the DEIS result fr011 two general areas of concern . '!'hey 
are a 

1 )  Large scale construction projects _.y create large ..aunts of 
unprotected soi l .  Turbidity, as a result of erosion froa 
unprotected sites, can be detrt.antal to adjacent waters . 'l'he Moyie 
River basin can receive substantial rainfa ll events even in the 
"dry" .onths of July and August . Runo f f ,  and the subsequent 
erosion potentail due to poor soils, will require a conscious 
e f fort to •ini•ize sediment leaving the work s ite and entering the 
river . Additional turbidity will be generated fr011 project 
operations in the Moyie River as channel crossings are constructed . 

2 )  'l'he use and disposal of hydrostatic teat water are also of 
concern . Pull ing source water fr011 the Moyie River at the DEIS 
reca..ended rate of not .are than 10• ( p .  6 - 3 1 )  wi ll not likely 
impact water quality. '!'he !•pacta of the hydrostatic testing on 
the water, including the ef fect of the epoxy paint lining the 
pipel ine on the water, and the impacts of the discharge to the 
river are leas well documented . 

In view of the above concerns , our DEIS coamente are as followa a 

1 ) p. 2-3, 2 - 3 3 , 4C- 2 , 4C-l l .  Clearing , grading, and spoil s .  

� 
tato• C l N I E  NN I A l •  1990" 

Prill'*' on Recyclad P-

SA-4 
(ldabo Departmeol or lleabh and Welfare, Division or Euviroomental QuaUiy) 



SAJ·I I Sediment control BMP ' s  are to be used at All c leared sites to 
minimize off-site sediment transport . Control s  are to be instal led 
a f ter clearing is completed, prior to use of the area by heavy 
equipment . No area is to be cleared that wi l l  not see immediate 
use . Likewise, when use of a cleared area is completed , 
restoration and revegetation e f forts wil l  begin immediately. All 
spoil banks will a l so be protected froa erosion by use of covering, 
silt fenc ing, and/or hay bales . Spoil placement shall be at least 
25 feet ( vs .  10 ' )  fro• streaabanks . 

SAJ-2 I 2 )  p. 4C- l l ,  4C- 1 2 ,  4C- l l ,  C-1- 1 .  Staging areas and cross i ngs . 
Staging areas are generally located next to each stream 

crossing . No access to those staging areas relocated due to 
wetlands shall be via the stream channel . Any rock used to 
construct temporary stream crossings sha l l  be clean, angular 
material of sufficient s i ze to prevent 110ve11ent and erosive forces . 

Given the signif icant cummulative turbidity and sedimentation 
impacts on water quality anticipated fro• construction of the Moyie 
River crossings , diversion techniques at major s trea• cross ings 
should be considered . Trenching, pipe installation, backfill ing, 
and re-armoring the streuabed would then be performed •dry • ,  
minimi z ing suspended sedi11ents downstream. 

SAJ-3 1 3 )  p .  2 - 3 7 ,  4C- 1 2 ,  4C- l l .  Hydrostatic testing . Permission to 
discharge hydrostatic test water to the Moyie River will be allowed 
i f  chemical co•posi tion from previous testing and leaching data 
fro• the epxoy paint l ining is presented to IDEO and the discharge 
is determined to comply with state water quality standards . 
PGT/PGE will be asked to moni tor the di scharge and rece iving water 
to ensure that degradation is not occuring. Downstream water 
utilities shall a l so be not i f ied in advance of the discharge . 

SA3-4 I 4 ) p .  2-40, 4C- l l ,  6 - 3 2 ,  B- 1-1 , .  Timing and revegetation. From a 
strictly water quality standpoint, the time window for construction 
sha l l  be during 1110nths of low f low and rainfa l l .  Local NOAA 
ra infall data for the Moyie area indicates that July and August are 
the lowest rainfall months ( sign i f icant rainfall can occur over 
brief periods , hence erosion control is s t i l l  needed ) .  
Revegetation e f forts will be more success ful i f  grass is sown 
during September while tempera tures are s t i l l  condusive to 
germination . I f  grass can germinate before winter, a root syste• 
will be in place to hold sediment when spring snowmelt occurs . 
Physical erosion control structures should rema in in place unt i l  
after the fol lowing spring snowmelt has occurred and grasses have 
become established . Barring f isheries needs , we recommend that 
construction activities in the Moyie River area be l imi ted to July 
and August , and that seeding for revegetation be in place by 
September 1 .  

SA3-5 I IDEO sta f f  would l ike clari f ication of the FERC Sta f f  
Recommended Mitigat ion Measures for the PGT Project f 2 2  o n  page 6 -
3 2  of the DEI S .  That measure recommends 1 6 -20-0 fert i l izer be 
applied at a rate of 60 pounds nitrogen per acre . The rate seems 
excessive in l ight of current forest prac tices in the north Idaho 
area . Our concern is that over-application of fert i l i zer wi l l  

SAl-t 

SAJ-2 

SAJ-3 

SAJ-4 

SA3-S 

SA-5 

1bc FERC staff has determined that its recommended "Erosion Control, Revegetation, and 
Maintenance Plan" (Appendix B-1) and "Stream and Wetland Construction and Mitigation 
Procedures• (Appendix C-3) are sufficient to minimize or eliminale erosion related impact on 
the environment. Commentor's proposed 25-foot setback for spoil piles on streambanks would 
result in increased environmental impact, due to increased disturbance from construction 
equipment travel on stream banks and stream beds. 

See response to Comment SAJ-1 .  In addition, "dry" crossings of the Moyie River are not 
practicable due to the width and water Dow of each crossing. 

Thank you for informing us of the IDEQ's permit requirements. 

Thank you for your comment. Please sec revised Chapters 4C, 4F and 6. 

Thank you for your concern. This recommendation was developed based on information 
provided by the Soil Conservation Service, Bonner County, and Kootenai County. Please sec 
revised Chapter 4 and revised recommendation in Chapter 6. 



result in excess ive nitrate and phosphate loading in nearby water 
bodies , contributing to degradation of the water quality. 
Fertilizer types and rates wi ll be approprita and consistent with 
local condi t ions and currant practices . 

If the above comments are iapla.antad , the project should have 
aint.al �pacts on surface water quality in Idaho . Thank you for 
the opportunity to coaaent on this DE I S .  

S incerely, 

tf • t-L 
Brian Cochrane 
Water Quality Ca.pl ianca officer 

BC a bc  

c� a  Hr. Mark c. Kapl in 

SA-6 
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Lois D .  Cashe11,  Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory co .. ission 
8 2 5  North Capitol Street N . E .  
Washington, D . C .  204 26 

File 7-0-8-200 

February 6, 1991 

oregon 
D E P A R T M E N T  
O F  F O R E S T R Y  

Slatr foreslets Office 

• 
"'S'nWARDSIIIP IN 

FOII£STIIY" 

SUBJECT: COMMENTS on Docket Nos . CP89-460-001 and CP90-1375-000 

Dear Ms cashell : 

We have received notice of the above and offer the following 
comments in regards to the proposed project . 

This Departaent is responsible for fire protection on private 
forest lands in Oregon and all BLM lands in western oregon . Prior 
to commencing operations on any forest land in Oregon, state laws 
require that contractors aust notify the State Forester of that 
operation (ORS 527 . 670 ) , obtain a perait to use power driven 
machinery (ORS 4 77 . 625)  and if  applicable' obtain a perait to clear 
rights-of-way (ORS 477 . 685) . 

This Department has a continuing concern with the construction of 
power line� through forested areas . In 1989 , 38 forest fires were 
associated with such power l ines . 

The Oregon State Board of Forestry and this Departaent are also 
concerned with reduction of the State ' s  forest land base and 
associated losses of timber revenue, j obs , wages and other 
benefits . This loss of forest land base over the years has been 
due to many factors , including conversion of forest land to energy 
related uses . 

Because of these concerns, we would l ike to see the following 
information provided in the analysis of this project : 

1 .  What values were used to arriv• a t  estimated forest 
productivity losses for t imber stuapage, wages, taxes , 
recreation, fish and wildlife? 

1 

• 
2600 StalL· Slnoet 
S.lem, OR 'IT.JIO 
(50J) 371!-2560 

SA4-1 

SA-7 

(Orqon Department or Forestry) 

No estimale of economic losses associated with the loss of forest productivity was prepared 
because these impacts were determined to be less-than-significant. Please see Chapter 4G, 
"Socioeconomics•, Criteria for Determining Significance. 



SA4-2 1 
SA4

-3 

2 .  

3 .  

Was the estiaated value lost froa forest product ivity 
included in the econo•ic analysis of the proposed 
project? Where is it located? 

Pages 2-19 and 2-20 state that loops 6 and 7 (both 
containing forest lands) would be located within the 
exist ing ROW adj acent to the existing pipeline. This 
does not indicate a peraanent loss of any additional 
.forest land outside the ROW. However, page 3 D-2 appears 
to indicate that there would be a per.anent loss of 
1 , 48 1 . 7  acres of coa.ercial forest land to ROW. How do 
you reconcile these two data? 

SA4-4 

SA4-5 

SA4-6 

4 .  

5 .  

6 .  

Pages JD-2 , 4G-8 and D-2-4 indicate that 1 , 959 acres of 
co .. ercial forest land will be cleared/disturbed during 
construction on the ROW . However, page 4E-31 indicates 
only 1 ,  118 acres of forest land will be allowed to 
regenerate. What happened to the reaaining 841 acres? 

Page 4E-3 1 is supposed to list i.pacts and •itigation 
.. asures for vegetation and wildlife in Oregon . Only 
impacts are .. ntionecl. Mitigation efforts in the for. of 
replanting the construction disturbed/cleared 1 , 959 acres 
of forest lands outside the ROW is not .. ntioned. Why 
not? 

Page 2-36 lists two possible storage areas and land 
require•ents for each . Maps 11 of 2 1  and 12 of 2 1  
indicate by their •vegetation• l ines that both o f  these 
areas aay be located on co-ercial forest land. If that 
is the case, ve strongly reco-nd that these two storage 
areas be •oved to a non-co ... rcial forest location . 

The answers to these questions will be useful to us in aaking our 
analysis of the effect of this proposed project on the State ' s  
forest resources . 

Please contact Bob Bourhill ( phone 503-378-2553 ) if you need 
clarif ication . 

DHS/88 I cc : Mark c. Kalpin 

pgt 2 

S i\1� �-£ll-__ 
���ector 
Forest Resource Planning 

SA-8 

SA4-2 

SA4-3 

SA4-4 

SA4-S 

SA4� 

Please see response to Comment SA4- I .  

Thank you for this information. Please see revised Chapters 30, 4E, 40 and 6. 

See response to Comment SA4-3. 

PGT has proposed to allow the cleared construction right-of-way lo naturally revegetale with 
woody vegetation. The staff believes that PGT's proposed mitigation is acceptable and 
adequate. The Oregon Depanment of Forestry is free to attach additional mitigation to any 
Slate-issued permits thai it feels are necessary to mitigate environmental impacts. 

The s&aff has reviewed the environmental impacts associated with the use of these two proposed 
storage area sites, and has determined that these impacts are less-than-significant. Actual use 
of these sites will depend on the results of negotiations between PGT and the landowner. 



State of Idaho 

DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 
1301 North Orchard Street; Statehouse Mail, Boise, Idaho 83720 -(2081 327-7900 

u:cu.o .. "'�DIIt:S 
�J\U..,.,. 

a. KEml llltiC;INSON 
........... 

3 1  January 1991 
Ms . Lois cashe l l ,  Secretary RECEIVED BY 
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Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
8 2 5  North Capitol Street , N . E . 
Washington , . DC 20426 FEB 2 o ���� 
Dear Ms . Cashel l :  l....W.a.liii:UIII'IIIIio 
SUBJECT: comments on PGT/PG&E and Altamont NaturaT-U1�ipelioe 

Projects. Draft Environmental Imoact Statement . 

I have reviewed those parts of the above dra f t  environmenta l 
impact statement that pertain to Idaho, and offer the fol lowing 
comment s :  

( 1 )  Gene ra l :  The draft EIS shou ld apply to only the PGT/ PG & E  
project . As written, it is d i f f icult to fol low because 
of the mixture of information and analyses relative to 
the two pro jects . 

SA�3 � 
( 2 )  Section 2 . 3 ,  Description of Existing Fac i l ities: The 

existing pipeline loops should be described and 
enumerated in this section. This would be o f  
considerable help in determining how the new construction 
would tie-in with the existing fac i l ities . 

( 3 )  Page J E-17 : ThE< section describing waterfowl habitat 
within the pipeline vicinity in Idaho should inc l ude 
harlequin duck habitat within the Moyi e  River drainage . 

�I ( 4 )  Chapters 3 and 4 :  The Loop 1 a l ternative i s  not 
d i scussed in the sections describing the affected 
envi ronment and the environmental consequences .  Proper 
evaluat ion of t!lis a lternative would require deta i led 
comparative data . 

Please provide us with a copy of the final EIS . Thank you for 
the opportunity to comment. 

cc : M . C .  !<alpin . :  

Sincerely, �). LL 
W i l l iam G .  Graham, Manager 
Northern Basins Section 
Water Planning Bureau 

SAS-1 

SAS-2 

SAS-3 • 

SAS-4 

SA-9 

(Idaho Department or Water Resoun:es) 

For purposes of administrative convenience, the FERC staff included both the PGT/PG&E and 
Altamont Projects in the same document. 

The FERC staff's document focuses on the construction and operation of proposed facilities, 
as required by the National Environmental Policy Act. A description of existing facilities where 
no construction is proposed to occur is beyond the scope of NEPA and the FERC's document. 

Thank you for your comment. This information is already included in Table 3E-3. 

As indicated in Chapters 4 and 6, the Camp Nine Alternative presented in the Draft EJS is a 
pre!jmjoar.y alternative route that was developed by the FERC staff as a result of its 
environmental analysis. The FERC staff has actively solicited input from federal, state and 
local agencies, as well as affected landowners, during the public comment period on the Draft 
EJS. Please see a discussion of this process in revised Chapter 6. 



� State Historic Preservation Office Montana Historical Society 
Mailing Address: 225 North Roberts • Helena, MT 59620·9990 
Office Address: 102 Broadway • Helena, MT • (406) 444·7715 

FcbrWiry 20, 1991 

Lois Cashel� Secretary 
Federal Encrg Regulatory Commission 
82S Nonb Capitol suc:et, N.E. 
WashinJIOD, D.C. �26 

Rc: Allamont Natural Gas Pipeline Draft EIS: Cp;iO.iJ75.000 

Dear Ms. Cashell: 

, .  

:-, •· :' , .... 
" 

\0 

� l:tJ 
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<;? c: 
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Th2nk you ror this opponunily to comment on the abooe dtcd documenl. I will limil my commcnu to the 
assessment or cultural resource impacu In the Montana scaion ol the proposed Allamont line. 

As stated in tbe document (PI- 6-20), sipifk:ant lldvcrsc lmpacu 10 cullural resources may occur In Mon1ana 
if properties eligible for the Nalional Register or Historic Places ue located wilbln the proposed consuuction 
right-of-way. Howc.lcr, as YCI}' liule ol tbis route bas bccll survqoed ror the idcnllfation o1 tbcse potentially 
eli&iblc cullural resources, It -uld 1101 appeu 10 me 10 be possible 10 make subslanlive llalemeniS or 
evaluations on the ICIWII impaeu or the project on these resources In Moatana at tbls time. 

In lieu ol available information, the procedures outlined for the idctttifatlon or slpifk:ant cullural resources 
in the project impact area appear relevanl. Most critical ill this regard is the -rk plaa (also rel<:rrcd to 
prcvioiKiy as the ·Pre-Inventory Repon•) ror survcyina those portions ol the route wbicb have not been 
previously surveycd. My recommendations ror tbis work plan arc 11 follows: SA6-1 1 I. The -rk plan should be sulfldcatly dclailed 10 anticipate how cull ural resource propenics 

likely to occur in the impact area will be reoordcd in a DWtoer "*'!uate ror cvaluatina the 
signifiCance or these propenics. 

�· I 
SA6-3 

2. The -rk plan should he made available suffoc:lently Ia llllvaJtce or the proposed fidel 
inventory to allow lor com-.tt and rcvi>ions, 11 necessary. A mectina ol the cultural 
resource representatives witbin tbe various involved aacnclcs with FERC and the applicant's 
(•\Jtamoat's) cultural resource spcdalists to discuss the drafl work plan is encourap. 

3. In addition to involved federal land·managina ap:ncies and other interested panics 
(including Native American tribes), the Advisory Council oa Historic Presctv,uion sltould he 
invited to comment on the -rk plaa for the klcntifiCitioa and cvaiWition ol cultural 
resources. Given the scope or tbis undertaking and its likely eiicct on cultural resources, to 
be addressed under l6CFRIIOO, the invulvement ol the Advisory CoutM.il in tbe lk.-..:Jopmeat 
of the work plan will crcatly fadlitate discussion and clccisioa-makina In mauers tbat will 
e11entually require their panlcipatioo. Given also that the proposed project Is large and 
complea, a programmatic apc:emcnt witb the Advisory Council to consider impacu to 
sipilicant cultural resources, pursuant to 36CFRllOO. 13, may be deemed appropriate. 

SA-10 

SA6-I 

SA6-2 

SA6-3 

[Montana State Historic Presenatloa ORke) 

Thank you for your comments. On Marcll I I ,  1991, we forwarded a revised Pre-!nven(o[y 
Report and Hjs(oric Pro,perties Iden(jficatjon Plan and Maoaeemenl Plan 10 your offacc for 
review and comment. If your recommendalions have not been adcqualely addressed in lhc 
revised Plan, the comment period for the document will allow for inlegration of any further 
c:oncems thai you mi&ht have. 

The cultural resources management plan and hisJoric properties idenlificalion plan was 
forwarded 10 the Advisory Council on Marcll 28, 1991 by Altamont for your informalion. 

See response 10 Comment FAI Hi. 
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I apprcciale FERCs aclive involvcnlcni iO dale in lbe ......... lll<!nl or polenlial impacts IO Monlana's signifiCllnl 
cultural resource propcnics from this proj<.'<t. I look forw•rd cspt. ... ially to the rcvk:w of the proposed work 
plan and hope you will give serious wnsidcralion to tbe above oomments as you proceed in ils •k:vclopmcnt. 

Sincerely, 

Ml'fiL 
Mark F. Baumler, Ph.D. 
Deputy SHPO/Archacologist 

a: Laurence J. Sau1er, Jr., A11amont Project Manager 

File: FERC/Aitamoni/# 137S 

FERC0220.EIS 

SA- 1 1 
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Mr . Larry Sauter 
Al tamont Project Manager 
Environmental Compl iance Branch 
Of f ice of Pipel ine and Producer Regulation 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commiss ion 
825 N .  Capitol St . NE 
Washington, D . C .  20426 VI� FED EX 

Dear Larrya 

Rt:CEIVED BY 
MAR 0 4 1�1 

1-IUl a111r1WG MD PfAIJICI 
MM.YSIS BIAO 

Attached are the final comments of the State of Jlontana on 
FERC ' s  PGT/PG&E and Altamont Natural Gas Pipel ine Projects Draft 
Envi ronmental Impact Statement ( DEIS ) .  The comments reflect the 
discussions we had with you on Wednesday in Billings . Spec i f­
ica l ly, we have removed or amended several comments concerning 
river and stream crossings in Montana . The comments are now More 
stream-spec ific. As you suggested , we w i l l  adopt the FERC ' s  
standard provisions for construction across minor and major 
streams and wi l l  specify more stringent require.ants in state 
permit instruments where required . 

SA7- l l Twenty-four persons attended the supplemental publ ic meeting 
hosted by DNRC and the BLM in Havre last night . A copy of the 
s ign-i n  sheet is enclosed . No formal comments on the DEIS were 
submitted. There were a number of questions and subsequent 
discussion, however, on project land acquisition , reclamation and 
weed control ,  access road management , hydrostatic testing water 
ava ilabi l ity and disposal,  producer access , marketing of pipel ine 
capacity, and construction schedul ing . 

The agencies of the State of Jlontana apprec iate the 
opportunity to comment on the DEIS and to review those comments 
with you . Please contact me if we can assist you with additional 
an�lysis or information . 

AC 

CIIITIWIZa>IDiftCD ....... --
� · ·� -­........ , 

DIOCY ... 151011 
l .. , ... . .,, 

Bureau 

OILUIOCAI ... 151011 ....... .. ,. 
WATU IU:SOHCI.S ... 151011 , ......... 

SA-12 
(Siale or Montana( 

SA7-I lbank you for lhis information. We have placed the sign-in sheet in our public meeting files. 
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SA7-5 1 2-6 
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SA7-7 1 lA-12 
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COKKEMTS OF TBI STATI OF IIOITAIA 
DUIT liS 

ALTAIIOIT IIATUIIAL GAS PIPILIII PIIO.JIICT 

Paragraph/ 
line 

2/2 

Last para/4 

2 /-

2/5 

2/-

Co••ent 

Number of federally l isted or proposed threatened or 
endangered fish species potent ially affected for 
Alta•ont should be tvo , not one as listed (Pallid 
sturaeon and paddlefish ) . 

Dalete proposed; it should read, •connect to the Kern 
River pipeline . •  

To Rivera , Strea•s , Backwaters , and Vaoh Crouinaa, add 
the follow in& underlined port ions • • • • •  For strea11 and 
riyers yith desi1nated floo4plains, the pipeline vould 
be placed a •ini•... of 6 feet belov the udau• 
calcylated acour deptb or at leaat tyice the lf•iauw 
calculated scour depth. yhicheyer is sreater, for the 
100-year flood of the strea• or riyer. fbe •axi•UI 
depth of sco·ur vould be deter•ined froa anx of the 
accepted hydraulic ensineering Methods . byt the final 
calcylated depth yoyld be syb!ect to approval by the 
KPNRC IA&M 36.15.6021411cl l .  A plua o f  unexcavated 
soil s  . . .  • 

If the epoxy vill be applied at a special coatina 
yard( a ) ,  the atate request• additional infor .. tion on 
the location of coatin& yacd( s ) ; the hazardous/ 
conta•ination qualities of the epoxy and cleanin& 
solutions, or tbe condit ions under which these 
•aterials would pose hazards ; plans to •ini•ize soil 
conta•ination, c lean up plans should an accidental 
spil l  occur; etc . 

Surveil lance. There is no .anitorina •ethod described 
for st rea• cross inas . These should be •onitored as 
ve l l ,  and the •ethod described. 

Add : •and sandstone • to the end of the sentence . 

The follovin& recreation baseline table provides 
infor•ation on analer use and activity on the •ajor 
riverfst rea• crossinas in Montana . This inforaation 
should be incorporat01d to allov the reader to drav 
conc lus ions about the relative i•portance of recreation 
on these water s .  

SA7-2 

SA7-3 

SAH 

SA7-5 

SA7-6 

SA7-7 

SA7-8 

SA-13 

According 10 the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, only the pallid sturgeon is Federally listed as 
endangered. The paddlefish is neither listed nor proposed, but remains a Federal candidate 
species. 

Comment accepted. See change 10 Chapter 2. 

The suggesled change is only relevant 10 crossings in Montana, and would therefore be 
inappropriate in a generic construction discussion presented for both pipeline projects. At 
Montana's request, this language was included in the DEIS's common impacts discussion in 
Chapter 4C. 

Allamont's pipe would be epoxy coated at the point of manufacturer. 

Pipeline surveillance at stream crossings would be conducted as part of the routine aerial and 
surface patrols described. 

See revised paragraph. 

Comment accepted. See revised Chapter 3D and new Table JD-7. 
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SA7-10 1 3£-2 
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SA7-l2 1 3F-6 

SA7-l31 3F-6 

SA7·14 1 lF·7 

SA7-15� 3F-6 

SA7-J& I 3F-9 

SA7-l7 1 lG-7 

end of 
laet para 

3/-

�I-

6/-

2/ 

Table lG-5 

The Montana Natural Heritage Proaraa liata of epecial 
status vegetation and wildlife should be liated. The 
state will provide this liet.  

Add : 'Federal law1 adainiaterdd by the USFVS require 
replaceaent of wet land• which are daaaged in 
construct ion on a one-for-one baaia . •  

All riparian habitat, forest and grass land, baa been 
greatly reduced in eatvnt and quality . In prairie and 
araasland settings . ripar ian habitat is crit ical to the 
eurvival of wildlife. 

The pallid sturaeon, a Federal Endangered Spec ial , baa 
also been docuaented in the Vild ' Scenic reach of the 
Missouri. The speciea ie endangered by habitat 
aodification, hybridi&ation, apparent lack of natural 
reproduction, and eacealive harvel t .  Agenc iae are 
required under the Endangered Specie• Act of 1973 to 
enaure that activitiea they authori&e, fund or carry 
out are not likely to j eopardi&v the continued 
eailtence of the epeciee or deat roy or adversely IIOdify 
it1 critical habitat . 

Foot 12 relates to Nusaelsha l l .  

Add aountain whitefish t o  cold water a a  .. fish i n  table 
3F-l, ae attached. 

Delete last sentence 'No critical • • • •  • Add footnote 
12. 

The Yellow1tone i1 a Class 11 fiabery , not a Claaa Ill 
(MRIS , 1991 ) .  Filh populat ion ntiaatea for two 
reaches i ... diately above and below the crosa ing 
indicate �00-1000 trout per •ile, rouahly half those 
found in the world-faaoue Nadia on liver .  The l ing 
fishery is &ood as wel l .  

The Yellowetone i n  this reach aets heavy floater and 
boater use . Obtaining another access site for boats 
in this area ia a top priority for the regional office 
of KDFVP (written co .. . 1991 , Ji• Darling) . These 
factors indicate it ia a valuable recreation reaource . 

Add a coluan that 1hows typical •id-su .. er occupancy 
rates for te•porary acco .. odations alona the route. 
Thh inforut lon can be found in Table 4-21 (copy 
attached) of Voluae llA ( Env ironaental Report ) of 
Alta•ont ' a  Dec 89 Applicat ion to FERC . The data 
indicate& that su ... r tourist a and recreationiau place 
a eubatant ial deund on •otel and RV/ca•pground 
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SA7-9 

SA7·10 

SA7-I I  

SA7-12 

SA7-l 3  

SA7-14 

SA7-IS 

SA7-16 

SA7-17 

No Jist was provided. However, as stated in Chapter 3 of the DEJS, species listed by Slate 
heritage programs were not considered special-status species unless they had offJcial Slate 
reco&nition. 

We are unaware of any Federal law which mandates this action. This comment possibly refers 
to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) Mitigation Policy, which is an Internal FWS 
policy and non-binding on other Federal agencies. See 46 fB 7656 (January 23, 1981). 

Thank you for this informaiion. 

Comment DOled. Please see revisions to Chapter 4F. 

Comment accepted. See change 10 Chapter JF. 

Comment ac:cepted. See change to DEJS Table JF-3. 

Our statement Slands. No critical habitat is presently known 10 exist ai the proposed crossing 
location. 

Comment ac:cepted. See change 10 Chapter 3F. 

Chapter 30 provides a description of the existing temporary housing in the vicinity of the route. 
Chapter 4G addresses the expected availability. 
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d 

1 / 7  

3 
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facil ities in cent ral Montana , using up to 90% of 
available aotel rooas and 99% of available caaps ites 
and RV spac�s along any s ingle construction spread. 

The estiaate of available teaporary houoing is 
over otated if it is baaed un the total nuabe r of unito 
and i o  not adjusted to reflect the la rge deaand froa 
auaae� tour i•t• and recreationist• in central Montana. 
s .... ert ime lodging can be difficult to find. 

Add: •seasonal deaands on teaporary houling in central 
Montana account for 70-99% of the available teaporary 
houl ing in coaaunitiea along the route ( U tuont 1989 ) ,  

This could oversaturate other part• o f  the s lope and 
cause instability there . 

The north portion of the route through Arrov Creek 
badlands follows a long the toe of an old landslide . 
This landslide appears to be quite etable nov, so 
should not pose the danger suggested here . In general ,  
thi• coaaent i s  va lid, 

These effectt occur whether in agricultural cropland, 
range land, riparian zones or elsewhere . 

Revise to include •other improved land s '  and 
' resident ial areas • vith •agricultural lando ' ,  which 
aay uoe either the full vork area aethod or di tch plus 
opoilo ide aethod , 

The •careful inspect ion• required by Altamont ' s  
propooed seed aizes vould require the presence of a 
profeu iona l .  Altaaont continually aaintaino there 
vill be no long tera iapac t a ;  however ,  introducing non­
native specie o ,  and el iainat-ing naturally-occurring 
species of plants along the aov vill be a permanent 
iapact .  Ve have the technology available to restore 
the affected environment , and MEPA charges us to do so 
to the fullest extent posoible , In order to ainiaize 
peraanent iapact (�, change s to flora ) ,  reseeding 
vith a ouite of epecieo indigenoue to the area h 
reco .. ended . Careful soil testing h not always 
required vhen a professional i s  on oite; floral changes 
are recognizable without test ing for soil 
characte ristic s .  See discuss ions on individual changes 
reco .. ended by fElC for the revegetat ion aize s .  

The 8earpav ohaie is a aember of the Montana Group, an 
upper Cretaceous unit which overlies the Colorado 
Group . lefer ing to the Colorado shale as 'bear pav• 
is a potential source of confusion. 
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SA7-20 

SA7-21 

SA7-22 

SA7-23 

SA7-24 

SA7-2S 

SA-15 

See response 10 Comment SA7-17 above. 

See response 10 Comment SA7-17 above. Allamont's statement refers only 10 Montana 
campgrounds. 

Thank you for this information. 

Thank you for this information. 

Comment acc:epted. See change 10 Chapeer 48. 

Comment acc:epted. See revisions 10 Chapeer 48 and Appendix B-1 .  

Comment noted. As  referenced in Appendix B-1 ,  the environmental inspector must be a 
qualified professional, familiar with soils and conservation plantings in the area. 

Comment accepted. See change 10 Chapeer 48. 
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1/ 
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3/-

Construct ion acrose atreaaa ia planned for lov flov 
perioda, vhen even • trout at reaaa • have reduced 
Diuolved Ozygen. It ia ah leading to auggest they are 
i .. une to the iapact juat becauae the flov in these 
atreaaa aay be lover .  Trout have a certain tolerance 
Uai t .  

The affected s t retch of the Milk River ia closed year­
round to direct divers ion (Larsen 1991 ) . Altaaont baa 
aeveral optiona by vbicb to obtain the vater, but 
abould allov a nine aontb period in vbicb to do tbia . 

Vater uaed for the bydroatetic teat in& of pipel ine 
north of the Miaaouri River near Loneaoae Lake abould 
coae froa the Milk liver drainage . Preaently there are 
no carp in the Milk River drainage, but there are in 
the Miaaouri .  Geo.arphic control• on drainage vould 
route any f lowing vater froa Loneaoae Lake to Big Sandy 
Creek , vbicb flovs into the Milk . The Milk River 
drainage auat be protected froa carp introduct ion. 

FEIC recoaaends coapletion of in- atreaa t renching and 
backfill vork vitbin 48-72 hours (Appendb: C-3-2) . 
Conoco vaa able to coaplete aucb vork in leaa than 12 
boura on a large atreaa ( Belt Creek ) . Twelve to 24 
boura is aore aenaible, and aay be required in atate 
croaa ing peralta. 

Site-apec ific dea ign and procedure• for aenait ive 
at reaa and river croaa ings abould be incorporated in 
the FEIS to afford agenciea and the public the 
opportunity for reviev. Tbia abould include not only 
the rivera in Table 4C-!1, but alao the Muaaelabell 
River and Rock Creek in Montana . Addt "Dea igns and 
procedures for the fol lowing river crou inga abould be 
developed in c loae coordination with the appropriate 
federal and atate agenciea , affected landowners , and 
other intereated parties, and auat be filed with the 
Secretary of the Coaai .. ion and aubaitted for inc lua ion 
in the final EIS• Milk River, Misaouri River,  Judith 
River ,  Huaaehbell River, Yellowatone River, Rock Creek 
nd Clark ' a  Fork Yel lowatone Rive r .  In addit ion, aite 
apeciflc plana abould be included for Flat Creek, Rosa 
Fork Creek, and Eaat Fork Roberta Creek . "  

Add t "Dea igna and procedure• for river crouinga 
liated on p 4C-12 abould be developed in cloae 
coordinat ion with the appropriate Federal and s tate 
agenc iea , affected landowners,  and other interested 
part ies , and aust be filed with the Secretary of the 
Coaai11ion and subaitted for inclusion in the final 
EIS . •  
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Comment noted. Dissolved o1.ygen impact ll trout streams is gcnenlly less of a problem than 
It other stmuns because (a) lheir gravelly, rubble bottoms result in less construction rdalcd 
turbidity, and (b) faster-flowing stmuns lend to rcoJ.ygenatc themselves quicker than slow­
moving streams. 

Thank you for this information. 

Thank you for this information. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Sile-spccilic stream and river crossing designs and procedures will not be available prior to 
issuance of the FEIS. However, the staff' a subsequent review of these designs and procedure's 
would insure that impactS ue avoided or reduced to nonsignifiCallt levels prior to construction. 
Altamont is required b the staff's stream and Wetland Construction and Mitigation Procedures 
to develop site-specific construction plans for watcrbodies greater than I 00 feet wide in close 
coordination with appropriate Federal and state agencies. In conjunction with Montana's 
floodplain development and easement grant requirements (see Table 1-4), we fed that an 
opportunity for state agency and public review of the construction plans for the subject rivers 
would be afforded. 

See response to Comment SA7-30 above. 
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after "ilk I .  Add: ""ontana - Flat Creek . Increased Sedlaentat lon 
and Decnaaed Vater Quality.  A real ignaent of the 
route 1a neceuary between "P100 and "P105 . Thia 
alternat ive alignaent ohould be developed in cloae 
coordinat ion vith the appropriate Federal and state 
agenclvs ,  affected landovnera , and other interested 
part ies , and aust be filed vith the Secretary of the 
co .. looion and subaltted for lnc lualon in the final 
EIS . 

Add to "ilk and "isoouri River pa ragraph s :  " It i s  
therefore recouended that a n  alternat ive croaa lng 
aetho� ouch as directional drilling be inves t igated. 
Deaigns and procedures for thio river croao in& ahould 
be developed in close coordinat ion vith the appropriate 
Fede ral and state agenc ie a ,  affected landowners,  and 
other interested parties, and aust be filed vlth the 
Secretary of the CoMho ion and subaitted for inclulion 
in the final Eis . •  

top o f  page Add: ""ontana - East Fork Roberta Creek . Increased 
Sediaentation and Dec reased Vater Qua l ity . A route 
real ignaent is recouended between "P 172- 174 . This 
alternative

· 
alignaent should be developed in close 

coordinat ion vith the appropriate Federal and state 
agenc ieo, affected landovnero , and other interested 
part ieo ,  and aust be filed vith the Secretary of the 
Co•iuion and oubaitted for includon in the final 
EIS . •  

l/7 

1/4 

5/ 

A 10 inch oil pipeline burled 8 feet deep in a vet 
crossln& dovnstreaa ( above lil lin&al required a veek 
of construct ion in the river had . Altaaont ' s  30 inch 
pipeline would requira a wider and deeper t rench . 

Thio discuss ion should include a atateaent about the 
nature of the obstacle to recreation pooed by pipeline 
construction act ivities , and whether these activities 
would present a danaer to floaters and fisheraen . If 
so, appropriate slanln& should be lnatalled upst reaa 
and a notice printed in the newspapers of local aene ral 
dist ribut ion . 

Discuss iapacta to recreat ion on the 
conventional t renching. This discuaolon 
to provide justificat ion and baaia 
direct ional drillin& recouendation. 

Appendiz E-3 should be Appendix C-3-1 .  

u""vsR fro• 
is necessary 
for PERC ' 1 

In Append ix E-4-1 ,  Erioganua brevicaule var .  £llllllll 
(vild buckwheat) 1a listed as a federa lly l isted 
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Route modifications provided to the Montana Department of Natural Resoun:es and 
Conservation on OciOber 22, 1990, and subsequently filed wilh the Commission on November 
28, 1990, render Ibis comment moot. 

Based on further analysis and information provided since issuance of the OEIS, we have 
removed the Milk River discussion from Chapter 4C. We have also revised our discussion of 
directional drilling at the Missouri River. However, site-specifiC procedures for construction 
will not be available prior to issuance of the FEIS. Where site-specific construction plans are 
developed for construction at major water crossings, appropriate federal and state aacncies 
would be involved in the plan reviews. 

See response to Comment SA7-32 above. 

Than1t you for Ibis information. 

This issue is addressed on OEIS pace 40-10. We aaree wilh thc suggesled proleetive measures. 
See new recommendation in revised Chapters 40 and 6. 

Recreational impacts associated wilh conventional trenching of the Missouri River were 
discussed on OEIS pace 40-10. 

Comment aa:epted. See change to Chapter 4E. 

Comment aa:epted. See changes to Table 4E-13 and Appendix E-4. 
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Long­
billed 
curlew 

3/2 

4/ 

2/ 

threatened or endangered spec ies potent ially occurring 
along the Al taaont route in Montana . It is not 
discussed und�r Sp�c ial Status Plant Spec ieo or listed 
in Table 4E- 1 J  on page 4£-59. Vhy not f &loo, lock 
tansy (Spbaeronia capitata) is discussed on this page 
but ia not listed iQ &ppendiz E-4 . 

A pair of long-billed curlews wao obse rved in June 1990 
by DNIC staff approzi .. tely 5 ailea east of the 
pipeline along the county road north of Sbawaut . This 
would be a priaary acceao route froa Sbenut for 
cono truction. They are a Montana apecieo of apecial 
concern. To the eztent poaaible, all neata and cbicko 
should be avoid�d . 

legarding 'all c rossings, ezcept tboae of aajor river• 
(greater than 100- ft. wide ) ,  could be conotructed in 
leu then three dayo unleaa otbervhe peraitted by 
state aaenc iea . • ,  the State of Montana bao been aaaured 
that these crossings would take less than a day. Only 
crooa ings of large rivera should take aore than a day, 
and even tbe•e obould be coapleted in three dayo or 
leu .  

The width o f  dhturbance will depend on the trench 
depth. In the larger rivera, vidtb of disturbance 
could be very large . Spawning areao 1-ediately 
downst reaa will receive increased finu . Tranchina 
during a lov flow t iae of year would aean no fluobing 
flova would be available to clear out the sediaent . 
The sediaent deposited dovnat reaa would clog 
interstices and saotber flab •11• and 
aac roinvertebratea and allow a nev auite of 
aac roinvertebratn to becoae eatablhbed. H igh aprin& 
flovo would eventually aove tbeae oediaenta dovnatreaa, 
a secondary iapact .  If there ia drought, it aay take 
oeveral yeara to aove all aediaent out . 

Diaturbance of a 75- foot vidtb of apavniDg habitat ia 
very lignificant, eopecially in a .. ller riven and 
streaao . Many apavnina areas aay not even be 75 feet 
vide. 

On saall ot reaas and rivera, losa of 100 feet of cover 
on each ot reaabank , plus the losa of any inat reaa 
cover, ia a significant local habitat looo to flab. 

Missouri live r .  The Montana Departaent of State Landa 
will require feasibility studies on direct ional 
drilling before is suina the right-of-way deeds for the 
Missouri River . A descript ion of the open t rench 
aethod tailored to the rive r '  a particular 
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Comment noted. Sec chan&e to Chapter 4E. 

Thank you for this information. 

Comment noted. Sec rmsed Chapter 4F. 

Comment noted. 

Sec response to Comment SA 7-43 above. 

Based on our analysis of potential impact to the pallid sturgeon, our recommendation to 
directionally drill the Missouri stands. Please be aware tbat installation of this crossing by lhe 
open trench method would result in an affect to the pallid sturgeon and would rcquin: lhe FERC 
staff to initiate formal consultation with the FWS befon: lhe recommendation could be waived. 
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characteristics shall also be aubaitted. Tba opom 
trench descr iption aball include depth of t rench, vidtb 
at the top of the trench, aetbod of excavation, 
projected t iae for coapletion, diacuas ion of 
r�claaation, relative coa t s ,  and other pert inent 
inforaation. This inforaat ion vill deteraine vbetber 
the Departaent vill require a specific conat ruc tion 
aetbod aa a condit ion of the rigbt-of-vay deed . 

Open trench construct ion vould likely require blast ing 
to coaply vitb the floodplain developaent perait acour 
depth requireaenta .  This vould have a draaatic abort 
tera iapact on the aquat ic s .  A Conoco pipel ine vas 
exposed by scour in 1989. This 10 inch oil pipeline 
reburied 8 feet deep in a vet crossing dovnot reaa 
(above Bill ings) required a veek of construction in the 
river bed. Turbidity of this intenoity and duration 
dur ing spawning oeason .. y inhibit brovn t rout froa 
reaching their spawning grounds upstreaa in the 
tributa r ie a .  Trenching during a lov flov t iae of year 
vouid aean no flushing flova vould be available to 
clear out the sediaent . The aediaent depoaited 
dovnatreaa would cloa interstice• and aaotber fhb eggs 
and .. c roinvertebrates anJ allow a nev auite of 
aacroinvertebrates to becoae established. 

The Montana Departaent of State Landa vill require 
feasibility atudiea on directional drilling before 
issuing the riabt-of-way deedo for the Yellowotone 
liver.  A deacr ipt ion of the open t rench aetbod 
tailored to the river' 1 particular characterist ics 
aball also be subaitted . The open t rench descript ion 
shall include depth of t rench , vidtb at the top of the 
trench, aetbod of excavat ion, projected t iae for 
coapletion, discuss ion of recla .. t ion, relat ive coa t s ,  
and other pert inent inforaation. The study should 
include analysis of a cross ing realignaent s l ightly 
dovnstreaa to avoid the steep aoutb slope . This 
inforaation will deteraine vbetber the Departaent will 
require a specific conatruct ion aetbod as a condit ion 
of the rigbt-of-vay deed. 

Vitb direct ional drilling, it is not necesoary to use 
concrete-coated pipe for negative buoyancy due to the 
depth of burial .  Since the aoila near the proposed 
Mis souri crossing have tes ted reactive to concrete, 
avoiding use of conc rete weights is desirable (pera 
coM. MDOH 1990) . Tiaing ia less critical in this 
aetbod so could facilitate construction deadline s .  

Maintenance costs also are reduced a s  the pipe is 
bur led far belov the potential scour depth . This 

SA7-46 
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Thank you for this information. See changes to Chapter 4F. 

Comment noted. See change to Chapter 4F. While unnecessary to counter buoyancy, pipe used 
in din:ctional drilling is generally concrete coated to protect it from abrasion during installation. 
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ait igates the restriction for floodplain developaent 
of burying the pipe tvice the aaxiaua ocour depth. "  

laoed on Montana • •  experience vith the Northern Borddr 
natural au pipeline , conotruct ion of the Utaaont 
pipt!line has potential to have hiply dia ruptive 
effects in coaaunitieo located near construct ion liteo . 
Thil EIS could help c.-unities and individuah prepare 
for vhat will occur, thuo enbancina the benefit• and 
reducina the adveroe effecta of Altaaont • s developaent . 
Pipeline conot ruction • o  ohort-tera environaental and 
eocial consequence• •ay be juotified by its long- tar• 
econoaic and taxation effec t o .  For thio reaoon, the 
EIS ahould dotacribe the long-ter• benefiu of the 
project to Montana . 

The pipeline will be the oinale aoot valuable piece of 
property in 1011e of the counties it croue o .  The DEIS 
ohould estiute the additional annual property tax 
receipt• acc ruina to the countieo alona the route • 

Aadn, the heavy ouaaer deund for tourht 
accoaaodationo 11\llt be considered in the deteraination 
of the base line level of housing available and the 
reoultina iapact of inaiarat ion of pipel ine workers . 

B i ll inas and Great Pallo are vithin reaoonable 
coa.utina diatances only to particular sect ion• of the 
conotruct ion corridor. The 70-•ile " rule of thUIIb" for 
coa.uter travel uy only be applicable vhen aood roada 
are available. For auch of the the pipel ine route, 
lona travel distance• and olow t ravel tiaeo on 
oecondary roado could cauae construction vorkere to 
�eek houlina in coa.unitieo closer to conotruct ion 
sitae . Housing iapacu need to be analyzed for suller 
co .. unities nearer to the corridor. 

Replace vith1 "Becauoe suaaertiae tour ist• and 
recreationisto occupy froa 70 to 991 of the available 
teaporary houlina in coaaunitieo along the route 
(Altaaont 1989 ) ,  there uy be inoufficient houoing to 
accoaaodata all conatruction workero.· A worst caae 
ocenario for taaporary housing availability is 572 
aotel rooaa ( 901 peak occupancy rate) and 57 caap/RV 
s iteo (991 peak occupancy )  across the three 
construction opreada . This nuaber of available units 
could not accoaaodate all of the 1283 vorkers required 
to construct the project unleso there vas aubstantial 
local recruitaent . 

•If  there is a greater aaount of housing available, the 
in-aigrat ing vorkforce vould still likely occupy aost 
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As Slated on DEIS page 4G- l ,  long-term benefits of the project include the generation of 
approximately $7 million annually in Slate and local taxes. This figure is now estimated to be 
approximately $8.9 million. 

Comment noted. See revised Chapter 4G. 

Comment noted. See revised • Assumptions and Limilations of Analysis" in Chapter 4G. 

Thank you for your comment. This information is presently unavailable. Further, we do 1101 
believe thal the results of such a study would significantly change the assessment of impacts 
presented in the FEIS. 

We are aware of the potential competition for temporary housing thal may occur at times along 
the route. This possibility is addressed on page 4G- I I  of the DEIS. Also, see revised 
Chapter 40 "Assumptions and Limitations of Analysis". 
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Table 6-2 

of the unoccupied uni t s .  This event vould aake it 
diff icult for tourists and recreationisto to find 
lodging. A lack of accoaaodations vould detract froa 
the quality of the recreational experience for aany 
vis itors . 

• Although the lack of available teaporary houling vill,  
in any case , drive the occupancy rate belov the 51 
threshold of s ignificance , the iapact vill  be of abort 
duration, occurrin& for only one au..er season . •  

Any aolid vaates and/or hazardoua vastea generated aust 
be handled in accordance vith Title 16, Chapters 14 and 
44,  Adainistrative Rules of Montana (ARM) . Any such 
vastltl aust be sent or delivered for diapo881 or 
t reataent to facilities licensed or peraitted for the 
aanageaent of those specific types of vaate s .  

The A i r  Qua l it y  Bureau (AQBI reques t s  that the 
tdephone n1111bero of Altaaont eaployees s ituated in the 
vicinity of the construct ion s ite be supplied prior to 
the start of construct ion . This vill establish a aeans 
of couunication vith the construction e ite to reepond 
to poas ible coaplainta froa the public . 

Coapressor Stat ion No. 1 vill require a State of 
Montana Air Quality Perait (MAQPI vith a prevention of 
s ignificant deterioration (PSD) reviev. 

Coapressor Stat ions No. 2 and No. 3 vill each require 
a NAQP . 

The EIS should provide a narrative explaining the 
relationship, if any, between the Altaaont pipeline and 
future natural gas developaent in Montana. Under vhat 
conditions vould llontana producera be al lowed to aarket 
their production via the Altaaont eystea? Vhat could 
be the pipeline ' s  effects on Montana natural gas 
production? 

The State of Montana published a draft and final 
prograuatic EIS on oil and gas drilling and production 
in 1989. The docuaent provides several gas developaent 
scenarios in various areas cros sed by the pipel ine . 
The infor .. t ion in the EIS is available for 
incorporat ion by reference . A copy of the draft is 
enclosed • 

The nuab�r of federally liuted or proposed threatened 
or endangered fish spec ies aay need to be 2: the 
pa llid sturgeon vhich is listed endangered and the 
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Thank you for this information. We have passed it alon& to Altamont. 

We have passed your request along to Altamont. In the interim, the public may contact 
Altamont in Montana at (406) 442-8S60 and in Wyomin& at (307) 634-8891. 

Thank you for your comments. These requirements are referenced in Chapter 4H of the DEIS. 

A discussion of the relationship between the Altamont Pipeline and future natural gas 
development or production in Montana would be speculative, and therefore has not been 
included in the FEIS. As an open-access transporter of natural gas, Altamont would not own 
any of the gas flowing through its system. Gas entering the system would do so only as a result 
of contract arrangements between aas purchasers and gas producers. 

Thank you for this information. We have included a reference to the programmatic EIS in 
Chapter S. 

See response to Comment SA7-2 above. 
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paddlefhb vbicb, at this t i•e, is still being reviewed 
for tbreatdned statua . 

Should •ention as vell as the paddlefiab, vbicb ia 
proposed for listing, blue sucke r,  aturgeon chub, 
vesulope cutthroat , Yellowstone cutthroat ,  and 
northern redbelly dace x finescale dace hybrid, all of 
vbicb are Montana species of Special Concern. 

Saaa aa co .. ento for page 4C- 15.  

Add: 'Alta•ont shall invaat igata the technical 
feaa ibility of crooa ing the Miaoouri and Yellowstone 
rivaro us ing a direct ional drilling technique . •  

Add : 'Alta•ont oball develop aite-apecific 
construction plans for aenlitive at rea•s lined on page 
4C-12 . Designa and procedures for these river 
crossings should be developed in cloaa coordination 
vitb the appropriate Federal and state agenc iea, 
affected landownera,  and other interested parties , and 
aust be filed vitb the Secretary of the Coaaiaa ion and 
subaltted for incluaian in the final liS . '  

Tba Yotl lovotone River io a Clau 1 1  fishery (MRIS, 
1!1!11 ) ,  aboving the bigbeat angler uae daya of any river 
crou ing ( lea Recreation Basel ine table) .  In addition, 
it geu heavy floater and boater use . Obtaining 
another accaaa site for boata in this area is a top 
priority for the regional office of MDFVP . These 
factora indicate it ia a valuable recreat ion reaourca, 

Open t rench construction vould l ikely require bluting 
to coaply vitb the floodplain devalopaant perait acour 
depth raquire•ant a .  Tbia would have a dra .. tic abort 
ter• i•pact on the aquatic s .  A Conoco pipeline vaa 
exposed by acour in 198!1. Tbia 10 inch oil pipel ine 
buried 8 feat deep in a vat croaaing downat raa• (above 
Billinaa) required a vaek of conatruction in the river 
bed. Turbidity of tbia intensity and duration during 
spawning ••••on .. y inhibit brown t rout fro• reaching 
their spawning grounda upatre .. in the tributarie a .  
Trenching during a lov f lov t i•e of year would ... an no 
flushing flovs vould be available to clear out tbe 
sedi•ent . The aedi•ent depolited downstrea• vould clog 
inte rstices and ••other f i sh eggs and 
•acroinvertebratea and allov a nev auite of 
.. croinvertebratea to becoae eatablisbed. 

Hydraulics of a gravel bed atre .. are finely balanced 
betveen flov and grain aize . S•all changes c reate 
instability and cause the river to adjust to reattain 
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Beyond lbc pallid sturaeon, lbc six fuh species of special c:oncem to Monlana are liSied ill 
Table 3F-4. 

The intent of DEIS n:commendation SO is to facililalc lbc development of noxious weed control 
measures within lbc existing framework of local weed control boards and other appropriate 
Federal, Slalc, and local parties or individuals. These plans will 110( be available prior to 
issuance of lbc FEIS. 

. 

See response to Comment SA7-46 above and changes to Chapter 4C. 

Implementation of lbc stafrs SliQm and Wetland Construction and Mitigation Procedures 
(DEIS n:commendation 4) would �a�uirc Altamont to develop site-specific construction plans 
for all major wa1cr bodies proposed to be crossed (sec DEIS Table 4C-S). While development 
of these plans would involve appropriate Federal and Slalc aaenc:ies, IIley will 110( be available prior to issuance of lbc FEIS. 

See response to Comment SA7-46 above. 
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vquil ibriua. This in the pa•t baa resulted in channel 
shift ing and daaage to dovnstreaa property ( see page 
3C-1 2 ) .  The risk of daaage to a pipeline exposed in 
the rive rbed is s ignificant and unacceptable .  

The llontana Departaent of State Landa w i l l  require 
feasibility studiu on direct ional drilling before 
issu ing tba right-of-way de .. ds for the Yel lowstone 
River ,  as we ll aa for the lliasouri River. A 
d�acript ion of the open t rench aethod tailored to each 
river ' s  particular charac teristics shall also be 
aubaitted. Tb- open t rench description shall include 
depth of trench, width at the top of the t rench, aethod 
of excavation, projected t iae for coapletion, 
discussion of reclaaation, and other pertinent 
inforaation. Tbe s tudy should include analysis o f  a 
croaa ing real ignaent s l ightly dovnatreaa to avoid the 
steep south slope. Thia inforaation will deteraine 
whether the Departaent will require a specific 
construction aethod aa a condition o f  the right-of. 
way deed . 

The llontana SHPO rec01111enda that PERC invite the 
Advisory Counci l  on Historic Pre .. rvation at the 
earliest possible stage to participate in or co .. ent 
on the proposed procedures for addressing cultural 
resource iapact s .  Ve st rongly encourage inviting the 
Counc il ' s  coaaent ,  for euaple , on the aanageaent plan 
to be developed by Altaaont to identify, evaluate, and 
protect National Register eligible propert ies . 

Given the scope of this undertaking and ita likely 
effect on cultural reaourcea, the involveaent o f  the 
Advisory Counc il early on in the proceu could greatly 
facilitate discuaa ion and decia ion-aaking in aattera 
that will eventually require their participation. 

In sens i t ive areas, or anywhere there is l ikely to be 
disturbance , additional aarkers will locate the 
pipel ine . This includes areas such a s  irrigation 
projects (center pivot syateaa require buried 
pipelines ) ,  subdivisions, and areas l ikely to receive 
heavy use . In particular ,  the bench above the east 
bank o f  the Ilia sour i is a propoaed center pivot 
irr igation project . 

Tbe llontana Departaent of State Landa will requ ire 
s igna on state tracts where there is not a aign within 
1 . 5  aile s . A sign requireaent will be placed on the 
individual right-of-way deeds after a field review bas 
deterained where s igna would be appropriate. 
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See response to Comment SA6-2. 

Thank you for your recommendation. At a minimum, the DOT regulations at 49 CFR 
Parts 191 lllld 192 must be followed. However, we aclmow1ed&e the State of Montana's 
autbority to require more strinpt standards be applied on state lands. 
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Spec ial precaution• i n  teras o f  t iaing o r  aethods of 
crouing ahould bot considered for the Nusselahell liver 
if th� northern redbelly dace • five ocala dace hybrid 
(a Montana apeciea of special concern) ia found. 

Topsoil that 1o le81 than four inches deep uy be 
difficult for uchinary to reaove in a aeparate l i f t .  

Dotlotta 13 and includot ' a l l  other iaproved areu, 
residential areas, or at the requeot of the landowner' 
under 1 1  to allov the opt ion to use tbe full vork area 
aetbod in other areao . 

Slope breakeu should be incl ined 5 degreea fr011 
perpendicular to slope in order to prevent ponding 
behind the bera. Bera and cross ditcb ends should be 
otaggered so they don ' t  all end in a line dovnolope . 
Sand bags should be placed at the endo of the baraa. 
Use polyethylene liner for ditch and upslope aide of 
bera in highly erosive ooi l s ,  ouch as the Colorado 
shale . 

Use agitator in driller to prevent aat t l ing out of 
oeado of differing dens itiaa (pan. COlla. ,  Vestee 
1990) . 

Using vood cbipa as aulch vould lover the pH of the 
soil, an effect that .. y reduce ouccessful 
revegetation. 

Off- road vehicle control vill ba difficult along aoat 
of the pipeline route ,  ao the terrain 11 balically flat 
and unforested. Alternative aeaoures obould be 
act ively developed now. 

The el iaination of blue graaa (louteloua &IKJ.lial fr011 
the aises 11 arbitrary. In the Affected EDvironaent 
discuao ion (page 31-25 ) ,  one of the three aised-graoa 
prairies 11 characterbed ao gr .... needlegran­
vheatgraoa . This prairie type occuro fr011 Canada to 
the Yellovotone liver, and one of the do•inant graasaa 
i s  blue graaa . It vithatanda grazing and t raapling 
very vel l ,  and 11 adapted to a vide range of soil 
conditions (vritten COlla. 1991, Montana Natural 
Heritage Progra•) . It 1a a var• season, drought 
tolerant graa s ;  the reat in the •ixaa are cool oeason 
graaaeo (Long, 1981 ) ,  In a very hot dry year, blue 
grau uy be the onl7 succaaaful species to revagetat e .  
I n  thia case, it could protect the soil vhile the cool 
season grasaes overwinter again, and perhaps ger•inate 
the folloving year. This vould be preferable to and 
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Thank you for your recommendation. The Slafrs Stram and Wetland Construction and 
Mitigation Proc:c:dura (Appendix C-3) require an applicant 10 apply for stale-issued stream 
crossina permits and obtain a Section 40 I water quality c:ertifJCation (or waiver) prior 10 
construction at perennial streams. These Proc:c:dura also expressly acknowledge the state's 
authority to ratrict the time window for construction on a site-specific basis. 

Comment noted. We have classified soils with less than 4 inches of topsoil as havina a •poor• 
rdlabilitation potential. These soils, aJona wilh !hose classified as "poor-to-fair• are c:onsidercd 
the most troublesome. 

See n:sponse 10 Comment SA7-23 above. 

Comment noted. We &enerally agree with your comments, but do not want 10 limit the 
contractor's flexibility by over-specifiCation. As stated in Appendix B·l, our Erosion Control, 
Revqetation, and Maintenance Plan requires that some judaement be exen:ised 10 respond 10 
fidd conditions. 

Comment noted. Appendix B-1 allows for the use of other appropriate measures 10 prevent 
seed stratification on a dc:nsity basis. 

Comment noted. Debris is sometimes chipped u a disposal method when a pipeline is routed 
tJuouab forated areas. As a practical matter, less than I pertent of Altamont's proposed route 
is forested. Please remember that the plan praented in Appendix B-1 is tailored 10 address both 
the Altamont and PGT/PG&E Projects. 

Comment noted. 

1bank you for this information. Revisions 10 Altamont's proposed seed mixes were made 
followina consultation with soil conservation authorities throu&hout the project area at both the 
stale and federal levels. It wu the consensus of several BLN and U.S. Soil Conservation 
Service repraentatives that blue irama be removed. 

DEIS recommendation 18 and Appendix B-1 allow for modifications 10 seed mixes, u dccmcd 
appropriate by the landowner or land administerina aaency. 
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l�ss costly than reseeding the fol lowing year because 
no cool season grasses becaae established. 

Thickspike vheatgrass IAarooxron dasystachvua) and 
vestern vheatgrass (Agrpoyron 11J!hjj) aay both be sod 
foraing ( rhizoaatous) cool season aidgrasse s ,  but the 
areas they doainate differ s ignificantly (Long, 1981 ) .  
Thickspike colonizes sandy gravelly dry areas , and i s  
better o n  slopes than vestern. Vestern is successful 
on aediua to clayey soi l s ,  better for alluvial clay 
flats and bottoa lands that aay dry out s l ight ly saline 
(pdra . co ... , 1991, Vestee ) .  They do not appear to be 
interchangeable in habitat, only in aorphology . 
Therefore, their characteristic s  aay be siailar ,  but 
their ecological value ia not . 

Potent ial native fUl.ll&.l l!ltlnA alternatives include f. 
idahoentis ( the aoat vida•pread) and f. saxiaontana 
(written co .. . , 1991, Montana Natural Heritage 
Prograa) .  

FERC recoaaends reaoving tvo of the species aost 
spec ifically suited to sandy s itea . Sand bluestea 
(Andropoaon bAlllil ia good for vind and vater erosion 
and part icularly suited t o  deep aandy aoi h .  It ia 
easy to establish and long lived. Little bluestea 
(Schizachriua scopariua) has different characteriatic a ,  
being a vara season aid-height bunchgrass (va . vara 
tall rhizoaatous sod- foraer of sand bluestea) . Little 
bluet tea 1a good on foothills and loeaa s l ope a, a 
different habitat than deep aandy bottoaa (Long , 1981 ) .  
They are considered • sand-binding• spec ies ,  seea to be 
autually coapat ible , and beneficial in a vide range of 
sandy aitet . Of the species currently on the sandy 
soil lilt ( page B-3-3) , only Prairie sand reed 
(Calaaoyilfa lonaifolial and Indian ricegraaa 
(Onzopsh hy11noideal are characteristic of sandy 
sites (vritten co .. . , 1991, Montana Natural Heritage 
Prograa) . 

Of all the grassea of Montana , Inland saltgrass 
IPistichlis .I..U:.i.£Ul is the characteristic saline soil 
species (vritten co .. . , 199 1 ,  Montana Natural Heritage 
Prograa) . Page lE-28 of the Affected Envi ronaent 
describes saline-alkaline shrubland as charac terized 
by an understory of vestern vheatgraaa and saltgrass .  
This species i s  a good one for revegetation. I t  can 
grov on soils crusted vith salt or very coapacted, is 
a dense sod-foraer vith vigorous rhizoaes ,  and 
therefore is good for protect ing against erosion, 
espec ially during early spring flooding. Probleas 
include needing a local seed source, l iaited sources ,  
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SA7-74 Comment accepted. See changes to AppendiK B-3. 

St'1-1S Thank you for this information. 

SA7-76 Comment noted. See change in AppendiK B-3 and response to Comment SA7-73. 

SA1-n Comment accepted. See change in AppcndiK B-3. 
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SA.7-77 
(CD&) 

SA7-78 1 B-3·1 

.. ,_,. r-·-· 
SA7-80 I B-3-2 

SA7-81 I B-l-2 

B . 4 .  

B . 5 .  

B . 6 .  

and li•ited palatability (pers . ca.a. , 1990, Vestee ) . 
Ve •uat not reduce our rangeland to only those apeciee 
that cattle and ahaep l ike to eat. Of the other 
apec ies on the aaline aoil l ist , only Alkali eacaton 
(Sporobolys �� t/- Baein vildrya (llJBui 
triticoidcs) are characterhtic of ul ine conditione. 

Changes to the clayey site •h:ture could include 
ali•inat ing Indian r icegrau (Ornoplia hvunoid@l) as 
it ie rarely found on euch sitaa • 

The changu ••dtt to the propoaad eead •bee appear 
arbitrary. The reaaon for diacouraging use of 
Boyteloya &.a£1.liJ. h not given. Tbh h an i•portant 
nat iva lpt!C iea and should be returned to the aeed 
•i.�:e1 . 

Sea discuas ion above under B. 3 for refuting the ra80val 
of inland saltgrae a .  Svitchgraas (liDJ£ya �� 
ie also a good aod for .. r with good seedling vigor and 
high y ielde , especially in sandy eoila (Long, 1981 ) . 
FEIC rec0888nda changes without reuona , valid or 
otherwise, ezcept to reduce the nu.ber of epeciea in 
the •be a, ·at ti•ea re•oving the .ast appropriate 
apec ias .  The .are variety in the •iz, the batter the 
chance ao•ething will proaper evan in adverse 
conditione . Tba fever apaciea in the •iz, the •ore 
c ritical it ia to use characteriatic indigenous 
variet iae .  

Veatern vheatgraea (Agropyron �� hal good flood 
tolerance , apreade rapidly, eo ••••• a reaoonable 
choice for •eaic site a .  BLN ' a  reco ... ndation to add 
Strea•bank vheatgraas (Agrppyrpn IJaaiiual ia a good 
one . Neadov foztaU (Alonecyrys pratendl) ia an 
introduced apeciaa and therefore diacouraged for 
revegetat ion •be a .  It ia sl ightly spreading with weak 
rhizo.ea, so not an azcellent choice anyway . Its 
benefit ia as a pasture apec iaa, and would alter range 
flora apecifically for grazing. 

Baain vildrya (llJBui triticoidea) as FERC liats ia 
incorrect .  � triticoidea ia bea rdleas (or 
creeping) vildrye. Basin vildrye (or Great Balin 
vildrye) (llJBui �� 11 ao•ething di fferent 
(Dorn, 1984 ) .  Vhich does FERC •eant The difference 
between Great Baain vildrye and Canada vildrye ie that 
Canada ia eaay to establish, produces ground cover 
rapidly and is palatable and nutrit ious . Disadvantages 
include low co•petitive aucceaa and it ' s  abort l ived. 
Basin vildrye ia only •oderately auccesafui in vigor 
and establiah8ent, and not good for aandy aoils . It 
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SA7-78 

SA7-79 

SA7-80 

SA7-8l 

1bank you for your comment. 

1bank you for your comment. Our methodology for recommending changes to Altamont's 
proposed seed mixes was ouUined in response to Comment SA 7-73 above. 

See response to Comment SA 7-77 above. 

Commenl.l accepted. See changes to Appendix 8-3. 



SA7-Ill 
(CIDIIL) .. , ... r··· 
SA7-831 B-3-2 

SA7-84 1C-2-2 

SA7-85r-3-1 

SA7-86 r-3-2 

SA7·87r-3-2 

8 . 7  

General 
c .... ents 

C-1 

D. 3 

is aood in bottoalands , vith poor to 1oderate 
palatability (Lona, 1981) . 

Inland saltgrass (Distichlis �) is extre•ely 
appropriate for thia •ix , and it ia not clear vhy FERC 
reca.aended its re•ova l .  Please rvfer to the 
discuss ion of this species above in 8 , 3 , 

Remove Birds foot t refoil (� coroiculotus) ,  Vbite 
Dutch clover (Trifo1iu• �) , and s trawberry clover 
(Trifoliu• fraaifrru•) from the •ixas ao they are all 
introduced species which are degradin& the quality of 
the natural grassland by their rapid 1pread , Replace, 
if appropriate, vith purple prairie clover 
(Petaloste•un �) . I f  no appropriate leguae can 
be identified, leave forbs out altogethe r ,  

le1ovr redtop (� alba) fro• acidic 1ix because 
it is introduced. 

le•ove •eadov foxtail (Alopecyrua prttensh ) frOP •nic 
and acidic aite •bea and replace in ••sic 1 b  vith 
western and a trea•bank vheatgrass (A&ropyroo Jai1bii 
and A· lio&tiua, reapec t ively ) . 

Do not add 1a11oth vildrye (llJaui &i•anteus) to aandy 
1ix aa rec011ended by the BLM as it i1 introduced. Use 
a differen t ,  nat ive apec ie1 of vildrye instead. 

Do not add Tall vhettgraaa (Jo1e) <Acropxron eloogata) 
to tha aaUne •iz u rec.....,nded by BLM, aa it ia 
introduced. 

Re•ove Sheep fescue (� 2!LDI >  fro• the loaay, 
clayey , and acidic 1ixes . Replace if po11ible vith a 
spec ies listed in 6 , 6 ,  

The Yellowstone liver is a Clau I I  fishery, not a 
Class III fishery (MRIS, 1991 ) .  Other data h left out 
in the fish species preaent col!IWD ( lee attached ) ,  
The "Yellowstone liver• at MP 268 . 1  should be "Clark ' s  
Fork Yellovstone liver• . Add •ountain whitefish to 
special codal . 

Sea COIIBnt of page 4C-ll . 

Should include consotrvation dhtrict-issued s treaa 
crossing perlit a .  

The size o f  this gravel is critical to the laintenance 
of equilibr iu• conditions in the s t rea1bed, especially 
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SA7-82 Comment acccpiCCI. See change 10 Appendix 8-3. 

SA7-83 Comments noled. See changes in Appendix 8-3 and response to Comment SA7-73 above. 

SA7-84 Comment acccpiCCI. See changes to Appendix C-2. 

SA7-85 See response 10 Comment SA 7-29 above. 

SA7-86 The project applicant would be required to apply for all applicable stream crossing permits. 

SA7-If7 Thank you for this information. 

SA-27 



SA7-UI (CIIIIt.) ln unstable rivers such as the Yel lows tone . It should 
be •atched closely to the adjacent bed surface laye r .  SA7-881 C-l-4 Consider re•oving sod and replacing after construct ion 
for extre•ely sensitive fragile areaa. 
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SA7-88 Thank you for this information. The slate is free to require this mitigation at those sites where 
it determines the technique to be necessary. 
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TABLE 4-21 

OCCUPANCY RATES • MONTA.'NA TEMPORARY HOUSING {]y.,'J'IS 
ALONG THE PIPELINE ROUTE 

...... Dl f'e ... Dl Ptrcut 
T)pe No. UILiliiSpecoe Occupuey Occupuey No. Ullita-s-a Occupucy 

Ill No. witb Dwi111 Hilb Duriac Of! Without Willoout HicbiOff 
HollliDc Coelaelld Hicb/Oe' s.a- 5eaaoD 5eaaoD Hicb!Oe' .._ S.&OD 

Moll! 34 1,179 12% 6011. 287 72% 
Nobile H-• 12 78 98% '73% 619 81% 
Parka ... 

:z 

CamJICI'OIIDda 4 166 9K 6% 0 NA i 
Noll! 23 640 78% 46% 44 78% 
Nobile H-• 7 0 NA NA 311 71% 
Parka 
CamPCrOUDda 6 200 72% 24% 0 NA 

3 Noc.al 37 1,781 86% 49% 30 86% 
· Nobile H_. 13 0 NA NA 844 89% 

Parka 

CamPifou.Acla 4 - 80% 2ft 32 40% 
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TAUI£ 4-20 

ESTIMATED TF.MPORARY HOUSING ALONG TilE 
1'1Pl-.:I...INF. ltOU'l'F. - MONTANA 

Trailer and Tent 
1986 Estimated Motel/Hotel Private P11blic 

Community Pop11lation Unil.l Spacea Spacea 

Spread 1 :  
<MI' G-125) 

Havre 10,840 365 666 36 
Rudyard u 9 0 0 
Hingham 190 0 26 0 
Chester 1 ,110 38 35 NA 
Big Sandy 740 8 10 10 
Lomu u 4 15 0 
Fort Benton 1 ,640 19 45 0 
Great lo'alls 57,310 1,558 1,463 22 
Hilger u 0 9 0 
Denton 350 __ 4 _2 _o 
Total Spread 1 2,005 2,161 frl 

Spread 2: 
(MI' 125-225) 

Stanford 630 12 liO 33 
Hobson 290 0 0 7 
Lewistown 6,680 279 107 28 
Moore 220 6 17 0 
Judith Gap 230 0 2 0 
Harlowton 1 ,060 92 26 60 
White Sulphur 

Springs 1,310 93 105 4 
Martinsdale u 0 36 0 
Roundup 2,580 52 71 20 
Die 'fimber 1 ,720 -M � ---.!1 

Total Spread 2 693 611 162 

Road Milea 
From Lhe 

Route 

21 
16 
9 

36 
3 

27 
311 
60 
41 
10 

19 
4 

26 
6 
1 
II 

62 
33 
68 
66 

SA-3 1 



1986 Eslimated 
Community l'opulalion 

Spread 3: 
(MP 226-305) 

Reed Point u 
Billings 80,310 
Laurel 7,310 
Columbus 1,590 
l'ark City u 
Silesia u 
Joliet 500 
•'rornberc 530 
Absarokee u 
Roberts u 
IJridger 700 
Delfry u 
Red Lodge 2,050 

Totel Spread 3 

Montana Total 

.c - 134 

TABLE .C-20 Cont'd 

MoteUllotel 
Units 

0 
2,765 

52 
60 

8 
0 
.c 
0 
.c 
0 

NA 
0 

225 

3,118 

5,716 

Trailer and Tent 
Privute l'u blic 
Space• Spacet� 

.C9 0 
3,159 0 

149 0 
63 0 
16 0 
22 0 
25 0 
17 0 
I I  0 
0 0 

29 12 
6 0 

....!!! M 
3,657 93 
6,.C29 312 

Notes: I) U "' Unincorporutcd city; population estimate not available. 
2) NA = Not availuble. 

Road Milctl 
lt'rom Lbc 

Route 

34 
25 

9 
16 

I 
2 
.c 

10 
32 
19 
10 
:t6 
48 

SA-32 

Sources: I) Montana Department or Health and Environmental Sciences, Food and 
Consumer Safety Uureau, Helena, Montana. Dea!mber 1988. 

2) American Automobile Association, Tour Oook. 1989 Edition. 
3) American Automobile Allsocialion, Camp llook. 1989 Edition • 

.C) Montuna Department of Commerce, Promotion Division, Helena, Montano. 
1989. 
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In addition to motels and campgrounds, there are rental unita (apurtmenta, homes, and 

mobile homes>. Rental units probably are more plentiful in lhe larger cities such as 

Havre, Lewistown, Billings, and Laurel. 

Occupancy rates for temporary housing were estimated through telepboae interviews 

with managen or motelalhotels, mobile home parka, and e&mPIJ'OIUida. Moat motel 

managen reported an occupancy rate or 80 to 90 percent during the high season and 

40 to 50 percent during lhe off season bee Tuble 4·21). Mobile home park managen 

typically did not report having a high or off season, rather, lhey have experienced a 70 
to 90 percent occupancy rate year-round. Many campground ownen reported that they 

are open only during the summer months and dose after Labor DQ. During the 

summer months, occupancy rates for caniPIJ'OUnda were between 70 and 99 percenL 

The high season for most motels was reported to be June through August, with a busy 

peak during lhe hunting eeason in OctOber and November. Motels in lhe community or 

Red Lodge experience high seasons during summer and again during lhe winter aiding 

season. Mobile home parks in northern Montana were nearly 100 percent occupied 

during the grain harvest season in August �ond September. 

Community services such aa ambulance aervire and fire prot.ection are usually provided 

by volunteer organizations in the small rural towns and unincorporated cities or 

Montana. The larger cities offer hospital care, local law enforcement prot.ection, 

physician services, and other amenities (restaurants, retail outlets, and inside 

recreation). 

4.7.1.2 Wyoming 

The arid, intennounlain region traversed by lhe route in Wyomine ia similar to 
Montana with its sparse population and remote urban areas. Cattle ranchina, irrigated 

fanning, mining, and the petroleum industry provide most or the employment and 

income. Greybull, Worland, and Riverton are agricultural and petroleum industry hubs, 

while Rork Springs, Kemmerer, and Opal in southwestern Wyoming are dominated by 

oil and gas development. Lander and the South Pass area, adjacent to the Wind River 

Mountains, are important centen or tourism and recreation. 

SA-33 



MIKE SULUVAN 
GOvtR..a.. 

-� (���) 
IHE SIAIE (@_,.? OF W'fOMING 

ff'lale ln11lneet � fJ//lee 
GORDON W. FASSETT 

SfAlt ENGINEER 

HERSCHLEII BUILDING. 4 E 

13071 777·73!>4 
CHEYENNE. W'fOMING 82002·0370 

FAX 13071 771-!>451 

February 2 8 ,  1991 

Mr. Laurence J .  Sauter, Jr . 
Room 7 3 12 
Environmental Compliance Branch, OPPR 
Federal Energy Regulatory Coamission 
825 North Capitol Street , HE 
Wash ington , D . C .  20426 

Oear Mr. Sauter: 

Rt:CEIVEiJ BY 
MAR 0 5 l'l� l 

111\liOIUIIllol QIIIPlWG AID FROio" 
MN.'ISIS BWCII 

The State Engineer ' s  Office received a copy of the draft 
Environmental Impact Statement ( EIS) for the PGT/PG&E and Altamont 
Natural Gas Pipel ine Projects . The Altamont Pipeline port ions 
(Docket Mo. CP90-1 375-000) were reviewed and I would like to offer 
the following comments . 

�I I Table 1-4 , Page 1-23 lists by agency the per.its required in 
Wyoming during the pipeline construction. There are a couple of 
errors in the listing under the State Engineer ' s  Office (SEO) . The 
SEO is responsible for water adainistration within the state , The 
l isting under the subheading •Groundwater appropriation permit" is 
correct . However,  the l isting under •surface water appropriation 
permit• (Consider issuance of a license for encroachment on state 
highways) appears to be an error. The explanation should refer to 
the need to obtain a permit froa this office should any surface 
water be used during construction of the pipel ine. 

The first subheading under SEO, •oversized and overweight load 
permit" is also misplaced . The issuance of these permits is not 
under the jurisdiction of the SEO. Additional information 
regarding oversized per.its can be obtained from Wyoaing Ports-of­
Entry (777-5288) or the Wyoaing Highway Department (777-4 375) . 

I f  you have any questions regarding these comments , please 
contact me at your convenience . 

&��t sue Lowry 
Interstate Streams Engineer 

cc : Rod Miller, State Planning Coordinator ' s  Of fice 

SA-34 
(Wyomln& Stale Engineer's OfrJC:e) 

SAB·l Thank you for your comments. Please see revisions to Table 1-4. 



>tale el Califwnia 

M e m o r a n d u m  
lo 1 .  Projects coord inator 

Resources Agency 

2 .  Ms . Lois cashel l ,  Secretary 
Federal Energi Regulatory coa. iss ion 
825 North Cap tol Street, N . E .  
Wash ington , D . C .  20426 

Dolo March 1 ,  1991 

RECEIVED BY 

,,_ ' Department .. Fioh ..... Go-

MAlt o 6 '''' 

liiVIiOIIIIi.�IAL UIIII'tiAiill MII I'IIIW 
M'ISlSIIAD 

�� , Pacific Gas Transaission company/Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
( PGT/PG,E) and Altaaont Natural Gas Pipel ine Dra ft Environmental 
Impact Statement ( EIS) Docket Nos . CP89-4 60-001 and CP909-ll75-000 

The Cali fornia Department of Fish and Game ( CDFG) has received the 
Draft EIS for the proposed PGT/PG'E - Altamont natural gas 
pipel ine projects. 

The Draft EIS, prepared by the Federal Energy Regulatory 
co .. ission ( FERC) , the Federal lead agency for the project, 
concerns the construct ion of a natural gas pipeline froa Canada to 
southern Cali fornia . FERC has requested co .. ents to help identi fy 
any s ignificant environmental issues or concerns regarding the 
project. 

In 1990 the CDFG prepared and subaitted co .. ents on a Draft 
Environmental Iapact Report (EIR) and on the Adain istrative draft 
of the Final EIR, prepared by the Cali fornia Pubic Ut i l ities 
co .. ission ( CPUC) , the state lead agency for the project . The 
Final EIR addressed only the California portion of the pipeline. 
CDFG worked closely with the CPUC and PGT/PG'E pipel ine staff 
during the report ' s  preparation. 

SA9-I I FERC states in its Draft EIS that it has incorporated by reference 
the Final EIR prepared by the CPUC as it relates to the PG'E 
facilit ies in Cali fornia. CDFG has already coa.ented on the 
preparation of the Final EIR by the CPUC. Attached are the 
co .. ent letters concerning the project that were sent to the CPUC 
during preparation of the Final EIR. 

Because FERC has incorporated the CPUC ' s  Final EIR into the 
Federal Draft EIS, our condit ions and requireaents shall remain 
the saae. 

SA9-I 

SA-35 

(Caliromla Department or Fish aod Game) 

As stated on page 1-14 of the DEIS, the staff does not intend to use this EIS to resurrect old 
issues which the CPUC has jurisdiction over, nor entertain comments on old issues which 
appropriately belong before the CPUC. The CDFO's comments were addressed in the CPUC's 
FEIR and are not being reprinted in this document. 



1 .  Projects Coordinator 
2 ,  Ms . Lois Cashe11 -2- March 1, 1991 

Thank you tor the opportunity to review and co .. ent on this 
project. It you have any questions or need additional 
intoraation, please contact Mr. Joe Vincenty, Associate Wildlife 
Biologist, Cali fornia Departaent ot Pish and Gaae , 1416 Ninth 
Street, Sacraaento ,  CA 95814 or by telephone at (916)  322-5326.  

Attachllent 

Corv o,�,;":'.l .�i{lnrod Byl 
( I r·. '. ·'• ... ;m 

fOil 
Pete Bontadell i 
Director 

cc : Mr. Mark c. Kalpin, PGT/PGE Expansion Project -
Washin9ton, D . c. 

Mr. Laurence J. Santer,  Jr. , Altaaont Project -
Washi�ton, D . c .  

SA-36 



$fA tr: 01 CAUfOINA 

DEPARTMENT OF FOOD AND AGRICULTURE 
1220 N Stree t ,  P . O .  Box 942871 
Sacra.ento, Cal i fornia 9427 1 - 0001 

Karch l ,  1991 

H r .  Hark C. Kalpin ( PCT/PG4E Expans ion Proj ect) 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
82� North Capitol Stree t ,  N . E .  
Washington, D . C .  20426 

Dear Hr. Kalpin: 

PilE WilSON, � 

Ai:CEIVED BY 
MAR 0 u l'i: i 

lNiiOIIIIIAI. QJIIPUAIICl ANJ fiiiiJ(l:l 
AM.tSIS IUIO 

� � 

Allow ,... to introduce aysel f ;  ay naae is David Godfrey. I aa a plant 
certi ficat ion spec ialist for the Cal i fornia Departaent o f  Food and Agricul ture . 
I a11 respons ible for the adllinistrat ion of 11 c lean plant ing stock prograas 
offered as a service to the agricultural industry of Cal i fornia. In that 
capac ity,  it has coli& to ay attention that partic ipants of Cali forni a ' s  Seed 
Potato Certificat ion Progra11 aay be put at r isk in the i r  abi l ity to certify 
potatoes by the project that will pass through the northwestern portion of Hodoc 
County in the Tulelake area. 

The Seed Potato Progra11 certi fies potatoes as being grown under requireaents set 
and w i thin the tolerances spec i f ied for certain i11portant diseases . One of these 
di seases is roo t - knot ne11atodes (Heloidogyne spp . ) .  In general , neaatodes are 
m i c roscopic , round vor.s that •ay be found in the soil , water or plant ti ssues . 
There are several types that d&��&ge potatoes ,  but roo t - knot neaatodes have been 
spec i f ically targeted by certi ficat ion procedures not only in California, but by 
c e r t i fying agenc ies throughout North Aaerica. Host certi ficat ion regulations, 
including Cal i fornia' s ,  have a •zero tolerance• for roo t · knot nematode s .  That 
means if any ( l )  plant or tuber is found with visible syaptoas , the lot be ing 
inspected is rejected. 

These worms feed on the plant roots , in so11e cases causing stunting of the plant 
and reduc ing in yields. In add i t ion, feeding produces swe l l ings or galls on the 
roots . These 11ay also be found on the tubers and reduces the grover ' s  ab il ity 
to market a crop so affected. State and federal laws set standards ( tole rance) 
for potatoes to be sold on the co..,...rcial aarke t .  In other words , roo t - knot 
nematodes are not only a problea for the seed potato grower ,  but create a 
proble11 to the coamercial potato grover as we l l .  

I n  order t o  11eet seed certi ficat ion standards and co1111ercial standards , potato 
growers aust plant "clean seed" (certified) on •clean ground" or on parcels of 
land that have not had c rops on thea previousl y ,  parce ls of land which the grover 
knows the history of and present the least risk of being infested with roo t - knot 
nematode s ,  or parcels that can be treated w i th cheaicals to k i l l  the neaatodes . 
Presently in Cal i fornia there are very few 118terials that are legal for this 
purpose and of those available the cost i s  prohib i t ive for a potato grove r .  In 
add i t ion, the Aller ican public is de��&nding a decrease in the use of pes t ic ides 
rather than increase , e spec ially in s i tuations where agricul ture can use far11ing 

(CaUfomia Department or Food and Aericuhure) 
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and cultural practices that would prevent or li•it the spread of pests. That 
leaves the other tvo choices and both are dependent on keeping parcels of land 
free froa future cont .. ination by root -knot ne .. tode . 

Because of the ir size , na .. todea by tha .. alvaa cannot �v• far. They .. y �va 
tvo to three feet in �1st a oil , but usually do not �v• very far to find a host. 
So .. have been found aa deep aa aix feat and have been known to •igrate upward 
to reinfest soils treated and thought to nov be free of the peats . Vith the help 
of vaur ,  wind, or .. n, infestations can �va rapidly. Kova .. nt of cont .. inatad 
soil on equi�nt or by equip.-nt ( i . e . ,  grading or discing could apraad soi l ·  
borne peats over a large area rapidly) or by using contqinatad surface vatar are 
probably the biggest proble .. in li•iting tha apraad of root·knot ne .. tocla . 
Sani tation .. aaurea .ust be fol lowed if spread ia to be l i•ited or prevented. 
Part ic ipants in the Cali fornia certification progr .. are required to fila a 
notice of aanitation agreeing that they are responsible for all sanitation for 
the lot entered and that they have carried out all sanitation procedures that a 
prudent aaed potato grover would usa to protect tha lot. 

It appears that one of the projects will eventually ba approved. However ,  i t  ia 
the concern of current and unrepresented future aaad potato growers , aa well aa 
co ... rcial potato grovera, that they •ight not be able to .. at the raquire .. nta 
or standards to certify aead or to econo•ically grow co-rcial potatoes. 
Contqination of parcels by the proposed projact(a) through the �v ... nt of soil 
on equip .. nt or by the uaa of cont .. inatad surface vatar will occur if 
precautions are not taken to establish and rigorously follow a sanitation 
procedure agreed to by growers froa the area. Anything laaa will t.pact the 
grovera of the area and li•it their potential to far.. 

SAJ0-1 1 I have enclosed a copy of Californi a ' s  Regulation for the Certificat ion of Seed 
Potatoes and excerpts froa "The Integrated Peat Kanage .. nt for Potatoes in the 
Vestern United States• .  I have "hi - l ighted" those ite .. that are �•t pertinent 
to the proble• of root-knot ne .. tocla . In addition it should be noted that there 
are other soil-borne peats that can also be �ved in a ai•ilar .. nner that affect 
potatoes and other cropa in the area. Should you naad additional infor.ation, 
please contact .. .  

A hat c-nt for you to cons ider. Laat year i n  the Tulelake area, 1 had 
personal experience involving a craw ( part of the project) looking for native 
A.arican aitea that would laava .. concerned aa to whether the project would 
carry out sanitation agreed to. The crew had agreed to conduct their aearch , 
which inc luded digging and �ving froa alta to alta ,  parcel to parcel ,  in 
accordance with sanitat ion procedures lined out by the grover .  They ware to .. et 
hi• on a specific date and ha would help in the sanitation. l n  the end, without 
notifying the grover the crew shoved up on an earlier data and vas ready to begin 

SA-38 

SAIO.l 1bant you for the information. In order to conserve space, these technical enclosures have 1101 
been reprinted in this volume of the FEIS. They are available for review at FERC. 
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work without the grower or following any sanitation procedures .  While i t  aay 
have see .. d l ike a little overs ight by the crew, it was a •istake on their part 
that could cost the grower in the end with the potential loss o f  the ability to 
far.. 

Sincerely, [J.J4 
David Godfrey 
Senior Agricultural Biologist 
Pest Exclusion/Nursery Progr ... 
Division of Plant Industry 
(916) 445-2388 

cc : Byrne Bros . Far.ing 
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February 28 , 1991 

Hr . Herk C .  Kalpln 
Federal Energy Regulatory Co.alaalon 
Envlro�ntal Co•pl lance Branch, OPPR 

Roo• 7312 
82S North Capitol Street NE 
Washington , DC 20426 

Dear Hr . K••l:>f n :  

ReCEIVED BY 
MAR 1 4  19� 1 

!IIYIUiiiiAL COII'UAIIC£,MO I'IOJ(CI 
*YSIS IIIAII:I' 

Thank you for the opportunity to ca..ent on the draft envl ro�ntal 
l•pact atate .. nt (DEIS) for the PGT/PG6E and Alta.ont Natural Caa 
Plpel lne Projects. We reviewed the DEIS and have the fol lowing co.aenta . 

1 .  Two water qual ity atandarda .odlflcat lona wlll be required for this 
proj ec t .  The flrat .odlflcatlon w l l l  be laaued for croaa l nga ln 
wetlands areas and atre .. a and atre .. channels . The second 
.odlflcatlon wlll be lasued for crossing the Valla Val ls Rlver . 
Procedures described ln the DEIS for crossing stre .. s ,  wetlands , 
stre .. channels , and rivera wlll be required aa •lnl.ua standards for 
the Issuance of the .odlflcatlon. Slte spec l flc requlre .. nts ln 
addition to those l lated ln the DEIS .. y be required. 

2 .  Vater used for hydroteatlng ls proposed to be discharged Into an 
lnter•lttent creek. Vater to be d ischarged cannot exceed the 
hydrological capac ity of the stre .. channel . The discharge also 
cannot create turbldlty or eroalon ln the stre .. channel or 
downstre .. .  

3 .  A a  discussed In Section 3 E - 2  of the DEIS , wetlands are a valuable 
natural resource tha.t provlda .. ny useful .benefits,  lnc ludlng 
wildlife end flsherlea habitat,  flo6dwater detention, water qual i ty 
l-rrove .. n t ,  end recreational end eeathet lc values . Due to the poor 
record of success ln replacing we tlands , we recoaaend avoldlng and 
•lnl•lzlng wetland l•pacta to the fullest extent posalble , 

4 .  I n  order to •lnl•lze and rec t i fy l•pacta to wetlands , the following 
condltlons should be applied: Beat Hanage .. nt Prac tices for sedl .. nt 
and erosion control should be l•ple .. nted. Thla should Include 
funct ional s l lt fences , l ... dlate revegetation, and aulchlng. The 
orlglnal contours of the landscape should be restored upon co•pletlon 
of construc t ion, Native vegetation representat ive of the alta should 
be replanted t ... dlately fol lowing re-contourlng of the s l t e .  Over 
80 percent cover of dealrable vegetation should be establ ished by 
Septe�er of the fol lowing year or revegetation should occur . 

"(Do ' 

SA-40 

SAl l- 1  

SAl l-2 

SAl l-3 

SAl l-4 

0 

(WashiJIIton Department or EcoiOCY) 

lbank you for this information. 

This is an appropriate ilem for the appropriale Slale permitting authority to consider when 
evaluating POT's application(s) for permission 10 disclwge hydrostatic test waler. 

Thank you for your c:ommcnt. The staff concurs with your opinion that wetlands should be 
avoided 10 the maximum Cll:tcnt practicable, in light of project-specific considerations and 
purposes. 

The Slaff's "Stream and Wetland Construction and Mitigation Procedures• establish best 
management practices for the construction of inlerstale natural gas pipclincs across streams and 
wetlands. 



Mr. Mark C. Kalpln 
February 28, 1991 
Page 2 

SAll-5 I 5 .  I f  the project will result i n  unavoidable wetland l•pact s ,  Ecology 
rec�nds preparation of a •ltlgatlon plan which includes 
lnfor .. tlon on : the goals and obj ect ives , construction detai l s  
( i ncluding schedule) , the hydrologic regl� . revegetation plana , 
monitor ing plan , contingency plana , buffers , the estl .. ted cost, and 

· bonding. The goal of co•pensatory •ltlgatlon should be to replace 
the wetland func t ions and values that will be destroyed. In the case 
of sev .... n:ly cl�gr�ded '.Je ..:lar.ds , hoa•eve r ,  \:8 recOG&er.d that l:ap&:"O'\ C.d 
qua l i ty be an objective . 

SA i l -& I 6 .  Based upon recent findings , Ecology rec�nds the fol lowing acreage 
replacement ratloa as &YidiD£1 in deter•lnlng •lnlaum ac reage 
replacement for unavoidable losse s :  

SAl l -7 

3 . 0  : 1 for forested wetlanda , 
2 . 0  : 1 for scrub- shrub wetlands , 
1 . 5  : 1 for emergent marsh 

( NOTE: These ratios are recomaended for calculating the area of 
we tlands to be created. The area should ba doubled for enhancement 
of an existing wetland . )  

Tbtse ratios should be yleyed as aeneral culdellnes that lAY be 
adJusted either upwards or downwards based upon sonslderatlop of two 
factors · ll the l ikelihood of successful replacement of lost wetland 
fupc tions and 2 )  the time las between the loss of yetland functions 
and their replace1ent 

7 .  I f  an individual section 404 permit (or per•lts) i s  required by the 
Coros of Engineers , Ecology will  provide further review at that time . 

8. As noted in the DEI S ,  a water right permit is requi red for 
hydrostatic testing. Also, water obtained fro• the City of LaCrosse 
should not cause the City ' s  total annual or instantaneous use to 
exceed the amount authorized by exist ing water rights . 

SAl l-S 

SAl l-6 

SAl l-7 

SA-41 

Sec response lo Commenl SAl l-4. 

Thank you for lhis auidancc. The slaff believes lhat Chapler 4E and Appendix C-3 adequalely 
address impact on welland areas. 

Thank you for Ibis information. 



Kr. Kart C. Kalpln 
February 28, 1991 
Pas• 3 

If you have any questloR8 , please call on eo ... nts 1 and 2 ,  pleaae call 
Ks. Deborah Cornett In our Eastern Reslonal Office at (509) 456 - 2877. 
For quastloR8 on Co...nts 3-7, please call Ka .  Ann ae .. bars In our 
Wetlands Section at (206) 493- 9260. For quastloR8 on Co..-nt 8 ,  pleaae 
call Kr. Ceorse Far.er In our Eastern Reslonal Offlca at ( 509) 456·6163 . 

KVS: 
91 - 288 

cc : Deborah Cornett, ERO 
Ted H .. l ln, ERO 
Ann ae .. bers, Wetlands 

Sincerely, 

-7J J ' I  I I. (· I I '  (' i' > ��--.. , (. . 

K. Vernlce Santee 
Envl ron.ental Review Section 

SA-42 
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DEPARTM£NT OF ECOLOGY 
Mo�.- )lcp P\ ·I I • t Jlt."l,.,· l\,•.Jwwwn •IHS0-1·11:" I 1 • t.!flhJ -l't'l-tlli/UJ 

March 5 ,  1991 

Mr. Mark C. Kalpin 
Federal Energy Regulatory co .. ission 
Environmental Co•pl iance Branch , OPPR 
825 North Cap itol Street NE,  Ro� 7312 
Washington, DC 20426 

Dear Mr . Kalpin: 

RECEIVED BY 
. MAR 1 I ���� 

U'liiiQIIIIlRlll. CDIIPI.Wit! lollil PIIOII.tl 
MMYSIS BU!GI 

We sent you a letter on February 28 , 1991 , regarding the draft 
envi ron.ental i•pact state.ent for the PCT/PC&E and Alt-.ont Natural Cas 
Pipel ine Projects . Since then we have received additional co..ents fro• 
the WA State Dep t .  of Transportation. 

The proposed natural gas pipel ine crosses Eastern Washington through 
port ions of WA State Dept . of Transportation ' s  Districts 5 and 6 .  The 
project -.y i•pact transportation fac il ities such as state highways , 
county roadways ,  ra ilroads , waterways , etc . , and would require 
coordination with and approval and/or per•its fr� the agencies having 
jurisdiction. 

The pipeline appears to cross three State Routes in District 5 (SR-12 and 
SR-124 in Walla Walla County , and SR-261 in Columbia County ) , and one 
State Rouge in District 6 (SR-26 in Whitaan County) .  Utili ties crossing 
state highways can be by boring only; no open cutting is a l lowed. Also , 
a utility per•it is required before a util ity can be legally c ross a 
state highway . The per•it specifies crossing location, per•itted use , 
liability,  construction require•ents , etc . Application for a uti l i ty 
per•it should be •ade through each distr ict's Util ities Engineer .  

Close coordination will also be required with other state, federal ,  and 
local .. g�r.c le:.o , .:�nc.l ludlun t c lt..es , hav ing jurlsdlci.: lon ovttr waters , 
lands , fisheries , wildl i fe ,  etc . ,  that •ay be i•pacted by this proposed 
pipeline . 

I f  you have any quest ions , please cal l Mr.  Bernie Chap l i n ,  WA State Dep t .  
of Transportation a t  (206) 753 -6005 . 

MVS : 9 1 · 288 
cc : Bernie Chap l i n ,  WSDOT 

Sinr.erely, 

//. ' (. ·' /. ':-, ·, ·  
M .  Ver�ice Santee 

. .  /.;u l·� 
Enviro�ental Review Section 

-e . .  

SAi l-8 lbank you for this information. 

0 
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Ms. Lois Casllell, Sccretal} 

• • !i 
STATE OF WYOMING 

OHICE Of THE GOII£1110011 
CHEY£ .... £ 1:1002 

Mardi I, 1991 

Federal Eaero Replatol} Coml8iuloa 
825 Nonh Capilol Suftl, N.E. 
WashiaJio., DC 28426 

Dear M,. Cashell: 

g�ce.\'Je.o e'l 
� \ \ \'i':\ 

�""''Ill tllllfl� � tt.l'l� \-- -�� 

Tbe Draft Eariroamealal lmpanSialemeal for lhe PGT /PGE aDd Alla-al Nalural 
Gas Pipellae Projeds bas beea rewieftd bJ lhe Slale aeeades. Copies or lhe ladlvldual 
commea1 Idlers H lhe Draft EIS are foiWIIrded llerewilh ror ladusloa Ia llle record. I 
would like 10 lhaak you ror llle opponuaily for review aDd commeal by IIIIIs olllce aad lllle 
Slale aeeacles. 

11 Is lmponaal 10 ftrSI explala lhe review process lhal I have eSiabllshed ror lhe 
review or documeau or Ibis aalure. Tbe documeals are dn:ulaled 10 all Slale aeeacies I hal 
••1 have SlaluiOI} aulboriiJ over aaJ aspeas ol lhe proposed project or llllal maJ be 
impacled by a•J ol llle proposed actirilies. Tille aeeacies prepare 1 heir review com meals 
aad forward lhem 1o •J olllce. Tillis allows llle commeals or all or lhe aeencies lo be 
forwarded as a sin&le subtaiual lo llle lead federal aceacJ, wllkb Ia this case is tile Federal 
Enero Replatol} Coaamissloa. 

This process also prorides tile abiliiJ to resolve conftkls that maJ arise belweea 
positioas or recommeadalloas or Slate aeeacles. ar coaftictin& recommeadalions are 
submiued, I thea review lhe luues .. botlll sides aad eSiablish the ollicial Slate positiua. 

Willi all or lhis harin& beea said, I wiU ao&e llllat lbere are ao positloas or coaftict 
or appareat coaftlct ""-a aa7 ol lilt Slate a&HCJ posilloas. Tbe aeeacJ reviews are 
delaiied, lhorou&h aad lhou&hlful. Tbe commeals are iateaded to help develop a complete 
aad accurate Flaal EIS aad, where appropriate, llelp eslablisb appropriate mili&alioa 
measures. I would request your careful renew aad coasideratioll or these commeats. 

• 

SA-44 
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SAI2-2 

Ms. Lois Casbell 
March I, 1991 
Page Two 

The most sensitive area of the Altamont route In Wyoming is the South Pass area. 
The Draft EIS and work In the neld bas paid panlcular attention to this area. I am 
personally familiar with this area, having visited the area many times. While not Intending 
to ignore the Interest in other sections or the route, considerable state agency attention, as 
well as mine, bas been focused on this area. 

I have the following specific comments and recom-adations to offer: 

! .  Comments from the concerned public aad state ageacles have emphasized the 
historical and environmental significance or the South Pass area. Construction or the 
pipeline across this area will have some Impact. This Impact caa be minimized by an 
effective reclamation and reveJe�atlon program. The effons to accomplish this have been 
identified by Altamont who also bas provided assurances that this will be a priority Issue. 
To ensure that effective reclamation Is accomplished, I have the following specific 
comments: 

a. 

b. 

The Universily of Wyoming bas been conducting research on reclamation and 
reve&e�atlon. I would look for Altamont to make available their 
restoration/revegetation plan to the University for a "peer" review or their 
plan. The experience ortbe University will help assure that the most effecth·e 
reclamation Is accomplished. 

Any reclamation program Is only as good as the actual work completed In the 
field. The Land Qua!ily Division of the Depanment of Environmental 
Quality bas considerable experience in reclamation practices. I have asked 
DEQ to periodically Inspect the construction, reclamation, and revegetation 
work when II occurs In the South Pass area. I recognize that this oversight 
and inspection role will rest primarily "·ith the BLM. Periodic review would 
be completed In a coordinated manner with the federal agencies but "ill 
provide me with assurances that the work Is being performed effecth·e!y. If 
questions arise, my office will discuss them with BLM. This assistance would 
seem to be in the best interest or all panles concerned Including the public. 

SAI2"3 1 2. Altamont bas Indicated that representatives or the Nonhern Arapahoe and 
Shoshone Tribes will be invited to paniclpate in the cultural SUI'YI!)'S. I would encourage 
the Tribal involvement in this area. 

SAI2-4 I J. It Is recognized that there may be some minor deviations in final routing as a 
result of cultural surveys or field Investigations. I encourage BLM to work with state 
agencies such as the Division or Parks and Cultural Resources and the State Historic 
Preservation Office during the final effons in the South Pass area. This would help 
minimize disruptions and Impacts In this area. 

SAI2-I 

SAI2-2 

SA!2-3 

SAI2-4 

SA-45 

��tam
FEi

on
5
t's Constru�!jon and Rehabilitation Plan MP 5 1 1  o to MP 540 8 has bee · 

. 

u"' as Appendix B-5. 
· n mc!udcd 10 

lbank you for your interest. 

As part of our compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, we would 
assure that interested Indian Tribes were invited to participate in the surveys. Altamont's 
cultural resources consultant is currently consulting with the Northern Arapahoe. 

As the lead Federal agency with jurisdiction over the undertaking, we anticipate working closely 
with the appropriate Federal agencies and SHPOs. We agree that cooperation between the BLM 
and appropriate state agencies should be encouraged. 



Ms. Lois Casllaell 
March I, 1991 
Paae 1bree 

SA 1 2-5 1 4. 41tamont has Indicated that they will take measures to preYeat tile rtabt-or-way 
from belna used as a roadway. I hlply eacourap all ac:tlvitla Ia tbls directioa because 
uncontrolled veltkle use, especially in tile South Pass ��re��, could beco.e a problem. 

SAI2-6 1 S. The Wyomlna Game and Fish ltad many commeats. Some relate ao l��eorrect or 
IIICOmplde data. Several commeats are ltesas tltaa sllotlld be considered ror mltlption 
activities. 

SA12-7 1 6. Rlabt-or-way and access across state tnu& lands are administered by tile Wyomin& 
Slate Land Ollice. 41tamont Is eacoura&ed to coatac:t that olllce as soon as the detailed 
rlahts-of-way are established so that tllere will be adequate lime to coaslder aad process 
tile rlpt-or-way applications. 

SAI2-8 1 7. 1be Public Service Commission has raised comments to lssan sueb as catbodk 
procectlon and caslna or 10me crossJnas. 1bese are public safety Iss-. wllicb need 
aueiltlon. 

SAI2-9 

SAI2-IO 

8. The 41tamoat project will cause Impact oa the Soutlt Pass area. The Impacts on 
the area would be minimized by utliWna the Route Z8 Varlatioa as discussed In the 
february 25, 1991 letter or the Division or Parks aad Cultural Resources. 1be physical 
Impacts could be sipificantly, II aot fully, mlllpted by aa aaresslve aad successrul 
reclamation and revexecatlon proanm. The other Impacts are not as easily mitlaated. 1bis 
area Is a special and unique historical and cultural area. It bas been shaped by and 
maintains the unique cultural history or activities ranpna from the earliest use by Nalive 
American populallons to the siaaiOcant e•perleace ohhe westward e•pansion ohhe 1800's. 
Even the minlna aclivitles, both past and present, add to the uniqueness or this area. The 
pipeline will to some dl!p'ft affect the uniqueness or tbls special area. 

I am unaware of any mitiption wbicb bas been proposed to address this Impact to 
the historical aad cultural slplfkance or the South Pass area. Mlllplion or these impacts 
Is an element that must be considered. I recommead that specifk steps be taken to directly 
mitipte the values beina lmpacted. To offset this impact, I recommend that -'llamonl be 
required to provide lnterpmlve services aad facilities at an appropriate locallon or 
locations to re-empltasize the historical and cultural slpiOcance. Appropriate millgation 
could be identified throup meeclnas with representatives or 41tamonl, the Northern 
Arapahoe and Shoshone Tribes, Fremont County, the Dlvlsioa or Parks & Cultural 
Resources, the lead federal apncy and my omce. 1bls certainly could be accomplished in 
a manner that should not delay the final EIS. I do believe, however, that Ibis Impact Is 
real and that a commitment should be provided by 41tamonl to pursue Ibis miligallon. 
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SA12-S 

SA12-6 

SAI2-7 

SA12-8 

SAI2-9 

SAI2-10 

Thank you for your support. 

Plcue sec our respo11SC$ 10 the Wyomina Department of Environmenlal Quality comments 
(SAIS-). 

We will pass Ibis information oo 10 Altamool. 

Plcue sec our responses 10 lhe Wyoming Public Service Commission comments (SA20-). 

Thank you for your comment. Our DEJS recommendation resulted in Altamont's realignment 
at Ibis localioo. (See leUer from Wyoming Governor's Office dated March 13,  1991.) We fee 
coofident that Altamoot's Coos&ructjon and Rebabililalion Plan MP Sll  0 to MP S40 8, as 
refioed durin& the BLM's plan of Development process, would result in an aggressive and 
successful reclamation and revegetation program. 

Comment noted. Impact mitigation for features of historical and cultural significance would be 
developed durin& the Section 106 compliance process. See new recommendation in Chapter 6. 



Ms. Lois Cashell 
Man:b I, 1991 
Paae Four 

Again, thank you ror lhe opporlunily lo comment on this Draft EIS. My starr has 
worked closely wilh representatives or Altamont, BLM, your starr, as well as members or the 
concerned public lo idenlil'y and review all areas or concern. These comments are orrered 
in lbe spirit or thai cooperative review to ensure lhat complete inrormatioa is available 
upon which lo make your Rnal decision. lr you have any questions on any or I be above 
commenu or enclosed inrormalion, please reel rree 10 contact my office. 

Wilb best reprds, I am 

Mike Sullivan 

MS:aes 

Enclosures 

cc: /Mr. Laurence J, Sauter, Jr., Federal Enei'IY Regulatory Commission 
Mr. Jim Roseberry, Bureau or Land Manaaemenl 
Stale Review Agencies 
Wyoming Congressional Delegation 
Jerry van der Unden 

• 
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MIKE SUlliVAN 
GOVEANOA 

Larry Sauter 

STATE OF WYOMING 
OffiCE Of THE GOVERNOR 

CHEYENNE 82002 

March 13,  1991 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
825 N. Capitol St . NE 
Washlngton, D. C. 20426 

Dear Larry: 

f\t:.CE.NE.D B'i 
� \ & \'1"!1 

�_1�110J1llllll. � IIDYill� 
-1SI�� 

SAI2-l l l  Thi s  letter is to confirm our telephone conversation of today 
regarding the state of Wyom i ng ' s  comment letter of March 1 on the 
Altamont Pipel ine EIS . There apparently exists some confusion over 
item 8 on page three of that letter. The a l ignment referred to in 
this paragraph is displayed as map 51 of 59 in the route 
real ignment maps dated October 15,  1990 supplied by Altamont Gas 
Transmi ssion Company. Th is a l ignment should not be confused with 
the Route 28 Variation displayed as map 14 of 14 in the package of 
maps accompanying the Draft EIS.  I hope that this clari fication is 
helpful . 

Sincerely, �- S . M: \l-
Rod s .  Miller 
Federal Land Planning Coordinator 

cc : John Keck , Wyoming Dept . of commerce 
Jerry van der Linden, Altamont 
J i m  Roseberry, BLM Worland Oist . 
Tom Marceau, SHPO 

SA-48 

SA12- l l  1banlc you for this clarification. Map S I of  5 9  presents Altamont's "Continental Divide" 
realignment, which satisfies our DEJS recommendation 67. 
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Mr. Daniel Perdue 
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Stale Planning Coordi�or 
Herschler Building, 4th Floor East 
Cheyenne, WY 82002 

.,.. �'(l,l�tJ. \�\� 
RE: Altamont Pipeline, Draft DEIS SHPOI 0889FRC055 

Dear Mr. Perdue: 

SAI3-I I Ted DuM ol our stall has reviewed the subject DEIS. The documentation mMts the 
Secretary of the Interior's Standards lor Archaeology and Historic Preservation (48FR44716-
42). The report meets the standards established lor lhis project. 

SAI3-2 ( The comments we have previously submitted concerning the Administrative Review Draft 
and Historic Properties Identification Plan and Management Plan remain valid and are 
included as attachments to this document. As 1hese comments have not been reflected in 
the DEtS, � is requested thai they be formally forwarded with the fOllowing additional 
comments: 

1 .  While the draft Historic Properties Identification Plan and Management Plan is 
informative, it does not provide lor developing Historic contexts using the procedures in 
NHRP BuUetins 15 and 16. 

Ideally, the regional organization lor these contexts will g-rally 
coincide lor prehistoric and historic periods and be cross-relerenced to 
counties. 

2. The evaluation process should clearly and explicitly implement the procedures 
contained in NRHP Bulletin 15 and BLM manuals. 

01 particular importance are the specific requirements lor evaluating 
historic sites contained In BLM 81 43.F. The procedures lor 
accomplishing these reqLirements must be coordinated and reviewed 
belore the Class Ill survey plan is linalized. 

AU, ;uu,� 
Gowmor 

R D -u..,· M..r,.ld 
0....:.... 
lleponmmc o( Convn..u \J 
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SAI3-I 

SAll-2 

(Wyomin& State Historic Preservation Office) 

lbank you for your comment. 

11aank you for these commeniJ. On March I I ,  1991, we forwarded a revised Pre-lnveniOQI 

Report and Historic Pro,pertjes Identification Plan and Manar:emevl Plan to your office for 
review and comment. If your commeniJ have not been adequately addressed in the revised 
Plan, the comment period for the document will allow· for integration of any further concerns 
lhat you might have. 



Daniel Perdue 
Thomas E. Marceau 
March 4, 1991 
Page 2 

SAI3-3 1 3 If delays. dispules and disagreements on evaluations are to be reduced, 
wherever poss1ble, plann1ng must be early. detailed and. abow an. coordinated. To that 
end. partiCipation in development of lhe CAMP must include joint, detailed planning and 
coordination meet1ngs until the CAMP is approved. The preliminary meeting should 
precede lhe 1991 *field sess1on• and include the following: 

Review and comments on draft historic contexts; 

Review of the Class I inventory; and 

Review of comments on the Draft CAMP. 

Please refer to SHPO prOject control number 10889FRC055 on any future correspondence · 

deal1ng with this project. If you have any questions, contact Ted Dunn at 7n-6694. 

Sincerely, 

·L z �� 
Thomas E. Marceau 
Deputy SHPO 

FOR: 
Dave Kathka. Pn.D. 
Slate Historic Preservation Officer 

TEM:TJD:rw 

Copies: John Keck 
FERC 
BLM WY 

SA-50 

SA13-3 The need for a meeting will be evaluated when all panies have had an opportunity to review 
the revised Plan. 
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DeoartmentdCommerce 
w 

January 25 , 1881 

Ms . Laur ie Baros 
Staff Archaeo l og i st 
FEAC 

y 

825 North Cap i t a l  St reet , N . E .  
Wash i ngton, D . C .  20428 

0 "" 

RE : A l t ..ont P i pe l i ne ,  SHPO eD889FRC055 

Dear Ws . Baros : 

N G 

Fred Chapman of our staff has revlswed the sub Ject "Hi stor i c  Proper t ies 
I dent i f i cat ion P l an and Wanag ... nt P l an• tor the proposed A l ta.ont P I Pe l i ne  
pro J ect . we wou l d  l i ke t o  otter the fol lowing ca..ents concern i ng  the CAMP . 

1 .  on page 5 ,  the acronya tor the Nat ional H i stor i c  Preserva t ion Ac t I s  
I ncor rec t l y  I dent i f ied as "NRHP • .

' "NRHP" refers to the Na t i ona l  Reg i s ter of 
H i stor i c  P l aces. The correct acronya 11 "NHPA" . 

2 .  On page 84 , t he CAMP states that "Where aore construc t i on  area Is needed , 
a w i der I nventory cor r i dOr w i l l  ba surveyed . "  we reca..end t hat FEAC Insure 
that an add i t iona l "butter • zone ot at least 100' 11 surveyed around a l l  
anc i l l ar y  faci l i t y  const ruct ion arsas and equlpaent stag i ng  areas . I t  I s  our 
e • per lence t hat dO i ng so reduces the l i ke l ihOod ot acci dent a l  s i te encroach­
aent by construct ion operator s .  

3 .  On page 98 ,  t he CAMP states that "Al l test i ng w i l l  be conducted af ter or a l  
o r  wr i t ten consu l t at ion w i t h  appropr i ate feder a l  and state agenc ies . •  We 
prefer that l la l ted eva l uat i ve test ing be conducted by the archeo l og i ca l  
contractor dur ing C l ass I l l  survey f i e l d  operat ions. Agency consu l ta t ion 
shou l d  occur when t he proposed level of test i ng effort exceeds t he excavat ion 
of a few test un i t s .  We want to avo i d  s i tuat ions where Intens i ve test i ng 
becomes a subst i tute tor a l t lgat l vs excavat ion. 

4 .  On pp . 101-102 ,  the text  st ates t hat construct i on  w i l l  be suspended In 
responss to the d i scovery of h i stor i c  prOPer t ies dur ing const ruct ion 
act i v i t ies . 38CFA800 . 2( e )  def i nes an h i stor i c  prOPert y  as any s i te 
• . . .  I nc l uded I n ,  or e l i g i b le tor I nc l us i on  I n ,  the Nat i ona l Reg i ster . •  We 
fee l t hat const ruc t ion shou l d  be suspended unt i l  a l l  cu l tura l resources 
I dent i f ied dur i ng construct i on  oper at ions can be proper l y  eva l uated tor the 
Nat iona l Reg i ster . 

III.U S.Ui>"" 
GcMmor 

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION omCE 

RD. 'III<U"III�Id 
"-""· Doponl-. 
ole-

IB25 C..1 A-
Oiey<mo, W101111111 12002-0240 
fiO'II m-7fR7 
FAX 1]07)632·2741 

SA IJ-4 See response 10 SAIJ-2. 
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SAJ3.4 
(coat.) 

Laur le Iaroe 
Thoaaa E .  Marceau 
January 25 , 1981 
Page 2 

5 .  On page 104 , t he CAMP l dent l f lea aever a l  C l aaa I l l  eurvey ercept lons .  One 
of t he eacept lone Invol ve• •areaa w i thout lega l acceaa • .  we •••u.e t h l l  
i nc l ude• l andOWner den i a l  a l tua t lona .  We do no t  bel ieve that l andOwner deni a l  
necesaar l l y rel levea FERC froa I t a Sect i on  1 01  reapona l b l l l t l ea . Every effor t 
shou l d  be •ade to lnaure ace••• for cu l tur a l  reaource f i e l dWOrk . 

6 .  we s t rong l y  recoaaend that t he fo l l ow i ng prov l e l on be added to l t  .. •6 , 
page 107 :  "Pursuant to 36CFR600 . 3( c ) , FERC wi l l  not l saue any l i cense or 
per• l t  for the under t ak ing unt i l  t he Sect ion 101 coap l l ance proceea I s  
coap leted . "  

I f  JOU have any quest lona , p l eaae contact Fred Cha�an a t  ( 307) 777-6530 . 

P lease refer to SHPO project control �r •0169FRC055 on any future 
cor respondence dea l i ng w i th t h l l  project . I f  you have any quea t l ona contact 
Mr . Chapaan a t  777-1530. 

S i ncere l y ,  /l"-� f /Lt-u;� 
Thoaaa E .  Marceau 
Depu t y  SHPO 

FOR : 
Dave Ka thka , Ph . D .  
State H l ator lc Preeer vat lon Off i cer 

TEM : FAC : k l• 

SA-S2 
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SAI4-I 

Dan Perdue 
Slate Plannin& Coordir&ator 
Herschler Building, 4th Aoor Easl 
Cheyenne, Wy. 82002 

Dear Jt;;doe: 

.,,_..- NlflM 6IN(I' -. 

February 2S, 1991 

I have reviewed the Altamont Pipeline, Draft EIS, and have the followin& comments 10 offer. 
The concerns raised in the memorandum sent 10 Rod Miller, dated December 12, 1991 still 
exist. The discussion of the alterr&atives does not allow for a clear reading of the problems and 
benefits associated with each option. In view of these perceived problems I offer these 
thoughts. 

I '  The lack of supponing documentation on cost estimates for the proposed routes inhibits 
the ability to clearly understand the difficulties associated with the various routes selected 
for consideration. It would be beneficia1 10 provide the state actual cost data and analysis 
of costs for each option. This would provide a better understanding of proposed routes. 

SAI4-2 I � The proposed route through the South Pass Area will serve to disturb the historical 
integrity if completed as planned. Much of the area is in pristine condition, highly 
sensitive to use or development. Selection of another route would be the optimum 
manner to preserve and protect the South Pass Area. Given cost factors and other 
considerations, I would recommend that at a minimum, the project through the South 
Pass area utilize the Route 28 Variation. This would bring the corridor closer to South 
Pass, but in an already disturbed area. The historical integrity of this corridor is lost, 
while the preferred route is still in a relatively pristine conditions. 

SAI4-3 
I further recommend that the State of Wyomin& should have primary input in selection 
of the basic trail corridor through the area 10 assure minimum disruption of the remaining 
visual characteristics of the area. The project would have prime authority regarding 
selection of the corridor based on engineering constraints. The state's role would be 10 
assure adequate protection and consideration for the resources in the area. � .\loh SulhM II D "l ... • .\J..(.,.Id 

�·ftnOr Dwctor. 
o.p.n....,. ol <:omm.ou 

SAI4-l 

SAI4-2 

SAI4-3 

SA-53 

(Wyoming Division or Parks) 

Additional cost information has been included in the FEIS. Please see revised Table 2-10. 

We assume that the intent of this comment is to suppon the use of Altamont's proposed 
"Continental Divide" realignment over the route originally proposed (as referenced in the letter 
from the Wyoming Governor's Office dated March 13,  1991). As discussed in the DEIS, the 
Route 28 Variation would not mitigate the impact of the project through the South Pass area, 
as it rejoins the proposed route near MP 529. The DEIS conclusions regarding use of the Route 
28 Variation have been retained in the FEIS. 

Comment noted. 
Wyoming. 

Altamont has indicated its willingness to cooperate with the State of 



SAI4-4 

SAI4-5 

I Consis1en1 wilh lhis concern, I would advocate localion of lhe pipeline on lhc nonhem 
portion of Highway 28, along !he Rou1e 28 Varialion. Loca1ion of 1he pipeline in lhis 
area would serve 10 funher negate visual impac1s 10 lhc historic lrail corridor. Ex1remc 
care must be laken in areas which direcdy impact lhe Oregon Trail. 1 3. As recommended by lhc Slale Historic Preserva1ion Office, I would also suppon lhe 
developmenl of his&orical con1ex1S for lhe area impacled by pipeline cons1ruc1ion. The 
developmen1 of hiSIOrical con1ex1 will benefil lhe assessmen1 of historic lrail impacls and 
provide a vehicle for furure project analysis in lhc area. 

SAI4-6 , 4. Regardless of lhc route selecled, il is imperative lhal every effon be made lo reslore 
lhe pipeline route to iiS original condilion. Any disturbance must be minimiized to relain 
as much of lhc natural character of lhc route selected as possible. 

If you have any questions regarding !his documenl, please feel free 10 call me al m-6318. 

Sincerely, ':l;;l� 
Managemenl OffiCer 

SA-S4 

SA14-4 

SA14-S 

SA14-6 

See response 10 Commenl SAI4-2 above. The proposed route is on lhe nonhem side of 
Highway 28 between approximate MPs S29 and S38.S. 

On March I I, 1991, we forwarded a revised Pre-Inventory lteJiort and Historic Prowties 
ldentjficatjon Plan and M����&emenl Plan to lhc SHPO and other approprialc agencies for review 
and comment If 1101 already addressed in lhis revised Plan, lhe rommenl period for lhis 
documenl will allow for integralion of any further concerns Cllpressed by lhc SHPO. 

We agree lhat disturbance should be minimized. Please see Allamonl's proposed Constructioo 

and Rebabilita!jon Plan MP Sll.O 10 MP S40 8, reprinted as Appendix 8-S in lhc FEIS. Also 
see related discussions in FEJS Chapters 48 and 4L. 
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Department of Environmental Quality 
Herschler 8utlctong • 1 22 Weal 251h StrHI e Cheyenne. Wyomong 82002 

A.r Qu8hty Dtw•a.on 
t:I071 111·1lllt 

Und Ot.telltY O..,.--. 
1:1011 111·11511 

f/IJ. t:I0711,..07 .. 

JBI)IWIIQI 

SatoOI W_ M_ ... otlflm 
t:I011 111·11&2 

Alan Edwards, SPC�·

· 
/ /; 

Dennis Hemmer, DEQ �� 
February 15, 1991 

Wacer Ou•ltty Dtwttton 
t:I011111 178' 

fAX t:1071177 S91J 

SUBJECT: Comments on the Altamont Pipeline Drart £IS 

Bi l l  DiRienzo or the Water Quality Division reviewed the doeument and provided the 
rol lowing comments. These comments address only the water quality i�lications or 
the project. 

SAis-1 1  Overa l l ,  we bel ieve that the water quality impacts have been addressed rather we l l  
in the DEIS and that the co.binatlon o r  peraitt lna requireaents and mltigatlv" 
procedurl!s wi l l  errect ively reduce adverse water quality impacts to insigniricant 
li!VI!ls in most instances. 

We do, howl!ver, have a concern over the crossings or Rock Creek and Wil low Creek 
in F:-emont County. These two streams are known to contain mercury as acknowledged 
on page �C-4 or the DEIS. The potential exists ror the resuspens!on or mercury 
!nto the �ter column as a result or construct ion activit ies . This mercury cou:d 
�hen be !nt:-:>duced !nto the rood chain or otherwise !:apact downstream beneri cial 
uses or the water. 

FERC • recommends" in the drart that the applicants conduct sed iment testing at the 
crossing sites and submit the results to FERC, COE and DEQ, This testing should 
probably be done at this stage in project development and the results or the 
test!ng publ ished in the Final EIS, Ir the study shows that mercury exists or can 
potentially be released in toxic amounts , appropriate ait1gat1on should also be 
included, 

It seems that A l tamont believes that the regulatory process wi l l  errectlvely 
protect water qual ity ir elevated levels or mercury are round in the sed1Gients , 
In a way, this is true, A rinding or mercury in toxic amounts in the sediments 
would preclude the use or Nationwide Perait ( 12) and an individual 404 peMiit 
would be required. Under this scenario, when the time COIIes to construct the 
streaa cross ing we would require that the applicant develop a pol lutirn control 
plan which would mintain concentrations in the water to less than 0. 144 

SA IS-I 

SA-SS 

(Wyomln& Depanmenl or Envlronmenlad Quallly] 

Thank you ror this information. We agree with your analysis of the issue, and believe that our 
recommended mitigation would ensure that the issue is re:50lved during the Section 401 and 404 
permitting process. 



SA IS-I 
(CIIIIl.) 

Alan Edwards 
February 15, 1991 
Page 2 

aierogram/L whleh is the eurrent standard dpplled to a l l  Class I I  streau ,  If  
AltallOI'It cannot eoae u p  with a wa y  to aehleve this , w e  cou l d  not cert i fy the 
eonstruet lon and the qoq perait could not be Issued, llater quality would be 
proteeted, however, I doubt that thla would be aeeeptable to the applloant. 

Slnee 1t is ult laately AltallOI'It ' s  respons ibility to develop the altlgatlon plan 
and detaonstrate eoaplianee with the state water quality standards , It is better 
that they do 1t now rather than later and rlak the chance or eonstructlon being 
suspended, 

It uy be prudent to require that the cro.aa ings or theae segaenh are done totally 
• In the dry• as Ia preserlbed tor the erossinga or algntricant eoldwater and 
warawater fisheries , This aethod would greatly reduce the risk or discharging 
sediment during eonstruetion, It Is s t i l l  uncertain whether even this wi l l  
elia1nate the rlak or exeeedlng the standard tor aereury and it requires further 
Investigation and d!aeusalon. 

Thank you tor the opportunitJ to coaaent, 

SA-S6 
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Rod s. Miller 
Federal lards Pl� Ox11:d..inlltor 
State Pl� Oxlrdi.nator•s Office 
Herschler aJild.ing, 4th Floor Fast 
Oleyavle, WY 82002 

Daar Mr. Miller: 

EIS 5751 
Ftdenl � Ragulatory 

ec-.J.ssion 
IUl'/ro&E ard Altanatt Natw'al 

Gas Pipeline Projects 
Draft Environaental Assessment 
Lincoln O:Alnty 

� 

The staff of the wy0111in<J Gallle and Fish Department has reviewed the 
Draft Envircnnental IllpiiCt Statement for the IUl'/ro&E ard Altamont Natural 
Gas Pipel ine Projects . We offer the fol l owing comments for you r 
cx:rosideration. 

'lWmitriAl Olwidaratiqw: 
Altamont proposes to construct, own, ard operate a 30-inch diameter 

interstate natural qas pipeline transmission system with design capacity to 
transport 719 MMcf/d of natural 9as. The pipeline would extend for 620 
miles fraa the Canada-u.s. border near Wild Horse, lbltana, to the sout:hlolest 
comer of wya.Un;J near (\lal .  

SA 16-1  I AfnX:TED Et!VIJgf1mi' 
Distribution and habitat information provided for wildlife al0r19 the 

Altamont route are quite 9eneral , with no specifics on the relative 
importance of the areas to be crossed to the associated w i ld l i fe 
populations. 'lhe lEIS does not differentiate be� yearl0r19 l'alll)es ard 
crucial bi9 9ame winter l'alll)eS. l.l..lqling these habitats into a single c:ate­
q;Jry of "iq:lortant l'alll)e" is nice, but iqlacts to SCIIIEI seasonal l'alll)es are 
iq:lortant, lotlile iDplCts to others are not • 

............. : ._  ........ ..._ o.,-. w,.... ... 

(Wyomin& Game and riSb Depat1ment) 

SA16-1 This information is identified and differentiated in DEIS Tables JE-7 and 4E-14. 

SA-57 



Mr. Red s. Miller 
February 20, 1991 
Page 2 - tiS 5751 

SA16-2 I 'Ihe lEIS disregards the foraqe ani COYer values of upland shrubs sucn as 
saqebrush, bitt:erbru:sh, qreasewocd, nll:bitbrush, and saltbush. 'Dlese values 
were attributed only to riparian shnm habitats (Page 4£- 62) . The document 
defines i.apacts to biological resources as long term if the resource does 
not recover fraa the iapact within three years (Page 4£-1) Upland shrubs 
treated with brush beaters wcu.ld probably recover within three years, but 
any shrubs racved by blading or trenc:hinq will not recover within three 
years. 'Dlese lO&SeS shw.ld be CXlllSidered 1011J tel'1l in the lEIS. 

SA16-3 I �cts were defined as significant if any one of four criteria were 
111et. One of the criteria was t.eqlorary loss of habitat that may result in 
increased lll:lrtality or lowered reproductive success (4£-2) . Since upland 
stl1'\Jbs will be illpacted by this pcojec:t, ani many of those provide i.qlortant 
for� and cover for IWIY wildli fe species, these long-tel'!D lnpacts will 
have sane degree ot significance. How IIUCh crucial habitat for big game 
will be impacted? All lnpacts to upland ga�a and big ga�a habitat were 
CXlllSidered insignificant. 1his is reflected in the zero acr."-.Je figures in 
Tables 5-l and 6-l . 'lbere is zero bflact only Ann crucial habitat is 
restored. tll..ile illpiiiCtS my not be .significant, they ant not mnexistent. 

SA16-4 I Another probl• with the lEIS is the lack of distinctiaa between crucial 
habitat and other habitat types. The only place crucial habitat is 
���entioned is Wlder the species discussions in the Impact and Mitigation 
Measures sectiaa aa page 4£-62 and 4£-64. All 11111p11 , tables and discussion 
should include crucial habitat, not just winter ran}e. 

SA16-5 

SA16-6 

Wildlife WOl'IDatiaa provided for the South Pass Variations is even less 
OCIIplete than that tor the preferred rwte. 

Page l£-36, 32 

1he DEIS states that the Jeffrey City Variation "Would not affect any 
federally listed, proposed, or candidate species" . That is not really 
true. Given the nature of raptor nests and the low priority assigned to 
searchirq for new nests, it is likely that nests of candidate species, like 
ferruginous ani 5Wainson•s hawks, could be affected by this project. 

The Jeffrey City Variation would cross nesting/broodinq complexes 
associated with at least six sage grouse leks (MP 514-517, 518-519, 527-531, 
539-540, 547-551, 554-557) for a total of approximately 15 ailes of crucial 
habitat. Four of these 0011plexes wculd also be affected by the Alkali a.tte 
or Northern utilities routes. Constructiaa in � areas should be done 
during daylight hours, in as short a time as possible, with minimal 
destructiaa of Ba9Bbrush. 

One sage grouse lek immediately adjacent to the Pioneer/Exxon 
right-ot-way in SW1/4 SE1/4 Sec . 29, T26N, R95W, would apparently be 
destroyed by the prqiOBed stzattaa lakes Calpressor Station. 

SA-58 

SAI6-2 

SAI6-3 

SAI6-4 

SA16-S 

SAI6-6 

Wbile these losses may be "long-term•, they were determined 10 be not significant because the 
amount of sagebrush-steppe habitat disturbed would be minimal when compared 10 the amount 
of forging habitat available. 

See respoose 10 Comment SAI6-2 above. 

See respoose 10 Comment SAI6-l above. 

Comment noted. See our revised Chapter 3E. 

Comment noted. Thank you for this information. 



Mr. Jb;t s. Miller 
Fabnaaey 20, 1991 
Fag�� 3 - £IS 5751 

Enyirqpmt.al 9nMQI!!Il!W 
SAI&-7 1 'lhe DEIS incorrectly concludes that iJ�Pacta to important wildlife 

species and habitats alcng these alternative rautes would not be signifi­
cant. 'ftlese <XlllClusions are based m illpacts m an entire species, rather 
than pcpllations. We IIWliiCJ8 pcpllatia'IS and axpect iq)acts to be evaluated 
m a pcpllatim basis. For big game, this wculd be the various herd Wlits. 
'lhe lEIS shculd prc7o'ide these 81/llluatia'IS. 

QJ!CUJSI<Hj AND Rmlt!Qil!\TI(I! 
SA16-B I  Data presented in the DEIS cannot be used to caapare wildlife hlpacts 

of the route variatia'IS. Each alternative .-:Is to be IQ)jected to the same 
scrutiny as the pt:ql068d actim. Such it.& as acres of crucial big game 
habitat and nUJM)ers and locations of raptor nests impacted need to be 
evaluated for each alternative, and aitigatim �. where necessary, 
need to be discussed. 'lhe zeros in Tables 5-3 and 6-3 are of no use for 
this carparison. It appears the various alternative routes were proposed 
primarily to �  alltuRl/historical ooncerns. Several wildlife species 
of concern were ignored in the variations, and possible impacts were 
not discussed. While these •ight not be significant, they should be 
discussed in detail .  Impacts to riparian areas -re not identified and 

SA16-9 1 itemized for each variatim as they were for the proposed action. 'lhese 
aaissia'IS prevent prqlU' ccnsideratial of the alternatives. 

SA16-IOI  Proposed llitigatim measures are inadecpate. 'lhe DEIS <XlllCludes there 
will be no signific:ant impact to big game or upland game bird habitat, so 
there is no mitigatial for crucial habitat less.. In additim, there is no 
mention of seasa'lal restrictions for Construction activities to protect 
winterirq big gama �ing IMMinl winters. 

SA16- 1 1 1 In f'rel1alt O:Junty, the Alkali B.itte variatim will have the least iDpact 
to wildlife habitat. However, each variatim needs to be oatpared frail Lost 
Cabin to Opal to determine the route variation with the least � to 
wildlife. 

SA16-12 1 Olqlressor 17 m the South Pass variatim is too close in proximity to 
crucial elk winter range . It may cause these elk to displace to less 
suitable habitat. We SI¥J98St an alternate site be cbosen. 

Specific Error!! Noted in the lEIS 
SA16-13 1 Page 3E-25, 26: Terrestrial wildlife species lists for each habitat 

type wculd be preferable to l'lilllling ally a fEll of the IIDit amoon animals. 

SA16-7 

SA16-8 

SA16-9 

SA16-IO 

SA16- l l  

SAI6-12 

SA I 6- 13 

SA-59 

Thank you for your comment. We have identified and evaluated impact on important big game 
range in terms of impact on populations, as indicaled in the significance criteria presented on 
DEIS page 4E-2. Because no factual information has been provided 10 support this comment's 
broad statement of significant impacts, we stand by our original conclusions. 

We disagree. We believe that the information and data presented in the EIS is more than 
adequate for a comparison of environmental impact associated with the five routes reviewed 
between the Lost Cabin and Opal areas. Within the limits of the data available during our 
analysis, all of the routes were subjected 10 the same lcvd of scrutiny. 

Wetland and riparian areas associated with each variation arc presented on Altamont Maps 9-14 
in the Map Volume and were totalled for comparison in DEIS Tables S-4 and 6-3. Additional 
material has been included in FEIS Chapters 3E and 4E. 

We disagree that our recommended mitigalioo is inadequate 10 address the proposed actioo. 
However, we will be happy 10 consider mitigation proposed by the State of Wyoming in future 
analyses. Sec response 10 Comment SA16-12 bdow. 

The EIS compares each of the variations 10 the proposed route between Lost Cabin and Opal. 

Comment accepted. Sec new rccomrncndation in Chapter 6. 

We disagree. The CEQ's regulations implementing NEPA discourage Federal agencies from 
using an encyclopedic approach in the preparation of EIS's. Rather, they stress the need to 
focus on identifiable impacts and issues of concern. 



Hr. lbl s. Millar 
February 20, 1991 
Flllge 4 - £IS 5751 

SAI6-l41 Page l£-26: Sagebrush-Steppe Sectioo, the first paragnP! states that 
this vegetation type is bounded on the west by Do1J9las fir forest . It 
should say lodgepole pine, D:ujlas fir ard Olqlemam sproce fol'e:St. 

SAI6-IS I Page l£-34 :  1'tle alle deer discussion does not -ntion the crucial 
winter range crossed by the proposed pipel ine route in the Hall Creek Herd 
unit (approximiltely fran MN92. 5 to MP505) • illite-tailed deer should also 
be incllded on this paqe. 'Ibis species occurs alCOJ all llllljor river systems 
intersected by the Altanart: ri�t-of-1o!ay. 

SAI&-16 1 Page 4£-6: 'Ibis section makes no mentioo of effects of the pipeline oo 
sagebrush habitats. 'ltais U1pact should be a<klressed and mitigated in the 
final EIS. 

SAI&-171 Page 4£-58: While total sagebrush losses may be insi<}lliticant on a 
statewide basis, local illpiCts may be very si9llificant. We st.ron}ly reccm­
IIIE!lld impact be lli.niaized and sagebrush be replaced, especially on crucial 
winter ranges. 

SAI&-181 Tabla l£-7 : Does not differentiate � crucial habitat and other 
habitat types. Milepost data will need to be corrected to account for er­
rors on the project maps . "Lalc..i119 r4Jl9e" should be "sage grouse nesti119 
habitat."  

HaP eom:ctions 

SAI&-191 There is no differentiation between winter/yearlong and � winter; 
yearloog range for IU.le deer and antelope on this map or anywhere else in 
the DEIS. 'ltais Departlent places IUCh hi�er fiiiiP'Iasis on maintainiJl9 and 
protectiJ19 crucial winter l'ilngeS. We usually recp!St DUCh 1110re stringent 
llitigatioo of illpiCts on crucial big game ranges because of their iq:ortanc:e 
ard the small 4lll:lUl1t of total habitat they ocnstitute. 1tae llllle deer winter 
range from MP429 to 432 is winter;yearlo119 range. Deer winter ranges 
between HP440-442 and MP450-451 are crucial/winter yearlong ranges . 
Pronghorn winter range from MP4l4-442 is � winter;yearlong ra119e. 
Pronghorn crucial winter range occurs between MP454 -455 and between 
MP458-459. Remaining ProJ19horn ranges within this segJDent of pipeline 
should be c:::llaJl9ed to Winter/y&arlCOJ r:aRJe. 

Specific Camalts: 

Altamont-Proposed Rcute (Map 7 of 14) : Moose winter range identified 
for the area between MP50l and MP511 is restricted only to the riparian 
shrub habitat Crossed on '1\rin Creek, Staatlaugh Creek, Olalk 5PriJ19S, Beaver 
Creek and Little Beaver Creek, and should be identified as � winter 
r:arqe . <:nly the arM between MP508 and MP511 is IIDOSe winter r:arqe. Mx>se 
winter range between MP524 . 5  to KP527 is crucial winter/yearlong range 
l'e:Stricted only to the riparian shrub habitat crossed 00 fish creek and the 
SWeetwater River. 

SA-60 

SAI6-14 

SAI6-I!i 

SAI6-16 

SAI6-17 

SA16-18 

SAI6-19 

Comment ac:cepted. Sec chanac in Chapter JE. 

Comment acc:cpted. Sec chanac 10 DE1S Table JE-7. 

1bis issue Is discussed on DE1S paac 4E-!i8. 

Sec response 10 Comment SAI6-2 above. 

We believe that lbe calcgorics prcscnled in DE1S Table JE-7 arc adequale to identify and 
cvaluatc poccntial impact on important aarnc species. 

The E1S maps wen: prepared utilizing lbe best informatioo available to us at the time of 
printing. The maps arc not being rcprinled and reissued with the FEIS; additional information 
received since publication of the DE1S will be reftecled in the lext of the FEIS. 



SAI�If 
(coat.) 

Mr. Red s. Miller 
February 20, 1991 
AMJ11 5 - EIS 5751 

Elk winter range between MPS03 . 5  and MPS06 . 5  is not accurate. Elk 
winter range shall.d be shown fraa MP498 to MP499 and MPSOO to MPSOS with elk 
severe winter relief range be� MP499 ard MPSOO. 

1lle proposed pipeline raJte will pass t.hrour;Jh the center of three saqe 
qrouse strutting qrounds, yet no upland 9- bird nesting habitat (UGB) 
areas are identified on the map. 008 areas llhould ba identified fraa MP483 
to MP486, fraa MP486 to MP489, fraa MP491 to MP49S, fraa MP497. 5  to MPS01.S, 
fraa MPS22 to MPS26, ard frca MPS26 to MPS28. 

Altamont-Jeffrey City Variation (Map 9 of 14) : 'Iha map does not iden­
tity t.h8 t.cB area l:laboeen MP484 ard MP487. 

Altamont-Alkali Butte Variation (Map 12 of 14) : The map does not 
identity the 008 areas �  MP490 ard MP495, and �  MPSOO and MPS03. 

Altamcnt-Rcute 28 Variation (Map 14 of 14) : Moose crucial winterjyear­
lorq range in the upper 1\lin ex-t basin frca MPS07 to MPS09 is not identi­
fied on the map. 'Ole JDOOSe winter range identified between Pine ex-t and 
Foq Gult:ta should be restricted only to the riparian shrub habitat on Pine 
Creek. The 11100118 habitat on Pine Creek should ba identified as crucial 
winter/yearlorq habitat. 

Altallllnt-prcposad raJte: 'Jbere is crucial antelcp� winter range between 
MPS52 and 556, MPS61 ard 571, approxillataly MP614 to MP615. 

Altamont-South Pass lllU'iations: 'Jbere is crucial a.Ua deer winter range 
between (approxillataly) MP570 ard 585. 

Altamont-proposed route (Map 6 of 14) : 'lbere is a 5aC}e grouse lek at 
MP427. 'lhe grouse lek at MP429 is accurate. 'Iha map shows a grouse lek at 
MP434 ;  our records do not shew a lelt at this location. 

The following sage grouse lek sites and associated nestinq areas were 
also not identified in the lEIS ard shall.d be inchded: 

Proposed Rcuta Saqe Grouse tas 

WSW Sec. 7 T42N RlOBW SE Sec. 1 T26N Rl04W 
NE 4 T24N RlOBW sw 11 T26N Rl04W 
Center 8 T25N Rl07W NE 15 T26N Rl04W 
sw 7 T24N Rl09W NW 16 T26N Rl04W 
SE 13 T24N $109W SENW 17 T26N Rl04W 
sw 16 T26N RlOJW SE 34 T26N Rl04W 

SA-61 



SAI6-19l 
(CIIIIt.) 

Mr. lb1 s. Killer 
FebNUy 20, 1991 
Page 6 - £IS 5751 

South Pass Variatim Saqe Grcalse LeJcs 

NW 
N 

Sec. ll T23N Rl02W 
21 T21N Rl06W 

SW Sec. 35 T23N Rl04W 
sw 14 T2� Rl08W 

SA16-20 ' The stat-nt that 110st s49e 9rouse nesti1'19 is completed by June 
(4£-64) is incorrect. Wing data suggests hatc:hlng peaks the saxn1 week of 

June. 

tgQ!1E BilliE 
SAI&-211 Because of the small scale of the llli!lpS, wa did not attenpt to detemine 

CXJnflicts with kncwn raptor nests. Q1 AI· 4£-62 and 6-ll,  FDC 1"81pires the 
ooapany to conc1uct raptor surveys prior to a:lllStruc:tim, reali9n the route 
to avoid destl:uctim of active nests, and not ccnst.r:uct within 0 . 5  mi. of an 
active raptor nest cklri.ng raptor m:-un;, and nesting season. Taking of any 
nests, including inactive nests, 1"81pires a Federal pemit. 

Threatened and endangered canUdate species are l isted in Tables lE-5 
and 4£-11 and di"C'wsed m page 4£-62. '1tlere are saaa enors: 

SAI&-22 , 1. 'Ole long-billed curlew was not inclldad. 'Ibis is a candidate species. 
Olrlews nest throughout Nyaai.ng, but the Alta.oot route does not pass 
� any kncwn cxn::ent.r:atims. 

SAI&-23 1 2 • 

SAI&-241 1 .  

SA16-25 1 4 ·  

SA16-26 1 5. 

The Whooping crane summers in WyomilliJ, but not along the proposed 
route. 

There was an active bald M9le nest in 1990 near the pipeline route 
Where it passes the north end of Seedskadee National Wildlife Refuge. 
This pair may return and nest in the same locatim or nearby. Seed­
skadee NWR pe.r:'SCimel and our � bird biol09ist should be CXJntacted 
prior to ccnst.r:uctim in case these birds nest again. 

Mountain plCYal'S nest throughaJt ltjaai.ng, not just in SOUtham Wyani.ng. 
These two tables and pp. 4£-61 t:hr'cugh 4£-62 discuss •specialStatus 
Wildlife Species• . A reference is made earlier in the ot:IS to a 1977 
WGFD publ ication (presumably the CUrrent Status and Inventory of 
Wildlife in Wyaaing) .  This is outdated; the Nongame Bird and Mammal 
Strategic Plan ( 1987) is the a�riate saurca for a list of species 
of ooncem. 'l11e following bird species, in additim to those already 
llllllltionad, ��ay occur along the pipeline route: 

a. lotlite pelican - for119es in many of the larqer streams, including 
the Green River; 

SA-62 

SAI6-20 

SAI6-21 

SAI6-22 

SAI6-23 

SAI6-24 

SAI6-25 

SAI6-26 

Comment acc:epted. Sec change to Chapter 4E. 

Thank you for this information. 

Because long-billed curlews do not occur in the vicinity of the Altamont Project, they are not 
included in DEIS Tables JE-S and 4E- l l .  

Thank you for this information. See revised Chapter 4E. 

Sec response to previous comment. 

Comment accepted. Sec change to Chapter JE. 

Comment accepted. See new material added to Chapter 4E. 



Mr. kxl s. Millar 
Febnlary 20, 1991 
Page 7 - EIS 5751 

(coaL) 
SA16-261 b. black-crowned night-heron - nests near Farson and forages in 

irrigated -"- and wet.l.ands; 

c. 

d. 

a. 

f. 

STDJY agnrt - same as niqht-beral; 

whita-facai ibis - same as night-heron; 

trumpeter swan - wintered in 1990-1991 alonq Green River by the 
pi pal ina Cl'C&IIirq: 
1118rlin - the pipeline crosses crucial MStinq habitat for this 
species ala-q the Green Ri'IIW. We should be ocntacted prior to the 
carpany•a raptor surveys bec:ause we my have already surveyeli that 
area for 1118rlins. No trees with �ia nests llhcQJ.d be cut along 
the Green River and tree-cutting should be avoided as much as 
p:ssihla; 

g. C)l'8ilt blue heron - the krlCMl colcxty near the rcuta is in NESE 
Sec. 25, T21H, Rll4W. 

SA16-27 1 6. 'lbe peregrina falcon is not a winter aiqrant. 'Ibis species nests in 
nort.hwestem Wyalling and my cxx:lU' oo suitable cliffs alse.tlere. 'lbey 
also migrate t:hrt:Aql the state in spring and fall.  

SA16-28 

SAI&-29 

Ant net loss of wetland habitat &tnild be aitiqateli. 

tqQMf: IWt1MS 
Page JE-JO, Jl : The l ist of threatened and endangered species for 

Wyalling &tnild include the spotted bat. 

Page 4£-53,61:  For completeness, these sections should include the 
spotteli bat and Preble's shrew (Federal) . 

Cjeneral Q:lmmt 

We 1:e1J.1eSt that flllC or its agent prcr.ride the Wyaning Galle and Fish 
llepartment with a lllP slu.ring prairie dog towns identifieli oo this project. 
� of 1:24, 000 or 1 : 100,000 scale wculd be aooeptable. 

As stateli previously, the 1977 GaiDa and Fish DeparbDent publication 
� � and Invent.orv of Wildlife in WyaniQJ is outdateli. 'Ihe 1987 
Nongame Bird and Maamal Strateqic Plan and the 1991 Wyaaing Mammal Atlas 
(draft) are the �iate wrrent sources. 

SA16-27 

SA16-28 

SA16-29 

SA-63 

See response to Comment SAI6-23 above. 

These species wen: not included on the species list oblained from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service pursuant to the Endangered Species Act. Therefore, they have not been included in the 
EIS. 

We will pass this request along to the project applicant. 



Mr. lb1 s. Millar 
February 20, 1991 
Pllqa 8 - EIS 5751 

Aqlot.ic Qqidagd:iqw: 
SAJ6-30 • Page 2-5, par. 1: 'ftle description of trenc:h.i.ng across flawill!J streams 

gives no indication of hew fish passage wil l be provided. Providill!J fish 
passage at all tu- cllrill!J i.nstreaal ccnstJ:uction in au- ocntainill�J game 
fish is a standard nq.airement of -t Arrlrf Cbrpll of Engineers 404 penU.ts 
ard is a <XlllCem of Olr'S. Wll Iaa.ae�d that suc:h a proYision be included if 
sudl is not the � case. 

SAI&-31 1 Although this section states that streu banks will be •restored to 
approximate pre-construction contours, •  it llalces no amtion of specific 
measures to return streaa banks to pre-construction bank stabil ity (or 
better) . 'Ibis concern was identified in our previous <XIIIa'lts ard is nec­
essary to maintain stream channel stability. We � that disturbed 
stream banks be stabilized with either large �lar riprap (average diame­
ter in one direction greater than twelve inches) or that wire enclosed 
riprap structures be used. 

SAI&-321 Page lC-14 , SWeetwater River: 1be second paragraph of this section 
states that this river has a Type III state fishery classification. 'Ibis 
aunent is oorieet; JQiever, it is IICIIIBiollat CXlrlfusilliJ to the reaclar. All of 
the other classificationa listed on this page an in reference to water 
quality as defined by the Wyaaill!J Department of EnvirOilllelltal Quality, 
whereas the fishery classification for the SWeetwater is defined by the 
Wyomill!J Game and Fish Department. Since a later section of the OEIS de­
scribes the fishery classification of all potentially affected waters, we 
recommerd that the classification for the SWeetwater be c:harlged to the DEQ 
classification of Class II. 

SAI&-331 Page JC-14 , Green River: Under nonnal cpeiatilliJ ccn:Uticns, Fontanelle 
Reservoir effectively removes DIOSt of the factors listed in this discussion 
that can degrade water quality. At these times, this part of the Green 
River contains relatively high quality water. We recommend that this 
section be IDCdifiad to reflect this fact. 

SAI&-34 1 Page 3F-ll, Green River: 1he statement that "No critical fish habitat 
exists in the vicinity of the crossill!J site" is incorrect. 'Ibis part of the 
river is used extensively by Kokanee salmon as a major spawnilliJ area which 
contributes to the recruitment of this species in Flam.ill!J Go�e Reservoir. 
A major l<okanee llligration run occurs here IIIVUllly in October ard NcNelltler 
ard special efforts should be observed to avoid negative iapacts associated 
with the project. Significant spawnilliJ activity by rairilow ard brown trout 
also oocurs in this part of the river. 

SA-64 

SAI6-30 

SAI6-31 

SAI6-32 

SAI6-33 

SAI6-34 

1bank you for your comment. Our Stream and Wetland Construction and Mitigation 
Procedures (Appendix C-3) require the applicant to adhere 10 the conditions auached 10 the 
Section 404 permit. 

This issue is addressed in DEIS Chapter 4C and Appendix C-3. 

Comment noted. See change to Chapter 3C. 

Comment noted. See revised Chapter 3C. 

Comment noted. See revised Chapter 3C. 



SA16-35 

SAI6-36 

Mr. 101 s. Miller 
February 20, 1991 
Floqa 9 - £IS 5751 

Paqe 4F-9, Bighorn River: In addition to the fishery i.q)acts that 
could OCC\U' at the crossir19 site ,  illpacts could also occur in upstream 
portions of the river. 'I1la river in the araa of 'I1lal'IIOpOlis is classified 
as a Class 1 trout streaa by our Depart.ent ( iJaportant trout stream of 
national iJaportance) . It nl- tn:a Boysen Reservoir an cut back to 
facil itate t.nnchi"9 across the river, siqnif icant fishery iq�acts could 
occ:ur - espEially in the Class 1 porticn of the river. (lJr priJnary ocnoem 
is that r:es8rvoir releases cllrl.rq the ncn-irriqaticn season be lllilintained at 
a relatively constant now of 900 cts to tii1IAinl Mintenance ot brown trout 
spawninq and i.ncubaticn habitat. We llt.rcn:Jly UIC:Xialiii!Ud that the appl icant 
coordinate closely with our depart.ent reqard.inq streu flow alterations 
that CXAlld be caused by the project. 

Page 4F-9, Green River: We concur with the fishery as-nt con-
ta ined in this section and stror19lY r� that the appl icant work 
closely with our agency to •inU.ize i�cts to this �rtant fishery. 
Serious consideration should be given to boring underneath the stream 
dlannel ,  especially it the crossinq would otMivise occ:ur be� octQber 1 
and Hay 1 .  

SAI6-371 Page 6-29, Mitigation Measures: This sec::tion aakes no Mntion ot 
specific measures to return streaa banks to pre-construction levels of 
stability (as mentioned above under Pao_e 2-5, par. 1) . We t'IICXllllaend that 
FDlC CXJnSider ack1irg this llitiqaticn 11111ol1SU1:11. 

Thank )'Ql tor the q:plrt:unity to � en this project. 

JW:TC:all 
oc: came Divisicn 

Fish Divisicn 
HATS Oivisicn 
USF&WS 

Siralrely, 

d (!;bL  
JOE loiUn: 
£ERil'Y DIRErnR 

SA16-3S We are unaware of any proposal to decrease instream flows from the Boysen Reservoir. 

SA16-36 Thank you for your comment. 

SAI6-37 See response to Comment SA16-31 above. 

SA-65 
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SAI7-2 

Memorandum 

To: 

From: 

Date: 

Subject: 

Rod Miller, State PJanoinc Coordinator's Office 

Jay A Meyer, Economist �"'-. 
Vanessa L. Forseliua, Economia& V'" 
February I ,  1991 

Altamont Pipeline DEIS 

�<c,Q �--t �Y;,v� ��' 
'{' �,, .;&.¢. ·•• 

:W� ... .• ' ;_,-.: �;,.�·�' 
The Altamont DEIS hu been reviewed by my staff. The agency would like to 

submit the roUowing comments. 

Population and Unemp!ovment Statistics 
The county population figures used in the DEIS are very inaccurate when 

compared to more recent estimates. From 1980 to 1990 the Wyoming population 
expanded rapidly and then declined significantly. The 1986 data used in the DEIS 
reOect the increased unemployment experienced in the state caused by the energy 
slump before a significant out-migration occurred. Therefore, the use or 1 986 
population and unemployment statistics overstates local labor availability and 
understates the magnitude of estimated population impacts. The distortions caused 
by the use or obsolete population and unemployment data are indicated in Tables I 
and 2, respectively. 1990 cenaua figUres should be used in the final EIS to more 
accurately estimate impacts. 

Accommodations 

The availability of temporary housing wu also overstated in the DEIS. The 
exaggeration wu a result oC: I ) the use of campsites u potential accommodations, 2) 

disregard Cor traditiooaJ occupancy rates of area motel/hotel accommodations, and 3) 
lack or data concerning cumulative impacts of other anticipated projects in the area 
to be impacted by the pipeline. A lack of sufficient temporary accommodations has 

SAI7-I 

Spread 
4 

s 

6 

SAI7-2 

(Wyomln& Industrial Sitinc Administration) 

The source of the data include in DEIS Table 3G-4, U.S. Bureau of Census (1988), was the 
latest comprehensive data set available to us at the time the DEIS was wriuen. Thank you for 
providing more recent data on the population and unemployment in Wyoming. However, as 
you can see below, insening this more recent data into our analysis does not change lhe results. 
The estimated increases in population for each pipeline spread would still be under the 10 
pen:ent lhresbold of significance. 

County Population Non locals � lacrease 

Big Hom 10,525 
Washakie 8,388 
Hot Springs 4,809 

Spread 4 Total 23,722 538 2.27 

Fremont 33,662 

Spread S Total 33,662 532 1 .60 

Fremont 33,662 
Sublette 4,843 
Sweetwater 38,823 
Lincoln 12,625 

Spread 6 Total 89,953 538 0.60 

We address the availability of temporary housing in our revised Chapter 4G • Assumptions and 
Limitations•. We acknowledge lhat at times the demand for temporary housing may exceed the 
supply and that lhis could result in the displacement of some tourists while benefiting the 
proprietors of the local motels and RV camps. However, this is not expected to be a significant 
impact since the opponunity for lhis conflict lo occur in a specific area would exist for one 
summer season only. 



Rod Miller Pap 2 February 1, 1991 

SA17-2 1 traditionally eocounged cooaLrUctioo workera &o uae recreational auopsites. 
(OIIIIl.) Significant uae ol auopgrouoda by OOD8lrUctioo worken during tbe &ourial aeason may 

adversely impact local &ourism bus&oeaa iD apecific areu. 

The DEIS doea not cooaider historical botel/mo&el VIICaDCY ntea iD tboae cities 
and couotiea &o be impacted by tbe project. Cooalructioo wiU oc:au- during tbe tourist 
season. Uaiog tbe -umptiooa preaeoted iD tbe DEJS, it is estimated tbat about 170· 
175 hotel/motel rooms will be needed iD each apntad. This repreaeota 27'1> or the 
available rooms iD Spread 4 (an area witb low vac:aocy ntea duriog IIWDIDer months). 

SA 17-3 I Several � construction projects are plaooed witbiD tbe areas &o be impacted 
by the Altamont project. A new heap-leach gold mine is plaooed Cor development in 
Montana oortbweat or Cody, Wyoming. Louiaiaoa Land and Exploration anticipates 
development o1 a gu proceeaiDr plant near Sboabooi, Wyom.ioc. Expaoaions are 
planned or under way at three trona operatiooa near Green River, Wyoming. These 
projecta are expected &o bring iD workera wbo wiU compete with tbe Altamont 
workera Cor available temporary acoommodatiooa. It is possible that temporary 
hous&og vacancy ratea iD Spread 4 could Call below 5'1>. Tbe final EIS should include 
mitigation measurea which would be implemented if tbis threshold is reached. 

Table I, WJomiDI Cowaly PopulalioD 

Couoly 1980 1986 1990· 

Boa Hona 11,896 1 1.310 10,$2$ 

FrcDIODl 38.992 38.026 33,662 

Hot Spnop 6,710 U6'7 4,809 

LiiiCIIIID 12.1'7'7 18.121 12,62$ 

Put 21,63$ 23,23'7 23,1'78 

Subleaa ... � '7,246 4,843 
s..-.... 41,723 44,46'7 38,823 
Uiata 13.021 21,560 18,'70$ 

Wui>Uje 8,4116 10,226 8,388 

Tocala 1511,202 1'78,160 IM,MB 

Sowca WJO. [)eputmelll ol � a-rda UMl S&au.tia 

SA17-l 

SA-67 

1bank you ror your comment. In the future, we will be happy to consider any mitigation 
measures which the Slate or Wyoming r .. -.:ls are appropriate. 
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Table 2, WJOIIIiac Cowat;y UMmploJmeat Rata 

CouDtJ 111118 1987 111118 1989 1990" 

Bic ffona 12.7 11.2 7.11 7.0 8.5 

FreiDODt 1U 10.6 1.3 1.4 8.1 

Hot SpriDp 1.3 1.1 u 4.8 3.7 
LiDCOia 1.7 11.11 1.1 I.S 8.1 
Park 11.4 7.4 6.8 6.8 4.7 

Subleae 7.6 12.2 7.8 u 3.7 
Sw-.tar 11.7 11.1 1.1 8.2 6.7 
Uiaca 12.8 12.1 1.6 1.3 8.2 

Wubakle 9.1 11.6 8.7 8.4 $.0 

A venae 10.1 10.4 7.4 1.1 6.6 

•JuUU)' tluoup Novemller • ..,..... 
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SA IS- I 

January 30, 1991 

- - M E  M 0 R A N D  U M --

TO: 

FROM: 

Wyomtng Clearing House 

Gary B. Glass, State Geologist 

r· � 
'Po· 

SUBJECT: PGT/PG&E and Altamont natural gas plpeUne projects 
Draft Environmental .Impact Statement (DEIS) 

We have reviewed the DEIS on the Altamont natural gas pipeline 
and only have a few comments. In the discussions of the Jeffrey City 
and Alkali Butte vartaUons (pages 3A - 23), we note an error In regard 
to the Granite Mountain Fault System. There Is evidence of Quaternary 
acUvlty on this fault. Scarps related to this fault system are 22 - 86 
feet high, and there are lndlcaUons of muiUple events. In addition, 
the maximum credible earthquake for the system Is magnitude 6. 75 
with a recurrence Interval of 2.000 - 6,000 years. We have attached 
some materials that provide references for our comments. 

SAIS-2 1 If the pipeline Is built through the South Pass area, It may cross a 
number of mining claims for precious metals. Presumably the pipeline 
company Is aware of these mining claims. 

GBG:sb 

Attachments 

s.m., w,.-., 51- Jw 

RECENED S'{ 
i� \ \ \�IJ\ 

llll_.,, .. �.� fiiii\Cl 
-�--

SA18-l 

SA18-2 

SA-69 

(Wyoming Geological Survey) 

Thank you for lhis new information. Please see revisions to Chapter 3A. In order to save printing space, the reference material is not being reprinted in lhe FEIS. It is available for 
review at FERC. 

Thank you for you comment. See Chapter 4A. 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

Rod Miller, State Plamtng Coordanator's Office 

Paul Cleary, Deputy Commissioner% 
February 21,  1991 

SUBJECT: PGT/PG&E and Altamont Natural Gas Pipeline Projects Draft EIS 

SA19-I I Table l -It of the subject document accurately portrays the potential role of this office in 
the proposed Altamont pipeline project. We are prepared to work with the project 
proponents whenever they are ready to apply for a right-of-way for the pipeline where it 
crosses Wyoming state trust land parcels, or where they need temporary use permits for 
project construction activities located on state lands outside the pipeline right-of-way. 
Please let us know if we can be of further assistance. 

f\E.CE.NEO B'l 
'-" \ \ \9'1\ 

li_.-UL�.tlifi\iiO 
-'19\-

• 1MO • "One Hundled Yea�� of SeNtng the S1o1e land Trust" • 1990 • 

SAI9-I 

[Wyomln& Slale Lund/Farm LoanJ 

Thank you for your commeni. We will pass this information along to lhe applicant. 
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TO : 

FROM : 

DATE : 

RE : 

HR . ROD HILLER , FEDERAL LANDS COORDINATOR , 
STATE PLANNING COORDINATOR ' S  OFFICE 

ITEPHEN G. OXLEY 

AQMMIIMSTMTOfl 

JON JACQUOT , CHIEF ENGINEER , � ' /j" _ /  
PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 17 1 1 :  · ':--' �- -- ---"7'--

FEBRUARY 1 9 ,  1 9 9 1  

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE ALTAMONT 
GAS TRANSPORTATION PROJECT , STATE I DENTIFIER 89 -084 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this matter . 
Our comments are as follows : 

SA20- I I 1 .  Pipel ine Safety matters inade;aatey covered . The Draft 
E�v i ronmental Impact Statement should i:dress the legal safety 
r equ i rements o f  the u . s . Department o f  Transportat ion ( DOT )  found 

SA20-21 at 4 9  CFR Parts 1 9 1  and 1 9 2 .  The Draft Statement wrongly states 
that all gathering fac i l i t ies are subject to these standards . 
( See page 4 K - 1 . )  It should state that t r ansmiss ion and non- rural 

SA20-3 1 ga t he r ing are covered . We quest ion why s ix inch or larger d iame-
ter p ipe is addressed when thi r ty inch diameter pipe is being 
used . ( See page 2 - 6 . )  

SA20-4I The document should desc r i be how Altamont intends to comply 
w i th the safety standards . It should state the grade of pipe to 
be used in each •class• location ( "clas s •  as defined by DOT 
safety standards ) ,  descr i be the var ious location • classes• and 
state in detail where they are found along the proposed route or 
routes . 

SA20-I 

SA20-2 

SA20-3 

SA20-4 

SA-71 

(Wyomln& Public Service Commissioo) 

Thank: you for your comments. As Slaled in Chapter JK, both projects would be designed, 
construcled, operaled, and mainlained in accordance with the oor•s regulations at 49 � 
Parts 190, 191, and 192. 

Commall accepled. See change 10 Chapter 4K. 

Section 2. 2 of Chapter 2 describes general construction procedures common 10 all pipelines 
discussed in the EIS. The intent of the referenced paragraph is 10 identify thai OOf regulations 
require radiographic inspection of all welds on 6-inch diameter pipe or larger. This statement 
is relevant both to Altamont's proposed 30-inch diameter pipeline and PGT's proposed 42-inch 
diameter pipeline. 

A discussion of the class location concept ("class" as defined by the OOf regulations) is 
presenled in DEIS Chapter 30. All 620 miles of Altamont's proposed pipeline would be 
localed in what the oor regulations define as a class I area. The pipe grade and wall thickness 
ultimately selecled would be required 10 comply with oor regulations. We feel that inclusion 
of pipe grades in an EIS is neither essential nor meaningful information 10 the vast majority of 
the intended audience, unless a specific issue requires the presentation of this data as part of the 
analysis. No such issue is apparent here. 
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The Statement should also give details of:  

SA�5 � ( a )  the type of j o int coating to be used on mill wrapped 
p i pe ( see page 2- 7 ) ;  

SA� � ( b )  why Al tamont chose to cathodically protect pipe with 
s ac r i ficial anodes rather than recti fiers ( see page 2-7 ) ;  

SA�7� ( c )  whether or not the valves in the pipeline will allow 
internal inspection devices to pass through and if not , why not 
( See page 2- 9 ) ;  

SA20-8 1 ( d )  the proposed frequency and type of leak survey ( see 
page 2 - 9 ) and pipe-to-soil voltage checks ( see pages 2 - 1 0 ) to be 
conducted ; 

SA�9 � ( e )  what emergency shut down procedures are proposed ( see 
chapter 2 ) ;  and 

SA�J, ( f ) what test pressure ( s )  will be established for the l ine 
( see page 2 - 56 ) .  

SA�J J I  We believe that it is not the appl icant ' s  intent to 
cathod ically protect the pipeline with sacri ficial anodes as 
noted above . We believe that it is preferable and more economi ­
c a l  to protect the pipeline with recti fier units fed f r om  util i ty 
e l ectr ical l ines along the pipel ine . Furthe r ,  we believe that 
the casing of crossings should be avoided to enhance safety . 
( See page 2- 5 . ) The use of cas ing will increase the chance o f  
corrosion and b e  a detr iment to the physical integrity o f  the 
p i peline . 

SA�J21 2 .  Coord ination with other ut ilities should be addressed . 
The Statement should describe in detail any cross ings by the line 
of the facilities of existing utilities or other pipel ines and 
should describe where the l ine ( along i ts primary route or any 
a l ternate routes ) may come into close proximity with other util­
i t y  or and pipeline facil ities . Altamont should present a 
detailed plan for coordinating with the owners and operators o f  
these facilities to avoid contact w i t h  and damage to them. 
I n terruptions in vital util ity services to the publ ic should be 
avoided , and this subject is not adequately addressed . 

SA�I31 3 .  Potent ial landslide problems . The Draft Statement says 
that future studies of potential landsl ide areas should be 
performed . Pipelines should avoid landslide areas in considera-

SA-72 

SA20-S 

SA20-6 

SA20-7 

SA20-8 

SA20-9 

SA20-IO 

SA20- I I  

SA20-12 

SA20-13 

Altamont proposes to apply an external coating of fusion-bonded epoxy at lhe joint. 

Comma�t noted. See change to Chaplcr 2. Altamont has not yet chosen its cathodic proeection 
system. The rcfCRIICCd citation occurs in Section 2.2 of Chaplcr 2, which conlains a 
description of general construction, operation, and mainlellancC procedure common to all 
pipelines discussed in lhe EIS. Altamont would design its cathodic procection system on the 
basis of a pipc-�soil pocential survey, and other factors, following construction. Pipeline 
corrosion protection would meet requirements of DOT's regulations, 49 CFR 192, Subpart I. 

Altamont's valves would allow the passage of internal inspection devices. 

Pipeline inspections arc addressed in DEIS Chapter 3K. Altamont would conduct aerial patrols 
once a month and surface patrols annually or more frequently if ncccssary where aerial patrols 
cannot be obJcrvcd properly. 

Establishma�t of CIIICIJency plans is addressed in DEIS Chapter 3K. Altamont's emergency 
plan would meet minimum standards established under DOT's rqulations. 

Pipeline testing requirema�ts arc addressed in DEIS Chapter 3K. Altamont's pipeline would 
be leSlcd to meet lhe minimum requirema�ts established under lhe DOT's regulations. 
Altamont's maximum operating pressure would be 1 ,440 psig. 

Thank you for your comma�ts. Some of lhe "other factors" refCRIICCd in response to 
Comma�t SA20-6 above refers to lhe availability of clcctric lines along lhe proposed route, as 
well as lhe cost of constructing new lines where none presently exist and lhe visual impact 
implications of constructing new lines. 

The pipeline would be constructed in accordanc:c with all DOT safety regulations. The 

construction contractor would be provided with a list of jurisdictional authorities and would 

notify appropriate authorities in writing at least 48 hours prior to commcncema�t of pipeline 

construction, in order that lhe authorities may appoint inspectors to ensure that crossings at 

roads, railways, drainage ditches, rivers, or other utilities, etc., arc constructed in a satisfactory 

manner. 

Comma�t noted. Plcasc sec our revision of DEIS recommendation 45. 
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�131 t i on of the safety , reliably and cost ( both to construct and (coaL) ma intain ) the l ine . I f  the proposed route of the pipeline 
encounters landslide areas , it should be mod i fied to avoid them . 

SA20-14 

SA20-15 

SA20- l  

SA20-17 

4 .  The Draft statement 
proposes use o urie power nes to provide electrical 
power to the pipeline ' s  compressor stations . Such l ines gener­
a l l y  cost more than overhead lines and a re generally not as rel i ­
able . The Public Service Commiss ion has taken the pos ition that 
persons causing the excess installation and maintenance cost of 
underground power l ines should be the ones to bear those costs . 
( See page 4L- 3 . )  

s .  Public Service 
Commission .  T e entire r o  e o t e Wyoming Pu c Serv ce 
Commiss ion should be better described in Table 1-4 of the 
S t atement . This should include recogni t ion of our DOT Pipeline 
Safety inspection respons ibilities , the EIS review assistance 
rou t inely given to the Governor ' s  Office and our continuing 
rev iew of the acti v i ties of the pipeline ( before and after it is 
bu i l t )  to protect the Wyoming public in state and federal 
a renas . 

6 .  

7 .  Miscellaneous Matters . 

( a )  Chapter 2 ,  including Table 2 - 1 4 ,  addresses other pro­
j ects to move gas to Cal ifornia markets . No mention is made of 
the TransColorado Pipeline which is considered by its owners to 
be a means by which gas can be moved to Cal i fornia .  

SA20-IH I ( b )  Page 2 - 1  states that land owners should be responsible 
for erecting fencing to protect their property . It is customary 
in the indust ry for the pipeline operator to erect fencing at the 
land owne r ' s  request .  

SA20-I91 ( c )  Page 2-6 s tates that pipe s trings will be lowered into 
the trench s imultaneousl y .  Actually , they are lowered one at a 

SA20-14 

SA20- 15 

SA20-16 

SA20- 17 

SA20-18 

SA20-19 

SA-73 

1bank you for your comment. Chapter 4L discusses two options for mitigating the visual 
impact of supplying electrical power to permanent aboveground facilities. 

1bank you for your comment. In the future, we will be happy to present any permit, approval, 
or consullation requirements relative to the Public Service Commission which the State of 
Wyoming feels are appropriate to include in this table. 

This comment correctly identifieS that parties wishing to inject gas into the proposed pipeline 
would be required to overcome the operating pressure at the injection point. The higher system 
operating pressure of Altamont's proposed pipeline would result in lower pressure losses and 
a more efficient overall system. We are unaware of any Altamont operational standards which 
represent barriers to the transportation of Wyoming gas. 

The TransColorado proposal is independent from both of the proposed projects, and is presently 
undergoing environmental review under the leadership of the BLM. Given that TransColoi'Jdo 
could deliver gas to either El Paso, Transwestem, or both, it is unclear exactly what markets 
TransColorado would serve. TransColorado's fding identifies that gas shipped by its proposed 
pipeline could be ultimately redelivered to the Southwest, the Midwest or California markets. 
Further, TransColorado's proposed facilities would allow gas to be transported in either 
direction (e.g., from the Colorado western slope southward or from the San Juan Basin 
northward). As an open-access transporter, the final destination of gas transported by 
TransColorado would be determined by the shippers who utilize the pipeline. 

Landowners would be informed of necessary fence openings before construction. The applicant 
would adequately brace fences before any openings were made, and access and livestock 
controls would be employed for as long as the fence opening was needed during construction. 
The applicant would then restore all fences opened for construction purposes to their original 
condition when activities in the area are completed. 

Once the pipe strings are welded together, the welds would be inspected and faeld coated. 
Segments of the intact pipeline would then be lowered into the trench. Please see Figure 2-1 
for a pictorial representation of this process. 
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�If� t ime beginning at one end of a string and proceed ing to the other (ODIL) end , except for river crossings at which simultaneous lowering 
of a str ing is used . 

SA�20� ( d )  The •Northern Util ities • should be referred to as the 
"Northern• or •Northern Gas• alternative because Northern Gas Company 
now owns a l ine in the pertinent al ignment . ( See page 2-51 and 
others . )  

SA�211 ( e )  Reference on page 3H-4 to •stillwater Count y ,  Wyoming• 
should be changed to • sweetwater County . •  

SA�2, We feel that these deletions are serious and must be 
addressed in the Final Envi ronmental Impact Statemen t .  If you 
should have any questions regarding this matte r ,  please let me 
know . 

SA-74 

SA20-20 

SA20-21 

SA20-22 

Comment noted. A name change for one of the alternative routes at this stage in the process 
would ooly serve to confuse the public. 

Comment iCCCpled. Sec change to Chapter JH. 

1bant you for your comments. 
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March 8, 1991 

Ms. Lois Cashell, Secntary 
Federul Energy Regulatory Commission 
825 North Capitol Stnet N. E. 
Washington, D. C. 20426 

Re: Docket Nos. CP89-460-00I 
CP90-IJ7S-OOO 

Dear Ms. Cashell, 

nll.l:l.AKr; CA 961 )4 
(916) 667-S I I7 

Rt:.CE.\\tE.O B'f' 
-� \ 4 \9\1 

L���iiQ!IIIiliiM-
tQ191.� Nlil rwlltl 

NW-MIINIO' 

SA21-1 I The purpose orthis letter Is to provide input into the draft EIS ror the PGT/PG&E Pipeline 
Expansion Pn1jecL l am a University orCallrornla Farm AdYisor and Superintendent or the 
University orCalirurnia Tulelake Field Station. My duties iac:lude neld research and gn1wer 
education, with primary emphasis on crop pat manacemmt. My main eoneern with the 
pipeline development is the potential introduction aad dissemination oherious soil born pests 
and diseases to Tulelake area nelds. 

Then an numerous pat and disease that cause legitimate coneern. I would like to comment 
on a rew or these that I believe pose the most serious treat to proRtable cn1p production in this 
area. All or these organisms can potentially be introduced into nelds through contaminated 
soil un equipment or by the use or contaminated lill. 

Columbia Root-knot nematode (Heloidog!lne chitwoodi) Is a serious pest or rresh 
market and seed potatoes. Columbia root-knot nematode causa a tuber blemish thnt mnkes 
all'ected tubers unmarketable in rresh market channels; thus; it is capable or cousin& seven 
economic damage at very low soil population levels. Because or the seriousness orthis pest, 
then Is a zero tolerance ror this nematode In nelds used ror pnlduction or certified seed 
potatoes. Control or Columbia root-knot with nematlcldes Is expensive and only partially 
ell'ective under Tulelake conditions. The introduction or this pat to nematode rne fields would 
lend to &really increased costs or production ror potato crops and would eliminate the 
field rur rutun production or certified potato seed. 

UIIIVI!RSITY OF CALIFORNIA · U. S. DHARTMI:IIT 01' AORICUI.TURfi · MOilOC I SL�KIYOU COlll'fnES COOPI!RAnNG 

[UniYersity or Calirornia/Cooperutive Extension) 

SA21-1 1bank you for this information. No response required. 

SA-75 
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Two other root Knot nematodes are or economic: lmportaDH In this area, the Northern Root­
knot nemalode (Heloidogyne hapla) and the Barley Root-knot nematode 
(Heloidogyne nassi). The northern root-knot c:aa c:ause ec:onomlc: damage In alrulra, 
sogarbeets aad in potatoes, while the barley root-knot Is a serious pest or small c:ereal &mins. 

Another type or nematode, stubby root nematode (Tr ichodorus spp) is also a potentially 
serious pest or potatoes. This nematode is a vec:tor or lCibattu rattle virus that c:ouses an 
internal derec:t or potatoes rererred to as c:orky rinppoL llnc:ontrulled, this problem c:nn 
render potatoes unsalable. The reseal suspensions orTemik and Telone nemutidde 
re&istmtions will make it very diffic:ult to eontnll Tobnec:o raule virus and stubby root 
nematode onc:e they are introdu«d Into a rield. 

Su&ar Beets are preseatly bein& lntrodu«d Into to the Tulelake produc:tk•n area. This new 
c:n1p is a very viable c:ommudity ror loc:al produc:tloa aad should lend economic: stability to 
ramily rarm operations c:urrently baiqed by very low &rain prlc:es or at the mercy oholatile 
potato and bay markeiS. Despite Its &real dlstaDH rrom su&ar reriaeries, the Tulelake 
a reo c:urrently bas a c:ompetltive advaata&e b«ause the area is rreeortbe serk1us soil born pests 
and diseases that pla&ue other su&arbeet produc:tloa areas Ia the state. The lntnlduc:tlon or 
Rbyzomania disease orohu&arbeet c:yst aemalllde law the area, will c:ause a loss ohogerbeet 
ac:reage and may push produc:tion c:osts above the poteatlal &russ prurit ror this c:ontrac:ted 
c:ommodily. 

r-al &rowers aow do all that they c:aa to preveat spread or serious soil born pests and diseases 
onto their rarms. lligb pressure wash rac:ks are luc:ated arouad the area so that &rowers may 
wash ofT equipment being moved betweea fields. A loc:al c:ommittee or &rowers aad sugarbeet 
pruc:essors bas proposed stroa&lan&ua&e rorc:urrent suprbeeteontrac:ts to avoid lntroduc:tlon 
or pests and diseases to our virgin su&arbeet soils. See Callrornla Beet Growers Assodatlon 
letler endosed. 

In the c:onstruc:tion ortbe pipeline ac:ross a&ric:ultural laad, extreme c:are must be taken not 
to undo the dili&enc:e or &rowers Ia keepin& their Oelds f'ree or c:rop tbreatenln& problems. The 
intmduc:tion or disease or pest laden soil will at the very least inc:rease c:osts or c:rup pnlduc:tlon 
and may severely limit the c:boic:e or c:rups that c:aa be &rowa on aa lnrec:ted property. With 
volatile c:ommudity markets, the ability or produc:ers to alter c:rop c:boic:es may largely 
determine the ec:onomlc: sustainabillty or the rarm. 

As a miaimum prec:autioa all equipment used In the c:onstruc:tion or the pipeline should be 
draned and sanitized berore It Is brou&bt into the area. Further all equipment should be 
deaned and sanitized prior to movin& rrum one Reid to another. Suc:b dranin& should c:onsist 
ora tboroup bi&b pressure wash Mlowed by an equally tborou&b steam deanin&. All soil used 

SA-76 
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as n11 sbould rome from non acricultural sites and sbould be certined as bein& free or serious 
agricultural pests. Fallin& tbls all fill soil and all areas ell'eded by vebide travel sbould be 
treated witb an ell'ective soil fumicanL Only very expensive, plastic tarpped metbyl bromide 
applications are likely to provide suiTu:ient control of eacb of tbe orJ:anlsms discussed above. 

A creal amount or Information Is available on tbe damace potential or tbe above 011med 
problems and on tbe difficulty and expense of controllinc tbese problems once tbey ore 
established. Please feel free to contact my office If you bave questions or need furtber 
documentation on tbe barm to be caused by spreadln& tbese problems to uniafested fields. 

Sincerely, �\-�,., l lllV'- '-------
1 hury L Carlson 
Superintendent/Farm Advisor 

IILC/gq 

cc: Mark C. Kalpin 
Laurence J. Santer, Jr. 

Enclosure: I 

SA-77 
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IDAHO FISH & GAME 

600 Souoh IY�Inuo I llox !15 
llol�. Idaho 113707 � 

February 19, 1991 

. . .  . .. -<\ � <j. 
' 

·•' ·�' 

-::-::·���-·. \�<..:; 
Ms. Lois Cashell, Secretary �.·.;.:;:.,:�:.��·{\ �p f1- 160- oob, Oo( Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
825 North Capitol Street, NE 
Washington, DC 20426 

Dear Ms. Cashell: 

The Idaho Department or Fish and Game ( Department) has several concerns regarding 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement ( DEIS) for the PGT/PG&E natural gas 
pipeline project. """T· 

SA22-2 1 2. 

One or the big impacts to the fishing public will be that the noise, construction 
activity and muddy water will likely force anglers to curtail or cancel fishing trips 
during the construction process. This was not mentioned In the section on Impacts 
(4C·13l. 

Even with the best sedimentation controls, the river will be muddled during the 
trenching and laying or pipe. The river will also receive sediment from construction 
activity on the banks, particularly during rain storms and rain-on-snow events. 
Sediments will move downstream, making It difficult for fish to reed and rill 
interstitial spaces required for good benthic Invertebrate life. Impacts or this 
nature will last beyond the construction period. Again, this impact was not 
addressed. Can estimates be given for the amount of sediment that will be added to 
the river? 

SA22-3 I 3. One or our biggest concerns Ia that this document hardly mentions mitigation 
proposals. Section 4F-5 mentions only that mitigation and monitoring plans, which 
take Into account impacts to water quality and fisheries, will be sent to the 
secretary or the Commission prior to construction. Our Department would like to 
have the mitigation plans included In the DEIS for agency and public review. 

Mitigation measures for Idaho are specified In 4C-13, 4C-15, 6-26 and 6-32. Most or 
the activities in these sections are sensible construction activities, but do little or 
nothing to actually orrset damages that were done to a public resource. We ask that 
mitigation measures being considered by Geomax Consulting be reviewed by us and 
included in the DEIS. 

CecU D. AIMlnaa I GO\�rnor 
.Jerrr N. Coaler 1 Oarcclor 

SA22-l 

SA22-2 

SA22-3 

(Idaho Fish and Game) 

Chapter 4C addresses impacts to hydrology and water quality. Impacts on recreational interests 
were addressed in lhe Draft EIS on page 4D-6. 

1be staff believes !hat these issues were adequately addressed in the Draft EIS on pages 4C-2 
through 4C-4, and 4F-2 through 4F-S. 

Please see Appendix C-3 of the Final EIS for the FERC staffs "Stream and Wetland 
Construction and Mitigation Procedures", and Appendix F in the Final EIS for PGT's proposed 
"Moyie River Pipeline Crossings: Construction, Mitigation, Restoration Plan".  



Ms. Lois Coshell 
February 19, 1991 
Page 2 

SA22-4 1 4. FERC has asked for comments on the Camp Nine alternative route for Loop 1 ,  
which reduces the number o f  crossings of the Moyie River. An alternate route 
would be less damaging to fisheries, but would require an additional corridor. From 
a wildlife point of view, it would be better to use the existing right-of-way, rather 
than create a new corridor that may have as many or more Impacts than the existing 
route. The choice between routes may depend upon specific mitigation measures 
proposed by PGT/PG&E. If mitigation measures in the Moyie River result in a net 
improvement in fish habitat, then this may be the preferred route. Thus, it Is 
important that the fishery mitigation plan be reviewed as part of the DEJS and not 
delayed until the final EJS. 

.. �r .. �r SA22-7 1 ?. 

SA22-8 1 8. 

One of our other bir concerns Involves the timing of construction activities In and 
around waterways. The only mention of timing was in the Appendb: (Section 
3-C-ll. We would ask FERC to restrict construction In Idaho waterways to the 
period between July 1 and September 30. 

An additional mitigation measure should be added on either page 6-32 or 6-33. The 
timing of construction on Loop 1 should be done to avoid disturblnr wlnterlnr bir 
rame for the three-month period from m id-December to mid-March. Winter 
construction activities would be more appropriate for Loop 2. 

There are no mountain quail in northern Idaho. Delete this paraeraph on page 4E-23. 

There are some obvious spelling errors. Kootenai Is spelled wronr three times In 
Table 3E-3; Cocolalla Is spelled wronr twice In Table SE-4; and Coeur d'Alene Is 
spelled wrong in Table 30-2. 

In summary, our agency finds this document Incomplete. We particularly ask that 
mitigation measures be specified in the DEJS. Thank you for the opportunity to 
comment. 

JMC:DWO:MAM:PLH:tlv 

cc: Bureau of Fisheries 
Bureau of Wildlife 

~ 
Bureau of Program Coordination 
Region 1 

SA22-4 

SA22-S 

SA22-6 

SA22·7 

SA22-8 

SA-79 

Thank you for your comment. Please see revised Chapter 6. 

Section I.C. I .  of Appendix C-3 allows appropriate state permilling agencies to either expand 
or restrict, on a site-specific basis, the FERC stafrs recommended time window for 
construction of June I through September 30. 

POT currently does not propose to construct Loop I during the winter months. Sec revised 
Table 2-8. 

Thank you for your comment. See revised Chapter 4E. 

Thank you for your observations. See appropriate revisions. 
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LAl Boundary County Noxious Weed, Bonners Ferry, Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  LA-1 
LA2 Sherman County, Moro, Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  LA-3 
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LAS Modoc County Department of Agriculture, Alturas, California . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  LA-12 
LA9 Lava Beds Resource Conservation D istrict, Washington, D . C .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  LA-14 
LAlO Deschutes County Board of Commissioners, Bend, Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  LA-16 
LAll Stillwater County Commissioners, Columbus, Montana . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  LA-17 
LA12 Sherman County, Moro, Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  LA-18 
LA13 Klamath County Board of Commissioners, Klamath Falls, Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  LA-20 
LA14 Umatilla County Board of Commissioners, Pendleton, Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  LA-22 
LA15 Wasco County Court, Wasco, Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ,. LA-24 





LAl-1 

LAI-2 

!1Jo1U11/tuy eo1111fy ..N'oriDIU }fi,�J eonfi'O/ 
!11- 1!61 

!JJ--- .7.1¥? • ..fci.Ao 83806 
February 1 4 , 1 99 1  

Ms . Lois Cashe l l ,  Secretary 
Federal Energy Regu l a tory Commi ssion 
8 2 5  North Capi tol S tree t ,  N . E .  
Washing ton D C  2 0 4 2 6  

RE : Docket No. CP89 -460-001 
Docket No. CP90 - 1 3 7 5 -000 

Dear Ms . Cashe l l :  

RECEIVED BY 
f£8 2 0 19�1 

(-. -....a .. '-Ia 
-ISIS-

"' � -· -- . _..,__ 

Boundary County has an ongoing State mandated noxious 
weed control program tha t  we have been implemen t i ng f or t he 
past twenty ( 20 )  years . During the past few years we have 
noticed the rapid spread o f  severa l species o f  noxious weeds 
on e x i s t i ng PGT r ights of way ,  espec i a l l y Spotted Knapweed . 

It is a proven f act that construct ion contractors , a s  
wel l as PGT mai ntenance workers , unknowing l y  a r e  spreading 
these p l ant parts on the i r  equ i pmen t .  This being the case , 
we are very concerned that the contractors on t h i s  upcoming 
project wi l l  be bring ing contaminated equi pment i nto 
Boundary County , pa rticu l a r l y ,  if i t  has been in an i nfested 
area previou l y ,  such as t he l oop 2 a rea in Rathdrum that i s  
i n fested w i th l e a f y  spurge , and the l oop 3 a rea t ha t  i s  
inf ested with Rush Ske l etonweed . There i s  a l so considera b l e  
Common Tansy a n d  Spotted Knapweed i n  t he proposed 
construct ion a rea which we do not want s pread f u rthe r .  

Si nce PGT d i d  not address noxious weed control i n  i ts 
rehabi l i tat ion p l an ,  we request that PGT s ubmi t a noxious 
weed p l an which incl udes t he u se o f  herbicides where 
neces sary. Herbicide use cou l d  be spot treatmen ts or 
broadca s t ,  prior to , and d uring construct ion . 

PGT shou l d  a l so not r u l e  out the use of herbicides a s  
part o f  i t s right o f  way maintenance p l a n .  The cent ra l 
mai ntenance yard in Samue l s  shou l d  be ev idence enough of t he 
res u l t  of no herbicide use on the right of way . The resu l t  
i s  a sol id s tand o f  Spotted Knapweed f rom the county road to 
the mai ntenance yard . 

LA I-I 

LAI-2 

LA-1 

(Bouodai'J CeuniJ Noxlaus Weed, Bonners FeJTJ, Idaho) 

Thank yoo for this information. 

The staff has recommended dial PGT develop and implement, in consultation with the 
appropriate federal, state, and local agencies, a plan for the control of noxioos weeds. See 
Chaplu 48 and 6. 



L\1-l 
(CUlt.) Whatever a rea i s  chosen to store equipmen t for t h i s  

project , such a s  a m a i n  stora9e yard , shou l d  be weed f ree , 
a l so, or t reated prior to use to avoid contamination o f  
equipmen t .  

Fina l l y ,  i t  shou l d  a l so be requi red t ha t  a l l  seed and 
mu l ch u sed to re-ve9etate d i s turbed s i tes be cer t i f ied to be 
noxious weed f ree; and t ha t  these s i tes s hould be mon itored 
for thr�e I l l  years a f terward f or Noxious Weed a ct i v i t y .  

S i ncere l y ,  

,.s{ Pu CLUt� 
Phi l A l le9ret t i  
Noxious Weed Super intendent 
Boundary Coun t y ,  Idaho 

cc : Mr . Mark C. Ka l pi n  
( PGT/PG'E Expansion Project ) 
Federa l Ener9y Re9 u l a tory Commiss ion 
8 2 5  North Capitol S t reet , N . E .  
Wa shin9ton , DC 2 0 4 2 6  

Mr . Laurence J .  Saute r ,  J r .  
( A l tamont Project ) 
Feder a l  Ener9y Re9 u l a tory Commiss ion 
8 25 North Capi tol S t reet , N . E . 
Washin9ton, DC 2 0 4 26 

LA-2 
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February 1 5 ,  1991 

Ms . Lois Cashe l 1 ,  Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Coa.ission 
825 North Capitol Street N . E  • 

Washington, DC 20426 

Re : Docket No. CP89-460-001 
Pacific Gas Transmission Company 
PGT-PG&E Pipel ine Expansion 

Dear Ms. Cashel l :  

Last year , the Coa.issioners o f  Sheraan County approved 
resolution number 8-06-90 (at tached) , in support of the 
PGT-PG&E Pipeline Expansion Project. At this ti_., during 
the public comment period for the Federal Eneray Regulatory 
Coa.ission'e draft Environ .. ntal Impact Statement , ve want 
to reaffira to you our support of this proj ect .  

�2-1 I On behalf of the cit i�ens of Sherman County, we urge your 
rapid completion of the Environ .. ntal Impact Statement 
review and approval so that construction of the PGT-PG&E 
Expansion Project can co ... nce construction in a t iaely 
manner. 

� 
� 

... :,, ... 
'(�, ·r� ; .. 

.:-:-... . 
·· .'·::·. � � 
· }. 

(Sberman County, Moro, Oreaon) 

LA2-I Thank you for your comment. No response required. 

LA-3 



I� THE COUNTY COURT OF THE STATE OF OREGON 

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF SHERHAN 

In the Matter of the Approval 
and Support of the PGT-PG&E 
Pipe l ine Expansion Project 

RESOLUTION NO. 8-06-90 

On this, the 6th day of June, 1990, the above entitled Court baina 
in reaular session for the transaction of County business and the aattar 
of the app roval and support of the PGT-PG&E Pipeline Expansion Project 
bein& before the Court ;  

WHEREAS , Pacific Gas Trans•ission Co•pany i s  .. akin& Federal Enaray 
Reau latory co .. ission approval to expand ita natural aas pipeline facilities 
f roa the Canadian-U . S .  Boundary to serve arowin& natural aas aarkata in the 
Pacific Northwest and California; and 

WHEREAS , the PGT-PG&E Pipeline Expansion Project is the aost acono•ical 
way to brina low-cost Canadian natural aas to the Pacific Northwest raaion 
and the expansion will provide increased access to vas t ,  lona-tara Canadian 
natural aas supplies to the Pacific Northwest, thereby bana fitina the environ­
men t ,  local residen t s ,  co ... rcial and industrial natural aaa cuato .. ra in the 
region; and 

WHEREAS, the PGT-PG&E Expansion Project is anvironaentally sound, 
uti lizina exis t ina ri&hts-of-way to. parallal the axiatina ayst••• which baa 
parfor .. d ad•irabla durin& the 28 years of ita operation; and 

WHEREAS, the pipeline expansion will contribute to the local economy 
and increase property tax revenues to the countiae tbrouah wbicb it passes; 
and 

WHEREAS , the pipeline expansion baa a full sat of cuatoaara willina to 
bear a l l  coats of the project and utility and non-utility shippers have 
aianed an aarea .. nt resolvin& a l l  issues between th••• daaonatrat in& the 
need for the project and the unity and co .. it .. nt to the project by those 
parties; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Sbaraan County Court fully 
supports and endorses the PGT-PG&E Pipeline Expansion Project and uraea 
the Federal Enaray Reaulatory Commission to review and approve expeditiously 
the applicat ion so that construction of the project aay coaaanca in a 
t i  .. ly fashion. 

SHERHAN COUNTY COURT 

��L 
17.£� I ' � ·  

By : /,_, / 

(/'""' .,_,., �"'!' 
:k J  By: � � �  

AttEST: ; "h((a<-t4 C'o�.:iutonerif 
-c;;;;;\ty c1 k 

e 

LA-4 



Pac i f i c  Cas Transmission Company 
Al tamont cas Transmiss ion Company 

.... � 
Docket Uos . ;;. 
CP0 9 - 4G0-001 � 
CP90- 1 3 7 5-000 1 _. 

""' 
This page ia for WRITTEK COMXEHT8 on the peT/peiE and Altam�t -Natural Gas Pipeline Proiects Draft Environmental Impact · -;. ;-. 
Statement ( EIS) . These comments w i l l  be used by the FERC · st�f � 
to revise and ref ine the analysis prior to publ icat ion o f  the ·� 
Final EIS . Comaents may be del ivered to the FERC representative 
conducting the meeting or addressed to the Secretary, Federal 
Energy Regulatory COIDIDission, 825 North Capitol Street, NE,  
Washington , DC 2 04 2 6 .  A copy of any written comments addressed 
to the FERC Secretary should also be sent to Hr . Hark c. Kal pin, 
Environmental Compl iance Branch , Rooa 7 3 1 2 ,  a t  the same address . 

All comments •u•t be rtceivt4 no later than Kon4ay, Karch 4 ,  
19 9 1 .  Comments received a fter March 4 ,  1991 w i l l  not be 
addressed in the Final EIS . 

Meeting Locat ion: Bonners Ferrll'.__l_ll 

Commenter's Name and Address: Koolenal County Weed control 
106 Dal1on Aveooe 
Coeur d'Alene, 10 83814 

KOOienal County wll ba looking fOIWIIId 10 asslsllng In devalopmenl of a weed managemenl plan for the seclion of 
the pipeline In 1hla c;ounry. 

The following are convnents penalnlng 10 lhe draft: 
LA3-1 I ' · The E.I.S. has a slatemenl on page 2-41 "Herbbcldes WOtJd not ba used tor rlghls-of-way maintenance·. In many 

situations use of approved herbicides Is an lmpol1ant1ool 10 control Invasions and spread of weeds. We 
recommend 1hla slalemanl ba revised to "herbbccdes wll ba used In rlltU-of.way maintenance as provided In the 
Weed Management Plan. 

LA3-2 1 2. In B·l-7 there is a forrnUa to delllmlkle amount of seed to ba applied based on purlly. In lhe long run n Is less 
costly to requlra 100% weed free seed. Therefore, we recommend al revegetation seed mbdures ba lree of al 
weed seeds, Idaho Seed Lab tested preferably locally produced to ba adapted to local conditions. 

LA3-3 , 3. The E.I.S. provides for use of mUch to &labllze sol (refer: 
B·1 ·7). Mulch can ba a  major source of weed seed and plant parts resUIIng In rapid spread of weeds. We 
recommend a pr011ision ba provided to require use of mulch lhal ls lree of weed seed and plant parts, preferably 
tocany produced. 

LA3-4 L4. The seclion on monnorlng In tho Erosion Control, Revegetation. and Maintenance Plan shoUd Include weeds 
along with the soil and vegetation concerns. 

LA3-5 , 5. The final shoUd note and Include prOYislons for cleaning of construction equipment as n works across and 
through weed lnleslalion slles lnlo weed tree areas. We also reconvnend a provision thai requires construction 
equipment ba deaned before entering and as l leaves the c;ounry. 

cc: Idaho Panhandle N.F. 

LA3-I 

LA3-2 

LA3-3 

LAH 

LA3-S 

LA-5 

(Kootenai County Weed Control, Coeur d' Alene, Idaho) 

Starrs recommended mitigation Measure No. 23 in the Draft EIS requires PGT to develop and 
implement, in consuiWion with the appropriate state and/or local agencies, a plan for the control 
of noxious weeds. 'The commentor, as an appropriate local agency, amy require the inclusion 
and implementation of its recommended measure in the starrs recommended Noxious Weed 
Control Plan. 

See response to Comment LA3-1 .  

See response to Comment LA3-1.  

See response to Comment LA3-1 .  

See response to Comment LA3-I.  



.9 . ",�. . . .  
While Altamont has propused a \'ari.:ty of SI.'Cd mixes ba�d oo 5l.lil lfW�o. il lias not 

pr<>p.ued to reseed all areas. We recommend thai Altamont reS<-c.'d all a.rc.�s d•ioalrho.'d by 
c<>nstruction cxccp1 f<>r annually cultivat� areas. Privately ow

.
ncd lands . sh;,uld be . �dcd ·.:1., 

e11hcr m accordance wnh oor rccommcndauons that arc presented m AppendiX D-3 or �·nh i'� · · ;­
mix specified by the landowner. We recommend inoculation or legumes with tbe proJ:€r 
rhizobium where Jccumcs arc included in the seed mixes. 

· ; · 
· ;.-

The complexity or Altamont's seeding plan would require careful inspection and to:sting 
or the soil to ensure that the seed mixture applied reflects site-specifiC soil conditions. Based on 
consultations '"'ilh the BLM, SCS and the Montana DNRC, we have specified some chan�;cs in 
species composition proposed by Altamont. In addition, we have adjusted the seeding rates in 
Altamont's pr<>poscd mixes. The changes made to Altamont's proposed seed mixes arc 
summarized in Appendix B-3. If some species arc n01 available Altamont should consult with 
lt>cal land managing agencies or soil conservation authorities to determine replacement seed 
spo.-cies. 

Fertilizing. PGT docs not have a definite plan for fenilizing. In Idaho we 
recommend POT usc 16-20-0 at the rate or 60 pounds or nitrogen (or which at least SO percent 
must be or slow release rorm) per acre. In Washington and non-National Forest lands or 
Oregon, rcnilizcr is n01 recommended unless otherwise indicated by the local soil conservation 
authorities or landowners. We recommend that POT consult with the FS or BLM, depending 
on jurisdiction, or other soil conservation authorities to determine what, if any, fcnilizcr 
requirements these agencies recommend ror usc on federally managed lands. See Appendix B 
for more information. 

We recommend that no rcnilizcr be used by Altamont except ror where calc:arcoos soils 
or the broad terraces nonh and south or Harlowtown, Montana arc encountered (the Windham, 
Utica, and Musselshell series), or if requested by landowners. It is generally agreed that 
rcnilizing will compound weed infestation problems and attract an excessive amount or gruing 
animals. Where calcareous soils arc encountered in Montana, we recommend that Altamont 
apply 100 pounds or sulfur-coated 16-20.0 per acre. 

Weed Control. PGT did not include a weed control component in its preliminary 
rehabilitation plan. II is likely that weeds could be a problem in some areas. The most notable 
or these is spoiled napweed in Bonner and Kootenai Counties in Idaho; and in other areas or hich 
rainiall or where irrigation occurs. Therefore, we recommend that POT develop a plan, in 
coordination with the appropriate federal, state, or JocaJ agencies, to control weed problems 
'''here they arc encountered. 

Altamont has commiued to spot spray areas where weed problems occur. This would be 
adequate unless the problem is on a grand scale. In some areas in central Montana broadcast 
spraying may be necessary such as in Judith Basin and Fergus Counties. The Montana County 
Noxious Weed Management Act would require Altamont to develop a revegetation and weed 
control plan ror approval by the weed board or each county crossed. In Wyoming, we 
recommend that the environmental inspector determine what type or weed control, if any, is 

40-7 

LA-6 



l'<iT and l'tikE h3vc: ol'crating and maintenance: plans that cornt•ly v.·ith the: OOT 
rct:ul3tioos and applirablc: sl.ltc: reculatmy rrquirc:mc:nts. To the: extent n«c:ssary, these: plans 
YiOUid be: revised to incorporate: the new project facilities. 

The project is dcsicned so that all facilities Qll, in conjunction with the existing pil'clinc:, 
be: monitored, controlled, and operated in a safe and reliable manner through a telemetry system 
linked to PGT and I'G&E gas control centers. The system operation does 1101 require 2�·hour 
m;aintenanceloperation personnel at d1e sites; however, under normal operatin& conditions, 
maintenance personnel generally inspect compressor and delivery sites daily during the v·?rk 
'*CCk. Other facility sites are checked on an established schedule. 

Operating personnel live in communities along the system so that they can reach any arc:.a 
within a short period, in case: of an emercc:ncy or malfunction. All equipment containing movin& 
p3ns, such as the compressors, receive periodic maintenance on a scheduled, time-of-use basis. 
The pipeline right-of-way is surveyed on a set schedule for evidence of leaks, erosion damage, 
and right-of-way encroachment. The pipeline is routinely monitored for corrosion control. 

Tn:cs would be: periodically removed along a 40-foot-wide strip above the pipeline. 
When these trees are 2-J inches diameter at breast height (dbh) they would be: mechanically cut, 
chipped into pieces less than J inches long, and scauered over the right-of-way. PGT/PG&E 
would allow natural revegetation to oecur over the remainder (approximately 60 feet) of the 
right·of-way. This procedure, although in place for the existin& pipeline, was never performed 
due to delays in the eapected clearin& and loopin& of the expansion project. PGT has found 
evidence of wind erosion in cenain arc:.as of sandy soil. On occasion, wind uncovers shon 
segments of pipe. Revegetation of the disturbed uea has proven to be the most successrut 
approach to maintainin& necessary pipe cover. 

Herbicides YiOUid 1101 be: used for right-of-way maintenance. Reculatory agency-approved 
herbicides would be used to control vecetation in the fenced, abovecround facilities. These areas 
include unpaved ponions of compressor statioos, meterin& statioos, and valve lots. 

To facilitate repairs, equipment, tools, pretested pipe, and other repair materials for 
emergency use are stored at eaistin& maintenance bases located along the pipeline. In addition, 
pretested pipe is cunently stoekpiled at two storage sites near critical locations that are 1101 
accessible to hc:.avy trucks during adverse weather conditions. These two sites are located in 
Thinymile Canyon (c:.ast of the John Day River) and Pine Canyon (west of the John Day River). 
Sections of pipe and other repair materials for the 12 loops would also be stored at existin& 
locations. 

2.3.6 Future Plans 

Abandonment or Facilities. PGT and PG&E have no plans to abandon eaisting or 
proposed facilities. Should the pipeline be: abandoned, the pipe v.-ould either be abandoned in 
place or removed and salvaged. Compressor stations and related facilities would also be 
dismantled and salvaged. Concrete and pavement would be broken up and disposed of in an 
approved disposal arc:.a or left in place. Pipe installed in rivers, creeks, and lakes would 

2·4 1 
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Februa r y  2 6 ,  1991 

Hr . Laurence J .  Sauter , J r .  
Env1 r onmen t a l  Comp l i ance B r anch , OPPR 
Fede r a l  Energy Regu l a t o r y  Commi s s i o n  
8 2 �  N o r t h  Capi t o l  St r eet , NE 
Washing t on ,  DC 2 0 4 2 6  

Dea r Hr . Saut e r : 

Rt::CEIVEu BY 
MAR 0 5 ��� I 

1•1:1101111•1Al COIII'IIAIO Al<l i'IIO¢ 
AIIIIISIS BIWI  

Re : Docket No . CP90 - l l7 5 - 000 , A l t amont Gas Transmi s s i on Company 

A f t e r  r e v i ew i ng the E I S  and l i s t en i ng to and reading some of t he 
commen t s  about i t ,  I wou l d  l i ke to add my v i ews on the mat t e r . 

LA4-l I I can see no reason why A l t amont shou l d  not be permi t t ed to route 
the i r  t r ansmi s s i on p i pe l i ne across Sout h Pas s . I t  seems t o  me 
that they have addressed most si tuat i ons that might poss i b l y 
a r i s e ,  and can move t h r ough the a r e a  w i t h  an abso l ut e  minimum o f  
t empo r a r y  damage ,  and no permanent mar r ing o f  a n y  h i s t o r i ca l  or 
env i ronmen t a l l y  sens i t i v e  a r eas . 

Some comment s I have read speak of access roads and para l l e l  
p i pe l i nes . From what I see , on l y  one l i ne i s  being addressed 
here and they p l an to use the p i p e l i n e  r i g h t -of -way as access . 
am as sensi t i ve to p r e s e r v a t i on of h i s t o r i c a l  s i t es as the next 
man , but I a l so must be r espons i v e  t o  the needs o f  my communi t y  
and our stat e .  The a r ea t h r ough which t he p i pe l i ne passes wi l l  
der i ve g reat economic benef i t  f r om i t s  const ruct i on .  

S i nce n o  one has shown t ha t  t here wi l l  b e  permanent damage t o  the 
a r ea i n  ques t i on , I most emphat i ca l l y  voice my opi n i on i n  f a v o r  
of t h e  South P a s s  r i ght -of - wa y .  

Sincer e l y ,  t-A:� 
M i chael v .  

cc : Governor H i k e  Sul l i van 

(Town of Greybull, Greybull, Wyomln&] 

LA4-l 1bank you for y0111 comments. 



-CALIFORNIA'S NORTHERNMOST IRRIQA TION DISTRICT-

. 
TULELAKE IRRIGATION DISTRICT 

;•• \'.� ,,q P 0. BOX /HI ' ' TuldaL<, C•hlonua %134 
""'- 91b-(1(>7-22�9 

March 1 ,  1 9 9 1  

fede ra l Energy Regu l a tory Comm i s s i on 
8 2 5  North Cap i to l  S t r ee t ,  N . E .  
Wash i ng ton , DC 2 0 4 2 6  

ATTENT ION : Ms . LO I S  Cashe l l ,  Secre t a r y  

l:.dl C il'M)SI.l' ........ 
GIIALD D IYU. AMI! ,... 
Ol...., l ..aooMUUII OIAR .... 
1.,_,10 I .,.,U:Y . .......... 
14MU I ..WLINA 11'.,, ,...,.. 
.,.... f ('1.-�0 o.-.­
IIOIAIID A Nllf":y o.-­
...... uc N.AIIlfl o--

Re : Docket Nos . C P 8 9 - 460-00 1 and CP9 0- 1 l 7 5-000 

Dear Ms . Cashe l l :  

P l ease cons i de r  t h i s  l e t t e r  a s  t h i s  D i s t r i c t ' s  s t a t ement 
of our pos i t ion rega rd i ng t he t i me schedu l e  for p i pe l i ne i n­
s t a l l a t ion in the Tu l e l ake , Ca l i forn i a  a rea i n  connec t i on 
wi t h  the above refe renced docket numbe r s .  

LA�l 1 I n  order to prevent d i s rupt i on of cropp i ng and i r r igat i on 
de l i ve r i e s ,  work shou l d  be i n i t i a ted no ea r l i e r  t ha n  November 
1 5  and com p l e ted by March 1 5 .  Con s t r uc t i on du r i ng the per i od 
of March 1 5  th rough November 1 5  cou ld damage crops or prevent 
1 r r i ga t 1 on dur i ng a c r i t i ca l t i me of the yea r .  

Thank you for your cons i derat ion i n  th i s  regard . 

S i ncere l y ,  

TULELAKE I R R IGATION D I STRICT 

C� cr  J� 
Ea r l  c .  Danosky , Mana� 

ECD : d l w  
cc : Mark C .  Ka l p i n ,  PGT/ P�&E Exp l ans i on Project 

Laurence J. Sau t e r , J r . , A l tamont Project 

LA!I-1 

LA-9 

(Tulelake lrri&atioa District, Tulelake, Califoroia) 

Thank you for this information. The PG&B facilities in California are not under FERC's 
jurisdiction. On December 27, 1990, the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) 
authorized the construction of the PG&B facilities in California. This authorization was 
conditioned on PG&B's implementation of mitigation measures which the CPUC determined 
would minimize or climinale significant environmental impacts. 



�· I 

IU.ATN IUIUTIOH D ISTRI<T 

February 28 , 1991 

� OIR:E  
1111«1 K I 0 lANE - (!5mJ 1182-611111 

ICUIMAlH MWI. OREGON II� 

Mo . Loia Caahe l l , Sec retary 
Federal Energy Recu latory Co111i 1 a i on 
825 Korth Cap i t a l  S t . , N . E .  
Waohincton D . C .  20426 

11£: Co-nu - Ducket CP 89-460-00 1 
Docket CP 90-1375-DOO 

Dear Ha .  Caahe l l :  

o 0" 
o;;,c'i:-'-..J€ 

� (, \'i"' 
"+.'i-\) � � ��' ���'fi·� • .n 

\.,_,.pti'li. tf)l.� .. ,.,.... 

Klau t h  l r r igat ion D i s t r i c t  ente red into Con t ra c t  No. 14-D6-200-
l784 t i t led AMENDATORY CONTRACT 8ETWHN TilE UNITIW STATt:S OF 
AMERICA AND THE KLAHATII lRK ICATION D I STKICT in 1 954 , which tran•­
ferred the ope rat ion and M i n tenance o f  the D canal to thl:! 
D i a t r i c t . 

The proposed gaa 1 ine proje c t s  wou l d  intersect the D cuna l twic� , 
once in Ore1on and once in Cal i fo r n i � .  Any con s t ru c t ion ac t i v i t y  
wou ld not be a l lowed to i n t e r fere with water dt! l ive r iee t o  klaaath 
l r r iaat ion D i a t r i c t  Iand a .  Our nor .. l water season i a  Apr i l  1 
throuch Oc tober 1 5 .  

Plea�;�e inc lude the Di a t r ic t  on your l is t  to rece ive any i.n foraa­
t ion concernina the proposed proje c t a ,  

Sincere l y .  

��A--
Dave Solea 
Hanacer 

P . C. Hark Kirkpa t r ick 
Laurence Saute r  

LA-10 
(Klamath lrriptlon District, Klamath Falls, Orqon) 

LA6-I Thank you for lhis information. 



BONNER COUNTY NOXIOUS WEED CONTROL 
P.O. IOI IW 

10101 E. IAit£11 
_ eo..., WNd S.--

SANDPODn,IDAHO-
263- 1 1 1 4 :aoeJJIMJI' 

xwa.a� Susan MacLeod c--.c- .... . .  
_...._ c--.c- .. ..  1 
--..... c--.c:- ._ .. a 

RECEIVED BY 

MAR 0 b 19� 1 

To: 

£111'1101111111111. CUIII'liAIItl AIID PIIOllCI 
AM ISIS BJWOI Secretary , Fede ral Eneray Reaulatory Co .. iss i�n 

Fr : · . , . -.. : .,. • ... 

John E. Baker 
Bonner County Weed Superintendent 

Re : Pac i f ic Cas Transaisaion Pipeline Proj ects 

LJ\7-1 I lt is reco..ended by Bonner County that Pacific Cas Transaission Coapany 
clean al l  equipaent before aovin& it to d i f f erent areas and clean a l l  equip­
aent after useaaa in an area b•fore it  is reaovad f ro• that area. 

lt is also racoaaendad that all soil that is disturbed be reseeded, with 
a fol low-up i n  two yaara. A coaae rcial appl icator should ba hired to treat 
al l  we�ds. 

If you have any quest ions reaardina these coaaent a ,  plea•• lat ae know. 

JEB/sjl 

cc: Hr. Hark C. Kalpin 

LJ\7-1 

LA-1 1 

[Bonner County Noxious Weed Control, Sandpoint, ldabo) 

Thank you for your comment. Your concerns are addressed in Chapters 48 and 6, and in lhc 
staff's recommended mitigation measures. 



MOOClC COUNTY 
DEPARTMENT OF AGAICUL TURE 

202 West 4th Street 
CUIIIlOIII .. IIIIIOIIIA.IC 
_,_ ,__, 

Alturas, CA 96101 � L -T 
IXPUTY AGRICU.fLIWil � 

DP'Uh' IUlUI Qf 'MIGHll MrC) � ...... CI' 'MGtTI .trfriiO� 
... PO.I.UlO. COrti 'D. QllfaR 
-.:».lOAf ........ (DrllnQ. Of'fClR 
� .. , .. U)..38JI l.IC1 ...,, 

RECEIVED BY P O K* m  
Tl.&.ft.Mtl. CA •t:M 

fltCJNIE .. , •• 187·211J 

LAS-I 

Harch 1 .  1 99 1  MAR 0 II 19�1 
ll'iiRMNIAI Wllf'IIMCI AIJ fiOJttr 

A1W ISIS BiAliOI Cl . . . .  Hs . Lo i s  Cashe l l ,  Secretary 
Fede r a l  Energy Regu l a tory Comm i ss ion 
825 North Capi tol S t reet ,  N . E .  
Wash i ngton , D . C .  20426 

;-1 ,,,  c : t  : -: (") . .: � · 
l "' r · : .. , 

. .  ,-, 

Re : Docket Nos . CP89-460-00 1 
CP90- 1 3 75-000 

J 

· : t 
-I '"d 
... - · ; .� i -

' ' j • � 

: . : Dea r  Hs . C a she l l ,  ;:_i 
' " )  :.:: 

we l come the opportun i t y  to co111ment on the D r a f t  E�S :_� 
for the P . G . T .  - P . G . E .  P i pe l i ne Expans i on Proj ect . 

Landowners in Hodoc County a re very concerned about the 
rea l pos s i b i l i ty of the i n t roduct i on and/or spread of 
nematode pests by veh i cl e s  and mach i ne r y  d u r i ng the 
const ruct ion of the Project . 

The three nematodes of ma i n  concern in the a rea are the 
Columb i a  root-knot nematode, Heloi dogyne ch i t vood i , the 
ba r l ey root-knot nematode , Heloi doqyne �. and the 
northern root-knot nematode , Heloidoqyne hapl a . A l l  are 
known to ex i s t  i n  a reas o f  both the C a l i forn i a  and Oregon 
por t ions of the Tu l e l a ke bas i n .  Once a f i e l d  i s  i n fested , 
th i s  pest cannot be erad i c a ted and con t rol measures a r e  
s l owly d i sa ppea r i ng due to EPA a n d  Ca l i forn i a  Depa rtment of 
Food & A g r i c u l t u r e  cance l l a t ions o f  e f fec t i ve control 
mate r i a l s .  

I n fest a t i ons o f  these destruc t i ve nematodes i n  
product ion a g r i c u l t u r a l  l and resul ts i n  i ncrea sed product i on 
cost s ,  reduced y i e l d s ,  and reduction of l and v a l ue . For 
th i s  reason , l andowners take precaut i ons to prevent the 
spread of the pest f rom i n f ested l and t o  non- i n fested l and . 
Cert i f i ed seed potatoes a r e  g rown in some a reas of the 
proposed p i pe l i ne route and even a sma l l  popu l a t ion of 
nematodes renders that ground unusa ble for ce r t i f ied seed 
product ion . 

A f ter the ex i st i n g  n a t u r a l  gas p i pe l i ne t ransm i s s i on 
system vas con s t ructed , nematode i n festa t i on s  were 
d i scove red i n  l and not prev i ous l y  known to be i n fested . The 
i n festat i ons were found a l ong the p i pe l i ne r i ght of wa y ,  
st rong l y  suggest i ng the pest v a s  i n t roduced o r  spread by 

LA-12 

LAB-I 

(Modoc County Department of A&ricuhure, Alturas, CaUfornla) 

Thank you for this information. See revised Chapter 4 and 6. For issues in California, see 
response 10 Comment LAS-I. 



� I st rongly recommend tha t the E I S  c l e a r l y  sta tes that E ) con struc t i on eGu i pment and veh i c les w i l l  be ste r i l i zed pr i o r  

�� � construct i on veh i c l e s  or mach i ne r y . 

to enter i ng Modoc County a nd pr i or to mov i n g  f rom one 
separate f i e l d  to anothe r .  

S i ncere l y ,  

� � - .lu. -�� .i. 
C l i nton B .  Greenba n k ,  Ag r i cu l tu r a l  Comm i s s i oner 

CBG : vk 

CC : H r .  Hark C .  K a l p i n  
Hr . Laurence J .  S a nter , J r .  

LA-13 



ReCEIVED BY OR I G I NAL LA- 14 

;·,t,r U<iJt " }' .· i ,  J '� 'I J  NAR 0 6 b� l · : , ·t.•:. :: .  
!N1:116NI1UIA! COMfllo\R:i A�.;, fiCH.CI . : '� :_f,.:;;:,·);.:c 

Aliiii'SIS W.'IOI 91 {"" , 
··· .. - ;  

111 . L • • J s  Ca.� lte l l .  $ t- c: r e t olr y 
Ft-d•r • l  L.'r, l!r qy Ri19Y i it t vr y c�·n• J ». S. l 011 
S:5 ll,•r t h  Cap l tt,l S t r �• t ,  11 . £ .  
il• s h l r, g tor, , D .. C .. Z042b 

tis . C ;o J hl l l ;  

"'' . . . ?: 37 

LAt-1 1 l'h• L a • •  C:•ds R• sour c a  c .... . .  r .• t u., D J s t r i c t  N i s h• s  t o  
c c •alli'rt t  '''' t h •  Dr • f t  Er, v J r nnae,, t • l  l•p•c t S t a t 11 • e n t f o r  t he 
F u T I I'G&£ C • p•r• s ' ''" - A l ta•<>r• t  H ;o t ur d l  G;os P • p• l i ro •  Pr o j e c t ,  
s p •� J 1 J C d l l y  t h � t  por f J l•h r e l � t ed t o  th• PG&E E�pahs. i on ,  
P,•c.J.. � t  N'• · CPS1-4C..O-tl01 1.zi. t h 1 t• our Resour c• Cor. s. • r v a t .i on 
PJ $ t r J c t  Nh J c h  l i e s  wJ t h J ro  th• Tu l • l •k• B;o s i "  of Ca l i for , i a .  

Th• s o 1 l s  N i t h i n  th• T u l • l •k •  B•s. i r• ar,d 111i t h i n  our R•st•urcct 
Con s •r v • t J o� D i s t r i c t  h•v• be•n c l �s s i f i • d  by t h• USDA So i l  
Cun s • r v a t i �n S•r v i c •  •s pr i e •  •� d un i qu• � a r a  l ands . 

Th� c on s t r uc t J on � c t i v i t i • s  n•c•s s a r y  to i n s t a l l  th• 
propt•s•d 42u n a t ur a l  g a s  p i p• l i n •  H i l l  h • v •  a s i gn i f i c a n t  
h e g• t • r• • •pac t o "  t h •  produc t i •• c ap �b i l i t y of t h • s •  s o i l s  
un l • s s  a J t i g a t J on • • a s ur • s  a r •  t ak • �  t o  i n s u r •  t h � t  such 
d�·��· is a i n J a J :•d or • l i a i n a t • d .  

Tl.�t L • Y a  Bed$ R • s (tur ce Cor. s •r va t J on 0J s. t r i c t �  bas•d upon 
J ro 'f , ,r • t. f J f.''' prov J d•d by th• USDA .:�'-• J l  Cor, s.:�r v a t i ort Ser v .i. c e  
�,,� tt.� ;rr • v J .l U .J  J .,c a l  •xp•r i e n c. e  t•f t l"te at;r J c u l tur J .s t s  
"'' t lu r. o•ur c .. a•uro i t y >� i t h  PGi!<E , f e ll l $  t h ;o t  the h i g.� l y  
c � ap l • � a h d  var J •b l •  n a t ur •  ,,.,. t h• $ O l l s  N l t h i n  t h •  p r o j ec t 
� r e •  r e qu J r •  t h a t  t h• fo l l vNJ h g  • i t j ga t i on aeasur • s  b• 
J ap l ea•n t • d  •s par t �f t h •  f J n a l  � h V J r onaen t a l  i ep a c t  
s t a t � 10 e r. t  : D  . .  c k e t  Ha . CPS"J -460-00I J to J ro s ur e  tha t t h •  
�r t•duc t J v • c apab J l i t y o f  t h •  pr J •• •••d un i qu• s. D i l s  � i t h l n  
,.ur a r • a  ar e aa J rt f a J r, • d .  

H l t l ga t i nn n•a s ur • s  

1. Spo i l  • • t •r i a l s ,  s u c h  •s r ock a"d debr i s ,  froa t h i s  
p J pe l J n •  c � n s t r uc t J (•h a u s t  b •  bur i ed subs t an t i a l l y  
b • l ow e A i S t J n g  •gr i c u l t u r a l  f i • l d  e l • v a t i on s .  

2 .  Sur face S a l l s  s h ;o l l  b •  r e• a • • d  �roa t h •  ar e a  d i r e c t l y  
above t h •  pr oposed p i p• l i " "  a " d  D •  s t ockp i l e d  a ro d  
r • p l ac � d  � s  t o p ; v i l  fo l l o"J n g  t h e  i n s t a J l a t i o n  o f  t h i s  
p i p� l i •� • - 7 he dep t �  o �  a a t e r J a J r �•o�ed frue a b o v e  t h e  
P • P• l ' "" � i l l  & e  b a $ e 4  upo" t h� dep t h  o f  t h •  s o i l 
� � r i e s  wh J c h  ��c c u1· s 011 $ p e c i f i c  p r (•per t i e s.  a l o n g  t h �  
p l pe l J n •  • a ; e � •h t .  

LA9-I 

(Lava Beds Resource Conservation District, Wasblo&too, D.C.) 

Sec response 10 Comment LAS-I.  



�· 
(CIDIIL) 

J. Uh•r • J> p•c J f J �  .J , , , l  s.:er .a � s  haa.·e -.d•·quii t l!  di!p t h  t t,• 
J u r ? •.: •  .l o a l s s 1to1..J l d  t•e , ,.., • •  ,ed t c.J a d•p t h  4.Jf .]6" ar, d  
s t . •ck p J l e .J ,., ,, U != .t  a s  t �.•p.h; d l 1'o l l tHol l 1• 9  t hf: p l p • l l tt •  
J h $ f a l l .i1 t .& o n .  

4 .  Sp•c J f J c  c � h � t r uc t J o� s t dr,d•rds and sp�c i f i c a t i c.J n s  
•J.:ir • s s uu J  J t •• s  1 thr ,•uqh J at,,u•• b• J d•n t J f i a·d a s  
p•r t t • f  th• • h v i r ohaen t • l  a i t i o a t i on • • a s u r e s  f o r  t h i s  
p r <> .r � .:: t .  

5 .  7ha t tl•• L o1 � a  .. "'leds Rc-r(•ur c •  C(.�r, s e r v � t i or, D i .s t r i ..: t  o r  
1 t s  a9•r• t  ac t a s  a J r,drp•r, d•r, t  l J a i s ._-.,, b•t,., •• ,, Pac i. f i c  
G•• 4 E I • c t r J c  •ndlor i t s  ag•n t s  a n J  the p r • v a t e  
l a � dt•wh r r s  NJ t h i n  th• Tu l • l •* •  ar •• t o  i n s u r e  t h a t  
• t •�s I thr duqh 4 • r •  J ap l • •• n t • d  t o  M i n • • i z• t h •  
J apac t s  , , ,  t h J s pr o J • c t  u n  t h •  aor i c u l t u r • J  r • s u u r c • s  

,_,f t h e  8.J s i r, .  
· 

Cc••ator. t s  of • .s 1 a i l • r  r. a t ur • t, • .,. b•�n p r t.• 11 1 ded to the 
P•c J f J c  G•s & E I •c t r i c  co•pahy and t h • J r  r • pr • 5 •� t a t i l! � s .  
Cup • • �  o f  t h A t  c o r r • sp�nd•n c •  • �  we l l  • �  so i l s  i n io r •• t i on 
p r o v • d•d by the USDA So> i l  C•••• s •r v a t i <•n S• r v i c e  •r • • I .1 o  
•r,c l o s � d .  

S i r, c •r • I y ,  

711�� 
Hr . H l k •  Byr � e ,  Ch• i r a an 
L • v •  B•ds Aesour c e  Con s e r v a t i on D i s t r i c t  
Rou t •  1 ,  Box Z46-AA 
Tu l • I aA e ,  CA. 16 1 34 

C C .  llr . li• I I y  H•rg•r , CM, g r e s � • •n 
Hr . S t an S t a tha• , As s••b l y •an - I s t  D i s tr J c t  
llr s .  Har, c y  Huf.fltan , Su�•r 11 1 s o r  
;:,,dvc c • .  ur. t y  B,;,.rd of S u p • r  II i  sor s 
Hr . G .  H J t c h• l l  li J l k ,  Pr •s i d• n t 
Cal J f,.r n i •  Pub l i c  Ut J l J t J • s Co•• i ss i on 
Hr . llar k C .  � a l p i n ,  FERC E n v i r on • e n t a l  P r o J e c t H•n ag•r 
tfr .. JI/ICif St.•••r 11 1  1 1 11 ,  Cha J r aar.-Cal i ft.•r r, i a 
� i S � C J � t i o h  of �. sour c •  c., •• s . , Y . t J OU VJ s tr J c t s  
Hr . P;, t Tr u•ar, ,  CJ-.• i r ·-AY • a  1 A s s o c i a t i t.•t• of 
R � s ocr � •  C�n J e r v a t l tl h  D 1 s t r 1 c t s  
Hr . #.en T r o t t ,  ':aJ 1 for h 1 a  P�par t ae n t  o f  Co� � • r a· a t ion 
,�, .. Gl!t• •  ,q . Ae 1 l e y ,  PJ s t r J '- t  Cor. s �r v • t i t.•t• i ; t  
USDA S� � �  £ on s l! r •· � t i Oh Ser � • c • 
:tr . if 1 J J  J"h,·•· ::. s . L•r, ds !J J � J .» J ,, ,, 
P•� 1 f 1 r.  GaJ & £ l •c t r 1 c  
lis . Te r e: s. •  Ct.•&'t:r t ,  Ac q u J  S J  t i a;r, ,; upE r 11 1  s;,,, 
PGT-PG&E P 1 pe l 1 n •  £xpah s J oh Pr t• j • c t  

Udt, c y  1\'e i: a· � .:;. , ��e,, J , ,,. {, J t; ll f  , . ;  i·ioly Jlqe n t  
��c l i J c  GaJ 4 C l e c i r J c  
G1 f 1 c •  £'vpy FE ,'\C.:·� I 

LA-15 



LA-16 

January 2 9 ,  1991  

Ms . Lois Cashel l ,  Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Com.ission 
825 North Capitol Street HE 
Washington, D . C .  204 2 6  

RE a  Docket No. CP89-460-001 
Paci fic Gas Transaission Coapany 
PGT-PG�E Pipel ine Expansion 

Dear Ms .  Cashel l a  

Adm,.stral.lal Buoldong 
1 130 N W. Hamman I Bend, Oregon 97701 

15031 388-£570 
Dock Maudlon 
Tom Throop 

Nancy Pope Schlangen 

LAI0-1 1 Last year, the Deschutes County Board of C�issioners approved a 
resolution supporting the PGT-PG�E Pipel ine Expansion Project . We 
vish to reaffirm to you our support for this project during the 
public co-nt period for the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Co .. ission • s  draft Envi ronaental Iapact Stateaent . 

On behal f  of the c itizens of Deschutes County, we urge your proapt 
coapletion of the Environaental Iapact Stateaent for this project 
and approval so that construction of the PGT-PG�E Expansion Project 
can begin in a tiaely manner. 

DESC�S COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

l_ ��;r. '?····7; 
fC-'U! .. 1l �C.X..(jfjj_{M�t'-kancy Po� Scry.tangen, Coaaissi�er 

��� 
BOCC aalb 

LAIIH 

[Desc:hutes County Board or Commissioners, Bend, Orqon) 

Thank you for your comment. 



LAll-I 

LAil-2 

Pac i f ic Gas Transmiss ion Company 
Altamont Gas Transmiss ion Coapany 

Docket Nos . 
CP89-4 60-00 1 
CP90-1 315-000 

Th is paqe is for WRI�•• COKNZ�8 on the fGT/pe&E and Altamont 
Natyral Gas Pioeline Proiects Draft Envi ronmental Impact 
Statement ( EIS ) . These coaments wi l l  be used by the FERC sta f f  
t o  revise and re f i ne the analysis prior t o  publ ication o f  the 
Final EIS . co .. Pnts aay be del ivered to the FERC representative 
conducting the meeting or addressed to the Secretary, Federal 
Energy Regulatory Coamission, 825 North Capitol Street , NE, 
wash ington, DC 2 04 2 6 .  A copy of any written comments addressed 
to the FERC Secretary should a l so be sent to hr. Laurence J .  
Sauter, Jr. , Environmental Compl i ance Branch , Room 7 3 1 2 ,  a t  the 
same address . 

All comments •MPt be rectiytd no later than Monday , Karcb t ,  
l tt l .  Comments received a fter Karch 4 ,  1991 will not be 
addressed in the F inal EIS . 

Joh� bet.:t"'-d""� j 
Meet ing Locat ion: Billings. MT 
Commenter • s  Name and Address: St;J/waf<c tA� C(.,.,..,.,�f�f 

P.cJ . (J,J(. Jt./7 
(c/t.-1,.._9 . .J--?T 5"1"'"' 

/JpfmY--��J '' �Ott) ui:J-1 lcJi// � te.tt-c-��J � &-..} �h iv. 51,//w.J<,- Co� , �f-..,_ ·  lJ€ tk �t 
�b)4:t � r,.) � 0"- JV"rt.ve-1 �a.Js, h...:t w� c./oCA..IJ.. 
p_,dv- te. brrr7 � · � �� � 'lk �b�. 
�J. (fi'rs so') I� �� fr> fJI'e'-¥,.e_ "1-L f4,eJ.._ �1111� 
s ..... , �  . 

� r�v,jof?_ � ·, .. Ju.s;._ of SD�" -�f) .... � C.. • 

�s��J .(.:,v . � �4.7 �AM�k�� ef ?/hti�L 
53o ��� -J , .... r_� fo /6G .. / J"�n� ·�:�li�r � 
�;�j . llo�'!:"0. f(.._ DEl'> � 'IM A��e4 ,M-, ft � 
�T � f:.n� t.J�IJ. _ Jut� � � . jrJ...,_ fa� � f!4'-L � .  {..J ,'f{.� � 1 .. -f.w.......;i,___ 1 /1- ts Alf,;...At iJ a �&c � 5  

ush !_S. �h · · . 

� /ptJf!. ,f'.w�At4J-tf.. -to ��/<,.-, w Itt-. l}ltJ,......,.Jt f�iit. �� 
IT"' � rs.swz....s � t.Jt sl.. . Jk.. -ff..._ ksi .-f } .... 4<. «�ltf- �� 1nje} 

LAl l-I  

LAl l-2 

LA-17 

(Siillwater County Commissioners, Columbus, Montana) 

Thank you for your comments. The EIS acknowledges that local permitting authorities have the 
responsibility for determining whether county and local road crossings would be open�ut or 
bon:d. See Table 1-4 and Chapter 4J. 

Comment noted. Please see new material added to Chapter 4G. 
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S II E U l\1 A N  (: O U N T Y 
500 COURT STREET 

MORO. OREGON 970J9 
FAX 56S·JJI2 

March 6 ,  1 991  

Hr. Hark C .  Kalpin 
PCT/PG•E Expansion Project 
Fede ral Energy Regulatory co .. ission 
825 North Capitol Street NE 
Washington , DC 20426 

Dear S i r :  

RECEIVED BY 

NAR 1 I 1<1� 1 
ur::IOOI!NIIl tultt\IAflo:i iJIJ fi!Clltl 

AIII.ITS!S CR!.'t:'l 

We are writ ing to you regarding the PCT project involving the John Day 
River Area in southern Sherman County . The original pipe l ine , which 
was instal led in the early 1 960s at Pine Hol low has roo• for two .ore 
pipelines. This old route has been overlooked as an a l t e rnat ive due to 
f lood proble•s down Thirty Mile Creek, the east aide of John Day Rive r .  
No aent ion f ro• data gathered of f lood proble•s in Pine Hollow. lf this 
old route is dangerous for the pipel ine then consideration should be 
aiven to pull ing out the old pipeline and rerouting i t  along the new 
proposed pipel ine in a d i f f e rent locat ion. As long as the present route is 
safe for the exist ing l ine and there has been no consideration to re.ave 
it then this �uld indicate that it is reasonable to put the add it ional 
pipel ine on the exist ing right-of-way in Pine Hol low. Assu•ing the 
pipel ine will go back in Pine Hollow, PCT would be able to spend .are 
.oney in restoring the riparian area and insure the stab i l i ty of both 
pipel i nes because routing the new pipeline back up Pine Hollow would be 
less costly than using the John Day Variation with or without the 
Hanna f i n  Canyon alternat ive . 

The John Day Variat ion would route the new pipeline within view of the 
federally designated Wild and Scenic John Day River crossing at HP358. 

This route would leave long-ter. acars (aee picture) on the landscape 
because of low soil rehab i l itation, steep canyon walla and due to our 
dry c l imate would delay recovery t ime for the area. Sherman County would 
need c lean, weed- f ree material brought in to bed the pipeline. This is 
not prac t ical . Both the John Day Variation route and the Hanna f in Canyon 
alternat ive present proble•a with surplus excavated .. teria l .  

LAI2-2 1 Our choice i s  t o  have the new pipeline in Pine Hollow. If we must choose, 
we prefer the John Day Variation over the Hannaf i n  Canyon Rou t e .  

LA-18 
(Shennan County, Moro, Orqon) 

LAI2-1 Thank you for your comment. Please see revised Chapters 4A, 48, and 4L. 

LA12-2 Thank you for your input. See revised Chapler 6. 





� ·.�if !aJHntlt County - Board l!f Commissioners 
. (;_'J COURTHOUSE ANNEX - 305 MAIN ST. - SOJ.88J.S100 - KLAMATH FALLS. OREGON 97601-6391 

. . . , ··' 
,? 

_, ""' ·" ·:9 
February 4 ,  1991 .:.J 

Ms. Lois Cashel l ,  Secretary 
Federal Energy Regul atory Commission 
825 North Capitol Street, N . E .  
Washington, D . C .  204 2 6  

Re : Docket No. CP89-460-001 
Paci f ic Gas Transmission Company 
PCT-PC&E Pipel i ne Expansion 

Dear Ms . Cashe l l : 

On May J O ,  1990, the Kla•ath County co .. issioners approved 
resolution number 90-085 ( attached) , in support of the 
PCT-PC&E Pipe l i ne Expansion Project, At this t i•e , we would 
want to rea f f i rm  to you our support of the proj ect , LAI3-I I On behal f  of the citizens of Klamath County , we encourage 
your speedy completion of the Environmental Impact State•ent 
and the approval so that the Certi ficate of Publ ic Conve­
nience and Necessity can be issued for the construction of 
this important project. 

Most s incerel y ,  

Klamath County Board of Commissioners 

Enclosure 

&£� l,cG::J /.�_-··_ 
Ed Kent� " we:ifne 

AN f:QUAL OPPORlUHITY l ... ,LOYU 

..... 
-::·· 
c..;? 

f.> _.,. 

LA-20 
(Klamath County Board of Commissioners, Klamath Falls, Orqoo) 

LAIJ-1 lbank you for your comment. No response required. 



BOARD OF COUNTY COHHISSIONERS 

KLAMATH COUNTY , OREGON 

IN THE MATTER OF SUPPORTING 
/rl.: T 

AND ENDORSING THE PGT-PG'E 
PIPELINE EXPANSION PROJECT IN 
KLAMATH COUNTY , OREGON 

RESOLUTION NO. 90-� 

WHEREAS, Pacific Gas Transaission Coapany is seeking Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission approval to expand its natural gas pipe­
line facilities froM the Canadian-United States boundary to serve grow­
ing natural gas aarkets in the Paci fic Northwest and California' and 

WHEREAS , the PGT-PG'E Pipeline Expansion Project is the 110st 
econoaical way to bring low-cost Canadian natural gas to the Pacific 
Northwest region and the expansion will provide increased access to 
vast, long-ters Canadian natural gas supplies to the Pacific Northwest , 
thereby benefiting the environment , local residents , co ... rcial and in­
dustrial natural gas customers in the region, and 

WHEREAS, the PGT-PG'E Expansion Project is environsentally 
sound , utilizing existing rights-of-way to parallel the existing systea 
which has perforaed adairably during the 28 years of its operation, and 

WHEREAS , the pipeline expansion will contribute to the local 
econosy and increase property tax r•venues to the counties through 
which it passes 1 and 

WHEREAS, the pipeline expansion has a ful l set of custosers 
will ing to bear all costs of the project and utility and non-utility 
shippers have signed an agree .. nt resolving all issues between thea, 
deaonstrating the need for the project and the unity and co .. itsent to 
the project by those parties' 

NOW, THEREFORE ,  BE IT RESOLVED that the IClasath Board of 
County co .. issioners fully supports and endorses the PGT-PG'E Pipeline 
Expansion Project and urges the Federal Energr Regulatory coaaission to 
review and approve expeditiously the applicat on so that construction 
of the project aay co ... nce in a ti .. ly fashion . 

DONE and DATED this .:f?t/! day Of 42iay: 1 1990 . 
,i 

COUNT�ISSIONER 

LA-21 



LAI<· I l 

IJ� . . UMATILLA COUNTY BOARD o•· COMMISSIONERS � Coullhouse, 216 S. E. 41h, Pendlelon, Oregon 97801 • Telephone: 5()3.276·7 1 1 1  

B• Hansel, Glenn Y oungman.  Emole Holeman 
l ·ur.t�IIS.�IUN.:NS 

.... �,., .. 
lu..t.t.( UU""'-1. 

Ms . Lois Cashel l ,  Secretary 

... , . ...... ....... .. ,,. ..... 

February 6 ,  1991 

Federal Enerqy Requlatory Commission 
8 2 5  North Capitol Street, N . E .  
Washin9ton, DC 2 0 4 2 6  

Re : Docket No . CPB9-460-001 
Pac i f ic Gas Trans•ission Co•pany 
PGT-PGE Pipel ine Expansion 

Dear Ms . Cashell :  

• ')  - ­
" .... ......, _., .• r•l .... , 

, .)  

(;.l 
C'3 

I n  June of last year, the commissioners o f  Umat i l l a  County 
approved a resolution ( attached) in support of the PGT-PGE 
Pipel ine Expansion Project . At this time , durinq the pub l i c  
comment period f o r  the Federal Enerqy Requlatory Commission ' s  
draft Environmental Impact Statement we want t o  rea f f i ra  t o  you 
our support for this project. 

on behal f  of the citizens of U•ati l l a  County, we urqe your prompt 
completion of the Environmental Impact Statement review and 
approval so that construction of the PGT-PGE Expansion Project 
can commence construction in a ti•ely manner .  

S incerely,  

COUNTY 
COMMISSIONERS 

�����-L�������--� 

LA-22 
[Umalllla Coun&y Board of Conunlssioners, hndleton, Orqon) 

LA14-l Thank you for your comment. No response required. 
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Ill TilE !lATTER or s e rroilr l !l-; ;,: ro 
EIIOORS I :IC Til£ FCT - i'C ' C:  P l i' E l l !l£ 
EXPI\IIS IOII FROJ ECT 

':? 

WIIEREAS, in the nea �ly thi rty yea�s Pac i f ic Cas T�ansaission 
Coapany has been op• r� t i nq in Uma t i l l a Count1 they have had an 
env i�onaent a l l y  soun� cperat io n :  

1-IHEREAS , the p�oposed pipe l ine expa n s i on w i l l  stay within 
the i �  exist inq �iqht-of-way: 

WHEREAS , the p�oposed p i pel ine expans ion w i l l  enhance and 
inc�•••• service capllb i l ityl 

llHEREAS , the p i p e l ine f')(p.�ns i on w i l l  bene f i t  residents o f  
Uaat i l la County w i t h  increased t a x  revenue 1 

RESOLVED, that the Ullllt i l l a County Bollrd of Coaaissioners 
f u l l y  supports and endorses the FCT-PC'E P i pe l i ne Expansion Project 
and urqes the Fe�e � a l  r.nerqy P.equlatory Coa�a i s s io n  to review and 
approve exped i t ious l y  the liDp l icat ion so that construction of the 
project aa)' co1111ence in a t i 11e l y  fashion. 

0-4.,... DATED t h i s  h_ua)' <:1� Ita)' ,  199 0 .  

UKAT I LLA COUNTY BOARD OF 
COHIUSS IOIIERS 

/, .tt'4t� ,4'./la..o.e.<d Wiii:iAit S .  HAllS ELL, CHAIR 
(. / ·.. t /.  -�"""'"< -· -

GLEIIII YOUJIGJtAII '.;_ 
·-�.� M- -

, .... H:l\iliitHiJ(i HES " 
·--

LA-23 
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tP31' '/�o- oot J C/) t;Q-j73f�trf"O 
IN 'n1E CCllN'IY CWRJ' CF 'niE STATE <F ORBXIf w ,  .• ·· �1y FILEO " �.: '. " �: 

IN AND � 'niE CCllN'IY CF Wl\9:0 lH:: :).'.l . �-

IN 'n1E KI\Tl'ER CE SUPI'CRI'n«; 'niE I 
I'GI'-PGU! PIPELINE EXPANSia. I 
PIW!X:T. I 

M�R � 1 n r!l .'� I 
R E s•t:�·l. 0 T I 0� 

!t.AHI:.:; i. t '· ·7- , I I· •  
COUI4H qt;•\1\. 

I'IIEREAS, Pacific Gas Transmission OJnpany is seeking Feder� 
!herqy Requlatory O:Jnmission approval to ellpalld ita natural gas .3 . , 

� .. : ·  � . . : 
pipeline facilities frcm the Canadian-U.S. Boundary to sene qrt»inq· . .  

. .  ; � ;: 
natural qas lllllrketa in the Pacific M:lrtbest and califixnili!; and � 

7 I'IIEREAS, '1t1e J?Gl'-PG(,£ Pipeline Expansion Project is the most 

8 eooncmical � to bring additicnal q.uonti ties of low-oost Canadian 

9 natural qas to the Pacific lbrttM!st region and the expansion will 

10 prOYide increased access to vast, lonq--tem Canadian nablral gas 

1 1  suA>).ies to the Pacific lbrttM!st, thereby benefiting the 

1 2  envircnaent, local residents, o::maercial and industrial natural qas 13 custaners in the reqion1 and 

14 I'IIEREAS, the I?Gl'-PGU! Expansial Project is envixamentally 

IS SOIJIId, utiliz.i.ng exi.sting riqht-of-..y to parallel the existing 

16 system, which has perfonei llllhirably during the 30 years of ita 

17 operation1 and 

18 I'IIEREAS, the pipeline expansion will contribute to the local 

19 economy and incxea.se property tax re��e�U�S to the CWnties t:tu:wqh 

20 which it passes, and 

21 I'IIEREAS, the pipeline expansion has a full set of custaners 

22 willing to bear all costs of the project and utility and non-utility 

23 shippers have siqned an aqreement resolving all issues between them, 

24 dem:lnstrating the need for the project and the unity and COIPiitment 

25 to the project by those parties. 

26 IIIII 

Pace 

LA-24 
!Wasco County Court, Wasco, OreaooJ 

LA IS-I Thank you for your comment. No response required. 
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Pace II 

NCW, �. BE IT RESCLVED: '!hat the wasco <bunty <burt 

fully a.1pporta and endorses the PG'l'-PQE Pipeline Expansion Project 

and urges the �ral &ltm;JY Rec]ulatory Cbamission to review and 

appE"oue upeditiously the application so that construction of the 

project .ay CCII1IIII!IlCe in a timely fashion. 

). 

DCJO: � DlmD '11flS 20th day of February, 1991. 

APPIOIED AS 'ro FOIM: 

WAS:D� CQJRl' � ;Jt�� �, County� 
;1/IU!i/l\ 
SCOtt 'Hc:Kay, -COUnty Cbamissioner 

e. ffJ/t/fo-_.J C.El. Filliin, Count)' Cbaud.ssioner 

�th-f� 
Wll&a) County District Attorney 

LA-25 
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Jtatolll·�ntJ To UJI\ Pod Regl Coru.1l aal 011 :? ?6 91 RlYorton 'rl'/o 

I WI Larry ll!�bJ• Lander �'1• . I represent ftJ.Jelto I aa ot 

R anoher t ,lJII baok:;r.,·:nd-taa! ly tupllJera 1n '11]0• s l noe onrl'J 18Jos . 

I h••• a =•'f"lf
o
loll .&oaol;,.u.lo� lltlll .xnerleutlal bao'!r<.lund in the 

Soo lal sot eio•e.not h.,.,., a tiJPi st ot• V'>rd proeessor. 

I AM a TOTAL •n•1ronmen�l 1 s t  • 

.[ .II& :;oo: a ps eu·Jo :.r t :o t l .1nal 03DY1nol\lllental l s t .  

I .UUnterestod 1 n  �nd -:!er:toRtod t o  the entl!."& d;:ll;.:t!o 

e:rr1ronsMDtl Ot nan :.>.JlU an!aal. past. present lllld tutwrllo 

'ft\e eaY l r,...entl ot 1181\ end an\a�l 1nolud.,s not onlJ tlhe plants. 

dlrt, and d1Yors l tJ ot speoies• bu t the ent1rotJ ot the eoonOQfo 

eo4 1oclal tabr1o tra. vhioh eYerJ pha1e ot the totnl enYl ronmont 

�ST druw ita ocntinuad 3Zi•tenoe. 

10 partloular pbaso or taotor oan be e l thor igno!."od or i a�latcd 

,!!liJI tor :l<JG1'415atod attea t l on. 

ALX.O. pbuea and taotors lllllst ulti-telJ be oonstruot1YelJ 

ooordinat34 tor ocr continued oxi s t,noe. 

lfO'l':ttlU 1 s  stat t o .  �e..,th1n� ?re'li 'luslJ lmo•-n or unlal-:•:n0 

ourrentlJ Jtn._vn• or ooalns la the t>J ture 1a d:JIIIIIaioallJ ohnnglng. 

'l'be Yei'J rc.> .. 'ka on 'olhloh ue at11114 are 1n a ocnatiiDt stlltA ot 

met.;"torp!\Os l l .  ID sons past theJ .,,OJre not as thoJ sre n<No !ft.1r -

tuture 1101111 the7 will �"1D be uareoopl aable. Alaska 1 •  i n  a 
ccna!lant ata':e ot aoU' do::t1•uo t .  'l'h•• W1n4 R1Yor atna uero 40 to 

60,000 teetl hl�. 

be!"f 11'11118 t\lld non l1'1la11 thins has beeD subjeotl to d7 1mdo 

obange tbPowab �e eons, and will �nt1nue to be aubjcot to t>Jrther 

i;rlllllde ohange 1a the tutluro. 

While pae•1d0 on•1 ronaentla11ota om OI'J •stop the world• I want 

' 3et ott" •mt1 11 thOJ' are g011e and tor;:;ot ter• eYol:�tl cnar7 d1Jl�Os 

will eont1nue r1ghtl on into the tuture. 'l'he ��tos t  thu osD be 

accompl1alllld la a t lnJ• t -a;.crL�J p ;•ocorYat1on ot "Toda1" • 
Att-.pted tgnor1na the other aajor enrlroru:IODt ·.tl taotora -

ooonOIIlo• aootal, teo: nologioal• eta. will onl:r dlatortthe ourr 'Dil 
prooess. 

·rr..e.J.t lllllS:J lYu BllY1ronlllentlll bpao t Stato ... P.nt' are expena 1Yo• 

' •e o�nsuni03, and should b� 1ntdrm�t!ve. T';l&J' muJ bo made :•ol •-
•lJ ecm • h to at anJ one t h no .  They llro ct.,sor1 p t1Yo ot nnl7 a 

111 phase. All ui tb all" KondaJ 14ol":lt n-; ·.aaJ't&\•b .,o:C1n;;" • or! t1oa 

d t blJ tln4 eYor t1nor d l s seo':.l.ona to be done. 'r.ll a  one 
·m ta th1 bu�a and v : to;:·w .  oursl:r tho r.:lorobes D.Dd · :<lr"JIS 
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(Larry Higby) 

Gil- l  Thank you for your comments. 
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2 j)rleO;!f srU £1!1 '�iln! taw aw, ,It 
l
eu.an �� IP1.Lau ' �rstf·�t s s a�18 .: ·�� crea

m .U.a �a 0 1 "sHgs � 0 .t� �ii "rr f.ID�/ .u va•il n!.,ur :!ut, :ita ..,on 1P s.�J1 s ;;arl _� af �troen�fe:o! .. , • tl8 
soaa ahead would tura red I lfa .uot 't'H imc OUI'"�l' a;le�d. 

Mf maJor lmn;•O J!Ii 'D o·.t�r thot '1 "11'8 ls thcat thas& ;:�aniokr cri tlos 
are tlrst, las,, and alva7s ob3ti'Uot ' nn1sts. Por tbo sake or 
-_.:,.ael:ing t:111lr p.ll·tloulu l a<>lat<.td ttAotor of'the en.,.,onaant, th<t1 
distort. h•a.:• n•, :lnd iPio'lnr.nnt e-:o�rr o Anc! eY'lb:'. o •xot:!le t"J :l tC"p 
an,-..blng o:o tl.ft:lth.!ng • '!his a,>1 ·eot.••• to ..,e to oa the prlmlsJ7 objeoti "re 
ot tile B. I . s .  prooe"'• ··sr�c<'. i t  to deat!l " l  

t n  ev,luatlnil: thl o  B . I . s .  D)'lWoUo JuJgc:aent 11:1ould b e  used to 
oaloulata tbe oonpro.t ses an4 trade-otts tor the maxlaua benetit ot 
.allkincl un·J all l'ulat<Jd .BD"rro:m�dntoJ.l t otore. 

BternallJ' ea�endin3 ���• an� mo�e ot our a�tlril � la,ear � S.­
lass«P lnor�l'lsnt� e� �nlJ' be selt d•t�a,lng. ·rhe �tlsh ot thea. r.s. (be ;tAt Yalul\bl a b,rd pl ann' ng dat? '1D1 th3 ''ftow :-o11 !ton� ?t pseuuo 
audro1111entall aa wlll no' suo!'o"' us and t�a anlaal vorlda lfor w111 

lt supp'lrfl tha a.- ll'fss bolft8 a-'ded dlle t<= the bl'e�sc1:n ot 
responal'blo soo! al atr-.totuN. t!lo aaa.l.oal and oel' •1o10ul al a\gnJ. tloanoe ot tbe B.I . s .  !s �produa•l,e. 

ABou' thl s pipellnaJ few people exoapt dallber•te aeekare w•11 

enr not lae the oi'Ouln� of tba plpollne and tho trail at th-: high 

WaJ el'OIIdllg• Vui"J to" 'lo'lll O'fiiD D->tiOa it tuthar out. !ha 
loodione are Yei'J ·�a n•1tloe.1ble - vi t!J. toebnolQ!lioal 0:)1'. flat 
reatoratl •m. 

Stnr• oroulngs are d .. onatr�r.blJ' nstorablo - bJ' lntallgen' 
effor• - no' naoessarilT b7 • plotoe of �apar. 

Oeolo�oal t"utts •nd eUde are4s ol\ll bo teohnologlcallf i solated 
foi' !natan' sb.utott. 

Aa a 11t-..lonl!hiiDI:n1'1 I obJei'Ye an:d.uJI :l!!l!!hd lc.t " on b:; 3arto II' 
1: 1 11le nnd �lalll&ll number• do :•o• I'Od�;o• fovcl aapaal t;r. 'ib• tourist 
pro1a0U011 ot the So•atll Pase Ar·�" vlll ha"ra ll t:ll' 1:-"''Or.t•ti' lr..pact t:\sn 
te e pipellno! .  !olhJ" not keep 'fHEII outt Where 1e TIIB'IR B. I.S.f 

All otthese thl. r.� ah;1uld be reb.tlYO• 'lftd Ill ao ntoxt lnsteacict 
4ietorte...:l;r :Ira- OU'l' of oontex• 

'l'banlr Yoa 

Lawrance R .  ( L11r�7) Hi�b� 
16!3(, llillorc:�t cb•lya, 
L:ond·31' ·.ty 8 "'5 '0 
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COWU:tfT� on the DE I S  R<!garj i ng th<! 

A l tamo n t  tl a t u r -' 1  Ca:; P i pe l ine Pro j �c t ,  

February 2 6 ,  1991 

PRESI::II'fED a t  the DE I S  Pub l ic Hearing I n  Riverton, Wyominq 

Hy name i s  Rona l j  R. Lund . I "m the President of the Wyom i ng Chapter 
of the Oregon-Ca l i fornia Tra i l s  Assoc i a t ion. I have been asked to 
co�ment on beha l f  of the Board of Directors of the liyoming Chapter as 
we l l  a s  on beha l f  of the Off icers and the Board of D irectors of the 
nationa l o r ;an i z a t ion of the Oregon-Ca l i fornia Tra i l s  Assoc iat ion . 

The pr imary purposes of OCTA inc l ude the protection and preservation 
of th� national h i s to r ic tra i l s  and to promote educat ion about those 
tra i l s .  For those reasons , OCTA 'has a signif icant interest in this 
pipe l i ne projec t .  The D ra f t  Environmenta l Impact Sta teme n t  offers 
essent ia l ly seven a l terna t ives ,  six a l tern"te routes and the 
•No-Ac t ion A l ternative . •  

I f  t�e •No-Action Al terna t ive• i s  chosen, th i s  p ipe l i�e wou ld not be 
approved and there wou ld be no threat to the tra i l s  from that source . 
That wou l d ,  of course , be an acceptable option from the po i n t  of v iew 
of OCTA . 

The s ix a l ternate route s ,  pub l i shed in the DE I S ,  a l l  �ross the Oregon , 
Ca l i fornia , Mormon, and Pony Express Tra i l s at lea s t  twice . I n  
previous communicat ions , on beha l f  of the wyoming Chapter o f  OCTA, I 
had suggested that a route be studied that c lose l y  fol lowed the 
H ighway 28 r ight of way, preferably to t�e west of the h ighwa y .  Such 
a 'route cou l d  poss i b l y  avoid the ma in t ra i l s  entire l y .  That 
sugges t ion was ,  apparent l y ,  not g iven ser iou3 cons idera t ion and was 
not d iscussed in the D E I S .  

W e  are , therefore , l e f t  w i th �ak ing a j udgement o n  which parts of the 
tra i l  have the g reatest h i s toric and c u l tura l va lue . As we have 
ind icated in mu l t ip l e  previous communications , OCTA be l ieves that the 
tra i l s  through the South Pass region and its immed iate environs shou l d  
b e  avoided . 'fha t the summ i t  of South Pass i s  a spec i a l  s i te i s  
undisputed amongst h i s to r i ans , and th i s  po i n t  seems to b e  recogn i zed 
in the DE I S .  We cont inue t o  urge that the pipe l ine not pa s s  through 
the South Pa s s  reg ion . 

The Jeffrey C i ty Va r iation, the Alka l i  Butte Variation, and the 
Nortte r n  U ti l i t ie s  Va r ia t ion a l l  f u l l f i l  th i s  qua l ity of avo id ing the 
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[Ronald Lund, Ore&on-Calltomla Trails Association, Wyomln&] 

The Route 28 Variation was desi&ned and included in the EIS in response to this suggestiOIL 
This variation would not avoid crossin& the Oregon-Mormon Trail. 

The Proposed route has been reali&ned to avoid crossin& the South Pass NHL (which includes 
the South Pass Summit). 



oi2-J I 
012-4 

012·5 1 

012-6 .1 

South P·l :i S  rc·.J il)n . l;le \o/Ou l <!  not ob j (! c t  to any of th�!H! thrt·h! 
v.1r i .> t  ions , .1nJ we wou lJ urge t h a t  one of thi!.a l><! chosen .  

GI-4 

llo:.�ev� r ,  if i t  sho u l d  h.1ppen tha t none of the al>ove va r id t i ons a re 
chos.?n , then we .1 re l e f t  to co n f ro n t  the l e s s e r  of three ev i l s .  �·J 
con t i nu� to opposP. the or i .; i na l  route propo s a l  becausi! of i t s  p.l th 
th rou<Jh pr l s t i ni! env i ron.ne nt near th·� t ra i l s  and �ecause i t  comes .nuch 
too c l os .!  to the South Pa<;s Summ i t  an<l to the Pac i f i c Springs a rea . 
�le .1 l so h.1ve concern about thi! cros s i n-1 of tl1e ma i n  t ra i l  i t se l f  s o l.i t h  
o f  t h i!  Pac i f ic Spr i ngs J rea . 

The " Route 28 Va r i a t ion• reta i n s  a l l  of the d i sadvantages of the 
" proposed" route and n•aki!s things even wo rse by plow i ng th rough more 
historic area s .  Th i s  variat ion does no t seem t o  o f f e r  any advantag<!s , 
and we ur-1" i t s  reject ion . 

The rea l ignment of the " p roposed route " ,  as suggested by FERC s t a f f  on 
page 4H-7,  represent s ,  as we have previou s l y  s tated , a s ig n i f icant 
improvement over the o r i g i na l  " proposed rou te • .  It moves farther away 
from the sum� l t  and f rom Pac i f i c  Spring s ,  it avoids a d i s turb ing 
cross ing of the ma i n  tra i l  by bor i ng a t  the same location as the 
existing highway cros s i ng .  However i t  reta i n s  a l l  o f  the other 
problems of the o r i g i n a l  proposed route . 

I n  summa ry: ( 1 1 We urge that the p i pe l i ne not be routed through the 
South Pass area. ( 2 1  I f  we fa l l  i n  that reque s t ,  then we would 
pre fer the FERC staff mod i f ication of the proposed route to the 
rema i n i ng a l ternatives . 

Thank you for prov id i ng th i s  oppo r tun i ty for comment. 

U€-4�--� /} 
Rona ld R. Lund � 
Pres iden t ,  Wyoming Chapter of OCTA 

012-3 

012-4 

012-S 

012-6 

Comment noted. 

See Response 10 Comment 012-2 above. 

We agree that Ibis variation should be rejected. 

Thank you for your comments. The "FERC staff modification" was adop!M by Altamont in. 
November 1990, and is now the proposed route. 
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,., name Is Lany Means; 1 I tve In lander, Wyoming. nl am a member or 

the AucUMin ccu.cn or Wyoming 

The AucUMin Comcll or Wyoming Is a representative organization or some 

1200 members or the National AucUion Society In Wyoming. 

At thiS time, 1 wm limit my comments to vegetative nl rlp.-lan 

considerations IS stated In the DEIS. 

The docll'nlnt Is very poorly laid out. tU:h or the Information considers 

both unes. n1 various alternatives. It Is very difficult to Identify specific 

lnfcrmatlon. Also, some data Is absent or extremely minimal for alternative 

routes. It Is also obwlous that sections relating to sons are minimal nl ln  

some cases, mis-stated. As an example, the South Pass route wm require 

much more blasttng than stated In the DEIS. I dldt If cores or -.rt type were 

013-1 l l*en on thiS v.-latiOI\ Additionally, how n1 where w111 the rock debrts 

from the South Pass route bt disposed or n1 where wm the rm and topsoil 

come from for the fl111ng or the trench? 

In ,_. cllscrlptlons or sons, streams. and vegetative types that wm bt 

crossed, yeu ust 'range land' and 'I!J1cultlnl land' In an Inconsistent m;mer. 

In some Cl!ltS a reader not faml11• with the ttrnln would asune that there 

Is .,-lcultnl land In the South Pass area 

013-2 I The Jeffrey City Altematlvt was not studied so Intensively as the 

Preferred Altematlvt. tU:h mort data Is necesay on sons and vegetation 

before an Informed decision on the best alternative can be made. OD-J I llJ1. In their comments cll"lng the acnlnlstratlve periOd or writing the 

DEIS, provided a wealth or Information to F£RC on stream crossings, soils 

(contiiMCI) 

00-1 
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(Larry Means) 

SpoU (lncludinJ rock) removed from lhe trench would be returned to lhe trench. Topsoil would 
Dill be used to fill lhe trench, but returned as lhe surface layer. Excess rock would be hauled 
away to a pre-approved disposal site. See revisions to Chapter 48 and new Appendix 8-,. 

We disacree. Within lhe limits of lhe data available durin& our analysis, all of lhe routes under 
consideration were subjected to lhe same level of scrutiny. 

We dlsqree. tfsl Information provided by lhe BLM has been ignored. All constructive 
comments and sugestions provided have been considered, and where possible, incorporated into 
lhe EIS. Please see PaJe 2 of lhe BLM·s comment letter on lhe DEIS which states 



Page Two 

Oll-3 1 vegetative types, reseeding ratts, types or plants and species that should bt 

used In revegetation and the location or existing roads that may be used for 

construction JUI)OSIS. f'lJch or this lnfcnnatlon was I!J'Of"d In the DEIS 

provided for lUIIe comment Why was this Information I�? The BlM Is 

the land manager on the � for most or the lands within the !'Wile 

Domain and their expertise Is extensive and their knowledge critical to the 

success or this project. 
Oil" recommendations n as follow: 

0� I I. Revise and expand the DEIS to provide �I data and tnrcnnatlon on 

the alternative routes for Altamont 

Oil-S I 
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2. At-assess the adequacy of soils lnfcnnatlon and follow tflr'ol9t with 

SUfficient lnvtstlgatlons on all alternatives so that cost estimates and 

environmental c�es c., bt adequately compared for the alternatives. 

3. Tilt alternative selected should not be based on only cost 

considerations. Tilt adVerse vi-I Impacts (short and long term) In ., area 

IUCh as South Pass should be avoided. The alternative selected Should cross 

1 mtntmtm or streams and wetland areas (Tilt Jeffrey City Alternative). 

And, finally, the rtvtgetatlon or the land areas dlstll'bed should be restored 

to as nat\l'al a condition as possible. Forbs, brush, and native "'"" must 

bt used In the resttdlng mix. 

In conclusion. we recommend the Jeffrey City Alternative and we fHI 

that If you follow CU' suggestions you, too, will come to the conclusion that 
this Is the most logical and preferred route. 

/ 1../ �,.,)lh..c��A-
� 
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Cont'd 
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• ... your willingness to consider BLM proposed alternatives and to utilize BLM data and plans 
in developing this EIS go a long way towards making the EIS a document this agency can 
utilize in its own decision process. • 

See rapocue to Comment 013-2 above. 

We have re-analyzed the raw soils data which was summarized in the DEIS and revised our 
assessment. See Chapter 48, Table S-4 and 6-3, and new Appendix B-4. Cost information for 
the route variations was presented In DEIS Chapter 2. Additional cost information has been 
inc:luded In the FEIS. 

We aaree that alternatives selection should not be based on cost alone. 

Altamont has now refined much of its proposed mitiption for the South Pass area (see 
Chapter 48 and new Appendix 8-S). We have determined that implementation of these 
measures, In conjunc:ti.on with other recommendations and Altamont's route realignments, would 
reduce the resultant visual impacts in this area to less-than significant. 

Comment noted. 

We agree. Please see revisions to Chapter 48 and Appendix B-3. 

Thank you for your comments. 



Dra f t  

A .  Donn Kesselheim 
Wyominq OUtdoo< Council 
Feb<uary 26, l9g! 

vish to comment speci f ica l l y  on that po rt ion of the Dra ft 

Envi ronment a l  Impact Sta tement which dea ls vith the South Pass 

preferred route and the a l ternatives to i t .  

01�1 1 It seems to me that thi s EIS fa l l s  short of compl iance vith 

NEPA, contrary to the statement made at page 1 - 1 4 .  I t  says that i t  

i s  intended t o  provide the public vith in format ion regarding the 

environmental effects of construction , operation and ma intenance , 

possible vays to reduce or avoid those ef fect s ,  and alternat ives to 

the proposed route . Yet , an examination of the EIS shove me that it 

does not provide me vith the informat ion needed for me to make an 

intell igent decision .  

01�2 1 Let me give an example.  AT page 2-7 , cleanup and restoration of 

disturbed land in the right-of-way is discussed . And then it is said, 

rather obvious ly, that not all of the material taken out of the trench 

la going to f i t  back in v i th a 30-inch pipe . Hy question i s ,  vhat is 

going to be done v i th a l l  the rock which is going to have to be blasted 

and removed wh ile constructing through the South Pass area? The 

Bureau of Land Management indicates that there may be 1 2  or more miles 

of rock terra in in the area directly south of Atlantic City and South 

Pass C i t y .  The EIS does not address this question .  

01�3 I Nei ther does it address another quest ion , hov is the land going 

to be recla imed? The E I S  does say the landscape is go!ng to be scarred 

and it does aay that regeneration of vegetation may not be successful 

and may result in signi f icant , long-term visual impact on the area . 

It also says at another place that permanent impacts are those changes 

to the visual resource that involve areas where vegetation would not 

recover for the l i fe of the project .  

Let me just co .. ent on the latter. Lack of successful reclamation 

in this area is very serious . This is an area of h i s tor t c  and recre­

at ional resources v i th a high potential for development of an important 

tourist industry. 

Ol4·1 

Ol4·2 

014-3 

GI-7 

(A.D. Kesselhelm, Wyomln& Outdoor Council) 

Comment noted. 

As staled, surplus soil would normally be evenly distributed over the right-of-way. Spoil 
(including rock) would be returned to the trench when the pipe is backfilled. &cess rock 
would be hauled away to a pre-approved disposal site, as would any non-1:0mbustible 
construction-generated waste. See revisions to Chapter 48 and new Appendix 8-S. 

Reclamation was addressed in DEIS Chapter 48 and in Appendix B-3. Please see our revisions 
to Chapter 48 and Appendix B-3, as well as our summary of Altamont's mitigation plan for the 
South Pass area. We believe that this plan, in conjunction with other recommendations and 
Altamont's route realignments, would reduce resultant visual impacts in this area to less-than­
significant. Altamont's plan is presented in new Appendix 8-S. 



GI-8 

Draft 2 

OU� 1 The l i S  does not address another question and that i s ,  what is 

014-S 

the comparable impact to important historical and recreational 

resources on any ot the alternative routes? The EIS merely says of the 

alternatives that there ia a lack ot complete and comparable intor­

•ation to •aka a comparison . To •e that is inadequate tor this 

document . 

In view of these d i screpancies , and •any more , and the lack ot 

adequate documentation , i t  would aae• appropriate to have a completad 

envi ron•ental impact statement done on the proposed South Pass route 

and the alternative most acceptable to Altamont . Only then w i l l  the 

, 
public be able to make an informed decision . 

01� I I would remind you that the public does have a relevant and 

i•portant interest here in as •uch as •uch of the land to be traversed 

by the pipeline is land ad•iniatered tor the publ ic by the Bureau of 

Land Management .  

014-4 

014-S 

GI4-6 

Chapter 4M has been substantially revised. Comparable data has been gathered and is now 
presented. 

Comment noted. Please see the FEIS. 

T1lank you Cor your comments. As a cooperating agency, the BLM has been integrally involved 
in prqJUalion or the EIS. Please see the BLM's cover letter transmitting comments on the 
DEIS. 



/ 

OIS-1 

OIS-2 1  
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l;;c.p!OIIttll).L.Jl)l�"iLt.oul al I.�Ybli!.l....futuinll. 

GB_AlLM•unL ' •  Pcgpo••d NMlucal G•• Pipgline Prujgyt. 

R l vecLun , Wyuainll. 
February 26 , 1 9 9 1  

My naaa 1M Lynn llnLa c .  I ' a  Crull ALlanLlu C l t. y ,  and 1 ' •  
Mp.aklnll. Luoill.bL on bMha l f  uf UVMC 100 aeaba CM u f  t.be 
Fc lMndM or W i ld Wyu•lnll. Daaect. M .  w. appcMu iaLM LhiM �barau• 
Lo uu .. MnL . 

Ravlnll. rMvlMwMd Al t .. unt. ' •  DcaCL BIS , arad ClM ld-cbMuk.d 
part.• ur Lh• vacluuM al t.acnat.lva couLeM, De.ect. FrlMnda 
auppoct.a Lbe JaCCcey C i ty Alt.acnaL lva Cor Lhla pcuj ac t. .  
However , w e  nut..d •any inadaquaclaa ln Lha Draf t. ,  and Cuuad 
flMld lnveat.lll.aLlona l11poaalbl• ln aany area• due t.u Mouw 
uovec. ThecaCora, we eubo Lha requeaL or ot.baca Cue a tOO­
day axt.anMlon on t.b la uo .. enL paclud. IC FERC aanac•r• ace 
at. a l l  uoocacnad w l t.b t.ba pu�l lc vulua , Lhey abould allow ua 
ao•• aouw�Ccea t.l•e t.o look uvac Lba cuut.• • •  

Ia analyalnll. Lba vacluuM a l t.aroaLlvea , w e  Clod t.baL t.ba 
pcupu1ed route over Sout.b PaMa w l l l  uau•e Lba l(ceaLeML 
d&llall.• t.o blat.oclc and natural valuea , wblla t.ha Jeffrey 
ClLy cuut.a wi l l  C&UMa t.be fMWaML lapao t. M .  

Spaol C ical l y ,  o n  t.ha noct.becn pact. o r  t.ha SouLb Paaa rou t e ,  
t.be plpel lna w l l l  ucoa1 a put.an t.lal wl ldecneaM un lL LhaL 
wl l l  likely be included ln t.ba C l t. l aana ' Wi ldecneMa Pcupoaal 
Cue BLM Landa . The JeCCcey C l t.y cout.a l(oeM near , but. not. 
l n ,  another pot.enLlal wl ldecnaaa uo l t. ,  and we wan t. Lu be 
aura Lhat. e l La la nuL lapacLad ducinll. cunMLcuuLlun. 

fart.bec aouLb , t.ha propoM� pipel ine pa•••• t.bcuull.b t.be 
South Paaa HlMt.uclo Area·-• cel(lun LbaL baM aean 
uoapacat.lvaly Cew ubanl(eM Mlnue Lbe pluneec dayM , and la 
pclaed Cue lLM celat.lvaly undevalu ped nature . Tu quuLa Lbe 
DcaCL •The Alt.MIIunt. project. w l l l  enuuunLac MpeclMl 
ceMLocaLlun pcubleiiM lo MYIIM acaMM . The IIYML Mll(oiflcanL u f  
Lbeae l M  Lha Arrow Creak area l n  Montana , and t.ba Suut.b Pa•• 
area ln Wyu•lnl( , •  Indeed , Lbia plpallne w l l l  cauMe an ul(ly 
Muac accu•• t.ba b l M Loclc Sout.b PaaM land•capa Lbat. w i l l  
pcobablJ never Cade . 

Tba aoaL aacluu• or t.beaa •apeclal caMLocaLlon pcubl.... lM 
Lbat. 94 •1 1•• ur t.be Mull• YO t.ba Sout.b Paaa rout.• have puoc 
or puoc•t.u-Calc cehab l l l Lat. lon puLen L lal , and BLM ' •  aol l  
aclan t. i a L  ••1• even Lbl a  pot.enLlal ia ovec-cat.ed. Once 
t.beMa Cr•ll. lla , coukJ aull• have been turned, t.bey w i l l  never 
auppuct. vel(at.at.lon t.b't. blanda ln w l t.b t.ba auccoundinll. 
cuvac , The J•Cfr•J C i ty cou t.a , on Lbe oLbec band , M t.aya 

015·1 

015-2 

015-3 

015-4 

015·!1 

01-9 

[Friends or Wild Wyomln& Deserts) 

Comment noted. On March !1, 1991, the Commission's Sec:tetary raponded to the requested 
100-day extension by annlina an extension unlil Mardi 1!1, 1991. 

We dlsqree. See n:visions to Chapter 4M and Tlbles S-4 and G-3. 

We do not believe that the proposed route's 1oc:ation would affect coasideralion of the Fuller 
Peak Unit. Also see taler response to comment letter of Wyomina Wddemess Coalition (Gl· 
29). 

We are unaware of any officially-designated "South Pass Historic Ala" which would be crossed 
by the proposed route. 

We disqree. See �sions to Chaptm 48 and 4L, as well as Appeedix 8-!1. As reflected in 
DEIS Tables S-4 and G-3, the Jeffrey City Variation would temponrily disturb 2,803 aaes of 
land, compared to 2,327 acres for the proposed route (MP 428-620). 



OIU 

OIS-1 

OJS.I 

pria•rll7 wHhin ota i 11 l i1111 c:ur r 1 durao •nd wuuld uau111t auc:h 
l••• n•w dl11t.u rbaroc:• .  

Another •11peuial re11t.ur•t.lun prublea• l11 Lh•L Lhe prupu11wd 
ruut.e uver SouLh P111111 oru•••• 36 . 5  al l•• uC w•Ll•rod , 18 
perennial at.re11a11--6 uC wh 1uh are lapurt.•roL reure•Llun•l 
fi11heriea , and 2 budiotll or waLer Lh•L h•v• ount. .. ln•L•d 
11ediaea L11. Th• JotCCrot7 CiL� ruut.e cru11111t11 28 . 6  all•• or 
wet.landa , 7 potrena lal a t. re••• • 2 iaport.anL fl 11herlea , and nu 
oont. .. inat.ed budle11 ur w• L•r. I ' l l rotalnd 7uu Lh•L 
•uro11ain11• •••n• uainll bl1111 Lla11 •nd aeuhanlc:al rl pp•r• ln 
t.he ruc:k7 a L r•a•• uver SuuLh Pa1111 , wh l l• a backhuot uun 
llkel1 do aoat. ur t.ha work on Lhot JeC Cre7 Cl L7 alt.ernaLive . 
Clearl7 , t.he JwfCr•7 C l L 7  alt.otrn•Llve l11 auuh le1111 h•r•Cul 
Lo aur C.ue wat.ltr , •nd &ore ln l lne w l t.h Pre11ldeaL 8u11h ' 11  
��ent u•ll Cor pru t.eut.lon of we Ll•nd• . 

Bvea U AlL .. ont. ' •  uonLraot..ora could uuaplet.•b rehabl l l t.•L• 
t.he auila and 11 t.re••• whluh w i l l  b• dl11Lurbed , t.h•1 wuuld 
atlll leav• a t.rail or e i llnpoat.ll , aalnllne luope , •nd ro•d• 
uaed fur lnapeot.lua 11nd ••inLen•nce. In Lh• prouotall uC 
ouaa t.ruot.loa and aain t.enanue , t.he7 wlll op•a a aet.wurk o r  
new roada and twu- t.r•cka t.h•L w l l l  •lau b e  u11ed b7 o Lhotr 
vehlolea . All Lhla w l l l  be ••en on t.he rollinll billa ur 
Sout.h Paea , and alonll t.he Or•llon Trail and Lander Road , 
while abuve-llruuad a t.ruc t.urea--aainllne loopa--will b• ln 
pl•n view 11L Wll lle ' •  Handu11rL S l Le and Fal1111 Pllrt.lnll of t.he 
wa, • •  

Deaplt.e t.be f•c t. LhaL ruada ar• al read7 ea t.abliah•d Cor 
oona t.ruut.ion and .. in t.enanc• alonll t.he JeCCre7 C i t.7 · ruut.e, 
Alt. .. unt. propo11.d bul ldinll • new oorrldur--which w i l l  t.hen 
be open Cor ot.hera t.o follow. ILK deal11naLed t.he Jeffre7 
Clt.7 ourrldor t.hat rune auroa11 t.he de11erL wiLh t.h• idea t.haL 
other plpellaea would follow t.here , and not. ruin addit.ion•l 
land11 . And t.he Lander Reaource Manalle••n t. Pl.a ( p•lle 49 ) 
at.atea •when lou•t.inll .. jur ut.i l l L7 a1at.e�• • t.he Suut.h Pll•• 
Maaa11eaent. Unl t.  �111 be avoided; YeL F�C and Al L .. uaL .re 
propoainll t.o 0¥1trrld11 t.be UOniiUillnLiOUII dlreut.lvell of t.be 
BLM. 

Ia auaaar7 , Al t. .. ont clalaa t.he plpelln• w l ll noL lapaot. t.h• 
pri .. rl17 naLural uh•r•ut.er of Sout.h Paaa , and plalal7 Lh•L 
la not t.he caae. 8v ldenLl7 , Al t. .. uat. eaeuut.lv•• ar• wlll lall 
Lo .. r t.he nat.ionall7 laport.anL SuuLh Pa1111 relllon Cur what. 
t.he7 believe wlll bot •n •uonualu advaoL•II• • But. Lhe7 h•ve 
aut. uount.ed t.he aplri t.u•l and int.rln•lo uu•t.• t.o Lhoae or u11 
whu lov• t.hat. land and uall lt. ho•• • Th.ak 7ou. 

lut..itt.ed b7 
KinLer, Dlrwut.ur 

Fri\nda or Wild WJo&lnll Deaert.a 
RouLe 6 2  Box 128 
At.lant.lo C i t.7 , W7ualn11 82520 

GI-10 

015-6 

015-7 

015-8 

The EIS represents wetland crossings in terms of acres, not miles. Implementation of our 
Stream and Wetland Construction and Mitigation Procedures would reduce impact associated 
with stream and wetland construction to less-than-significant. Other mitigation, such as DElS 
recommendation 9, would address the Issues raised in this comment. 

We clisagl=. No "mainline loops" of the pipeline are proposed. No permanent road along the 
ript-of-way would be required for operation and maintenanc:e. Only existing roads and two­
lracb would be used during construction. The mainline bloclt valves proposed for MP � 1�.� 
and �32. 7 would not be visible from either of the referenc:ed featuRS. Please see revised 
Cbapler 4L and Appendix M. 

Alllmont bas Jllll proposed a new utility corridor, nor has the BLM iadic:ated any interest in 
cleslpadnJ a utility corridor in the South Pass area. Please see new material added to 
Cbapler 5. 



GU-9 

GU-10 I 
GU-ll i 
GU-12 

H!l1 . Lu i �&  C�t"h� l l ,  �1!-cn:� lau·.v 

r" r· t �w.J� u f  t.i .i. lt.J t. v u  .. i u ll(  kuu l� 62 B u x  I � E  
A l l H.u l i c C i t � .  " ·"u•• i ru( 
I fJhuu" : 30i -332- i03 1 1 
F .. L,·uou·� 28 , 1 9 9 1  

Ft!'t.l�t·ati Ent!' &' IJI �  Rt!-" u l H. l u &· y  Cu•• bu11 iun 
825 Nur lh c�fJ i Lu l  S l r�" L '  N . E .  
W�oolo i ui( Luu , DC 204 2 6  

b��r Ms . C�sh� l l :  

u .. �,-t,.  
8251'3 
· . -? / / 

_.., 

:{·
;: · 
··. 

t-

-;;. 
� � 

Pl��-� acc�tpl Lh�s� cu••�nls p� r L� i n i ruc Lu Lh� P<i.t.l �(iA,Ii_ ouo4,1, 

Al \.a•un.t._�Jl" 1 UILl'r.�JJ•I:!. Iil_tu:M. (j._...En'l!.lulfiPil:n.L�a.l.._.I_IIlva.ILI. 
S.J.•t.�II..,IUoo Janu�r� 199 1 I Duck" I. Nua , CP89 · 4 60-00 I auod CP90-
1 3 i 5-000 1 ,  

H�v iruc rttv i �w�d A l L�•un L ' a  Dr� C L  E I S ,  �•u.l C i e ld-chttck"d p�t· Ls 
u C  Lh� v�riuua a l t�rna l i vv rou t..�a , De>uor t.. F r i ouu.ls "uppur t..s 
t..h� J� r r r�y C i ty A l t..�rna l i ve Cur l h i s  pruj�c t.. . Huw"v�r , wv 
uut�d ll r  .. � t.. d� C ici�uc i�• in lh� Dr• f t , •nd found C i ttld 
inv�10 l l ll• l iun11 iapu 10 a i hl� in ••n)l •r�•" duot lu 10nuw cuv� r .  
Therefor� . w� �chu lh� r�qU�IIt u r  ulh�r• Cor • 1 00-d�� 
�xt�naiun un t h i 11  coaa�nl p�riud , It FERC ••11�1(er10 �r� � L  
�u cunc,. rroed w i lh t..he public v u ic� , lh�)l ahuuld •l low u 10  
10uae anuw•Cr�� t.. i•� to luuk uv�r l h e  ruu t � .  

I n  �na l )l � in• th� v•r iuua � l l�rnat i v �s , w •  C i rod lh•l 
Al l�aun l ' •  prupu10�d ruule uv�r Suu t..h P�11" w i l l  c•u"� Lh� 
l r.,at� .. t d••�•• to h i 11 turic and ro10 t..ur•l v a& luea , wh i l � Lh" 
J�C cr�y C i t y  rout.� w i l l  c•u"� the r�w�"t impac ts , The Draft. 
a t..�tea l p  •• 6 - 2 7 1  that. t..he prupu10"d rout.� h•• the pu t.. .. n t i a l  
C u r  a i >Cn i f lc•n l ,  lurol(-lera advttrlle iap�c t  tu t h •  S o u t h  P""" 
araa , Co .. �nta we ob tai ned Croa L•nd�r �nd Ore�n R i v e r  
Re10ource Are� BLH o f f lc i � l "  und�r t h e  F •·.,�dua u f  I n foraa l i un 
Act 10huw th�l tha local ada i n i • lratura a l •u ••red l a&ee cup i e •  
�nclo10�d l .  Ther� Cure , w e  h� l i evot Lh�t a ' F i nd i n ll  u f  Nu 
S i ll n i fic�n t.. Iap•c t '  Cor lhe propu111td roule would h�t an 
errun�tuu" cunc lua luro ,  �nd th•t FERC ahuuld rou t pruc�t�td i n  
p"rai t t i nll lh i 10  a l lern• L i v ., ,  

Sp�tc i fic� l l y ,  lh� pt•upoa�td pipe l ine pa" " " "  lhruu11h th�t Suulh 
P�•• H i 10 turic Area , cru10ae10 th�t Or.,llun Tr�i l �nd i t.• hr�rn:h-­
Larod�r Ru�d , �rod IIUI!IO h)l • nuahltr ur i•pu r l�n l  hi .. t..u r i c  
l�uda•rk a ,  Th i 10  r�t >C i un h � "  "�"" cuap� r� t.. l v �t l .v f�tw chan'e" 
a i ncot t..he piuneotr d�y ,. ,  �nd i10 pr i :.o "d Cur i t..10 r �t l � L i v ., l y  
uudot vltlup .. d ro�lur.. . A IIUod pu r l iun u r  l h ot  loca l ltCUnUa)l i a  
dtt ptHtdaua l u n  luuri 111 l 111 w h u  cu•tt Lo M � e  • wh�tl AMtt r ica. uru.:tt 
wa M ' . Y� t.. A l lamun t.. , in duwnpla )l i n �  v i �hl" � l lotrro�L i v"" • wi l l  
d�aaoett uur ' t:� p i l• l ' Cur lh� purpu11� u f  ah i pp i u>C c�u�d i �u ��" 
lu C.a l i Curu i a .  

GU-9 

GU-10 

GU-ll 

GU-12 

GI- l l  

See response to Comment GU-1. 

BLM comments on preliminary drafts of the DBS will not be responded to in this FEIS. As 
stated on Page 3 or the BLM letter or comment on the DEIS "Previously related BLM 
comments or those dealing with early internal reviews can either be assumed to be resolved or 
or a nature that BLM will deal with in its review and approval or the POD .. .  ". 

Comment noted. 

See response to Comment GU-4. 



OU·l3 

OU-14 1 
OU·IS 

OU-16 

OU-17 

OU·II 

Th� Dr� C l  E ! S  � l � l � �  � �� .  6 - 2 5 1 lh�l lh� S u u l h  P��� 
� l l�rn� l i v � w i l l  h�·� 9 7 , 2  • i l � �  u C  h i �h u r  wud � r� l� v i � u � l  
i • p�c l ,  w h i l� l h �  J � r rr�y C i l y A l l� rn� l i v �  w i l l  h � · �  � u c h  � "  
i MpK�l ura ura l y  0 . �  • i l � � . B�cKU�� v i �uKl r��uurc�� .  tt lura� 
w i ll• h i w lu r i �  w i l�w . M rH lh� pr i mtt r·� tt l l r Kc l i ura fur luur i � l �  
Ktld r�c r�K l i url i � l � .  �H b� l i � v �  lta� v i � uK l i •pKc l fKclor K l ur•� 
�huu ld di wqu�l i f y lh� Suu lh P�� �  ruul� . 

Tu quu l� lh� Da·� C l  f i>Ol •  � B - 1 0 1  "Th� A l l�nounl pa·uj�cl w i l l  
ttncuunl�r wp�c i tt l  rtt w lu a·a& L i ura pr·ubl�11111 i n  wumt:t tu·�tuJ . Thtt 
•ow l  » i ll n i f ic�nl u r  lh�HH �� lh� Ar row C r��k �r�� in Hun l�n� , 
�ru.l lh� Suu lh P�• •  ,.,.�,. in Wyum i nlf , "  In<lt!�<l , llo i �  p i p� l i n ot  
w i l l  CllUH� llll uOll.Y HCill' llCrUIOIO l h �  h i l• lu a· i c  Suulh p,.�,. 
lllra<l .. Cil�� lblll w i l l  pa·uiJ,. IJ l y  ll� V H l' flld� , 

Thtt •uK l  Hotrluull ur th�ll� " ll p�c illl r�w lur .. l ion prubleaw" i w  
lhlll 9ol • i l �• u C  Lh� oou i l w  u n  lh� Suulh p,.,.,. roul� h�&ve pour 
ur puu r-lu• fll i r  r�hllb i l i lMt iun pu l�n l illl , and BLH ' 11  w u i l 
wcl�n l i w l  ll<l• i l ll th i 11  pul�ra l i ll l  iw uv�r-rll le<l , One� lhoowot 
frllll i l� ,  rocky 9u i l11 hllv� b��n lurut!<l , th�y w i l l  ra�v � r  
� uppua• l •�ll� l ll l i un lhll l bl�n<lw i n  w i lh th� a u rruura<l i nll cu v � r .  
Th� J e r r r�y C i ty ruu l � ,  u n  the u lht!r h�&nd , ll lllys p r i •M r i l y  l n  
l h e  uurr idorw u f  M l a·�ll<IY-�II lllb l b oh�d plp�l lu�11 . 

Anolher " w p�c llll r�ll lur�&tlun prubl�•· , llCco&·dlnll to the D ra f l  
f pp .  S - 2 6  • 2 7 1  i ll lhll L lhot prupuw�<l ruule u v � r  South Pllllll 

CrUIIII�H 3 6 , 5  • l l�s of we l l and , 18 perenn i a l  B l reamS ••8 o f  
which are iapurlllnt r�cre .. t l unal f i llher i �  • •  llnd 2 bud i�ll u r  
Willer w h i ch hllve con t .. alnllled 11edlaen l s .  The J e f f r·.,y C i ty 
ruult' crusli"H 28 , 8  • i l e a  of W e l llln<lll o 7 perenn i � l  » l r�ll->1 1 2 
iapur lllft l f l llh .. r l�ll , lllld flU cunlllalna led bodl�B uf Wille r ,  
"Cro11 11 i n 11 "  ae""" uw i n ll  blM11 l i n 11  Mnd aechlln lclll r i pp�r• i n  lh� 
a·ucky 11 lr� .. •• uv�r South p,.,.. , wh i 1� a backho� Clln 1 ik�ly t.lo 
•u•l uC lh� wurk on lhe J�r rr�y C l ly rou l� . C l eM r l y ,  lh� 
l ll l l � r  M l l�rnM l i ve 111 •uch looa11 hllraful lu 11urr .. c., wlll�r , llnd 
•ur� ln l i nw w i th Pr�w id�nt Buwh ' 11  receul cll l l  fur prut�c l i un 
o f  w� t lMn<lw . 

Evttn l f  A l lll•un l ' w  cun lrllu lurll cuul<l cu•ple l�ly reh .. b i l i lM le 
lh� s l r�ll•w Mild wu i l 11  which w i l l  b� d i ll l u rb .. <.l ,  lh�.• wuu lt.l 
K l i l l  l�llV� ll lrll l l  u f  K i llnpu ll lll , • ll i n l i u� luup11 , llllt.l l'Uilt.lll 
Ullttd fur i n11p�c l i un Mud •llin l�n�nc� . Cun» lruc l i un Mud lh� 
l'otq u i r�<l p�r l u<l ic •• i n lenllnc� w i l l  up�n .. n� lwu•·k ur n�w 
rull<IH Mild l wu - l r�&ckw lhll l w i l l  M l »u b� Ull�d b,v u lh � r  
vehi c l�w . A l l  lh i 11  w i l l  b �  we�ra un lh� ro l l i n �  h i l l » u f  
Suu l h  Pllw ll ,  Mrad M l u n 11  l h "  Or�Olun Trll l l  llnd Llln<l " r  Ru,.d , wh i l �  
•ll ira l i ne luop» · -llbu v e  !lruund s l ruclur�11--w i l l  b �  i n  p l ll i n  
v i �w Il l  W i l l i� · ·  Hllndcllrl S i l e  llUd Flllll� PMr l i n� u r  l h �  w .... .. .  

Dotll p i l� l h �  r .. c l  lhll l rulldw ll r �  ll l relld)l' e a l  .. b l i llh�d rur 
cun 11 l ruc l iun ,.,.d •ll i u l�nllnc� M l unlf lh� J e f f a·e.v C i l.v rou t � ,  
Al l�aoun l l »  prupu ll i nll ll n�w curri<lur--w h i ch w i l l  lhen be up�n 
fur u lh� a·11 lu Cu l l uw .  BLH <l�� i llnll l�d lh� J � r rr�y C i l,v 
cua· r i <lu r  lh�l run11 Mcru1111 lh� de11 e r t  w i lh th� ill� .. lh .. t u lh e a· 

GI-12 

Gl$-13 

GU-14 

GU-15 

GU-16 

GU-17 

GU-18 

Altamont's November 1990 realignment and funher analysis have reduced the miles of high or 
moderate visual impact along the proposed route between MPs 428-620 to 30.8. Mitigation 
proposed by Altamont or recommended in the FEIS would reduce visual impact at these 
locations to less-than-significant levels. 

We disagree. See response to previous comment. 

We disagree. See response to Comment GU-S. 

See response to comment GU-6. 

We disagree. See response to Comment GIS-7. 

See response to Comment GIS-8. 



OU-11 1 (cOaL) 

GH-19 

GH-20 

GH-21 

oa-n I 

p i p., l i n"" wou ld fo l l ow u,., ,  . ., lind nul o·u i n  lidd i l i uu .. l llind ,. .  
And llott Llind"r """ou o·c., H'"n'"""'"""l Pllin I J un" 1 9 8 7 ;  I'IC • 4 9 1 
.. t,.l0111 �"'""" loc,. u n., .... ioo· u l i l i l � " ·• "' l"'"" • llo" S o u l h  p,.,.,. 
H'"n'"ll"'"""l Uni l  w i l l  btt li v o l dttd . "  Ytt l f ERC lind A l l,.•o n l  '"r" 
propoM in� Lo ov�rr ld� Lh� curt»c i � rt l iou• d i r�c l i v�• oC BLH . 

Un plilltt S- 1 9 ,  lhtt D r,. f l  c lli l no" lhlil l lott l' i l'" l l ntt o v " r  Soulh 
Plillll crO .. IIttll no po l .. n l ili } } y  liC l i Y tt fliu l l ll ;  on pli!l .. S-2 1 ,  i l  
10 llil"" lhli l dlila l 11  i nconc l u11 i vtt , . .,.,,.,·d i n "  lic l i v i ly on llott 
lwo f•u l l  11y11 l"'"" cro" ""d L, lhtt Soulh p,.,.. roul.. . In f,.c l ,  
lin ttlirlhqu,.ktt li l  Soulh p,.,.,. C i l y ,. (.,w Yttlir"' li�O op"n"d ,. 
f i 1011Urtt in lh8 ..... · lh o lilld Wlill 11 l ron11 ttnou!lh lo lh o·ow a 
"'. lllhLor of aln" oul of h i ll  b .. d .  Con 11 u l llil ion w i lh 11n 
lndltp.,ndouol ll•olol i ll l ,  11nd r"v i •w of li tt r i ,. l  pholo!l r,.phll •nd 
!lttolo!liu '"'"P" • lnd ic'" l" recttnl aovtta.,nl • l onll a ••jor lhru 11 l  
f•u l t--the Contln�tnl•l Fau l t- -ntt•r p i pe l ine a l l "  5 3 4 , whttrtt 
lhe p i pot l lntt cro1111e11 •nd par•l lttl" lhe O•·e!lon Tr• i l .  Any 

con11lructlon lhroulh lhtt Soulh P•1111 r01•lon , lind i n  lhl11 ar01• 
in p•rllcu l ar , 11hou ld have a .. x laua protttc l lon Croa llttlaaic 
d l H l u rL•nctt . Id .. a l l y ,  lhtt J .. r rrtty C i ty .. l l.,rn•t l v tt  would b" 
UHttd lna lttlid--fau l lll lhttre havtt btt"n l n  .. c l l vtt Cor • •uch 
lon11"r t iae pttrlod lh•n h•11 lhe Con t i nent .. l f•u l t .  

Ll ltle o f  the propo11ed ruultt ha11 been a lud lttd Cor •rcheu lo!l i o  
Ctta turtta , Yttl • 11 l n!l l e  l i lttr•lurtt llttlirch 11howttd 1 9 3  h l aturlu 
•nd pr•h i ll torlu ll l lttll w i t h i n  100 r .. e t  of lhtt plptt l lne . 
Clearly , South Pa11a la an •rtt• rich in uul tur•l a l te11 and 
artl faut11 . I t  l11 •l11o trtt•"nduu11 l y  l•purl•nl to Shoahontt and 
other N• l l ve A.erlcana for 11 p l r l lual rttlillonll . Inexcuaabl,. , 
llott Dr,. f l ' •  en l i re cuvttrall" of Nat l v tt  Amtt r lcan cuncttrnll lh .. t 
w i ll be .rr  .. u ted l p  • •  3H- 1 3 1  la l l • l tttd lo two attn lencttii•­
Lulh refttrrlnll to Crow land in Montana . ThereCortt , befurtt 
per• i t a  are i11auttd fur � li l lttrna t l vtt , A l l,.•ont 11hould 
con11 u l t  w i th Sho11hone and Ar•p,.hue t r ibal attaberll 1 inc ludtt 
lhtt• lu f i e ld aurve.va a11 lhtty aett nttctt,. llliry , and avoid any 
r�t!l iun lhtty define •• iaport•nl and llttllll l l i v tt .  

A a  • •••bttr u r  . ..  n l x a l lun o f  lhtt Wyo•in• W i ldttrne1111 Co• l i t i o n ,  
Wit w a n t  t o  aak• aur" th•l l h tt  plpel intt ••uid11 a n y  artta thal 
w i l l  be propo11ttd for W i ldttrne1111 de11 i11n• l l on in lh" 
Con11erv• l lunl 11 l 11 1  W i ldttrne11a Propo11a l for BLH land• . 
Sp�tc l flc• l l y ,  on th1t northttrn part of lh" Suulh Pa1111 Rou ttt , 
lhe pi pe l ine i11 11lat"d lu uro1111 Fu l l " r  P"ak Prupo11"d 
Wi ldernttall Un l t--th l a  l i n" ahould be reroutttd about a 
thou11and yard11 lu lh" ttall l ,  i n to lh" 8X lll t i n ll  u l l l i t y  
corr idor , w h  .. r e  i t  w i l l  L "  oul11 ide of our unl l ' a  boundary . 
Thtt JttCCrtty C i ty rout" llo"" ntta r ,  bu l nul i n ,  lh" Ly11 i le 
a .. d l and• Prupo11ed Wi ld"r"""" Uni t ,  and we want lhat ar"" to 
be prol .. cl"d Cru• i•paulll durinll con11lruc t i un .  

Accordinll to the DEIS I pll . 4E-60 I ,  lh"r" artt four W.vo•h•ll 
plouo l "P""i"ll d .. ll i!lnal"d all Thr.,al"n"d or End'"""" r"d which 
could btt a f Cttcl"d L,v lhlt proj.,c l .  A l thou11h TaLl" 4 E - 1 3  i11 
u i l.,d , lhtt ,.,...,11 of lh""" four 11pttc i"11 do nul app.,ar lh"r" • 

GH-19 

GH-20 

GH-21 

GH-22 

GI-13 

Thank you for this infonnation. We believe that our analysis fairly represents the potential 
geologic hazards associated with construction along any of the routes considered between the 
Lost Cabin and Opal areas. Mitigation recommended in the DEIS and revised in the FEIS 
would reduce any hazards to less-than-significant levels. 

Consultation with the Shoshone and the Arapahoe wu in pqress when the DEIS was issued. 
Interested Indian tribes would be inviled to participate in any field surveys conducled. See 
revised Chapters 3M and 4M. 

See response to Comments GH-3. 

Comments accepted. Please see revisions to Chapter 4E and Appendix E-4. 
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ALTAIOO' PROJECT REVIEW CONSOLIDATION FORM 

ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW DRAFT 

DECEMBER 1!190 

Revle�lng Office: Rock Springs District 

-C} •' 
/.· <(p / ' ' / '. · 

1;.. ·:/ 
;,. ..:»� ·1-;1-

• •' (? 

· :.-

Page Para Ltne c-nt 

GEHERAL 

SPECIFIC 

1-1 2 -

2-1 3 3 

2-47 3 3 

2-47 4 2 

Except for spec i f i c  ereas noted, the PDEIS on the Al ta.ont 
propose! Is considered to edequately eddress 1-oacts es they 
pertel n  to the .. Jor I s sues end concerns essocl eted with the 
prlljiOsel . · 

We ess� that • SUtllllary wt l l  be prov ided In the front of 
the DEIS (43 CFR 1502 . 1 2 ) .  The summary should Include, I n  
addition to •aJor conclusions and areas o f  controversy, 
l dant lflcetlon of the cooperating agenc ies, thei r  spec i f i c  
responsibi l ities w i th regard t o  t he  u l t l  .. te decisions on 
pipeline syst• approve! and rl ght-of-wey route selection 
end approve!. It shou ld e l so I nc l ude FERC's preferred 
elternatlve(s) fro. • syst .. s perspective and BLM's 
preferred elternet lve(s) fr0111 • publ i c  l e nd  ���nas;-nt 
perspective (43 CFR 1 502 . 14 (e) ) .  

The Rock Springs District' 1 preferred route for t he  Al tamont / 
pipel ine Is either the Jeffrey C i ty or Alkal i Butte 
Verletlon. This route wou ld fo l low en exi sting corridor end 
therefor comply .est closely w i th Bureau policy; It wou ld 
evold visually sen s i t i ve arees; evol d  the aost sensitive 
erees of historic end cul tural velue ; It would resu lt I n  
reduced t t  .. needed t o  process culture! e nd  T/E species 
cl .. rancu since the route hes been llltlnstvely Inventoried 
for prev ious pipe l i ne s .  

T he  BLN I s  • cooperating egency. 
here. 

This should be I dent i fi ed  

Add: • • •  pipel i ne  trenches ,  pipe lnstel latlon end 
beckfl l l lng, pipel ine .arklng, end f l nel cleenup, 
restoretlon end revegetation • • •  

Typo: • • •  the BLM end others have Identified • • •  

• • •  1 3  • I  las ust o f  Farson • • •  

GI- 15 



•. r:U���,'St�partment of the Interior 
a t. l u• t.4'0 " '' ''•' ''L'r 

� • • • '2 ) I 1H Sunno-et =w: __ ---� La-. WY I2S20 
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• -- -
...... _ AMBil(.&-

- -- . 
• UI'L w a&na to: 

�;� .g�/� i�� -·;==f=-�::-= 
. . . -·- ... .. . . ....:...;.;..:...___�..:.. _. 

Meaorandlll 

'lba District Manager, Worland 
M'nll Jim lbsebe.n:y 

Prtmz Area Hana<]er, Lander 

2880 (ALT) 

� 14, 1990 

9lbjec:tz MldN.stratiw Review of the Draft Envi.rl:lnlenta Ilrpact Statanent -
All:allatt Project 

We haw CXJ19leted what review we aou.ld in the l.ilnited U.. allowed. '!he 
attac:bec! specific oannents rewa! that the Draft does nat adequately assess 
the potential adverse inplet.s of the pr:t:p:JSed Alt.allalt route ard Scuth Pass 
Jlcute Varlatic:N. 'lhe �leta analysis and inaccuracies in the present 
prellml.nary draft would not provide for Womed plbllc review ard rqea::y 
decf.sicmaki.ng. 

Bcpeful.ly, acre cx:119lete review will be possible on a acre cc:aplete dociJnent 
t.t1en the revised Draft is fOIIIIIIlly plbllshed and c!istril::A.Ited for plblic review. 

GI-16 
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016-2 1 
_, I 

Hy naae la Todd Guenthe r ,  I reside at South Pass C i t y  I Rt .  82 
l'lolC 164 , SI'C , WYO . 11 2 5 20 I .  I have been lnvo h·ed ln i dentl fy lnc , 

plannlnl to r ,  and aanac lnl cul tural resource& ln Wyoa l nl tor eleven 

1eara . It aeeaa to ae that the proposed Al taaont p i pel ine presents 

all concerned part ies w i t h  a s i tuation In which everyone could coae 

out winners , bu t o n l y  U A l taaont takes an alte rnat<P to the South 

l'ass route . 

There have been aoae atteapt.a to po l ar i z e  t h h  l aaue and 

charac terise an1one not bl lndl1 support ive of Altaaont and i t a  use 

ot the South Pass route •• an envl ronaental l s t  who opposes 

procresa. These are a laply knee-Jerk react ions t roa p,pop l e  lost I n  

an earl ier decade . No aodern envl ronaental l s t  could oppose a 

project which w i l l  euppl1 one of the nation ' •  larceat aarke t a  w i th 

a source of clean fuel . To rei terate , lt l a  onl1 the proposed 

route acrose the South Pass area which I oppose . 

The South Pass are a ,  lncludinl the Orecon Tra i l  and related 

s i tes , and the a i nin1 dhtrlct which extends southeast be1ond 

Lew hton, w i l l  be eeve rel1 lapacted b1 the p i pel i ne .  BecaJse theae 

areas are so unarcuabl1 a l cnl flcant to the h l ator1 of the State and 

the nat l on, the�· should be avoided, I ndeed , the BLM says as auch 

in i t s  South Pass Hanaceaent Unit plan . Why la that beinl icno red? 

Alta.ont should not be peraitted to b i sect t h l a  rec ton by 

pioneerlnl a new, 20 a i l e  lon1 util i t1 corridor throuch the heart 

o t  thla area. Coapan1 ottlc l a l a  Jus t i fy the i r  route saylnl that 

other road s ,  a r�t l l road , and power l i nea have al ready int ruded , but 

do not .. nt lon that those lapacta are on the pe r l pher,. The1 are 

not part o f  what a atud1 funded b1 tl:le W1oal n1 Lech lature has 

called " the essent i a l  aettlnc" which auat reaa l n  und i sturbed U we 
. � 

are to deve lop the tou r l aa potential of the are a .  Currently aoae 

30 , 000 to � o , ooo peop l e  per year v h l t  South Pass C i t �· a l one . When 

other s i tes are deve loped , lt is est imated that those f i cures w i l l  

increase t o  1 50 , 000 and have a 1 3 5  a l l l ion annual lapact o n  Freaont 

County. What Al taaont o t ters us pa les b1 coapa r l so n .  

016-4 1 I t  t h l a  area l s  t o  be deve loped tor tou r l aa ,  ... h lch unl i ke 

Al taaont , w i l l  provide jobs ln Freaont Count�· for our c h l ldren , the 

landscape around South Pass auat be preserved , troa t h i s  and other 

(Todd Guenther) 

016-1 We disqree. Pk:ue see Cllapeen 3, 4 and 6 or die FEIS. 

016-2 The pcoposed IOUtle does not aoss die BLM's Soudl Pus Manaaement Unit. 

016-3 See lelpOIISe to Comment 015-8. 

016-4 See previous lelpOIISe. 

01-17 
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016-5 

016-6 

Gl6-7 

ut i l l t le a  that would soon uae any new corrido r .  We d o  not w i s h  to 

proh l b l t  the l i n� , we onl y �•k that A l tam�nt use a l e s s  

h i a t o r l ea i l �· !O i lj n H leant and a l read)' ex l • H  iniC  p l pe 1  " ' "  c o r r iuor 

aueh 1\S that near J e f rrey C i t y i n  Fremont County and leave ua the 

und i s tu rbed e u l  tural reaoureea at South Pass ao we may pursue 

add i t ional avenues o f  eeonoale deve l opmen t .  

A r t e r  s t urt�·t n� t he data , [ do not be l i eve t h a t  th<' J e f f re�· 

C i t Y  " l t e rn:ne lo'oo a l d  be more cos t l y  t o  bu i l d t han the South Pa a a  

route w h i c h  would requ i re 1 3  •i lea of blaat lnl throuch so l id roc k .  

The a l te rnate. route would a l ao resu l t  i n  far few e r  a t r ea• e ro a a l nc a  

and othe r s i m i lar hapae ta to the natural envi ronment . Even 1 r  the 

a l t e rnate d ld c o !O t  more , A l tamont should bear the expcnsr· . f' remont 

Count)' should not be expected to shoulder the coat o f  that 

construction by loa l nl revenue cenerated i n  the p r i s t i ne South Pass 

country to l n te re a t a  fro• other states and nat ions . Bu l ld l n l  the 

pipe l ine on an a l t e rnate route would a t l l l  al low A l t amont to make 

a pro f i t  and prov ide Ca l i forn i a  with the •a• i t  needs , provide tax 

revenue s to Fre•ont Count y ,  and al low cont inued tourla• development 

in the South Pass area , 

A l ta•ont ' a  local c laims th:�t the)" w i l l  re s t o re the i r  hu,e , 1 0 0  

root r i cht o r  v a l'  t o  near natural cond i t ions a r e  a cont empt i b l e  

fal sehood , o r  •ade o u t  o f  i cnoranee . The South Pass envi ronment l a  

not ••enabl e  t o  revecetat lon , A l t a•ont wou l d  leave a t re•endou a  

sear on t h e  landscape t h a t  woul d  l a s t  f o r  centur ies , The D E I S  

prepared f o r  the• as m u c h  as adm i t s  t h l a  ( S - 1 8 ,  4 8- 1 0 ,  4 L-9 l .  The 

Drts t l osses over how A l tamont would dea l  v l t h res t o ra t i on 1 2 - 7 1 .  
Tou r h t a  w i l l  not come to aee pipel ine aeara , they want to aee 

Choat towns , pony express s tat ions , and the l i ke . A l tamont wou ld 

drive away one o f  Fre•ont Co�rity ' a p r l mar)' a;,u rces or l neoae . · •· 

The DE t S  a l so a:�y s , i n  a anow job ehal l enc i nC a South Pass 

b l i zzard , t.hat no new roads would be requ i red t o  acee :a a  the r l t h t  

of w a y  HJ-2 1 .  Th l a  i s  a r id iculous asse r t i on .  The heavy 

equ lp•ent needed to bu i ld the p i pe l ine could not t ra,·e rae the jeep 

and '!lame t r a i l s  now ex l a t lnc i n  that coun t r y . What la nov a 

beaut i fu l ,  unspo l ! e d  l a nd scape adm i rer.! by peop l e  f rcm a round till.' 

wo r ld w l l l  be c-overed t d th l a r,e roads and t r:.\ns formed i n t o  a 

GI-18 

Gl6-.5 

Gl6-6 

Gl6-7 

We cfisa&r:ee. Information presented in Chapter 2 clearly identifies that this variation would 
require 39 miles of additional pipe and an additional compressor station. Additional cost 
Information for the South Pass Route Variations has been included in Chapter 2. 

We disapee. Please see revised Chapters 48 and 4L, as well as Appendix B-.5. Impact to 
tourism would be ne&IIJ!'ble. 

Thank you for your opinion. 



apo i led waate by Altaaont . 

In conc luaion , the South Paaa area ahould be avo ided . 

furthe rao re , there are inaccu rac iea and aer ioua i nadequac iea i n  the 

DEIS w h i c h  need �o oe add reaaed . Th i a  document need• t o  be redone , 

or a aupp leaental iapact a tateaent dea l i nC w i th the South Paaa 

route and lta alternate• ahould be requ i red . F inal l y ,  the 

reculationa aet down i n  the Nat ional Env i ronaental Pol icy Act , 

which do not appea r to be rece iv i nc due cona ideration at t h i a  t iae , 

need to be fol lowed . 

01-19 



Commenls ollA!Im lost Repn.nttns the Fremont County HISIOrtcal Pmervation Commission 

My name It Loren lost and rm here 1o speak .u the repreentatlve ol the Premont County 
HIAoric:al ..._...lion CommJsaion. 

The CXIIIIRIISiion It apoup ol county dtbene appolnled by the Boud ol County 
CAJcnmitllonen 1o leek out aras ol hlstorlal importance and to tab action to help pnserve 
- which have Ions� Jlgnlflcance. Therefore - have followed clotely the plannins 
ol the Altamont project and have VOied unanlnnuly In opposition 1111 the GlmpiiiJ's proposed 
-· lhrou&h South ..... 

The hblork Importance o1 the South r- ana It unquestionable. The draft EIS 
acbowledsa that Importance .u beJna natloNI In ICVpe. Yet lhe EIS shows clearly that 
� ha attached Uttle llnportanQr 1111 lhe Impact ol ltl project on cullunl mources and 
ha lalelpnled the 11en11 ,1111*"' In the narrowest way possible. 

017·1 I To thla daflr. Altaaalt's examination o1 cultural -.rce lmf*l lt  Hmlled to a review 
ollllentunt and map�. To mlnlmba the potentlal llllpiiCt ol the �  the EIS points out how 
Allllmonrs rouee a wolds Identified mon..-ts and slla Yet lhe draft EIS states c1arty that 
a.ainatlon ol advene effects must Include those effects which dlmlnhh the lnleptty ol a  
-·· "settJns, . • •  fee11ns. or ..xllltlon." No conJicleratlon oi iUCh  � - to  have 
-m In  the EIS. We Rlbrit that the cultural lipllicanCII of South r-aoes far beyond the 
-- boundaries ol hltlurtc IllS and -IL In fact. it It the natural settJns, the · 

017-2 , • "** 1ee1Jns ol the ana that p¥e� lnle meani"' to the mon-and Illes which 
Allalont _.. to avoid. We belleft the Impact ol bfaet1na, roads. and other COIIIIructlon 
f8dan ha been drutkally undenlaeed In the EIS. And - doubt that thole faclon can be lllillpeed throup specW COIIItnldiDn pniCiedura or an unpoven rec:1amat1on .,._ • 

017·3 I With repnl to cultural ....,._ which may have part1c11W liplflcance to Native 
� the  draft EIS lllen!ly notes that the proposed rouee lra-.. ao Indian �  
111aw It no IReRtion that the South r- - once wu a put ol the Wind Rmr Indian 
lleenatlon and even befole that wu a major CI'OIIIOadt for Indian lralle which were IUed 
...... ....,. beck lniiD prHittory. 

017_. 1 The draft E1S DOles that the ldentiflalllon and mlluation o1 ptn�ous�y unbown 
Cllilbnl l'eiiiiii'Cel lt -yet undaway. We Rlbmlt that this portion o1 the project should have 
.... mmpletied by NIW. We leer that the� by which the South ra. ltouee - towards 
...,.._. mJaht adva�D 10 far that dltc:owry ol addltloNI cultural lhlle prior to 
CIIIIIIIUc:tloa maller how �t be adclmled CICily throup .,_ type  ol 
llllillptlon that It far leM acceptable than the re-routJns ol the pipeline. 

017 S 1 
We noee that AI�• proposed South p,... Rouee ha been adfoaled to a1101d an -

• 
� the  South Pass !iuJNnlt which ha been designated as a N.ltlonal tfiMork 
a-cbcape. The boundaries ol the ana were defined In 1966, but In 188& and 1985 it wu 
clelamined that a remmnlel\t ol lhoae  boundaries should be undertaken. That ­
.. - been CXIIIIpleeed and 10 the boundaries o1 the NHL ana remain ladeflniee. Altamont has 
relpOnded by rallpins lts iVIlee to a1101d the 1966 boundaries. We would arpe that approval 
ol Al&unonrs propoeed rouee now woald preclude any 1111en11on ol the NHL � no  
-- how appropriate IUCh an exteNion mJsht be. We believe the South r- •- It far liDo 1111partant to allow that liD happea. 

017"' 1 We also noee the ClDIIIplete Inadequacy ol thla draft EIS with repn1s to an amunllllt o1 
.. llillpadllllcultural resoun:etalons thealeemattve rouees. We -.ler how any � 
� ol the lmpectson culturalraoun:ac:an be made without IUbstlntlally- work In 
this-. And - question the validity ol any decisiCIIl without .... fads to make IUCh 

. -... ........ 017-7 I � - ol cuncern It the pollelllial ol the Altamont Projed for advene aamulattve 
....,_... Within the 1'1'1 rew da,. Altamont spo..__ have been busy eemns the public that 
llldr profett It CICily a llnp pipeline, and that there It no reason 1111 belleft that its CXliiSiructlon 

GI-20 

017-1 

017·2 

GI7-3 

017 .. 

GI1·S 

017-6 

017-7 

(Loren Jost, Fremoat County Historical Praemdioa Commission) 

Sipificant proareu bu been made in lbe Sectioa 106 complianc:e process since lbe DEJS was printed. See revised Chapters 3M ud 4M. 

'lballk you for your commenL See revised Chapters 48 llld 4L; and Appendix B-S. 

Comment IIO(ed. See revised Chapters 3M and 4M. 

1bc Section 106 complianc:e process is wdl under way. While it may be desirable to praeat 
lbe conc:lnsions of Ibis process ia lbe EIS, Ibis rudy occun for � .iatcnlate pipe1iae 
pmjects ud, ia fact, is not requited eitla by NEPA or lbe NRPA. 

'lballk you ror your c:ommeot. Plase see new laformalioa.included Ia Chapter 4M. 

See pcevious response. 

'lballk you ror your comment. Plase see new lllllaia1 added to lbe cumulalive impacts 
disc:ussi.oa ia Chapter s. 



Gr7-7 
(coat.) 

would lead to the constnactton of other pipelines through the South Pan area. But in the draft 
EIS, the South Pass routl! Is justified by existent:�! of a power line, a railroad grade, and a buril!d 
fiber optic cabiP. which already traverse a portion of the area. It's difficult to reconcile these 
two arguments. 

The fad Is that Altamont's propost!d South Pass Route would establish a new right-of· 
way through a 25-mile slrdch of South Pass. Altamont has already demonstrated that future 
propo5l!d projects would use that right-of-way to justify additional future construction. 

We bellevt! that cumulative Impacts brought on by this project argue strongly In favor of 
use of an nlstlng utility corridor. lllat corridor Is the Jeffrey City Alternative. 

We believe that an appropriate Interpretation of this project's Impact on cultural 
reoun:es argues In favor of any route l>•t the South Pass route. 
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R i verton , Wyoming 
February 26 , 1 9 9 1  

Sta tement o n  Al tamont p i pe l i ne dra ft envi ronmenta l impact statement 

I am Lavinia Dobler of R i verton , Wyoming . I am the president 

ot Friends o f  South Pass , an organization v i th 1 24 members .  Friends 

ot South Pa ss vas founded in 1 976 in order to promote and protect 

the historical and cultura l values ot the South Pass area . 

GI-22 

01�1 I We a re greatly d i smayed at the prospect ot a p i pe l ine being 

put through the South Pass area . We feel this would not only create 

great damage to the landscape but �ould a lso establ ish an industr i a l  

corridor which would utterly destroy the integri t y  of this great 

historic area . The p i pel ine is just not compa tible v i th the historic, 

cultura l ,  and recreat ional values . 

Gl�2 1 A $it, ooo study which vas done tor the State ot Wyoming resulted 

01�3 

011-4 1 
01�5 

in the � Pass Heritage !!!! !!!!!£ � · That plan says at page 

1 2 5 ,  "A major p i pe l i ne af fecting the existing resources and the pro­

posed •aj or a ttract ion eeems incompat ible v ith the recommended tourism 

ef fort and the goa l ot h i s toric preserva t i on . •  

The draft envi ron•ent a l  i•pact statement saye a t  page 40- 1 2 ,  
"The Lander Bureau o f  Land Manage•ent Resource Area Management Plan 

identi t ies the South Pass Management Uni t  as an avoidance area tor 

major u t i l i t y  systems in order to protect the historic and cultural 

values of the area . This route would be in con f l i c t  v i th the BLM ' e  

management plan and i s ,  therefore , cons idered a sign i f icant land use 

impact . •  The Bureau of Land Management has iden t i f ied an a l ternat ive 

route through Jeffrey City . Does the BLM plan iden t i t y  any historic 

areas that should be avoided on the a l ternat ive route? 

At page 4L-9, the EIS says of the South Pass area , "Although 

the proposed pipe l ine would cross open range land , the impacts on 

vegetat i on would be long-tar•. Construction ot the p i pe l i ne would 

create a scar on the landscape . •  Hov do you propose to m i t igate a 

scar on the landscape that v i l l  be there 1 00 years from nov? 

GIS-I 

GI8-2 

GI�J 

Gl8-4 

G18-S 

(La,lnla Dobler, Friends or Soutb Pass) 

Thank you for your comments. Please see revised Chapters 4B, 4L and S, as well as new 
Appendix Ji...S. 

This plan goes on 10 Slate • Admittedly, it is not clear at this time what those potential impacts 
(10 sites sucb as Fort Stambaugh, the Miners Delight-Atlantic City-South Pass City mining area 
and the Emigrant trails) might be .. . •. We feel that the FEIS clearly fills the information gap 
identified in the referenced study. 

This factor is one of the disadvantages associated with the Route 28 Variation. The proposed 
route avoids the South Pass Management UniL 

Beyond the South Pass Management Unit on the Route 28 Variation, we have no information 
rqarding proposed historic areas for any of the other routes under consideration. 

Comment noted. A site-specific restoration plan has been developed for the South Pass area. 
We have determined that its implementation, in conjunction with route refinements adopted in 
November 1990, would reduce the resultant visual impacts on this area 10 less-than-significant 
levels. See revised Chapter 4B and Appendix B--S. 



011-6 

011-7 

The EIS at pa9e 4H-5 says, "At thi s  t ime , the National Reg ister 

or Historic Places does not have con f i rmed boundaries for the National 

Historic Landaark . "  This means the area a round and adj acent to the 

site or The South Pass , the actual crossing of the Continental Divide . 

Hov are ve to knov i t  the pipeline would indeed violate a National 

Historic Landaark? 

Final ly, at pa9e 4H- 8 ,  the EIS says , "Due to lack or com-

plete and comparable information tor the proposed and alternative 

routes , i t  is not possible to perform an objective/equi table empir­

ical comparison at thls time . •  I t  the information vas not avai lable 

to aake ·.a valld compari son between the routes , vhy vas this EIS 

brou9ht out nov? 

� I I f ind these statements very d i sturbin9 . This is the onl y  t ime 

I 9et to co ... nt on this project and I aa 9iven coaments such as the 

above . I don ' t  be l i eve thls ls vhat the lav, the National Environ­

.. ntal Polley Act, requ i res . I request that another envi ronmental 

lmpact stateaent be done vhlch would answer my questions and give me 

more clearcut information about both the Altamont route and the BLH 

Jeffrey Clty alternative. 

� · . �. ���4i+�"-
�' UJt:.r'i"l-�'01 

018-6 

018-7 

GIS.8 

GI-23 

Comment noted. Please see new information presented in Chapter 4M. 

Comparable data for this single resoun:e area was identified as lacking in the DEIS. These data 
have now been collected and are presented in our revised Chapter 3M and 4M. 

Thank you for your comments. 
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Tom Be ll 
Lande r ,  Wyoming 
February 26,  1991 

Altamont pipe l ine project , Riverton hearing 

0�1 I I am grieved that ve a re even here this evening to talk about the 

possible desecration of a nat ional hi storic shrine . If the Altamont 

pipe l i ne is a l lowed to go through the South Pass area , the physical 

atmosphere of the place v i l l  be forever changed . Another h istoric 

site v i l l  have bean sacrif iced to the almighty dol lar .  

The subject at hand i s  the dra ft environmental impact statement. 

I apeak only to that part vhich concerns the South Pass proposed 

�2 I route aa opposed to the Jaffrey City alternative. I find that it is 

of li ttle usa in defining the real advantages and d isadvantages of the 

proposed route over the alternative .  No one could taka thi s  document 

and make an informed decision as to vhich route vould be better fro• 

almost any aspect. 

0�3 1 The document ia honest enough to say of the South Pass area that 

� 

0�5 

impacts on vegetation would be long-tar. and that construction of the 

pipe l ine would create a scar on the landscape . It tells us that ade­

quate revegetation ••ay taka years• because of mini•al rainf a l l .  ( S-1 8 )  

I t  notes i n  several sections that i•pacts would be sign i f ican t .  ( 4L-9 ) 

Lip service ia given to so-called mitigation of visual .  impact where 

the p i pe l ine would parallel the ma in Oregon Tra i l .  Bu� novhara can I 

find in the !IS vhat happens when the pipeline crosses the Lander Road 

in Section 8 ,  T28N, RlOOW. That branch of the Oregon Tra i l  is considered 

by soma historians to be avery b i t  as important as other major variat ions . 

The !IS casually treats clean-up and restoration of the right-of-vay 

and says , " Because the pipe d isplaces a portion of excavated material , 

not all of the material removed can be returned to the trench . "  ( 2-7) 

Nowhere i n  the !IS do I read about the disposal of all the rock which 

w i l l  be removed from the trench from approximately •i lepost 5 1 5  ( Rock 

Creek ) to milepost 527 ( near the Sveatvatar River ) . This st retch is 

nearly pure rock which I am aura w i l l  pose special construct ion problems . 

019-1 

019-2 

019-3 

019-4 

019-!1 

(1bomas A. Bell) 

Comment noted. 

We disagm=. We believe that the inrormation and data presented in the EIS is more than 
adequate ror a comparison or environmental impact associated with the five routes reviewed 
between the Lost Cabin and Opal area. 

1bank you ror your comments. 

DEIS Chapter 4M identified mitigation options ror sites eligible ror the NRHP. 

See response 10 Comments 014-2. 



OJ9.6 

OW-7 1 

-· I 
019-9 

Bel l  2 

Where v i l l  the rock go and where vi l l  enough replacement ma t e r i a l  be 

found to replace i t ?  The E IS inadequately treats the st retch of 

country in this critica l a rea which has ,  as the E I S  puts i t ,  •poor 

rehabi l itation potent i a l . "  ( 48- 1 0 )  I t  does say,  in regard t o  soi ls 

and c l imate , "These rest r ict ive features would l im i t  successful regen­

eration of vegetation and may result in sign i f icant , long-term visual 

impact on the area . •  I think the verb !!L should be changed to v i l l .  

This area is within the vievscape o f  the main Oregon Tra i l  and , a s  

noted above, crosses the Lander Road . 

The EIS states ( 4J - 2 )  that ,  "Al tamont indicates • • •  no nev roads 

woul d  be requi red to access the proposed right-of-way • • •  • I cha llenge 

that statement . Prom my knowledge of the countryside and the terrain 

from Tvi n  Creek to the county road between Rock Creek and Wi l low Creek , 

there are no access roads suitable for heavy construction . There are 

tvo-track tra i ls suitable for 4-vheel drive vehicles but nothing to 

accommodate very large trucks carrying 80-foot sticks of 30-inch steel 

pipe . That piece of countryside contains some very rough terrain and 

several sma l l  streams which v i l l  pose problems for construction ,  let 

a lone the problem of getting pipe to the construction area . All of that 

area v i l l  be greatly i mpacted by the construction and access to i t .  It 

is nov pretty country. I t  von • t  be so pretty vhen A l t amont finishes 

v i th i t .  

The EIS i s  inadequate i n  comparing wild l i fe impacta between the pro­

posed route and the Jeffrey City a l ternative . It is somewhat l ike 

comparing apples to oranges if stream crossings and wetland areas are 

thrown i n .  What is not stated in the E I S  is that the Jeffrey City 
OW-10 1 route para l l e l s ,  or is in c lose proximity to, vel l  des ignated roads 

or fol lows existing p i pel ine corridors where wildl i fe impacts have 

a l ready taken place and where there are but tvo streams , the Sweetwater · 

River and Crooke Creek . The South Pass route vould have to cross ten 

streams and then the Sweetwater River,  between Highway 287 and Highway 

28 . 

The EIS i tself says ( 4M-8 ) ,  "Due to lack of complete and comparable 

GI-25 

GI9-6 

GW-7 

019-8 

Gl9-9 

019-10 

Comment noted. Please see revisions to Chapter 48 and Appendix 8-S. 

Review of USGS topographic maps, aerial photography, field investigations, and data filed by 
the project sponsor all support the occurrence of suitable access roads along the proposed route. 

Thank you for your comment. Please see revised Chapter 4L for our visual impact analysis. 

We disagree. Also see response to Comment SA16-8. 

This information is presented in DEIS Chapten 3D and 6, and is also highlighted in DEIS 
Tables S-4 and 0-3. 
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Bel l  3 

0�1 1  l intormat ion tor the proposed and al ternative routes,  it is not poss i b le 

to pertorm an objective/equ itable empirical compar i son at thi s time . •  

Even though that statement i s  only i n  reterence to cultural resources , 

it can be applied to other resource areas . And it says to me that the 

!IS does not adequately tel l me a l l  I need to knov to make an lntormed 

0�12 �decis ion . In addi tion , I r i nd through the comments ot Bureau or Land 

Management men on the ground here that they are being ignored. 

0�13 I thought tederal lav appl ied to everyone, even povertul tederal 

agencies and their pol it ical Canadian clients . The National Envlron-

.. ntal Polley Act is not being tolloved in thi s  impact statement. There­

tore, I am requesting that a supplemental impact statement be done by 

the Bureau or Land Management vhich vould cover the proposed South Pass 

route and the Jettrey City alternative . 

Gl9- l l Sec response 10 Comment GIS-7. 

019-12 We disagree. Sec response to Comment 013-3. 

019-13 We disagree. Thank you for your comments. 



ALTAMONT PI P E L I NE PROJ ECT 

Wyom i n g  

Fre•ont County H i s t o r i c a l  Soc i e t y  Feb . 2 6 , 1991 

CDIO.I I The Fre•ont County H i s tor ica l Soc i e t y  vishes to go on 
record as s t rongly oppo a i ng the p roposed A l ta•ont p i p e l ine 
route near h i s t o r i c  Sout h  Pass a rea and u s i ng ins tead one of 
the i r  a l ternate rou t e s .  

Repreaen t ina t h e  Soc i e t y :  

Maggi Layton - Vice President 
Lennh Gol l i he r  
Pa t t i  Mund 
Loren Jost 

[Maul Layton, Fremont County Historical Society] 

0110.1 Thank you for your comment. 

Gl-27 



0111-1 

0111·2 

0111·3 

0111 ... 

0111·5 

0111-6 

•F.,der .. t Energy Reg•J i a t or y Comm i �'!l i on 
•Wvomi ng W i l d l i f e Feder a t i on c ommen t s  on A l tamont Natur a l  

Ga'!l P t pel i n., Pr o j .,c t  Dr a f t  E I S .  

The Wyomi ng Wi l d l i f ., Feder at i on · � c omment '!l  ar e <f i r ectetl t o  
the pr opo'!l.,d At t .. mont P r o j ec t .  

The t r an�por t a t i on por t i ons o f  the draft E I S  a r e  i nadequ a t e .  
Sp.,c i f i c a l l y ,  i mpact� of r oad'!l on wi l d l i f e have not been f u l l y  
addressed. Add i t i onal anal y•i '!l and mi t i gat i on  measure• are 
needed . 

P•ge 3J-4 of th., DE I S  state , " The propo�.,d p i pel i ne wou l d  
cro'!l� f eder a l  h i ghway• and •tate routes i n  Wyomi ng a t  1 3  

l ocati on• ;and ;ac ti ve r a i l roads at four l ocat i on•. I n  addi t i on ,  
th• p i p•l i n• rout• wou l d  cross 243 county roads . " W i thout 
qu•st i on ,  th•r• wi l l  b •  new roads and two tracks r•su l t i ng from 
th i s  proJ•c t .  Th i s  i s  acknowl edg•d on pag• 4E- 1 of the DE I S  wh i ch I states , "Pot•nt i al i mpact on VeQ•tat i on and wi l dl i f• resourc•• 
wou l d  r•su l t  from construc t i on and op..,..a t i on  of •i ther p i p•l i ne 
proJ•c t ,  a s  w. l l a •  from i ncrea••d acc••s al ong the r i ght-of-way 
fol l owi ng construct i on . " 

S•v•r al wi l d l i f • b i ol OQ i st s  b•l i ev• th•r• ar• nu•..,..ou• 
i apor tant wi l d l i f • hab i tats along th• propos.,d p i p•l i n• route 
wh i c h  ar• al r•ady ov•r -road•d. "any of these over-roaded wi l dl i fe 
hab i tats are on BL" l ands. G i ven the fact that there w i l l  be n•w, 
add i t i onal roads al ong the rout • ,  a comprehensi ve transportat i on  
p l an needs t o  b e  cr•ated b y  the BL" i n  order t o  address the 
i epacts of excessi ve road i ng on wi l d l i fe .  

Page 3E-34 shows that t h e  proposed route wou l d  cro'!ls 
cr i t i cal w i nt..,.. rang• for sage grous.,, •oose , deer , ant e l ope, •nd 
oth..,.. spec i es. The nuMber of • l i es of roads wi l l  i ncrease i n  
these areas, but n o  one knows t o  what degree BL" wi nter ranges 
are a l r eady roaded nor wh i ch wi nter r anges al ong the Al tamont 
route are al ready excessi vel y roaded. 

Current BL" transpor tat i on pl ans address i n g  the needs of 
w i l d l i fe ,  recrea t i on i st s ,  and other users cOMe

'
no where c l ose t o  

addr essing the i ssue of over-roadi ng on wi l d l i f e  hab i t at .  On 
Forest s..,..v i c e  l ands road dens i t y  standards have been estab l i shed 
for el k hab i t at . The BL" needs to estab l i sh road dens i ty 
standards for spec i es such as antel ope and deer . 

Unt i l  the BL" devel ops transportat i on p l an s  and estab l i shes 
road dens i t y  standar d • ,  a pol i c y  o f  n o  net gai n  o f  roads shou l d  
be adopted. 

Page 4E-7 stat.,., " I n order t o  reduce the uncontrol l ed  use 
of r i ghts-of-way , we have recommend.,d that the app l i c ants devel op 
methods to screen the r i ght -of-way from road or t r a i l crossi ngs, 
as wel l as estab l i sh barr i er s  t o  prevent ORV use of the r i ght-of ­
way . • In many i f  not most area s ,  screening the r i ght-of -way 
and /or prevent uncontrol l ed ORV use on the r i gh t-of -way wi l l  be 
v..,..y d i f f i cu l t  i f  not i mposs i b l e .  Increased mon i t or i ng •nd 
patrol l i ng by BL" personnel i s  needed. 

Dur i ng the scop i ng process, a r equest was mad., ask i ng for a 
mean i ngful cuMUl at i ve i mpacts ana l ysi s. A br i ef attempt was made 
in the DE I S  to address th i s ,  but f el l short of the mar k .  Pag., 4E-
64 shows that 1 , 1 39 acres of year -round range for mul e  deer and 
836 acreas of year-round range for •ntel ope woul d be d i sturbed by 

GI-28 

0111-1 

Gll l-2 

Gll l-3 

Glll--4 

Glll-5 

Gll l-6 

(WJomlna WUdUie Fedendoa) 

Thank you for your commen1. No new lemporary or pel'lllanent roads ue pr'OJIOScd (�cept ll 
the Wild Horse Compreuor Station [No. I) in HiU County, Montana). 

Increased � resultina from vegetation removal Is only an issue where eldstina vegetation 
precludes access, I.e., forested areas. This issue Is ac:ademlc alon& most of the pr'OJIOScd route. 

See response to Comment GII I-I above. 

See previous response. 

We will pass your suagestions on to the BLM. 

The cited statement Is only relevant to areas where �lstina vqetalion effectively limits vehicle 
access. Much or the proposed POT route falls into this c:atqory. This recommencJadon has 
little or no application to the Altamont proposal. 



••11-1 1 
1111-1 1 
Gill_, 

the pr ojec t .  An eM amp l e  of the que9t i ons wh i ch need to be 
•nswer ed by .a cumu l .o t i ve I mpac t .on• I Y" i " •r e :  1 1  Wh•t wet'"e the 
base number of ye;or -round r ange acre" avai \ ab l e  t o  mul e  de.,. .and 
.an t e l ope before w.agona rulllb l ed over South Pass i n  the l B50 ' s? 2 1  
,..ow •an.,. �cres h•ve betm l o,.t • i n c •  tht!'n? 3 )  Ho" many •or• acres 
c.an - dl .. t•Jrb bef <11'" e th.at. hab i tat l ases i t ,.  va l ue to '" i l d l i f e? 

The'5e are queBt i ous .and i sauea whi c h  need to be .addresaad I f  
we .are t o  aa i n t a l n  the qua l i ty of wi l d l i f e and wi l d l i fe hab l t•t 
we ao of ten take for gr.anted In Wyom i ng .  Add i t i on  work Ia needed 
before the f i n.al E I S  �· th i s  project 1 '5  wr i tten. Congress must 
�ppropr l .ate suf f i c i ent money to the BLH so th.at the .agency can 
deve l op ,  carry out , and mon i tor the progr.am• .and p l .ans needed to 
prevent l rreveral b l e  d.am.age t o  wi l d l i f e h.ab l t.at . We .aak th.at the 
Feder.al Energy Regul atory co .. l ssl on m.akes aura t h i s project I a  
done I n  a way wh i ch does not harm wi l d l i f e hab i t at before 
.a l l 010l ng It to proceed . 

The Wyoming W i l d l i fe Feder .at l on wi l l  aubai t add i t i onal 
remarks dur i ng the comment per i od .  

2 GI-29 

011 1·7 The requested lllllysis is well bcyoad the soope of this EIS. 

Gll l-8 See response to Comment 011 1·5 above. 

011 1-9 'lballk you Cor your comments. 
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WYOMING CHAPTER 
SIERRA CLUB 

Federal Ener'Y Re,u latory Commiss ion 

GI-30 

February 26, 199 1 

P lease accept the fol low in' comments on behalf of the Wyom ing 
Chapter Sierra Club re,ard in' the proposed Altamont natural 'as 
p ipeline project. 

After readin' the draft EIS, we have concerns about a number 
of issues that were not resolved in the document .  Spec i fical ly, 
air and water pol lut ion has historically been a problem that 
results from energy devel opment and transport. Accord ing to the 
DE IS, the pipel ine plans to cross 92 bodies of water inc lud in' 25 
perennial rivers or creeks , 55 intermittent creeks or ditches and 
12 ephemeral creeks alona the drain&aes of the Cl arks Fork of the 
Yel lowstone, Shoshone, Greybu l l ,  B i,horn, Sweetwater, and Green 
River. The risk of a catastroph ic accident that would severely 
de,rade the present hi'h qual i ty of Wyomin, ' s  air and water is 
hi,h. What miti,ations w i l l  be made to p revent such problems? 

As acknowled'ed in the cumu lative impacts ( chapter 5 )  of the 
DEIS, the proposed p ipeline would ··resu lt in addit ive impacts to 
ve,etation, wildl ife and visual resources . "  We are espec ially 
concerned about the potential i mpacts that may occur on the 
res ident raptor popu lation. Biod iversity of the desert flora and 
fauna is dependent on habitat protection. Cons iderin' how the 
dimin ished habitat has already impacted other species, w� feel i t  
is reprehensible for the federal land manaaement aaeno ies to 
al low further habitat de,radat ion. 

He are most concerned with the far- reachinl lon,term 
effects of such a lar'e project on the more pristine areas of the 
Red Desert. Ne have submitted a p roposal to the BLM to consider 
aan&ainl the Great Divide Bas in as a National Conservation Area. 
Such a jurisdiction would certainly include multiple use, but 
would d iscouraae such hi'b impact projects as Altamont Pipel ine 
or the Triton Coal Bed Methane Development. There is a bi'h 
demand for non-motorized recreat ion, wi ld l ife habitat protection, 
bioloaical diversity, cultural and archaeoloaical resource 
protection and maintenance of bi'b qual ity water, air and visual 
resources . Ne have not been impressed with the BLM' s  abi l ity to 
mon itor its resources to date, and are unclear from tbis DE I S  who 
w i l l  perform tbe monitorin' plan su,,ested. 

The BLM and FERC must remember that mass ive o i l  and •a• 
development is not compat ible with multiple use, s ince the 
inevitable impacts tbat occur preclude otber resource uses. 

I t  is obvious that this project is bein' fast-tracked 
throu'b too quickly and should be analyzed more careful ly before 
a decision is made. Ne hope you wi l l  not just rubbersta.p this 
project as you stated in your prel iminary approval ,  but take a 
close look at bow best to avoid s i,n ificant and i rreversible 
envi ronmental effects to Wyominc ' s  values . Not only is such l ack 
of overs i,ht i rresponsible, it is beyond the l imits of the law. 

Sincerely, 
Meredith Taylor 

"Not blind opposition to progress, but opposition to blind progress." 
0 pr;r.-... 100.. _,cMd -

0112-1 

0112-2 

0112-3 

0112-4 

(Wyoming Chapter Sierra ClubJ 

Our analysis did not identify any significant risks assOciated with either proposal. We are 
unaware or how a "catastrophic accident• associated with the Altamont proposal would 
"severely degrade" Wyoming's air or water. 

Thank you for your comment. Please see revisions to Chapter 4E regarding potential impact 
on raptors and recommended mitigation. 

Although three or the South Pass Route Variations would cross the Red Desert/Oreal Divide 
Basin, the proposed route would avoid this area. 

Thank you for your comments. 



\N ind River �<o-4. Multiple Use Advocates ��«) ��' � 
February 27,  1991 P.O. Bo11 1 126. Riverton. Wyoming 82SO�V � � �,� 

� ... � �f."" /•.;.<t> 
"r . Laurence Sauter 
Fede ral !nerqy Re9u latory Commi s s i o n  
825  N .  Cap i to l  stree t ,  N E  
washlnqton, DC 2 0 4 26 

"r . Sauter, 

011�1 I Vlnd R i ver "u l t l ple Use Advocates wou ld l i k e  to express our 

support for the pre fer red Al tamont P ipe l i ne route throu9h Fremont 

County, vyomln9 .  

011�2 1 
011�3 

OUr pos i t ion ste.s from the obvious care taken I n  avo l d l n9 

d i rect conf l i cts vlth h i s tor ical s i tes 10re9on Tra i l ,  At lant i c  C i t y  

and South Pass C i t y )  and cr i t ica l  w i nter 9ra z l n9 f o r  b l 9  9ame a n i ma l s  

( Red canyon ) .  

our .eabers are avid users o f  our Federal Lands , The con f l icts 

wh ich have been brou9ht out were o f ten due to uninformed and 

mis i n f ormed people spread l n9 o p i n ions . Th i s  vas a n  unfor tuna te 

c l rcuastance wh ich lead to a s p l i t  commun i t y  - which s t i l l  does not 

have all the facts . 

The route between the oreqon Tra i l  and h i stor ic c i t ies of south 

Pass and At lant ic C i ty a l lows no I ntrus ion on tour i sm and v l evshed ; 

except where the p i pe l i ne approaches and crosses tha ore9on Tra i l  a t  

the underqround t e lephone l i ne cross l n 9 .  

The statements o f  oppos i t ion d u e  to Vyomln9 9as n o t  I n c l uded 

v l th l n  the p i pe l i ne l9nores the true .eanlnq o f  free enterpr i s e . 

Wh i le Vyoml n9 9as aovln9 throuqh would be the best scena r i o  for 

Vyom ln9 and I t s ' res idents, the rea l i t y  I s  lost bus i ness 

oppo r tun i t ies a r e  a fact o f  the free enterpr ise system. The Indus t r y  

has known f o r  a f e w  years t h e  p i pe l ine vas be l n9 contempla ted , 

stud ied, and orqa n l zed . The I ndus t r y  has had oppo r tu n i ty to o r qa n l ze 

and approach the p i pe l i ne compa ny. The approval o f  a route should 

not be reached due to the fact I ndus try vas unable to reach a n  

a9reeaent . 

The route approval should stand on the envi ronme n ta l  

cons iderat i ons 9 l ven t o  the d l f fer l n9 land for.a , ha b i ta t s  and 

streams; . co�s lderat lons to h i sto r i ca l  s i tes and the care ful se lect i on 

avo ld l nq such . We bel ieve the Al tamont company has taken ca r e f u l  

cons idera t i ons f o r  a l l  o f  these factors, and there fore suppo r t  �h. 

0113-1 
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0113-3 

preferred route . 
GI-3 1 

(Wind River Multiple Use Advocates) 

Thank you ror your comments. 

As a result or Altamont's November 1990 route realignments, this crossing is now proposed to 
occur approximately 1 .' miles to the southwest where Highway 28 crosses the trail. 

Thank you ror your comments. 
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(coat.) 

The Al tasont p i p•l ine has a need a t t a�hed to i t  for the 
econos i c a l l y  i•pacted areas of Wvom i n1 .  torn by f i nanc i a l  
difficu lt ies . These i m pac ted areas are n o t  l i m i ted t o  the 
area of ba t t le occur r i n1 here in Fremont Coun ty . Was h a � i� 
County is operatin1 under poor economic cond i t ions , and these 
conditions reach disaster propor t ions in nei1hborin1 Hot 
Sprin1s County . Part of the acceptance of the plan for the 
Altasont pipeline sus t therefore consider these counties in 
our considera tion of the proJec t .  Bi1 Horn County is in some 
d i f f ic u l ty as wel l .  Thus the plans developed in Fresont 
County sust consider a ne1a t i ve or overly restrictive land 
prescript ion by the BLH . as dasa1in1 to a l l  of us , and not a 
viable choice . 

There has been such discussion about a l ternat ive routes 
for the A l t asont l ine . The main point is tha t a l l  these 
alternative lines involve South Pass . Those who wish to 
close down the pipel i ne don ' t  want it anywhere near the 
historic s i tes .  I a1ree, but how near is near ?  Sou th Pass 
has been a condu i t  for the ebb and flow of people for sany 
hundreds of centuries . Can you see us askin1 the Forest 
Service for a wilderness route throu1h the Wind Rivers . 
perhaps throu1h say , Wind R i ver or Sweetwater 1aps? Thi s 
idea is isprac t ic a l  of course. Where then does the pipeline 
need to be for sose resemblance of prac t icali ty? Sou th 
Pass is the only western route possibl e ,  south of the Hontana 
line . It is the first avai lable route, as the Indians and 
the fur trappers .. tablished lon1 a1o. 

Wi l l  South Pass resain a condu i t  for pro1ress and 
expansion for the IOod of Wyosinl? The answer is yes . now 
and in the foreseeable future . There c a n  be no acceptable 
rerou t1n1 if the people are to have some econosic resource 
and the financ ial s t abi l i ty and a chance to return to the 
viable way of l i fe that we a l l  have enJ oyed and wish to 
continue to enJoy as le1al residents and land owners in the 
state of Wyosin1 .  

Historical si tes are nice. and most o f  u s  use them . But 
they cannot be a l l owed to spread ov•r vas t  tracts of Wvominl 
to the detriment of the state of Wyomini ' S  future, and well 
bein1 . 

_ _ _ _  '::.:}�)\'i��--§-����--
Wi l l ias G. K i n1 . Vice President 

Wind River Hul t iple Use Advocates 

GI-32 
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25 February 1 9 9 1  

Altamont Gas Project 
Mr. Laurence J.  Sauter, Jr. 
P.oom 7 3 1 2  
Environaental Compliance Branch , OPPR 
Federal Ener9Y Regulatory Commission 
825 North Capitol Street, t!E 
Washington, DC 20426 

To tlhom It May Concern : 

I wanted to voice my opinion on the Altamont Project. After 
readinq several newspaper articles, reviewing Altamont ' s  
information and speakinq with a number of people, I support 
the Alta.ont Project. 

I am very concerned about the environment .  nowever, I see 
no adverse effects from this project. I do see opportunity 
for jobs and our economy . We need the tax base for our 
local economy to keep it' s head above water. This tax money 
can help improve so many needed areas .  

Thank you for this opportunity. 

Sincerely 

�-i!J· !� 
Stephln J. Tyle� RECEIVED BY 

MAR 0 I 19'11 
�IIIM.IIliPUAIG Jlii PIB 

MilS-

GI-33 

(Siephen J. Tyler) 

0114-1 lbank you for your commeniS. 
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OilS· I 

Marcb 4 ,  1991 

Mr . Laurance 3 .  Sauter , 3r . 
Padaral lnargy Regulatory co .. 1aa1on 
825 Mortb Capitol Street , M . S .  
Waab1ngton, D . C .  20428 

Subject : CP89-480-001 and CP!I0- 1 3 7 5-000 
Attention: Me. Lola Caaba l l , Secretary 

Dear Larry : 

�banka for talking to •• on tba pbona about ao .. of our .utual tbougbta 
about tba need to actively inc lude Mat1va Aaar1cana ln tba Altaaont 
lnv1roa.antal lapact Stata .. nt co .. ant procaaa . 

Plaaaa conaldar tbaaa co .. anta -r foraal onaa to be included in tba 
record, alnca 1 waa unable to attend tba pub lic bearing in Riverton, 
Wyoa1ng. Alao , plaaaa f i la tb••• co .. anta wban you are f 1n1abad 
rav1-1ng tbaa. 

Altbougb tba p1pal 1na route tbrougb tba south Paaa aklrta tba ax1at1ng 
boundar!•• of tba Wind River Indian Raaarvat 1on, tba land• over wb1cb 
tba p1pal 1na axtanda waa a part of tba 1888 treaty land• and epactal 
attention .uat be paid toward 1dan t 1 f 1cat1on of any cultural or 
traditional ground• and a1taa in tba area. 

�be draf t SIS aandataa tba davalopaant of a cultural raaourc•• plan aa 
wall aa a tbrorougb SBPO review. Plaaaa inc lude .y naaa and addr••• on 
tba aa11 1ng 11at when it coaaa for SHPO participation in tba proca•• · 

I look forward to becoalng aora involved in tba aacban1ca of tba 
Altaaont SIS procaaa. Sbould you bava any queat 1ona , plaaaa contact 
.. .  

[Northern Arapaho Tribe) 

om-t Comments accepted. Please see changes to Chapten 3M and 4M. 
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(l.] Wyoming Outdoor Council 

,.l..,.ch I. b91 

rt... Lui .. ........ h�u. &t!C ''t!lllr .v 
F..U•r11l Em,.·or,. R•rullll.ut·,. Wllunho,.iun 
825 Nurlh C11pil.ul Slr••l, N.E. 
Wll .. hinrl.un, I.IC �0426 

.!) 
:.· . . ::·. ·; .�� 

··�r RE: Duck•l Nu11. CP89-460-00 I 11nd CP90- lli:i-000 

·· 
: . .. 

� 
<./�, -a 

D•11r "'"· C11•h•il: . ,. :.- cA 
' . .;,'· d' 

On b•h111C uf lh11 loiyominc Outduur Cuuncil 1\oiOCI, I 11m wrilinc lcs. 
eapre1010 lt111 cunc•rn10 ur uur m•mber10hip wilh lhe PGT/PGa.E 11nd ·t 
Alt.oKJnl PiP"line Pruj.,cle Dndl Env irurun11nt.l lmiJIICl St.l•moml, J11nu11r)l 
1991 IDuck•l NUll. CP89-460-Q01 11nd CP90- 13i:i..()()()l. The w,_umiur 
Oulduur Cuuncil i• w,.ominc'11 unl)l 11t.l•w id• hum11-rruwn curu••rv11liun 
rruup, wilh uv•r 1 ,000 m••nb•r" ..cru1110 lh11 10t.l•• A 10irniric11nl nua•b•r 
ur uur DIOtlllber .. hip liv• in Fr .. munl Cuunly lwh•r• uur urnc .... lire Wll .. d l  
and hllve .. •P"ci111 inlereiOl i n  lhe prupulllld ruut. lllt.rnaliv•ll u r  lhot 
Alt.n..,nl piP"lin11 lhruuth lbe Suulh P111111 ur J•rrrey Cil)l ar111110 ur 
W.vuminr. The- wrllt.n CUID-nle •upplemenl •nd rurlher eapt..in lhe 
\'erb11l t.•llmun,. ri,.lln b,. eWr -mb•r Dunn E""""lh11lm cuncerninr lhe 
Alt.munl ruule Ill lhe Rl\'erlon public h••rifll un Febru•r.v 26lh. 

ll h1110 c.-o- lo our 11ll11nliun lbal lhe Bure11u uf Lotnd l'lllnllt•menl 
I BLI'II urtice fur lh11 •rea clu11ot11l l.u Suulh P111111 11nd lhe J•CCr.,,_ Cil,_ 
ruul•ll I Lauader Orfic11l m•de •alernoive 11dminholrllliv11 review cumw11nl10 un 
lhe 11dequ..c.v or lh11 DEIS •na1,•i• or lh11 lwu wajur ruulotll prupu11ood in 
lhi• 11r.... Thot,. conclud...t "lhe Drllfl duee nul 11d•qu11lel,. 11""""" lhe 
put.nlla1 advene impllCle ur lhot prupu01•d Alt.munl route 11nd Suulh p,.,.,. 
ruut. v•rillllonll. The incumplele a&IIII)IIOiOI 1tnd lrUiccur..ciot• in lhe 
prot...,nl prttllmlnar.v drllfl wuuld nul provldot Cor lraformotcl public review 
•nd •rttncy dtteieiun-waklnr." 

The lw•nl,.-two pere• uC lh•l lucool BLM lllllll)lllill are •ubmill...t 
h•re 1110 Pllrl uf lhe Oulduur Cuuncil'e Curwal cummotnlll on lhoo Drllfl EIS. 
w .. r .... t lh•l u ....... dott.il•d and iruurmotd cummotnl• by lhe t..nd m•nar•r• 
who hllYt! exlenMiYe Un•lhe-rruu nd knuwlotdfe Of lhe luclll llrtta h11ve nul 
been h..ded in lhe DEIS doovttlup-nl proc•••· SP"CiriCilll)l, "'" believe 
lhe DEIS due11 nol fulfill lhe requirotmenl• uf NEPA. ll ill a hl1hl.v 
coonttrllliz•d ducumoonl wilh ov•rl in11ccur11ciea •nd inc.-umplotle 
pre•otnt.liun 11nd •n•1,.,.i,. uC d•t. which •PP"•r• lo unf•irl)l prumulot lhot 
Suulh P11•• ruut. llllotr&Uilivot. SP"Cific 11roo11" in lhot DEIS which •uppurl 
Lht!llltt cuncluMiun ., .• rttCttrttncttd ill lhe tuu.:lut�ttd ducumttnl. 

Requoo11l Cur loo-d11,. eat.n•iun un tha c.-ummoonl pttriucl. 
Th• w,_uaninl Oulduur Council r•qu•"l" 1111 •dttn10iun uf lhot public 
cuutmttnl periud Cor lhoo DEIS. Fur 11 prujotcl uC Lhi01 •i:.:oo, cuvoodnr 
numttruu• IIWlO!II 11nd crelllinlf ll ulilil.v curridur lh11l will llotl • prtteood•nl 
Cor Culurtt doovotlupmttnl Cur -nl' ""11r• l.u cuwoo, lhoo public noottdll wurot 

201 Main Lan<Ser, WY 82520 (307) 332·7031 
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[Wyomln& Outdoor Coooc:ll) 

See response to Comment 015-10. 

We disagree that BLM comments on preliminary drafts of the EIS have not been heeded in the 
DEIS development process, and so does the BLM. The BLM specifically states in its official 
DEIS comment letter: "Previously relatt:d BLM comments or those dealing with early internal 
reviews can either be assumed to be raolved or of a nature that BLM will deal with in its 
review and approval of the POD or any right-of-way lf3IIL • (Page 3, BLM letter of comment 
on the DEIS, dated March 8, 1991.) As a result, and because the "loc:al BLM analysis" 
referenced in this comment is relevant only to a preliminary draft document and not the DEIS, 
lhese comments will not be responded to in this FEIS. We also note for the record that the 
commentors did not attach the 22 pages to their letter of comment 

We disagree with this characterization of the EIS. 

On March S, 1991, the Commission's Secretary responded to the requested 100-day extension 
by grantin1 an extension until March IS, 1991. 
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U!Jpol·Luuil.v Cu1· novn•w 1111d HLU<J v uC the IJEIS, l he i1111d"4U11l" 111111\.¥><ill 
uC lluo South P"""/JdC1·"v Cilv •·uul.,,. Cudh,.,· cumvliclll"" l1111 ;,.,.u.,, 
Fur .. d .. C .. mtiiJJ .. £iulll EIS Lu t. .. w .-illow, FERC IIIUtil .. n., .. IIIUI ... limll Cur 
><UlJHllouliv" , . .,. ;.,,. uC l11" EIS. Tl111 cu r••.,nl DE IS 11lr.,,.d v r.,£l.,cl" 11 
hatsl,v Pl'�fJIU'ttliun atnd lts�k u£ curnaidttrHliuu ur eau·litu• CUihiii�Ullll uutdtt b.v 
Lh" BL�I. 

S&-=ific PruiJI"m" wilh lh" DEIS 

II Laock ur l'IOCIIIIDIILiun dlll.llil lind IICCUMIC)' Cur lhll Suulh PHMH rout ... 
BIIIHLinC lhruu ch IJ11dl•uck in II hi(h 11llilud11 l111•1·11in, l��ek uC lup ,...jJ, 11nd 
qu .... liunM HlJuul ........... r .. liun uC O!Xf'OII"d liUrCIICII t. .. druck llll·r .. in Cur lhiM 
ruuL .. , .... w .. n .... u ... qu .... Liun .. d IICCUriiC)' uC lhw DEIS in porh·ll)drll!f u ... 
ti<Jil l)' """ uC u,., Suulh p,.,.., HlllornHlhll - 1111 indic11L11 lluo poloonli11l Cur 
Mttriuu• 11nd undttrttlllhnttlttd ttdvtu•a.tt tnaviroruottnlal itnpw;LM lu Lhi• fnt.iltt 
ttnvirunaattnl. 

0116-7 I 21 Laock uC cumut.Liv11 imJO*:l ��n��lyHill Cur lhe pnt<:edenl-��ellinc cr-liun 
uC II ...... u lilily t:urridur Cur lhe Suulh l'llllll ruuw. The DEIS c .. n .. lu 
m .. ke .. d.,qullle cutap!lriHUn IJ11Lw""" Lh11 J .. rrr111 Cily roul11 luC which 98" 
Culluw11 "xi•Linr ulilil.• corridurHI lu Lh11 n .. w i1np11clH Cur cr .. lllil•lf 
11nolh11r pip111inH currldur. H11inlenHnc11 n>��d,., ll111 •·e11ulllnc Culur .. u1111 
b, riOCt•ellllunil•l•, lind lhll uvporlunil1 Cur lldd iliunHI dllvlllupmllnl in II 
newly eMlllblhohed ulilily corridor were nul lld.,qulll.,ly 11ddr11HH11d. 
Accurdlr11r Lu lh" BLH IIR1111"ia: "E,.I.IIIJiiahwllnl ur • curridur IJ;v 
All.lla!Unl will lnvilot ulh11r d11v.,lupm11nl prupu��ala 11lon1r Lhia corridor. Il 
will d"1r11de Lh11 viau11l 11nd hlaluric11l inlllfrily of lhe 11r1111.'' 

0116-1 I 31 Ltock ur lldotqUIIW ...... , .. ;.. ut lha ..rr...,led Ullell ur lha lllwrnllle 
ruuwa. Tluo J .. rr ...... Cil.• ruule Cullow11 1111 ""l.llbli11h"d ulilil.v curridur 
and mirlal 11CC10el 1000111 arricullurlll u .... a; bul uvtor111l, piptolin., 
cun10lrucliun would be t:umpHLiblll. In t:unlr1111l, lhe Suulh P111110 
•ILHrnalive wuuld 1rrH11lly imp��cl 11 rruwinr Luuriam 11nd l'O!ct·ellliun 
de10linaliun Mpol Cor Fre010nl Cuunl.v. A10i.d• Crum Lhe w .. ll known 
hhtluriclll Micni.Cicllnl or lhe .. r .. a, Soulh p..,.,. i• becominr II riOCrellliurllll 
hub Cur LhH 11rH11, IIH bulh 11 d1111LiR11Liun Cur C11mil1 uullnr• 11nd 11 Ml.llrlinr 
pt.ce Cur uulCillllr lripa lu lhH Red DHIIerl, ruck hunlllrH, aporllimlln, lind 
ulhlfl'a. Tit" DEIS fail• Lu d11..criba Lhe wid., difCel"'nce uC u""" b.,l,..,.n 
lhot lWU a·uul .. li lind lhot rotllullinf t.'UnllllqUIIIIC"H of pip11Ji11e CUnlllrucliun 
lu lbulllltt UKtttl• 

0116-9 I oll F11Uure lu dotHCriba 11nd lldllqu .. wly ..dd r""" lb., arcb-.lul(iclll, 
cullurlll 11nd hiHluriclll (-lureH u( lhe ruuw... 0111.11 ill ""vllrlll)f t.ckinr 
In lhia .. r .. a, ""&-'i11lb Cur ...... 1, lnd i11n Miltoa 11nd llrlifHcla. Thotre iM 
nul .. nuulfh inCurt1111liun llvlliiMIJie Cur lh• public lu accurlll"b cuutJIIIr" 
LitH ioapMCLII Hllcll ruul• HllHrfllllive pr"""nlM in lhiM .... ., ... 

0116-10 I In IIUinntHry, wot 111r"e wilh lh11 •:•mclu11iun uC lhe BLM 1111 ai.IIL.,d ill 
Lhot toncJu .. .,d .. d,niniMll'Mliv" r11viHw: • .. u •• EIS ia 11 hi!fhly ""nerali,..,d 
ducunt.,nl. Th11 l .. v .. l u( 1111111.•11i11 i11 in11d11qUHlw lu .. .-.. luHl.,, un 11 luc111 
t. ........ u ... impllcl ur .. iu ..... Lhe propo .... d acliun ur ...... Hll .. rnHLiv .... un 
u ... .......... u ..... would Jill�� lhruuch. n ... 1 .. . ... ur lllllll.)lllill ill nul 
11Uf£ici"11l lu Ul<ll 1110 11 IJ11"i" Cur Lh11 dtov.,lupmllnl uf lltilii[Hlifl« "'"1111ure11. 
TttH pa·upo,..,d 11cliun in p!1rlicul11r h1110 nul IJ-n d""i!fll"d lu "Cil" Lh01 
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0116-S 

0116-6 

0116-7 

0116-8 

0116-9 

0116-10 

See response to Comment Gll6-2. 

We have reanalyzed the raw soils data which was summarized in the DEIS and revised our 
assessment. Please see revised Chapter 48, Tables S-4 and G-3, and new Appendices 8-4 and 
8-S. 

See response to Comment GIS-8. We disagree that the EIS fails to adequately compare the 
proposed route against the South Pass Route Variations. 

We do not believe that the proposed project would significantly affect recreation/tourism in the 
South Pass area beyond the season of construction. In this regard, the two routes are not 
siJllificantly different. 

Comment noted. Please see revised Chapter JL and 4L. 

We disagree. Thank you for your comments. Also see response to Comments GIS-10 and 
0116-2. 
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KOV E  
D 

1 :130 A:\1 CBS Radio Network 

L February 28, 1991 

Pedaral Energy Regulatory Co-.tsslon 

Ia: Altamont Plpel lna Haar lng Rl9arton, Vyoai ng Pabruary 28, 1991 

' T  To wbo• l t  •Y coacarn: 

0111·1 

.L 
97.5 FM 

stereo 

c 
B 
s 

R 

A 
D 
I 

0 

N 
E 
T 
w 
0 
R 
K 

lb. attached adltorlal was broadcast on radlo atatloas IOVB aDd IDLY l n  
aupport o f  tha Altamont proJ ect. Va andorsa tha proJect and tha 
prafarrad route. Bqual tt .. was offarad for dlssant l ns oplnloa but waa 
aot used. 

It ta our baliaf that Altaaoat haa addressed both tha aa91roa..atal aad 
htatorlcal coacaras aad tha coapaay should ba allo-.d to coaplata thla 
taportaat proJ ect. 

PlaaH iacluda tha adttorial aaoos tba wri ttaa co-ata. 
I 

f\ECENEO S'i 
taN\ 0 s \qy\ 

__ ., ... � .. 1111 Nil ttilltt un:-� - � ·· 

Boll 430 

LANDER, WYOMING 
82520 

307-332-5683 

307 -856-560i 

[KOVFJKDLY Radio) 

0111·1 lbank you for your comments. 



K 0 v E 1330 AM CBS ..... NH•M• 

D mve ltDLt I!DITORIAL OCTOBER 4, 1990 

IT IS OUR COITBITIOI THAT PREKOIT COUITt RESIDEITS BAVB BEEI THB VICTIKS OP 

L A DBLIBERATB DIS- IIPOIKATIOI CAKPUGI RBGARDIIG TRI ALTAKOIT PIPBLIH. I 

TIIOVGBT SOKBTBIIG VAS VIOIG VREI I FOUID KTSELP 01 TBB SUB SlOB AS THOSE 

II!SPOISIBLB POl TBIB CAKPUGI AT TRI PIIST PUBLIC KI!BTIIG VITB ALUKOIT 

OPPICIALS II WDBR LAST SPRIIG. 

Y n 18 ALSO OUR COITEITIOI THAT TBB COUITt COKKISSIOIBRS Vl!ll HASTY II TBBII 

mi-SUPPOIT OP TBB PROJICT AI'TBR OILY RIAIIIG OIB SIDB OP THI Stolt. 

ALIIIIADt, RALPH URBIGIIT BAS RBCAITBD HIS DBCISIOI AGAIIST TBB ROIITB AID BAS 
97.5 FM 

stereo 

c 
8 
s 
R 
A 
D 
I 
0 

N 
E 

PUBLICLY 8UTID RIB SUPPORT POl TBB PROJBCT AID TRI PRBPBIIID ROIITB. I BOPB 

TIIAT THI OTBBI COIIIIISSIOIBRS VILL RICOISIDBR THill lUSTY YOTI AID SUPPORT 

TBB PIOIBCT AS PIRSIITBD. 

PRBIIOn COUITt VOOLD BBHPIT PII01l TBB COISTRUCT IDI OP THI PIPBLID TIIROOGB 

JOBS PIOK JUH TBIOOGB OCTOBBR. THROUGH VORDRS 01 TBB PIPBLIIB IBEDIIG 

lOOKS, FOOD, CLOTHIIG, GASOLIIB, AID OTBBR BSSEITIALS, PLUS, A SJU.LL PERRAUlT 

1011 POICI VILL IIIUII II PRBKOIT COOITt, AID THROUGH PIOPBITt TAUS 
ALTAKOIT VILL PAY 01 Bnlt K ILB OP P IPS II PRBKOIT count,

' 

T ALTAKOIT OPPICIALS BAYS PLBDOBD TO BB A GOOD H IGBIIOI, TBBt BVBI BAYS AI 

� miROIJII!ITAL COISOLUIT RBSBAICBIIG BOY TO II_PLAIT SAGBBIIJSR AID OTBBR 

R IATifB PLAITS TO P111TBBR LBSSEI All' V ISUAL IXPACT TBB PIPBLlH K IGHT CRIATB. 
K 

Box 430 

LANDER, WYOMING 
82520 

307-332-5683 

307-856-5607 
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K 0 V E l:JJO AM CBS Rodio Nolwo<> 

D IP YOU VERB VIABLE TO V lSIT THE ALTAIOIT OFFICE II LAIDER A COUPLE OF VEEIS 

AGO, A lAP OF THE PROPOS&D ROUTE lS AVA ILABLE AT THE CHAIIBER OF COIIIIBRCE 

-· . --- �-D YOU ADR r•vrTRn .a•n �:•:""-··- ·--- -- --

L IF THE BEIEFITS OF THE PIPELIIE VILL OUTWEIGH THE IEGATIV&S. IT"S BVEI WORTH 

A DIIVB OUT THERE TO SEE IF A PIPELIIE THAT VILL BE BURIED, VITH TOPSOIL 

REPLACED AID IATI'E PLAITS II PLACE VILL HA'E AIY IIOR! VISUAL IIPACT THAI 

THE ABAIDOIBD US STEEL RAIL BED, OR THE HUIDREDS OF UIAIIUI CLAIIIS THAT HUB 

Y BBEI YOlKED, 01 THE COV TRAILS, JEEP ROADS, 01, POl THAT lATTER, THB OREGOI 

TRAIL. 

IT IS OUR OPII IOI TRAT VB SIIOULD DO BVEIYTHIIG I'OSSIBLB TO HBLP THIS PROJECT 
97.5 FM 

stereo SOCCBBD. VITB THB AIIOUICBIBIT THAT THB COIIPUY THAT OVIS TRB IADD&I GAS 

PIBLD II PR&IIOIT COUITY IS PLUIIIG A SSO I ILLIOI PROCBSSIIG PLAIT, PRBIIOIT 

� COUITY COULD BUBPIT FURTHER BY G (V IIG THAT COilPAIY A VAt TO TRAISPORT AID 

S SELL THB IATORAL GAS PROI THAT PlBLD. 
R 
A IT HAS BBD ARGOBD THAT TRB PIPBLIIB COULD RUB A DBTIIIBITAL IIPACT 01 

? TOURlSI. II A SBISB, THB PIPBLIIB IS A TOURISX PROJBCT. LID TOOBISTS, THB 

0 GAS II TEE PIP&LIIB VILL OILY BE PASSIIG TDOUGB PR!IOIY COUITY . . .  AID TRB 
N COUITY VlLL DJOY IAIY OF THB SUB BBUPITS THAT ARB GBIBRATBD BY TOORISX: 

E TADS, JOBS, DBYBLOPIEIT, UD SBVBIAICB TAUS AS VYOIIIO GAS IS TRAISPOITBD 
T 
W II TRB PIPELIIB. 

0 
R 
K TRB OILY VAt VYOIIIG IS GOIIO TO RBCO'BI PROI TEE DBPR&SSIDI VB BUB BBBI II 

FOR TRB PAST Sll TO B IGHT YBARS IS BY D(VERSIPYIIG. AIYOU VBO ARGOBS THAT 

TOURlSI IS GOIIG TO BB THB SUllO GIACB POl OUR STAT& JUST IBM BBIIG 

RBALISTIC. THEIB"S OILY OIB JACrsJI IIOLB, AID TOUIISX V ILL OBP JACI[S)I 

ALIVB. B11T THE REST OF THB STATE lOST DIVBRSIPY, AID VBIGB BVBIY OPPORTUIITY 

THAT COIBS ALOIG ••• UD IF THB GOOD 011TVBIGIIS THB BAD •.• GO FOR IT. IT IS OUR 

OPII IOI THAT THB GOOD GEIBRATBD BY TRB ALTAIOIT PIPBLIIB PAR 011TVBIGIIS THB 

IBGAT(VB AID VB BICOORAGB YOUR SUPPORT FOR THB PROJBCT. 
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GIII-I 

February 25,  199 1  

DOCK� .vKI... CPI0-1375-000 
c.at-.uo-001 

TO 1 Mr. Laurence J. sautar, Jr. 
Environaental Coapliance Branch, Rooa 7 3 12 
Federal Enerqy Requlatory Coaaiaaion 
825 North capital Street, NE 
Waahinqton, DC 20424 

RE: co .. ent on the PGT/PG'E and Altaaont Natural Ca• Pipeline 
Project• - Draft Environaental Iapact Stateaent 

Dear Reader, 

B{ vay of introduction, ay naa• i• Kent Siaon and I aa involved 
w th ain• land reclaaation for the Wyoainq state Abandoned Kine 
Land Proqraa. My coaaent• ar• tho•• of ayaelf, a• a citizen of 
Praaont County, wyoainq and are not tho•• of any branch of tha 
wyoainq •tate qoverrment. I have been involved with aany land 
reclaaation project• throuqhout the •tate includinq tho•• ana• 
vbicb are traver•ed by the propo•ed Altaaont pipeline. A8 part of 
ay poaltion with the Abandoned Kine Land proqraa I al•o prepare and 
reviav aany Environaental Iapact Stat .. ent•. 

My revi- of the Draft EIS for the Altaaont qaa pipeline •bowed a 
vary adequate and well r•••arched docuaent . The level of detail 
and r•••arch that va• preaented in the DEIS qoe• well beyond that 
of aany other EIS d�nt• which I have •••n. If thi• co .. itaent 
to perforainq an excellent job follova throuqh to the con•truction 
planninq and execution, then the known and potential enviroruMntal 
iapacta will be ainlaal and abeted to the •atiafaction of all 
concerned parti•• · 

Aclditionally, reclaaation technology i• available to •ucc•a•fully 
reclaia the di•turbed land throuqh the aor•-••naitiv• South Pa•• 
area•. (Not to aay there will not be any teaporary vbual lapact•) • 

It i• not prudent to halt the proqr••• of new project• ju•t becauaa 
previou• project• were not properly or •ucc•••fully reclaiaed. I 
believe that the Altaaont ca• Tranaai••ion Coapany i• coaaitted to 
acbievlnq a biqh level of reclaaation aucc••• and that thi• could 
be •tated aor• explicitly in the Pinal EIS. 

RECEIVED BY 
MAR 0 5 b-sl 

IJIIIOIIIlllll tllllftJMU AID PIOlCI 
IIM.'ISIS ... 

Sincerely, � $.;_ 
Kent Siaon 
P . O .  Box 805 
Lander, WY 82520 

(K�nt Sbnon) 

GUS-I Thank you for your comments. Please see revised Chapter 48 and Appendix B-5. 

GI-4 1 
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Paci f ic Gas Transmission Company 
A l tamont Gas Transmiss ion Company 

Docket Nos . 
CP89-460-001 
CP9 0- l l 7 5-000 

Th i s  paqe is for WRI�ZW COKMZWTB on the fGT/fG&E and Altamont 
Natural Gas Pipeline Proiects Draft Env ironmental Impact 
Stateaan� ( E IS ) . These comments w i l l  be used by the FERC staff 
to revise and refine the analysis prior to publ ication of the 
Final EIS . co ... nts may be del ivered to the FERC representative 
conductinq the meatinq or addressed to the Secretary , Federal 
Enerqy Raqulatory commission, 825 North capitol Street, NE, 
Washinqton , DC 204 2 S .  A copy of any written comments addressed 
to the FERC Secretary should also be sent to Mr.  Laurence J .  
Sauter, Jr. , Environmental compliance Branch , Room 7 3 1 2 ,  at the 
same address. 

A l l  comment• agst be racalyt4 no later than Monday, Marcb 4 ,  
199 1 .  Comments received a fter March 4 ,  199 1 w i l l  not be 
addressed in the Final EIS . 

Riyerton. WY MeetinCJ Location: 

;/) �'"'" () J � Commantar• s  Nama and Address : 

1 }/ 1.. '.;- z. ,.,; ... '\ 

;( .. ... . � ! � ... � I  I( I..Sil / 

GI-42 

t-1� 
-r.t� .f ... "1 ; ., '" � ·,.... ., /  4-// .. "1 . ..  t-

-:r. ;: f,..1 c .·f; f'.-,J·, <_ _ft-. 
J .. r , , , , ,. r/.1 .. J ( 

RECEIVED BY 
MAR 0 S 1991 

EIVliGIIIOOI. CIIWtlAIU Alii PlOJrtr 
AIIIII.YSIS 8tAIO 

(MariJS A. Bias) 

mt9-1 Thank you for your comments. 
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Paci fic Gas Transmission Company 
Al tamont Gas Transmission Company 

Docket Nos . 
CP89-4 60-001 
CP90- 1 3 15-000 

This paqe i s  for .. ITTBM COKHEHTS on the pqT/pq&E and Altamont 
Natural Gas Pipeline Pro1ects Draft Environmenta l  Impact 
Statement ( EIS) . These comments will be used by the FERC sta ff 
to revise a nd refine the analysis prior to publ ication of the 
Fina l EIS . co .. ents •ay be del ivered to the FERC representative 
conductinq the •eetinq or addressed to the Secretary, Federa l 
Enerqy Requlatory Co .. ission, 8 2 5  North Capitol Street, NE, 
Washinqton, DC 204 2 6 .  A copy of any written comments addressed 
to the FERC Secretary should a l so be sent to Mr.  Laurence J .  
Sauter, Jr. , Environmental Compl iance Branch , Room 7 3 1 2 ,  a t  the 
same address . 

All co .. ents agst bt receiye4 no later than MoD4aJ, Marcb 4 ,  
l t t l .  c o  .. ents received a fter March 4 ,  1991 w i l l  not be 
addressed in the Final EIS. 

co .. enter 1 s  Na•e and Address : 

Meet lnq 14catlon: JCa:iv;;:n� 5]) s-..&.. d- u � .e..'f-
£�� 

:y jut" �4.. �-z P� �Vk� ..a.L�,c_ 
/1'tl--t' .,k de.�� �k�� 7' Lk �� . 
� � -L� ..  <"� 

RECEIVED BY 
MAR 0 5 19� 1 

�1'1. (fltiPUAI(£ 111:1 PIOJ£tr 
MII.YSIS IUIIOI 

GI-43 

GI21H 

[Claudia PaaeJ 

Thank you for your comment. Cultural and historic resources associated with any route selecled 
would be considered as part of the Section 106 compliance process. 
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Pac i f ic Gas Transmiss ion Company 
Al tamont Gas Transeiss ion Company 

Docket Nos . 
CP89-4 60-001 
CP90-ll7 5-000 

Th is paqe is for .. ITT£M COMXIHTB on the fGT/fG&E and Altamont 
Natural Gas PiPeline Proiects Draft Environmenta l  Impact 
Statement (EIS ) . These comaents w i l l  be used by the FERC sta r r  
to revise and refine the analysis prior t o  publ ication o f  the 
Final EIS. Comments may be del ivered to the FERC representat ive 
conduct ing the meet ing or addressed to the Secretary, Federal 
Enerqy Regulatory Commiss ion, 8 2 5  North capitol Street, NE, 
Washington, DC 204 2 6 .  A copy o r  any written comments addressed 
to the FERC Secretary should also be sent to M r .  Laurence J .  
Sauter, Jr. , Environmenta l Compl iance Branch, Room 7 3 1 2 ,  a t  the 
same address. 

All coaments wus\ be recelyt4 no later than Monday, March 4 ,  
199 1 .  co .. ents received a fter March 4 ,  199 1 w i l l  not be 
addressed in the Final EIS . 

Meetinq Location: =w� A -- . . . Coamenter • s  Name and Address : 
. - � ··--·· ·-·-71 12£-_L,l� :!SE 7e 

GI-44 

(l � Ck, ( u)d' gz. S,C)/ � � AM )� � flv W�r v� 
� �·� �u ;;:C� ...u..�f..L/ 

� � st-L � 

RECEIVED BY 
MAR 0 5 19� 1 

OMIOIIIIUIAI. CIIIIPlJAIIC£ Allol PIOJ('!r 
A!IM.n!S ill'..\.'01 

[Bertha Albright) 

0121-1 'I1Iank you for your comment. 
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Enq·"�' r] 
Crtc�; cr 

JAMES GORES AND ASSOCIATES 
45CA SC•J� c:::;:-;:..., 3CuL:·,-��:;, 
�:·,:-;r'J"J. 'Nv·c�"1 ',G �25 : �  
!307J gs6-2�44 

February 2 6 ,  1991 

Federal Energy Raqulatory Co .. iss ion 
825 N. Capital Street N . !. 
Washinqton, o.c. 20426 

Attention: Ms. Lois Cashell 

RECEIVED BY 

MAR 0 S 1991 
EIIYIIOIIIIlNTM. Clliii'LIMQ NO PIOJ£6 

MIUSIS 8lWII 
SUBJECT: Oockett Mo . CP90-1l75-000 

Altaaont Natural Gas P ipeline Project 

Gentleaen: 

I would like to take this opportunity to voice ay support for 
the Altaaont project. I would l ike to address the project froa the 
standpoint or the followinq four topics . 

NATIONAL ENERGY NEEDS 

OUr nation needs batter distribution of available enerqy 
resources. Failinq to meet that need leaves us, as a nation, 
everaore dependant on foreiqn enerqy sources . The coastal area 
proposed to be served by this pipeline has a far qraater demand for 
fuels than the present d istribution system can del iver . Those 
deaands can be aet in only one of two ways : 

1 )  Pipinq our inland supplies t o  the area3,  or 

2)  Iaportinq foreiqn sources via shippinq. 

G iven the lack of stability in the world ' s  major petroleum 
producinq areas, this pipeline is clearly in our national interest . 

GAS SHIPMENT FROM WYOMING 

By all professional assessments , the Lost Cabin/Maden Field 
area contains world class reserves of natural qas .  The area, 
however, has only enouqh transmission capacity to move a fraction 
of its potential production. The Altamont Natural Gas Pipel ine 
project is the aost feasible way to qat this enarqy to market . 

GI-45 

(James G. Gores) 

GU2-1 Thank you for your comments. 



0122·1 
(COIIL) 

Federal Enerqy Requlatory Commission 
February 2 6 ,  1991 
Paqe 2 

EMPLOYMENT AND TAX REVENUES 

GI-46 

Wyominq, in qeneral,  and Fremont County, in particular, needs 
the employment that will be qenerated by both the construction and 
lonq term operation or this pipel ine. I reel also that once the 
Altamont l ine is in place employment in the qas exploration and 
production industry will increase because or the ava ilability or 
product shipment . 

Likewise, Fremont County as well as the rest or Wyominq needs 
the tax revenue which this project will qenerate . The decline 
suttered in our tax base over the past ten years has lett our 
county with the inabil ity to meet many basic service needs. 

J!!!HVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

I reel the proj ect co .. its taw unrecoverable resources in 
comparison to its benetits . In tact, it will in larqe measure 
improve the environment by aakinq low pollution tuel avai lable to 
a larqe area or demand . Almost any alternative tuel satistyinq 
that demand will reault in qreater, not less, environmental iapact . 

Thank you tor the opportunity to COIIIIDent on this important and 
needed proj ect. 

sinc�rel� 
CJ� ... �ames c. Gores, P . E .  

cc: Mr .  Laurence J .  Sauter ,  Jr . FERC 

KISC8/W 
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RECEIVED BY 
P a b � u • � Y  26 , 1 9 9 1  MAR 0 5 19�i 
TO : 

PRO M :  
R l :  

P a d a r a l  ! n a �ay Raaul a t o � .Y  Co>••i . .  l o n  Eli\11101111£NIIL C1lMfi.IAI(£ �1Cl PIO!W 
a t t n : Lo i a  Caaha l l  AM.YSIS I!f.IIIOI 
A � c h a ao l oay Coa• i t t a a ,  O �• a o n - C a l i f o � n i a  T � a i l  A a a n .  
! I S  f o �  A l ta•o n t  N a t u � a l  C a a  P i p a l i n a  P �o j a c t  

Tha OCTA A � c h a a o loay Coaai t t a a  h a a  � • • i aw a d  t h a  A l t aaont 
p i p a l l a a  p � o po a a l  w i t h  a t t a a t i o n  t o  i t a  i •pa c t  o n  South Paaa • 

Ue • r •  7 p r � f a : a i c n 3 !  a r c h • • o � � a i • t •  •�d 5 t r a i n � d  • • o c a t i o n a l  
• � c ha a o l o a i a t a  c h • �a•d b 7  OCTA w i t h  i d a n t i f i c a t i on , a t udy a n d  
i n t e � p � a t a t i o n  o f  t h a  O�•aon-Ca l i f o � n i a  T � a i l .  

o • •  � t h a  l a a t  1 50 Y • • � ·  �••n a n t a  o f  t h a  · � · · t  o • • � l a n d  
a i a � a t i o n  � o u t a  h • • •  bean p l owad a n d  p a w ad , a x c a ¥ a t a d  a nd 
bu � i e d ,  a u bd i • i d a d , i n t • � • • c t ad a n d  f l ood a d . P � a c i o u a  l i t t l a 
of t h a  T � a i l  h a a  baan p � • • • � • • d  i n  i t a  n a t u � a l  a t a t a  • • •  a f e w  
r u t a  h e r e , a c r o a e i na p o i n t  t h e r e , a c a• p i n a  a pot , ao•• 
c • � • inaa . In Wyo•ina f o �  t h a  f a w  • i l a a a l ona t h a  S w a a t w a t a �  
R i • • �  o w a �  S o u t h  P a a a  to H w y  2 8 7  t h a  i •• i a � • t i o n  � o u t a  �••• i n a 
in i t a  a l amant a l  a t a t a ,  i n t • � � u p t a d  by n o t h i n a  but a f a w  two­
t �a c k o , • •  i t  a c h i • • • •  tha h i ah w a t a �  • • � k  o f  aach i •• i a �• n t ' a  
paa o a a a - - - S o u t h  P• • • · 

It ia na a � l y  i•poaa i b l a  to f i nd a c o n t aapo � • � Y  d i • � Y  f �o• 1 8 3 6  
� o  1 8 6 6  t h a t  d o • •  n o t  ••nt ion Sou t h  P• • • ·  I t  i a  n a a � l .Y  
i ,po e a i b l a  t o  f i nd a • i •i l a �  • � • •  ao i •po � t a n t  a n d  a t i l l  a o  
u n d i a t u �b•d a x c a pt by what h a p p a a a d  t h• � •  1 5 0  1 • • � •  aao . I t  i a  
� a � d  t o  ba l i • • •  t h a t  •• wou ld l a t  t h i a  w i d a  h i e to � i c a l  ¥ i a t a  b a  
• • � �•d by t h a  p • �•a a a a t  a c • � � i n a  o f  p i p a l i n a  c o n a t � u c t i o n . 

Wa • � •  n o t  •o•• u n � • • •oaab l a ,  a pa c i a l  i n t a ra a t , a p l i n t • �  a �oup 
• • � � i n a  t o  b l o c k  p�oa�•• • · . Wa � • c o a n i z a  t h a t  A l t a • u n •  i M  
• r y i n a  to w i n  a b i d  t o  f u � n i a h  n a t u � a l a • •  t o  an • � • •  i n  n a a d  
o f  c 3 a a p , c l a a n  a na �&Y • Wa � a c oa n i z a  t h a t  t ha i �  � o u t •  •u a t  
1 n t a r a a c t  t h a  T � a i l .  W a  f a a l  t h a t  A l t a•o n t  i •  o b l i aad t o  •aka 
t t a t  i n t • � • • c t i o n  • •  na a l i a i b l a  •• p o a a i b l a ,  Th• o n l y  way fo� 
t h•• t o  a c h i a ¥ a  t h i a  and a t i l l  c � o a a  Wyo• i n a  ia t o  u e a  t h a  
J a f f � • Y  C i t y  A l t a �n a t i •• R o u t •  w h i c h  i n t • � • • c t a  t h e  T � a i l  
c l a a n l y  o n  a N / S  c o � � i d o �  and l a a Y a a  i t .  I t  • u • t  n o t  ba 
a l l owad t o  �un t h a  p i pa l i na a c � o • •  t h a  S o u t h  P • • •  ¥ i a w a h a d . 

K n o w i n a h o N  t h • • •  t h i n s •  wo�k . w� � • c o 1 n i z a t h a t  P E R C  i a  un d • �  
mu c h  p r e s s u r e  a n d  i n f l u e n c e  f r om .\ l t a mo n t  to a l t o N  wh A t  t h e  
c o •p a n y  s a y a  i s  t he " c h e a p e r "  r o u t e . Che a p e r  to N h o • �  A f e w  
c e n t s  mo � •  c o a t  p e �  M C P  a t i l l  a l l ow s  A l t amont t h e  a d w a n t a a •  
o • e r  o t h e �  b i d d e � • . I f  A l ta•ont •• a c oe p a n 7  w i l l  ao o u t  o f  

OCTAlS a 50tfcMJt ,._. ,or ..... ar.,..zaliaft · EIN .. -OM21t0 GI-47 
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(Oregon-Calirornia Trails Association, Archaeology Committee) 

Comment noted. We believe that Altamont's November 1990 realignment, in conjunction with 
their rehabilitation/revegetation plan (presented in new Appendix B·S) and other proposed or 
recommended mitigation described in the EIS, would reduce potential impacts associated with 
the Trail crossing to less-than-significant levels. Please see revised Chapters 48 and 4L, as well 
as Appendix B-S. 
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Paaa 2 .  OCTA ARCOM l a t t e r  

bua in a a a  bacauaa tha7 c an ' t  u a a  South Pa a a ,  t h i a  coaa i t t a a  
f a a l a  t he i r  bua i n a a a  i a  n o t  aoun d l 7  baaed . 

In an7 •••n t ,  t h e  OCTA Archaaol oa7 Coaai t t a a  ia not c h a raad 
w i t h  p r aa a r • l na tha i r  bua i naaa and prot a c t i n a  t h e i r  prof i t a . 

GI-48 

Va a r e  cha raad w i th p r a a a r•lna and protac t lna t h e  a a a a n c a  of 
h l a tor7 upon t h e  l a nd . Va • • •u•• P!RC h a a  • a i• i l a r  aoa l .  The 
ope n ,  und l a turbad • l a t a  o f  South Paaa i a  what the • i a i t o r  
aapac ta to • • •  i n  t h i a  h l a to r i c  port ion o f  our f a d a r a l l 7 
aanaaad l anda . 

OCTA ancouraaaa and a a a l a t a  p r l • a t a  l a ndown e r •  to p ro t e c t  Tra i l  
raan a n t a  o n  t he i r  p ro pa r t i a a , Should •• a a p a c t  l a a a  f roa our 
ao••rnaan t ?  

V a  l n a i a t  t h a t  J O U  w a l ah the t rue c o a t  o f  h i a t o r i c a l  
a i an i f i canca o n  t h e  f r aa l l a  Sou t h  P a a a  l a nd a c apa . P l aa a a  
requ i re Al t a•ont t o  u a a  t h e  J a f f ra7 C i t 7  A l t a rn a t i •• Rout e . 

cc : 
Go•a rnor Mike S iapaon 
San . Ma l co l a  V a l l opp 
S a n , Al l an S iapaon 
lap . C r a i a  Tho••• 
Laurance Saut e r ,  PIRC 
B i l l  LaBa rdn . GRRA-BLM 
Jack Ka l l 7 ,  LRA-BLM 

)Jkl�CR-11!�4--
Sharon R .  Man h a r t  
ARCOM C h a i raan 
1 6 500 6 300 Road 
Montroaa CO 8 1 4 0 1  
l -lo�-2U-:!O l 7  

Dean Murt r i a , A l t a•ont 
Toa Hun t ,  OCTA 
B i l l  Va taon , OCTA 
Roaa M a r a ha l l ,  OCTA 
Ron Lund OCTA 
ARCOM-OCTA 

0123-2 Thank you for your comments. As lead Federal agency, we are responsible for compliance 
with Section 106 of the NRHP and its implementing regulations, and will take the n.:cessary 
steps to continue to fulfill the requirements of these regulations. 
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RIVEil.TON, WY<J.:ING 
2/26/91 

Dock.!t ilos. 
OPiJ9-t.6tH>Ol 
CP?Q-1)75-000 

sr:c;�:rrA: .. r 
FlD3:tAL 1iHR:lY ::.'!:GULA't'OlY C(J.J,IJ3IOII 
.125 •• O.;�it .;APITOL :;·: (�:n', tiE, 
WA3HiiJG'rOI'I, i>�. 201.26 

Dear Jll·a  

RECEIVED BY 
MAR 0 5 1991 

£IMIQIIIOtt CIIWlWI£ . ,.... 
-ISIS IMID 

I a• wa·itt.ing in JUPPO.•.r of tha ALr.u:our Natural � Pipelin t Pro Ject, joora � �· 
I athnd!d t.ha .:inrton u.eeting 2/26/91 and 

listaned to both siQ3S of tha issue, before makinf 
up �y •ind . 1 also studied t.he Zla st.�ts�snt and 
ful you shoul;J bt coa;pl la.<Jntil.i on sucil a Q�Jtailad 
l'!tport , 1 also ftt!l cogfort.abh that great C•.lra will 
be t��'n on· the Jout.h Pass itiatorical 3i�hts and as 
little daa�Es as possible will be inflicted on that 
area. 

We ar• 1nxiouo that the Sout� Pass 'touta bli 
used, b�c�usa of our financial interest in ths line 
b!ing constt�ct•d close to FA�30W, ��o . We are in a 
Corporu ;;io:- that. owns S businesses along with S5 acr"�' 
of property, �t thi intsrsa¢tioc of �ighway 2S a 191 .  
lhls project would �san a �raat uaal t o  our small 
CO!t&Wtlty as w3ll to us. 'lois would bs aaora than happy 
to help in this projsct any w�y wa can • 

. Ths �' of our Corpor�tion isa 

SAifuY c:.oasur. 3;fT:t.lPaxns 
CUrt'tiJ U:::ll;l---P,;�Iu?:ifT 

Jox 19.) 
FA�Oii, :··tll.I"Q .129.) 2 

Phona .)07-27.)-9020 

K�ep up th� £OOd work and contln Ul to push this 
proj ilct throu.;h . If we c:1n be of any help, plotasa 
cnll. 

Jincor!Jly 

7n�c. /fw..��.�·')-�� . .v 
J..&·s Lort•aln t �:arpnass 
So) il l�lt 
.avert.on, ';iyon· lng 32501 

GI-49 

(Lol'l'lllne Warpness) 

0124-1 Tbank you for your comments. 
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� National Trust for Historic Prcscrv.uiun 

March 4, 1991 

BY RAND DELIVDY 

.... Lois cashell, Secretary 
Federal En•� Regulatory co .. ission 
825 lfortb capitol st. , lf.E. 
Washington, D.C. 20426 

RECElVED BY 
Mll\ 0 S \991 

(lftllOIIIItllll UllfUliCE ..,­
MWlMIIMIII 

Rea Alta.ont lfatural cas Pipeline Project - Draft 
lnyirpDW40tal Xlpact Stote.,nt (Qkt. lo. epg0-1175-0001 

Dear ,.. • C.shell: 

On behalf of the lational Trust for Historic Preservation in 
the United States, thank you for the opportunity to ca..ent on 
the draft enviro�tal bpact stat-ent ( DEIS) for the Altaaont 
lfatural cas Pipeline Project .  This proposal calls for the 
construction a 620-aile pipeline froa the United States/Canadian 
border to a point in southwest WyoaillCJ, where it will 
interconnect with the proposed Item River pipeline near Opal, 
WyoaiiiCJ. 0125-1 I Aa currentlJ proposed, the pipeline will traverse the south 
Pass latural Ber taqe Area, an area in Wyoai119 virtually 
untouched by IIOdem intrusions that contains hundred� of 
•iCJRificant cultural and historic sites of qreat iaportance to 
the heritaqe of this nation. The centerpiece of this area is the 

012S·2 1 8outb Pass lational Historic Landaarll:, tbe point where the oreqon 
Trail cro• .. • the Continental Divide on the historic route to the 
vest -- a site who .. iaportance in tbe history of the Aaerican 
pioneer aoveaent is unparalleled. 

The lfational Trust vas chartered by tbe u . s .  CORCJress in 
1949 to proaote the historic preservation policy of the United 
States, and to furtber public participation in the preservation 
of the nation' •  historic resources. 16 u.s.c. 1 468. Today, the 
lfational Trust has nearly 215, 000 aeabera around the country. 
The National Trust bas previously expressed its concem over tbe 
Federal Ene� Regulatory co .. ission • s  ( •the Ca..ission • s•) 
procedures for coaplyi119 with Section 106 of the National 
Historic Pre .. rvation Act ( •NHPA• ) , 16 u . s . c. 1 470f, and the 
National Environaental Policy Act ( •NEPA•) ,  42 u . s . c. 1 4 1 2 1  tt 
a.g. , in co..ents on the co .. ission • s  proposed revisions to its 
envlronaental regulations ( Docket No. RN90-l-OOO) .  a.. 55 Ped. 
Req. 11027 (Auqust 11, 1990) . 

It is the position of the lfational Trust that the draft 

1 711.i �13ll!1.1�hu..,us Av�nuc, N. \V. 
\\3shin)!tun. D.C. 20016 
1!021 67J • .I(XX) 

0125-1 

012!1-2 

(National TMJSt ror Hlstorlt Presenatlon) 

We are aware of a Master Plan for a •soulh Pass Herilage Area, • and have used this Plan u 
a reference during preparallon of the EIS. However, lhis •area• is no1 a federally-recognized 
designation (such as the NRHP) and hence i$ afforded no slalus under lhe regulalions with 
which we must comply. 

The South Pass NHL would be avoided by lhe proposed rou1e (as realigned in November 1990). 



"'· Lola Cashell 
"-rch 4, 1991 
Paqe 2 

environ .. ntal iapact stateaent (DEIS) for the Altamont Pipeline 
is flawed, both substantively and procedurally. The procedural 
flaws stea from the fact that a preliminary determination 
r.solving all non-environmental issues has been issued by the l coaaission prior to the coapletion of any environmental reviews, 

�l and froa the eo .. iasion ' •  failure to inteqrate the Section 106 
and �PA reviews with each other. In addition, the DEIS is 
grossly inadequate in its evaluation of impacts on cultural and 
historic reaources, the cumulative iapact of the project, and the 
coapariaon of alternatives. We therefore believe that a 
.uppl ... ntal DEIS is necesaary. 

I. lnylrpDMnql Prqgldun•· 

A. The Issuance of a Prellalnary Deteralnatlon on Non­
Envlron.ental Issues l• Likely to Prejudice the 
Consideration of Bnvlronaental Iaaacts. 

� I We are particularly concerned about the •phasing• of the 
pipeline certlflcatlon process ln this case, pursuant to VIllela 
tbe eo..t .. lon has already i .. ued a prell•lnary determination 
resolving all regulatory saues other than environmental impacts .  
I t  ia fundaMntal that •nPA procedures - t  insure that 
environ.ental information is available to public officials and 
citi&ena � decisions are .. de and � actions are tatan. •  
4 0  c. r.a. 1 15oo . l (b) (eaphasis added) . 

� eo..lssion violates this basic principle Vben it 
approves a pipeline prior to completion of the environmental 
revi- proc .. s. 'l'he binding regulations iaple .. nting NEPA 
p�lgated by the President' s  Council on Environmental Quality 
(CZQ) expressly require agencies to beqin the �PA process •early enouqb ao that it can serve practically as an important 
contribution to the decisionmaking process and will not be used 
to rationalize or justify decisions already .. de. •  40 c.r.a. 1 
1502 . 5 .  a.. &lag jd. 11 1501 . 2 ,  1502 . 1 (g) . The CEQ regulations 
specifically state that agencies should • [ i]nteqrate the 
requirements of NEPA with other planning and environmental revi­
procedursa required by law or by aqency practice so that all such 
Proclduru run gqncurnntly rothtr than constcutively. •  Ill· 1 
1500. 2 (c) (eaphasis added) . 

'l'he proble.. inherent in this •phasing• ore candidly 
conceded in the preamble to the Co..iasion • s proposed 
environmental regulations, Vbich expressly states that applicants 
are authori&ed to engaqe in certain actions after the •phase I• 
determination based on non-environmental factors is issued, such 
as to •arrange for financing and initiate contract neqotiations , •  
vbicb can potentially prejudice the consideration of 

GI-51 

0125·3 

0125-4 

We disqree. We are unaware of any regulation implementing either NEPA or NHPA which 
""luires that the NEPA and Section 106 compliance processes to be integrated. See also 
response to Comment Or7-4. 

The Commission's Preliminary Determinations do not •approve• pipelines. It is a mec:hanism 
where the non-environmental issues can be "aired" early on and resolved by the time the more 
lengthy environmental phase or the case is c:oncluded. In this manner. both the environmental 
and non-environmental phase can be accomplished c:oncurrently rather than sequentially. It does 
not prejudice the consideration of alternatives. 



Ms. Lois cashell 
March 4, 1991 
Paqe 3 

alternatives, prior to completion of the environmental review 
process . 55 Fed. Req . 3302 7 ,  33043 Col .  1 (Auq . 13 , 1990) . 
These activities would, in fact, be hiqhly prejudicial to the 
consideration of iapacts and alternatives in the NEPA process . 
In fact, the underlyinq concern -- that an after-the-fact EIS 
will be used to justify an aqency decision already aade -- is 
confirmed by the DEIS , whose analysis of key environaental 
iapacts is qrossly inadequate (see discussion below) . 

B. The DEIS Fails to Inteqrate the Section 106 and the 
HEPA Processes. 

0125·5 I lfe are likewise concerned that the cultural resource surveys 
and the review procedures mandated by the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA) are not beincJ conducted concurrently with 
the NEPA process. The Section 106 process, like NEPA, is 
desiqned to be initiated early in the development of a proposed 
project, in order to allow alternatives and aitiqation aeasures 
to be fully explored. The process calls for the Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation and the State Historic Preservation 
Officer (SRPO) to be consulted on alternatives, and for these 
aqencies to assist in resolvincJ conflicts throuqhout the planninq 
process. By its tenl8, Section 106 expressly requires the 
federal aqency whose license or assistance triqqers the statute ' s  
applicability to und.rtake the aandated consultation and review 
process •Gim: to the expenditure of any Federal funds on the 
undertakinq or G1m: to the issuance of any Ucanse, as the case 
aay be . •  16 u.s.c. 1 470f (eapbasis added) . 

AlthOUCJb the DEIS concedes that the pipeline, as proposed, 
will bave a siqnificant iapact on sit .. potentially eliqible for 
listinq in the National Reqister of Historic Places, it fails to 
include any .. aninqful assessaent of the iapact of the pipeline 
on cultural and historic resources . The EIS aust include an 
assessaent of the iapact on historic and .cultural resources. a.. 
40 C.P.R. I 1502 . 16 (9) · However, the DEIS candidly states that 
• [e)liqibility for listincJ in the [National Reqister) for aost of 
the resources identified within the project (area of potential 
effects) by the backqround search, has not been detenined . •  

OJ2S.6 I DIIS, at 4M-a . Without the issuance of a supplemental DEIS for 
comment, the public will be deprived of any aeaninqful 
opportunity to co-ent on one of the -t siqnificant areas of 
iapact of the pipel ine project. 

lfe believe that a suppleaental DEIS aust be issued for 
public co-.nt � all historic resources have been identified 
and the effects of the project on those resources have been 
assessed. It is possible that some aspects of the section 106 
review can be conducted at a later staqe of the process ( such as 

GI-52 

0125·5 See response to Comments 0125-3 above and 017-4. 

om� We disagree. See response to Comment 017-4. 
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Ms. Lois Cashell  
March 4,  1991 
Paqe 4 

desiqninq mitiqation measures for archaeoloqical resources that 
can be avoided by minor route-real iqnment or mitiqated by 
excavation) .  However, it is imperative that all  historic 
resources in the area of potential effects be identified, and 
impacts that can only be avoided or mitiqated throuqh substant ial 
route real iqnments be thorouqhly identified and assessed in the 
supplemental DEIS . 

II.  The DEIS Does Not Adequately Evaluate Impacts on CUltural 
and Historic Resources or Alternatives to the Proposed South 
Pass Route. 

A. The DEIS Fa ils to Identity and Evaluate Previously 
Unknown Historic Resources, and Its Evaluation or 
Impacts on Known CUltural and Historic Resources is 
Grosslv Inadeauate. 

As currently proposed, tbe pipeline would come within one­
third of a mile Of the South Pass National Historic Landmark 
(South Pass NHLl , the confluence or historic pioneer trails to 
the west coast . In addition, the pipeline will bisect the 
Historic Mininq District, which includes hundreds of historic 
mines and homesteads as well as historic sites that have been 
previously deter.ined to be eliqible tor the National Reqister. 
The DEIS candidly concedes that the • importance or and 
controversy surroundinq the routinq or the pipeline near this 
a rea is clear. •  DEIS , at 4M-5. 

While the DEIS states that a preliminary l iterature search 
conducted by Altamont has identified 240 previously-recorded 
cultural resources within 1 , 000 teet or the proposed route, 193 
or which are within 100 teet or the centerline or the pipeline, 
there is absolutely no evaluation or the project ' s  impact on 
these resources, nor is there any discussion or potential 
mitiqation measures . Moreover, the DEIS states that •the 
identification and evaluation or previously unknown resources is 
not yet underway. •  DEIS, a t  4M-4 . Until all  cultural resources 
within the area or errects or the pipeline a re identified and 
evaluated, it is simply not possible tor the Commission to make 
any meaninqtul evaluation or the impact or the proposed pipel ine 

Classification as a National Historic Landmark (NHL) is 
reserved tor nationa lly siqniticant sites or •exceptional value• 
to the Nation as a whole. •  36 C . F . R .  I 65 . 2 (a) : IAA 16 u . s . c .  1 
4 70a ( a) . As a result or South Pass ' s  status as a NHL, the 
Commission is required, under Section 110 ( f) or the NHPA, to 
minimize •to the maximum extent possible" the adverse ettects or 
the pipeline on this site. ld. I 4 70h-2 ( f) .  

G12S-7 We disag�. See revisions to Chapter 4M 

G12S-8 The "historic minin& district" � by the BLM would not be crossed. 

GI2S-9 We disag�. See revisions to Chapter 4M. 

GI-53 
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Ms . Lois Cashell 
March 4 ,  1991 
Paqe !I 

on cultural resources relative to the impact or other proposed 
alternative routes , nor is it possible ror the public to provide 
any meaninqrul comments. 

Even where the DEIS provides some assessment ot impacts, the 
evaluation is qrossly inadequate . For example , the DEIS casually 
concludes, without substantiation, that the pipeline will have no 
visual impact on Fort Stambauqh, south Pass City, Miner ' s  
Del iqht , Lewiston, and Atlantic City, approximately located 
between MP !110 and MP !11!1, all or which have been l isted in or 
determined eliqible tor listinq in the National Reqister ot 
Historic Places. In ract, the DEIS itselr contradicts its 
unsubstantiated conclusion that there will be no visual impact on 
these historic s ites . Elsewhere, the DEIS clearly concedes that 
construction or the pipeline between MP 423 and MP 5!1!1 would 
create a scar on the landscape . DEIS , at 4L-9 . 

We question the assumption made by the DEIS that the scar 
created by a 100-root pipeline riqht-ot-way in a Class I or Class 
II visual resource area can be errectively mitiqated throuqh 
reclamation and re-veqetation . Due to the rocky terra in in the 
area, as well as the dry climate and short qrowinq season, 
reclamation will be exceedinqly dirticult, it not impossible . 
Because or the low veqetation in the area, the pipeline riqht-ot­
way will create a scar on the landscape that will be visible tor 
miles . The sensitivity or this site is deaonstrated by the ract 
that the ruts or waqon wheels on the Oreqon Trail are still 
visible arter more than 100 years. 

Nor does the DEIS contain any adequate assessment ot the 
visual impact ot the construction or two block valve assemblies 
and a compressor station, which the DEIS notes will be located in 
a Class I and a Class II visual impact area. DEIS, 4L-9 . These 
above-qround structures will arrect the character ot the existinq 
landscape and create siqni ricant, permanent visual impacts . 
DEIS, at 4L-l . Likewise , a representative ot the Bureau or Land 
Manaqement has questioned the DEIS ' statement that no new service 
roads will be requi red to access the proposed riqht-ot-way ( DEIS, 
4J-2 ) , statinq that experience shows that the openinq ot a new 
corridor in previously undisturbed areas •invariably• results in 
the creation ot a •network ot service roads . •  Riverton R� 
(Nov. 6, 1990) . The pipel ine and related equipment will 
substantially impact an area virtual ly untouched by modern 
structures or any kind. 
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0125-12 

0125-13 
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012.5·15 

Field inspection and review of USGS topographic maps clearly suppon our determination of no 
visual impact on lhese features. 

Conslruction of an underground pipeline would scar almost every ground cover type. 
Appropriate rehabilitation and revegetation measures would be implemented in the South Pass 
Area. Please see Chapters 48, 4L and Appendix 8-5. 

Thank you for your comment. Please see revised Chapters 48, 4L and 4M, as well as new 
Appendix 8-5. Field inspection does not suppon the generic statement that the pipeline right-of­
way would create a scar on the landscape that would be visible for miles. 

The visual impact of these facilities can be mitigated using standard techniques and technology. 
Please see revised Chapter 4L. 

Altamont has not proposed designation of a new corridor. See response to Comment GI5-8. 

We disagree that the pipeline would "substantially impact" any of the areas proposed to be 
crossed. 
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Ms . Lola cashel l  
March 4 ,  199 1 
Page 6 

The DEIS states that a proposed route realignment wi l l  
avoid, by . 35 m l le ,  the current boundaries o t  the South Pass NHL 
will mitigate some ot the impact to the NHL itse l t .  However, the 
DEIS cryptically notes, without further explanation, that the 
boundaries ot the NHL are, in tact, under study by the National 
Park Service. It the actual boundaries ot the NHL are determined 
to be much larger, the proposed route real ignment will not, as 
the DEIS promises, avoid the NHL. 

Finally, the DEIS tails to evaluate the cumulative, 
foreseeable tuturs impacts ot opening this area to a util ity 
corridor where nons previously existed. It is likely that, once 
a pipeline corridor is established in this area, others will 
follow. For example ,  the corridor created by the wycal Pipel ine, 
trom Opal ,  Wyoming to Southern Cali fornia was almost immediately 
followed by the recently-certi fied Kern River pipeline, which 
will provlds the lntsrconnsction tor the Altamont pipel ine . 
These cumulative impacts ot the pipeline must be evaluated in the 
DEIS . 

B .  The DEIS ' Evaluation o t  Alternatives I s  Grossly 
:Inadeauate. 

The DEIS rejects, with almost no discussion or eva luation, 
each ot the tour ldsntltied alternatives to the South Pass route . 
It is therefore impossible to determine, on the basis ot the 
DEIS, whether any ot these alternatives present a routs that 
would involve lass significant impacts on historic or cultural 
resources. For example, the Jettrey City alternative would 
parallel existing roads or pipeline corridors tor 98 percent ot 
the routs , and would attord greater distances between the 
pipeline right ot way and the Historic Mining District, including 
the National Register sites ot Fort Stambaugh, South Pass City, 
Minar ' s  Delight, Lewiston, and Atlantic City, as well as the 
Soutb Pass NHL. A thorough evaluation ot the impacts associated 
with all alternatives •ust be made i t  there is to be any 
•eaningtul comparison ot these alternatives with the proposed 
route . 

III . Qonclusion. 

In the National Trust ' s  view, the DEIS does not adequately 
evaluate the historic and cultural resources that will be 
attected by the proposed pipeline route or the magnitude ot the 
impacts on those resources . In l ight ot the national 
signi ficance and sensitivity ot the resources in the South Pass 
area, and the failure ot the DEIS to evaluate impacts on those 
resources, a comprehensive supplemental dratt environmental 

GI-55 

GI2S-16 

GW-17 

GW-18 

GW-19 

Thank you for your comment. Please see additional infonnalion included on this subject in 
revised Chapter 4M. 

Please see response to Comment GW-14 above. Additional material on this topic has been 
included in revised Chapter S. As a point of clarification, the Kern River piPeline route 
(proposed in 198S) was subsequently adopted by the proposed Wycal pipeline. 

We disqree. Substantial discussion of the South Pass Route Variations is contained in the 
DEIS. Further, the results of an updakd SHPO file search of cultural sites along all of the 
routes reviewed between the Lost Cabin and Opal lmiS has been included in revised 
Chapters JM and 4M. 

We disqree that the NEPA process should be held captive until the Section 106 compliance 
process has been concluded. The NEPA and the Section 106 processes allow for post-certificate 
analysis, i.e., conditional certificates which allow work to be completed after the issuance of 
a FERC certificate but prior to construction. 



Ms. Lois Cashell 
March 4, 1991 
Pa9e 7 

i•pact state•ent is necessary .  We stron9ly recoa.end that this 
docu•ent be prepared concurrently with, and incorporate the 
findin9s and reco-.endations of, the Section 106 process that is 
currently underway. 

cc: 

�espectful !y sub�itted, . 

.. . .M)e_ tl[dtt;;0 
J. Jackson Walter fPresident 

The Ron. Alan K .  Simp� 
The Ron. Malcol• Wallop 
The Ron. Crai9 Tho•as 
The Ron. Mike Sul livan 
Mr. James M. Ridenour, Director, NPS 
Mr. Jerry L. RO<Jers, Associate Director for 

CUltural Resources, NPS 
Mr. Delos Cy Jamison, Director, BLM 
Mr. Michael R. Deland, Chairman, CEQ 
Robert Bush, Executive Director, ACHP 
Dr. David bthka, Wyo•iOCJ SRPO 
Mr. Laurence J.  Sauter, Jr. , FERC 
Johanna Wald, Natural Resources Defense Counsel 
Tho•a• France, Wilderness Society 
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(Jay A. McFarland) 

0126-1 Thank you for your comments. 
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Gl27·1 'Thank you for your comments. 
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0128-1 Thank you for your comment. 



5 ... 
_, ... .... 
.. :) '.) 

0 N ­�� ­N M  Jl <I> O  " ·-II I = ...J "JJI N :.. 11 = <"'  ll 11 ·� <"' '"""" � W 8 1 <n """"" � :) , ... <n -� � >. o -
::a: :.S t-'J  

5 ... " "' ... 
a l! LII :) )Joo, (.J  ;,£ :.. .. ... _, .. .... II ::l II .. � 11 :J :II :.. 11 """" ...,J (.G en � ,_, N ., � • v .... o """" « :::t N .... _, 

1J >. ·� ..: .... :::l. f..) 
Jl ... :II Q 21 II U  u c c LII ..C :)  " _, _,  ·� """"" :.. ... :) .. :) c ..J ;.. � ·� II ..C • ""=' 1:) ll Jl lJ N  2! :I: lAo <I> :It 

.... .... 
II -; .. !.) 

" :r 
.. 
.. II Q 

... 
II .:JI. 0 :) -> Q ; -. .. .. c _, II  .... . «( II  _, " .. .C ..>  _, ..,  

C -'  :) 0 .. -> a.  
: 5! II ... 
a 
a ... -o ,  0 :J -' 0  

c o  
:) II I 

_, a •n 
c ·­

>. :) M  
_, .. _ 
..... . ..,. I C > O � = en -> LII C. .. u :) -> 
:l.'- "::l :l. OI C :) .. .. Q II -..C -> 0  .J :,) O II I 
L. ·� o  :) 0 "'  ... .. ... llo l  ;, "' ::l ll <l> >. e n.. .... !.) .>/. .... C II .. :l. ,. ,.c ..... :) foo llo :Z:  

-� 









��c�,\J�o e� 
��' \'l\\ tJtfflflll.IOI) i\Gf.(\ 

l�,��\PIO' 

Laurence J .  Sauter Jr . 
Roo• 7 3 1 2  
Federal Energy Regulatory Coamiss i on 
8 2 S  N .  Cap i t o l  S t . N . E .  
Washington D . C .  20426 

Dear Hr . Saute r ,  

1 2 09 " W "  H i l l  Road 
Laraa i e ,  WY . 8 20 7 0  
March 1 ,  1 9 9 1  

I wish to of fer a few thoughts concern i ng Al tamont • s  oror;>osed 
p i pel ine r oute through South Pass . Our inq my seven years o f  
r es idence i n  South Pass City 1 1 9 8 2 - 1 9 8 9 ) ,  I h i k ed ,  f ished , hunted , 
and ca�ed in South Pass dur ing al l .anths of the year . 

I also possess a aaster • s  degree in h i story and have worked as a 
public historian for the past 12 years .  Dur ing .oat of this t ime , 
1 have r esearched the h istory of Wyo•ing, par t icular l y  the South 
Pass area . 1 n  add i t i on to teach i ng univers i ty-level courses in 
Wyo•lng h istory, 1 was one of the team .. .oars i n  the 1 9 9 0  state­
f inanced plann i ng and aarke t i ng study of the South Pass reg i on . As 
a resul t  of this expe r i ence, I understand the ecology and 
h istorical s i gn i f icance of South Pass as wel l  as anyone . 

01�1 I I oppose Alta.ant ' s  proposed South Pass route for several r easons . 
A plethora of books and a r t i c l es descr ibe the histor ical 
sign i f icance of thi s  l�ortant pass . Howeve r ,  only a few s tud i es 
examine the nea r l y  p r i st i ne i ntegr i t y  of sett ing that makes South 
Pass a unique and very val uable cul tural resourc e .  'l'he BLH-NPS 
study of the Oregon 'l'ra l l  notes that the tral l ' s  segment froa Spl l t  
Rock t o  Farson, with South Pass i n  the center , cons t i tutes the bes t 
remnants of th is tra i l  in the country.  'l'he NPS has des ignated a 
saal l segment, where the tra i l  crosses the Continental D i v ide l n  
South Pass, a s  a nat i onal landmark . 

0�2 I Nevertheless, the state-f i nanced study, "'l'he South Pass Her i taqe 
Master P lan , " is the f i rst invest igat ion to adequate l y  l i st the 
myr iad of h igh-qual i ty cul tural resources i n  and ad jacent to the 
pass and to examine the i r  poten t i a l  for the development of tour ism.  
I aa conf ident that you have read th i s  docu•ent, so repet i t i on here 
ls unnecessary .  Not ing South Pass ' abundant h i storical resources 
and its poten t i a l  for i ncreased tour ism, the study emphas i zes that 
Altamont ' s  p i pe l ine c lear ly poses the most ser ious threat to both 
of these des i rable character ist ics . 

0�1 

0�2 

GI-65 

(Mkhael Massie] 

Tbank you for your comments. 

The study's comments regarding the proposed Altamont project are based on the premise that 
the project would "potentially impact sites such as Fort Stambaugh, the Miners Delight-Atlantic 
City-South Pass City mining area, and the Emigrant Trails" (Page 12S). We feel that the FEIS 
clearly demonstrates that the potential impacts would be avoided (Fort Stambaugh and the 
referenced mining area) or mitigated to less-than-significant levels. 
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I at11ted previous l y  l n  t h l s  l et ter that South P•sa ls "near l y  
pr l s t l ne . "  After j ourneylnq on l y  a few hundreds yards awav from 
Hlqhway 2 8 ,  the a l nq l e  paved road ln the greater South Pass area, 
a person l .. ed lately exper i ences the l mmens l ty of the land as l t  
appeared t o  the Oregon Tra l l  emlqrants and gold m i ners o f  the 
1 860 ' s ,  wlth the only v l s l b l e  •modern• blemishes be l ng scars f rom 
previous aelsalc l l nes and the former rai l road r l qht -o f -way. Even 
though the selsmlc act l v l t l es occurred decades aqo, the l r  rema i ns 
are s t l l l  somewhat v l s l b l e ,  espec i a l l y  j us t  to the north of Oregon 
Buttes, whlch forma the southern boundary of the pass . South Pass 
la a h lgh ( 8 , 000 f t . ) ,  dry, cold, and un for g l v l nq sect ion of the 
West .  The fact that the rema i ns o f  prev i ous act l v l t l es l l nqer much 
longer here than e lsewhere should not be aurpr l a lng, for these ver y  
factors account for the f l ne preservat i on o f  t h e  Or eqon Tra l l  ruts , 
stage stat i on rema i ns ,  o ld ranches , and nearby h l a t o r l c  qold m l nes . 
Thus, the p l pel l ne ' a  r lght -of-way and the assoc i a t ed roads wl l l  be 
clearly v l a l b l e  for the next few decades, at leas t .  

Wh i l e  I am aware that reclamat i on techno logy has advanced a l nce the 
ae lamlc l i nea were imposed on the land t h i r t y  years ago, no s tud ies 
ex lat that conclus i ve l y  demonstrate that the t r ench which would 
hold Altamont ' s  l l ne can be success f u l l y  reseeded promptly,  or even 
ln the long term. Dur ing the recent publ i c  hear ing ln R i verton, 
contractors for Al tamont adaltted that rec l a lmlng th l a  l l ne would 
be a chal lenge, and they o f f ered no promi ses of success . Th l s  
phys ical lntrua l on ,  upgraded ex l a t l ng roads, any new roads that may 
be bui l t ,  and the obvious i nducement for more p l pe l l nea and other 
l inear developments to use South Pass wl l l  def i n i te l y  and adversely 
a f f ec t  one o f  the nat ion ' s  aoat remarkable resources . 

But, even l f  the rest of the country fa i l ed to recognlze South 
Pass ' a lgn l f lcance and a tour i s t  never aga l n  sets foot on th la 
valued ground, th l s  pass reaa l ns wor thy o f  preservat i o n ,  for l t  l a  
a phys ical and psychological connec t i on f o r  t h e  peopl e  o f  Wyomlnq 
to l ta pas t .  Th l s  la how •we• got her e .  To compromise the lntegr l t y  
o f  t h l a  isolated a l te,  wh lch present l y  al lows v l s l tors to sme l l  and 
feel the land and the wlnd as their ancestors d l d ,  ls to sever an 
important connec t i on wl th the pas t .  

Alt11mont • a  proposed route over South Pass wl l l  a lqn l f lcant l y  impact 
thla h lator lc area and wl l l  set the s tage f o r  more ohys lca l  
l ntrua l ona that wl l l  des troy t h e  very character i s t i cs whlch make 
thla place la1portan t .  On the other hand, the proposed "Jef frev 
Cl ty• route wl l l  not produce these impacts and wl l l  at l l l  al l ow the 
p l pel l ne to be bu l lt .  AltaJDOnt compla i ns that t h l s  l a t ter route 
wl l l  coat more money, but the add l t l ona l cash wl l l  create more 
jobs . R ight? Bes i d e s ,  t h l s  ls just the cost of do l ng bus i ness on 
our publ ic lands . Clear ly, the "Je f frey C l ty" o p t ion wl l l  perml t 
the construct i on o f  the l l ne wi thout sacr l f l c l ng other resources , 
espec i a l l y  such a jewel as South Pass . 

Gl30-3 
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G130-8 

This comment overlooks the fact that neither rehabilitation/revegetation measures nor visual 
impact mitigation has been applied to the referenced "blemishes. • 

We disagree that the pipeline right-of-way, properly mitigated, would be "clearly visible for the 
next few decades. • Further, no new roads would be required in the South Pass area. 

We disagree. See previous two responses, as well as revised Chapters 48, S and Appendix 8-S. 

We agree that the "pass remains worthy of preservation. • We believe that adequate mitigation 
is in place to assure this objective. 

We disagree that this outcome is inevitable. Please see additional material on this topic included 
in revised Chapter S. 

As documented in the EIS, adoption of the Jeffrey City Variation would result in substantially 
more disturbance due to increased length and significantly greater impacts on several resource 
areas (see Table 6-3). Further, the BLM has identified the proposed route through the South 
Pass area as its preferred alternative. (See BLM comments on the DEIS, Page 2.) 



0130-9 1 I urqe FERC to per m i t  the cons t r uct ion of the Al tamont P i oe l i ne 
that ut i l izes the "Jef fr ey C i t y" route . Thanks for your t i me and 
cons iderat ion . 

S i ncer e l y, 

�� 
M i chae l  Hass l e  

cc : Governor Sul l i van 

GI-67 

Gl30-9 Thank you for your comments. 
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(Eva Mclntash) 

Thank you for your comment. U.S. Department of Transportation (001) Regulations (49 CFR 
Parts 190, 191 and 192) would require the buried pipeline to be installed with between 18 and 
30 inches of cover, depending on the material. In normal soils, at least 30 inches of cover arc 
required on buried pipelines. In consolidated rock, a minimum of 1 8  inches of cover arc 
required. These requirements are for DOT's "Class 1 Locations. • The entire Altamont Route 
is designated as a Class 1 Location . 

The transcript of the meeting held on February 27, 1991,  to receive comments on the DEIS is 
available from Richard L. Mattson, Registered Professional Reporter, 316 N. 26th Street, Room 
S40S, Billings, Montana S9 101 , at a cost. 
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W ILLIAM c. SNIFFIN 
Bo.r /, lAnder, Wyoming 82520 307-332-2323 FIIX: 332-9332 

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
at hearing In Riverton, Wyoming Feb. 25, 1991 

Dear memben of the committee: 

j)t)( /J f  flit 
cftiJ -vlo - c t  I 
Cf' '}I - 13'7�- Nt' 

Re: The Altamont Pipeline project over South Pass 

I am speaking as a resident of Fremont County, Wyoming, who has a strong 
Interest In tourism. 

In that capadty, I presently serve as vice-cnalrman of the Wyoming Travel 
Commission and I serve on the county tourism boards In Fremont, Teton 
and Sublette Counties. 

My concern Is that the construction of the pipeline over South Pass will have 
a severe negative Impact on tourism development of that area during the 
time period planned for lis construction. 

The 150th anniversary of the Oregon Trail will be celebrated In five western 
stales In the next two yean. States like Wyoming are planning to spend 
hundreds of thousands of dollars to attract tourists to the area. South Pass 
becomes the focal point for this tourism effort for many reasons: 

1) That Is where all the different trails came together. Gov. Mike Sullivan 
points out that people have used the pass as their main route through the 
mountains for 110,000 yean. 

2) For people In California and Oregon, they can experience South Pass and 
then swing north to Yellowstone for their family vacations. 

3) South Pass contains some of the most scenic areas on the trail. 
4) South Pass contains many of the most historical areas on the trail, 

Including Its proximity to ghost towns and gold mining areas. 

It seems appropriate the your Commission should give a high consideration 
to these tourism facts when malting your decision concerning the Altamont 
pipeline route. 

Thank you for your conslde-.tlon. 

Sincerely, 

GI-69 

0132-1 

[William C. Snlffin] 

Comment noted. We believe that c:onstruction or the proposed project would have a short-term 
impact on recreation/tourism, limited primarily to the season or construction. In the long-term, 
no impact to tourism development would be expected. 
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[Fred Bisennan] 

'Thank you for your commenu. Because we share your concerns, DEIS Recommendation 66 
requested that Altamont identify specific measures which it would implement to mitiJate soils, 
veaetation and visual impacts in the South Pass area. Based on a re-analysis of the available 
soils information, further visual impact analysis, and Altamont's response to DEIS 
Recommendation 66, we feel that significant impact would be avoided or substantially reduced. 
Please see revised Chapters 4B, 4L and Appendix B-S. 
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(Lewis B. Diehl] 

Thank you for your comments. We Jenerally a,ree wilb your prediction regardinJ tourism. 
However, we note that the proposed project would require 110 new roads in the Soulb Pass area. 
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[Thomas Peters) 

Thank you for your comments; Public Convenience and Necessity (PCN) is an issue that is 
determined by the Commission on the basis of ill rete.lant facton, including potential 
environmental impact associated with a proposal. As such, PCN is well beyond the scope of 
this or any other EIS, as are any determinations regarding tbe "public interest. • 

As a point of clarification, please note that (a) approximately 51 percent of the volume 
Northwest Pipeline Corp. proposes to b11nsport would be delivered to customers in the Pacific 
Northwest and Las Vegas areas, and that the remainder of the markets proposed to be served 
by the Northwest Expansion Project are uncertain at this time, and (b) the Mojave Pipeline's 
capacity at the Mojave-El Paso-Transwestem interconnection is limited to 400 MMcf/d. These 
factors would reduce the 2,589 MMcf/d "total" well below the 2, 100 MMcf/d "projected need" 
referenced in this comment. 
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Gl36-2 

Gl36-3 

Gl36-4 

(B. Welch) 

All of lhe resource concerns referenced in this comment are adequately addressed in the EIS. 
In particular, see revised Chapters 4D (rr.creation), 4E (riparian, wildlife), 4L (visual or 
"scenery") and 4M (cultural resources and history), as well as Appendix B-5. 

As documented in the EIS, adoption of lhe Jeffrey City Variation would result in substantially 
more disturbance due to increased length and sianificantl y greater impacts on several resource 
areas (see Table 6-3). 

Altamont has not proposed desianation of a new corridor. See response to Comment GIS-8. 

We disagree that the EIS is inadequate, or that it fails to comply with NEPA. See response to 
Comment SAI6-8. 



GD7-I 

.9/ /u . -.;? Docl:et tlos . 'o 

GI-74 

Pac i f ic Gas Trans m i s s ion Company 
A l t amont Gas Transm i s s i o n  Company 

CP8 9 - Hi Q � O O l  /J• 
CP9 0 - l l 7 5 -?0? '/�. ·1;, � .· <? r :. / 

Th i s  page is for WRITTEN COMMENTS on the PGT/PG&E .)Qd A t t:,·roo n t  
!latural Gas Pipeline Proiects Dra ft Env i ronme nt a l  I mpact : . .  
Sta tement ( E I S ) . These comments w i l l  be used by the FERC s �a f f  
to revise and re t i ne the analysis p r ior to pub l icat ion o t  the 
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GD7-1 

(Evellll LoueiiJ 

Thank you for your comment. We are uncenain of the precise location of the referenced 
"artifact area. • However, our compliance with the Sec:Uon 106 process would mitigate any 
potential impact on this area such that the impact would be "non-adverse. • 
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[Robert K. Knox) 

008-1 Thank you for your comments. 
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(Steve KuegerJ 

0139-1 Thank you for your comment. 
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Com�ent"� · s  Name and Addres� :  

(f .� ,1171/ 
har Siroo 

I would l ite you to conaider a few c�enta concernin& the propoaed 
natural aaa pipel iae project. 

Bawin& owned property at Atlantic City and l ived in thia area for 
wany yeara , 1 faal the iapact of the line would ba •iniaal . Moat of the 
proteata are froa the Lander area. Vhen the ateel ai l l  and rai lroad ver6 
bui l t ,  there were hard l y  any proteata becauae it waa a benefit to Lander. 
Aa thia project would benefit a l l  of Freaont County , I aa definitely in 
favor . 
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!Albert T. Brown) 

We agree that with the mitigation proposed by Altamont and recommended in the EJS, the 
impact of the proposed pipeline would be minimal. Thank you for your comments. 
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Ha . Lois Caahe l l ,  secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory co .. t aa1on 
825 North Capitol street, N . E .  
Washington, D.C.  20426 

REa Docket Nos. CP89-460-001 , CP90-1 375-000 

Dear Ha . Caahell a  
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OUI-1 I Aa National Tra ils Preservat i on Officer for the Oregon-Ca l i forn i a  
Tra i l s  Aaaoc1at1on ,  this nation ' s  only organization dedicated t o  the 
preservation , appreciation ,  and enjoy .. nt of the overland ea!grant 
tra i l s  experience, I want to go on record aa very strongly opposing 
the South Paaa routing of the proposed Altaaont Pipeline project . Froa 
a hi storic preservation point of view, this routing !a enti rely un­
acceptable and will cause irreparable daaage to a cultural resource 
which !a an outstanding part of our nation • •  weater!ng heritage . 

OUI-2 I Aa the person within our organization who has to deal with the day-
to-day probleaa of trails preservation ,  I can say that there !a no more 
iaportant s i te along any of the overland tra i ls than south Paaa . Its 
preservation and protection !a of the highest priority. 0141·3 I We urgently request that the FERC deny the proposed routing through 
historic South Pass . We support the Jeffrey City alternative aa being 
auch less destructive to this nation • •  national heritage. 

Sincerely, 

li� �P 
Thoaaa H. Hunt 
National Trails Preservat ion 
Officer 

GI41·1 

GI41-2 

GI41 .3 

[Thomas H. Hunl) 

Thank you for your comment. However, we disagree with your conclusions. 

We feel that the EIS recognizes the sensitivity of the South Pass area, and that appropriate 
mitigation bas either been proposed by Altamont or recommended in the FEJS. 

1banlc you for your comments. 



The •� Nih1reF conscnuruy 
RECEIVED BY 

'JAN 2 9 1991 
m:DI£m! IWUIIQ Allll PIOIO MILISIS IIIIOI Ortgmt Fwltl Offic� 

1205 N. W. 25th Avmut 
Port'lllrtd, Ortgort 97210 
sm 228-9561 

0M2·1 l 
0142·2 

Ms Lois cashe l l ,  Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
8 2 5  North capitol Street , N . E .  
washington , DC 20426 

January 22, 1991 

Dear Ms Lois Cashell :  

I a a  representing The Oregon Chapter of The Nature Conservancy and 
commenting on Docket Nos . CP89-460-001 and CP90-1375-000 entitled 
PGT/PG'E and Altamont Natural Gas Pipeline Projects Draft EJS .  

Th e  proposed pipeline crosses Nature conservancy property between 
MP 307 . 1  and MP 307 . 6 .  There are 4 references in the doe�ment EIS 
that mention our preserve: 3£-21 ,  4 D-7 , 4E-33 and 6-32 . 

The document mentions on page 4D-7 that our land is preserved for 
education and recreation . This is not quite accurate. Our lands 
are preserved tor scientific and educational uses. Passive 
recreation for natural history education is encouraged. The 
preserve is in a non-use land status. 

on pages 3E-21 and 4E-33 the document discusses the Special Native 
Plant Communities on the Lindsay •Grassland• Preserve . The naae 
of this site is the Lindsay Prairie Preserve . The document does 
not mention that two of the Special-Status Wildlife Species 
mentioned in table 4E-7 are located on the preserve and need to be 
addressed before construction: Washington ground squirrels and 
long-billed curlews . ·  

GI42·3 1 on pages 4E-33 and 6-32 the document refers to PGT developing a 
site-specific construction and restoration plan to reestablish the 
native vegetation . We were glad to see this included in the EIS 
and will be cooperating with you on this plan and implementation. 

Sincerely, /�� �. y� 
Berta A. Youtie 
NE OR Stewardship Ecologist 
P .  o. Box 1188 
La Grande , OR 97850 
( 50 3 )  962-3903 

Nato""'/ Officr IBOONtw1h Kmt Stmt ArliofRIMI, Vioginia 22!0!1 703 llfJ.SJOO 

GI42-I 

Gl42-2 

Gl42-3 

GI-79 

[lb� Nature Coasen·ancy, Orqon] 

Please see revisions in Chapter 40. 

Please see appropriate revisions in Chapters 3E and 4E. Jn order to procect Special-Status 
Species from increased disturbance by humans, Table 4E-7 does not identify site-specifae 
locations of occurrence for any Special-Status Species. 

Thank you for your comment and input. 



Me . Lois Caehell , Secretary Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 825 North Capi tol Street, N . E. Washington, DC 20426 

Dear Me . Caehel l r  

Re 1 Docket No, CP89-460-001 

January 1 7 ,  1 991 

RECEIVED BY 

'JAN 2 9 1991 
ll'lllallll CIJMPIJia • NOm lllll'SIS IIMIJI  

This letter ie regarding the proposed expansion plane of Pacific Gas and Transmission in northern Idaho at their Compression Station No. J, 
The location of this compressor station ie 2 1/2 miles south of the Canadian border and directly acrose Highway I 95, from our home . 
We have correspondence dated from 1 969- thru - 1990 from PGT, with promisee to correct the noise problem at station IJ. The noise controll eeeme to be a problem that they are unable or unwilling to correct. 

We live with this noise 24 hours a day, and it spoils our enjoyment of life ,  
Because PGT equipment does not erose our property, they assume that we should not have any interest in what they do or do not do, or their plane • We have been ignored since they began construction of this uni t in 1969. We were never advised of meetings that were held , where we could have discussed our aide of the noise ieeue.  In fact we never received anything but noise from PGT. 

We were not aware of PGT plane to add another compressor to station IJ , until PGT Employee ' s  were in our front yard , measuring the di stance from our front door to compressor building , for ambient noise readings for planned proj ect,  

GI-80 

[Mr. & Mrs. Noris Stevens) 



When we asked them what they were doing , they explained and 

told us the engineer needed to know how far we were from the 

station so that he could prepare for installation of the new 

additi onal compressor, Needless to say we were very surprised 

and angry, Having attended a Planning and Zoning meeting in 

Bonners Perry in the fall of 1989 and being assured by a Mr. 

Woodward of PGT that there would not be any increase in noise 

or equipment, when the new pipe line went thru , 

GUl-l i That is when I called F!RC and spoke to Mr. Robert Arvelund , 

who renewed my faith in a Government Employee ,  He went out 

of his way to be both helpful and kind , and followed thru 

with his promise to mail me a copy of the PGT proposal and 

to be sure I was on the mailing list for any future information, 

I sure wish we had more people like him in government offices . 

PGT has made several promises of improvements to try and correct 

some of the problems , ( #1 is the constant noise ) ,  but we have 

had promises before and somehow nothing seems to get any better, 

I would be willing to appear at a meeting in Washington , if i t  

wi ll help in making our life better. If  you think it will 

help to be there to present my side of the problem, then please 

advise me as to place and time, We have lived with this noise 

long enough, 

Enclosed is a short story of what has happened to us , and what 

we think of the PGT proposal . 

AS 
c/c 1 

Mr. Mark C, Kalpin 

Mr. Robert Arvedlund 

( page 2 ) 

Thank You , -�. &-; �  
Mr. & Mrs • .  Norri s . Stevens 

HCR I 61 , Box 176 

Bonners Perry , Idaho B)BOS 

0143-1 Mr. Arvedlund thanks you for your comment. 
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Background of our problem • 

In 1968, my husband built our home in the center of 22 
acre ' s  of forest. We are loca�d in north Idaho, 2 1/2 
miles south of the Canadian border, Our view to the North 

ie tall trees and mountains in Canada ,  Our view East is of 

the river below the back deck , across the river is forest and 

mountains , Our view South ie forest, Our view West is 

6SO ' front yard and garden area, Highway I 95, and at that 

time , forest covered hill s ,  We have abundant wi ldlife , 

Elk, Deer, Bear, Moose, Coyote , along with a varity of our 

feathered friends, It is so quiet you can hear the river 

rushing by, over 400 feet away . You can hear the breeze 

blowing thru the trees and the chatter of our feathered 

fri ends . We felt we lived in the most beautiful place on 

earth, 

In 1969 , PGT arrived , and our world changed forever. , 

Although they had a large section of property, they chose 

to build directly across the highway from us , and began 

tearing the hill apart and not stopping until they had 

removed every tree and all soil and rock , until they had 

a barren flat spot on the same level ·1s uur A�me , Then 

they proceeded to build the building to house the comp­

ressor unit ,  and install pipe s .  Not only did the noise 

make us unhappy , the view to the west from our front yard 

and windows , made us sick , Our peaceful life was destroyed 

by PGT , We have letters of promise that they were going to 

correct the problem, after many complaints from us,  but i t  

GI-82 



has been a bandaid fixit job and never solved , And until 

now , ( PGT wants this new proposal to go ahead at full steam, ) 

we are acknowledged by PGT as being their close neighbor, and 

they have made many promises again, but once bitten , twice shy, 

of their promises , 

The following is our proposal to FERC , 

0143-l I Either deny or delay the PGT proposal for their expansi on ,  

until a l l  problema are corrected with us and Station I J, 
The major problems are , noise from intake area' s ,  and the 

scrubbers that they installed as close as possible to the 

front of their propert line , directly across the highway 

from us.  This noise we live with every day and the visual 

sight is very ugly also, All we are asking for is peace 

and quiet, If  and when these problema are solved and you 

choose to allow PGT to proceed with their proposed expansi on ,  

then we would ask the following be mandatory i n  the permi t. 

Gl43-3 I I 1 .  Any new building or equipment installed or built,  

would be built , South and West of the present location, 

keeping a standing forest breaker between Highway 195 and 

any new construction to the West of their property line . 

0143-4 I #  2 ,  Our water well is located about 200 feet East of the 

Scrubbers, We had this well drilled to 1 50 fee t ,  striking 

water at the 28 foot leve l ,  and not again thru rock for the 

remaining 122 feet, We do have good clear water, not full 

of Iron like so many wells around us including PGT, But 

it is classified as surface water, and we are very concerned 

( page 2 ) 

GI43-2 

Gl43-3 

GI43-4 

GI-83 

The FERC staff is a'lllafe of the noise problem associated with the air intake of Compressor 
Station No. 3, and has recommended a mitigation measure to minimize the noise emanating 
from this area. Please see Chapter 6. 

PGT's proposal to locate its proposed facilities within the boundaries of its existing, previously 
disturbed station site, which would result in less impact to the environment than would 
commentor's suggestion to clear a new station site that is adjacent to PGT' s existing station. 

The FERC staff has recommended that PGT develop a project specific Spill Prevention, 
Containment, and Control Plan to minimize both the potential for fuel spills to occur, as well 
as ensure that any impact is minimized. (See Chapter 4C). In addition, we have also 
recommended that PGT develop a Groundwater Monitoring Plan which will ensure that any 
project-related impacts on public or private wells are identified and repaired. (See Chapter 4C). 



0143-4 
(cont.) 

0143·5 

that during any new digging and construction by PGT, that 

A, Either we will lose our water aupply by changes in the 

soil and rock being moved, or B. , the water may become 

contaminated by fuel or sewage , We want our water supply 

protected , 

I ) , We ask that the proposed new Compressor Unit , be in 

use and tested at another location, with proof that with 

noise level ao low that we will not be forced to endure 

more noise if and when it is added to the PGT I 3 station. 

We have had about we can stand of PGT noise . 

I 4. We ask that thia permit for any new construction be 

denied to PGT, until all problema are reaolved with the 

noise problem they have now , and they can prove a remarkable 

decrease in noise levels.  

as/ cc 

Ms, Lois Cashell 

Mr. Robert Arvedlund 

Mr. Mark Kapin 

Thank You, 

Mr. & Mrs, Norris Stevena 

HCR I 61 , Box 176 
Bonnere Perry, Idaho 

8)805 
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0143-5 The staff has recommended that PGT file noise analyses with the Commission in order that the 
staff can verify that POT's noise design criteria would be achieved, and that operation of the 
existing and proposed units at Compressor Station No. 3 would not exceed an Ldn of 55 elBA 
11 the c:ommentor's residence (See Chapters 41 and 6). 



Ms. Lo i s  Cashe l l 1  Secretary 
Federa l E�ergy Reg ul atory Comm i s s i on 
825 North Capi tol St reet , N. E. 
Wash i ngt on, DC 20426 

Ret Docket Nos. CP89-460-001 and CP90- 1 37�-ooo 

O.ar Ms. Cashel l l  

February 19, 1991 

RECEIVED BY 
MAR 0 I \991 

[liUII(11II. CDIIftl*l uc nom 
IM!SIS .. 

I am wr i t i ng Ma i n l y  i n  regards to t he PGT/PG&E E M pans ion Project proposa l ,  
however m y  comm.nts may a l so have some i mpact for the A l t aMOnt Project . I 
aM a owner /salesman of Bas i n  Fert i l i zer and Chem i c a l  Co. in Merr i l l , OR. We 
present l y  do bus i �•• in Kl aMath and Lake Count i es of Oregon 1 Modoc, S i sk i you, 
Lassen and Shast a Count ies of Ca l i forn i a .  Our bus i ness i s  t o  sel l fert i l i zers 
and agr i cu l t ural chem i c a l s  to farMers in t hese araas. I am a l i censed pest 
cont rol adv i ser and cOMMarc i a l  appl i cator in both states, w i t h  1� years o f  
eM�r i ence. J a l so farM SOMa acreage i n  K l amath Count y, OR. 

W i t h  t h i s  past years ramova l of Tel o�• I I  nemat i c ide frOM t he Ca l i forn i a  
farMers arsena l o f  pest i c i des for use i n  crop product ion, t hey have 
lost a val uable t oo l  in cont rol l ing �matodes and d i seases wh i ch devast at e  
potat oes grown here i n  the various Cal i forn i a  count i es we serv ice. 
These �matodes can cause early d y i ng of t he p l ants, t ransM i s s i on 
of various v i ruses and d i seases, loss in y i e l d ,  and Most i mportant l y  
t ot a l  loss o f  a markat able crop due t o  b l em i shes on the t uber wh i ch the 
United States Depart ment of Agriculture <USDAI marl<.fln!il inspKtorll ­
are no t  a l l owad t o  approve for fresh market. Tel one I I  can onl y  be usad 
when i njected d i rect ly i nto the ground, not for any above ground uses. There 
are other product s used to repl ace Telone for t he t i m. being, but no� are as 
ef fect i ve as Tel one. 

The reasc•n J go i nt o  such depth oro t he nematode prc•blem i n  t h i s  area 
i s  t hat t hese nematodes can be carried q u i t e  eas i l y  in so i l  that i s  
on mach i nery, wh ich when MOved from f i e l d  t o  f i e l d, can i n fest locat ions 
not a l ready hav i ng a probl em. Many of our growers where t h i s  p i pe l i �  
i s  be i ng proposed are seed growers, i n  wh i ch t h e i r  st arodards of c l ea�­
l i ness, saro i t at i on and growing abi l i t ies are very much af fect ed by t he 
fact t hat t he i r  ground is nematode-free. These growers take the ut most 
care in mak i ng sure the i r  own equi pment as we l l  as that of custom app­
l i cators ar• sani t i z•d pr ior to doing •r.y work i n  rteMat c•dl!'-free f t •lds. 
The b i g gest concern of these grow•r• i s  t hat a l l  equi pment Must ba 
pt•essure-washed w i t h  hot water arod t han sprayed w i t h  aro Ant i m icrob i a l  
and Bact er i a l  d i s i nfectant, comrnon chem i ca l  roaM., of M i t ro !  P0-�7, 
when movi rtg frorn f i R l d  to f i e l d ,  evert i f  it i s  C•r• the sam• ranch. Thl!' 
d i s i nfect ant he l ps to t• i d  t he equ i prn.,nt of a pat·t i c •• l ar rot organi sM, 
Coryr.•bacter i uM sept!dort i c i uM, coMmon r .. �une R i rtg Rc•t , which t he- prl!'�&sure­
wash i ng does root a l ways e l i m i nate. It i s  ver)f i roportant to note these 
t wo pt•obl er•• assoc i ated w i t h  pot ato prc•duct i oro, as t he i r  int roduct i o� t o  
a ts••d growers operat i ort can tot a l l y  w i pe- t h•m c•ut of bu5 i ness. It shou l d  
a l •o b e  rtc•t•d t h a t  ther• are r.o c•ther rnearts of red uc i rtg these -prc•bl e-mE 
oro eq u i pm.,nt due t o  th., l ack of pest i c i d.,s be i ng t•eg i sterotd fot· use i n  
t hese c•pero- a i r  t y pe of s i t uat i ons. 

!Gerald E. Moore) 

GI-85 
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0144·1 1 The •Jtmo:>ost i n  cat•• '"'J'St be t al<en by t h e  c•:>nt t•ac t i ng agent !! do i r•g t h e  W•:••·l<. 
n•::-t to spread d i tJ�tau•t:� •nd neM•t•)'d&-s ,,,,,,., •Jor•e •r"aa t o  •nother, wh i ch i n  l c! t er· 

ywar-s M•y tot a l l y  e l i M i na t e  a Man' s l i ve l i hood. I aM syr• that t h i s  
i •  not the on l y  i 'So l at ad area t h a t  t h i s  t y pe o f  os i t �at ion w i l l  b a  a 
pt•ob l em. I f•• l  it i 'l  a pr·ob l •m t hat car. be d•a l t  w i t h ,  arod hand l ed 
to t h •  ••t t s fc�ct i on of gt"Ow•t·s i nvo l ved , w i t h o•Jt t •:.o M•Jch i nc•)'nven i wnce 
t o  the t i M• sched•J h t• of t h e  cor.t r• act i r,g agen t -s .  

CC I Mr. Mark C. Ka l p in, Env i ron. Pt•oject Mgr. 
PGT/PG&E EMpan•ion Project 

Federa l Energy Regulatory CoMm i s s i on 
825 North Cap i t o l  Street , N. E. 
Wash i ngton, DC 20426 

S i ncar•e l y, 4·.1/ t' .At..__. 
Gera ld E. Mo•:>re 
8a• i n  F•rt i l i zer 
P. O. 8oM X 
Merr i l l ,  OR. 97632 
PH. 503-798-5655 

Mr. Laurence J. Sauter, Jr. , Env i ron. Project Mgr. 
A l t aooont Project 
Federal Energy R•g•J l atory Cootm i ss i on 
825 North Cap i t o l  St t•eet , N. E. 
Wash i ngton, DC 20426 

Gl44- l Thank you for this information. Plellse see revised Chapter 48 for a discussion of this concern 
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Pac i t ic Gas Transmission Company 
Al tamont Gas Transmission Company 

Docket Hos . 
CP89-4 60-00 1 
CP90 - l J 7 5 -000 

Th is page is tor WRITTBH COKKEHT& on the rGT/rG&E and Al tamont 
Natyral Gas PiPel ine Proiects Dratt Env ironmental Impact 
Statement ( E I S ) . These comments will  be used by the FERC sta f f  
t o  revise and ret ina the ana l ysis prior t o  publ icat ion of the 
Final EIS . Co��nto msy he deli�ered to the FERC representat ive 
conducting the meeting or addressed to the Secretary , Fed � · a l  
Energy Regulatory Comaission ,  8 2 5  North Capitol Street , H E ,  
Washington, DC 2 04 2 6 .  A copy o C  any written comments addressed 
to the FERC Secretary shou ld also be sent to Hr. Hark c. Ka l pi n ,  
Env ironmental Compl iance Branch, Room 7 1 1 2 ,  at the same address . 

A l l  comments myst be received no later than Hooday, March 4 ,  
l t t l .  Comments received after March 4 ,  1991  w i l l  not be 
addressed in the Final EIS . Rl::CEIVED BY 
Heating Location : 

Commenter ' s  Name and Address :  

(b .... 1.�,/s c., ("l:->a?..-:. c::._ 

Bonners Ferrv. ID 
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0145-1 

0145-2 

0145-3 

0145-4 

(Paul Wheeler) 

The DEIS did not recommend the use of the Camp Nine Alternative. In response to the FERC 
staff's concerns regarding construction-related impact on the Moyie River, the DEIS 
recommended that PGf: (a) provide a detailed environmental, engineering, and economic 
analysis of the Camp Nine Alternative to the staff for analysis in the FEIS (DEIS 
Recommendation No. 43) and (b) provide a site-specific construction, restoration, mitigation, 
and monitoring plan for its proposed crossings of the Moyie River (DEIS Recommendation 
No. 25). In addition, the staff specifically requested comments from federal and state agencies, 
as well as interested memben of the public, concerning the feasibility and environmental 
impacts associated with the use of both the Camp Nine Alternative and the Hannafin Canyon 
Alternative (DEIS, Page 6-12). 

Although specific infonnaiion on this subject is lacking, historical data indicates that repeated 
loa drives which occurred in the late 1800s and early 1900s may be responsible for the Moyie 
River's current condition. In addition, the Forest Service has informed the staff that its review 
of aerial photographs that are approximately 35 years old indicate that the Moyie River is fairly 
stable. 

Site-Specific subsurface geological infonnation for each crossing is not available. POT would 
use trench spoil for backfill material. 

These issues are currently being e:umined by the Forest Service, Idaho Department of Fish and 
Game, and the FERC staff in our review of PGf's proposed Moyie River Fishery Enhancement 
Plan. Please see revised Chapters 4C, 4F, and 6. 
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GI4S-6 

Please see revised Chapters 4F and 6. 

This issue is adequately addressed in Chapters 48 and 6, which discuss the problem of noxi1• 
weed control and recommend the development and implementation of a noxious weed conto 
plan in consultation with the appropriate federal, state and local agencies. 
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Pacific Gas Transmission Company 
Alta•ont Gas Trans•ission Company 

RECEIVED BY 
Docket Nos . O 6 CP89·460·001 NAR 1991 
CP90 · l l 75·000 · ·  

liMIICIIIIillll COIIPIJMC£ AIID fiOI!Cl 
NW.ISIS BIWltll .. .. .. 

Th is page is for UiftKII COHIIKII'f8 on the PGT/PGiE and All.AJnQnt 
Natural Gas Pipeline Pro1ects Dra ft Env i ronmental Impact 
State•ent (EIS ) . These cq .. ents w i l l  be used by the FERC s ta f f  
t o  revise and refine the analys is prior to publ ication o f  the 
Final EIS . co .. ents may be del ivered to the FERC representat ive 
conduct ing the •eating or addressed to the Secretary , Federal 
Energy Regulatory co .. ission, 8 2 5  North capitol Street , N E ,  
Washington, DC 2 0 4 2 6 .  A copy of a n y  written comments addressed 
to the FERC Secretary should a lso be sent to Hr. Hark c. Ka l p i n ,  
Envi ron•antal Co•pl ianca Branch, Roo• 7 3 1 2 ,  a t  the same address . 

A l l  comments aY.;t be recalye4 no l ate•· than Nor.4•y, H•rch 4 ,  
lt t l .  Comments received a fter Ma rch 4 ,  1991 w i l l  not be 
addressed in the Final EIS . 

Meeting Locat ion: Bonners Ferrv._In 
Commenter • s  Name and 
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(Raymond J. Deh1y) 

Thank you for your comment. Please sec: revised Chapters 4B and 6. 
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Pacific Gal !Tanla!11ion ·eo.pany 
Altaaont Gal 'l'ranlai11ion COIIpllly 

RECEIVED BY 
Docket lltiW II 6 19r.1 CPI!I-t�cn 1 
C�Qill&'.! MO  PIOiiT 

Mll!SIS NAIOI  __ .,. 

t'hla page la for niftD COIOIDf• on the fGT/fGi!S" AncSAltjJI9Dt' 
Natural Cat Piptlina Prp1eet• Draft Environmental Iapact 
Stat-ent (EIS) • t'ben co-ent• vil l  be used by the FERC 1taff 
to revile and refine the analy1i1 prior to publication of the 
Final EIS. Ca.aenta aay be delivered to the FERC representative 
conducting the ... ting or addre11ed to the Secretary, Federal 
Energy Regulatory eo .. ilsion, 825 North Capitol Street, NE, 
Washington, DC 20426. A copy of any written coaaents addressed 
to the FERC Secretary lhould al1o be 1ent to Mr. Hark c. Jalpin, 
Environmental Coapliance Branch, Rooa 7312 , at the saae address •. 

All co-.ents .vet bt rtctiye4 no later than Koatay, Karch c ,  
1 t t 1 .  co .. ent• received after Karch 4 ,  1991 will not be 
addre1sed in the Final EIS . 

Meeting Location: B9nners [trry. IQ 
Co-enter• I Hue and Addre11: _ . .... · Pa=u::l�ila=>�•!i:,c,,,,.�._ __________ _ 

Rt. 1 !lox 572 
BonnerR Ferry, i�ah� 33805 

The per:ni t grantee! to i'Rcific n:td ;.1 tl:t.Dont :):.as A'rt�::!';l'!li� oo:io!l Co:·1par.ies �!':�:Jl!.l 1:--.cl u:!e 

end � �andatory t!le ti}Un!'l t�,a�e COf:lprtnif�S have . ·TOflOF�j ror uitir;'lti�'-· the it:pbCt 

� r  ee•.�trueU"" on the river F;ystom nnd rehntiliht i r.r. �:1e construction •ite. 

0147-2 I lle�toration plans �'lould he re•Juired on private as >·ell '"' put-!ie :anls. Should that 

hecnme l�p'lSSi�le becau'le ar,reeaentt� with priv�-tte lond o·.r.�erfi\ cannot be Ntde, an 

al ternative ro�te �houl<l be ello�en r10ther t;llln co!:lr.r""'iri:.!l' t'l� plA� &F i t  i11 :>rc;>o!led 

in the u;;u. 

0147 .. ] 1 ftCCef\S DiC!"O.'l� ; !'iVlflt� }it:�&'! fc':"' ri !'J�:eries i:.1pone�e!'.� ,., .... d to C�"'� tr!�c t  !';ilt tr�ij'!'it when 
tllAt i� nece��Et !"y , �houlc.l !.!, ;"UiiJ'A!'!t�'!d. �t.r:ai!": , \.J:lcr: _.>riv l t P.  accer-.s car.�ot be �ecu!"ed , 
"�1 ter!'JB tiv• ir;;r!lve·: �·,t :.i t.�� .- · .• ll.&.ld be ch;1:1fl!!'l. 

0147-4 1 Ne."J.r tlnd l one tt-T'r.t ilt..J.e!"m:'l .. t!t of �edir:le r:t , ero��ior:, tt!1 .13ntef1 !lor& , n"1 � th • ;·.ro;re�R 
1 ;  r�o;,tn:·c� : �c� . .  ,t t:1-• c · ·t:·· -: •. : --:: • .  r i t ': "t  - �"an;l•� � �  � •· '•!'".·l .' or\'• 

0147·5 lhth d11ri �,:.: co�.:r-truc � i  ')•: 
c .)!" trol ��riod, <J pl·i v . • 

d i reeti<>�. 
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(Paul RawllncsJ 

POT's llld Altamont's proposed mitigation plans are considered to be an integral put of each 
company's application with the FERC, and therefore must be implemented. 

The staff's recommended mitigation measures, and both POT's and Altamont's proposed 
restoration plans, apply to both private and public lands unless eJtpressly stated otherwise. 

Please see discussion of this concern in revised Chapter 6. 

The staff believes that its recommended mitigation measures, including Appendices B-1 and C-
3, adequately address this concern. 

This concern is adequately addressed by the requirement for an environmental inspector 
contained in Appendices B-1 and C-3. 



ROBERT A. BYRNE tO. 

RT. 2. DOl 54-0 

TUlELAKE , tAUFORNIA 96 1 14 

t1arc:b 1 ,  1 990 

Hs. Lois teshell, secretary 

rtderel Energy Regulatory CommiSSIOn 

625 North CIJpUel Street, N.E. 
· 

Washington, D.C. 20426 

RECEIVED BY 
MAR 0 6 1991 

(IMP.CIII£Jllt COIIPUI� 1110 r10Jltl 
AliA! YSTS 8IAIIOI 

Re; Docket Nos. CP89-460-00 I 
CP90- 1 375·000 

l)eDr Ms. Ceshell, 

I weltome thf f)pt)Ortunlty to comment on the Oref\ EIS for PGT - PGE 

PlpellniJ E!Cp.,nslon project 

0148-1 Robert A. Oyrnt co: Is e ranching end fermlng business. tellfomle Blue Teg 

certified $ltd potatoes ere grown on the I enG where the new pipeline Is 

proposed. The prooosed project wm cross several miles or the Robert A. 

Byrne Co. operetlon . The lnste11etlon of the present pipeline creeled meny 

problems which ere s\111, thirty yeers leter, ceuslng much Ume, energy end 

funds to be elCpended. The exhllusUve envlromen\el process which mus\ be 

completeti before the proposed project Is Installed will hOpefully ellevlete 

the envlromer.tel problems thet were CIIU$&d by the e>:lo;llng line. 

currently, the rocks which were left on or neer the surfoce 11re e tontlnuel 

problem es heovlng ceused by freezing end thllwtng brings them to the 

surfece where \hey Interfere with cullurol operollons end llervesting 

ceuslng extensive equipment breel:ege end extre lebor. Veers of ettempts to 

renltwe these rocks heve proved to be fullle. 

(Robert A. Bymt' Company) 

0148-l Please see response to Comment LAS-1.  

GI-9 1 



M A R - .. - 9 1  M O H  I B  I B IS ,  • V R H E  B R O S  

The topsoil wos used to bed the ptpe ttSUitlng In a loss or produc t ion over the extstlng ltne. The soli from deep In the trench w:u ptoceo ot the surrece. 

�!'metode was carried rrom rnrected erees to clean orres bereu�e tQUIPm!'nt was not sterilized between fields. Since mony or the trodltlonat chemicals ere no ton9er tabled ror use In California, steem tlfllnlng to rf!move el l  son perllctu fol lowed by disinfecting with a chemical celled ml l rol f'O 57 or one or similar properties ana registration Is necessery. ' 
Il ls evident frt�m thts brier description that envtromentol dem.,ge was diJne by the lest line end the ttotenttal ror serious envlromentol damo9e fa high during the proposed project With this In mind, the following arees need to be addressed lly the federal Energy Regulatory Commission: 

I .) All rocks that ere disturbed be disposed or In e pre-arranged place or rtmoved rrom the property ell together, 
2.) All rocl::s from the previous pipeline tnstolletlon be ciP.anP.d up ""d removed, 

3 )  All eQ•JIPment used on the right or way be steetn c leaned ond s lerlh::ed between r telds ( before leovlng the preceding rteldl. 
4JThe dP.Pth or soli that Is const<Jered topt:ol l  that will be srperated to be replaced boct on the top arter pipeline Installation wm be determtned frorrl 'on survey mops end ectuot on the ground exemlnottons during the trenchlny operotlons u soli depth end type varies tremendously In the $&me fields. Soli Conservation personnel hove soils dole end have been reque$led to map th9 designated right of way more closely be!�re Installation. 

5.) Any backfi l l  meterlal lhet Is proposed to be used that does not originate tn the same flllld 
be tested ror nematode ana other soli borne coMorntnonts that ere detrimental to r.,rmlng end ranching operations ot F'GEIPGT e:cpense before being fntrt�duterf to ony lend tr the owner so de3lres. 
6 )  All penQnel that ere required to mel:e Inspections ror the completion of tnvlromentel docunu•nts be lnstructtd to stay within tho right or way as there ere no Jews al low ing these representatives access to  lllnds lldjllcent to  the right or •t;ay. 

GI-92 
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TJ All personet tnet neva Dullness ao1ng surveys etc. noury tenaowners 
well In advance of tnelr proposed entry onto the 111nd end have vertflllble 
ldenliflcellon tn tnelr possenlon In order to make orrengements to 
sterilize end not tmpelr normal operations (I.e. dlsturb enlmels.) 

eJ F'GE/PGT MS demonstrated en lnobll l ly to control employees of sub· 
contractors In e manner consistent will\ contrectu:,l end stetuetory 
egretments end laws. Ftrc should Implement e mechanism at no cost to thl! 
prtvete landowner to provide e landowners l leson stmltor to tht nettonel 
forests l leson. ThiS lleson would prevent the envtromentel damage which 
occured during previous constrvc\lon from reoccurlng during thP proposed 
lnstellelion by constant monitoring . The lteson sho•Jid have sufttcent 
authOrity to cause compliance with the envlromentel llocumenls. 

9.) Tht Jcheduttng of the lime of Installation Is very Important since the 
trenching will cut some main Irrigation canals end the potenllel lmpacl to 
stverel thousand acres or cropland would be lmmenu tr water wes 
tnterupted durtng tht growing season which Is March to October. 

tO) Sterilize the son with labeled chemicals durlny clean up to etten1pt to 
ensure soli wes not contaminated during construction at oVt·ner's discretion. 

I 1 .) Maintain Integrity of fencrs by bracing before cutting end install ing 
huvy steel gates end loch to ensure animal end ORV control. 

Sincerely, 

GI-93 
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March 4 , 1991 

Ma. Loia caahell , Secretary 
Federal Energy Requlatory C�iaaion 
825 North Capitol street, HE 
Weahinqton , DC 20426 

RECEIVED BY 
MlR 0 6 \99\ 

(llli_..ll tOIIPUIIItl AID I'IIOllt' 
�o�N.MIINltll 

Rea Docket Noa. CP89-460-001 and CP90-1375-000, PGT/PG'E 
Expanaion Project 

Deer Sir/Mada.a 

Thia fin rapreaenta cartein landowner• affected by the 
propoaed project referenced above (the "project") .  Theae 
coament• are in reaponae to the January 1991 Draft 
Environ.ental Impact statemant ("DEIS") for the project . We 
bel ieve there ara aerioua inadequaciea in the DEIS aa it 
relate• to at leaat a portion of the routa for the project. 
The portion of the route we are coaaentinq upon l ie• weat of 
the John Day River croaaing in Oregon within what the DEIS 
cal l •  the "John Day Canyon Variation" and the "Hannafin Canyon 
Alternative" . The inadequaciea center onr (a) the lack of 
appropriate conaideration of alternative•, and (b) the lack 
of detailed analyaia of i•pacta. 

Alternativtt 

The failure to conaider alternative• ate•• pri•ari l y  from 
failure to obtain, analyze end evaluate evidence concerning 
uti l ization of aome or all of the exiating al ignment. 
Although the CEIS atatea that "PGT indicated that paat 
flooding had threatened the aecurity of the exiating pipeline, 
and therefore the propoaed pipaline ahould not ba built in the 
•••• area" (at 2-78) thia alone ia inaufficient to fon the 
baaia of a reasoned rejection of the alternative. FERC cannot 
delegate deciaionmaking to the project proponent . 
Additionally, while flood damage apparently did occur to 
l i•ited aectiona during the 1964 flood, a 100-year event , PGT 
hea already taken precautionary .. aaurea to aecure the 
integrity of the exiating l ine. If theae •••surea are 
inadequate , one •u•t question why the exiating l ine ia allowed 
to remain where it i a .  I f  they are adequate , uti l ization of 
the exiating right of way, which haa al ready been aubject to 
the environ•ental i•pacta aaaociated with pipel ine 

ii&ATT\.2,WA ..,.,_ ............. ..,.,_ .. _, __ 

-·· _ .. _ 
T�.WA Olf'l1'2l. .. ..  :,.., 

�Ol.AI r-'1"' ... .. filii'),..,. 
-�. DC CJ&')&'I rtll t. CIII')Jtl .. c:....a.a. .. ow:.,,. ........ .. ., .... .. .,., ..... 

A I'AimtfiUIW aca...-.w; • I'� Coii'DAA.,.... 
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[Preston, Thorcrbnson, Shidler, Gales & Ellis] 

The existing alignment in lhe vicinity was rejected in a previous EIS prepared by lhe U.S. 

Bureau of Land Management for lhe Alaska Natural Gas Transportation System (ANGTS). The 
stalelllent referencing information provided by PGT was included in Section 2. 7.2 only 10 
provide additional facts to lhe reader. The FERC conducted its own analysis of lhe existing 

alignment in lhis area, and did not delegate its decision making to PGT. However, in lighl of 

comments received on our DEIS, we have reanalyz.ed our decision. Please sec Chapter 2, 

Section 2.7.2. 

The type of analysis required lo determine whether 10 shut-down an entire system in order 10 

relocate a segment of pipeline is distinct from the analysis used to delei1Jline whether a new, 

42-incb diameter natural gas pipeline (operating at over 1 ,000 pounds per square inch of 

pressure) should be located in an area that is known to have reliability problems. Please sec 

revised Chapter 2. 
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Ma. Loia Caahell 
March 4 ,  1991 
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conatruction and ••intenance, ia enviro�ntally auparior to 
either the John Day Variation or the Hannafin Canyon 
Alternative. 

In preli•inary diacuaaiona with repreaentativea of the 
Bureau of Land Managa .. nt ve have learned that ao.. federal 
official• are oppoaed to uae of the exiating ri9ht of way 
becauae it would entail activity in •riparian aonea. • We 
believe that thia approach ia baaed upon a l i•ited 
underatanding of actual condition• at the aite in queation, 
and at the very leaat require• public diacloaure and 
diacuaaion of ita factlllll baaea , In the Pine Hol low area 
(veat of the JUhn Day croaaing) , for example, there ia water 
flow only during very l i•ited ti .. a of the year. Althou9h 
ao .. ve9etation in the i ... diate vicinity of the water courae 
could be claaai fied aa •riparian• it i• cloaely confined and 
doea not extenaively cover the exiating ri9ht of way. Even 
where it doea, there ia avery reaaon to bel ieve that it would 
be more reail ient and able to re-eatabliah following 
conatruction in c011pariaon to the •ore fra9ile vegetation and 
aoila aaaociated with the John Dey variation and Hannafin 
Canyon Alternative. Final ly, there have been report• that 
PGT ia already enga9ing in varioua •aintenance activitiea in 
Pine Hollow on a periodic baaia in thia •riparian &one• , ao 
it •akea l ittle aenae to arbitrari ly apread out the 
environ.ental impact of theae activitiea into a new area aa 
vall aimply becauae an exiatin9 area ia aoaehow deeiHd 
aenaitive. 

Fina l ly ,  it ia a deficiency of the DEIS to rely ( i f  it doea 
indeed rely) on an analyaia of an alternative contained in 
another document. The DEIS atatea (on p.  2-78) that an EIS 
on the ANGTS rejected uae of the exiating ri9ht of way. I f  
auch ia the caae, the current DEIS •akea a •ockery o f  the 
publ ic diacloaure and •opportunity to co .. ant• proviaiona of 
NEPA and i•plementing regulation• by fail in9 to provide the 
public and affected peraona with the evidence and analyaia 
contained in that other document. 

Iap•et:• 

The DEIS ' failure to aerioualy conaider the exiatin9 ri9ht 
of way , at leaat throu9h the area veat of the John Dey River 
croaaing , haa inevitably reaulted in the DEIS being deficient 
in ita conaideration of environ.ental i•pacta aaaociated with 
choos ing that route. The final EIS ahould not only consider 

0149-3 

0149-4 

0149-S 
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The Slaft' has c:ondueled two visits to the John Day Canyon area to look at both the existing 
alignment, PGT's proposed John Day Variation, and the Hannafin Canyon Alternative. Please 
see Chapter 3E for a discussion of the use of these canyons by big game wildlife species for 
fawoin& and wintering habitat. 

Staff's reference to the ANGTS DEIS is entirely correct under the CEQ's regulations 
implementing the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (See 40 CFR 1500.4 and 
1502.21). In order to provide the public with additional information on this subject, we have 
revised Chapter 2, Section 2. 7.2. 

The staff disqrees with the commentor's conclusion that the DEIS is insufficient. Please see 
response to Comment 0149-4. In addition, although the issue of choosing a new alignment 
through this area has been explored by PGT since 1967, and was formally analyzed in the 
ANGTS EIS in 1976, the staff is unaware that any member of the public has ever raised this 
as an issue of concern. Indeed, neither the commentor nor the clients he represents raised this 
issue in response to our Notice of Intent to Prepare an EIS and Request for Comment on its 
scope, nor was this issue raised in the scoping meeting held in Bend, Oregon in September 
1989. However, to facilitate public input and comment, we have revised Chapter 2 to provide 
additional information on this issue. 
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0149-6 

0149-7 

0149-8 

that alternative in 9reater detail , but ahould 9ather, analyze 
and compare data and evidence of ita environmental iapacta in 
compariaon to both the John Day variation and the Hannafin 
Canyon Alternative. 

Tbare are additional , and extra .. ly aerioua , deficienciea 
in the conaideration of impacta of the latter two routea . The 
DEIS candidly adaita that •at thia ti .. , ve do not have 
aufficient inforaation to concluaively eatabl iah that • • • 

the Hannafin Canyon Alternative [ ia) environmentally auperior 
to PGT ' a  propoaed route in theae locationa . •  (p.  6-12) Thia 
lack of information ia hi9hl i9htad by the DEIS ' reco .. andation 
that •PGT conduct a detailed environmental ,  en9inearin9 , and 
aconoaic analyaia for each of theae alternative routea . •  It 
ia our client ' •  � au99•ation that the exiatin9 ri9ht of 
way throu9h Pine Hol low be included •• a third alternative 
aubject to auch detai led inforaation-9atherin9 and analyaia. 
It ia alao their view that the Hannafin canyon Alternative 
will prove the aoat daaa9ift9 of the three routea . One of our 
cl ient• , Mr. Art Deeter, tell• ua that the propoaed ri9ht of 
way ••••• to paaa i .. adiately by the eaat end of hia private 
a i ratrip and hence inevitably within extra .. ly cloae proxiaity 
to hia boae and drinkift9 water vella. The Hannafin canyon 
Alternat ive appeara alao to paaa ri9ht tbrou9h the aiddle of 
aoaa of the aoat valuable a9ricultural land in that area and 
ia therefore l ikely to cauae hei9htened environmental and 
econoaic impacta . The reaaon ve uae vorda l ike ••••••• and 
•appeara• ia that at thia ata9• the Hannafin Canyon 
Alternative ia aimply an idea drawn on a aap 1 accordin9 to our 
cl ienta , there baa been no on-the-9round aurveyift9 or 
information 9atherin9 undertaken to date . We alao bel ieve 
that the inadequacy of the inforaation ia profound enou9h auch 
that .. rely includift9 it in a final EIS, without firat 
informift9 the public and aeekift9 public co-nt , would 
conatitute a violation of the procedural requirement• of 
applicable NEPA rB9Ulationa. 

The concern• raiaed about the Hannafin canyon Alternative , 
onea that aay be au�nted when aore detailed information ia 
made availabl e, are not aeant to au99••t that the John Day 
Variation would not itaelf have vorae environmental impact• 
than uae of the exiatift9 ri9ht of way. In particular, ve 
be lieve that the croaain9 of the ateep alopea in the vicinity 
of Hannafin canyon wil l ,  as aentioned in the DEIS (p. 6-10) , 
result in a hi9h probabil ity of landalide activity and alope 
instabi l ity threatenift9 pipeline inte9rity ( in our view, 
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The referenced statement is a prime example of the staff's attempt to actively encourage public 
participation and input into the environmental clecisionmaking process, as required by NEPA. 

Thank you for this information. See revised Chapter 6. 

See response to Comment GI49-7. 
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9raatar than the 100-yaar flood threat to the axiatin9 ri9ht 
of way) and result in advarsa residual visual ia�ct• and 
raatoration difficultiaa. If there ia any quaation that long 
tara advaraa viaual i•pacta are probable, plaaaa review the 
anclo•ad photograph of another uti lity right of way in the 
i .. adiata vicinity illuatratin9 the acarring and viaual 
degradation of the area that ia l ikely to occur. 

In the area diacuaaad in the foregoing c�anta, the low 
rainfall and •parae vegetation axi•tin9 on often axtra•aly 
thin top•oil all •aka for a vary fragi le acoay•t••, which 
ahould not be diaturbed unlaaa avery available alternative and 
ita iapacta haa bean adequately conaidarad . We ancoura9a FERC 
to promptly and coaprahanaivaly addr••• the •ub•tantiva and 
procedural inadaquacia• identi fied herein. 

MPR 
ccr Mr. Mark c. Kalpin 

,��L_ 
Mark P. Reave 

•'•······-·-·-
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Pac i ric Gas Trans•ission Company ) 
Alta•ont Gas Trans• iss �.CNIC�aAJ'"!ICl <�u fR!11J' 

WlfSiS altlll(� 

Docket Nos . 
CP89-460-001 
CP90-U75-000 

This pa9e i s  tor WRITTB• COKKBNT8 on the PGT/PQi! and Altamont 
Natyral Gas Pipeline Pro1ects Drart Environmental Impact 
Statement ( !IS ) , These comments w i l l  be used by the FERC starr 
to rev ise and retina the analysis prior to publication o r  the 
Final EIS . Comments 11ay be delivered to the FERC representat ive 
conductin9 the meetin9 or addressed to the Secreta�, Federal 
Ener9y Re9Ulatory Commiss ion, 8 2 5  North Cap itol Street, NE , 
Washin9ton , DC 2 0 4 2 6 .  A copy o r  any written comm8nts addressed 
to the F!RC Secretary should also be sent to Mr. Mark c. �a lpin,  
Environmental Co•pU.ance Branch, Roo• 7 3 1 2 ,  at the same add res s .  

A l l  c o  .. ents agst be recelye4 no later than MoD4ar, March 4 ,  
ltt l ,  co .. ents received a ttar March 4 ,  1991 w i l l  not be 
addressed in the Final EIS. 

Meet in9 Location: aonners ferry. IP . 
co .. anter ' s  Na•• and Address: a,,l.t-cli �S6tv6-1/(, a .. au;{tt,#\. 
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[Richard and Sharlene Grantham) 

POT has proposed to work. with the landowner to ensure that adequate access is maintained 
when crossing private roads. 

Appendix B-1 specifies the land use locations where the staff recommends the use of topsoil 
segregation during the proposed construction. Segregation of topsoil outside of these areas, or 
the replacement of topsoil over PGT's existing pipeline, is a matter for negotiation between the 
landowner and PGT. 



KOOTENAI TRIBE OF IDAHO 
P.O. IIOX 1169 
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February 28 , 1991 

MAR 0 6 1991 
IIMIOIIII!IIllt aJIII'UAIICl AIIO !'ROm 

AIWISIS IWOI 
. 

Ms . Lola Caaha l l ,  Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Co.miasion 
8 2 5  North Capitol Street, N . E .  
Washington , D . C .  20426 

Re: Docket No .  CP89-460-001 - PGT/PG'E Pipeline 
Expansion Project Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement JDEISI 

Dear Ms . cashel l :  

The Kootenai Tribe o f  Idaho has carefully reviewed the DEIS on 
the above project and has the following comments: 

061-1 r· 
G�l-2 1 2 .  

0�1·3 I 3 .  

Alternative Route. L9op 1: Tba Tribe is uncomfortable with 
this a lternative, first because of the presence of several 
known graves and a number of cultural sites along the route; 
and second , because of the impact on wetlands in the Round 
Prairie area. We, therefore, oppose this alternative . 

Moyie Riyer Route, Loop 1 :  We regard this route a s  the 
"lesser evi l " ;  Proyided , that the aitigation measures outlined 
in the PGT/PGU dOCUIIIent: Movie Riyer Crossings: 
Construction. Mitigation. and Restoration Plan are carried out 
to the letter , and aaintananca is continued as long as 
necessary after construction is complete . The Tribe has a 
vested interest in the water quality and fisheries of the 
Moyie River, and this Treaty Right must be protected . 

cultural Resources. L9op 1: 

( a )  cultural Resources: Cbapter 3M, DEIS . We understand 
that this DEIS was prepared before the archaeological 
assessment report had been completed . We object to the 
implication in the DEIS that the area in question was 
used, only occasional ly ,  by peoples now gone . In fact, 
the CRI work dona last summer by Woods CUltural Resources 
and their subcontractor demonstrated the accuracy of 
Kootenal Oral History. Even with the l imited work done 
last summer, two new, significant sites were located 
along the right-of-way . Further work w i l l  be done this 
summer . 

GI-100 

GBI-1 

GBI-2 

GBI-3 

(Kootenai Tribe or Idaho) 

Thank you for your input. 

See response to Comment OBI· I .  

A s  part of the continuing compliance process pursuant to Section 106, consultation will continue 
to identify areas which contain sites and/or possible burials. Any previously unidentified 
sites/burials encountered during construction will be treated in a manner consistent with 
procedures determined in consultation with the Tribe. See revised Chapters 3M and 4M. 



Ms . Lois caahell , Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
Page Two 
February 2 8 ,  1991 

OISI·3 
(caal) 

GHI..t 

WI·' I 
GHI-6 

According to Kootenai Oral History , the Tribe has been 
here since the beginning of time, and the Moyie River 
Valley has been a hunting and subsistence area and travel 
corridor for mil lennia. As far as we can determine , no 
scientific evidence baa been unearthed to disprove this. 
It is therefore highly probable that the existing 
pipeline has already disrupted some sites and the 
proposed construction wi l l  di sturb stil l  more. This 
needs to be recognized in the Final EIS .  

(b) auriala: The Tribe has very serious misgivings 
about the Company ' s  plana to disinter and rebury any 
funerary remains encountered during or before 
construction. The Tribe has very strong, important 
religious beliefs concerning their dead and the 
belongings of their dead, one of which is that once 
buried , they should not be medd led with . 

Accordingly , the Tribe would rather require the Company 
to change ita route or site location if funerary remains 
are discovered during or before construction. 

(c) Other cultural Resqurces: Dissociated Human 
Remains . The Tribe objects very strongly to the 
Company ' s  assumption that "dissociated human rema ins• 
need not be treated in the same manner as " intact human 
remains • ,  but may be studied and hand led . All human 
remains must be treated the same way. 

(d) cultural Resqurces: Non-Burial Remains . It is 
highly probable that cultural remains other than funerary 
wi l l  be disturbed , and some of these wil l  be objects of 
major religious signi ficance . The Tribe requires that 
the company employ a Tribal Monitor at a l l  times wherever 
earth-disturbing activities are going on . Equa l ly 
important, the Tribe requires that the Company ' s  
archaeologists a l l ow  our Tribal Monitors to screen a l l  
cultural material they discover and remove, for proper 
care according to our religious signi ficance. Such 
articles should not be carted away to laboratories and 
repositories for •study" .  

GISI..t 

GIS I-S 

GISI-6 

GI-101 

PGT has indicated that all effons will be made to treat funerary remains, throughout the project, 
in a manner consistent with Tribal directives. 

The FERC staff acknowledges the Tribe's concerns regarding treatment of "dissociated human 
remains. • PGT is presently formalizing an M.O. U. which will establish the manner in which 
these remains are treated. The M.O.U. will be reviewed by the FERC staff. 

PGT has indicated that it will consult and coordinate with the Tribe to address the Tribe's 
requirements regarding monitoring and treatment of objects with religious significance. 



Ms . Lois Cashel l ,  Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Comaission 
Paqe Three 
February 2 8 ,  1991 

GUI-7 1 4 . cultural Resgurees. Loop 2 :  This •�etion o f  the pipeline 
traverses both �ootenai Aboriqinal Territory and territory 
shared by the �ootenai ,  �alispel and Pend oreille Tribes. 

We are enqaqed in discussions with the �al i spel Tribe to eo­
ordinate our •onitorinq activities on Loop 2 and expect no 
difficulties, since our concerns and objectives are the same. 
Therefore, our comments in section 3 of this Response apply to 
Loop 2 as wel l .  

Yours very truly, 

�OOTENAI TRIBE OF I DAHO 

IA�·<.-4L _:;:}..; :4�.� .. .../ �q et Fr�er 
Tri 1 Riqhts Protection Office 

A T T E S T: 

ee: Mr . Mare c. �alpin 

GI-102 

GUI-7 Comment accepted. See revised Chapters 3M and 4M. 
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(Jan M. Rose, North Idaho Audubon Society] 

Revisions to the DEIS have been made in response to comments received from federal, state, 
and loc:aJ agencies, as well as private individuals and organizations. 
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GB2·2 Thank you for your comment. Please see �vised Chapters 4C, 4F, S and 6. 
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01.52-4 

01.52-5 

01.52-6 

01.52-7 

01.52-8 

The staff's experience: has shown tbat implementation of our "Stream and Wetland Construction 
and Mitigation Procedures" (Appendix C·J) would minimize erosion and sedimentation to the 
maximum extent practicable. 

The staff believes tbat this concern is adequately addressed in Chapters 48 and 6, as well as 
Appendices B-1 and B-2. 

See response to Comment 01.52-4. 

Please see revised Chapter 4E. 

See response to Comment 01.52-4. 

Thank you for your comment. 
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This concern is addressed in both Appendix B· I and Appendix C-3, which require each project 
applicant to utilize an environmental inspector. 

lbanlt you for your comment. This concern has been adequately addressed in POT's proposed 
fishery enhancement plan. 
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2.5 Febuary 1991 

TO t  
FRo•• 

SUBJECT a 
REt 

Mark c. Kalpin 

Lawrence P. Lear 
PO Box 64) 
Condon , OR 9782) 

CRP Lands on Pro ject Rightaway (Docket Ro . CP89-460-001 ) 

Tele Conversation between Lear and Kalpin 

As a property owner on which Pacific Gas Transmission Co . has 

an easement for a transmission line with rights of access J am 

concerned how thia project will affect my Conservation Reserve 

Program ( CRP) contract. Copy of thia contract with the u . s .  
Department o f  Agri culture Commodity Credit Corporation ( CCC ) 

ia attched, 

Specifically, the easement goes through CRP land which is 

subject to the terms and conditions of the contract. Under 

that contract I have agreed to maintain the vegative cover and 

the required conservation practices on the CRP land and take 

other actions required by CCC to achieve the reduction in 

0153·1 1 erosion necessary to maintain production capability of the 

soil throughout the c ontract period ( 1987 to 1996 ) ,  Establ ish­

ment of cover according to requirements by CCC has been completed 

on the specific land and i t  has been certified by the local 

Soil Conservation Service ( SCS ) .  The cost to repair and re­

establish required cover is the responsibility of the l•ndowner. 

To my knowledge the project has not provided for any means 

to prevent costly measures for the landowner to comply with 

the CRP contract . Local SCS officials are not aware of any 

provisions concerning CRP lands . 

Any information or assi stance concerning this matter would be 

appreciated. . LrL----
Thank You 

ATCHt CRP Contract 
CC a _lederal Engergy Regulatory Commission · C at!d/ 

�ill iam Country SCS 

GI-108 
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[La"·rence F. Lear) 

Thank you for this information. The S1aff has addressed your concern in revised Chapter 48, 
and has included a recommended mitigation measure in Chapter 6 to minimize impacts 
associated with construction of the POT Project across land currently under contract with tbe 
Conservation Reserve Program. 



Feb. 21 , 1 99 1  

Mr .  M�rt Clllpln 
RIDII 7312 

McCANPDEU 
P.O. 60X •240 

LOS GATOS, CA. 950J I 
4011-JSJ-4 1 09 

Environmental Cllrnpliente Branch 
0 r.P.R. Federal Enerw R!Oiletorv COmmission 
825 N Capitol StMII!I 
N.£. Washington, D.C. 20426 

R£: POT-Ptl&E Pipeline [XPiftlilll Prqect 

Dar Mr. Clllpln; 
OIS4-l I My family owns the mejarlty interest In e 2000 acre rR:h In Shasta end Telwne Counties, 

CA • tllr'olqt which P8S!eS epproxlllllllely 2 miles of the P61-Pe&£ Neturel lllls Pipeline. The 
_. p.,-cel numbers ere: Sheela Cllunty; 701-090-07, 701-230- 1 3,11,15,16,  
701-210-0 1 ,02, Tetwne QJunty; 009-020-03 1 ,  009-020- 1 0 1 , 01 1 - 0 1 0- 1 5 1 ,  end 
o 1 1 -o I 0- 1 6 1 .  As prq�erty owners, we heYe ararns ebout the Ex pens 1m Project, how It 
will impect our property 115 e whole, end !piiCifk: 1n115 ol !piiCiel consideration. 

� Febr..-y 16, 1991 , I  met m  the property with NIJlCy Reeves, Senior Rldlt or w.,. Agent 
fir the project, to di!ICIISS these concerns end potential impecb. All outline ol these Items 
follows below, P'- find enc:losed e mep lebeled to identify !piiCilic lniiS, listed from north to 
south. 

ERQSIOH CONJROI.; 
The construction o1 the crtvlne1 pipeline crt:llled ermton prd)lems on steep slopes. We 
woold like to • t'- slopes restored to ariQinel neturel anlitim end are taken to IMlkl 
such ermion lifter lhb new construction. 

R..B1.!!Q. 
There ere 2 lmportent neturel sprlf11,J5 nw the Pipeline • the N.£. p�ty line. The 
northerly spring firms e surface pond end Is lml fer llvestld: watering, II Is 
approximately 500 feet from the Pipeline end lqlefully out ol hlrm"s Wfl(. ltlweYer, the 
second spring Is the only weter supply for the Renc:h house end llvestld: arrels. It Is e 
leve- tube type spring loceted epproximetely 60 feet Wll5t of the proposed new Pipeline end 
hes been in ll!t et leest 55 veers. We �re concerned thet the clll!le proximity of trenching end 
biiiSiing aJUld disrupt the flow ar mil� the spring completely. If the spring is demi!IJII we 
would expect en alternate end equivalent weter liOUrte be provided. Also, e 2 inch weter line 
to the Rench hoU!e crosses the P ipeline In this vicinity end will be enaJUntered during new 
amtructlon. 

!tOAD ACC[S§· 
All rer>eh roads u!lld for construction vehicle traffic should be maintained end repaired 

� 
Due to the PO&£ Coleman Siphon end Coleman Cenel, Yl!lllcle ea:ess to the Southeast oorner ol 
the property Is Impossible. A briG;Ie Sj)Sllllng the Coleman Cllnel et the helldwell of the 
Siphm pipe served to provide vehicle � but we:. removed by PO&£ without notice in the 
eerly 1 980"s. It is assumed thet a new brid)e to lmllllmlllale the Nlllural Oes Pipeline 
PrOject will be built et the seme lo:ellon. We re�J�eSt thllt this bridge be left In piece to 
reeslllblish our ea:ess to our Southeast property. 

[Bruc:e L. McCampbell) 

OIS4-l Set response to Comment LAS-I .  

GI-109 



WEILAND; 
!he Natur�l Oas Pipeline poso,es thrOOJCII lJ!proxim�ely 1 /1 mile of year - round well� 
�ee with diver� plant and animal l ife We r�t that special consider�Hln be given this 
¥1!11 concernlnq construction technique, , ground disturb811Ce, and post construction 
rev�lation. 

m.L.;, 
A stone well approxim!lely 1 12 m ile long and 1 2  feet tall is penetratf!l! by the Pipeline. As 
fs ss we know. only confl ictinq verbal history exisl5 JS to it's oriQinal purpose, dele of 
construction, etc. Approximately 90 lineal feet of the Esst end of the well wss demoli'lhed 
cllring the oriqinel pipeline construction. We r� that special consideration be given to 
the history or this structure and that no further demaoe be lnntcted. 

TRESPASS ACC£SS· 
The Pipeline crosses Battle Creek 81 a point where we also own e Tehema County parcel !lOUth 
ol Bettie Creek. The Pipeline ri�t of Wtlf crosses a county road e short distance !lOUth of this 
sea New amtruction and freshly cut construction � road:s will lel!d meny fishermen, 
huntln, off-road vehicle users, etc. to llltempt to penetrate this ·new· �ea We request that 
special consideration be given to this an:ern and that methods to prevent trespass be 
underllllten or Installed. 

8£N£ML CLEAN-UP· 
Debris and gsbeQe SUCh as 55 gsllon lt'ums, 5 gsllon cans, etc. still remain on the property 
elong the P ipeline right of 'nf as e result of the original construction. We request that ell 
SUCII debris and gsbege from both construction periob be l'efiiCMid after amtruction. 

8ENERAL 8RADIN8 AJID AEYEQ£TAJIDN; 
The oriQtnal pipeline construction left meny piles of rocks and boulders strewn 8bout In 
hephez!rd fsshion, 1-lnq "-'ite a visible llrl!b;epe � that has not significantly lmprovf!l! 
even lfler meny years. We woold lite to see the ri�t of Wtlf , lfler  construction, be graded 
and I'MI,jetetf!l! to approximate the nlllurel and original anlltlon prior to the first 
amtruct ion per lod. 

LIYESI!!Cl· 
The entire property Is used for cattle and sheep grazing cllrlng the period of October throuojl 
Mtlf. If eny or the construction occurs during this time frame, we request thel safety 
•rte,., and fencedconlelnment be provided to prevent loss of llvestoclc. 

By Wtlf of sclwn.ilf!l! appointments, we will allow access onto the property for the stlllt,l or 
eveluetion of these concerns, and of course will mJperele in allowing necessary access rur ing 
the construction period. We tl'lant you for givinq our requests and an:erns �ious 
coosidl!retion, and hope to see e successful and aa:epteble completion of this construction 
proJect. 

:Sincerely, 

&"" {.  l'fld! 
Bruce L. Mc::CI!mpbell 

c. c. 
Nn:y Reeves 

GI- 1 10 



Pacific Gas Transaission Coapany 
Altamont Gas Transaiasion Coapany 

Docket Nos . 
CP89-460-001 
CP90-l 375-000 

This pa9e is for WRI7TEa COKXBaTB on the fGT/fGiE ana Altamont 
Natural Gas Piptline fTo1ecta Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) . These coRaents will be uaed by the FERC ataff 
to revise and refine the analysis prior to publication of the 
Final EIS.  Co.aents may be del ivered to the FERC representative 
conductin9 the meeting or addreaaed to the Secretary ,  Federal 
Ener9y R.gulatory co .. ission, 825 North CApitol Street, NE, 
Washin9ton , DC 204 2 6 .  A copy o f  any written comments addressed 
to the FERC Secretary should also be sent to Mr. Mark c. Kalpin,  
Environmental Compl iance Branch , Roo• 7 3 1 2 ,  at the same address . 

All comments •u•t bt receiyat no later than KoD4aJ, Karcb 4 ,  
1 1 1 1 .  Comments received after March 4 ,  1991 wil l not be 
addreased in the Final EIS • 

....... ........ , � C-oter • o  ••• "'"' Addrom � q �----
&r.c' 4� �;z;,;z.., 

OIS!I-1 I 
Gl!l!l·2 

� �-.ab zJ h,;e../�. �� .. .,. � �""'• . , � 
�, . . . � .. 

01!1!1·3 

�.4.·��� 

GISS-1 

GISS-2 

GlSS-3 

GI-1 1 1  

(Kendra Va&t) 

A landowner's use of PGT's current easement to build above-ground structures or watering 
ponds is a matter of negotiation between the landowner and PGT. 

The staff is aware of this problem. Please see revised Chapters 4B and 6. 

This concern has been addressed in Chapters 4B and 6, and Appendix B-1 and B-2. 
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Re : Comments of Altamont Gas Transmission Company on 
Draft Enyironmental Impact Statement for the 
fGT/fG'E and Altamont Natural Gas Pipeline 
Proiect1: Docket Nos. CP89-460-001 and CP90-1375-
� 

Dear Ms . Cashel l :  

Enclosed please accept for f i l ing the comments of 
Altamont Gas Transmi11ion Company ( "A ltamont" )  on the Draft 
Environmenta l Impact Statement ( "DEIS"J for the PGT/ PG&E and 
Altamont Natural Gas Pipel ine Projects . 

In accordance with the co .. ission ' s  notice request ing 
comments on the Draft Environmenta l I•pact Statement , we are a l so 
sending copies of our comment• to a l l  parties in theae procedings 
and Mr. Mark c. Ka lpin and Mr. Laurence J. Sauter , Jr . ,  
environmenta l  project managers for the respective projects . 

Enclosure 

cc : A l l  Parties 
Mr . Mark c. Kalpin �- Laurence 3. Sauter, Jr . 
Mr . Gary Cheatha• 
Peggy Heeg , Esq . 
Mr . Bernie Hanna 

sincere ly yours , . 7 
·� ('. · <.,J l ( ' '·· 

Peggy �') O ' Brie� 
Attorney'".-for Altamont 
Gaa Transmission Company 

RECEIVED BY 
MAR 0 4 19�1 

IN�liOIIIIINIAI. COIIPU/JtCI AMll f'IOI!e' 
AIW. TSIS IIUfiOI 

(Altamont] 

AL-l 
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COMMENTS OF ALTAMONT GAS TRANSMISS ION COMPANY 
ON THE DRAFT ENVI RONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
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March 4 ,  1991 
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1 7 2 2  Eye Street, N . W .  
Washington, D . C. 20006 

Margaret L.  Bol l i nger 
Peggy A. Heeg 
Altamont cas Transmiss ion 

Company 
P . O .  Box 2 5 1 1  
Houston , Texas 77252-2 5 1 1  

Attorneys for Altamont 
Gas Transmission Comoany 
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comment 6-29 

Addendu• 
To 

Appendix A 

Although a l l  four route variations are feasible fro• an 

engineering and construction perspective, they all are 

considerably more expensive than the proposed route . The capital 

cost of the proposed route fro• MP 4 28 . 0  to 620 . 0  is 

$ 1 53 , 99 1 , 3 1 9 .  The corresponding capital costs for the Jeffrey 

City, Alka l i  Butte , Northern Uti l ities and Route 28 Variations 

are $ 1 8 5 , 9 1 7 , 016,  $184 , 7 1 3 , 4 6 1 ,  $194 , 02 5 , 533 and $160 , 932 , 1 10 ,  

respectively, exclusive of o•M capital ,  pre-permit,  AFUDC and 

l ine pack . The proposed route also involves less operating costs 

on an overal l  basis by virtue of being shorter and not requiring 

additional fuel gas to power the seventh co•pressor station. 

Based upon these advantages , Alta•ont reaffir•s that its proposed 

route is strongly preferred. 

1'1..,1AI9.SID (l/4191 l:J9po) 

See response to Altamont's Appendix A Comment 125. 
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UN ITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 

Pacific Gas Transmission Company 

Altamont Gas Transmission Company 

Docket No. CP89-460-001 

Docket No . CP9 0 - 1 3 7 5-000 

COMMENTS OF ALTAMONT GAS TRANSMISSION COMPANY 
ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

FOR THE PGT/PG'E ANP ALTAMONT NATUBAL GAS PIPELINE PROJECTS 

Altamont Gas Transmission Company ( "Altamont" )  hereby 

submits its comments on the joint Draft Environmenta l  Impact 

Statement ( "DEI S " )  proposed by the Commiss ion tor the Altamont 

Pipeline Project' and the pipeline project jointly proposed by 

Pac i f ic Gas Transmission Company ( "PGT" ) and its parent , Pac i f ic 

Gas ' Electric Company ( "PG'E" ) . 2 

1 on July 2 1 ,  1989 , Altamont t i led with the Commiss ion an 
application in Docket No. CP89-1851-000 under the Commission ' s  
traditional cert i ficate procedures tor authority to construct its 
proposed pipe l i ne from the Montana-Canada border to Opa l ,  
Wyoming .  At the terminus ot its system at Opa l ,  Altamont would 
i nterconnect with the pipeline system owned and operated by Kern 
River Gas Transmission Company ( "Kern River" ) ,  which i s  
constructing a pipeline system trom Opa l t o  southern Ca l i fornia . 
On May 1 5 ,  199 0 ,  Altamont t i led an appl ication under the 
Commission ' s  optional certi f icate procedures in Docket No . CP90-
1 3 75-000 tor authority to construct and operate its proposed 
project . 

2 On December 2 0 ,  1 9 8 8 ,  PGT f i led an appl ication with the 
Commission ( Docket No. CP89 -460-001)  tor cert i f icate authority to 
construct and operate a pipel ine system from the Canadian border 
to the Ca l i fornia/Oregon border ,  near Ma l i n ,  Oregon . Shortly 
thereafte r ,  on Apri l  14 , 1989 , PG, E ,  t i led with the Ca l i fornia 
Public Util ities Commission ( "CPUC")  an appl ication for authority 
to construct and operate pipeline fac i l it ies within the State ot 
Cal ifornia to transport the Canadian natura l gas de l ivered to 
Ma l in ,  Oregon by PGT to Kern River Station in centra l Ca l i fornia . 

AL-7 



PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

ALI-I , The DEIS presents an evaluation or both the Altamont 

Project and the PGT/PG'E project and concludes that,  with the 

implementation or certa in necessary mit igation measures ,  both 

projects can be built in an environmentally sound manner . The 

DEIS also " incorporates by reference" some or the f indings from 

the Final Environmenta l Impact Report ( " FEIR") prepared tor the 

PG'E portion by the Ca l i fornia Public Uti l it ies Commission 

( "CPUC" ) ,  a decision to which Altamont genera l ly does not object . 

By and large , the DEIS does a good job or evaluating each or the 

two projects and ident ifying certain mitigation measures that 

must be taken. 

For its part , Altamont agrees with most or the DEIS' 

analysis or its project and some or the mitigation measures 

suggested by the DEI S .  However , the DEIS overstates certa in o r  

the identified impacts or Altamont ' s  project . For example,  the 

DEIS overstates the number or acres or wetlands that the p ipel ine 

would cross and the project ' s  impact on visual resources . A more 

detai led discussion or these and certain addit ional impacts is 

set forth below and in Append ix A .  

I n  addition, certain mitigation measures recommended i n  

the DEIS tor t h e  Altamont project are unnecessary. These include 

the measures requiring directional dri l l ing or the Missouri River 

and 70' revegetation cover . The DEIS' d iscussion of scou r ,  

-2-

AL-8 

ALI-I Thank you for your comment. The staff will respond to the specific comments contained in 
Appendices A and B which deal with the DEIS. The staff will not respond to Appendix C 
(which are comments on the CPUC's FEIR) for the reasons given in our response to 
Comment LA5-l.  We will also not waste staff resources responding to Altamont's comparison 
in Appendix D. If the reader so chooses, they may use Altamont's comparisons or conduct 
their own utilizing more recent data reflected in the FEIS. We will of course print 
Appendices C and D as information to the reader. 



ALI-I 

(cont.) 
particularly its f indings regard ing " loca l  scour, " as wel l  as the 

various mitigation measures it proposes in this regard a lso are 

inappropriate . These errors should be corrected so that the EIS 

paints a more accurate picture of the Altamont project and 

requires only those mitigation measures that are truly necessary 

to reduce the impacts of the project on the environment . 

The conclusions in the DEIS concerning the PGT/ PG&E 

project, however, are more suspect . For example,  the DEIS ' 

evaluation of the impact of the PGT/ PG&E project on severa l 

species of wild l i fe is misleading and inadequate in severa l 

respects. Deficiencies a lso exist in the DEI S '  ana lysis of the 

impacts on f isheries and f ish species , forested lands and 

wetlands . The DEIS a lso understates the geological risks 

presented by the project , A more detai led discussion of these 

and certain other matters pertaining to PGT/ PG& E is set forth 

below and in Appendi x  B .  

The DEIS a lso relies o n  the FEI R ' s  flawed f indings with 

respect to wetlands , agricultura l ,  orchard and vineyard 

resources ,  land use , soils and a i r  qua l ity resources . As 

explained in greater deta i l  below, as wel l  as in Appendi x  c, the 

Commission must take steps to remedy these shortcomings in the 

f inal EIS.  

Fina l l y ,  the DEIS makes no direct , systematic 

comparison of the environmental impacts of the Altamont project 

- 3 -
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ALI-I 
(cant.) 

with the entire PGT/PG'E project . Such a comparison is mandated 

by CEQ requlations, leqal precedent and prior Commiss ion 

pract ice , and is essent ial to provide a "c lear basis for choice 

amonq options by the dec is ionmaker and the pub l ic . "  4 0  C . F . R .  

S 1502 . 14 .  A s  a result,  the EIS should include a n  analytical 

comparison of the environmenta l impacts of the two projects . I f  

such a comparison were made, it would show that the Altamont 

project is clearly superior to the PGT/PG& E project on an 

environmental bas is.  Indeed , Altamont ' s  ana lys is in this 

reqard -- which is detailed in Table I and explained in Appendix 

D -- shows that the Altamont project is clearly superior in nine 

of the thirteen cateqoriea reviewed . 

COMKIIfTI 

I .  �BI DIII QVIRI�A�II �� IRVIROHMIMTAL IMPAC�I OP �HI 
ALTAKOMT PROJICT. 

The DEIS properly concludes that the Altamont project 

•could be constructed and operated in an environmenta lly 

acceptable fashion . •  DEIS at 6-29 . On the other hand , the DEIS 

incorrectly assesses the environmental effects of, makes several 

incorrect assumptions about, and proposes unnecessary or 

unreasonable mit iqation measures for , the Altamont project . 

These errors are detailed in Appendix A ;  the most s iqnif icant 

errors are hiqhl iqhted below. 

-4-
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ALJ-2 A. !ttlands . The DEIS overstates the number of acres 

of wetlanda impacted by the Altamont project, concluding that the 

pipeline would cross 255 acres of wetland and r iparian habitat . 

DEIS at Table S-3 . As the DEIS itself concedes , the methodology 

underlying its f indings •tends to overestimate the extent of 

juriadictional wetlanda by using only [ a )  vegetation parameter . "  

DEIS at 3 E-2 - As a result,  the mitigation costs associated with 

the Altamont project a lao are overstated . J The extent of this 

error ahould be determined and identi fied in the EIS . 

B .  visual Besourcta. The DEIS also overestimates the 

impact of the Altamont project on visual resources . For example, 

ALJ-3 1 the DEIS incorrectly classi fies substantial portions of MP 4 2 3 . 9-

510. 9 ,  MP 5 10 . 9-524 ,  and MP 5 6 1 . 0-613 . 3  as Class II area s ,  

a lthough the Bureau of Land Management ( "BLM" )  has not class i f ied 

these portions as Class II areas , Consequentl y ,  these areaa 

should be identi f ied correctly as Class IV, and mit igation 

measures should be tai lored accordingly.  In addition, the DEIS 

ALI-4 1 fai l s  to recognize that Altamont ' s  route para l l e l s  an existing 

pipeline for a portion of the route between MP 4 2 3 , 9-510 . 9 ,  

meaning that the impact on visual resources there would be 

insigni ficant. The DEIS thus overstates the impact on visua l 

resources for this portion of the Altamont proj ect . Similarly , 

the DEIS does not take into account that A ltamont now plans to 

I f  the methodology applied to the PGT/PG&E project were 
employed with respect to the Altamont project, the estimate of 
the number of acres of wetlands would be even further reduced . 
As explained below, however , that method is wrong . 

-5-

ALI -2 

ALI-3 

ALI-4 

AL-1 1 

Comment noted. A more precise estimate would require full field delineations of wetlands, 
which we only require to be performed m:illr to construction. 

We agree that this entire interval is not VRM Class II, although discrete portions are. See 
response to Altamont's Appendix A Comment AL2-lll  below. Our visual resources analysis 
hu been substantially revised. 

Because Altamont's realignments were filed so late in the process, they could n01 be entirely 
reHecled in the DEIS. The FElS has been revised to reHect Altamont's realignments. Boring 
the Oregon-Mormon Trail at its intersection with SR 28 is uOied in FElS Chapter 4M. 



ALI-5 

ALI-6 

bore underneath the oregon Tra i l  at its intersection with SR 2 8 ,  

thereby minimizing the impact o n  any visual resources associated 

with the Tra i l . 4 These errors regarding the impact on visual 

resources caused by the Altamont project should be corrected . 

c. Directional Drilling. Altamont should not be 

required to undertake directional dri l l ing at its Missour i River 

crossing, as proposed by the DEIS (at 4 L- 7 ,  4 F-8 ) . Indeed , the 

Missouri River is idea l ly su ited to the conventional open-cut 

technique , a method that would not have an adverse impact on the 

pal lid sturgeon , the impetus for the DEI S '  suggestion for 

directional drill ing. In fact, no pa l l id sturgeon have been 

observed in the area of the proposed crossing since 1978 

(Clancey , P . ,  199 1 ,  Paddle Fish and Pal l id Sturgeon Spawning 

Habitat Study in the Area of the Altamont Gas Transmiss ion 

Company ' s  Proposed Pipel ine Crossing of the W i ld and Scenic 

Missouri River ) . I f ,  however, Altamont identi f ies that such f ish 

are located at the site of the proposed crossing, it wi l l  take 

appropriate measures to minimize any impacts.  Furthermore ,  

directional dri l l ing i s  not superior t o  conventiona l crossing 

techniques in reducing impacts on visua l resources.  The proposed 

crossing is adj acent to private lands ; it is hardly "pristine . "  

Moreover , to reduce visual impacts ,  Altamont intends to remove as 

few trees as possible by carefully selecting its crossing point 

4 Indeed , the Commisaion should ensure that the ent i re EIS 
reflects more accurately Altamont ' s  proposed reroute for the 
South Pasa area f i led with the Commission on November 2 8 ,  199 1 .  
At present ,  the DEIS discusses this reroute only in shaded 
footnotes . 

-6-
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ALI-S 

ALI-6 

We disagree. Our analysis clearly supports our determination that in order to avoid potential 
adverse impact on the pallid sturgeon, a federally listed species, Altamont must directionally 
drill its proposed Missouri River crossing. 

To date, Altamont has failed to identify satisfactory "measures to minimize any impacts• to the 
federally-listed pallid sturgeon. Altamont's proposed construction and mitigation measures, as 
summarized in its comments here, would result in an adverse impact on this species. Unless 
this adverse affect were avoided, we would be required to initiate formal consultation with the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 



ALI-7 

and also intends to restore the banks of the R iver , just as it 

plans to do at its Ye l lowstone River crossing . These precautions 

will al low a conventional open-cut crossing to be used without 

causing harm to the environment . 

D. Scour Depth. The DEI S '  estimates of scour in 

major rivera crossed in Montana are inaccurate because they were 

detar.inad from geomorphically different parts of these r ivers . 

DEIS at JC-1 1  to JC-12 . In fact, scour depths should be 

significantly leas than the DEIS estimates because Altamont 

intends to return the river and stream beds to their original 

configuration .  Aa a result , once pipeline construction is 

complete, there should be no obstruct ions to cause local scour, 

and general scour, which is dependent on channel slope , the 

nature of the bank and over-bank areas, as wel l  as bed material,  

size and armoring , should be much less than the DEIS suggests . 

In addition, the placement depths proposed by the DEIS would, in 

many casas, result i n  magn i fication of the impacts to the stream 

channe l ,  banks and water qual ity . Reduced burial depths , 

however ,  would result in much less disturbance to the streams. 

In any event, appropriate placement depths for the crossings of 

Missouri and Yel lowstone Rivers should be based upon site­

spec i f ic scour depth studies ,  instead of upon the DEI S '  s ingle,  

uniform standard which is based on irrelevant and inapplicable 

data . 

-1-
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Scour depth infonnation was provided by the State of Montana, and would be the subject of 
stream crossing approvals issued by Montana. 



ALI·B 
B .  Reyeqetation. The DEIS a lso errs in requiring 

Altamont to provide a 70 percent revegetation cover for its 

route, a standard that is too high in l ight of the l im ited 

rainfa l l  in the area of the project . For the same reason, the 

DEI S '  suggestion for a one-plant-per-square-foot standard is not 

appropriate for some of the badland-type areas crossed by 

Altamont ' s  route . To the contrary , the measures required for 

revegetation should instead be based on comparison with similar,  

adjacent vegetation after several growing seasons and 

consultation with relevant agenc ies . 

In conclusion, the DEIS overstates some impacts of the 

Altamont project and requires some mitigation measures that are 

inappropriate and unnecessary . As mod i fied to correct these 

def iciencies , the EIS would fairly describe the l imited 

envi ronmental effects of the project and would set forth 

appropriate mitigation measures . 

I I .  'fBI! DI!IS UlfDI!RS'l'A'l'I!B 'fBI! l!lfVIRONIII!IITAL IMPACTS O F  'l'BB 
lG'l'lJIGiJLRROJIIC'l'. 

The CPUC noted and the DEIS ident i f ies a number of 

problema with the PGT/PG'E project and both have recommended 

mit igation steps that w i l l  coat s ign i f icantly more than the $40 

m i l l ion estimated by the CPUc . 5 According to the DEI S ,  the PGT 

5 The CPUC imposed 2 0 1  mitigation measures for the PG'E portion 
of the project that it estimated would cost at least $40 m i l l ion . 
These measures include rerouting ,  t ime restrictions on 

(continued • • •  ) 
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ALI-8 As is clearly slated in our Erosion Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan, surrounding 
vegetative cover may be used as a guide for determining revegetation success_ 



ALI-9 

portion will require numerous mitigation measures to reduce the 

impact of the project in Idaho, Washington and Oregon. Some of 

the most signif icant measures include ( 1 )  development of a s ite­

specific construct ion , restoration, and monitoring plan for 

construction in the John Day Canyon in Oregon and each crossing 

of the Moyie River; ( 2 )  implementation of measures to reduce the 

impacts caused by construction of the pipe l ine within 50 feet of 

residences ;  and ( 3 )  installation of noise reduction control 

technology at Compressor Station 3 in Idaho to reduce the impacts 

caused by the expansion . These measures should cost at least as 

much as those required in Ca l i fornia.  

Although these mitigation measures would undoubtedly 

improve the project from an environmenta l  perspective , they fail  

to remedy a number of serious problems . The most significant 

errors relate to the DEI S '  ana lysis of the project ' s  impact on 

( 1 )  special status wildlife species , ( 2 )  f isheries and f ish 

species , ( 3 )  forested lands, ( 4 )  wetlands and ( 5 )  geologica l 

risks . These shortcomings , which are discussed below and in 

greater detai l  in Appendix B ,  require additional mit igation 

measures for the PGT portion of the project. 

A. 8ptcial status Wildlife &ptcits .  The DEI S '  

evaluation of the impact of the PGT/ PG&E project o n  speci a l  

( • • •  continued) 
construction, implementing an erosion control and restoration 
plan and requiring control technologies to reduce a i r  and noise 
pollution at compressor stations . � Pacific Gas & Electric 
�. Dkt . No. 90- 1 2 - 1 1 9 ,  at 168 ( Dec . 2 7 ,  1990) . 

-9-
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ALI-10 1 status wildl ife species is misleading and inadequate in several 

respects . First, the PGT/PG'E project would disturb at least J 2 9  

acres ot potent ial grizzly bear habitat i n  Idaho . OEIS at 4E-12 . 

The OEIS tails entirely to assess the impact associated with 

these disturbances ,  other than to note that pipeline workers 

might be forced to shoot some ot these endangered anima l s .  At 

the very least , more appropriate mitigation measures should be 

required to protect the habitat ot this unique spec ies . ld .  

Second , the DEIS does not address the consequences ot 

the PGT/PG' E  project on the habitat ot the long-b i l led curlew in 

Washington. construction would disturb 1 1 0  acres ot curlew 

habitat in Washington and 2 7 7  acres in oregon. DEIS at 4E-29 to 

4 E-J O ,  4E-J8.  As the OEIS notes , " ( t ) he distribution ot nesting 

habitat tor long-bi l led curlews in the State ot Washington is 

extremely l imited , "  and construct ion ot the PGT/PG&E project 

would destroy nests, 199s and young . ld . To mitigate this 

impact , the DEIS "recommends" that PGT not construct during the 

ALI-I I I nestinq season ot May 1 to August 1 .  ld · At a very minimum, this 

recommendation should be a mandatory request . Otherwise the DEIS 

may permit the potential loss ot critical habitat tor this 

protected species . 

ALI-I2 1 Third, the Cal i fornia portion of the project would 

disturb 4 4 2  acres ot potential habitat ot the San Joaquin kit 

tox . The k it fox , which has been observed in the area ot PG& E ' s  

proposed right-ot-way, i s  a federa l ly l isted endangered species . 

- 1 0-
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ALI-I I 

ALI-12 

PGT's proposed facilities do not occur within any grizzly bear unit identified in the grizzly bear 
recovery wne. See our response to the comments of the U.S.Forest Service and revisions to 
Chapter 4E. In addition, we have determined that construction and operation of the PGT 
Project would not affect the grizzly bear. 

The Commission will decide whether it is appropriate to require the implementation of any or 
all of our recommended mitigation measures. 

Comment noted. See revisions to Chapters 3E, 4E and 6. 



All-13 

The DEIS concedes: "Construction act ivities could destroy natal 

dens located in the riqht-of-way or disturb foxes that are 

denninq adjacent to the riqht-of-way. Construct ion act ivities 

would a lso d isturb rodent populations in the r iqht-of-way and 

prey species ava i lable to kit foxes . "  DEIS at 4 E- 4 5 .  The DEIS ,  

however , f a i l s  t o  assess adequate ly the impact of these 

activities or suqqest appropriate mit iqation measures to reduce 

sufficiently th is impact . 

a .  risheriel and lilh Species . The number and 

quality of r ivers and streams that the PGT/PG' E project would 

cro1s6 would have siqnificant impacts on a substant ial number of 

f isheries and fish species, includinq seven federa l ly protected 

species . DEIS at S-2 and 6-1 . The CPUC concluded that strinqent 

mea1ures were necessary to mitiqate the impact of the PG'E 

portion of the project on four of these species . 7 The DEI S ,  on 

the other hand, fa i ls to note these siqnif icant impacts , which 

should be addressed in the f inal EIS.  At a m i nimum, restr ictions 

should be placed on the t iminq of PGT/PG' E ' s  construct ion, • and 

reroutes or other special precautions should be required durinq 

construction to avoid the federa l ly protected species . 

Construct ion of the PGT/PG&E pipe l ine would be expected to 
involve at least � crossinqs of rivers or streams . DEIS at S-2 
and 6- 1 .  

i§A Pacific Gas and Electric Co . , o. 90-1 2 - 1 1 9 ,  s l i p  op . at B-
4 5 .  

1 � Appendi x  B for more appropriate construction windows that 
take into account specific rivers and streams . 

- l l -
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The CPUC's EIR utilized significance criteria which differed from the criteria applied in our 
DEIS. Because of this fact, we have not adopted the CPUC's determinations of significant 
impact. We believe that our discussion of potential impacts in FEIS Chapter 4F is accurate and 
that our recommend mitigation measures in FEIS Chapter 6, Appendix B- 1 ,  and Appendix C-3 
are adequate to mitigate potentially significant environmental impacts. 



ALI-14 

ALI-1 5 

c .  rorttttd Lands . Construction of the PGT/PG&E 

project would require the remova l of 2 , 6 3 1  acres o f  forest ( DEIS 

at S-2 and 6-1 ) , result ing in a very signif icant environmental 

impact . For example, this denuding would cause erosion and 

surface water runoff to nearby streams and r ivers . In addition, 

multiplt gaps in protective cover would be created, thus 

depriving largt animal• of needed cover and creating a 

tignificant impact on visual resources .  DEIS a t  5-1 . 

Significantly, most of this permanent right-of-way wi l l  not be 

reforested . Moreover, becaust much of these forested areas have 

alrtady betn disturbed by PGT ' s  original pipel ine ,  the expansion 

project w i l l  create serious cumulative impacts on these forest, 

wi ldli fe and visual rtaources.  � .  

Despite these adverse effects , the DEIS suggests that 

tht cumulative impact caused by the PGT/PG&E project w i l l  not be 

significant because the forest w i l l  revegetate . �. Thi s  

conclusion is erroneous . Whi le the forest may eventual ly 

revegetatt, that proctst w i l l  not be completed , in most 

instances,  for up to 25 year s .  DEIS at 4 E-5 . A quarter century 

of depleted forest and wildlife cover is clearly a s igni f icant 

adverse impact on tht environment . To reduce this cumulative 

impact, PGT/PG&E should be requi red to replant these forests , and 

the EIS should include an analysis of the expected costs of this 

work. 
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Cumulative impacts that may occur as a result of construction are discussed in Chapter S. Most 
of the clearing of woody vegetation associated with construction of the PGT Project would 
either involve: (a) the pennanent removal of shrubby vegetation located within PGT's existing 
right-of-way; or (b) the temporary removal of woody vegetation in the construction right-of­
way. We have thoroughly investigated the potential for cumulative impact to occur, and with 
the exemption of the limited situations identified in FEIS Chapter S, have determined that these 
impacts are not significant. 

Thank you for your opinion. Please see previous response. 
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ALI-17 

ALI-18 1 

D. !ttlandt . The DEIS has underestimated the acreage 

of wetland• that would be affected by the PGT/ PG' E  project , 

concludinq that the route would cross only 4 7 . 2  acres of wetland 

and riparian habitat . DEIS at Table s-2 . The wetlands 

delineation method used to estimate the amount of wetlands 

impacted by the PGT/PG'E proposal' is acknowledqed "to 

underettimate the amount of jurisdictional wetlands present . "  

DEIS at J E-2 , 4 E-5.  The DEIS,  however , includes no estimate of 

the tiqni ficance of those errors . As a result, no meaninqful 

analysis of the project ' s  true impact on wetlands can be made, 

and the full extent or cost of the required measures to mitiqate 

these impacts is unascertainable .  Because the amount o f  impacted 

wetlands was underestimated, it is clear that these costa w i l l  be 

tiqnificantly qreater than was recoqn ized in the DEI S .  

B .  Gtoloqical. The DEI S also s iqn if icantly 

underatates the qeoloqical and seismic risks presented by the 

PGT/ PG'E propotal . For example, the DEIS states , in Tables s-2 

and 6-1 and the accompanying text, that the entire pipel ine will  

cross only f ive potential active faults . Not only is this number 

incorrect ( the actual number as stated in the CPUC ' s  FEIR is 2 0 ) , 

the DEIS also inadequately discusses the siqn i f icance of these 

seitmic risks and failt to point out that 404 miles of the 

PGT/PG'E pipeline will bt in the hiqhest risk area,  seismic 

9 PGT/ PG' E ' s  flawed est imate of impacted wetlands was based on 
an analysis of the FWS National Wetland Inventory ( "NWI " )  maps 
and A2m§ aerial photoqraphs ( aerial photographs were not used for 
the entire route ) . 
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We disagree. Prior to publication of the DEIS, PGT provided us  with aerial photographs for 
its mlirJ: route. The PGT and Altamont aerial photos wen: reviewed in an identical manner, 
and the results of our wetland identification process wen: included in DEIS, Appendix E, 
Chapters JE, 4E and 6, and the Executive Summary. Unfonunately, we did not change the 
nanative on this subject presented in the DEIS. We apologize for this oversight. The FEIS 
has been revised, as appropriate. 

Our significance criteria defines an active fault in terms of Holocene activity. This criterion 
results in identification of five potentially active faults. 

As shown in DEIS Figure JA-2, the PGT pipeline would cross no lands in Seismic Risk 
ZOne 3. 



zona J .  Similarly, the DEIS f a i l s  to adequately d i scuss the 8 5  

ALI-19 1 •i lea of potent ial volcanic activity near the PGT/PG&E pipe l ine . 

ALI -20 

These facta •uat be more clearly expressed so that the public and 

the Commission understand the sign i f icant seismic risks presented 

by the proposa l .  Moreover, the discussion of these risks ignores 

the fact that the PGT/PG&E proposa l  parallels an existing 

pipeline through areas of great seismic risk, thereby increasing 

the potential for service interruption and unreliability and 

raising signif icant questions of public safety in the event of a 

aevare earthquake or volcanic event . 

In sum, the Commission needs to assess these additiona l 

environmental impacts and suggest additional mitigation measures . 

Adequate mitigation measures have not yet been proposed , and some 

impacts simply cannot be mitigated . 

I I I .  TBE D!IB IMPROPERLY R!LIEB ON THE FBIR WITHOUT RESOLVING 
DISPUTED II8UE8. 

The DEIS rel ies on the FEIR ' s  f indings to support a 

number of ita conclusions . As a general matter , Altamont does 

not object to the Commiss ion ' s  decision to take this approach . 10 

10 Altamont does , however , question the method by which the 
Commission has used the FEIR .  As a matter of law, the Commission 
cannot summarily incorporate by reference the CPUC ' s  FEIR . Such 
incorporation ef fectively del�gates the Commiss ion ' s  authority to 
prepare the EIS itse lf and is plainly contrary to the 
pronouncement of the Presiden t ' s  Counc i l  on Environmental Qua l i ty 
( "CEQ")  a l lowing federa l agencies to incorporate only "material 
( that ] is not of central importance , "  in dra fting an E I S .  43  
Fed . Reg . 55978 , 55979 ( 1979 ) . � � State of California y. 

(cont inued • . •  ) 
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See responses to Altamont's Appendix 8 comments. 

We disagree. See response to Comment ALI- I I  above. In addition, our adoption of the 
CPUC's EIR which addresses impacts associated with the construction of PG&E's non­
jurisdictional facilities is entirely proper under the CEQ's regulations implementing NEPA. We 
have independently reviewed the impact analysis of the PG&E facilities contained in the 
CPUC's EIR, and have determined that it adequately discloses potential environmental impacts. 
Also see response to Comment LAS-I .  



ALl-20 
(caal) 

However , there are certain areas where the FEIR is defective, and 

because the Commission is responsible tor assessing and 

mitigating environmental impacts of the entire PGT/PG'E proj ect , 

it must make the required corrections . 11 

a .  lttlands . The FEIR understates the impact of the 

PG'E portion of the project on Ca l i fornia wetland s .  central to 

the Cal i fornia wetlands ana lys is is the assumpt ion that " [ h ] igh-

density vernal pool areas often support about 10 percent cover by 

vernal pools and swales and 90 percent cover by upland 

communities . •  FEIR Tables 2-2 , 2 - 5 ,  2 - 6 ,  3 - 9 ,  p. 3 -5 1 .  Yet this 

assumption i s  supported by nothing more than a cursory reference 

� ( • • •  continued) 
Bergland, 4 8 3  F. Supp . 4 6 5 ,  485 ( E . D .  ca l .  1980 ) , aff ' d  in pt • •  

rav•d i n  pt. , 690 F . 2d 753  ( 9th Cir . 198 2 )  (only "supporting 
technica l material or studies [ are ] permitted to be incorporated 
by reference into an environmental statement" )  ( c iting cases ) . 
Wh ile certain information properly can be incorporated by 
reference into an EIS, such information must ( 1 )  be summarized, 
at least briefly, ( 2 )  be readily ava i lable tor publ ic review, and 
( 3 )  not " ( impede) agency and public review of the action . "  4 0  
C . F . R .  S 1502 . 2 1 .  The DEIS falls tar short o f  this standard by 
ta i l ing to adequately discuss and summarize the impacts of the 
PG'E portion of the project . 

11 It is wel l  established that a federal l i censing agency 
preparing an EIS tor a project "must include in its review the 
nonjurisdictional fac i l ities that can reasonably be expected to 
be constructed in conjunction with that project . "  Although 
Altamont has d isputed the conclusion that the PG' E  portion of the 
Expansion project is "nonjurisdictiona l , "  it is nevertheless 
clear that the Commission must review in deta i l  the environmental 
impacts of the � PGT/PG'E project . Such a review i s  
required b y  the CEQ regulations , which the Commission is bound t o  
fol low. 4 0  C . F . R .  S 1508 . 2 5 ;  18 c . F . R .  S 3 8 0 . 1 .  In addition, 
the Commission has adopted this view in a long, consistent l ine 
ot gas pipe l ine certif ication cases . �. � .  Henry y. FPC, 
513 F . 2d 395 ( D . c .  C i r .  1975 ) ; Atlantic Richfield Co. and Intalco 
Aluminum Co. , 49 FERC , 6 1 , 294 ( 1989) ; Great Lakes Gas 
Transmission Co. , 48 FERC , 6 1 , 1 2 7  ( 1989) . 
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to " f i le data . "  Signif icantly,  there has never been any attempt 

to actual ly quantify the acres of Ca l i fornia vernal pools which 

would be af fected by PG' E ' s  construct ion . Moreover ,  it is clear 

that high-dens ity vernal pool areas can eas i ly support much more 

than 10 percent vernal pool cover . � 11 3 1 6-Acre Parcel Project , 

Florin and Excelsior Roads ,  Sacramento County, Wetland/Riparian/ 

Vernal Pool Survey , "  Report Prepared for Carlton Homes of 

Cal i fornia , Sacramento, Ebasco Services , Inc . , 1990 ( f inding 

support tor as much as 3 3 '  vernal pool cover) . It fol lows that 

any attempt to estimate the extent of the acres of vernal pools 

impacted based on the " 10 percent" cover assumption used in the 

FEIR w i l l  significantly underestimate overa l l  wetlands impact in 

Cal i fornia and associated mitigation costs . The Commiss ion 

shou ld independently determine the actual amounts of wetlands to 

be crossed in vernal pool areas and require appropriate 

mitigation techniques in the EIS.  

8 .  Agricultural, Orchard and vineyard Resourcea . 

The FEIR concludes that J J O  acres of orchards and vineyards and 

15 acres of prime farmland would be removed in Cal i fornia to 

construct the PG'E portion of the project . FEIR at 6-192 . 

Notwithstanding thia f inding , the CPUC summarily concludes that 

this would represent a less than s ignif icant impact because " less 

than one percent" of the orchards in any county would be removed . 

DEIS at 40-2 . This "one percent" signif icance criter ia,  however,  

is supported only by purported "professional judgment . "  Use of 

such a smal l  percenta9e is mis leading because Ca l i fornia has an 
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extraordinarily large amount of these agricultural resources . 

Thus, a one percent standard does not ref lect the actual 

significance or the project ' s  impacts on these va luable 

agricultural resources . A mora accurate assessment can be made 

by identifying the actual number of trees or acres ot crops 

impacted by construction . This number would necessarily be large 

and would reveal the true substantial impact on the product ivity 

ot the resources and the l ivel ihood or their owners . As a 

result, the Commission should reassess the s ignif icance ot these 

impacts and require mitigation measures to correct or ease the 

losses that would occur . 

c. Lan4 Oat, The FEIR also disregards the impact o r  

the PC'! portion ot the project o n  other land use s .  For example, 

2 0 . 1  miles or PC'E ' s  proposed route is outside or existing 

util ity corridors in heavily urbanized Contra Costa County. 

Despite the tact that this usage is in confl ict with existing 

county plans and pol icies , the FEIR proposes no reroute or other 

mitigation measures . Instead, the FEIR merely states that "the 

applicant should apply tor and obtain an amendment to county 

plans and pol icies • • •  ( and tha t )  ( i ) f  an amendmen .. is not 

obtained, the impact is signif icant and unavoidable . "  FEIR at 6-

191 . The Commission cannot sidestep these land use issues . The 

f inal EIS must addraat these potent ial impacts and e i ther require 

a reroute or ensure that the amendment to the county plans has 

been obtained so that the impact is reduced to a less than 

significant laval .  

- 1 7 -
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D. Air Quality. Air qua l ity impacts and necessary 

mitiqation measures are a lso inadequately addressed in the FEI R .  

For example, each or the tour air basins and 15 counties 

traveraed by the PG&E pipeline in Cal i fornia are already non­

attainment tor particulate matter less than 10 microns in 

diameter ( "PM10N ) . As a result,  the PG&E portion or the 

Expansion project would contribute to an already s iqnit icant air 

pollution problem. Neverthe less , the FEIR tails to require PG&E 

to submit a dust control plan tor pipe line construction to any 

Air Pollution Control District ( "APCD")  outside o r  the San 

Joaquin Va l ley APCD . To correct this deficiency, PGT/PG&E should 

be required to submit to, and obtain approva l or tuqitive dust 

control plana from, � non-attainment APCD prior to 

construction . 

In sum, without these revisions, the Commission would 

eaaantially iqnore the aiqnit icant environmenta l impacts that the 

PG&E project may create. To correct these def iciencies , the 

Commission must conduct the independent analysis or the entire 

PGT/PG&E project that is required by both NEPA and the NGA . 12 

1Z �. �. 55 Fed. Req . 3 3 0 2 7 ,  3 3 0 4 1  (Auq . 1 3 ,  1990) ; � 
River Sloop Clearwater. Inc. y. Qepartment of Navy, 8 3 6  F . 2d 760 
( 2d Cir.  1988 ) ; Sierra Club y. United States Army Corp ot 
Engineers , 7 0 1  F . 2d 1 0 1 1 ,  1038-39 ( 2d C i r .  198 3 ) ; Sierra Club y. 
Froehlke, 534 F . 2d 1289 ( 8th C i r .  1976 ) ; Henry y. FPC, 5 1 3  F . 2d 
395 ( D . C .  Cir.  197 5 ) ; Atlantic Richfield Co. and Intalco Aluminum 
�. 49 FERC t 6 1 , 294 ( 1989)  ( "NEPA requires that the Commission 
• • • consider the environmental impact or nonj urisdictiona l 
faci l ities which are directly related to a Commission action" ) ;  
Great Lakes Gas Transmission co. , 48 FERC t 6 1 , 127 ( 1989)  
(Commission "obl iqated to consider the impact of the pipe l ine 
taci litiea , includinq nonjurisdictional fac i l ities ) ; � 

( continued • • •  ) 
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IV, �z RZLZVAHT STATUTES AND SOUND PUBLIC POLICY RZQUIRZ A 
COMPRZHZNSIVZ COMPARISON OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OP THE 

ALTAMONT AND POT/PO&Z PROJECTS, 

The CPUC has concluded that PGT/ PG& E ' s  project would 

have a significant adverse impact on the environment even if its 

201 mitigation measures were implemented . � decision of the 

CPUC in Pacific Gas and Electric co. , Dkt . 90- 1 2 - 1 1 9 , s l ip op . at 

144 ( Dec . 27 , 1990) . The CPUC further stated that " [ t ) he 

PGT/PG&E project would result in the greatest level of 

significant environmental impacts of any of the a lternatives 

considered in the draft and f inal EIR , " including the Altamont 

project . ld· at 157 ; alA AlA2 FEIR at 2 - 16 . 15 

ALI-21 1 The DEIS, however , makes no compar ison between the 

Altamont and PGT/PG&E projects . Instead , the DEIS addresses 

separately the environmental impacts of the two proj ects . �. 
DEIS at 2-62 . The only "alternatives" that the DEIS sununarily 

reviews are QtblU: pipeline project proposals,  a "no action" 

� ( • • •  continued) 
Transmission Corp. , 45 FERC ! 6 1 , 298 ( 1988)  ( s ince the 
"nonjurisdictional f ac i l ities are directly related �nd dependent 
upon the authorization to GNC, the nonjurisdictional fac i l ities 
should be included as part of the proposed undertaking " ) . 

15 On February a ,  199 1 ,  the Attorney General of the state of 
Cali fornia f i led a petition for rehearing of the CPUC ' s  dec i s ion . 
Recogniz ing the enormous adverse environmental impact which the 
PG&E project would have in Ca l i fornia and the ava i l a b i l i ty of 
environmental l y  super ior a lternatives to the PG&E project 
( including the Altamont project) , the Attorney General argued 
that the CPUC had violated state environmental standards . 
Request for Rehearing at s-a . This pet it ion for rehearing, 
together with pet itions by Altamont and other parties , is st i l l  
pending before the CPUC , 
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No comparison of the two proposals is required. Both projects are acceptable provided the 
mitigation measures proposed in the FEIS are implemented. The projects are not competing 
alternatives to one another. 



��� � a lternative, DEIS at S-7 through S-10, 2-64 through 2-74 , and 

certa in routing var iations tor individual segments or the 

Altamont and PGT/PG•E projects . 14 

The DEIS' approach is unlawtu l .  The " l inchpin" or an 

EIS is the •detai led description or a lternatives , "  which 

necessar i ly includes a comparison or the envi ronmenta l impacts of 

a lternatives . The two projects are clearly a lternat ives , and as 

such, their impacts must be compared . Fina l l y ,  ir such a 

comparison were made, it would be apparent that the Altamont 

project is environmenta lly super ior . 

A. the Altaaont and PQf/POII rro1eots Are Alternatiyea, 

NEPA "a lternatives• are ident it ied by whether they 

serve the same general objective or purpose . 1, Indeed , the 

14 E...a..., DEIS at 2-48  through 2-52 (Altamont "South Pass 
Variations•)  at 2-22 ( PGT/PG•E "Jepson Pra irie Reserve " ) ; 4C-13 
( PGT/PG•E "Moyie River• alternative a l ignments) ; 6-10 ( PGT/PG•E 
•John Day Canyon Variation " ) . 

,, �. �. City of New York y. u.s. pec • t  of Transportation, 
7 15 F . 2d · 7 3 2 ,  7 4 2  ( 2d Cir.  198 3 ) , �. �. 4 6 5  U . S .  1055 
( 1984 ) ( the agency must •cons ider such a lternatives to the 
proposed action as may part i a l ly or completely meet the 
proposa l ' s  goa l " ) ; Process Gas consumers Group y. USPA, 694 F . 2d 
728 , 769 ( D . C .  Cir.  198 1 ) , cert. denied , 4 6 1  u . s .  905 ( "the range 
or a lternatives need not extend beyond those reasonably re lated 
to the purposes or the project " ) ; Piedmont Heights Ciyic Club. 
Inc. y. Moreland, 637 F , 2d 4 3 0 ,  4 3 6  ( 5th Cir . 198 1 )  ( the goal of 
alternatives section is to ensure consideration of "methods or 
achieving the desired goal other than the proposed action" ) ;  
South Louisiana Environmental Council. IDc. y. sand , 629 F . 2d 
100 5 ,  1017 ( 5th Cir.  1980) ( "NEPA does require a discuss ion of 
all a lternatives to a project which would reduce envi ronmental 
harm whi le st i l l  achieving the goa ls to be accompl ished by the 
proposed action" ) .  
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co .. iaaion has uniformly considered pipel ine proposals as 

a lternatives if they are intended to serve the same basic 

qeoqraphical areas or market . 16 

As recoqnized in the DEIS itself , � " Purpose of the 

Proposed Projects , •  DEIS at 1-5,  the two projects propose to 

serve the same market ( Ca l i fornia) at the same t ime ( fa l l  199 3 )  

with simi lar quantities of Canadian natural qas . In add ition , at 

the Commission ' s  July 1 2 -1 3 ,  1990 techn ical conference , Paula 

Rosput , PGT ' a  Senior Vice Pres ident , acknowledqed that the 

projects are alternatives: 

there are • • • several competinq proposals 
to brinq Canadian qaa into Cali fornia . The 
moat obvious u ltimate proposal that ' s  out 
there riqht now is the Altamont project . 

Statement of Paula Roaput , Tr. at 163 -164 . As such, the Altamont 

and PGT/PG'E projects must be viewed as NEPA a lternatives . 

In f a i l inq to compare the Altamont and PGT/PG'E 

projects as "alternatives" to each other for environmenta l  impact 

16 see � .  Iroquois Gas Transmission System, 53 FERC ! 6 1 , 194 
at 6 1 , 7 2 3  n . 107 ( 1990) ( "a detailed statement of a lternatives is 
meant to ensure, in part, that the dec is ionmaker adequate ly 
considers other means to achieve the des ired objective " ) ; � 
Pipeline Co. ,  5 3  FERC ! 61 , 002 ( 1990) ( EI S  analyzed as 
alternatives three proposa ls to connect Arkoma Basin to 
interstate pipel ines in Arkansas ) ;  Moiaye Pipeline Co. , 4 2  FERC ! 
6 1 , 3 5 1  ( 1988)  ( EIS analyzed as a lternatives the Kern River , 
Mojave and Wyominq-Ca l ifornia pipelines because they a l l  proposed 
to provide natural qas to enhanced o i l  recovery ( " EOR" )  
facil ities i n  southern Ca l ifornia ) ;  Great Lakes Gas Transmission 
�. 3 6  FERC ! 6 1 , 2 7 0  ( 198 6)  ( EI S  analyzed as a lternatives 
various proposals to transport qas to the northeastern United 
States) ; Boundary Gas. Inc. , 29 FERC ! 61 , 006 ( 1984 ) ( EIS 
analyzed as a lternatives various proposa ls to construct pipel ines 
to transport qas from Canada to the northeastern United States ) .  

-21-
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ALI-22 1 analyses purposes, the DEI S  does not provide a rationa le . There 

is only a cryptic statement , at page 2 -62 , to the effect that the 

two projects may not be "competit ive with each other . "  Th is 

statement is factua lly incorrect . In add i t ion, th i s  observation 

fai l s  to justify or expla in the fai lure to treat the Altamont and 

PGT/PG'E projects as NEPA "al ternat ives . "  

The OEI S '  criteria to se lect viable NEPA alternatives 

to the Altamont and PGT/ PG'E projects do not require that the 

projects be •competit ive" with e i ther the Altamont or PGT/PG'E 

proposa l. Indeed, nothing in the NGA l imits consideration of 

NEPA a lternatives or otherwise conf l icts with the Commission ' s  

duties under NEPA. Noncomp l iance with NEPA is permitted only 

where •a clear and unavoidable conf l ict in statutory authority 

exists . •17 

Finally,  the fact Al tamont is seeking a certi f icate for 

its project pursuant to the Comm ission ' s  opt ional procedures 

while PGT is seeking a certi f icate pursuant to the Comm ission ' s  

traditiona l procedures is i rrelevant from a n  environmental 

ana lysis viewpoint .  Indeed, the Commission has often compared , 

as NEPA alternatives,  pipe l i ne proposa ls that were seek ing 

optional cert i f icates with others that were seeking trad it iona l 

17 Flint Ridge peyelooment co. v. Scenic Rivers Ass' n ,  4 2 6  u . s .  
7 7 6 ,  788 ( 1976)  ( emphasis added) ; � � Andrus y. Sierra Club, 
4 4 2  u . s .  3 4 7 ,  350-51 n . 2  ( 1979)  ( same) ; Public Citizen y. NHTSA , 
848 F . 2d 2 5 6 ,  2 6 3  n . 27 ( D . c .  C i r .  1988)  ( same) ; Calvert Cliffs' 
Coordinating Committee y.  AEC, 4 4 9  F . 2d 1 109 ( D . c .  cir . 1 9 7 1 )  
(al leged confl ict with regulatory procedures does not excuse 
noncomp l iance with NEPA) ; 40 C . F . R .  S 1500 . 6 .  

- 2 2 -
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All-23 

cert if icates . For example, in Northeast u . s .  Pipeline Proiects , 

4 6  FERC t 6 1 , 0 1 2  ( 1989 ) , the Commission stated that consideration 

of pipelines seeking optional cert i f i cates 

outside of a comparative hearing w i l l  not , indeed 
cannot , rrevent the Commiss ion from considering the 
superiority of viable alternatives to the proposa ls 
under the Natural Gas Act and the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 ( NEPA) . • • •  [ F ] u l l ,  
complete, and thorough environmental reviews w i l l  be 
conducted on a l l  of the discrete froposals and 
reasonable a lternatives thereto . 1 

B .  As Alternatives, the Znviroamental Iapacts of 
tbe Al taaont and POT/POIZ Proposals Must Be 
AnalYticallY coaDere4. 

Because they are alternatives, the EIS must inc lude a 

comparison of the environmental impacts o f  the Altamont and 

PGT/PGIE proposal s .  such a comparison is required by CEQ 

requlations , prior Commission practice, legal precedent and sound 

public policy .  

CEQ regulations , by which the commiss ion i s  bound , 18 

C . F . R .  S 380 . 1 ,  emphasize that the impacts of a lternatives should 

be presented N i n  comparative form , thus sharply def ining the 

issues and providing a clear basis for choice among options by 

11 � - at 6 1 , 07 0 ;  ... Alag Delta Pipeline Co. , 53 FERC t 6 1 , 002 
( 1990)  ( EIS considered two tradit ional applications as 
a lternatives to Delta ' s  optional appl ication ) ; Wyoming-California 
Pipeline Co. , 4 4  FERC t 6 1 , 00 1  ( 1988)  ( "the WyCal appl icat ion 
[wi l l ]  be treated genera lly the same as any other cert i f icate 
application for purposes of enabling the Commission to comply 
with applicable environmental law, including NEPA" ) .  

- 2 3 -
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the decisionmaker and the pub l ic . "  4 0  C . F . R .  S 1 502 . 1 4 ( emphasis 

added ) , CEQ guidance a l so stress the need for comparison and 

analysis of a lternatives : "most of the ' alternatives ' section 

should be devoted to describing and comparing a lternatives . "  4 6  

Fed . Reg . at 1802 8 .  

Previous Commission pipel ine rul ings,  inc luding cases 

in which appl icants were not entitled to comparative hearings on 

non-environmental issues , similarly requ ire that a l ternatives be 

compared . JAA &lag Iroquois Gas Transmission System, 53 FERC 

t 6 1 , 194 at 6 1 , 7 2 3  n . 107 ( 1990)  (an EIS " forces agencies to fully 

evaluate the environmental effects of each a lternat ive proposa l 

as compared to the impacts of the preferred a l ternative" ) ; � 

Pipeline ccmpany, 53 FERC t 6 1 , 002 ( 1990 ) ; Wyoming-california 

Pipeline, 4 5  FERC t 63 , 005 ( 1988) . Thus , for example , the 

FEIR/ FEIS for the Mojave-Kern River-El Dorado pipel ine projects , 

contained a detailed analysis compar ing the environmental 

consequences of tA£b pipe l ine ' s  preferred route and ranked each 

project according to its relative impacts . 19 Prior case law 

a lso mandates that a l ternatives be �nalyzed in a comparative 

manner . JAA North Buckhead Ciyic Ass ' n  y. Skinner, 903 F . 2d 

153 3 ,  1 5 4 1  ( 1 1th Cir . 1990) ( "the environmental impa�ts of the 

proposal and the a lternatives ( must] be presented in comparative 

form" ) ;  pruid Hills Civic Ass • n  y. Fed. Highway Admin. , 772 F . 2d 

700 , 712-13 ( 11th Cir.  1985) ( same ) ; State of Alaska y. Andrus , 

19 � Mojave-Kern River-El Dorado Natural Gas Pipel ine 
Projects , Final Environment Impact Report/ Statement, Volume I I I ,  
Comparisons and Recommendations , 
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580 F . 2d 4 6 5 ,  4 7 4 -75 ( D . C .  Cir.  1978)  ( same ) ; Minn. Pub. Interest 

Rea . Grp. y. Butz, 54 1 F . 2d 1292 , 1300 ( 8th Cir . 1976) ( EIS 

gather• • in one place a discussion of the relat ive impacts or 

alternative• so that the reasons for the choice o r  a lternatives 

are clear" ) ;  Natural Resources petense Council. Inc . v. Morton, 

458 F . 2d 827 , 8 3 3  ( D . c .  Cir.  19 7 2 )  ( EIS requires "compar ison of 

the net balance for the proposed project with the environmental 

risks presented by a lternat ive courses of action" ) •  

Fina lly,  sound public policy mandates that the Altamont 

and PGT/PG'E project• be compared . over the last several years , 

the Coamiaaion has begun to rely .more heav i ly on market forces to 

determine which or two or more competing natural gas pipel ines 

should be cert ificated . � The Commission ' s  acknowledged role 

under this policy is to fac il itate market entry and provide a 

" level play ing field" for competitors . 

To make the market-based policy work, however,  the 

Commission must use ita certificate proceedings to disclose 

adequate information about compet ing proposa ls , including their 

environmenta l  consequences . Without adequate d isclosure of the 

environmenta l impacts or a proposal and a comparison or the 

impacts of competing proposal s ,  the market w i l l  not have 

sufficient information with which to make intell igent decis ions 

that include environmental considerat ions . 

10 Altamont does not necessarily concede that such a pol icy is 
always appropr iate . 

-2 5-
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Seen in this l ight, NEPA and other env ironmenta l 

statutes, rather than h indering the implementation of the market 

pol icy, actua l ly become an integral part of that pol icy.  NEPA 

and other environmental statutes ensure d isc losure of adequate 

information about the relative environmental impacts and costs of 

mit igation measures of competing projects . Indeed, one o f  NEPA ' s  

most important purposes is t o  disc lose to decis ion-makers , the 

market, and the pub l ic the environmental consequences o f  

competing proposa ls t o  a id in the substant ive dec is ion o f  which 

project to approve . �. Trout Unlimited. Inc. y. Morton, 509 

F . 2d 1276,  1283 ( 9th Cir. 197 4 ) . 

such a disc losure , which necessarily includes a 

comparison of the environmental impacts of competing proposals,  

allows the publ ic and the Commission the opportunity to consider 

adequately,  a long with other market concerns , the environmenta l  

impacts o f  a proposed pipe l ine ,  The Commission ' s  market pol icy, 

therefore , cannot be implemented properly unless a compari son of 

the competing Altamont and PGT/PG&E proj ects is made . Moreover,  

a fai lure to compare the environmenta l impacts o f  these two 

projects w i l l  result in the e levation of market forces above 

environmental concerns, a pol icy that cannot bear ceref u l  

scrutiny. 

- 2 6 -
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ALI-24 

c .  A Coapariaon Bhovs that the Altamont Proj ect 
is Clear ly Environaenta l ly Superior to the 
PGT/PGi! Proia� 

A comparison of the two projects makes it clear that 

the Altamont project, in conjunction with the necessary addit ions 

to the �ern River project, would have a much sma l le r  impact on 

the environment than would the entire PGT/PG&E project.  After 

correcting the questionable data as described previously and in 

more detai l  in Appendices A, B and C,  it becomes evident that the 

Altamont project is superior in v irtua lly every category reviewed 

in the DEi s . zl Table I ,  attached hereto, enumerates the 

potential environmental impacts of both projects and Appendix D ,  

also attached, provides a more complete analysis in narrative 

form. 

C:OI!C:LUSIOII 

The Commission should adopt the herein proposed 

recommendations by Altamont in its f inal EIS . In particular,  a 

Zl A compar i son of the two projects is impeded to soroe degree by 
the manner in which the DEIS presents the underlying 
environmental data . The data for the two pipel ines are , in 
several places , incongruent . For example, di fferences in the 
appl icants ' definit ion of wetlands means that "wetland 
information for PGT and Altamont are not d i rect ly comparable . "  
DEIS at lE-2 . S imilarly, the impact of the Altamont project on 
visual resources is overstated, DEIS at 6-2 8 ,  whi l e  the landsl ide 
potential for the PGT/PG&E project is underestimated and di ffers 
substantially from the presentation o f  Al tamont ' s  data . The 
fai lure to fully analyze or describe the environmental impacts of 
the PG&E portion of the PGT/ PG&E project in Ca l i fornia a lso makes 
it d i f f icult to conduct a full and complete compar i son between 
the Altamont and PGT/ PG&E proposals.  

-27 -
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coapariaon or the proposed projects should be prov ided . With 

these aodif ications and additions , it w i l l  become even more 

obvious that the Altamont project is environmenta l ly superior to 

the PG&T/PG&E project. Given the extreme disparity in the 

environmental consequences of the two projects,  PGT ' s  certif icate 

application should be denied . 

By : 

March 4 ,  1991 
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Uc-/J . L.J,.. 
FrederlcC. Berner , :Jt. t I'CJJ 
David T. Buente 
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( 202 ) 429-4 107 
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Altamont Gas Transmission 

Company 
P . O .  Box 2 5 1 1  
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TABLE I SUMMARY COMPARISON OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
ASSOCIATED WITH THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE POT /PO&£ 
EZPAMSION PROJECT AMD THE ALTAMONT PROJECT

" 

Altamont & 
PGT/ PG'E Kern River 

Resource Area/ Impact Fac i l ities Expansion 
Fac i l it ies• 

OEOLOOY 

Potential act ive faults crossed 2 0b o< 
Mi les in Seismic Risk Zona Three 4 04b 0 

Mi les of active volcanic areas a sb 0 

Mi les of l iquefaction potential 50 . 6  1 .  ad 

Mi les of landsl ide potential 2 1 .  sb 3 . 2  

SOILS 

Mi les or prime farmland crossed 2 9 1 . 7  a• 

Miles of soil disturbed with poor or l l 2 . a  2 5 2 1 

poor-to fair rehabi litation potential 

WATER QUALITY 

Number of perennial stream crossings 7 0  6 1  

Number of intermittent stream 2 0 5  1 2 7  
croasinqs1 

Number of major r iver crossings 17 9 

Number of vaterbody crossings with l 2 
contaminated sediments� 

LlUID USE 

Number of residential structures 1 2 4  0 
located within 50 feet of 
construction r ight-of-way 

Total acres of land temporarily 
disturbed 

1 3 , 7 5 7 . 5  7 , 5 6 5  

Acres of cropland temporar i ly 
disturbed 

4 , 2 1 2 . 6  2 , 4 9 5  

Mi les of federa l  land crossed 1 4 1 .  a 2 0 6 1 

This table vas compiled by aggregating impacts of PGT 
fac i l it ies with those of PG&E facil ities on Table S-2 / 6- 1  
and b y  aggregating impacts of Altamont fac i l ities with those 
of Kern River expans ion facil ities on Table S - l / 6- 2 . No 
attempt has been made to change the information unless 
otherwise footnoted . 
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Resource Area/ Impact 

Table I 
(cont inued) 

Mi les of state/ local land crossed 

Number of land use pol icy{requlatory 
conf l icts 

V!G�ATIOM AND WILDLIFB 

Acres of wetland/riparian habitat 
crossed 

Acres of forest temporar i ly disturbed 

Number of federally l isted or 
proposed threatened or endanqered 
plant species potent ially affected 

Number of federal l y  l i sted or 
proposed threatened or endanqered 
wild l i fe species potentially affected 

Acres of big game habitat 
significantly af fected' 

Acres of upland game bird habitat 
signif icantly a ffected 

Acres of waterfowl habitat 
siqni ficantly af fected 

FIBB!RI!B 

Number of federal ly l isted or 
proposed threatened or endanqered 
f ish species potenti a l ly affected 

Number of anadromous f i sheries 
crossed 

Number of important spawninq streams 
crossed 

Number of important recreational 
f isheries crossed 

BOCIO!COMOMICB 

AIR QUALITY 

Number of new compressor stations 

Number of compressor station 
add it ions 

AL-36 

Altamont & 
PGT/PG&E Kern River 

Fac i l it ies Expansion 
Fac i l it ies• 

10 . 8  60 

1 j oi 

4 7 . 2° 2 5 5  

2 6 3 1  3 0 . 8  

8 0 

14 9 

150 1o• 

94 . 5  10. 

67 0 

7 1 

18 0 

2 3  8 

2 4  14  

NQ" NSI0 

1 1 1  

4 2 



Reaource Area/ Impact 

Table I 
(cont i nued ) 

Number or compressor stat ions 
requirinq PSD review 

KOIIB QUU.I'lY 

Number or compressor stations 
exceedinq 55 dBA 

'lRAIIIPOR'lA'liOK 

PUBLIC IAJ'I'lY 

CUL'lURAL RIIOURCII 

Number or known a ites within APE 

Mi les or a iqni r icant palaontoloqic 
rormations crossed 

VISUAL RI80URCI8 

Mi lea or h iqh or moderate viaual 
impact 

Altamont & 
PGT/PG&E Kern River 

Fac i l it ies Expansion 
Fac i l i  t ies• 

J 7 

1 0 

NSI NSI 

NQ NSI 

2 2 0  193  

540 2 4 lp 

2 4 2 . J lb 97 . 2  
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Resource Area/ Impact 

Tab l e  I 
(continued) 

Altamont & 
PGT/PG&E I Kern River 

Fac i l i t ies Expansion 
Fac i l ities• 

Footnotes 
• Kern River expansion fac i l it ies include construction of f ive 

new compressor stations and instal lation or additional 
compression at two other stations . Because a l l  expansion 
faci l ities would be located at discrete s ites , some 
parameters are not relevant and are therefore marked "NR" . 

b Includes FEIR data . 
• Whi le the two fau lt systems that the Altamont route would 

cross are bel ieved to be inactive . 
• Liquefiable sediments are round at the preliminary location 

of Kern River Compressor Station No. 3 in the Utah County ,  
Utah . 

• Potentially prime farmland in Montana ( requires irriqation 
to be desiqnated as "prime " ) . 

1 Poor to poor-to-fair rehabi l itation potent ial soi ls may be 
encountered at r ive or the pre l iminary Kern River compressor 
station site s .  

• Includes ephemeral streams and cana l s .  Only maj or 
intermittent streams are included . 

• Only includes waterbodies with known contaminated sediments . 
1 The pre l iminary location of Kern River Compressor Station 

Nos . 6 and 8 i s  on land administered by the BLM . Assumes 
the number " 1814 . 911 in the "Kern River Expansion Faci l i ties" 
co111111ents should read 11011 • 

I As indicated elsewhere in the DEIS ( e . q .  p. 6-37) , on 
November 2 8 ,  199 0 ,  Altamont f i led modif ications to its 
proposed route which removed the one conf l ict l i sted on 
Tables s-3 and 6-2 . The PG&E project would encounter a land 
use conf l ict in contra Costa county . 

t Est imate for PGT/PG&E does not include 9 . 3  acres of r iparian 
habitat and 326 acres or vernal pool habitat . Est imate for 
Altamont includes def lation bas ins . As the DEIS notes, the 
estimates are overstated for Altamont and understated for 
PGT/ PG&E for other reasons as we l l .  

1 Does not include siqnif icant beneficial impacts, or any 
siqnif icant impact on miqration corridors . 

• Kern River ' s  Compressor Station No. 2 in Morqan County, 
Utah, may impact certain bird and biq qame habitat . Twenty 
acres or impact are assumed . 

" NQ•Not quant i fiable . • NSI•No siqnif icant impact . 
P Potenti a l ly siqnif icant pa leontoloq ica l resources may be 

encountered at the pre l iminary location of Kern River 
Compressor Stations Nos . 3 and 6 .  
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Aependh A - c ..... nto Re9ardln9 the A1tall0nt Project and Both Project• 
Cenerallr 

Page/Para/Line 

AL2-I 1 S-11 ; 5 ; 8·10 

AL2·2 � 5-ll ;  
5-19 1 
1-l 

ll 1 
Tabla 5-l ;  

AL2-3 I S-19;Tabla S·l 

AL2-4 1 S·22 ; 51 All 

f l \doca\TC!91A02.WPD 
A/8 Docu•ents 

Comment or Question 

The D£15 atate1 that • • • •  adequate reva9etat lon on 
port lona of Alta•ont ' a  proposed r l9ht-of-war •ay take 
yaara . •  The word •oavaral " ahould be added In front of 
the word •yaara• 1n the aantance on pa9a 5-18 to be 
cona 1otant with the vord1n9 on pa9e S-1 5 .  

The D£15 otatea1  •ceolo9y-related !•pacta poo ln9 the 
9raate1t potent ial hazard to Alta•ont ' a  pipeline 
Include potent ially active fau1 t a ,  areal with hl9h 
llquafact lon potential ,  and areaa of landallde 
potential . Table S-l preaent1 thla ou .. ary In tabular 
for • . •  Thl 1  otate•ent can be read to •ean that the 
co .. loa lon bellevea that Alta•ont ' a  project .. y present 
1 l9nlf lcant 9•olo9 lcal l•pacto . However ,  f inal route 
al l9naent , baaed on 9eotechnlcal lnveat l9atlona, w i l l  
lead t o  leaa-than-al9nlf lcant !•pacta aaaoclated w i t h  
faulta,  liquefiable oubatratea, and landsl ides alonq 
Alta•ont • a· route. Indeed, on pa9e 4A-7,  para . 2 ,  
line 6 ,  the DEIS conclude• that becauoe at ron9 9round 
1hak ln9 Ia not likely, "the probabi l i t y  of 
liquefact ion-related da•a9e to the pipeline Ia  
therefore considered laos than 1 l9nlf lcant . •  AI  a 
resu l t ,  the lan9ua9e on pa9e1 S-18 concernln9 these 
9eolo9lcal r l1k1 ahould be appropr iately •ed i f ied with  
respect to Alta110n t ,  and Table 5•l  chan9ed to Ind icate 
that no •11•• of liquefact ion or land•l lde potent ial 
will ba l•pacted by the Alta110nt pipel ine . 

The ltate•ent In the DEIS about • [ a )crel of cropland 
te•porarlly d l oturbed , •  11 obvlou1ly NOT 1814 . 9  a• 
1hown for Kern River . Th l1  nu•ber appl lal Instead to 
PC•E ' I  fac l l l t leo.  For Kern River , las• than lO acres 
would be d l1turbad . 

Line l contradict• lin•• 5 and 6 ,  with reepect to 
d l1turbance of faderal ly• l l•ted or proposed threatened 
or endan9ared plant •paclea or thelr hab i tat . Line l 
aay1 1uch 1peclas or habitat would be af fected and 
l ines 5 and 6 aay they would not . The conclus ion on 
line• 5 and 6 Ia correct , and l ine l ahould be 110dlf lad 
accordln9ly, for the followln9 raaoona.  Table S•l 
( pa9e 5·201  Indicate• that � acral of bl9 9a••• upland 
9ame b i rd or water fowl habitat would be affected by 
Altamont fac i l i t ie s .  Furthermore, Tabla• 4£- 12 (paqa 
4£·57 ) and 4£-14 ( paqe 4E-6 l )  also ehov theae lmpacta 

A·l 
March 4 ,  1991 

12 : 49 pm 
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AL2-l 

AL2-2 

AL2-3 

AL2-4 

(STAFF'S RESPONSE TO APPENDIX A) 

We disagree. Use of the word "several" may be construed to mean less than five. Based on 
our analysis and consultations with soil conservation authorities and land managers in the area, 
we continue to feel that portions of Altamont's proposed route may take longer to revegetate. 

The Commission staff believes that geologic factors pose a potential hazard to the Altamont 
pipeline. We agree that final route alignment and appropriate engineering designs, as needed, 
would reduce potential hazards to less-than-significant levels. However, alignment has not yet 
been finalized and designs not yet completed. Further, our belief that ground shaking would 
not be strong enough to liquefy the sediments in Fremont and Sweetwater County does not mean 
that these sediments are not potentially liquefiable. 

Comment accepted. See changes to Table S-3 and 6-2. 

Comment noted. See changes to the Executive Summary and Chapter 6, as well as detailed 
responses to comments raised in Appendill 8 of this comment letter. 
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Comment or Quest ion 

to be less than e i q n i f icant . Therefor e ,  the e x i st ing 
reference at pa�e s-22 of the DEIS to olqnlf lcant 
lapacts on these species by Altamont ohould be deleted. 

See comment on page lL-S,  para  l ,  l ines 5-6 . 

The nu•ber • 1 •  under the •proposed Route• should be 
changed to •o• to reflect the •lnor route realignment 
aade by Altamont on November 2 8 ,  1990. 

Insert the word •co•peting• between the words • two• and 
•propoaal•· · 

coapres1or Stat ion 16 ( Faroon l Is ohown to be located 
In Sublette County, when It 11 actually located in 
Sweetwater County just 1outh and we1t of the 
Sublette/Sweetwater County l ine. In add i t ion, WyCal 
Pipel ine 1hould be deleted and Kern River Pipe l i ne 
1hould reea in,  with •proposed• re•oved . 

Add sentence fol lowing " 1989" . Publ ic meet ln91 were 
al1o held jointly by the BLN and State of Wyoming ln 
Wor land, Cheyenne and Ke .. erer on OCtober 19  and 20,  
1989. 

By letter dated December J, 1990, WyCal requeoted that 
BLN 1uspend all act l v l t lel on lt1 appl icat ion and has 
Ind icated ln var lou1 forums that l t  will not proceed 
w i t h  lt1  proposed pipel ine .  Thu1, the EIS ohould be 
aod l f led to Indicate that WyCal lo not a viable 
alternat ive to the other propooed project o .  

" 4 4 , J J J  HP" ohould read " 47 , 800 HP, "  ao per Altamont ' •  
cert i f icate applicat ion and Table 2-9 ( p .  2-45 1 .  

The DEIS describe• • a  microwave communicat ion system• 
a1 a requi red fac i l i t y .  However ,  Al taaont has not yet 
determined whether the coamunlcat lon eyetem w i l l  be a 
alcrowave eyetem � a oatell l te eyotea. The EIS ohould 
be aodlf led to recognize thlo  opt lcn. 

It ls  1tated that Altamont plane to ma intain a cent ral 
f ield off ice ln B l l l lnqo, Montana. Howeve r ,  Altamont 
hao not f lnally oelected the locat ion• of f ield off ices 
and may not need a cent ral f ield off ice . Thlo 
Informat ion ahould be reflected ln the EIS. 

The phrase • • • .  Internat ional border town of Wi ld Horse, 
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AL2-5 

AL2-6 

AL2-7 

AL2-8 

AL2-9 

AL2-IO 

AL2- I I  

AL2-12 

AU-13 

AL2- 14 

See response to Comment AL2-42 below. 

Comment accepted. See change to Tables S-3, S-4, 6-2, and 6-3, as well as other locations 
where the DEIS discussed the original route crossing of the NHL. 

The stafrs position is that the two projects are not competitive. 
Comment ALI -2 1 .  

Comment partially accepted. WyCal still holds two optional cenificates. 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter I .  

See response to 

Comment panially accepted. See response to Comment AL2-8 above and changes to Chapter 2. 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 2. 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 2. 

Comment accepted. See changes to Chapters 2 and 4G. 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 2. 
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Montana• should be chan9ed to read •Port of W i ld Horse,  
Montana• .  

After Sweetwater add •L incoln• County plus •2s•  a l les . 

The Yel lowstone R iver crossln9 11 near MP 2 5 7 ,  not 
MP 1 5 7 .  

The proposed Altamont route does not cross the Sand 
Draw Oil  and Gas Field . The Intended reference aay be 
to the Musk rat Creek or Alka l i  Butte O i l f ield.  

The DEIS states that " l t l he Cont inental Divide would be 
crossed about a •lle  southeast of South Pass near 
MP 529,  as would a saall port ion of the South Pass 
Nat ional Histor ic Landmark ( NHL )  near MP 5)1 . "  
However ,  as the footnote properly notes,  t h i s  crossln9 
of the NHL has been ellalnated . The state•entl In 
footnote 1 should be •oved to the aaln body of the 
report In the FEIS .  

The proper reference •ay be t o  the Sand Draw O i l  Field 
rather than Sand H i l l s .  

§!! coa.ent o n  2-44 , para . J ,  l ine 7 . Thus, reference 
to add it ional r l9ht·of-way Is preaature . If a 
satell ite co .. unlcatlon syste• 11 used, no add i t ional 
rl9ht·of•way would be needed . The text should be 
revised accord ln9 l y .  

The text describes a control center proposed a t  
Blll ln91 alon9 with poss ible distr ict off ice locat ions 
at Lewistown, B l l l ln91 and Riverton. As previously 
noted, Altaaont has not f inally selected the locat ion 
for Its  control center or I ts f ield off ice s .  Indeed, 
the control center ••Y be located in Tenneco Gas •  
aaster control center outside o f  Houston. The text 
should be revised accord ln9 l y .  

The text states that herbic ides would not b e  used 
within fenced areas at co•pressor and •eterln9 
stat ions . However ,  ln some instances use of herbic ides 
•ay be the preferable •ethod of weed cont rol . The EIS 
should be revised to a l low the use of herbicides within  
these fenced areas In accordance with appropriate le9al 
requ i rements.  

Altaaont wishes to rev ise cer tain of the data shown In 
Table 2-ll (p.  2-6))  and Table 4H-l ( p .  4H-) ) ,  based 
upon aore recent lnforaat lon concernln9 the Add it ional 
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AL2-IS 

AL2-16 

AL2-1 7  

AU-1 8  

AU- 19 

AU-20 

AU-2 1 

AU-22 

AU-23 

AL-4 1 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 2. 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 2. 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 2. 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 2. 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 2. 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 2. 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 2. 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 2. 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 2 and 4H. 
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Compress ion Fac i l i t ies on the Kern River System. 
Spec if ical ly,  t he horsepawer (hp)  for the stat ions 
shown on Table 2 · 1 1  In Clark County ( Nevada ) at 
Mi lepast 9 should be revi sed to 2 0 , 000 and In San 
Bernardino County (Ca l i forn ia ) at Mi lepost 28 should be 
revi sed to 1 0 , 000.  Also on Table 4H-l ( p .  4H- 1 1  the 
•propOs•d hp column at Kern River Compressor stat ions 
No. 6 and No. 8 should be revised to 2 0 , 000 and 1 0 , 000,  
respect ively. The "No Emiss ions• column should be 
revi sed accordingly to' 254 and 127 tons/year for 
stat ions No. 6 and 8 ,  respect ively .  

Moreover , kern R iver •ay subs t i tute a n  elect r ic dr ive 
compressor un i t  at the San Bernardino County 
(Ca l i fornia ap. 28)  stat ion , Instead of a gas turbine 
d r i ven un i t ,  due to the close prox iMity  of an elec t r ic 
pOwer 9eneratlon •tat lon . 

Spec i f ic site-rated horsepawer lnfor•at lon for all of  
the Kern River system compressor add it ion• w i l l  be 
supplied by Kern River at such t ime as Kern River f i les 
an appl icat ion to construct Ito Incremental fac i l i t ie s .  

The phrase • • • •  t h e  Cedar R idge Fault  • • • •  • should be 
replaced wlthl  • • • • •  the Cedar R idge/Dry Fork fau l t  
system • • • •  • .  The same replace•ent should b e  made In 
l ine 6 .  

The phrase • • • •  the Cedar R idge Fault  • • •  • should be 
replaced w i t h  • • • •  the Cedar R idge/Dry Fork fau lt  
system • • •  • .  The sa•e replacement should be aade In 
l ine 6 .  

The DEIS states that • [ a J  total o f  91  strea••• 
Including 15  perenn ial rivera and st reams, 40 
lnter•lt tent •trea•s, and 18  ephemeral at rea•s, would 
be crossed ln Montana . •  Howeve r ,  t hese desl9nat lons 
were baaed on named drainages as shown on USGS 
topagraphlc aaps . The actual number of perennial and 
lnter•l t tent drainages crossed by the Altamont pipe l i ne 
will  be conslderably smal ler , whi le the number of  
ephemeral drainages will  be somewhat greate r .  Th is Is 
becauoe USGS •applng criteria,  par t icularly on older 
•ape, do not accurately depict whether a st rea• I a  
perennial or ephemeral . Many of  the drainages that 
were mapped by USGS as Intermit tent are, In fact , 
ephemeral . S im i larly,  some atrea•a that were mapped as 
perenn ial may actually be lnter•l ttent or ephemeral . 
Flnal route design , prepared In the year pr ior to 
construct ion, w i l l  appropr iately address each dra inage 
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AL2-24 

AL2-25 

AL2-26 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 3A. 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 3A. 

Comment noted. See change to Chapter 3C. You are correct that named drainages shown on 
USGS topographic maps were used to compile baseline data. While we do not necessarily 
disagree with your assessment that the number of intermittent and perennial streams may be 
smaller and the number of ephemeral drainages greater than that represented in the DEIS, we 
have not changed these numbers for the FEIS. As a practical matter, implementation of our 
Stream and Wetland Construction and Mitigation Procedures would reduce impact associated 
with stream crossings to less than significant levels. 
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and character i ze more accurately the nature of the 
flovo. Minor real l9nment1 of the propooed route v l l l  
fur ther deer•••• t h e  number o f  perennial 1t r••• 
crossin9s , because these al i9nment1 w i l l  be 
del i berately placed to avoid •• aany cro1 1 i n91 a1 
posolble. The EIS should be revloed to ref lect each of 
these ref inements ,  10 that the reader understand• that 
the nuabet of both perennial and lnteralt tent dralna9e1 
cro11ed v l l l  be auch oaalle r .  

!!! co•••nt on p .  1·4 , Fl9ure 1-Z . 

The DEIS otate1 that " ( a lccordln9 to the Montana 
Depar taent of Ri9hwayo (MDH ) ,  at leaot 15 feet of 1cour 
11 pooolble . •  Thll aotlaate 11 not applicable for the 
follovln9 reason1 . F l r o t ,  thl•  otate•ent 11 ba1ed upon 
ocour depth calculated at the Wini f red br ld9•• at leaot 
]0 •l lel downot r••• f ro• the propooed Altaaont 
cro11ln9. Thll an unreasonably 9reat dlotance to usa 
as a baa l l  for extrapolatln9 for scour depth at the 
locat ion of Altaaont ' l  cro11 ln9 . The aax laua depth of 
ocour and appropr iate depth of cover vlll be deter•lned 
for the actual crosoln9 fro• f ield ca1e •••plea vhlch 
vlll be taken dur l n9 the 1991 ••••on . This lnforaat lon 
v l l l  be 9ene rated for appropr iate peralt applicat ions 
and vlll  be forwarded to the co .. lsl lon ltaff at that 
t l••· 

Second, thie est i•ate relate• to • local ecour •  vhlch 11 
cauoed by a local obst ruction, such a1 br ld9e plero,  
abutaantl and other objectl that perpetually obstruct 
the flow ln d i fferent ways . However ,  an lnotalled 9as 
pipel ine does not pose a r l1k of " local"  scour . After 
construction, excavated bed •aterlals vlll be placed ln 
the trench and the bed returned to Its  approxlaate 
or l9lnal conf l9urat lon . No p i lei of excavated 
aater lals vhlch aay di rect flov1 dur ln9 ext re•• runoff  
event1 v l l l  be left ln the channel or on the overbank 
areas. In cont ras t ,  the only r isk of 1cour posed by 
Alta•ont • •  pipe l i ne 1 1  known aa •9eneral acour . •  
General scour 1 1  provided by the labalance l n  oedl•ent 
tranoport and may Include const ruct ion at a b r l d9e 
openln9 or encroachaent by valley val l s ,  9eneral 
a99ravat lon and de9radatlon of the straaabed and scour 
Induced by the curvature affec t .  General scour ln a 
par t icular stream var ies vlth locat ion and ls dependent 
upon channel shape, nature of the banks and overbank 
areas and channel slope, a• wel l  as bed aaterlal  size 
and armor ln9 . ( Leopold, Wolaan ' M i l ler , "Fluvial 
Procesoes ln Geoaorpholo9y" ( 1964 ) ) .  
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AL-43 

AL2-27 

AL2-28 

See response to Comment AL2-8 above. 

Comment noted. See change to Chapter 4C. This information was included at the specific 
request of the State of Montana, a cooperating agency in the preparation of this EIS. We have 
recommended that the proposed crossing of the Missouri River be conducted using the 
directional drilling technique. If this technique is employed, the scour depth issue is irrelevant. 
If appropriate mitigation measures are developed which would allow Altamont to construct this 
crossing using a traditional wet trench approach, then this issue would be resolved prior to 
issuance of Montana's floodplain development permit and easement grant for crossing stale 
waters. 
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Therefore, the •ax imu• depth of 1cour at the proposed 
pipel ine crossin9 should be substantially lesa than 15 
feet . Consequent ly, thia portion of the EIS should 
thus be revised to make it clear that t h i s  actual depth 
of scour at the pipeline w i l l  not necessar i ly be 15 
feet and will be determined and resolved aa described 
above . 

Altaaont di sa9rees with the assert ion in the DEIS that 
the Yel lowstone R i ver channe l at the proposed crossin9 
I a  h i9hly unatable and erosive. The Laurel crosain9 of 
the Yel lowstone R iver referred to in the DEIS is 
approximately 7·10 ai les downst ream f rom Altamont ' •  
propoaed crossin9 . Inatab i l i ty at that d i atant 
locat ion do•• not mean that the area at wh ich Altamont 
propoaea to cross the Yel lowstone is similarly 
unstable. 

In i t a  prel iainary invest i9at ion of the Yel lowstone, 
Altaaont found no evidence of s i9nif icant channel 
inatab i l i t y  at the crosain9, other than ainor a h i f t in9 
of 9ravel bars w i t h in the channe l ,  and very slow 
lateral bank erosion into Cretaceous shale c l i f f s  alon9 
the south bank. Low, stab i l ized sand dunes several 
yards nort h  of the north bank su99est  that the channe l 
has not ai9rated to that point dur in9 the Holocene 
(asauain9 the dunes are Late Plei stocene in a9e ) .  
Shale bedrock I a  probably very shallow, 10 to 20 feet 
below the channel bed . No evidence has been found to 
indicate that the t renchin9 across the cobble/9ravel 
bed of the r iver and any ahal low shale bedrock below 
would lead to channel instab i l i t y .  Moreove r, any such 
construction-induced !notab i l i ty would be s i te­
apec i f ic,  and not necessar i ly related to reported 
instab i l ity  at the Laurel pipeline croasin9 . 

In addit ion, the bed and bank mater ial• are not h i9hly 
eroaive, and there would not be a major influx of 
sediment into the r iver dur in9 const ruct ion. Wh ile  the 
MDH conaiders the f u l l  lJ feet of al luvium at t he 
Laurel and Coluabus br id9es to be within the •scour 
zone , •  t h i 1  value of scour referl to local scour as is 
caused by a local obstruct ion . Aa we explained above 
(Chapter JC, pa9e 1 1 ,  para. 2 ,  l ine J ) ,  9eneral scour 
is dependent upon aite  spec i f i c  channel characterist ics 
and may be cons iderably less than local scou r .  In 
fac t ,  f ield studies done by Dan Nebe l ,  En9 ineerin9 
Geolo9 i s t ,  HKM Assoc iates ( Bi l l in9s , Montana ) ,  
demonstrate that the bed of the Yellowstone River is  
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AL2-29 Comment noted. See change to Chapter 4C. This information was included at the specific 
request of the State of Monlana. Its validity would be determined during Mon1ana's  permitting 
process. 
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well araored In this reach with aed lan bed •aterlal 
size In the ran9• of four to s i x  Inch•• or lar9e r .  

Therefore, the maxl•u• depth o f  scour at the proposed 
croasln9 probably will  be leas than 13 fee t .  
Nevertheless, the hydraulic and 9eo•orphlc 
characterlatlca of the actual crosaln9 site will be 
determined, and the potential for scour analyzed, 
durln9 the per• l t t ln9 phase and aub•l t ted to the 
co .. lss lon at that t l•e . In add it ion, the depth of 
alluvial aaterlal will  be est laated baaed upon 
ava ilable nearby well l091 and visual observation of 
bedrock In the channel,  banks and overbank areas , 
Depend ln9 upon the results of the•• evaluations, the 
actual crossln9 construct ion ••thod and potential 
l•pacta will be deter•lned. Potent ial alternative 
crossln9 ••thods will also be evaluated. Thus, this 
para9raph of the DBIS should be revised to ell•lnate 
the declaration that the rellowatone River Channel Ia 
unstable or erosive at the croaaln9 point and to 
Indicate that scour depth risks will  be deter•lned and 
re .. olved at the per•ltt ln9 ata9e, •• dncrlbed above . 

� co .. ent on 3C-9, para 3, l ine 1 ,  

� co .. ent on pa9• 2·4 7 ,  para, 4 ,  l ine 5 ,  

The OBIS states that " [ n )orth of Farson, the route 
would cross the Ore9on·Moraon Trail near MP 560 . 5 . "  To 
avoid any l•pllcat lon that this croasln9 would affect 
visual resources , Altaaont IU99••t• addln9 1 "At this 
croasln9, the historic trail  has been obscured by a 
privately-owned hay f leld, so the Trail Ia no lon9er 
dlat ln9ulshable . •  

The correct source of this table 1 1 1  County Weed 
Boards, Montana and County/Weed and Peat Cont rol 
Dist r icts,  Wyoaln9 .  

The statement about availab i l i t y  of aerial  photos Is  
not accurate. Aerial photos ( 1 1 12 , 000 ) were made 
available to FERC staff for all route variat ions . 

The OBIS Ident i f ies a l x  croaaln91 of Rosa Fork Creek , 
As Ia Indicated In a footnote In subsequent text 
sections 1 • · 9 ·  p. 6·38, 154 ) ,  Altaaont filed route 
real l9n•ents on Noveaber 28, 1990 , reducln9 the number 
of croaaln91 to two. 

In Montana section, Stur9eon chub, "Gila spp . •  should 
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AU-30 See response to Comment AU-26 above. 

AU-31 Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 3D. 

AU-32 Comment noted. See change to Chapter 3D. 

AU-33 Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 3E. 

AU-34 Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 3E. 

AU-3� Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 3E. 

AU-36 Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 3E. 
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be "Hybops l s  gel lda . •  

I t  1hould be noted that the Beaver Creek route 
real l9nment f l led by Altamont on November 28, 1990 
avoldl a Stambau9h Creek cros1ln9. 

The Number of ca•pslte• ( 35 )  for the Mart insdale, MT, 
ha• not been included ln the county tota l .  

•st l l lvater• 1hould read •sweetwater • .  

!!! comment on pa9e 2-& J ,  Table 2 - 1 1 .  

The E I S  •hould be mod l f led t o  •tate that •axlmum 
d lltance allowed between ••ctlonal l z ln9 block valves 
for Cla•• 1 locat ion• l• 20 alles . 

The DEIS •tate• that " locat ions where the ( PCT/PC,E) 
plpellne would be adjacent to ex l1tln9 r l9ht 1-of·vay 
vera not characterized as v i sually ••n• l t lve becau•• 
the vl1ual lapact on th••• 1 l tes l• prlmar l ly 
lncreaental . "  Clven thl•  a•••rtlon, Table JL-2 should 
be aodl fled becau•• the exl1tln9 table falls to 
con• l•tently pre1ent Altamont ' •  potent ial vl•ual 
iapac t l .  Portions of Altamont ' s  proposed route between 
MP 532•55 ln the South Pas• area fol low an exl1t ln9 
telephone cable r l9ht·of·vay and, hence, vlaual impacts 
ln the area •hould also be con•ldered incremental . 
Slmllarly,  the proposed route relocat ion to the north 
1lde of SR 28 ln the South Pas• area l• adjacent to the 
h l9hvay r l9ht·of•vay and v lsual lapact s  there should 
also be considered lncreaenta l .  These •od l f lcatlona 
should be noted ln Table JL-2 . 

M l lepo•t• 264 . 6 ,  266 . 9  and 561 . 5  colnclde v l t h  pr ivate 
lands vhlch •hould not be included ln thl• table, 
accordln9 to the atateaent on pa9e JL- 5 ,  para. J ,  l lne 
4 .  

The Table •hould be reformatted t o  dl1t ln9u lsh between 
prehl1tor lc and h l•tor lc cultural resources ln order to 
colnclde vlth  the correspondln9 narrative textual 
descr lpt lon1 . 

The DEIS states that • [ m)any of the roads and tralls  
bu l l t  dur ln9 t h l s  t l•• • as val l  ••  the a l nln9 
communlt les of South Pa•• C l t y ,  At lantic C l t y ,  Mlners 
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AL2-37 

AL2-38 

AL2-39 

AL2-40 

AL2-41 

AL2-42 

AL2-43 

AL2-44 

AL2-45 

We disagree. Stambaugh Creek would now be crossed near MP 505.3. 
November 1990 realignment would avoid Tweed Creek. 

Comment accepted. See change to Table JG-5. 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter JH. 

See response to Comment AL2-23 above. See also changes to Chapter 31. 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter JK. 

However, lhe 

Comment noted. See change to Chapter JL. Table JL-2 does not list the expected impacts that 
the project would have on any location. It is a table of visually sensitive areas. See also 
revised Chapter 4L and Table 4L-3. 

Comment accepted. See changes to Tables JL-2 and 4L-3, and Chapter 4L. 

Comment accepted. See change to Table JM-2. 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 3M. 
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Delight and Fort Stambaugh ( all l isted In the NRHP ) ,  
are within the project area . •  The term "within  the 
project area• Is  vague and creates an impression that 
the pipeline route will lapact these communi t ies,  and 
•many of the roads and trails bu ilt  during this tlae• . 
However, many of these si tes aay al ready be Inelig ible 
for Inclusion on the NRHP, due to prior disturbances 
and a resulting loss of Integr ity  as an histor ic 
resource . Al l d i scussions of resources ln the EIS 
known to be s ituated outside the APE and study cor r i dor 
should be revi sed to clar ify that they are beyond the 
APE, and to aake lt expl icit that no l•pact to these 
resources Is  expected. 

The statement " l n lo t r ibal lands would be crossed • . •  • 
should be reworded to " l n )o reservation land would be 
crossed • • •  , •  ln recognit ion that the route crosses the 
aboriginal terr itor ies of aany t r ibal groups. 

!!! comment on p.  3M- 1 3 ,  para . 6, l ine 2 , 3 .  

Altamont suggests that a new paragraph be Inserted 
after existing paragraph 4 as follow•• "Altamont plans 
to Ident ify alneral resource owners with Interests ln 
lands crossed by the proposed pipel ine route, negot iate 
acceptable tar•• and cond i t ions for crossing these 
clalas, aake •lnor rout ing adjust•ents as requ i red , or 
acqu i re the necessary right-of-way. •  This will make lt 
clear that Altamont will resolve any of the DEIS '  
suggested conflicts with potential future alneral 
development act l v l t les ln  the vicinity of its pipel ine . 

The DEIS would require Alta•ont to use a paraplow or 
sl•llar •winged" deep plow to loosen coapacted soi l .  
Because the ground over port ions of . the Altaaont route 
1• too rocky to use such a plow, Altamont may need to 
use a r i pper attachment on a bulldozer or grader to 
alleviate compact ion, because th is  Instrument ls more 
effective In such soi l s .  Therefore, the EIS should be 
changed to allow for the use of r ipper attachments ln 
rocky area s .  

Concerning topsoil stripping , t h e  DEIS states that 
"Al tamont • • •  would salvage between 4 and 12 Inches of 
topsoil  or available surf ic ial eaterlal along the 
ent ire length of l t s  proposed route . •  Altamont 
recommends adding : " I n  the seml-arld and arid soils of 
the Altamont route, salvaging more than 12 Inches would 
reduce the amount of organic eatter available for 
vegetation reestablishment . •  This will aake It  clear 
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Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 3M. 

See response 10 previous comment. 

Comment accepted. See change 10 Chapter 4A. 

Comment noted. DEIS Recommendation 4 allows for project applicants to request site-specific 
exemptions from our Erosion Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan and our Stn:am and 
Wetland Construction and Mitigation Procedures. 

Thank you for your comment. We do not normally require more than 12 inches of topsoil 
stripping. 
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why Al tamont does not plan to salvage to greater 
depths . 

AL-48 

The DEIS reference to the 75 foot r ight -of-way width 
for the "ditch , plus spolls lda method• Is  wrong. As 
Indicated at page 2-52 ( sect ion 2 . 4 . 4 ) ,  Altamont ' s  
standard r ight-of-way will  be 100 fea t .  The EIS should 
be corrected accord ingly.  

Altamont bel ieves tha t ,  depend ing on site-speci f ic 
cond i t ions, segregat ing topsoil fro• the ent ire 
construct ion r ight-of-way In rangeland areas, as 
speci f ied In the DEIS ,  may result In Increased wind 
erosion dur ing segregat ion effor t s ,  obliterat ion of 
sur face vegetat ion, destruct ion of the laportant root 
mat of exist ing vegetat ion, an Increased poten t ial for 
water eros ion, and reduced soil  aolstura ( I . a . , a 
"drying• of the soi l ) .  Wisha r t ,  D and Bayes, J . ,  
"Effect lvanau of Soil Conservation Procedures Employed 
on Recant Major Pipeline Construction In Western 
Canada• ( Saptaabar 22, 1988 ) . Therefore, the EIS 
should be revised to allow Altamont to perfora lass 
than full r ight-of-way str ipping If warranted by a l ta­
speci f ic cond i t ions . 

The DEIS Indicates that the Comalsslon changed seed 
a l xas/soll aaendmants fro• those proposed by the 
appl ican t s ,  based on raco-.andatlons of regional SCS 
offices, to those speci f ied In Appendices B-2 and B-l .  
Altamont d isagrees w i t h  a number o f  these 
recommendat ions, for the detailed reasons sat forth 
balov In our comments on those Append ices . In shor t ,  
many o f  the species racomaendad for the Altamont route 
are not appropr iate, g iven the cl laate and soils  along 
the pipeline. Second , soaa of the species delated fro• 
Altamont ' s  proposed seed alx are Indeed appropriate and 
consistent with the environment along the proposed 
route.  Al taaont would welcome an opportunity to meat 
with tha Commission to further discuss these Issues,  so 
that fully appropriate seed m ix/amendment c r i teria can 
be agreed upon and speci f ied In the EIS. 

The DEJS states that • [ t )n terms of plant 
estab l ishment , spring seeding Is r isky In Rill,  
Choteau, Fergus and Jud ith Basin Count ies In Montana 
because of the unseasonal winds (chlnooks) causing 
drama t ic temperature changes .  We therefore recommend 
fall seeding only In H il l ,  Choteau, Fergus and Judith 
Bas in Count ies . •  Altamont believes tha t ,  If  properly 
cond i t ioned to ensure proper planning, Altamont should 
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Comment noted. See changes to Chapter 48 and Appendix 8-1 .  

Comment noted. S ee  change in  Chapter 48 and Appendix 8-1. However, the 8LM intends 
to require full right-of-way topsoil stripping on rangelands which it administers. 

Thank you for your comment. Alteration of the seeding requirements were also based on 
discussions with the 8LM and the Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation. 
A number of the concerns raised by this comment are reflected in the revisions 10 
Appendix 8-3. 

Comment noted. The time of seeding is based on 8LM soil scientist recommendations. If 
climatic conditions after construction are favorable for seeding, deviations may be granted as 
allowed by DEIS Recommendation 4. 
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be al lowed the flex ibility  to seed In any appropr iate 
aaaaon . The Co•mlsalon ' a  basis for prohibit ing spr ing 
aaedlng -- that chlnooka may causa aubatantlal 
temperatura change -- does not support auch a broad 
raat r lct lon. Altamont should be allowed to conduct 
aprlng aaadlng at any t l•• after chinook aaaaon (which 
uaually extends fro• Daca•bar through •ld-Apr l l ) .  
Altamont prafar a  t o  retain the flexibility t o  plant 
aaad In � appropriate aaaaon depend ing on than­
axlat lng cond l t lona , and the EIS ahould be changed to 
allow Alta•ont to •aka this  naceaaary a l t a  and t l••­
apaclflc  detar•lnat lon of when to aaad. 

The DEIS lndlcataa that the Co .. laalon adjuatad the 
aeadlng rataa In Alta•ont ' a  propoaed •lxaa. Altamont 
dlaagr••• vlth ao•• of thaaa adjust•enta.  Plaaaa refer 
to our apacl f lc co .. anta on Appendix B below. Altamont 
would alao valco•• an opportunity to •••t vlth the 
Comalaalon ataff to d l acuaa the appropr iate aaadlng 
rates . The EIS ahould be ravlaed accordingly.  

The DEIS provldea a l l at of atrea• croaalnga along the 
Alta•ont Project route that could be aena ltlva to 
atraa•bank aroalon and channel acour at Tabla 4C-l . 
Alta•ont aub•lta  that two r iver croaalnga ahould not be 
Included In t h l a  Tabla. 

Alta.ant ' a  raconna laaanca overfl ights and Ita 
axa•lnatlon of aerial  photoa of the Milk River ahov no 
evidence that conat ruct lon of the pipeline would lead 
to any a lgnlf lcantly lncraaaad channel or bad 
lnatab l l l t y ,  or to •atar lally Increased bad-•atarlal or 
auapanded aedlmant load . The proposed crossing Ia 
eight •Ilea upatrea• of Fresno Reservo i r , which Ia  
a l l t lng In rapidly and haa loat much of I t a  vater­
atorage capac i t y .  A larg e ,  low delta haa for•ed, and 
channel bad aggravatlo� related to the delta depoa l t lon 
extend• at leaat three •I lea up the channel ,  and 
parhapa a• far aa the propoaad croaalng .  

Upatraam of the Altamont croaalng, along the Milk  River  
In Canada , are extanalva areaa of eroding Cretaceous 
ahale beda, a• vall aa allty  glacial lake depos ita of 
Plel atocana age . The r iver water Ia  turbid even dur ing 
acme low-flow per iods. Any channel Instabi l i t y  at or 
near the propoaad croaalng Ia clearly related to the 
high natural aadl•ant load of the r iver ,  to poaalble 
bad aggravation caused by the reservo i r ,  and to natural 
•lgrat lon of the channel on the narrow floodplai n .  At 
the Altamont croaalng ,  the Milk River channel Ia  nearly 
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Thank you for your comment. See response to Comments AL2-49 and ·53 above, as well as 
response to State of Montana Comment 73. 

Comment partially accepted. Based on further analysis and information provided since issuance 
of the DEIS, we agree that the Milk River should not be listed in Table 4C·l.  See changes 10 
Chapters 4C and 6. See also response to Comment ALT2·29. 
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straight and Is relatively stable laterally, In 
compar i son to meandered reaches several •Ilea above and 
below the crossing .  In shor t ,  the Milk River occurs In 
a depos it ional ,  rather than an eros ional , envi ronment . 

Sl•llarly, Altamont ' s  geotechn ical and geomorphic 
atudlas of the Yel lowstone River crossing found no 
evidence of s ignif icant channel Instability  at the 
crossing, other than •lnor shift ing of gravel bars 
within the channel ,  and vary slow lateral bank erosion 
Into Cretaceous shale cliffs  along the south bank . 
Low, stab i l i zed sand dunes a few tans of yards north of 
the north bank auggast that the channel has not 
•!grated to that point during tha Holocene ( assuming 
that the dunes are lata Ple istocene In age ) .  Moreover ,  
basad on these geotechnical and geomorphic studies, I t  
appears that shale bedrock Ia  probably very shallow, 1 0  
t o  20 feat below the channel bad. 

Both these r iver cross ings, therefore, should ba 
a l l•lnatad froe Tabla 4C· l .  

A s  d iscussed previously ( p .  JC-11 ,  para. 2 and l ine l a  
p .  JC-12,  para. 1 ,  all ) ,  Altamont proposes t o  conduct 
s lta•spac l f lc scour depth studies to datar•lna 
appropr iate depths of cover at the Missouri and 
Yel lowstone Rivers. Because these studies will supply 
a lta-speci f ic lnfor•at lon, these should be used to 
datar•lna appropriate depths for pipel ine bur ial . 
These studies will be co•platad by Altamont as soon as 
results of geotechnical boring progra•• become 
available. 

The DEIS states that Altamont should sub•lt a Spill 
Prevention Contaln•ant and Control Plan ( SPCCP ) for 
Inclus ion In the Final EIS. However , Altamont notes on 
p. 6-JO ( t 7 )  that no t l•• period Ia specif ied for 
aub•lsa lon of the plan. Presumably the SPCCP Ia only 
required prlof to construct ion and not prior to the 
EIS . The Clean Water Act regulat ion• for SPCCPa only 
requ ire plana to be made before fac i l ity operation .  40 
CFR S 112 . 3 .  Therefore ,  as d iscussed with and agreed 
to by tha Co•ml aa lon staff,  Altamont Intends to f i le a 
su itable SPCCP pr ior to construct ion rather than prior 
to co•plat lon of the EIS. The f inal EIS should be 
mod i f ied accord ingly • 

The Beaver Creak d ischarge locat ion should read 
·soa . o , •  not "48 1 . 0 . "  
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Thank you for your comment. 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 4C and DEIS Recommendation 7. 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 4C. 
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The DEIS raco•mends that Altamont be requ ired to subm i t  
a 9roundwatar mon l tor in9 plan for Inclus ion In  the 
f i nal EIS.  However ,  Altamont notes that,  on p.  6-JO 
( 16 ) ,  the plan I s  only required to be f i led •prior to 
const[uct lon . •  Therefore, •• d iscussed with the 
Commiss ion staff , Altamont I ntends to f i la a sui table 
9roundwater mon ltorln9 plan pr ior to conat ruct lon, 
rather than prior to complet ion of the EIS. The f inal 
EIS should clearly reflect t h i s .  

Altamont should b e  allowed t o  usa other alterna t i ve dry 
crossln9 procedures In  addit ion to " flumln9 , •  as was 
speci f i ed In the DEIS .  •oam and pump• ,  •no dam and 
pu•p• , and •d lverelona• are each acceptable 
alternatives to flualn9 . Every m i nor st ream crossln9 
contalnln9 coldwater or warawater f isheries considered 
s l 9 n l f l cant by the state fleh mana9ement a9ancy may not 
land I t self to flualn9 , and flumln9 may not be 
appropriate on streams with low 9radlants or steep 
approach slopes . The EIS should be revised to al low 
for these alternatives to be used. 

!!! comment on pa9• 4C- J ,  para . 2, l ine 4 .  

A s  stated previously I n  Altamont ' •  co•ment o n  p.  4C- J ,  
para . 2 ,  l ine 8 and elsewhere, Altamont believes that a 
burial depth of JO feat at the Mi ssouri River crossln9 
Is excessive. A shallower bur ial depth w i l l  reduce 
Impacts fro• those predicted hera, possibly na9at ln9 
the need for d i rectional d r l l l ln9. The actual depth of 
bur ial should be determined by Altamont ' s  stud ies to be 
conducted at the Missou r i  River and the EIS ehould be 
revised to allow this.  §!! also comment on pa9a 4L-7,  
para. 2.  

!!! comment on pa9a JF-6 , para. 6 ,  line 1 .  

!!! comment on 4C-J,  para. 2 ,  l i ne 4 .  I n  add i t ion, 
Instal lat ion of the pipe Into a blasted trench below 
shallow alluvial bad mater ials would protect the pipe 
fro• scour,  !ncreasln9 pipe stab i l i t y .  Finall y ,  
standard calculat ions of scour depth assume erodible 
materlala, not bedrock . Thus,  MOntana ' s  floodplain  
standards ra9ard ln9 depth of bur ia l  below the maximum 
•calculated" scour depth should not be applied In  this 
case. In sum, the Commiss ion should not specify 
d i rect ional dr l l l l n9 of the Yellowatone for the f inal 
EIS , 

Thi s  should read "2-J days• and NOT "2-J weeks " .  
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AL2-64 
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�L2-66 

AL-5 1 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 4C. 

Comment noted. See response to Comment AL2-49 above and changes to Appendix C-3. We 
do not agree with the generic statement that the methods referenced in this comment are 
acceptable alternatives to fluming. We also note that use of these techniques may require an 
individual Section 404 permit. 

See response to Comment AL2-56 above. 

Thank you for your comment. See response to Comment AL2-28 above. 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 4C. 

Thank you for your comment. See response to Comment AL2-29 above. 

Comment noted. See change to Chapter 40. 
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Th i s  should read "Byron• and NOT "Bryon• . 

!!! co•ment on p. 2-5 1 ,  para. 4, L ine 6 .  

The DEIS Indicates that " ( t )he crossing o f  the Wind 
R i ver Mountain Range through South Pass could cause 
Inconven ience to vis itors traveling to histor ical s i tes 
In the area . •  Al tamont ' s  proposed route through the 
South Pass area Is  through open, rolling terrain, not 
mountainous topography. This sentence should thus be 
revised to read z "The crossing of gentle foothills of 
the Wind R i ver Mountain Range through the South Pass 
area could cause . • .  • 

The DEIS states that " ( t )he pipel ine r ight-of-way 
should avoid crossing the boundaries of this Landmark 
In consideration of spec ial provi sions for the care of 
( Nat ional Historic Landlarks ) ,  as s t i pulated by the 
HHPA and Its  Implementing regulat ions . •  Th is  state•ent 
should be revised· to reflect the route resl lgn•ent 
submitted to FERC by Altsaont In November 1990, and 
shown on the maps In the DEIS,  which avoids the HHL, 
As a resu l t ,  the EIS should also be revised to conclude 
that,  because the route would svold the HHL, Impacts to 
the NHL are considered " leas than sign i f icant . •  

Altamont suggests that this section be rewr it ten to 
reflect the fact that Altamont will cross no large 
tracts of mature forest , 

The d i scussion on Impacts to wild l i fe fro• " forest 
clearing• relate solely to the PGT/PGIE projec t .  
Altamont w i l l  only clear JO . B  acres of forest which 
wi ll  not have any •aterlal Impact on w i ldlife.  I !!! 
Table 6-2 ( DEIS at 6-1 4 ) ) ,  

Altamont will  employ appropriate sediment control 
techniques In wetland areas . These techniques Include 
the use of sed l•ent f i lter devices around spoil p i les 
and at the downslope edges of the r ight-of-way In all 
wetland areas . However, the use of sediment f i lter 
devices on the upslope a ide of the r ight-of-way, or on 
ei ther side of the r ight-of-way In level terrain Is 
unnecessary because there Is  l ittle to no potent ial for 
sediment transport under these cond i t ions . The EIS 
should be revised to allow this alterna t i ve approach • 

Altamont agrees with the DEIS '  observat ion that many 
wetlands crossings can be constructed us ing a 75  foot 
r ight-of-way, except where the wetland Is adjacent to a 
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Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 40. 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 40. 

Comment noted. See change to Chapter 40. 

Comment noted. See change to Chapter 40. 

Comment noted. The discussion of Impacts and Mitigation Measures Specific to lhe Altamont 
Project identifies that Altamont would cross very little forested land. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Thank you for your comment. See response to Comment AL2-49 and revised Appendix C-3. 

See response to previous comment. 
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water cross ln9 . Where the wetland Is adjacent to a 
water croooln9, however ,  add it ional workin9 space 
( i . e . ,  1ta9ln9 area) Is necessary. ( !!! DEIS p. 2-52 ) .  
�herefore, the !IS should be revised to per•lt extra 
apace in tho•• circumstancea .  

�he DEIS states: " [ l )n add i t ion, we reco•mend that PG� 
and Altamont develop, In conjunct ion with the 
appropriate state a9encles, site-spec ific reve9etat lon 
plans for a l l  r iparian areas, and to sub•lt these plans 
for Inclusion In the Final Eis. •  However ,  on page 6-
30 , ( 1 5 ) ,  these plans are requested •pr ior to 
construction . •  As dlscu•••d with the Caa.loo lon otaff , 
Alta.ant will  f i le o lte-opeclflc reve9etatlon plano for 
all r iparian areal prior to conotructlon, rather than 
pr ior to completion of the !IS. �he EIS ohould be 
revloed to clearly reflect that procedure. 

The DEIS state• that " [ n )o •lt l9atlon 11 required . "  
Altamont hao, however ,  prepared a prel l•lnary 
rehab i l itat ion plan that cover• Montana . 

•otto peroonal co .. unlcat lon• ahould be cited In 
Chapter 7, Blbl lo9raphy. 

The DEI& atates that • [ n )o  curlew• were obaerved In 
recent aurveya alon9 the pipel ine route, althou9h one 
pa i r  was obaerved by DMRC staff In June 1990 north of 
Shawaut . •  Alta.ant 1U99ests revlsln9 thla sentence to 
read • • • • • •  north of Shawaut ,  about 5 •Ilea •••t of the 
pipel ine route . •  �his will •ake It  clear that the 
pipel ine Ia not l ikely to affect the curlews. 

The DEIS states that " [ c )onstruct lon would disturb 139 
acrea of eastern ponderosa pine forest . •  However ,  
�able 4E-10 on p.  4E-50 shows that only 10 . 8  acres will  
be  affected. Because the Table Is correct, the  text 
should be corrected to be consistent with the Table . 

Altamont dl1a9r••• with the DEJ S '  clal• that the 
Alta•ont project •ay affect or have a sl9nlf lcant 
Impact on aubatantlal populat ions of these special­
statu• plant apeclea . It Ia unlikely that the Alta.ant 
project would  affect subatant lal port ion• of 
populat ion• of the plant speclea l lated , 9lven the wide 
distr ibution of populat ion• well outalde of the 
pipel ine route. seall rocker••• would be the only 
apeclea s l9nlf lcantly affected , If port ion• of Ita 
populat ion were deatroyed. However ,  auch an l•pact Is 
also very unl ikely , aa the cloaeat known populat ion 11 
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Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 4E. 

lbank you for your comment. 

Comment noted. See change to Chapter 4E. 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 4E. 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 4E. 

Thank you for your comment. Until Altamont performs field surveys for these species, our 
analysis and recommendation stands. 
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6 •lles from the pipel ine route. Therefore, this 
paragraph should be revised to Ind icate that these 
Impacts would be less than signif icant . 

Th i s  table Ia Inconsistent with Append ix E-4 .  Table 
4B-ll l i sts two species that are not In Append ix B-4, 
while Append i x  E-4 l ists two species that are not In 
Table 4B-ll.  Also, Table 4B-ll l ists state her itage 
progra• species which, accord ing to page lB-1 ,  para .  l ,  
line 1 ,  were not considered spec ial status spec ies . 
Table 4B-ll should be revised to be cons istent with the 
rest of the BIS. 

The DBIS Indicates that Fremont ' s  bladderpod might be 
affected on a "l imestone outcrop . •  However , this 
outcrop I s  at Beaver creek Cliff ,  and Altamont has 
changed Its proposed route to avoid this area. The BIS 
should thus be revised to el l•lnate this  assert ion . 

The DBIS says that • • • •  Altamont ' s  proposed route wou ld 
cross approxl .. tely 2 , 000 feet of ephemeral emergent 
wetland at MP 450 . 2 . •  Alta•ont disagrees w i th this 
etate•ent . This segment of the route Ia a deflat ion 
basin and not an emergent wetland. Deflat ion bas ins 
should not ordinarily  be conaldeted wet lands pursuant 
to Section 404 of the Clean Vater Act .  In any case, 
Altamont f i led the required route changes at K i rby 
Creek and Little Sandy Creek on November 28, 1990 , 
which would avoid these basins. Thus, this  sentence 
should be deleted. 

After reference to "Allen ' s  ll-l lned Ground Squ i r rel , •  
Altamont reco-.ends adding the sentence: "Clark and 
Stro•berg ( 1987) reported that this  species •ay have 
been ext irpated In Wyoming, due to widespread 
poisoning . •  

The DBIS states that • [ r )emoval o f  r iparian vegetat ion 
on crucial seasonal ranges Is significant because the 
ranges provide Important forage and cover for moose and 
this habitat would not recover quickly . •  This Ia not 
accurate . The species that 11 crucial to moose winter 
range 11 pr l .. r l ly wi llow. Willow would recover 
quickly . Furthermore, only a ••all amount of w i l low 
would be re•oved dur ing construction of the pipel ine, 
becauae willow appears In only l l•lted sections along 
the route . Therefore, Altamont suggests that this  
sentence be revi sed to read : "Re•oval of r ipar ian 
vegetat ion on crucial seasonal ranges Ia less than 
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AL2-83 

AL2-84 

AL2-85 

Comment accepted. See revisions to Table 4E-13 and Appendix E-4. 

Comment noted. See revisions to Chapter 4E and Appendix E-4. 

Thank you for your comment. Absent actual results from wetland filed delineation surveys, our 
analysis stands. In addition, the realignments which Altamont voluntarily made in response to 
our draft recommendations are unrelated to the deflation basin located at MP 450.2. 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 4E. 

Comment noted. Given the limited amount of riparian habitat available on crucial seasonal 
ranges for moose, we believe that this impact is significant, but could be mitigated to less-than­
significant levels by replanting willow saplingsfpoles in areas disturbed by construction. 
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a lgn lf lcant because only a small a•ount of t h i s  hab i tat 
would be d l aturbed, and It would recover qu ickly . •  

•rarmer peraonal co .. unlcation• should be c l ted in 
Chapter 7 ,  Bibl iography. 

Altamont Intend• to atudy only the aelected route for 
the occurrence of speclal-atatus plants . 

� comment on p. 4C-12 , para. 3 .  

The DEIS atatea that " l l l f the atrea• croaslng area 
contain• spawning hab i tat , lnst rea• construct ion would 
d i rectly dlaturb the aubstrate for a •axl•u• width of 
75 fee t . •  However ,  thla 75 foot reat r lct lon may be 
l•poaalble to achieve at open cut croaalnga of major 
r ivera,  where the apol l pile Ia placed In the water . 
The f inal EIS ahould acknowledge thla.  

The DEIS requi re• that trenches be  back-f i lled with one 
foot of gravel . However ,  graval I a  not alwaya 
available. The EtS ahould ba revlaed to al low for the 
use of cruahed atone •• an altarnat lve . 

Recent d lscuaalona with atate agenclea having control 
over aurface water r i ght• lndlcata that , under certain 
c lrcu•atancea , I t  Ia  acceptable to re.ava water at 
wi thdrawal ratea In exc••• of 10\ of the atream flow. 
Therefore, the DEI S '  auggeat lon that withdrawals should 
alwaya be l l•l ted to 107 ahould be changed to allow for 
withdrawal• approved by the relevant atate agenc lea . 

The atatement • • • • •  for an apeclea,  • • • •  • ahould be 
corrected to read •any apeclea . •  

Dr i l l ing •ay take a .are aubstant lal period o f  t ime 
than the DEIS lndlcatea, depending on geolog ical 
condl t lona. The EIS ahould reflect this fac t .  

I!! c o  .. ent o n  page 4L·7 , para. 2 .  

I!! co .. ent on page 2-6 3 ;  Table 2-1 3 .  
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AU-86 

AU-87 

AU-88 

AU-89 

AU-90 

AU-91 

AU-92 

AU-93 

AU-94 

AL2-9S 

AL-55 

Comment noted. See change to Chapter 4E. 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 4E. 

See response to Comment AU-61 above. 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 4F. 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 4F. 

From the standpoint of water rights, withdrawal rates in excess of 10 percent may be 
acceptable. However, Chapter 4F analyzes withdrawal rates in terms of impact to aquatic 
organisms. Therefore, our analysis and conclusion stands. 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 4F. 

Comment noted. See change to Chapter 4F. 

See response to Comment AU-109 below. 

See response to Comment AL2-23 allove. 
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Comment or Question 

See comment on page 2-6 1 1  Table 2 - l l .  

The SOO h p  otandby auxlllary engine unlt1  proposed for 
each otat lon l ikely w i l l  not operate In exces1 of SOO 
hours In any g i ven year.  Consequent ly, the annual No 
omiss ion rates shown should be reduced to . sa tons fr�m 
9 . 68 tons.  

The words •one and" should be Inscr ibed In front of 
•one-half •lle per day• . 

Recent field Investigat ions performed by Alta-ant have 
conflr•ed that an unident if ied bu ilding, approx imately 
2 , 400 feet southeast of the proposed compressor 
bu ilding, has been abandoned ; therefore, this ls · not a 
noise sens it ive area. 

Clven the •lnor route changes f i led by Altamont with 
the Commiss ion, the d istance to the nearest farmhouse 
Is actually 2 , SOO feet to the northeast ,  rather than to 
the south southeast .  This  should be clar if ied In the 
EIS. 

� revised Table 2-l l .  

The reference should be changed t o  be 6 t rucks per hour 
for PCT .. y be reasonable, but only 4 per hour for 
Altamont ls reasonable. 

•unconf i rmed" should be •unconfined" . 

The DEIS states that " [ • )alnl lne valves typically 
conolst of a vertical loop of the pipeline that extends 
approJ I•ately 4 feet out of the ground with the valve 
at the top of the loop . •  This statement Is not true 
for Altamont ' s  pipel ine . Altamont proposes to bury all 
sectlonall zlng valve s .  Only the blovdowns and valve 
operators would be above ground leve l .  Thus, v i sual 
Impacts will be less than stated . This paragraph 
should be revised accord ingly. 

The DEIS states that • [ s J taglng areas and addit ional 
r ights-of-way should be located at least SO feet from 
the roadside . •  However ,  Altamont will need a larger 
working are� at .. jor road crossings to accommodate a 
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AL2-97 

AL2-98 

AL2-99 

AL2-100 

AL2-IOI 

AL2-102 

r\L2- 103 

r\L2· 104 

\L2- 105 

See response to Comment AL2-23 above. 

Thank you for your comment. The EIS reflects the maximum potential NOx emission rate from 
the standby engines. Reduced houn of operation may be accepted as part of Altamont's state 
permit applications. 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 41. 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 41. 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 41. 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 41. 

Comment noted. See change to Chapter 4J. 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 4K. 

Comment noted. See change to Chapter 4L. 

Comment noted. The intent of this mitigation measure is to ensure that existing trees are lefi 
at sensitive road crossings. See change to Chapter 4L. 
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bell hole and extra spoi l  which results from boring 
under the road . When boring roads ,  It Is  customary to 
start the edge of the bell hole as close to the road as 
feasible, often closer than 50 feet , In order to 
•lnlmlze the length of the bore. Al tamont proposes to 
do this , unless trees exist at the crossing, In which 
case It will respect the 50 foot setback suggested 
hare. The EIS should be revised to account for these 
engineering problems. 

Alta•ont will  locate staging areas at least 50 feet , 
rather than 100 fee t ,  fro• the streambank or beyond the 
r ipar ian zone. The 50-foot setback ,  In conjunct ion 
with sedl•ent control techniques , will provide adequate 
protect ion to the waterway.  Moreover ,  the surrounding 
topography ( I . e . ,  steep slopes) at some strea•s 
preclude a lOO•foot setback . 

It Is l•pract lcal to return all rocks to the i r  or i g i nal 
location and depth, or soi l  l ine . The sentence should 
be revised to read, "Boulders should be returned to 
the i r  or ig inal locat ions and set to the original soi l  
l ine, and rocks should b e  returned t o  the i r  orig inal 
general locat ions where possible . •  

The DEIS requ i res that " l a l ll d isturbed land should be 
restored to the or i g i nal contours • .  Th i s  will  not be 
poss ible In a l l  cases, because of si te-spec i f ic 
geotechnical reasons . For exa•ple, overly steep slopes 
(�, l to 1 1  cannot be safely restored . Therefore, 
the EIS should be revi sed to state that d isturbed land 
v l l l  be restored to approx imate orig inal contour l.f  
economically and technically pract ical . 

Altamont d i sagrees that " d irect ional dr ill ing• of the 
Missour i River should be requ i red , unt il It Is  
deter•lned If  I t  Is  techn ically feasible and necessa r y .  
li!! earlier co•ments about t h i s  at JC·l l ,  para. 2 ,  
l i nes l ;  4C·J ,  para. 2 ,  l ine I and 4C·5;  Table 4C·5 ;  
4C·l5, para . 4 ;  4C-1 6 ,  para . 2 ) .  

Whi l e ,  the BLM' •  jur i sd ict ion over this recreational 
segment of the UMNWSR Is  bank-to-bank , private farmland 
occurs adjacent to both banks .  There are 1••• drast ic 
• l t l gat lon •easures to protect the v i sual character of 
the r i ver than d irect ional dr illing .  For example, 
Altamont proposes to cross In a locat ion where only one 
or tvo cottonwood t rees would be re•oved . Secondly,  
Altamont would restore and rehab il itate the banks as Is  
suggested In the next paragraph of the DEIS for  the 
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AL2-106 

AL2-107 

AL2-108 

AL2-109 

Comment noted. Our inlent is 10 provide extra protection 10 riparian vegetation at sensitive 
stream crossings. The mitigation measure requires the staging area be at least 100 feet from 
the stream bank or beyond the riparian zone. Sec revised language in Chapter 4l. 

Comment noted. Sec change 10 Chapter 4L. 

Comment noted. We have recommended this mitigation measure only for specific areas that 
have a high degree of visual sensitivity and wanant special construction techniques. 

Comment noted. Sec response 10 Comments Al2-28, -29, and -56 above. We agree that visual 
impacts on the riverbanks that would result from an opcn-<:ut crossing could be mitigated to 
less-than-significant levels. Sec change 10 Chapter 4l. For the reasons discussed in 
Chapter 4F, we disagree with the contention that directional drilling should not be required at 
the Missouri River. The DEIS clearly supponcd our determination that it would be "necessary• 
10 usc this technique at this crossing. 
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Yel lowstone R iver . Altaaont suggests that these 
.. asures would be effective In screen ing the cross ing, 
••king di rect ional drill ing or the Missouri  unwarranted 
for visual protect ion reasons . In any event , the 
Missouri River crossing Is Ideally suited for 
convent ional open cut techniques, depending upon the 
result or site-spec i f ic stud ies we have said w i l l  be 
done In our ear l ier co .. ents ,  Therefore, the 
Coa•lsslon should al low Altaaont the option or us ing an 
open cut .. thod to cross the Missour i .  

Table 4L•J should be revised to reflect the real ignment 
In the South Pass area, sub•ltted by Altaaont to FERC 
In Nove•ber 1990 and Included In the .. P• with the 
DEIS. 

lased on Altaaont • s  Interpretation of Map 3•29 In  the 
Lander Resource Management Plan ( BLM, 1986) ,  there are 
02 VRM Class II lands In this seg•ent , contrary to the 
DEIS' suggestion. rurtheraore, Altaaont • s  route 
parallels an existing pipel ine for ll  •I lea or this 
seg•ent which, In  any even t ,  should be considered only 
as an lncreaental l•pact (� comaent on page JL-5 , 

· 

para. J ,  l ines 5•6 ) .  The EIS should be •od l f led 
accordingly.  

�he portion of this segaent within the Lander Resource 
Area of BLM' s  Rawlins District (MP 510 . 9·52 2 . 3 )  11 
classif ied as VRM IV, not VRM I I ,  as suggested In  the 
DEIS. ( Lander Resource Manage•ent Plan, 1986 ) .  As 
requ ired by Mitigat ion Measure No. 66 (p,  6·40 ) ,  
Altaaont has subaltted a construct ion and 
rehabi l i tat ion plan to •lnl•lze visual Intrusion In the 
area. Any •scar•  w i l l  therefore be te•porary, and the 
EIS should be revised to reflect this.  

�he Farson Coapressor Stat ion Is  located I n  the next 
segment , Its reference should be .•oved down one 
paragraph. 

Alta-ant does not agree with the DEIS' observation that 
" l c Jonstructlon or the pipel ine would scar the 
landscape , •  Imple•entat lon of Altaaont ' s  Construct ion 
and Rehabi l i tat ion Plan -- MP 5 1 1 . 0  to MP 540 . 8  -- w i l l  
alnlmlze visual Intrus ion In the BOlt lens l t lve part or 
this segment .  Any •sca r , •  therefore, w i l l  be 
teaporary.  In add it ion, Alta•ont. proposes to bore 
underneath the Oregon Trai l  at Its  Intersect ion with SR 
2 8 .  The EIS should be revised according l y .  
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AL2-l l l  

AL2-112 

AL2-1 13 

AL2-1 14 

Comment ac:cepted. See change to Table 4L-3. 

Comment noted. We agree that this entire interval is not designated VRM Class II. However, 
specific locations within the interval are Class II, as shown in DEIS Table 4L-3. Regardless, 
we have determined that the visual impacts would be less-than-significant in this interval. See 
revised Chapter 4L. See also response to Comment AL2-42 above. 

Comment noted. Due to the scale of the resource maps published in the Lander RMP, the 
question of VRM designation along the route can be disputed. Since Altamont has proposed 
mitigation for the South Pass area that would reduce the visual impacts to less-than significant 
levels, this point does not warrant further discussion. See revised Chapter 4L. 

Comment noted. See change to Chapter 4L. 

Comment noted. See change to Chapter 4L. 
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Th i s  ae9aent (MP 561 . 0  to 613 . 3 )  of A1ta.ant ' s  pipe l i ne 
route crosses the Green River Resource Area of BLM ' s  
Rock Spr ln9a Distr ict . Based on conversat ions with BLM 
personnel , Altamont has learned that the VRM Inventory 
for the Resource Area Ia currently beln9 prepared as 
part of BLM ' a  plana to publish a Resource Mana9ement 
Plan for the Resource Area In the next one-to-two 
year s .  Accordln9ly, this ae9ment of the route Ia  
currently unclass i f ied for  VRM classes . The EIS should 
be revised to Indicate that this ae9aent Ia not Class 
I I ,  but rather •unclassi f ied . "  

The reference t o  "mlt l9atlon plans and reports• should 
refer to Histor ic Property Treataent Plans and not to 
reports that w i l l  not be prepared unt i l  after 
complet ion of construct ion. The fina l  Mlt l9at lon 
Report w i l l  be completed In 1994 or 1995 and w i l l  
contain analyses of all the data collected prior t o  and 
dur ln9 const ruction, lncludln9 trench aonltorln9 and 
eaer9ency d iscover ies . 

The ATIT r l9ht-of-way apparently contains an "L4 co­
axial cable" and MOT a " fiber opt ic cable " .  

T h l a  should read "Noveaber 28,  1990" . 

The proposed Continental Divide route real l9nment f i led 
w i t h  FERC on Noveaber 2 8 ,  1990, deviates to the north 
l .. edlately to the weat of the orl9lna l  Sweetwater 
R iver crossln9 connect ln9 at MP 527 . 1  and not, aa the 
DEIS states, at MP 526 . 0 .  This reall9naent waa aade to 
make the pipeline route essent ially Inv i sible from the 
South Paaa Center on SR 28 at the Sweetwater River . 

Altamont Ia prepared to bore trails l i sted on or 
e l l9 lble for the Nat ional Re9 lster of Blator lc Place s ,  
If  9round cond i t ions peralt .  

Alta.ant subaitted the results o f  I t a  coaputer f ile 
search on the proposed route with the Wyoaln9 State 
Historical Preservat ion Office ( SBPOI aa part of Ita 
Class I study filed on January 17, 1990 . Altaaont 
submitted a ia l lar lnforaat lon on the alternate routes 
to the Co .. laalon staff on October 1 1 ,  1990 . Alta.ant 
SU99eata that there should be sufficient lnforaat lon 
available to aake a coapar l aon of the known cultural 
resource a l tea . 

See co .. ent on pa9e 4M-6, para. 2 ,  l ine 4 .  
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Comment noted. See response to Comment AL2-I I I  above and revision of Chapter 4L. 

Comment noted. As the lead Federal agency responsible for compliance with Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act, we are aware that the final report(s) would not be 
available until after the proposed construction date. However, if "mitigation plans• are found 
to be necessary, they may well entail subsequent preparation of "mitigation reports". The 
referenced phrase did not use the word "final". 

Comment noted. See change to Chapter 4M 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 4M. 

Comment accepted. See chan&e to Chapter 4M. 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 4M. 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 4M. 

See response to Comment AL2· 1 17 above. 
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"Acres of cropland temporarily  di sturbed" under Kern 
River Ia  not 1814 . 9  as shown . This nuabar appl ies 
Instead to PG'! ' a  fac i l i t ie s .  This  needs to be 
corrected to leas than 30 acres that would be 
disturbed. 

AL-60 

"Humber of land usa pol icy/ regulatory confl icts - 1 . "  
Th is number should read •o• nov that Al tamont has f i led 
a reroute to avoid the HHL at South Pas s .  

The atataaant •one o f  I t a  exist ing atatlons• needs to 
be ver i fied . Why NOT both stat ions? 

Altamont strongly supports the statement " that the 
propoaad route, as aodif lad by [ the(  recommended 
raal lgnDent at MP 526-538 . 2  and the other recommended 
alt lgation ••••urea • • •  could be constructed and 
operated In an environmentally acceptable fashion . 
Indeed, basad on Information f i led with the Comalaslon , 
the proposed route would have a l l  of the following 
comparat ive advantage• over the alternative rout••• 

o The proposed route Ia 192 . 0  mi les In 
length. It  Ia shorter than the Jaffrey 
City,  Alka l i  Butta,  Northern Ut i l i t ies  and 
Route 28 variat ions by 39 . 3 ,  3 3 . 5 ,  50 . 5  and 
. 5  a l laa,  respective l y .  

o The proposed route d isturbs a total of 
2 , 327 acrea, which Ia 476,  406 , 612 and 6 
fever acres than that d i aturbad by the 
Jaffrey City,  Alkali Butta,  Northern 
Ut i l i t ies and Route 28  var iat ions , 
respect ively . 

o The proposed route crosses 2 6 . 4  mi les of 
badland, rough and steep terra in, which is  
1 5 . 9 ,  19 . 6 ,  37 . 5  and .5  (ainiaua) al las 
1••• than that crossed by the Jaffrey C i t y ,  
Alkal i Butta,  Northern Ut l l l t laa and Route 
28  var iat ions, respec t i ve l y .  

o The proposed route crosses 1 1 . 9  ai las of 
sand dunes,  which Ia  2 8 . 5 ,  1 5 . 0 ,  1 6 . 3  and 0 
ai laa shorter than associated with the 
Jaffrey City,  Alkali Butta , Northern 
Ut i l i t ies and Route 28  var iat ions, 
respect ive l y .  
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AL2-125 

See response to Comment AL2-3 above. 

See FEIS Chapter 4H. As stated there, Kern River Compressor Station No. 4 is not presently 
considered a major emission source. Installation of an additional 10,000 hp of compression 
would not be expected to increase overall NOx emissions at this station to 250 tons annually.' 

Thank you for your comment. 
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0 Fifty-two percent of the proposed route Is  
rated "fair"  or better for soil  
rehab i l i tat ion potent ial , as compared to 
4 1 , ,  4 4 , ,  39' and 50' for the Jeffrey C i t y ,  
Alka li  Butte, Northern Ut i l i t ies and Route 
28 var iat ions, respect ively. 

o The proposed route and the Northern 
Ut i l i t ies var iat ion would l i kely affect a 
fever number of sensit ive plant species 
than any of the other var iat ion s .  

o The proposed route crosses 882 acres of 
l•portant big game range, which Is  9 0 2 ,  
4 9 1 ,  830 and 84  fever acres than the 
Jeffrey City,  Alkali Butte,  Northern 
Ut i l i t ies and Route 28  var iat ions, 
respect ively.  

o The proposed route will  have leas of an a i r  
and noise pollut ion Impact because I t  will 
requ ire only six co•preesor stat ions, 
rather than the seven that the alterna t i ves 
would requ i r e .  

See Evaluat ion o f  Alternative Routes In Southern 
Wyo•lng , f i led with  the co .. l as lon on March 1 5 ,  1990:  
Letter to Kevin Madden fro• Altamont (with 
attach•enta ) ,  fi led on May 7,  1990 with the Comm i ss ion 
(responding to FERC date request No. 9 0 ,  9 1 ,  and 9 2 ) 1  
Construct ion and Rehab i l itat ion Plan, MP 511 . 0  to 
540, 8 ,  provided to the Co.•lealon and BLM staff on 
February 2 2 ,  1991 and for•ally f i led w i t h  the 
Comalaa lon on March 4 ,  1991 . 

Moreover ,  for those resources on which the Impact of 
the proposed route w i l l  be greater than that of the 
alternat ives (�, number of perenn ial stream 
cross ings ) ,  appropr iate m i t igat ion •eaaurea will  be 
l•plemented to •lnl•lze any such Impact s .  Such 
•lt lgat lon measures Include Installat ion of temporary 
br idges for vehicle crossings: dry crossing procedures 
rather than convent ional vet crossings: crlbvalllng 
selected st ream banks to recreate overhanging banks for 
f ish hab i tat , and replant ing w i l lows at stream banks .  
II!! MP 511 . 0  t o  5 4 0 . 8  Construct ion and Rehabi l i tat ion 
Plan . ) 

Altamont further contends that there Is sufficient 
Informat ion available to the Commiss ion to compare the 
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envi ronmental effects of alternative routes and reach a 
val id conclusion as to the comparative envi ronmental  
Impacts of the alternatives ( � comments on page 30-
36 , para. 3, l ine 2 and page 4M-8, para. 5 ) .  Altamont 
also contends that there Is Insufficient environmental 
just i f icat ion to warrant the selection of any of the 
route var iat ions. The addit ional envi ronmental 
effects ,  •• set forth above , associated with  the extra 
length of the var iations overr ide the environmental 
effects of the proposed route once mit igat ion measures 
are appl ied. 

While considerable concern over construct ion through 
the South Pass area has been expressed, the fact 
re•alns that the proposed route, given the •!nor 
real ignment .. de Nove•ber 28,  1990, does not cross a 
single Nat ional Park or Monument ,  Wi lderness Study 
Area, Nat ional Wild or Scenic River (outs ide designated 
util i ty corridors ) ,  National Forest , Nat ional 
Wi lderness Area, National Pr l•lt lve Area, BLM Area of 
Crit ical Env lron•ental Concern, Mil itary Base, State 
Park or State Ga•• Range and Management Area . Thus, 
there Ia  no legit imate basla for denying a cer t i f icate 
along the proposed route . 

M i t igat ion Measure No . 2 requests al ignment sheets at a 
scale not smaller than 1 : 6000 . Altamont plana to 
prepare alignment sheets at a scale of 1 : 12 , 000 and 
requests that the EIS be .odlf led to allow this .  A 
1 : 12 , 000 scale is more than adequate to present 
environmental lnfor .. tlon and speci f icat ions In the 
type of terrain encountered. 

Line 4 Ia Incomplete and needs clar i f ication. 

I!! comments on Appendix B-3 .  

A s  •entloned previously, Alta•ont disagrees w i th so•• 
of the seeding per iods suggested. §!! comments on 
Appendices B-2 and 3 for detai l s .  

Alta•ont should not be requ i red to use jute mesh In all 
disturbed areas,  because l ivestock and w i ldlife •ay 
become entangled In the mesh. Moreover , jute mat t ing 
Is Inappropr iate for slope protection In the drier 
climates traversed by Altamont ' s  p ipeline route, 
because In dr ler cli .. tes jute mesh does not biodegrade 
readily .  Instead, soi l  stabilizat ion products such as 
geotext lle mats ,  excelsior mats ,  excels ior blankets, or 
sl•l lar products w i l l  be used on unstable s i tes . I f  
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AL2-126 

AL2-127 

AL2- 128 . 

AL2-129 

AL2-130 

Comment acc::epted. See change to Chapter 6. 

Comment noted. See change to Chapter 6. 

See responses to Comments AL2-148 through -161 below. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Comment noted. See change to Chapten 48 and 6. 
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rsve9etat lon lags complet ion of construct ion on areas 
adjacent to streaa crossings by aore than lO days , 
these si tes vlll be protected vlth jute .. tt lng or 
s la l lar product for a alnl•u• of 100 feet on ei ther 
aide of the vatervay. The DEIS should be mod i f ied to 
allov Altamont the flex i b i l i t y  to stab i l ize slopes In 
the .. nner described above . 

Mit igat ion Measure No. 55 should be shaded, s i nce this 
request vas co•pl led vlth vhen Altaaont f i led a •lnor 
reallgn•ent on NoveMber 2 8 ,  1990, 

§!! co•aenta on 4L-7, para . z .  

Altaaont tranaaltted a detai led construction and 
rehabi l i tat ion plan for MP 5 1 1 . 0  to 540 . 8  to FERC and 
BLM ttaff on February z z ,  199 1 .  The BIS should be 
MOd i f ied to reflect this.  

Mit igation Measure No.  67 should be  shaded to  Ind icate 
that Alta•ont • e  alnor reallgn .. nta f i led on Noveaber 
2 8 ,  1990 coaply vlth this cond i t ion . 

Altaaont Intends to prepare a detai led erosion cont rol , 
revegetat ion and aalntenance plan for the ent i re route 
prior to construct ion, baaed on s i te spec i f ic studies 
of soi l s ,  vegetat ion, elope, drainage, agr icultural 
land use , and other factors. Th i s  lnfor .. t lon vlll be 
used to sat isfy BLM provi sions for Issuing r lghta-of­
vay grants on federal lands and to assure pr ivate and 
state land ovnere that adequate aeaaurea have been 
taken to protect and restore the i r  lands dur ing and 
fol lowing construct ion. Howeve r ,  aany of the 
provi sions In Appendi x  B to the DEIS are gener i c  In 
nature and applicable to regions other than those 
crossed by the Altaaont route . Examples are provided 
belov, along vlth suggestions for changes to be aade In 
the f inal EIS .  

Altaaont proposes t o  vork closely v l t h  the staffs of 
the Coa•lst lon, BLM, BOR, DNRC, Montana and Wyoming 
State Lands , local Soi l  Conservat ion Districts and 
pr ivate landowners/occupants In the course of preparing 
Ita detai led plane, because numerpus deviat ions baaed 
on actual site condi t ione vlll  be requ ired . These 
plane vlll be submi t ted to the Co•mlsalon pr ior to 
conttructlon. 
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AL2-131 

AL2-132 

AL2-133 

AL2-134 

AL2-135 

AL-63 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 6. 

See response to Comment AL2-109 above. 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapters 48, 4L, and 6. 

Comment accepted. See numerous changes throughout the FEIS, including Chapters 2, 3L, 
3M, 4L, 4M, and 6. 

Thank you for your comments. As you know, our Erosion Control, Revegetation, and 
Maintenance Plan (Plan) was tailored to address both the Altamont .lOll PGT Projects. As such, 
all elements may not be rdevant to both proposals. Specific deviations requested by either 
applicant have not been included unless it would be applicable to both projects. However, as 
staled in response AL2-49 above, DEIS Recommendation 4 would allow us to waive specific 
requirements or allow deviations from the Plan in response to site-specific requests forwarded 
in a timely fashion. Landing Managing agencies could approve deviations on lands under their 
administrations, and landowners may specify other seeding requirements. 
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This  paragraph needs clar i f icat ion because It Is 
ambiguous and Altamont Ia unable to ascertain vhat the 
Commiss ion vanta .  If the DEIS Is referr ing to ramps 
aero•• the bar d i tch of roads and hlghvaya , Altamont 
proposes to construct temporary subso i l  ramps . Topso i l  
previously stripped vl ll be stockpi led separately .  
Altamont does not propose t o  uae off·slte aaterlala 
such aa crushed atone, but vlll aalntaln a l l  roads In  a 
safe and passable cond i t ion . 

!!! co ... nta on page 48·5, para . ) , 4 , 5 .  

It  l a  not necessary o r  practicable t o  construct and 
•alntaln temporary slope breakers dur i ng construction. 
Permanent slope breakers v l l l  be instal led , where 
necessary, during f inal cleanup. 

Retaining vegetative str ips and placing a l l t  fences I a  
not warranted a t  roads crossed a t  the base o f  slopes or 
at a l l  atr••• crossings, g iven the reduce6 
prec ipitat ion levels experienced ln Montana and 
Wyo•lng . Exper ience has ahovn that improperly placed 
bales have led to severe erosion and vaahouta In sudden 
rainstorms. If construction occurs duri ng per iods of 
excessive rain, Alta•ont v l l l  take approp r iate erosion 
control ••••urea. Therefore, this provi sion of the !IS 
should be mod i f ied to a llow Altamont appropr iate 
f lexibi l i ty. 

Trench breakers are designed and installed to reduce 
the potential for water running dovn the trench l ine 
and eroding the back f i l l  mater ial . Spec l f l c  locat ions 
and spacing v l l l  be determined ln the f ield and should 
not be dictated by •rule of thumb" pract ices. Rathe r ,  
they v l l l  b e  baaed o n  a lte·apecl f lc a o l l  and cl l•actlc 
(�, rainfa l l )  cond l t lona. Altamont proposes to 
select the locat ions for all trench breakers u t i l i z ing 
sound eng ineering practices dur ing the construction 
phase of the projec t .  

I t  l a  not alvaya feasible for permanent erosion control 
.. aaurea to be Installed vlthln such • short per iod 
efter the trench la beck f l l led . Frequent l y ,  although 
sections of �he pipel ine may be bac k f i l led and clean-up 
finished , access to the r ight of vay •ay st i l l  be 
needed for the t le•ln creva end for hydrostatic 
test ing . Thus the wording ln the DEIS should be 
chenged to l�ate that erosion co�trol ••••urea v l l l  be 
lnatalled •vtthln 10 days after �he trench Ia  
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AL2·138 

AL2-139 

A.L2-140 
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Comment noted. See response to Comment AI.2-49 above. Altamont would be requi� 1o 
adhere 1o lhis particular provision of our Plan unless local permit conditions dictate olherwise. 

See response 10 Comment AI.2-50 above. 

lbank you for your comment. See response 10 Comment AU-135 above. 

Thank you for your comment. See response to Comment AL2-135 above. 

Thank you for your comment. See response lo Comment AL2-135 above. 

Thank you for your comment. See response 1o Comment AL2-135 above. 
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backfi lled and access for construct ion Is no longer 
needed, provided weather and soil  cond it ions perlll t . •  

The spacing requl re•ent for slope breakers ( ber•s or 
waterbars)  should be used as a rough guidel ine rather 
than a universal rule , as currently stated In the DEI S .  
Different soil textures have varying suscept i b i l i t y  to 
eros ion by wate r .  Actual spac ing should be determined 
by field judg11ent . The EIS should be revised to allow 
Alta-ant flexib i l i t y  In this regard. 

A s1100th seedbed Is undes irable In areas prone to wind 
erosion and should not be co•pelled. The EIS should be 
revised to allow Alta-ant to leave soi l  surface In a 
roughened cond it ion to create an Irregular seedbed 
which will trap seed and snow, provide •lcroa ltes for 
seed ger•lnatlon, reduce the effects of wind and reduce 
soil .avement on steeper slopes.  

The •ulchlng techniques descr ibed In this paragraph 
( jute .. tt lng and straw •ulchlng) are not flexible 
enough for the varied envl ron•ental cond it ions along 
Alta•ont ' a  route . For exa•ple, jute ��attlng Ia not 
actually a mulch. I t  Ia •ore properly considered a 
seed and erosion control blanket . Jute •att lng 11ay not 
be appropr iate at .. ny si tes along the Altamont route, 
part icularly where jute will not biodegrade eas ily 
because of the dry cl imate. Sl•l larly, two tons/acres 
of straw •ulch •ay be excessive In these dry cl l•ates , 
as such an a•ount of •ulch will take too long to 
degrade and can "choke out• seeded areas . One to 1 . 5  
tons/acres , I f  properly applied and cr imped, should be 
suff icient . However ,  successful cr imping •ay be 
d i f f icult ln rocky soi l s ,  and cr imping 11ay be 
aesthetically unacceptable In v i sually sens it ive areas . 
Therefore, Alta•ont proposes to supplement these 
techniques with other •ulchlng ••thods, such as 
hydro•ulchlng or excelsior •at s ,  to create the 
flexlbll lty needed for successful rehabil itat ion of the 
Alta•ont r ight-of-way. The EIS should be revi sed to 
reflect these correct ions . 

Broadcast seeding should be used, as opposed to d r i l l  
seeding, In order to achieve a better distr ibut ion of 
plants ,  el l•lnate uns ightly drill  rows , and to per11lt 
better establishment of ••all-seeded spec ies. The EIS 
should be revised to al low broadcast seed ing . 

!!! Comments on page B-1-6 , para. Y . B . l .  
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AL2-142 

AL2-143 

AL2-144 

AL2-145 

AL2-146 

Thank you for your comment. See response to Comment AL2-135 above. Page B-1-1  of our 
Plan acknowledges that some judgement is required in its application. 

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 8-1.  

Comment noted. Appendix B-1 has been revised to allow for lower mulching rates in drier 
climates. 

Comment noted. See revision to Appendix B- 1 .  

See response to Comment AL2-144. 



Page/Para/Line 

AL2-147 1 B-1·9 : VII .  r: All 

AL2-148 1 B-l-1:  Al : All 

AL2-149 1 B-J-1 1 A2 1 All 

AL2-150 I B-J-1 :  A6 : All 

f :\docs\TGE91A02.WPD 
A/B Docu•ents 

AL-66 
Comment or Quest ion 

Revegetat ion to provide 70 percent cover is not , as t he 
DEIS oeemo to speci fy ,  appropr iate for the Altamont 
route . High rainfall areas are not preaent and 
revegetat ion success should be based on compa r i son to 
adjacent vegetat ion. L i kewise, one-plant-per-square­
foot may not be appropr iate for some badland-type 
areas,  because there ia no exist ing vegetat ion in such 
area• and overplantlng would create a sharp contrast to 
exist ing, adjacent areas. Succeso should be baaed on 
compar i son to adjacent vegetat ion after two or three 
growing oeasons, after consultat ion w i t h  relevant 
agencleo. The EIS ohould be revised accord ingly. 

Altamont believes that these seeding rates, as rev i sed 
by the Co••l sslon, are qu i te low for succesoful 
revegetat ion featuring •alnly native specie• on 
relat ively harah ( e .g . ,  a r i d ,  windy,  alkal ine , acidi c ,  
etc . )  ol teo . I n  part icular, the seeding rates 
spec if ied by the co .. loa lon for the sandy, h igh erosion 
potent i a l ,  sal ine , acidic and alkallne/aod lc m ixtures 
are extremely low and ••Y result In poor • takes . •  
rurthermore, recalculat ion of seed ing rates based on 
pounds PLS, rather

.
that PLS/square foot ,  can result In 

unbalanced rat loo of varlouo species within a g iven 
•lxture. I t  Ia  more effective and ecologically 
balanced to formulate oeed lng mi xtures on PLS/square 
foot for each opecleo .  Therefore ,  Altamont suggests 
that the or iginal seed •lxtureo submitted In I t s  
Env i ronmental Report b e  retained , Instead o f  the 
recalculated •lxtureo presented In the DEI S .  

Blue g rama wao o•ltted fro• t h e  or i g i nal seeding 
•lxtures oubmltted by Altamont . Altamont bel ieves It 
should be retained. Blue grama Is .a drought-tolerant 
nat ive spec ies already growing along much of the route,  
and uolng I t  w i l l  help blend the pipeline r ight of way 
Into the surrounding landscape . It haa already proved 
Its  value for aeathetlcs and eroolon control through 
I t o  auccesoful use In a var iety of reclamat ion projects 
In Montana and Wyoming . In add i t ion ,  It will  not 
attract exceoslve graz ing by w ildl i fe or l ivestock . 

The DEIS recommend• that sheep fescue be used only at 
o lteo above 5 , 000 feet In Montana, and 7 , 500 feet I n  
Wyoming .  Altamont d laagreeo with this  recommendat ion . 
Sheep fescue has been uoed successfully In mine 
reclamation at elevat ions of 4 , 0oo ' feet In Montana, and 
would l ikely be suitable at some oi tes below 7500 feet 
In Wyoming .  
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AL2-147 

AL2-148 

AL2-149 

AL2-ISO 

Appendix B-1 allows for the use of adjacent undisturbed cover as a guide for detennining 
whether or not revegetation is successful. 

Thank you for your comments. See response to Comment AL2-SS above and revisions to 
Appendix B-3. 

See response to State of Montana Comment SA7-73. 

Comment noted. See revision to Appendix B-3. 



Page/Para/Line 

AL2-1511  8•3•1 1 Ill  All 

AL2-152 I B·l·lr 121 All 

AL2-153 1 B·l·lr Ill All 

AL2-154 I B·l·l 1 14 1 All 

AL2-155 1 B·3·2r 15 1 All 

AL2-156 1  B-3-2 1 86 1 All 

f :\docs\TGE91A02 .WPD 
A/8 Documenta 

Comment or Quest ion 

Sand bluest••• l i ttle bluest•• and pra i r ie conef lower 
were reaoved fro• the sandy s i te •ixture . Alta•ont 
disagrees. These three species are i•portant native 
co•ponents of sandy sites in this region. Altamont ' s  
consultant s '  exper ience with reclamation has shown that 
if broadcast seeding is used, these species w i ll 
usually beco•• established. 

Prai r ie coneflower was o•itted fro• the loa•y s i te 
revegetation •ixture. Altamont disagrees. Altamont ' s  
consultants have planted this species successfully in 
recla .. t ion projects in the region, and it  provides 
increased diversity in the proposed seed •ixture . 

Inland saltgrass was omitted from the saline site 
revegetation •ixture. Altamont disagrees.  Inland 
aaltgraas is wel l  adapted to saline s i tes , is valuable 
for erosion control , and ia  not particularly palatable 
to wildlife or l ivestock . I t  w i l l  not attract wild l i fe 
or l i vestock to sal ine s ites , thereby fac i l i tat ing 
rehab i l i tation and blending of these s ites with the 
•urrounding landscape . 

Thickspike wheatgrass and birdsfoot trefoil were 
o•ltted fro• the clay site •ixture. Altaaont 
disagrees. With the re•oval of thickspike wheatgrass, 
no aod·for•ing grass species re .. in in the •ixture . In 
add i t ion, a legu•• such as b irdsfoot trefoi l would be 
useful as a nitrogen f i xer in clay soi l s .  

Inland saltgrass was o•itted fro• t h e  high eros ion 
potential site revegetation •i xture . Altamont 
disagrees. Inland saltgrass was or iginally included 
because it is a aod·for•ing grass which produces 
vigorous rhizo•es and stolons and is relatively 
unpalatable to w i ldlife and l ivestock , and is therefore 
suitable for revegetation at high erosion s ites. 

Thickapike wheatgraaa and western wheatgraaa were 
o•itted fro• the wet site revegetat ion •ixture. 
Altamont disagrees. Removal of these species l i•ita 
the aod·for•ing species in the mixture . 

"Garr ison creeping ••adow foxtail"  was added to the wet 
site •ixture. This spec ies' designat ion ia confusing . 
Actually,  Garr i son ia the cultivar of creeping foxtail 
(Alopecurua arundinaceua ) l  •••dow foxtai l  (� 
pratens i a )  was the species Altamont or iginally 
reco .. ended.l Si•ilarly,  "Basin wildrye• was added to 
the seed mixture, but ia ident if ied on page B-l-7 •• 
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Comment notal. Utde bluestem hu been returned. See response to Slate of Monrana 
Comment SA7-73 and revisions to Appendix B-3. 

Comment accepted. See revisions to Appendix B-3. 

Comment accepted. See revisions to Appendix B-3. 

Comment noted. Western wheatgrass was added. Birdsfoot trefoil was omitted because of 
opposition to this aggressive, introduced species. Native, adapted legumes may be added u an 
alternative as allowed by DEIS Reco�mendation 4. 

Comment accepted. See revisions to Appendix B-3. 

Comment noted. Western wheatgrass was returned, and another sod-forming species wu 
substituted for Thickspike wheatgrass. Other changes have also been made. See revisions to 
Appendix B-3. 
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Elymus t r l t lcoldes . E. t r l t lcoldes Is  actually 
creepln9 Cor beardless ) vl ldrye . Bas in vl ldrye ls � 
�· The EIS needs to be chan9ed to allow for 
both k inds of vheat9rass and to convert the descr ipt ion 
of species.  

Inland salt9rass, crested vheat9raas and thlcksplke 
vheat9raas were o•ltted from the alkal lne/sod lc 
reve9etat lon •lxture . Altamont d l sa9rees. All three 
ot these species are sod·formln9, which Is Important ln 
erodible soi ls .  Two of the spec ies are alkal lne/aod lc 
tolerant . Althou9h It  I s  not a native 9rasa spec ies , 
the Ephral• cultlvar of crested vheat9rass recommended 
by Altamont Is a low-statuted Cvhlch w i l l  help blend 
the r l9ht•of•way with the surroundln9 landscape ) ,  sod· 
formln9 species, tolerant of a variety of soi l  
condi t ions. C it Is Important t o  note that a 
considerable var iety of alkal lne{sodlc cond i t ions may 
be expected alon9 Altamont ' s  route ) .  

The DEIS states that Indian r l ce9rass •ay be added to 
the seed •lxtures used In R i l l ,  Choteau, St i l lwater and 
Carbon Counties In Montana. Indian r lce9rass I s  
already a component o f  the sandy s i te •lxture proposed 
by Altamont, and does not need to be spec ially 
des l9nated for these count ies. In add i t ion, the 
d i fference between pound PLS/acre vs. PLS/square foot 
vas d iscussed above In our co .. ent to B·l·l ; Al ; Al l .  
The EIS should be corrected here a s  wel l .  

Altamont bel ieves the seedln9 rat io of forba t o  9rasses 
Is qui te hl9h for a sandy s i te mi xture. In part icular,  
the rate for whi te Dutch clover I s  hl9h. Altamont ' s  
consultants have found that such hl9h rat ios are often 
not successful at sandy s ites In this  re9 ion . 

Altamont bel i eves that the seed ln9 rate for pra i r ie 
sandreed I s  too low, s i nce this  Is an extremely useful 
species for erosion control I n  this 9e09raphlc re9ion. 
Furthermore, this seed ln9 m i xture deleted Altamont ' s  
reco .. endat lon to use an annual rye. Altamont 
d l sa9rees , s ince this deletion could result I n  
Increased I n i t ial erosion. Altamont bel ieves that the 
Increased total seedln9 rate for the hl9h erosion 
potential •lxture, recoamended by the Coam l ss lon, may 
be too hl9h In that Interspeci f ic compet i t ion may 
defeat I ts purpose. Altamont bel ieves that the ratlo 
of torbs to 9rasses C part lcularly the rate for yarrow) 
I s  too hl9h,  s ince forb• are not as effect ive as 
9rasses at stab l l l z ln9 erodible soi l s . F i nally,  
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Comment noted. Crested wheatgrass is opposed because of its non-native status and invasive 
growth habits. Inland saltgrass has been replaced. See revisions to Appendix B-3. 

Comment noted. See response to Comment AL2-SS above. 

Comment noted. See response to Comment AL2-SS above. 

See previous response. Several of your concerns, including deletion of creeping wheatgrass, 
have been addressed. See revisions to Appendix B-3. 
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Altaaont does not know what •cr@@pin9 wheat9rass•  i s .  
Clar if icat ion Is  requ i red . 

Alta•ont bel ieves the total l@edlng rate for 
alkal ine/sad ie soi l s  Is too low for these ap@clal s i te 
cond i t ions. 

The Yel lowstone River at MP 268 , 1  should be lden t l f l@d 
as Clark ' s  Fork of the Yellowstone. 

The Beaver Creek 11lnor rea l l gn•ent f i led November 2 8 ,  
1990 avoids a crossing o f  Sta•baugh Creek . 

!!! co .. ent• on page 4C-12 , para . J .  

Alta•ont can co•plete ln1trea• construction at  •lnor 
perennial strea• cro•slng• vlthln 24  hours,  � 
blast ing Is necessar y ,  In vhlch ca•• con•truct lon w i l l  
proceed a s  quickly as po•• lble. Therefore, th@ 
Co.alsslon should· revise the liS to allow Altamont 
add i t ional t l•e for construct ion, If blasting Is  
required .  

!!! co .. ent on page 41-91 5 1  All .  

� co .. ent on page 41- 1 0 ,  para .  2 .  

The requlre•ent o f  te•porar l ly revegetat lng wetlands 
with annual ryegress contradict• paragraph 2 on page 
48-6, vhlch say• te•porery seed ing Is not reco1111ended . 
The liS should be revised to omit  the requ i rement for 
ryegress teaporary revegetat ion . 

It! co .. ents of Altamont Cas Transmission Company on 
the DIIS at p. l l .  

This table o f  v@tland and r ipar ian area crossings 
should be revised, based on the alnor route 
realignments f iled by Altamont on MoV@IIber 2 8 ,  1990.  

A-ll 
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AL2-161 

AL2-162 

AL2-163 

AL2-164 

AL2-16S 

AL2-166 

AL2-167 

AL2-168 

AL2- 169 

AL2- 170 

AL-69 

See response to Comment AL2-IS9 above. 

Comment accepted. See change to Appendix C-2. 

See response to Comment AL2-37 above. 

See response to Comment AL2-61 above. 

11lank you for your comment. See response to Comment AL2-49 above. 

See response to Comment AL2-73 above. 

See response to Comment AL2-74 above. 

Comment noted. See change to Chapter 4B. 

Thank you for your comment. See response to Comment AL2-13 in Altamont's preamble. 

Comment accepted. See changes to Appendix E-3 and various chapters of the FEIS. 
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The FBIR ident ified 17 potentially active faulta that 
the POSB pipel ine would croaa in California. The DEIR 
originally indicated there would be 2l aurface fault• 
croaaed by the combined PGT/PG5E project. The DEIS, 
on the other hand, ident ifiea only 5 potentially 
active faulta that the combined POT/P05E pipeline 
would croaa. Thia diacrepancy meana that the DEIS 
erroneoualy incorporated the data from the FEIR and 
thia ahould be corrected in the EIS to adopt the 
FIIR ' I  concluaion. 

The DEIR identified J 6 . 9  milea of land with high 
landalide potential that would be croaaed by the 
combined POT/PO&I project, while the FEIR identified 
9 . J  •ilea of euch land croaaed by the POSE portion 
alone. The DEIS, on the other hand, identif iea only 
J . S  •ilea of auch land that would be croaaad by tha 
PG51 portion and 1 2 . 2  mil•• by the POT portion of thia 
pipeline. Thia diacrepancy meana that the DEIS 
erroneoualy incorporated the data fro. the FEIR and 
thia ahould be corrected in the liS to adopt the 
FEI R ' a  concluaion. 

The DEII identifiea 2 water body croaainga with 
cont .. inated aedimenta for the P05E portion, whereaa 
the FEIR in Table 2•6 ident ifiea 7 auch croaainga for 
POSE. Thia diacrepancy meana that the DEI& 
e�roneoualy incorporated the data from the FEIR and 
thia ahould be corrected in the EII to adopt the 
FII R ' a  conclueion. 

The DEIS identifiea only 6111 . 7  total acrea of land 
that would be temporarily diaturbed by the P05E 
portion, whereaa the DEIR in Table 41•1 identifiea 
12, J94 acrea that would be temporarily diaturbed by 
POSE. Thia d iacrepancy .. ana that the DEIS 
erroneouely incorporated the atate • a  data and thia 
ahould be corrected in the EIS. 

ror acrea of wetland/riparian habitat , Table s-2 fail• 
to include the number of acrea of vernal pool habitat 
croeaed by the POT/POSE pipeline. Aa a reault, the 
Table alao doea not ahow whether the project ' •  impact• 
on 1uch rtlourctl art coneidtred temporary or 
permanent . Although th••• ahallow poola are more 
luaceptible to permanent and irreveraible impact• from 
pipel ine conatruction than eatuarine, paluatrine, 
riverine, or lacuatrine wetlanda, the DIIS faile to 
provide any diacu11ion of the potential impact• to 
th••• iaolated wetlanda, including vernal poola near 
but not directly in the path of the propoaed pipeline. 
� �  DEIS at l!-9/10 and Appendix z-2 . 1  Indeed, the 
CPUC identif ied thia aa a aerioua potential problem 
with the PGT/PG5! route, IFIIR, Ch. 2 . 1  Therefore, 
the Commiaaion needa to apecifically review the 
POT/POSE route to aacertain how much vernal pool 
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AL-70 

ALJ- 1 

ALJ-2 

ALJ-3 

ALJ-4 

AL3-S 

(STAFF'S RESPONSE TO APPENDIX 8] 

Thank you for your comment. We do not believe that all EIS data that are discrepant with 
those of the FEIR necessarily need to be corrected to reflect the FEIR's conclusions. The FEIS 
only incorporates relevant portions of the FEIR by reference. We do not view the FEIR's 
conclusions with regard to geological hazards within the PGf route to be relevant and, 
therefore, we do not incorporate such data into the FEIS. The PGf/PG&E project loops would 
cross two active surface faults in California and two elsewhere. We highlighted the faults 
crossed by the PGf route (see Table JA-1 of FEIS) due to their documented Holocene activity. 
All other surface faults crossed by the PGf project route have been determined to exhibit 
Quaternary activity. We therefore stand by our analysis of available data. 

Thank you for your comment. We cannot explain why there is such a large discrepancy 
between the CPUC's DEIR and the PERC's DEIS with regard to miles of landslide potential. 
In our attempt to reconcile the data contained in the two documents, we have examined them 
in detail in order to locate the areas that contained landslide potential. While the DEIS data is 
supported by specific locations that are delineated by milepost intervals (see EIS and EIS Map 
Volume), no such support was found in the DEIR, other than the stated 36.9 miles of landslide 
potential in Table 4A-1 of that document. Because the two documents are discrepant, it should 
not be automatically assumed that the DEIS is in error. We therefore stand by our analysis of 
available data. 

Footnote C to both Table S-2 and 6-1 indicates that the number "[o]nly includes waterbodies 
with krunY.o contaminated sediments" (emphasis added). Therefore, the number referenced in 
these tables is correct. Please refer to the CPUC's DEIR, Table 4C-3 and page 4C-S, for a 
discussion of this subject. 

The number 611 1.7 was taken from the Column "Construction Right-of-Way• for the Sate of 
California in the DEIR Table 3D-I.  This corresponds to the PG&E project OD)y impacts. 
Table 48-1 in the DEIR identifies soil impacts for both the PGT/PG&E projects as a whole. 

Thank you for your opinion. As you point out, the CPUC adequately addressed this issue in 
its FEIR. In addition, the CPUC, in its decision 8 December 27, 1990 authorizing the 
construction of PG&E's facilities, attached mitigation requirements which it determined would 
minimize or eliminate environmental impacts. 
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Comment or Qyewtion 

wetland• may be impacted by the pipeline and enaure 
that appropriate miti9at ion meaaurea ar• required. 

Thia Table only preaenta data on the •acrea of for•at 
temporarily diaturbed• by the conatruction of the PGT 
and PG5E facilitiea ( 1743 and 888 acrea, 
reapectively ) .  However, the narrative te•t of the 
DEll (at 4E-5 ) atatea that foreat ve9etation will 
under9o permanent alteration. Thia diacrepancy mean• 
that the D!lS erron•oualy incorporated the data from 
the F!lR and thia ahould b• corrected in the ElS to 
adopt the F!lR ' a  conclu•ion. 

The DEll ident ifiea 0 acre• of impacted bi9 9ame 
habitat by the PG5! portion, while the FElR (Table 2-
6 )  indicatea 1 , 2 66 acrea of •uch land• impacted by 
POlE. Thi• di•crepancy mean• that the DElS 
erroneoualy incorporated the data from the FElR and 
thia ahould be corrected in the Ell to adopt the 
FIIR ' I  concluaion. 

The DEll identifiea 0 .acre• ai9nif icantly af facted 
upland 9ame bird habitat for the PG5E portion, while 
the FElR ( Table 2•6) indicatea 131 acrea of auch land 
impacted by PG,E, Thia diacrepancy meana that the 
D!lS erroneoualy incorporated the data from the F!lR 
and thia ahould be corrected in th• Ell to adopt the 
FIIR ' I  conclueion . 

The POT conatruction achedule doea not reflect the 
December 20, 1990 letter from Jack Fallin to the 
Secretary of the COnmiaaion r•9•rdiD9 a reviaed 
tentative achedule. 

"A final CPUC deciaion ia pendin9" ahould be replaced 
with "A final CPUC deciaion waa iaaued D•cember 2 7 ,  
1990 . Petit ion• for rehearin9 have been filed 
includin9 one ••preaain9 the environmental concern• of 
the California Attorney General . •  

The DEll doea not appear to rec09ni•• that the CPUC 
( Deciaion 90•12-119, December 2 7 ,  1990) adopted an 
alternative ali9nment, Shaata County Weat Route 
Alternative, between milepoata 703 and 704 ( CPUC 
Miti9ation Meaaure 57al Findin9a of Fact 157 ) ,  Either 
the Ell ahould be amended to reflect th• reault of the 
CPUC ' I  dtcilion, or, if tht Commie1ion dote not a9rtt 
with that reali9nment, the EIS ahould be revia•d to 
••plain the baaia for the diaa9reem•nt and to provide 
for another alternativ• re-route that avoida the 
impacta that the ori9inal route poaed. 

8•2 
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ALJ-6 

AL3-7 

ALJ-8 

AL3-9 

AL3-IO 

ALJ- 1 1  

AL-71 

Comment noted. Pleax see revised Chapter 4E. 

Pleax refer to Table 4E-13 in the CPUC's DEIR, and Table 3-7 in the CPUC's FEIR, which 
suppon our conclusion that no big game habitat would be si&nificaniiy affected by lhe 
construction of PG&E's facilities. 

See response to Comment AL3-7. 

Comment noted. See revised Chapter I .  

See revised Chapter I .  

See revised Chapter 2. 
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The DEIS appear• to repreaent that PG5E wil l ,  in fact, 
follow Jepaon Prairie Preaerve Alternative Route c .  
However, the CPUC adopted the Jepaon Prairie Preaerve 
Alternative Route 8 rather than Alternative c 
( Miti9ation Meaaure 61CI Pindin91 of Pact 163 ) .  
Either the EIS ahould be amended to reflect the reault 
of the CPUC ' •  deci•ion, or, if the Commi••ion doe• not 
avr•• with that realivnment, the EIS ahould be reviaed 
to explain the baaia for the diaavreement and to 
provide for another acceptable alternative route. 

AI the DEIS ia written, it would appear that thia coat 
of $237•239 mill ion lppliea to the alternative portion 
of the route only. Altamont bel ieve• that it ia 
intended to include a larver ••v-ent of the PG5B 
route, inc ludin9 that variation. Thie ahould be 
clarif ied in the EIS, 

The DEIS appear• to repreaent that P05E will,  in fact, 
follow Brentwood Route Alternative 1 and ia unclear 
about the Brentwood compreaaor Station • a  locat ion. 
The CPUC adopted the Brentwood Route Alternative 4, aa 
modified by the incorporation of the Contre coata 
Reroute (Mitivation Meaaurea JO, 6lb1 Pindin91 of Pact 
155 ) ,  and the Brentwood Compreaaor Station lite c 
( Pindinv• of Pact 156 ) . lither the EIS ahould be 
amended to reflect the reault of the CPUC' a  deciaion, 
or, i f  the commiaaion doea not avr•• with that 
realivnment, the III ahould be reviaed to explain the 
baaia for the diaavre�m�nt and to provide for 
accepttble tlternative routin9 for compreaaor atation 
aitin9. 

The DEIS' total coat eatimate of $545 million for the 
P05E aection of the project ia incorrect. Thia coat 
eatimate ia baaed on 1988 dollara. When annual 
eacalation ratea are applied for the yeara 1989 
throu9h 1994, the capital coat ia actually $696 
aillion. (Pacific oaa and Electric co. , · Dkt . Mo. 90-
12-119, at 168 . )  

I n  addition, the DEIS ' I  PGT and PGE coat eatimatea � 
DQl include all environmental •itivation coat•- The 
final dtciaion of the CPUC atatea •we find it 
reaaonable to aaaume 1 coat cap of $40 mill ion for the 
environmental coata of the lxpanaion Project ( PG5E 
only ) .  Thia number ia well within the ran91 of the 
eati.,ttl on the record . We conclude that it i a  
reaaonable to expect that aiti91t ion meaaurea w i l l  
coat u p  t o  $ 4 0  million . •  114· a t  134 . )  The deciaion 
further etatea that environmental coete thould be 
� to the applicant ' •  eatimated conetruction coat 
cap of $544 . 8  mill ion ( 1988 dollara ) .  114· at 168 . )  

Therefore, the final liS needa to be ' reviaed to 
account for th••• additional coata .  At leaat 
$40 mill ion in mitivation coat• for the PG5E portion 
ahould be added to the total coat of the project , plue 
any additional miti9ation coata that will be incurred 
due to additional mitivat ion meaaurea impoaed by the 
Commiaaion. Likewiae, for the PGT portion, the 
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AL-72 

AL3-12 

AL3-13 

ALJ-14 

AL3-U 

See response to Comment AL3- l l .  

See response to Comment AL3-12. 

See n:sponse to Comment AL3-13. 

Cost pn:sented in Chapter 2 are �. as both the text and table indicate. Staff has n:vised 
this section to indicate that cost estimates an: based on 1988 dollars. 
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Commtnt or Qutltion 
applicant • •  conatruction coat cap eetimate of 5635 
mil lion ( 1988 dollarel do•• not include ••calat ion and 
doe• not yet include all environmental mit i9ation 
co•t•. Eecalated for the year• be9innin9 1989 to 
1994, the capital coat 1• $810 million. Since PGT ' •  
eetimate wae prepared i n  1988, it clearly did not 
anticipate or account for the environMental mit i9ation 
condit ion• that will be required by the Cammi•eion. 
Altamont ' •  con•ultante ••pact, baaed on their 
prof•••ional ••parience and publiehed and unpubl i•hed 
data obtained from the usrws, the OOE, USIR and 
certain utilitiee, that at l•••t $40 mil l ion will be 
needed to mitivate impact• in Orevon, Waehinvtcn and 
Idaho ( 1990 dollare) if mitivat ion .. aeure• identified 
in the DIII are impo•ed. A• • reeult, the $ 1 . 11 
billion total coete for the entire project •hould be 
tecalattd at an annual rate of fivt percent, at ltaet 
sao mill ion ( 1990 dollara) plu• ••calation of 5' par 
year added to that total to account for environmental 
mitivation coat• •• reflected in the PEIR and the 
DEIS, plue additional mitigation coete that will be 
incurred by PGT/PG51 after the commiaeion finalize• 
the IIR. 

The PGT con•truction epread deecription do•• not match 
the revieed apread breakdown contained in the 
December 20, 1990 letter from Jack Fallin to the 
Secretary of the Commieeion . 

Thie table doee not eufficiently take into account 
Oregon Depart .. nt of Pi•h 5 Wildlife (ODPW) , Idaho 
Department of Pi•h 5 a ... ( IDFG ) , Wa•hington 
Department of Ecology (WDE) and Waahington Depart .. nt 
of Wildlife (WDW) 9uidel inee for tiaing of in-water 
work to protect fi•h and wildlife. ror ••ample, for 
the Moyie River, Idaho, the preecribed in-water work 
window ie July 15 - September 30. Althou9h a late 
Auguet •tream croaein9 conetruction window would be 
adequate for .a•t atreame, preferred conetruction 
timing variee with the epacific fi•h •paciee preeent 
end correeponding life hi•tory neede, ••pacially 
•pawninv. Preferred conetruction tiainge for eeveral 
of the PGT •tream cro••ing••· after accountin9 for 
thtlt factore, arta 

Umatilla River 15 Jul-01 Dec 
Iutter Creek 15 Jul- 31 Au9 
Willow Creek 

( Morrow Co. )  15 Jul-31 Au9 
Rock Creek 15 Jul-31 Au9 
John Day River l5 Jul-31 Aug 
luck Hollow Crk 01 Au9-31 Dec 
trout Creek 01 Aug-31 Dec 
Wil low Creek 

(Jef fer•on Co. )  01 Rov-31 Har 
Crooked River 01 Rov-31 Mar 
Paulina creek t5 Jul-30 Sep 
Williameon River 5 Auv-30 Sep 
Loet River 01 Jul-31 Har 
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ALJ-16 

ALJ-17 

AL-73 

Sec revised Chapter 2. 

Thank you for this information. Because Chapter 2 is a discussion of the "Proposed Project, • 
and not a discussion of environmental impacts or mitigation, this Information is not sui cable for 
Inclusion in Chapter 2. 
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The•• datt•, which are derived from ODFW • •  •waterway 
Habitat Alttratioo Policita, • ahouid bt apacifitd in 
tht EIS at wtll , 

Tht conatructioo aprtad dtacription dota not match tht 
rtviatd tprtad breakdown containtd in tht Dtctmbtr 20, 
1990 lttttr from Jack Pal lia to tht Secretary of tht 
Conmiaaioo. 

It ie 1tated that •active •urface faulte do not occur 
within fivt miltt of the pipalint route. •  A rtftrtoct 
or aupport for thit atattmtnt thould bt providtd . 
Alto, the DEIS ' oparatinv definition for an •active• 
fault it unclear. It appaara in lattr ttctiona that 
an active fault it defined by diaplactmtot occur.rio9 
within tht Holoctnt Epoch (paat 10, 000 yeara) . Thia 
ahouid bt cltarly atattd . In addition, durin9 the 
ttitmicity diacuaaion for tht Altamont route, fault 
activity it diacuaatd within a 50 milt widt corridor 
of tht route, not 5 miltt aa in tht POT diacuaaioo. 
Thit ahould bt corrected . 

It it atattd that •artaa tuactpt iblt to l iqUefaction 
would not bt crotatd by tht pipalint route in Idaho . •  
What ia tht aivnif icanct o f  Miocene and Pltiatoctnt 
lacuatrint dtpoaitt in tht area ( i . e . ,  tht Latah 
Pormat ion ) 7  Thit information ahould bt provided. 

It it ttattd that twtlvt hiatoric tarthqgaktt have 
btto ftlt in tht arta but "1••• than oat-half appaar 
to have bttn ventrattd locally . •  Support for thit 
atat-nt ahould bt provided . In addition, btcauat 
the Wallula Gap Fault offttta Pltiatocent rocka (DEI& 
at 4A-ll 5 1  5 ) ,  thit it an activt fault and thould bt 
clearly idtntif itd at tuch. 

Tht Palouat lotat dtpoaita under cultivation may have 
pottotial for l iqUefaction Whtrt tht 9rouodwattr 
ltvtla art ntar tht land aurfact. Tht EIS ahould 
rtfltct thit conctrn. 

It it atattd that "tht Columbia Plattau province 
ttctioo appaara to havt tht moat aivnificant pottntial 
for tlopt atability problema . •  Lotta hillt art 
idtntifitd at vtntral probltm artat but there it no 
ditcuaaion of apacific aitta of alopa inatabil ity , 
The III thould addrtaa thit iaaue. 

The DEII ttattt that tributary rivtrt of tht Columbia 
River have vroaaly unatablt wallt on tomt of their 
tloptt but dott not tptcify whert thett artat art. 
Tht liS thould includt thit information. 

The lotte hillt of the Palouat ( i .e. , Sttptot Butte 
Statt Ptek) thould be included in tht liS at a uniqUe 
9tolovic featurt. ( Wathinvtoo ltatt Dtpartmtnt of 
Rtcreet ion, Whitman county . )  

The DIII ttatet that "ltndtlidinv it common whert 
hetvy batalt flowt overlie t ilttd, alttrtd tuffactoua 
rockt of tarly and middle Ttrtitry ave• in Orf9on. 
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Al3-18 

ALJ-19 

Al3-20 

Al3-21 

ALJ-22 

ALJ-23 

ALJ-24 

AL3-2S 

AL3-26 

See response to Comment ALJ-16. 

Thank you for your comment. Please see revised Chapter 3A. We believe the definition of 
fault activity is sufficiently clear when the discussion (in Chapter 4A) of the significanee criteria 
are taken into account. On your other issue, the purpose of the discussion of seismicity within 
a SO-mile-wide corridor for the pipeline is to get a regional "flavor" of geologic conditions, and 
its effect on the rest of the discussion is innocuous. 

Thank you for your comment. You are correct in your evaluation of the presence of 
unconsolidated deposits that would be crossed by the PGT pipeline route in Idaho. Under the 
right seismic and water saturation conditions it is possible that such sediments would liquefy. 
However, our statement that areas susceptible to liquefaction would not be crossed was a 
reflection of our belief, based upon the previous statement in the felt!, as corroborated by the 
staff of the Idaho Geological Survey, that no major faults capable of causing strong ground 
shaking are located near the pipeline route in Idaho. In order to be consistent with the teltt 
pertaining to the Altamont Project, we corrected the leltt in the FEIS to reflect the number of 
miles and location of sediments that are liquefiable in Idaho. Please see corrected Chapter 3A, 
4A, 6 and Table S-2. 

Thank you for your comment. Please see corrected Chapters 3A and 7. With respect to the 
level of activity of the Wallula Gap Fault, we believe that its activity is made sufficiently clear 
when the discussion of the significance criteria (in Chapter 4A) are taken into account. 

Thank you for your comment. We disagree that this is an area for concern. The new PGT 
pipeline would cross approximately 0.6S miles of the Pulouse loess soil. Of this distance, less 
than 1 .0 linear feet would be located within the Union Flat Creek floodplain that could be 
subject to groundwater saturation. Please note that there are no residences within at least 
O.S miles of the PGT pipeline route in this area. We therefore stand by our analysis. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Thank you for your comment. Please see revised Chapter 3A. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Thank you for your comment. Please see corrected Chapter 3A. 



AU-26 

(CIIIIIL) 
Paqt/Para/Lint 

AL3-27 I 3A·111  31 1 

AL3-28 1 3A-111 41 9 

AL3-29 1 3A-121 21  4 

AL3-30 1 3A•l2 1  4 

AL3-3l i 3B-l l  1 

3B•h 2 1  5 

f l \doca\TCE91A04 .WPD 
P/B Docu-nta 

comment or Oytwtion 

Alao, on pa9e 3A-12, the DIIS atatea "the 9reateat 
potent ial for •lope atability problema exiata alon9 
canyon walla where ateep alopea have developed in 
areaa of weak, underlyin9 aandatone. •  OVerall ,  it 
appear• that the potential for landalidea alon9 the 
PGT route ia hi9h. Thia ahould be clarified and the 
location of theae problem areaa identif ied. 

In addition, the landalidea occurrin9 alon9 the John 
Day canyon variation are active a l idea, not alidea 
"that were active durin9 the Holocene lpoch . •  We are 
at ill in th• Holoc•n• Epoch, and thia by definition ia 
an active al id•. Th• EIS ahould refl•ct thia fact. 

It ia atated that ther• ia •no •videnc• of Holoc•n•­
a9ed activity at any aurfac• fault within five •ilea 
of the propoaed route in ore9on, ••c•pt at th• 
Morthweat Rift Zon• and Walk•r Ria Syatem . •  A 
r•ference for thia atatement ahould be provid•d, and 
it ahould b• rephraaed in the liS to clearly atate 
that th• Morthweat Rift lon• and Walk•r Ria Syatem are 
active faulta. 

It alao ia atated that the appearanc• of cracka alon9 
the Wallula Oap Fault •au99•ata they ar• rupture• from 
9round ahakin9 rath•r than aurface fault ruptur•• · ·  
How i a  thia concluaion r•ached, and doe• it r•pr•••nt 
a ai9nif icant dif f•r•nc•7 P•rhapa rupture• from 
9round ahakin9 are of 9r•ater cona•quenc• than thoae 
raaultin9 from fault offa•t . Th• liS ahould clarify 
thia iaau•. 

It ia atat•d that •th• 9r•at•at pot•ntial for a lope 
atability problema exiata alon9 th• canyon walla wh•r• 
ateep alopea hav• dev•loped in areaa of weak, 
underlyin9 aandatone. •  Mor• detail ahould be provid•d 
on wher• auch ar•a• are found alon9 the route. 

Th• pipeline corridor would traver•• areaa of th• John 
Day roaail Beda National Monument . Th••• world•claaa 
foaail localitiea within unita auch aa the John Day 
and Clarno rormat iona ahould be noted in the EIS. 

There ia no diacuaaion of th• aoila r•atrictiv• 
feature• ( i  • • •  , lc• ' SARa ) .  Th• DIIS atatea that the 
•rout• in Idaho would not croaa any pr� far.land . "  
Pl•a•• provide aupport for thia atat ... nt . 

The Ell ahould d•fine rehabil itation potential for a 
aoi l .  I t  ia atat•d that "the route would croaa 33 . 4  
mile• o f  pri- farmland i n  Waahin9ton . •  Howev•r, th• 
Palouae ia the mo•t productiv• wh•at land in the 
country. (Soil Surv•y of Whitman county, Waahin9ton, 
scs, USDA. ) Th• baaia for thia atatement ahould be 
provided. 
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AU-30 

AU-3 1 

AL-75 

Thank you for your comment. Please sec corrected Chaplcn 3A and 7. The level of activity 
of these faults is appropriately discussed in Chapter 4A. 

Thank you for your comment. Please sec corrected Chapter 3A. 

Thank you for your comment. Please sec corrected Chapter 3A. 

POT's pipeline route is located at least IS air miles away from the boundaries of the John Day 
Fossil Beds National Monument. 

Thank you for your comment. A discussion of soil restrictive features appears with the 
definition for "rehabilitation potential" In new Appendix 8-4. According 10 our research into 
the matter, the U.S. Soil Conservation Service designates prime farmlands on the basis of 
whether or not they arc irrigated. The POT pipeline would cross 13. 1 miles of prime farmlands 
in Idaho. Please sec corrected Chapter 38. With regard 10 the Palouse, wheat production 
utilizes dry farming techniques. Therefore, irrespective of how prolific the Palouse is, with 
respect 10 wheat production, the land is not prime farmland. 
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Should add after •propoaed" ,  the word• "PGT port ion of 
the " ,  

Should atate diatance i n  " feet • .  

The DEIS pointe out that Bonner County • •  plan i a  beinq 
rtviaed, to include a ahoreline manaqement plan. The 
!IS ehou ld alao analyze whether the Idaho Department 
of Fiah and Wildlife will require any apecial permit• 
for cocolalla Creek aa a reault of the reviaion of the 
Bonner County comprehenaivt plan, or whether, becauae 
thia ia a critical area, the Department will require a 
apecial mitiqat ion plan. 

The DEIS atatea, concluaorily, that " ( a ) qricultural 
field• and developed land provide limited habitat for 
wildlife. Moat uae occur• aa feedinq alonq the edqe 
between wildlifa habitat and aqricultural fielda . •  
Thia ahould be reviaed to explain apecifically what 
wildlife apeciea uae thia habitat, a• well aa whether 
thia habitat ia uaed aa huntinq qrounda by raptora 
and/or for feedinq by qame birda. 

Table JE-J include• not only federally-l iated apeciea, 
but alao candidate and non- liated atate epeciea for 
Idaho, Waahinqton and Oreqon , while, at the aame time, 
it reatricta the California apeciea addreaaed to 
currently li ated apeciea. The Table and accompanyinq 
text thould ident ify all apecial-atatue epeciea ( e .q . , 
federelly-l iated, and candidate and atate•liated) , 
reqardleaa of whether they are ftderally-liated aa 
threatened or endanqered. The title of the Table 
ahould be chanqed, and all 47 of the California 
•apecial-atatua• wildlife apeciea, identified in the 
FEIR at Table J-2 , ahould be included to enaure that 
the Comniaaion accurately evaluate• the full impact• 
of the propoaed project and alternative• thereto. 

The qenua for cutthroat trout ia Oncorhynchua not 
lalma· Thia ahould be corrected. 

Add to the •cold water qame fiah of Oreqont •  

o Redband trout/Oncorhynchya mykitt ••R· 

o Cutthroat trout/Oncorhynchya clarki 

Ia.. Behnke, R. J . ,  Honqqraph pf the natiye 
troytt of tht qeny1 Salmo gf wtlttro North 
� ( U . s . D .A. roreat Service 1979) 
( "Behnke" ) . )  

"Redband troutfoncorhynchut ep. /C2/--• ehould read 
"Redband trout /Oncprhynchye mykiee eap. /C2/Sc . •  Thie 
fiah waa formerly Salmo ntwbtrryi, then 0. nawberryi, 
and ia now a formal aubapecita of 0. myki11.  Several 
etocka of redband trout in the vicinity of the PGT 
route have been elevated to the etatua of special 
Concern by the American Fiaheriet Society and are 
likewiee conaidered by the etate of Oreqon. In 
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AL-76 

Al3-32 

ALJ-33 

AlJ-34 

Al3-3S 

AL3-36 

AL3-37 

ALJ-38 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. 

As stated in Chapter 40, since the crossing would occur adjacent to the existing PGT pipeline, 
no conflict with the management plan would be expected. PGT would be required to comply 
with all conditions attached to their stream crossing permit by the Idaho DEQ. 

Staff believes that this statement is accurate. See revised Chapter 3E. 

Tables 3E-3, 4E-2, 4E-3, 4E-S, and 4E-7, and Appendix E-1 have been revised to include only 
Federal-listed, proposed, or candidate species, Forest Service- or Bureau of land Management­
listed sensitive species, and state-listed species. Natural Heritage Program and/or Native Plant 
Society-listed species have been deleted. In addition, because the Endangered Species Act only 
applies to Federal-listed species, only these species are identified in Table 4E-9 and the 
"California • portions of appendix E-1 and Table 4E-2. 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. 
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addition, the 9enua for cutthroat trout ia 
Oncorhynchyt not lalmg. IllS Behnke, aKR[A at Comment 
to 3P-2, Table 3P-11 Moy le, P . B . , Inland Piahet of 
California (U. of Cal .  Pr••• 1976 1 1  Kenda l l ,  R. , 
•Taxonomic chanv•• in North American trout nam.t , •  
Trant . Am .  Pith Soc. 117 ( 4 1 •  3 2 1  ( 1988 1 1  Wil l iama, 
J • • •  , � Jl, Fithtl of North Amfrica. lndanqtrtd. 
Threatened and of Sptcial Concern 14 ( 6 1 1 2-20 (Am. Pith 
loc • y  ( 19891 ( "Williamt" l • l  The•• chan9•• thould be 
.,de in the III.  

The Dill atatea that " ( a J t  the propoaed croaain9, the 
river provide• tranaportation water and rearin9 
habitat for anadromoua aalmonida . •  The inforaation 
provided on fith retourcea it intufficient to allow 
evaluation of potential impacta .  Additional 
info�ation on the tt.in9 of fall chinook and winter 
ateelhead pat119e and rearin9 in the vicinity of the 
propoted croaain9 thould be provided, 10 that 
potential impactt of propoted in-water work .,y be 
evaluated and verified by the reader. POtential 
utiliaation and timin9 of warmwater fith l ife 1ta9•• 
aaaociated with apecific habitat• at the propoaed 
croaai� ahould likewiae be diacuaaad. 

Trout Creek, referenced in the Dill, it the tubject of 
a .,jor waterahed rehabil itation ef fort aponaored by 
the lonneville Power Adminiatration ( IPA I .  Part of 
�hit effort may involve remeander in9 the Trout Creek 
channel .  Infor.ation o n  thit project it available 
from IPA, Diviaion of Pith I Wildlife, Pr09ram 
Plannin9 Section ( 503-230-5384 1 .  COOrdination with 
IPA ahould be done before the III it completed, to 
enaur• any tuch work it accounted for in the location 
of the pipeline. 

concernin9 Paulina Creek, the lower portion of the 
cr .. k it the aubject of an ODPW rehabilitation plan 
which would raeatabliah the ori9ina1 atream channel 
and provide additional atream flow durin9 the dry 
••••on. Coordination by the Committion with ODPW 
thould be done before the III it completed, to enaure 
that the pipeline will not interfere with that 
19ency • a  plana. The peraon to contact for information 
it Tad Piea, Area Pith liolQ9ilt , ODPW, at 503-388-
6363. 

Add radband trout, Oocorbyochya mykita aap. under 
"lpecial-Statua Piah • •  , •  l laa Williama, aKR[A at 
Comment to 3P-3 . 1  Information on thit aubject alto ia 
available from ODPW Pith Diviaion at 503-229-5400, 
ext. 359, and the Klamath Trike (Crai9 lena at 503-
783-2095 1 .  

Replace •eatt• with •wett• • 

Identify all tribal 9roupa that were contacted 
re9ardin9 Native American concern• in Idaho, thoae 
that exprettad concern, and thote that had no 
concerna, and identify all concern• expreaaed. 

1-8 
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AL3-39 

AL3-40 

AL3-41 

AL3-42 

AL3-43 

AL3-44 

AL-77 

The information presented in Chapter 3F is adequate to support the evaluation of impact in 
Chapter 4F. 

Thank you for this information. No response required. 

See response to Comment AL3-40. 

The cited text refers the reader back to Table 3F-2, which clearly lists this species. 

Comment noled. 

See revised Chapter 3M. 
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Ident ify tribal 9roupa that were contacted re9ardin9 
Native American concern• in Waahington, tho•• that 
expr••••d concern•, and tho11 that had no concern•, 
and identify all concern• expreaaed. 

The DIIS lack• •ufficient detail concernin9 the PG�I 
portion of the PGT/PG�I propo•al . Thi• prevent• a 
v•lid compari•on from bein9 made. For example, the 
Dill doe• not provide information about the 
•i9nificant ••iamicity •nd the major active fault• 
alon9 the California portion of the POT/PG�I route. 
Simil•rly, the DIIS doe• not ••Y which part of the 
46 . 2  mile• of l iquefaction potential alon9 the PG�I 
route i• "•i9nif icant • .  

Th••• deficienci•• raiae the followin9 ••riou• 
que•tion• about the PG�I portion of the PGT/PO�I 
propo•al a How many fault• off••t durin9 the 
Quaternary are approached within five mile• in 
Californi• by the PO�I route7 Which fault• were 
offaet durin9 the Holocene7 C•n ri•k• at th••• 
cro••in9• be reduced to " l•••-than-•i9nificant• level• 
by de•i9n .. a•ure•7 What addition•l de•i9n mea•ur•• 
will be needed to •n•ure that the facilit ie• wil l  be 
con•tructed •afely7 (We note that the CPUC found that 
th••• ri•k• were •i9nificant and unmit i9able . )  ( FIIR 
at 2-14 to 2-151 CPUC Opinion in Pacific Ga• � 
Electric CO• • D. 90-12-119,  •lip op. at 144-45 . )  

To addr••• the•• que•tion•, the text and Table• 1-2 
and 1-3 , lA- 1 ,  lA-2 , 4A- l ,  and 6-1 and Fi9. lA-2 mu•t 
be revi••d to include detailed information on the 
California portion of the PGT/PG�I project . In 
addition, the text and •ummary table• •hould be 
revi•ed to indicate which 9•ol09ical impact• are 
miti9able and therefore " l•••-than-•i9nificant• and 
which of the remainin9 "•i9nificant" 9eolo9ical 
impact• are likely to occur durin9 the project 
lifeapan, for the entire len9th of each project. 

The Dill •tate• that "the potential for land•l ide• to 
occur alon9 mo•t of the PGT route i• low. • However, 
on pa9e lA-9, the DIIS •tate• that the lo••• hill• of 
the palou•• are un•table, •• are •canyon wall• where 
•teep • lope• h•v• d�veloped in we•k, underlyin9 
rock• . •  Th••• two •tatement• appe•r to contradict 
each other and the liS •hould reflect a con•i•tent 
approach to thi• i••ue. 

The DIIS •tate• that " ( t l h• POT route would not croaa 
any known active fault zone• . •  Thi• •tat ... nt i• 
clearly incorrect . The Wallula Gap Fault lone, the 
Walker Rim Fault . and the Northwe•t Rift lone are all 
active 9•ol09ic atructur•• and •hould be •tated aa 
•uch. Impact• a••ociated with con•truction aero•• 
th••• 9•0l09ic •tructurea are •i9nif icant and the liS 
•hould acknowl•d9• thi• concern. (DIIR at lA-S , para . 
91 lA-14,  · para. 11 DIIS at Table lA- 1 .  I 
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AL-78 

ALJ-45 

AL3-46 

AL3-47 

AL3-48 

See revised Chapter 3M. 

Thank you for your comment. The conclusions contained in the CPUC's FEIR are incorporated 
by reference into our DEIS and FEIS, but only insofar as they do not contradict our 
conclusions. For specific information about the California part of the PGT/PG&E pipeline 
project, please see the CPUC's FEIR. With respect to other issues that you raise, they can all 
be answered by careful examination of the DEIR, FEIR, DEIS and FEIS volumes. For 
example, the locations of the significant faults and areas in California that are prone to 
liquefaction are to be found in the FEIS map volume. 

Thank you for your comment. Please see corrected Chapter 3A. 

Thank you for your comment. Please see corrected Chapter 4A. 
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It ia atatad that "PGT ' a  project l iea within Seiamic 
Riak lone& 1 and 2, and ia not expected to experience 
ai9nif icant 9round ahakin9 event a . •  It ahould be 
noted that the majority of the PGT route ( approx . 70\) 
lie& within Seiamic Riak Zone 2, which by definit ion 
are areaa that will auatain "moderate dama9e" in the 
event of a quake. The liS ahould reflect thia fact. 

In addition, on pa9• lA- 1 1 ,  the Dill diacuaaea the 
appearance of •cracke• and •rupture•• reeult i09 frOM 
9round ahakin9. Thia ahould be conaidered a 
ai9nif icant impact and reflected aa auch in Section 4A 
of the 111.  

The l iquefaction potential of Miocene and Pleiatocene 
lacuatrine depoaita ahould be diacuaaed alon9 with 
that of the Palouae loaaa depoaita. 

In addition, it ia atated that "there ia a very lov 
likelihood of earthquake-induced atron9 9round 
ahakin9, " thua the impact of l iquefaction ia 1••• than 
&i9nificant. Thia atat ... nt ia inaccurate, eapecially 
in l i9ht of the comment above, and the text on pa9e 
lA-11 which diacuaaea •crack&" and • rupturea• in the 
aurfaca reaultin9 from 9round ahakin9. The 118 ahould 
be reviaed to correct thi a .  

It ia atated that the •poaaibil ity o f  dama9e occurrin9 
to the propoaed PGT pipel ine aa a reault of volcanic 
activity ia conaidered remote• and "that the impact 
due to volcanic activity ia 1••• than ai9nificant . •  
Since the PGT route croeeee exteneive areae of 
Holocene vulcani�, with aome l ava flova leaa than 
2 , 000 year• old, we atron9ly diaa9r•• with thia 
atat ... nt, and conaider thia to be a ai9nificant 
impact. The Ill ahould be reviaed to reflect thia 
fact. 

The chart at the bottom of the pa9• liata PGT aa 
croaain9 125 total mile& of land with moderate or hi9h 
eroaion auaceptibility. Altamont bel ieve& that thia 
number ia lov, and ia baaed on PGT' a  25\ • ateep &lope" 
definition. The Commiaaion, in contraat , uaed a 15\ 
ateep alope atandard for Altamont. The commiaaion 
ahould uae the aame atandard to determine eroaion 
auacept ibil ity conaiatently for the tvo project& and 
adjuat the 118 accordin9ly. Otherwiae no 9ood 
compariaon of the tvo can be made . 

Table 4-11 doea not diat in9u iah between temporary or 
permanent impact• of the PGT/PG51 pipel ine on the 
varioua typea of ve9etation. Thia information ahould 
be included . 

For ita firat 14 mile& in Idaho, the PGT route ia 
located almoat entirely in the Moyie River Valley. 
Thue, the amount of wetland and riparian area croaaed 
by the pipel ine appear• to have been aubatant ially 
undereat imated in the DIIS. The Commiaa ion ahould 
verify the wetland/riparian area croaaed by the PGT 
pipeline and amend the f i9ure in the liS.  

8-10 
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AL3-49 

AL3-SO 

AL3-S I 

AL3-S2 

AL3-S3 

AL3-S4 

AL-79 

Thank you for your comment. We did not deem it necessary to rqat in our document 
information that was already represented in Figure 3A-2. We recognized the qualitative nature 
of the term "moderate damage, • and therefore included Table 3A-S in our document in order 
to permit the reader to draw his/her own conclusions as to the significance of the term. With 
respect to your reference to Page 3A-l l ,  we have reconsidered the inclusion of the sentence 
containing references to "cracks" and "ruptures• and decided to delete it. Surface cracks would 
be of no consequence to a buried pipeline, especially if there is not apparent offset, as would 
be expected through fault-block movement. 

Thank you for your comment. As explained in our response to your Comment AL3-22, the 
length of the potentially liquefiable area of Palanse loess is too small to warrant any discussion. 

Thank you for your comment. However, in our carefully considered opinion, taking into 
account the actual distance between the nearest volcanoes and the PGT pipeline route, we 
judged the possibility of damage resulting from volcanic activity to be remote, as well as the 
possibility of volcanic activity taking place within the life of the project to be remote. 

Thank you for your comment. The chart you refer to is for informational purposes only. No 
comparison between the PGT Project and that of Altamont is intended or shown anywhere in 
our document. 

The column heading titles provided in Table 4E-I � provide the information requested. 

The staff utilized NWI maps, aerial photography, and actual site visits to determine the . 
information presented in the referenced paragraph. The staff believes that this information is 
correct. 
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Special-atatu• plant •peci•• tvaluation• for PCT 
cannot bt fully dtttrmintd, •• many lptci•• wert not 
inventoried, ( FIIR at App. c, C-20 . ) Therefor•, the 
re1ult1 of 1990 invtntoritl •hould bt included in tht 
II8. 

Tht DIIS indicate• that tht POT pipel ine would cro•• 
throu9h at lta1t ont fortattd wetland in Wa1hin9ton. 
The Wa1hin9ton State Department of lcolo9y (DOl) 
i11ut1 State 401 Water Quality Cert ification•. 
Althou9h the Dtpartmtnt will 1tron9ly recommend 
avoidance of all wetland•, it1 401 cert ificat ion ( if 
9ranttd) will rtqu irt that the fortlttd Wltland bt 
rtv19etated with native tr••• and 1hrub1. Similar 
requirtmtnta will likely bt placed on other di�turbtd 
wetlandt •• wel l .  However, the DIIS doea not require 
auch rtVt9ttation for affected wetlanda in Waahin9ton. 
The Commiation •hould coordinate it• wetland 
aiti91t ion plan• with DOl to •n•urt the Dtpart.,nt ' a  
rtquirtmtntt art taken into conaideration. 

The DII8 ltatta that " ( c )ovtr for nt1t in9 habitat i1 
limited in thi• rt9ion, and ne1tin9 91m1 bird• tend to 
COICtttrate in thtlt arta l , " Tht DIIS 9011 on to 
contradict that 1tatement by 11yin9 that IUbltantial 
portion• of the population would � bt affected and 
that the lo11 of neatin9 habitat and affected bird• i• 
an inaiqnificant �. If the birda' nt1tin9 ia 
concentrated there, the 1011 of habitat ti1l1 be 
1i9nificant. Thia 1hould bt clarif ied or corrected 
and appropriate miti9ation condition• pr••cribed . 

The DIIS 1tatea that "Bitterbru1h•Sandber9 blue9r111 
lllociation on the prtatrvt would appartttly not bt 
af fected by the project , •  Tht DIIS provid•• no baai• 
for thia conclu•ion about tht projtct • a  impact on thi• 
apecial atatu1 1pecie1 plant. Thi1 lhould bt 
explained in 9rtattr dtpth in tht liS. 

Similarly, tht 1tat�m�nt that " l i l t  ia not known to 
what extent th••• communiti•• would bt affected 
out1idt tht prtaerve• i1 inaufficitnt, Potential 
impact• mu1t bt dettrmintd and, if ntc•••ary, 
aiti91tion mea1urt1 lptcifitd in tht l i S .  

The fir•t ltnttnct 1tate1 that thi1 i1 " important• 
habitat , But, tht 111t ••ntenct 1tatt1 that tht 
impact• ( i . t . ,  rtductd reproductive 1ucc•••• direct 
mortality) would not bt 1i9nif icant . Thi1 i1 
incontilttnt with the 1i9nif icance criteria prtltnttd 
on p191 41-2 . • 

Tht firat ••nttnct •tat•• that thi1 i1 " important• 
habitat. But, the la•t ••nttnct 1t1t11 that tht 
impact• ( i . e . , nt1tl in9 mortality) would not bt 
1i9nificant . Thi1 i• incon•i•ttnt with tht 
1i9nif icance criteria pr•••nttd on p191 41-2 and nttd• 
to bt clarified. In addition, thi1 para9raph omita 
mention of the numbtra of acrtl that would bt 
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We disagree with your comment. Please see revised Chapter 4E, which fully discusses the 
results of POT's 1990 field surveys. 

Thank you for this information. Please see response to Comments SAl l-S and SAl l-6. 

The referenced section has been revised to delete the statement that cover for nesting habitat is 
limited. This revision is based on information obtained in staff's visit to the area in September 
1990. 

See revised Chapter 4E. In addition, staff's recommended mitigation measure adequately 
addresses this concern. Please see response to Comment GI-42. 

The last sentence of the referenced paragraph correctly applies the significance criteria to this 
issue, and reaches a consistent conclusion. 

See response to Comment AL3-S9. 
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dl•turbed which contain important waterfowl n••tin9 
habitat . Thia apparent •r�r ahould alao be 
corr•cttd. 

Mo•t of the apecial-•tatua fl•h referenced here occur 
in the Klamath Ba•ln ( Spra9ue and W111 1am•on River•, 
etc. ) .  The Klamath Indian Tribe haa a very active and 
&Qgr•••lva pr09ram focu•ed on r••toration and 
enhanc ... nt of th••• •peel•• and other• in the Klamath 
Ba•ln, both within and outaide their pr•••nt 
r•••rvation boundary. The Comm1••1on •hould clo••ly 
coordinate with the Klamath Tribe, and the eal•tence 
of thl• pro9ram •hould be acknowled9ed and taken into 
account in the ZIS, For more information re9ardin9 
fl•h dl•tribution in the Kl ... th Ba•ln, contact Crai9 
Ben& of the Klamath Tribe Fiah 6 Wildlife Pr09ram at 
503•713-2095. 

In addition, redband trout 1• a lpecial ltatu• lpecl•• 
which •hould be accounted for here in the ZII. Ilia 
co.ment, �. on p. 3F-5 . )  

The .. thod u•ed to compute the column "Potential Land 
Af fected" in Table 4C•3 need• further ••planation, 
becauae the •ource of the number• ie not at all 
apparent from the Tabla. 

The row labeled •volume of Timber lold on Public Land" 
doe• not have any unit• pr•••nted. Thi• needa to be 
clarified. 

247 ton• of No, emi•aion• aeem• low for a 2 5 , 000 hp. 
9•• turbine unit. Thi• need• to be confir..d. 

The DZII provide• DQ baai• for arrivin9 at the 
conclu•ion that there will be no •l9nificant LBpact to 
ambient air quality from POT/P06Z' a  propo•ed 
facilitiaa. Indeed, the calculation• di•clo••d for 
the P06Z ••;.ant •u99••t that •19nificant impacta from 
No, and PR10 emia•ion• ahould be expected in 
nonattain.ent area• for o&on• and PM10• 

Reaidential complaint• relatin9 to noi•• 9enerated 
from the exiating facility have been docu..nted. 
The•• complaint• emphaaiae the queationable uae of the 
55 dill � •tandard for thi• rural aettin9. 
Con•ideration ahould be 9iven to the uae of a more 
appropriate •tandard for thia area. Additionally, 
noi•• recaptor& at thia alta have been aenaitiaed to 
the noiae impact& of the exiatin9 facility and will be 
more aenaitive to the reault in9 incr•••• in noiae from 
the expanded compr•••or facility. Thia ahould be 
taken into account in the ZII and thia !.pact 
determined to be a19nificant with appropriate 
miti9ation meaaurea applied, 

the uae of the 35 dill 1�1 ahould have been ident ified 
•• an L.. becauae thia noiae would not be 
appropriately meaaured aa inatantaneoua but •• a aound 
of longer ( i . e . ,  24 hour ) duration. 
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Thank you for this information and for your concern. 

Sec revised text. 

The table headings were not printed correctly. "Potential Land Affected" refers to the "Most 
Valuable Crop". Sec revised Table 4G-2. 

Comment noted. Sec revised Table 4G-3. 

As stated in revised Chapter 4H, the emission rate of NOx from a 30,000-hp turbine would be 
approximately 381 tons per year based on the EPA's AP-42 emission rate of0.0029 pound per 
hp-hour for a gas-turbine unit. 

As noted on Page 4H-2, compliance with the applicable air quality regulations are administered 
by the state air pollution control agencies, and Altamont, PGT and Kern River would also have 
to acquire permits to modify or to construct each of the proposed compressor facilities from the 
appropriate state agencies. 

The EIS recommends that PGT install an improved intake silencer to reduce existing noise 
levels below 55 dBA. Sec responses to Comment GI-3. 

The Ldn noise level of 35 dBA is not identified as being measured inslanlaneously. No 
response required. 
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John Day Canyon 1• evaluated •• a low vi•ual impact, 
but i1 d••cribtd a• modtratt impact on p. 4L•S, para. 
3. It •hould bt con1i1t1ntly dttcribtd a• modtratt. 

"Acc••• roada" ahould not bt li•t•d htrt, a• 4J•2 , 
para . 1, l int 7, 1tat11 that PCT ha1 not providtd 
information on th1 location of ntw acctaa road• . Tht 
liS 1hould bt clarifitd. 

Tht di1cuaaion of tligibility for liat ing on tht NRHP 
i1 milplactd. It tithtr •hould bt rtptatld a• part of 
thl diacu11ion for tach atat1 on pag1 4M•l or 
incorporattd into tht introductory paragraph to thl 
11ction. A• currtntly eituattd, thi• diiCUIIion 
appaar• to apply only to Cal ifornia whtn, in fact, it 
applit• to all etat•• · 

Thi1 atat-nt i1 inconliettnt with tht ltat-nt on 
pagt 40·6, para. 2 ,  lin• 1 which dtclar•• tht 
con1truction of th1 piptlint would r11ult in both tht 
long•ttr. and parmantnt lo•• of commercial for11t land 
along thl right•of-way. Tht III ehould bt changtd to 
rtflect that thi• 1011 will occur. 

It will take ytar• for th1 for11t artaa Lmpactld by 
PCT ' •  route to regtntrate. CDIII at 41•5 . )  
Thertfore, thtre would bt •a lignif icant cumulative 
impact on the•• rt•ourcea , •  and tht liS 1hould point 
thi• out. 

POll additional compr111ion at Delevan and Brentwood 
•hould al•o bt mentioned here . 

Here tht DIII doll not adequately ••plain the aeriou• 
geological riake from the propo11d POT/POll project . 
A• we explain 1111where , ... prtvioue comment• 
concerning 4A•l end 4A-4, and App. I comment• 
regarding ch. lA and 4A) , tht project would cro•• 
nuaerou• fault• and largt area• of ••iemic zonae 2 and 
l. There i1 pottntial volcanic activity, a• well ae 
1ubeidtnca and liqutfact ion•pront 1oil1. Th111 art 
•ignificant iiiUII with potential cataetrophic 
COnltqUinCII in thl IVInt Of m&jor tarthquaktl Or 
othtr failur••• 1inc1 both th1 ••i•ting and propo11d 
pipalin•• would bt afftcttd. AI th1 two adjactnt 
piptlin•• C i . a . ,  25•foot eeparation) would carry 
extr-ly high volume• of natural ga1, rupture of any 
of the activt or potentially active faulta could 
rteult in di1placement excetding pipt ductility and 
ra1ulting in th1 �upturt of both piptlinel. Thl 
conaequtncea of piptl int ruptur11 con•titute not only 
potential thrtat• to public •afety , but al•o eerioue 
eocioeconomic and public htalth impact• r11ulting from 
th1 di1ruption in ••rvictl to cu•tomtra. 

Thtrefort, tht Commi11ion ' •  attempt to di1mi•• the 
pottntially eignificant geological impact• ae•ociated 
with tht POT/POll projtct contra1t1 with the 
conclu•ion• of the CPUC praetnted in tht FBIR and 
ehould bt rtviltd ; Tht FIIR 1tat11 that con1truction 
in eccordanc• with applicablt ftdtral and 1tat1 
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Comment noted. 

Comment noted. See revised Chapter 4M. 

Comment noted. See revised Chapter 4M. 

Comment noted. See revised Chapters 4G and S. 

Staff believes that the reference paragraph provides an adequate basis for our conclusion, 
especially given the minimal width of the additional clearing. 

See revised Chapter S. 

Please see response to Comments AL3- 1 , -2, -19, -20, -22, -23, -24, -2S, -26, -27, -28, -29, -
30, and AL3-46 through AL3-Sl.  In addition, see revised Chapter 6. 
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re9ulationa and atandard• • • • •  would reduce the riak 
of pipeline rupture or dama9e to the pipeline and 
above9round racilitiea to a level deemed acceptable by 
thea• atate and federal a9enciea. The potential for 
dam•v• from a cataetrophic v•olovic event , euch a• an 
earthquake, wouid not be el iminated, however. Thia ia 
therefor• a potent ially ai9nificant and unavoidable 
impact . •  (FIIR at 6-202 . 1  In addition, the CPUC 
concluded that the preaence of the pipeline in active 
volcanic &one• conetitutte • • • • a eivnificant and 
unavoidable impact on the pipeline and aaaociated 
facilitiaa• and would alao "be ai9nificant and 
unavoidable . •  ( FIIR a t  6•207 . 1  The DIIS doea not 
contain anythin9 to ahow why the CPUC ' a  analyaie ia 
incorrect . Therefore, the conmiaaion ahould reaolve 
the diacrepanciea identified above and decide that the 
9•ol09ical riaka poeed by the PGT/PG'I project are, aa 
the CPUC found , ai9nificant, advar .. and unavoidable . 

Table 6-1 incorrectly identifi•• the number of 9aa 
campreaaor atationa in cal ifornia requirin9 PSD review 
aa unknown. The Delevan atat ion in Coluea County will 
require review. The emiaaiona at the expanded Delevan 
C0111preaaor Stat ion wil l require oUaeta and BACT for 
10, and will tri99•r a Federal PSD review. Emiaaion 
projectiona for 10, and CO at the Delavan compreaaor 
atation are 524 and 158 tona par year reapactively . 
The CCluaa APCD ia in attainment for 10,, CO and so, 
and nonattainment for o, and PM10• 10, and ROO 
.. 1e•1one art prtcur•or• to o&ont and ,.1••1on• from 
new aourc•• will exacerbate the CCluea APCD ' a  
nonattainment atatua for o,. The California Clean Air 
Act ( CCAAI require• the APCD to adopt .are atrin9ent 
NSR rulte, meet the •no net incrtaet• rtquir,..nt• of 
the CCAA, and develop an ECR Bank by July 199 1 .  The 
com.iaaion needa to addreaa thia in the III. 

Table 6-1 fail• to identify the potent ially 
aignif icant iMpacta to public aafety from cataatrophic 
geol09ical eventa. The CPUC haa recommended that the 
applicant comply with the U . S .  Department of 
Tranaportation rulea ( 4 9  erR Pta. 190, 1 9 1 ,  192 1 and 
CPUC General order 1 12-D in order to mit i9ate a9ainat 
iMpacta to public ••fety poaed by active 9eol09ic 
raulta, volcani .. , aoila with hi9h l iquefaction 
potential , and land aubaidenca. Aa we pointed out 
above , the PG'I portion of pipeline alone croaaea at 
leaat 17 potent ially active faulta, 85 •ilea of active 
volcanic zonea, 46 . 2  milea of aoila with a hi9h 
l iquefaction potential and peat aoila in the Delta 
which have aubaided aa much aa 40 feet aince the 
conatruction of the Delta ialanda . In addition, 
aboveground facilit iea at Delevan and Brentwood, both 
located in Seiamic lone J, are particularly aubject to 
d .. a9• from atron9 9round ahakin9. The text of the 
FIIR atatea that 'the potent ial for dama9e from a 
cataatrophic 9eolo9ical event, auch aa an earthquake, 
would not be el i•inated however. Thia ia therefore a 
potentially aignif icant and unavoidable impact • .  
Thua, compliance with applicable U . S .  DOT rulea ( 49 
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The applicability of PSD requirements would be determined when PG&E files an application 
with the appropriate state agency to acquire permits to modify or construct any expanded 
facilities at a compressor station. Compliance with PSD permitting process would ensure that 
air quality impacts arc reduced to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, the information 
presented in Table 6-1 is correct. 

Because the FERC's EIS incorporates by reference the CPUC's FEIR, which the commenlor 
indicates more than adequately addresses this issue, the EIS's discussion is adequate. Please 
refer to the CPUC's FEIR. 
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CPR Pta .  190, 191,  192 ) and CPUC Ganeral Order 112-D 
fail to adequately reduce the impacta on public aafety 
from a pipeline rupture to an inaivnificant leve l .  

The DIIS, thua, faila t o  ident ify thia potent ially 
aivnif icant impact to public aafety. Aa we point out 
above, the final liS needa to be raviaad to correct 
the diacrapanciea that axiat between the DIIS, FIIR 
and DIIR and ahould clearly atata that the veolovic 
riaka poaed by the PGT/PGCI project preaant 
aivnificant, advarae and unmiti9able impacta. 

The CPUC PIIR alao faila to ident ify pertinent API 
atandarda for hi9h atrenvth pipe to be fol lowed in the 
deaivn and conatruction of the pipeline. Thia alao 
ahould be corrected in the liS • 

The DIIS aaya that "the PGT route croaaaa 33 perennial 
and 1 10 intermittent •treama . •  Howtvtr, •om. of tht 
atreama indicated on the alivnment aheeta aa bein9 
intermittent are actually perennial ,  aome intermittent 
and perennial atreama are omitted from the al ivnment 
aheeta .  Thaae arrora ahould be corrected. 

The conc luaion that •conatruction of PGT ' a  facilitiaa 
would require the temporary claarin9 of approxlmately 
2 3 . 5  acre• of wetland and riparian habitat • •  , •  ia 
trrontoue, •inc• the DEII acr••v• 1• ba•ed on a method 
acknowled9ed to undereatimate the wetland acreave 
potent ially affected by the PGT/PGCI pipeline. 
Therefore, thia atatement ahould be qual ified to 
indicate that the number of potent ially affected 
wetland acrea ia queationable and haa been aerioualy 
undereat imated, aa to PGT/PGCI, The IIR ahould alao 
be reviaed to reflect the actual amount of wetland• 
that PGT/PGCI will impact after the Commiaaion 
acquire& the neceeeary data. 

Mitivation meaaura 34 atatea that "PGT ahall develop 
• , • enaure that conatruction activitiee do not 
interfere with anadromoua fiah paaaave . •  Thie ahould 
read • • • •  paaaave or rearin9 bacauae the activitiea 
could reault in increaaed turbidity and auepended 
aedimenta on apawnin9 habitat or evv•. and the 
avoidance of apawnin9 and rearin9 a habitat . 

Concarnin9 Trout Creek, Paulina Creak and the Klamath 
Baain, the BPA ia manavin9 a apecial atream 
reatoration provram, Altamont auvvaata addin9 aa a 
aeparate mit ivation meaaure: 

PGT ahall coordinate conatruction deaivn and 
act ivitiaa for Tr9ut creek and ita tributariea with 
the Bonneville Power Adminiatration a�d Oravon 
Department of Pieh and Wildlife to an�ure conaiatancy 
with the Trout Craak Reatoration Plan. PGT ahall 
coordinate conetruction daaivn and activitiea for 
Paulina creek with the Oravon Department of Piah and 
Wildlife to enaure conaiatency with plana to 
reeatablieh the creek in ita natural bed and to 
incraaae peranni� l flowa. PGT ahall coordinate 
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Staff utilized best available information in obtaining this data. However, we are somewhat 
puzzled by this comment. The same sources of information were utilized to generate data for 
both the Altamont and PGT Projects. Nevertheless, com mentor complains in Appendix A (Page 
A-4) of its comments that this information overesJimaled Altamont's number of perennial stream 
crossings, yet here it claims that this same information underestjmaled PGT's number of 
perennial stream crossings. 

This information is correct. Please see revised Chapters 2, JE and 4E. In addition, staff can 
only revise its EIS, and cannot revise the "EIR" as commentor requests. 

The recommended mitigation measure is correct. Thank you for your comment. 

Staff disagrees. However, thank you for your opinion. 
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conatruct ion daai�n and activitiaa in the Klamath 
Baain with the Klamath Tribe to anaura conaiatancy 
with the Tribe ' a  Fiahariaa Raatoration Plan. 

The DIIS faila to account for the poaaibla praaanca of 
ataalhaad trout mi�ration, apawnin� or raarin� in the 
vicinity of the Willow Creak croaain� . Thia ahould be 
verif ied with Jim Phalpa, ODFW in Pendleton, Ora�on. 
If Phalpa confirm• auch praaanca, than the U.pacta of 
the PGT/PG'I pipeline on thia apeciaa muat be 
evaluated and miti�ation .. aauraa apecifiad. 

In Or�on , thara ia a fill /removal permit ayatam, 
adminiatarad jointly by the DSL and the Corpa of 
ln�inaara. DSL will join in makin� the determination 
ra�ardin� the naad for individual Section 404 and/or 
Section 10 permita. Therefore, the CO..iaaion ahould 
raviaa the liS to raquira PGT to conault with thaaa 
a�anciaa . 
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ALl-82 Comment noted. See revised Chapten 3F, 4F and 6. 

AL3-83 Thank you for this information. No response required. 

AL-85 
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The FEIR aasumes ln Tables 2-2 , 2 - J ,  2-5 , 2-6 and J-9 
that • • • •  hlgh-d@nalty vernal pool areas often support 
about 10 percent cover by vernal pools and avales and 
90 percent cover by upland co••unl t lea (Jones 1 Stokes 
Aaaoclatea f l le data ) . "  Th la does not provlde an 
accepted .. thod for deter•lnlng the actual nu•ber of 
vernal pool acres affected. An analya la ualng 
vegetat lon and topographlc lnd lcatora on aar lal 
photograph• taken prlor to conatruct lon of the exlst lng 
plpal lna , vlll help to daflna the nuabar of acres of 
vernal pool• that would be lmpactad by the proposed 
plpellna . The results of the del l naat lon would provlde 
the data necessary for the Co••laa lon to properly 
calculate l•pacta on these l•portant resources.  

The ravlaad eat l•ata should then be presented ln  the 
EIS, along wlthr  ( 1 )  a •ora accurate ••••••••nt of  the 
project ' s  lmpacta on vernal pool a r  ( 2 )  the acres of 
vernal pools that would have to be restored at a 4 r l  
raplaca•ant rat lo ( Pac l f lc Gas 1 Electr lc Co. , Dkt .  Mo. 
90-12-1 1 9 ,  App. c at p. c-J O ,  Mo. 60A, I 4 ) r  and 
( l )  the lnformat lon necessary to dataralna the coats of 
•lt lgatlng these l•pacta ( e .g . ,  craat lon and 
rastorat lon of vernal pool s ,  acqu l a l t lon and protectlon 
of a l taa aupport l ng unprotected vernal pool s ,  and 
annual •onltor lng of the recreated vernal pools for a 
•ln l•u• perlod of f lva years ) ,  The Co••l as lon should 
ensure, through lta own lnd@pendant analya l a ,  that 
these laaues are aaaasaad ln the EIS. 

The rEIR ' s  aasuaptlon about the quant l t y  of vernal 
poola ls lncorract . "Hlgh dans lty• vernal pool areas 
can support •ora than 10 percent vernal pool cove r .  A 
study conducted ln East Sacraaento found that h lgh 
danal ty vernal pool1 could aupport JJ'  vernal pool 
vat landl cover .  ( "316-Acra Parcel Projec t ,  rlorln and 
Excela lor Roada ,  Sacra•anto County, Watland/Rlpar lan/ 
Vernal Pool Survey r •  Report Prepared for Carlton Homes 
of Cal lfornl a ,  Sacra•anto, Ebasco Servlcas, Inc . ,  
1990 . )  These errors ahould be corrected l n  the EIS. 

J-SSr 7 The FEIR states that the "CPUC w l l l  spac lfy vhlch 
•lt lgat lon •••auras v l l l  be a t l pulated aa part of the 
Cart l f lcata of Publ lc Convanlanca and Macaaslty • • • •  • 
However ,  the FEIR 'nd the CPUC cond lt lons of 
cart l f lcat lon do not actually state vhlch of the 
propoaad mltlgat lon aaaauraa v l l l  be •andatory for 
PGT/PGIE (•any of the "•lt lgat lon measures• are phrased 
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by use of �should� rather than •shal l •  or •must• or 
provide PGiE with m l t l9at lon options ) .  Thus, the 
publ i c  cannot be certain whether Impacts of this  
project on aena l t lve plant and w i ldlife species w i l l  be 
effectively alt l9ated . The Coamlaa lon should spec ify 
as aandatory the spec i f ic a l t l9at lon prov is ions for the 
ent ire length of the PGT/PGiE project . 

The FEIR conta ins v i r tually no rat ionale for the s l t ln9 
of the reroute al l9naen t a ,  par t icularly the two lon9eat 
reroutes, the Tehaaa and Solano County vernal pool 
reroutes ( pp.  4-6 ) .  It appear• that the reroutes were 
not selected through detai led constra ints analyses,  but 
rather were arbitrar i l y  del ineated on aapa with the 
knowled9e that lapacta could not help but be 9reater 
than the proposed route. Nowhere Ia there a atateaent 
that the consultant was g i ven the task of deteralnln9 
better routes than thole proposed . There Ia no 
d l acusalon of the reatr lct lona and l lal tat lona that 
required the select ion of the spec i f ic a l t ln9 
locat ions . The only explana t i on presented In the FEIR 
( pp : 4-2 ) for the locat ion of the p ipel ines was baaed 
on envlronaental and en9lneerln9 requlre•enta def ined 
by PGT/PGiE .  

Given PGiE ' a  stated oppos i t ion t o  rerout ln9 a a  a 
mlt l9atlon measure , the extent and coat of these 
reroutes, and PGiE ' a  content ion that rerou t l n9 I a  
unreasonable (PGIE Concurrent Phase I I  Brief , pp. l2 ,  
lll  CPUC DOcket No. CP89-04-0ll ) ,  the CPUC should have 
conducted an Independent aaaesa•ent of the en9lnee r l n9 
and envlron•ental constra ints for the reroute all9nment 
and cons idered more than one al l9nment ,  aa It I s  
obvious PGi£ would not do ao . Neither the public nor 
state and federal a9enc lea were afforded the 
opportunity to review or co .. ent on the adequacy of the 
reroute al l9n .. nta selected after publicat ion of the 
DEIR or the process used to select thea. 

Furthermore, of the f ive reroute alternat ives, two ( the 
Shasta County and Contra Costa County reroutes) were 
descr ibed as •envlron•entally preferred" reroutes. 
However ,  these preferred reroutes are not necessar i ly 
the routes that w i l l  be selected , because the CPUC has 
provided PGi£ with the option of aelect ln9 these 
reroutes or laple•en t l n9 reestab l lah•ent • l t l9at lon. 
Ill! Pac i f ic Gas 1 Electr i c  Co, ,  Dkt .  No. 90-12-11 9 ,  
App. B,  No s .  57-A i 57-B . ) 

4-24:  l The FEIR does not Ind icate whether the u . s .  Army Corps 
of En9ineers (COEI was consulted dur l n9 the reroute 
analys is.  If not ,  the conclusions that the two 
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reroutes (Tehama and Solano counti@s)  are not the 
envi ronmentally pref@rred routes must be subjected to 
further scrut iny pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act permi t  requ irements , The •section 404 Part B 
Guidelines• provide tha t ,  whenever f@aslble, a project 
should be des igned to avoid Impacts  to wetlands, 
Although the mit igat ion reroute• presented I n  the FEIR 
were an attempt to address the Issue of avoidance of 
vernal pool habi tats , the COE, through the Section 404 
permitt ing process, w i l l  have to .. ke the f inal 
determination on whether the reroutes presented were 
the moat feasible, or If addi t ional reroutes w i l l  have 
to be evaluated. 

The· CPUC ' a  fai lure to Include an analyola of these 
reroutes In the DEIR precluded part icipat ion by the 
CO£, other governmental agencies and the pub l i c  In the 
review process .  Furthermore, the mit igat ion m@aaurea,  
other than avoidance, proposed In the FEIR,  aa well as  
those Included aa a condi t ion of  cer t i f icat ion, may be 
considered Inadequate and unacceptable by the COE and 
.. y requ i re that add i t ional reroute• be examined. 
Consequent ly,  the processing and losuance of COE 
permits  for the PGT/PG'E project may wel l  be delayed, 
lead ing to substant ial delays In PGT/PG,E ' a  proposed 
construct ion schedule and the l ikel ihood of effect ively 
avoiding const ruct ion dur ing c r i t ical biological 
per iods ( I . e .  •const ruct ion windows" ) ,  The Commission 
ahould correct these problema In the EIS. (� 
our co .. ent to page 6-9, para.  3 below . ) 

5-1 1 5 Chapter 5 falla to Ident ify the spec i f ic past ,  present , 
and foreseeable future projects that were considered In 
determining the s ignif icant Impacts enumerated In 
Chapter & of the DEIR, The Coamlas lon should correct 
thla  error by Iden t i fying the projecta considered when 
It prepare• the EIS. 

5-2 1 2 The DEIR/FEIR fal l s  to spec ify which Cal i forn ia agency 
planning documents and reports were u t i l i zed to develop 
the regional aaaessmenta of Impact t rends and 
project ion• or which apec l f lc planned project• were 
lncluded for the local i zed reaource I mpacts.  Without 
these documents ,  the accuracy of the conclus ions 
reached In the FEIR cannot be ascertained. The 
co .. las lon should correct t h i s  error by l i st ing those 
documents In the EIS. 

5-4 1 1-4 The CPUC spec i f ies,  for the Incremental loaa of vernal 
pools,  forest ,  woodland and other habi tats , that 
PGT/PG'E comp@nsate, at a 3 : 1  to 4 : 1  compensat ion ratio 
( and 1 : 1  for the other habitat s ) ,  for Impacts to vernal 
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pools that exi sted In the ROW before construct ion of 
the exlst ln9 pipel ine.  M l t l9a t l on Measure 2 2 1 ,  
Included In Append i x  C of t h e  FEIR ( pp.  C-72 ) ,  requires 
vernal pool restoration at a 4 : 1  compensat ion rat io.  
As an exaaple, the Incremental loss of 100 to 300 acres 
of vernal pools,  at a mlnlmua 4 : 1  compensation rat io 
cost est laate ran9e of $5, 000 to $25, 000/acre, would 
result In costs ran9i n9 froa $2 to $30 m i l l ion, not 
lncludln9 the fund l n9 necessary to coapensate for the 
loss of the other habitats or to provide lon9-tara 
peraanant aana9•••nt and protection of these areas . 
Since these alt l9atlon aeasures vera not d iscussed or 
Included In the DIIR ,  these potent ially substantial  
costs apparently vera not Included as part of the $40  
a l l l lon envlronaenta l  cost •cap• deteralned by the CPUC 
dur ln9 evident iary hear ln9•• Without t h i s  lnfor .. t lon, 
the coat and, hence, the feas i b i l i t y  of the PGT/PG•I 
project cannot be •••••••d . 

As a result of t h i s  oal ss lon, the actual aaount of 
alt l9atlon costs for PGT/PG•I v l l l  be s l9nlf lcantly 
hl9her than the $40 a l l l lon CPUC cap. Thi s  v l l l  be 
espec ially t rue after correct vernal pool wetlands 
del ineation Is performed ( for the reasons stated In our 
co•••nts to Table 2-2 and pa9•• 3-9 and 4-1 above ) ,  
vhlch should shov that s l9nlf lcant ly lar9er areas of 
wet lands would be affected and consequently 9reater 
alt l9atlon effort s  requ i red of PGT/PG,I .  The 
co .. lss lon needs to correct for a l l  of these 
def i ciencies froa the FIIR In vr l t ln9 the liS. 

The DIIR/FIIR fal l 8  to Ident i fy a trustee , such as t he 
Nature Conservancy, or quan t i fy the requ is ite monetary 
contr ibut ion to a protect ion fund, despite the 
estl .. tes of loss of vernal pool habitat that vera 
developed In the DEIR/FIIR.  W i t hout these •easurea 
spelled out ,  the requl re•ent v l l l  be meanln9l•••· This 
should be corrected I n  the liS. 

The DIIR/FIIR fai led to Iden t i fy a t rustee or quant i fy 
the monetary cont ribut ion to a protec t i on fund, despite 
the est l•ates of loss of forest ,  woodland, and 
••9ebrush-steppe habi tats that vera shown In the 
DIIR/FIIR . As noted above, w i thout t h i s ,  the aeasure 
Is aeanln9less. Th i s  error should be addressed In the 
liS. 

The FIIR falls to def i ne the t lae-fraae of reference 
for establlshln9 1 incremental loss of cultural and 
paleontolo9ical resources alon9 the exlstln9 ROW. The 
FIIR Is also unclear as to vho Is to cont r ibute In the 
•cost-sharln9" for proposed record searches and 
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surveys. S ince no surveys were conducted in  advance of 
construct ion of the exist ing pipel ine , I t  w i l l  be 
d i f f i cult to establ i sh pre-pipel i ne condit ions . 
Finally,  the FEIR fa l ls to spec ify the Intended t i ming 
of thl• m i t igat ion aeasure. W i l l  I t  be i•pleaented 
concurrent with a l t lgat lon ••••urea or the conotruct lon 
of the expansion project? All of these factors should 
be addressed by the Comalss lon In the f inal EIS . 

Coaaent Re•pon•• 2. Ve9etat lon (General ) .  The 
Inadequacy of the DEIR related to the presentation of 
waterway crossing and wetland-related Impact s  alght 
have been avoided had the CPUC chosen to consult with 
and secure the Input of the COE. rurther•ore, the COE 
co•••nt points out the absence of any appreciable 
consultat ion on the part of the CPUC with other 
govern•ental agencies during the course of the 
preparation of the DEIR and the resultant failure of 
the docu•ent to adequately address •any of the 
potential !•pact• of the project or the ••••urea 
required by these agencies to effectively • l t l gate 
these lapact s  to less-than-olgn l f lcant leve l s .  I !!! 
1!!2 Alta•ont ' s  co .. enta to p.  4-2 4 ,  para. J above . )  

Coaaent Reeponse 5,  Traneportat lon . There Is  no 
d l scus•lon of the •ethod, t l•lng, and durat ion of the 
PCT/PC•E pipel ine construct ion across the Sacra•ento 
River below Red Blu f f ,  and In the Del t a ,  the San 
Joaquin River,  other Delta waterways, and the 
Sacramento Deep Water Sh ip Channel .  Nor

.
are the 

potential !•pact• to be encountered dur ing and as a 
resul t  of the const ruct ion act ivity  d l •cussed. This I s  
particularly Important due t o  the fact that each of 
these are co.-erclally navigable waterways . CPUC ' s  
response doe• not d i scuss potent ial shipping 
d isrupt ion• and ••fety r isks that construct ion, 
••lntenance, or eeergency operat ions of the pipeline 
aero•• the•• navigable waterways could ent a i l  In  teras 
of ships Involved, extent of contaln•ent of shipping 
operat ions, anchorage prov i sions, threat of ship 
accident or spills or related !•pact•. These potent ial 
IMpact• need to be descr ibed and evaluated In the EIS, 
and, If  n•c••••ry, •lt lgat lon measure• provided . 

Coeeent Reepon•• J, Project Deecrlpt lon (General ) and 
Traneportatlon, p. 4J-4. The Transportat ion Plan to 
acco•MOdate pipe l ine construct ion on USFS lands In 
Cal i fornia ehould a l so Include a forecast of frequency 
of road use by vehicle type, road s lgnage c r i teria,  and 
emergency procedures. The EIS should address these 
.. t te r s .  
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Coe-ent Reaponse I (General ) ,  The Cal i fornia 
Department of Fish and Game ( DFG) coamentlng on the 
adequacy of the DEIR stated • • • •  that the Informat ion 
provided In the DEIR Ia Inadequate In that It f a l ls to 
desc r i be spec i f ic Impacts to f ish and w i ld l i fe and 
associated habitat and associated mit igat ion measures 
to offset Impacts to less than s ignif icant levels . •  
The DFG presented the fol lowing conclusion :  

Based upon the Inadequacy o f  the envi ronmental 
documents and the fai lure of the project to recommend 
speci f ic m l t lgat lon measures, the exist ing DEIR should 
e i ther :  ( 1 )  be withdrawn and reissued with the above 
referenced specl f lc m i t igat ion aeaaurea Included or ( 1 }  
a auppleaental DEIR should be prepared and c irculated 
for public review which Includes spec i f i c  m i t igat ion 
••••ur•• · 

The CPUC response stated that • • • •  extensive 
consultat ions with DFG have been underway s ince the 
Not ice of Preparat ion was I ssued " .  The CPUC response 
concludes with the assurance that : 

"CPUC recognizes the concerns of DFG and w i ll 
cont inue to coord inate with DFG to address those 
concerns . Baaed on that coordinat ion and an 
assessment by CPUC of whether f indings of new 
sign i f icant environmental Impacts have been added 
to the document , CPUC w i l l  determine whether I t  
I a  appropr iate to I ssue a f inal E I R  or 
reci rculate the draft EIR , "  

Obvious ly, the CPUC decided not to reci rculate the 
DEIR, but rather to I ssue an FEIR that provides some 
add i t ional Informat ion, Including an updated vers ion of 
the DEIR ' •  w i ld l i fe and vegetation sect ion . 

Unfortunately, this  add i t ional Information f a l l s  to 
address the Inadequacies of the DEIR, Including a 
descript ion of spec i f i c  Impacts to wetland and r ipar ian 
habi tat , f i sher ies, and w i ldl i fe and the m i t igat ion 
measures required to offset these Impacts to leas-than­
s 19n1f 1cant level s .  The Commiss ion must address and, 
If necessary,  correct these I nadequacies In the EIS. 

6-9 4 :  5 ca.aent Response 5. The response Indicates that the 
CPUC w i l l  Instruct PGT/PG5E to protect exist ing wells 
against Impacts from blast ing . Howeve r ,  m i t i gat ion 
Measures 22 and 91 (Append i x  C ( pp .  C-12 and C-48 1 1  
Ignore the potent ial Impacts of blas t ing on bu i lding 
foundat ions, water and sewer pipe l i nes,  sept i c  tanks 
and leach f ields , natural spr ings , and the ex i s t ing lO 
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year-old gas pipel ine . Given that 124  res idences are 
within 50 feet of the proposed p ipel ine , the CPUC 
f a i led to adequately ensure that buildings and 
assoc iated fac i l i t ies,  as vell as the e x i sting 
pipel ine , in such close proximity  to the nev pipel ine 
v i l l  clearly be protected from construct ion-related 
blast ing . The Comm i o s ion should independent ly analyze 
these matters in the !IS . 

6-188; 9 co ... nt Reaponse 50, Land Use, p. 4D-9. The comment 
dealt v i th the need for PG•E to comply vith local land 
use regulat ions .  The response in the F!IR indicates 
that the pipel ine would be outside exist ing u t i l i t y  
corr idors for 14  miles and 2 0 . 8  m i les i n  Solano county 
and Contra Costa County ,  respec t i vely.  These routes 
would be inconsi stent v i th county plans end pol icies . 
(� F!IR at 6-189 . 1  In  an urbani z ing area like Contra 

Costa County, this represents a serious confl ict  vith 
exist ing and proposed land uses . The F!IR raises, but 
faU1 to resolve th••• ·s igni t icant land u .. con f l icts.  
The co .. iaa ion should speci f ically cons ider if  these 
signif icant land use Impacts can be •it igated to a leas 
than s ignif icant leve l .  

6 - 1 9 2 ;  5 C�nt Response 57, Land Use, p. 4D-2. The response 
fai l s  to explain hov or vhy the one percent 
l i gn i f icance c r i ter ion vas selected . The D!IR baaed 
the one percent c r iter ion merely upon •professional 
judg•ent , •  but fai led to provide support or further 
explanation i n  the FEIR. The Commiss ion needs to 
spec if ically consider this  matter and spec i f ical ly 
provide a rat ionale for the c r i ter ion eelected . 

6-i92;  6 co ... nt Response 58,  Land Uae, p. 4D-8. The comment 
addreaaed the quest ion of d i fferent est imates for the 
amount or pr ime farmland expected to be permanent l y  
removed fro• product ion and confl ic t i ng information a s  
to the lignif icance or the i•pacts.  Approximately 1 6 6  
• i lea o f  the proposed route would cross and adversely 
affect pr i•• far•land. ( DEIR at 40-8 . 1  The DEIR 
indicatea that JJO acres or orchard• and vineyards 

would be re•oved fro• product ion, but that the impact 
is less than significant because less than one percent 
or the count y ' s  pr i•• farmland would be removed . ( DEIR 
at 4!-7 . 1  Therefore, the CPUC spec i f ied no m i t igat ion 
••••urea. The CPU¢ response at tempts to clarify some 
of the informa t i on about the amount or land that i s  
removed. However ,  t h i s  respon•• s t i l l  rel ies upon the 
one percent signif icance cr i ter ion, which ve point out 
above is not adequttely supported or just i f ied . To the 
contrary,  the removal from product ion or so much land 
would have a s igni f icant land use impact w i thin the 
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county and state:  therefore, adequate m i t igation 
aeasurea should be Iden t i f ied by the Comm i ss ion In the 
EIS. 

Ca..ent Reaponse A-27 .  Wild l i fe ,  p. lB- 1 1 .  The comment 
Indicated that the DEIR lacked a d i scussion of the 
fauna associated with wetlands and r i par ian hab i tats 
along the proposed route. The response refers the 
comeenter to page JE-ll of the DEIR ( the page 
referenced ln the comment ) where the fol lowing 
dascrlpt lon Is provlded s "Wet meadows, vernal pool s ,  
ephemerally vet svales , and herbaceous r iparian 
wetlands may provide habitat for moat aaphlblans , 
waterfow l ,  and shoreb i rds . •  Thl a  does not const i tute 
an adequate dlacusa lon of spec l f lc fauna vhlch aay be 
affected by the pipel ine . 

A spec i f ic l ist ing of the typal of w i l d l i fe lpeclu 
associated with these habltat a  would at least Ident i fy 
those epecl•• that aay be d leplaced or Injured by the 
projec t .  Furtharaore, knowledge of the e x i s t ing 
w i ldl ife uelng th••• habltata would not only Ident ify 
reeldent apecles with rest r icted range1 that are 
unl ikely to becoae re-established and aay be 
peraanent ly loet , but also help to ensure that b io­
d ivers i t y ,  and wet land funct ion ere each aalntalned 
during the restoration and/or re-creation of these 
wetlands . The Coaalss lon should provide this  
lnforaatlon ln the EIS. 

Ca..ent Reaponae A-29. Wlldl lfe ,  p. JB-21 . The comment 
Indicated that the DEIR fai led to address potent ial 
lapacts on waterfowl uslng agricultural lands crossed 
by the pipe l ine . The response Indicated this Issue vas 
not addressed, because construct ion act i v i t ies In these 
agr icultural areas would be l imited to the period 
between Apr 1 1  and Dc•.obe r ,  when peak winter lng 
waterfowl populat ions would not be present . 

Thl a  reeponae falls to account for the fact that a 
f inal construct ion schedule has not been completed and 
the Inevi table l ikel ihood of const ruct ion delays. 
Therefore, there are no aasurencel that construct ion 
throughout vast agr icultural areas of the Central 
Valley would be l imi ted to the propoeed construct ion 
vlndov. Consequently,  a d i scussion and even a s imple 
tabulat ion, of the pr incipal waterfowl wintering areas 
on agr icultural lands should have been Included to 
adequately coaplete the description of the potent ially 
af fected envi ronment . Furthe r ,  these species and the 
effect that PG•E ' s  construct ion act ivit ies mlght have , 
lf not ln the "window , •  should have been analyzed, and 
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an express proh ibit ion on •non-window• construc t i on 
spec i f ied as a elt l9at lon measure.  The Commiss ion 
should address and, If necessary, correct these 
oelsalona In wr lt ln9 the EIS . 

Ca..ent Response A-30. Wi ldl i fe ,  p. 38- 3 1 .  The comment 
requested an explanat ion for the omiss ion of a number 
of threatened and endan9ered species, lncludln9 the 
salt earsh harvest .ause and Aleut ian Canada 90ose . 
The response Indicated that ( 1 )  the pipe l i ne would not 
cross any occupied habitat of the sal t  marsh harvest 
mouse , but fai led to c i te a source for t h i s  
determination; and ( 2 )  " ( F )ew Aleutian Canada 9ease 
would be In the Central Val ley when construct ion 
occurred • • •  • and • • • •  the pipeline would not cross known 
habitat • .  However ,  s i nce potential Impacts to 
wlnter ln9 waterfowl on a9rlcultural lands were 
summar i ly d ismissed by the CPUC ( see Coaaent Response 
A-29, above ) ,  the FEIR does not show adequately that 
the potential l•pact a  on these species, In fac t ,  were 
cons idered . The co .. laa lon needs to Independently 
deteralne In  the !IS whether these species would be 
affected by the proposed project and should cons ider 
the poss ibility  of t leln9 construction so as to avoid 
any possible Interference vlth these spec ies . 

Ca..ent Response A-]5, rlaher lea, p. lr-8 . The comment 
requested a reason for the absence of d i scuss ions of 
the presence and potent ial Impacts to fall and late 
fal l-run chinook aaleon In the DEIR . The' response 
Ind icated that potential Impacts on all four races of 
chinook aalaon vera d i scussed under the headln9 of 
"Anadromoua Fish - Sacra•ento R iver• ( DEIR, p.  4F-6 ) .  

However , the DEIR provided only a dhcu .. lon of 9enerlc 
l•pacta and a l t l9at lon aeasures that apply prima r i ly to 
winter and fal l-run Chinook saleon and other anadroeous 
f lah populat ions whose l i fe sta9es ( I . e . ,  adult 
el9rat lon, apawnln9, Incubat ion, rearln9, ••elt 
•l9rat lon etc . ) would be least affected by construct ion 
between the period fro• July 15 throu9h September 1 5 ,  
the proposed PGT/PG•E construct ion window . Thi s  does 
not adequately respond to the question posed by the 
comment, because fall and late-fall run species 
c r i t ical l ife cycles may wel l  coincide with t h i s  
"vlndov . •  The c o  .. las lon should careful l y  exaelne t h i s  
problee and assure Independently that t h e  proposed 
const ruction windows adequately protect these 
f isheries . 
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C�nt Response A-& 5 .  Geology , p. 4A-2 . Thi s  comment 
dealt vlth fault  crossings and questioned whether the 
use of a 5 aile d i stance to an act ive fault vas not 
arbitrary . The response, vhlch Indi cated It vas a 
conservat ive approach, raises several addi t ional 
quest ions . What spec ial design features vlll  be 
Implemented to mit igate the damage where the pipeline 
crosses an active or potent ially act ive fau l t ?  Will 
these spec ial des ign features be followed where the 
pipeline Is vlthln 5 al les of an active or potent ially 
act ive fault? What length of the pipeline falls Into 
this  category? The Coamlss lon should speci f ically 
revlev these Issues and address thea In the EIS. 

Comment Response A-&5, A-&& , A-& 7 ,  Geology, p. 4A- 2 .  
These responses generally requi re PGT/PG•E t o  fol low 
seismic design cr i teria put forth by u . s .  Department of 
Transportat ion ( DOT )  regulat ions, CPUC General Order 
No. 112-o, and ANSI standards . However , the response 
further Indicates that even lapleaentlng these design 
criteria vlll not el lalnate the potential for p ipeline 
daaage fro• a catastrophic earthquake . 

Accord ing to the FEIR, the PG'E port i on of the pipel ine 
vlll  cross 17  potent ially act ive faul t s ,  85 alles of 
potent ial volcanic act i v i t y ,  9 . 25 m i les of soils  vlth a 
high l iquefac t ion poten t i a l ,  and peat soi ls In the 
California Delta vhlch have subsided as auch as 40 feet 
s i nce construct ion of the Delta Islands . ( See 
Altamont ' s  comments In App. B vhlch point o� 
d iscrepancies between the DEIS and the FEIR/D!IR on 
these calculat ions ,  vhlch need to be resolved by the 
co .. lsslon . ) Given these large expanses of highly 
r isk-prone areas , the CPUC ' s  conclus ion should be 
carefully we ighed by the Commi ss ion, especially because 
the CPUC ada l t tedly found that the PC•! project wou ld 
poas signif icant r isks that had not been m i t igated. 

Rou t i ng a nev pipel ine that has s i gn i f icant safety 
probleas adjacent to an exist ing pipel ine creates a 
s i gn i f icant r i sk . If the r i sk of aelsalc damage cannot 
be effect ively el iminated, then a s ingle seismic event 
could completely d i srupt the supply of gas from both 
pipel ines . A greater level of reliab i l i t y  would be 
achieved by select ing a d i f ferent route for a nav 
pipel ine at locat ions vhlch do not provide s igni f icant 
selamlc r isks,  I .a . , one that would not be affected by 
the same r l sk-p� areas vhlch could Impact the 
exist ing pipeline\ 

The second I ssue concerns the seismic design standards 
of the compressor stat ions. Aboveground fac i l i t ies at 
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Comment or Quest ion 

Delevan and Brentwood are particula r l y  subject to 
damage from et rong ground ehak lng , because they are 
both located In Se ismic Zone l. The compressor stat ion 
equ ipment should be analyzed and/or tested to 
demonstrate rel iable and safe performance during and 
after severe earthquakes . The CPUC did  not show that 
this hae been done and aleo stated no cr iteria to show 
acceptabi l i ty of spec i f ic equipment des ign on t h i s  
point . Furthermore, the FEIR f a l l a  to Indicate whether 
the lnetru•entat lon and control eyateme can be 
eelamlcally designed. 

The Commlee lon ehould carefully consider each of these 
lseuee and , In the EIS, correct the errora In the 
CPUC ' e  approach , ae Indicated above . 

Comment Reeponae A-7l. GeolQ9y, p. 4A-I . The response 
to thle  com•ent refers back to the reeponse to comment 
A-67 for a d l ecuaelon of a plan to m i t igate 
l iquefaction concerne. However,  the reeponse to A-67 
simply Invoke• gene r i c  design standard• and does not 
deal speci f ically with mit igat ion of aol l e  l iquefaction 
potent iai . Thue,  the CPUC ' •  analye l e  wae lneu f f lclent , 
and the Commlea lon needs to Independently analyze and 
reeolve these remaining problema In the EIS:  ( 1 )  What 
lenvthe of the propoeed pipel ine croee areas of 
potent ially l iquef iable eol le ;  and ( 2 )  What des ign 
feature• will be Implemented to •lt lgate the 
l iquefact ion hazard? 

eo..ent Reaponee A-9J, Bydrol09y and Vater Quality, p. 
4C-ll. The generic approach to et ream water qual i t y  
Impact analys l e  In t h e  DEIR Ia l l luet rated b y  the 
contention presented In this responee. Deeplte 
hlghl l9ht lng the Fall and Pit  R ivera under the 
•ex l et lnv cond it ione• eectlon (only four Cal i fornia 
r i vera were spec i f ically d l scueeed ) ,  no speci f ic 
mention of pipel ine conetruct lon Impacts to these two 
r ivers Ia made In the Impacts sect ion . The response to 
comment A-91 contend• that the generic water qual i t y  
analye l e  Ia  adequate to conclude that water qual i t y  
lmpacte would b e  lees than e l gn l f l cant . That I a  
erroneoue ,  because I t  f a l l e  t o  establ ish epec l f lcally 
how the r ivers and streams to be croeaed by the 
pipeline In Cal ifornia w i l l ,  In fact , be protected . 
The Commlae lon needs to correct for these errore In the 
EIS ae we ll . 

Comment Reeponee A-17 1 ,  Air Quality, p. 48-l. The 
responee to the comments desc r i be the analyses of dust 
and PM conta ined In the DEIR .  M i t i gat ion Meaeure 85 
(Appen�l x  C ,  pp . C-47 ) lnetructe the applicant to 
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Comaent or Quest ion 

submit a dust control plan to each APCD In the San 
Joaquin Val ley . However ,  the DEIR (at  JH- l l )  Indicates 
that each of the four air basins and 15 count ies 
t raversed by the PC'E pipeline In Cal i forn ia are 
already nonattalnaent for PM • Thus, construct ion and 
maintenance act ivit ies asaoc�ated with the p ipeline 
will exacerbate the existing unacceptable levels of 
PM

10 
In these 15 count ies . The FEIR falls to requ i re 

the applicant to submit a s i te-spec i fi c  dust control 
plan to !!£h � ( In add it ion to the San Joaqui n  
Val ley) through which the pipeline passes . The 
co .. lsa lon should thus requ i re In the EIS that PCT/PG'E 
aubalt  to and obtain approval of fugit ive dust cont rol 
plana by !!£h APCD pr ior to construct ion . 

Ca.aent Reaponae A-177, Air Quality, p. 4B-12.  The 
response to the comaent falls to Ident i f y  both why a 
w ind speed of 2 . 5  aja, rather than 1 . 0 a/s , vas used 
for the a i r  quality aodela VALLEY and ISCST, to 
eat laate the aaxlaua a i r  quality lapact a ,  and why a 250  
aeter grid vas used, Instead of a 100  aeter g r i d .  The 
California Air Resources Board (CARB) and Bay Area Air  
Qual ity Manageaent District ( BAAQMD )  recomaend us ing 
the 2 . 5  a/a and 100 aeter grid and spacing paraaetera . 
Cons idering the air quality lapact a  at Delevan froa 
110 , and the lnd lrect effect of 110 and react lve 
or9anlc gas ( ROGs ) on ozone (01) l�vel s ,  these modeling 
quest ions •u•t be addressed by the Coaalsslon In the 
EIS . 
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APPENDIX D 

AN ENVIRONJIEN'l'AL COMPARISON SHOIIS THAT THE ALTAMONT PROJECT 
IS VASTLY SUPERIOR TO THE PGT/PGU PROJECT . 

Since the Commiss ion did not make the necessary 

analytical compa r ison of the two pro j ects , Altamont has developed 

i t s  own systema t i c  compa r i son of the envi ronmental impac t s  of 

each proj ect . Th i s  compa r i son makes it evident that Al tamont ' s  

project , i n  conjunction w i t h  the add i t ions that would be needed 

to the Kern River fac i l i t i es to accommodate gas t ranspor t a t ion on 

the Al tamont pipe l i ne ,  w i l l  have much less impact on the 

envi ronment than would the PGT/PG&E alterna t i v e .  More 

speci f ica l l y ,  t h i s  compa r ison shows that Altamon t ' s  project would 

be clearly environment a l l y  super ior i n  n i ne categor ies . I n  three 

other catego r ies , the resu l t s  are mixed or uncer tain and , in one , 

nei ther pro j ec t  would · have a sign i f i cant impac t . 1  Moreove r ,  i f ,  

t o  the ex tent possible b y  Al tamon t ,  the que s t i onable data and 

e r rors d i scussed i n  the preceding po r t ion of our Comments and 

Appendices are cor rected , the Altamont projec t  i s  supe r ior i n  

v i r tua l l y  eve ry catego r y .  

The resu l t's of t h e  compar iaon of quan t i f iable impacts 

are presented i n  tabular form i n  Table I t o  Altamont ' s  Comments 

and a l l  sign i f icant env i r onmental impacts are d i scussed and 

compa red i n  narrat ive form below . The numbe r s  found i n  Table I 

1 The DEIS concludes that nei ther of the projects would have a 
s ig n i f icant impact in the study a r eas of socioeconomics , 
t r ansportat ion or pub l i c  safety . DEIS at Tables S-2 , S-3 , 6 - 1  
a n d  6 - 2 .  Because Al tamont believes t h i s  conclusion i s  i n  error 
as t o  at least socioeconomics and public safet y ,  the two projects 
are compared below regarding those : . two catego r ies . 
Transportat ion , however , is not analyzed in t h i s  compa r i son . 
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and in this text are largely der ived f rom Tables S-2 , S - 3 ,  6 - 1  

and 6-2 o f  the OEI S ,  a s  we l l  as f rom the CPUC DEIR/FE I R .  

Mod i f icat ions , however , have been made i n  the compa r i son to 

account for the e r rors in the DEI S ,  as we l l  as i n  the DEIR/FEIR 

which are pointed out ear l i e r  in our comments . 

A .  Geology 

The three geolog ical phenomena that the Commission 

quant i f ied were fau l t i ng ,  l iquefaction and lands l ides . DEIS a t  

Tables s-2 , S - 3 ,  6-1 a n d  6-2 . With regard t o  fau l t i n g ,  t h e  DEIS 

indicates PGT/PG, E ' s  proposed pipel ine wou ld- cross f i ve ( 5 )  

act ive faults and Altamont ' s  pipe l i ne would cross none . 2  DEIS 

a t  Tables s-2 , S- 3 ,  6 - 1  and 6 - 2 .  A review o f  t h e  DEIS and FEI R 

shows that the Commiss ion underest imated the number of fau l t s  

that the PGT/PG'E project wou ld cross . According to t he CPUC , 

the PG•E project would cross a total of 17 potent i a l l y  act ive 

faul t s .  I n  conjunction with three for PGT , this means the 

pipe l i ne would cross a total of 20 . FEIR at Table 2- S ,  DE IS at 

Tables S-2 and 6 - 1 . However , even wi thout including the faults 

that the DEIS omi t s ,  the PGT/PG'E proposal ca r r ies w i t h  it 

s i gnif icantly higher seismic r i s k s ,  �· by a ratio of f ive-to-

one . 

2 The Altamont rou te wou ld cross two faul ts that may have been 
act ive in Quaternary age , but neither i s  believed to be present l y  
active. DEIS a t  Tables S-3 and 6 - 2 .  
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Another geological di ffer ence that favors the Altamont 

project i s  the fact that the PG'E po r t ion of PGT/PG, E ' s  pipel ine 

would t ransport na tural gas through 404 miles of land in Se i smic 

Risk Zone 3, whi le Al tamont ' s  pipe l i ne would not go th rough any 

Zone 3 area s .  FEIR a t  Tables 2-5 and 2-6 . L i k ewise, Al tamont ' s  

pipel ine is not near a r eas of active volcanic act i v i t y ,  wh i l e  a t  

least 85 mi les o f  PGT/PG,E ' s  pipe l i ne would cross a reas of 

potent ial volcanic act i v i t y .  FEIR a t  Table 2-5 . Simi l a r l y ,  

PGT/PG,E ' s  project woul d  cover a much larger numbe r of miles o f  

land subject t o  poten t i a l  l iquefaction . PGT/PG, E ' s  project would 

cross 50 . 6  mi les poten t i a l l y  sub ject to l iquefact ion and 

Altamont ' s  project would cross only 7 . 8  such miles . DEI S  at 

Tables S- 2 ,  S- 3 ,  6-1 and 6- 2 .  Final l y ,  the PGT/PG'E project 

would cross a t  least 1 5 . 7  miles ( and , according to the FEIR, 2 1 . 5  

miles ) of land whe r e  the potential for landsl ides i s  high, as 

opposed to only 3 , 2  miles for Al tamont . DEI S  at Tables S- 2 ,  S- 3 ,  

6-1 and 6-2 : FEIR a t  Table 2 - 5 .  

Thu s ,  i n  eve ry geological a rea o f  conce r n ,  t h e  PGT/PG& E  

proposed p r o j e c t  would have a far greater potent ial impact than 

would the Altamont project , even a f t e r  account i ng for 

"mit igation" cond i t ions . Indeed , the CPUC concluded tha t , even 

with m i t igat ion measures , the r i sk s  posed by possible pipel i ne 

ruptures in Cal i fornia due to seismic and volcanic act i v i t y  were 

s i gn i f i cant and unm i t igable . 1  

1 See Pac i f i c  Gas and Elec t r i c  co . ,  0. 9 0 - 1 2- 1 1 9 ,  s l i p op . a t  
1 4 5� 5  • 
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8, � 
As was t rue rega rding geolog ical phenomena , t he 

Altamont project would have a sign i f i cant ly smaller poten t i a l  

impact than would t h e  PGT/PG'E project . The most drama t i c  

di fference l ies i n  the number o f  mi les o f  pr ime farmland that 

wou ld be crossed . The PGT/PG'E project would cross 2 9 1 . 7  mi les 

of pr ime farmland, i n  contrast to 8 mi les of potent i a l ly pr ime 

farmland traversed by Alt amont . DEIS at Tables S- 2 ,  S-3 , 6 - 1  and 

6-2 . As the CPUC concluded, even w i t h  m i t igation measures , the 

impact on pr ime fa rmland i n  Cali fornia would be s i g n i f icant and 

unmit igable . •  

The d i f fer ence i n  the number o f  miles o f  soi l  with 

•poor to poor-to-fa i r •  rehab i l i ta t ion potent i a l  i s  a l so qu i t e  

substant ial . PGT/PG• E  would cross 3 1 2 . 8  miles of such soi l ,  

compa red t o  2 5 2  m i les for Altamont .  DE I S  a t  Tables S-2 , S-3 , 6 - 1  

a n d  6-2 . This d i f ference i s  even more s igni f i cant when one takes 

into conside rat ion the fact t hat the PGT/PG'E f igure i s  based on 

areas wi th s lopes in excess of 2 5 \ ,  wh i l e  the Altamont f igure 

used a 1 5 \  factor . If the 1 5 \  factor we re used for the PGT/PG'E 

project , the miles of poor or poor-to-fa i r  rehab i l i t a t ion s o i l  

for t h a t  project would be much h ighe r . Thus , in a l l  respects 

i nvolving soi l s ,  the Altamont project is envi ronment a l ly super ior 

to PGT/PG,E ' s ,  

See Pac i f i c Gas and Elect r i c Co . ,  0 . 90-12- 1 19 , s l i p .  op . a t  
1 4 5-. -
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c. Water qua l i ty 

The qua n t i f iable impacts on wa ter qua l i ty by the 

PGT/PG&E project also would far exceed those associated w i th 

Al tamon t ' s  project . The PGT/PG& E project would i nvolve 17 ma jor 

r iver crossing s ,  i n  contrast to 9 r i ver crossi ngs by Altamont . 

DEIS at S- 2 ,  S-3 , 6-1 and 6-2 . The PGT/PG&E pro j ect also wou ld 

requ i r e  70 crossings o f  perennial s t r eams and 205 crossings o f  

intermi ttent streams , as opposed to 6 1  and 127 f o r  Altamon t . '  

DEIS a t  Tables S-2,  S- 3 ,  6-1 and 6-2.  Thus , the potent ia l  

impacts on water qua l i ty associated w i t h  Al tamon t ' s  proposed 

pipe l i ne route are substantially less than those associated w i t h  

PGT/PG& E ' s  pipe l i n e .  

D .  Land Use 

The poten t i a l  impacts that the PGT/PG&E pro j ect would 

have on land used for res i dential pu rposes and for growing crops 

also are s i g n i f ican t l y  greater than the impact that the Al tamont 

project would have . The PGT/PG&E cons truct ion r ight-of-way would 

be within 50 feet o f  124 residen t ia l  s t ructu res . In con t r a s t ,  

Altamont ' s  r ight-of-way and construct ion wou ld not be bu i l t  

within S O  feet o f  !ni residences . DEI S  a t  Tables S-2 , S- 3 ,  6-1 

and 6-2. PGT/PG&E would disturb 4 , �1 2 . 6  acres o f  cropland i n  

' O n  November 28,  1990 , Al tamont f i led route real ignments that 
reduced the number o f  crossing s  o f  pe rennial s t r eams by one 
( � tambaugh Creek ) .  
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cont rast to 2 , 495 acres tha t wou ld be temporar i l y  d i s t u r bed by 

the Altamont projec t .  DEI S  at Tables s - 2 ,  S-3 , 6-1 and 6- 2 . 6  

The Altamont pipe l ine would run through a larger amount 

of publ icly owned land . Altamont would cross 206 mi les of 

federal land and 60 mi les of state and local land . In con t r as t , 

PGT/PG•E would cross 1 4 1 . 8  mi les of fede ral land and 10 . 8  mi les 

of state or locally owned land . DEIS at Tables s-2 , S- 3 ,  6-1 and 

6 - 2 .  However , this d i s t i nct ion does not have any s i g n i f icance 

from an envi ronmental perspect ive , 

Fina l l y ,  wh i le Altamont ' s  pipe l ine route , as it has 

been real igned , wou ld not result in any s i g n i f icant land use/ 

policy regulatory con f l i ct s , 7  the Bren twood Compressor Stat ion 

and 20 mi les of the pipe l ine for the PG•E po r t ion would present 

such a conf l i ct with the Contra Costa County land use plan . •  

Altamont ' s  pro j ec t ,  therefore , i s  supe r ior i n  terms of i ts 

potent ial impact on land use . 

6 The f igure used for Al tamont in the DEIS was mod i f ied here to 
exclude 1 8 1 4 . 9  acres which we r e ,  as explained e lsewhe r e  i n  
Altamont ' s  comments , e r roneously i ncluded i n  the DEI S .  See 
App . A, comment on p. S- 19 . 

DEI S  at 6-37 n . 3 ( e l iminat ing the sole conf l ict refer red to i n  
Tables s - 3  and 6-2 ) .  

!!! Pac i f ic Gas Elect r i c  Co . ,  0. 90-12-1 19 , s l i p  op. a t  1 5 2 . 
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£. Vegetat ion and Wildlife 

PGT/PG,E ' s  route would have substan t ia l ly g r eate r  

impacts o n  vege tat ion and w i ldl i fe than the route proposed by 

Altamont . PGT/PG,E ' s  project would disturb 2 , 6 3 1  acres of forest 

in con t r ast to Altamont ' s  project , which would disturb only 3 0 , 8  

acres of fores t .  DEIS a t  S-2 , S- 3 ,  6-1 and 6 - 2 , Th i s  i s  a 

pa r t icula r l y  signif icant impact in view of the numbe r of yea r s  i t  

w i l l  take these forests t o  g r ow back . DEIS at 4E-5 . 

PGT/PG•E ' s  route would poten t i a l l y  a f fect 8 fede r a l l y  

listed or proposed threat ened or endangered species of p l a n t s  and 

14 such species of wildl i f e ,  wh i l e  Altamont ' s  route would d i s t u r b  

n o  federally l i sted or proposed plants and o n l y  po s s i b l y  impact 

on 9 species of wildl i f e .  DEIS a t  Tables S-2 , S-3 , 6 - 1  and 6 - 2 . 

Equally dispa rate a r e  impacts on big game hab i t a t  ( PGT/PG'E - 150 

acres ; Al tamont - 1 0  acres ) ,  upland game bi r d  habi t a t  

( PGT/PG' E  -94 . 5  acres 1 Altamont - 1 0  acres ) ,  a n d  wa t e r fowl 

habitat ( PGT/PG'E - 67 acres ; Al tamont - 0 acres ) , 9 DEIS a t  

Tables s- 2 ,  s- 3 ,  6 - 1  and 6- 2 .  

The f i na l  quant i f iable a r ea invol v i ng vege t a t ion and 

wildlife iden t i f ied by the Commiss ion involves acres of we t land 

and r ipa r ian hab itat crossed by the pipe l i nes . As presen t l y  

compu ted i n  t h e  DEI S ,  PGT/PG • E ' s  project would a f fect 47 . 2  acres 

The 1 0  acres a t t r ibuted to Altamont r egarding big game hab i ta t  
and regarding upland game b i r d habi tat , a r e  solely i n  reference 
to the Ke rn R i ve r  Compressor Stat ion No . 2 in Morgan Count y ,  
Utah . See DEIS a t  Tables S - 3  and 6- 2 .  
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and Altamont ' s  2 5 5  acres . DEIS at Tables s-2 , S-3 , 6 - 1  and 6 - 2 .  

As di scussed elsewhere i n  Altamont ' s  comments , howeve r , verna l  

pools were excluded f rom t h e  DE I S ' s  computation of PGT/PG,E ' s  

acreage, and de flation basins were imprope r ly inc luded i n  

Altamont ' s  acreag e .  !!! App . A ,  comment o n  p .  4E-6 0 ;  App. B ,  

comment o n  p .  S-1 3 ,  Moreove r ,  the relative amoun t s  o f  wet lands 

to be t ransversed by the two projects we r e  der ived by two very 

different methods wh ich , as even the DEIS acknowledges ,  resul ted 

in an oversta tement of Altamont ' s  acreage and unde rstatement of 

PGT/PG,E ' s  acreage . OEIS a t  JE-2 , 4E-5 . Thus ,  the wetland 

acreages desc r i bed in the OEIS are inadequate to a l low any sort 

of rat ional quant i tat ive compa r i son of the e f fects tha t the two 

projects would have on wetlands and r ipa r i an habi tat . Sett ing 

aside the inaccu rate numbe rs for we t lands and r i pa r ian habi ta t ,  

howeve r ,  one can only conclude that Al tamont ' s  project i s  far 

more env i ronmentally benign w i t h  regard to impacts on vegetation 

and wild l i fe than is the PGT/PG'E project . 

P, Pish Species 

The PGT/PG' E  pr oposed pipe l i ne would impact a far 

larger number of fish species and t he i r  hab i t a t s  than would 

Al tamont ' s  proposed pipe l i ne .  PGT/PG'E would potentially a f fect 

7 fede rally l i sted or pr oposed th reatened or endangered f i s h  

spec ies , as opposed to 1 spec ies poten t i a l l y  a f fected b y  

Al tamont . OEIS at Tables S-2 , S-3 , 6 - 1  and 6-2 ,  As the CPUC 
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noted, even with m i t igat ion measu res , the impact of the PG&E 

po r t ion of the pipel ine on 4 of these spec ies would be 

s ignif icant and unm i t igabl e . �  

PGT/PG•E ' s  pipe l ine also would cross 1 8  s t reams with 

anadromous f i she r i e s ,  2 3  i mpor tant spawning s t r eams and 2 4  

s t r eams w i t h  impor tant recreat ional f i she r ies . I n  cont rast , 

Altamont ' s  pipeline would not cross any anadromous f i she r ie s .  I n  

add i t i on, Altamont ' s  pipel i ne would only cross 8 impor tant 

spawning s t reams and 1 4  s t r eams with impo r tant recreat ional 

f i she r ies . DEIS a t  Tables S - 2 ,  S - 3 ,  6-1-and 6 - 2 .  Thus , the 

Altamont project ' s  impacts on f i sheries a l so would be f a r  less 

than those posed by the PGT/PG • E  project . 

G .  Socioeconomics 

The DEIS concludes that neither project would have a 

s i g n i f icant impact on socioeconomi cs . DEIS at Tables S- 2 ,  S- 3 ,  

6-1 and 6- 2 .  The DEI S ,  however , ignores the f i nding o f  the CPUC 

that there would be sign i f icant and unmi t igable soci oeconomic 

impacts that would resul t  if PG•E pipe l i ne rupt u r es were to occur 

10 See Pac i f i c  Gas and Elect r i c  do . , 0 . 9 0 - 1 2 -1 1 9 ,  s l i p  op. at 
1 4 5 .  
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as a result of seismic or volcanic ac t i v i ty in Cali for n i a . 11 

Thu s ,  Altamont ' s  pipeline is clea r l y  preferable in the 

socioeconomic category . 

a. A i r  Qual i ty 

A i r  qua l i ty is one of the few a r eas where the poten t i a l  

impacts quan t i t a t ively may b e  l e s s  f o r  PGT/PG'E than for 

Altamon t ,  as cur rently desc r i bed in the DEI S .  The Altamont and 

Kern River Expansion project col l ectively would r equ i r e  

cons t ruct ion of 1 1  new compressor s ta t ions , wh i l e  PGT/PG' E  wou ld 

cons t r uct 1 add i t ional compressor stat ion . DEIS a t  Tables s-2 , 

S-3 , 6-1 and 6 - 2 . PGT/PG• E ,  howeve r ,  would be forced to expand 4 

existing compressor stat ions to enhance capacity and Al tamont 

wou ld be required to do this for only 2 stat ions, both of which 

wou ld be pa r t  of the Kern R i ve r  fac i l i t y .  DEIS a t  Tables S - 2 , 

S-3 , 6-1 and 6-2 .  Seven of the Al tamont and a t  least 3 of the 

PGT/PG'E compressor stat ions wou ld appa rently r equ i r e  PSD rev iew . 

DEIS at Tables S- 2 ,  S-3, 6-1 and 6- 2 . 1Z 

However , this nume r ica l compa r i son may be mis leading 

with respect to the poten t i a l  air qua l i ty impacts of the proposed 

compressors for the PGT/PG• E pipe l ine project , because the DEIS 

11 See Pac i f ic Gas and Elec t r i c  Co. , 0 . 9 0 - 1 2 - 1 1 9 ,  s l ip o p .  a t  
1 4 5 .-

12 According to Tables s-2 and 6 - 1  of the DEI S ,  the number of 
PG'E stat ions requ i r ing this rev i ew i s  unknown . Consequent l y ,  the 
3 PGT stat ions for which rev iew would be needed may not be a l l  that 
would requ i re r ev i ew for the en t i re PGT/PG• E  project . DEIS a t  
Tables s - 2  and 6-1 . 
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uses mate r i ally i ncons i s tent est imates of emissions f rom the 3 

proposed PGT/PG&E compressors in assessing whether the em issions 

resu l t  in a s igni f icant env i ronmental impact . With respect to 

Compressor Stat ion No . 3 ,  the DEIS states that the new 25 , 000 hp 

gas tu rbine will emi t  only 247 tons per year of NO • •  LJ This 

emissions est imat e  i s  approximately 40\ lowe r than t he NO 
. 

emissions e s t imates for the other presumably ident ical 2 5 , �0 0  hp 

compressors to be insta lled a t  PGT/PG& E  Compressor Stat ion Nos . 5 

and 7 , L4 To provide a mean ingful a i r  qua l i t y  compa r a t ive 

analys i s ,  the DEIS should use compa rable emi ss ion factors for a l l  

PGT/PG&E gas turb ines , especially s i nce PGT/PG &E has not yet 

iden t i f ied the actual t u r b i ne des ign . 

This emission factor discrepancy is even more 

sign i f icant i n  that a i r  qua l i ty mode l i ng conducted by PGT/PG& E  

f o r  t h e  a r ea sur rounding Compressor Stat ion No . 3 ,  us i ng the 

lower 247 tons per yea r No
• 

emissions est i ma t e ,  i ndicates that 

there i s ,  nonetheless , a potential s i g n i f icant env i ronmental 

impact for which the DEIS must provide m i t igat ion measures . The 

DEI S ,  on page 4H- 5 ,  d i scusses a i r  qua l i ty mode l i ng conducted by 

PGT/PG&E using the Val ley and I SCST a i r  d i spe r s ion models to 

determine whether Class I and Class II P r evention of Signif icant 

Dete r iorat ion ( PSD) increments for NO a r e  exceeded . The DEI S ,  
• 

v i r tually wi thout comment , noted that resu l t s  f rom t he Va l ley a i r  

LJ Compressor Stat ion No . 3 i s  located a t  Eastpo r t , Idaho . 

Lt Compressor Stat ion No . 5 is located in Atho l ,  Idaho, and 
Compressor Station No . 7 i s  located in Wa l l a  Wa l l a  Count y ,  
Washington . 
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qua l i t y  model , usin9 the 2 4 7  tons per year No
. 

emissions 

est ima te, indicated an exceedance of the Class I I  max imum NO 

inc rement ( 2 5 u9/m3 ) at Compressor Stat ion No . 3 .  The NO 
I 

inc rement exceedance cons t i t u tes a s i9ni f i cant envi ronmental 

impact ,  for which the DEIS must provide mi t i9ation measures under 

NEPA . 15 Si9ni f ican t l y ,  none of the Altamont/Ke r n  River Stat ions 

would result in NO i nc rement exceedance .  

Fina l l y ,  a s  the CPUC found , even w i th mi t i9at ion 

measu res, the PG&E po r t ion of the pipe l i ne would result in 

si9nif icant and unmit i9able air qua l i ty impacts due to ca r bon 

monox ide emissions in the Sout � Coa s t  A i r  Bas i n . 16 In add i t i on, 

the PGT/PG&E proposal w i l l  result i n  substant i a l  emi ssions of 

pa r t i culate ma t t e r  ( FEIR a t  2 - 1 2 ) ,  much of which wi l l  be in 

nonattainment a reas i n  cal i fo r n i a ,  while the Al tamont project 

passes throu9h only a t t a i nment a reas for this po l l u tant . Thus , 

cons t r uct ion act i v i ty i n  bu i ld i n9 the PGT/PG&E pipe l i ne wi l l  a l so 

add fu9 i t ive dust emissions to the a l r eady pol luted a i r  of the 

Cali fornia non-a t t a i nment a r eas . 

15 The DEIR prepared for the C a l i f o r n i a  Publ ic U t i l i t i es 
Commi ssion, which d i scussed the same PGT/PG&E a i r  qua l i ty 
modelin9 resu l t s ,  also concluded that the emissions f rom 
Compressor Stat ion No . 3 would result i n  " s i 9 n i f icant lon9-term 
NO impacts because air qua l i ty model in9 shows pote n t i a l  
ex�eedances of t h e  NO i nc r ement . "  DEIR a t  4 - 1 4 . 

I 

1' See Pac i f i c  Gas and Elec t r i c  Co. , 0 . 9 0 - 1 2 - 1 1 9 , s l i p  op . a t  
1 4 5 .  

D-1 2  

AL-109 



I .  Moise 

Altamont w i l l  not have any compressor stat ions that 

potent ially exceed 5 5  dBA . PGT , on the other hand , w i l l  have one 

stat ion in excess of that leve l . In addi t ion, the numbe r s  

associated with t h e  PG'E po r t ion of t h e  pipe l i ne a r e  unk nown . 

DEIS at Tables s- 2 ,  S - 3 ,  6-1 and 6-2 . Even wi thout t h i s  

informa t ion, howeve r ,  i t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  Al tamont ' s  pipe l i ne w i l l  

have l e s s  impact on noise sens i t ive recepto r s  than would t h e  

PGT/PG'E proposed pipe l i ne .  

J .  Public Safety 

The DEIS e r roneously su99ests that ne i ther project 

would have a si9n i f icant impact on public safety . The DEIS i s  in 

e r ror with respect to the PG'E po r t ion of the PGT/PG' E  pipel ine 

route . The CPUC expl icitly found that s i 9 n i f icant pub l i c  health 

and safety r i sks would be faced i n  Ca l i fornia because of the 

above- refer enced possibi l i ty o f  pipe l i ne ruptu r es caused by 

seismic and volcanic act i v i t y . 17 Thus , Al tamont ' s  proposed 

route is clea r l y  preferable w i t h  respect to the poten t i a l  impact 

on public safety . 

K .  Cultural Resources and Paleontology 

The impact a  posed i n  these a r eas by the PGT/PG'E 

project far outwei9h those presented by the Al tamont proposa l .  

1 7  See Pac i f i c  Gas and Elect r ic Co . ,  0 . 9 0 - 1 2 - 1 1 9 , s l ip op. a t  
1 4 5 .-
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F i r s t , the PGT/PG&E proposed routes would place 220 k nown 

archeolog ical s i tes within the a r ea of poten t i a l  ef fect ( "APE" ) ,  

whereas the Altamont APE wou ld only encompass 1 9 3  si tes . DEIS a t  

Tables S- 2 ,  S-3 , 6-1 and 6-2 . Second , t h e  Altamont route would 

t raverse 241 m i les with s ig n i f icant paleontolog ic format ions , 

wh i l e  the PGT/PG&E rou t e  would cross 540 mi les . DEIS at Tables 

s - 2 ,  s- 3 ,  6-1 and 6-2 . 

L. Visual Impact 

The DEIS f i nds that Altamont ' s  proposed route would 

cover a g rea t e r  number of mi les of h i gh or mode rate impact v i sual 

resources ( 97 . 2  miles ) than wou ld PGT/PG& E ' s  route ( 60 . 6  miles ) . 

DEIS at Tables S- 2 ,  S- 3 ,  6-1 and 6-2 . Th is is an e r ror because 

the DEIS does not include in the PGT/PG&E f i g u r e ,  any mileage for 

PG&E even though the FEIR concluded that the PG&E pipe l i ne would 

cross 181 . 7 3  miles of high or mode rate impact vi sual resou rces . 

FEIR at Table 2-5 . S imilar l y ,  as the DEIS notes , the impact of 

the Al tamont proj ect on visual resources is overstated .  DEIS a t  

6-28 . Thus , the A l tamont project a l so i s  clea r l y  supe r ior i n  

t e rms of visual impact .  

conclusion 

In sum, despite the ser ious def i c iencies in the data 

contai ned i n the DEI S  which we ident i f y  elsewhe r e ,  i t  i s  clear 

that the Altamont pipel ine, w i th the Kern River add i t ions , would 

be env i r onment a l l y  supe r ior to the PGT/PG&E pipe l i n e .  The 
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d i f fer ences in the impacts presented by the two projects are 

quite s i q n i f icant . Th i s  compa r i son shows that Altamont ' s  project 

would be envi ronmentally supe r ior i n  nine of the thi r teen study 

a r eas .  Those a r eas in which Altamont is clea r ly supe r ior i n  

every respect are : qeoloqy, so i l s ,  wa ter qua l i t y ,  land use , 

f i she r ie s ,  socioeconomics , no ise , public safety , and v i sua l 

resources . The two projects a r e  even in the t ranspor tat ion 

cateqory and , i n  the othe r three cateqor ies , the results a re 

mi xed or the data is inadequate and cannot fa i r ly be compa red . 

On the whole , howeve r ,  the po tent ial envi ronmental impacts of the 

Altamont pipe l i ne a re substantially less than the impacts that 

would be presented if the PGT/PG&E pipe l i ne we r e  to be bu i l t . 
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PGT 
Pacil1c Gas TransmiSSIOn Company 

RECEIVED BY 
MAR 0 4 ��� I 

UMRCIIMiiiAl COIIPUAIIC£ AID PIOil'tr 
AIW.TSIS BUNCH 

.... a. ..... 
Ser•cr �tte ?·es.cer-1 

PGI-1 

PGI-2 

Ms . Lois D. cashell , Secretary 
Federal Energy Re9ulatory co .. ission 
Dockets Branch , Rooa 3 110 
825 North Capitol Street, M . E .  
Washin9ton , D.C.  204 26 

March 4, 1991 

Re : Docket Nos. CP89-460-000 and CP89-460-001 
Draft Environaental Iapact Statement 

Dear Ms . Cashell :  

In accordance with the 9Uidel ines laid out in the Notice of 
Availability, attached are the co .. ents of the PGT-PG'E Expansion 
Project (Expansion Project) to the Federal Energy Re9Ulatory 
co .. ission Draft Environaental Impact Statement ( DEIS) , issued on 
January 11,  199 1 .  

The Expansion Project appreciates the balanced, well­
structured character of the DEIS. The attached co .. ents are aimed 
primarily at fillin9 out certain information 9aps, thereby ensurin9 
a complete Final Environaental Impact Statement, and at clarifyin9 
certain aisunderstandin9s of data presented thus far for the 
environaental review of the Expansion Project. 

While we understand the administrative efficiency of releasin9 
one DEIS for both the Expansion Project and the Altamont Project, 
we ur9e the staff not to delay the review of the Expansion Project 
because of any probleas that may occur in the review of the 
Altamont application. This will ensure fairness in the 
environmental review process and is consistent with the intent of 
the co .. ission, as stated in its Order on the Expansion Project : 

•Finally, the PGT expansion project and the Altamont project 
are simply at different developmental sta9es . It would not be 
fair to PGT and its customers to hold up PGT ' s  project to 
allow Altamont to develop a market for its project . •  
(January 2 2 ,  1991 Order on CP89-4 60, pp. 4 1-4 2 )  

160 Spear S1ree1 • San Franc�sco Ca·,torn a 94105· � 5  : j  
015 973 6107 8 Faa 415 972·9679 

POl-l 

PGI-2 

PG-1 

[Pac:lf1c: Gas TraiiSDllssloo Company] 

Thank you for your comment. We also appreciate that your comments are limited to your 
project. 

Thank you for providing this information. 



Ms . Lois D. cashel l  
secretary , FERC 

- 2 - March 4 ,  1991 

For ease of review, co .. ents are provided on subject areas in 
the order of appearance in the DEIS . Please contact Gary Walker 
(4 15-973-6102 ) or •e ( 4 1 5-973-6107) if there is any way we can 
assist in your review. 

Attachment 

cc : Robart Arvedlund - FERC 
Hark C. Kalpin - FERC 

Vary truly yours , 

.�� 

PG-2 



PGl-3 

PGl-4 

General comments 

In qeneral , the PGT-PG&E Expansion Project concurs with the 
staff conclusion stated in the notice: 

"The sta ff concludes that the approval of one 
or both of the proposed projects, with 
appropriate mitiqatinq measures, includinq 
the receipt of necessary permits and 
approvals,  would have l imited adverse 
environmental impact . •  

We further concur with the FERC staff ' •  considerinq two 
projects in one document that •assesses the effects of the two 
proposals to transport natural qas from Canada to southern 
Cal i fornia" ( Paqe S-1) 1 and that •no conclusion should be drawn 
that because the two projects are beinq studied toqether, the 
projects are competitive with each other" (paqe 2-62 ) . 

This DEIS provides the decision makers the information 
necessary to evaluate all potential project and cumulative 
environmental impacts which may result from each project 
individually. Thus , each project can be treated, and is beinq 
treated , independently throuqhout the FERC proceedinqs, 

Executive Summary, pages s-11 through s-18 

The summary of "Major Impact Conclusions• as presented on 
paqes s-11 throuqh S-18 will be clari fied in the comments on the 
mora detailed analysis to Section 4 .  Upon review of those more 
detailed comments, this summary aay need to be modi fied to 
reflect any chanqes to Section 4 .  

Executive summary. Maior Impact conclusions, page s-15 

The first paraqraph states that PG&E ' s  Brentwood Compressor 
Station would be located on prime farmland . The Cal i fornia 
Public Util ities Commission has certified construction of 
Alternative Compressor Station Site c, which is D2t located on 
prime farmland (soil Capabil ity Class VI) , See also Chapter 6 ,  
page 6-J , last paraqraph . 

Executive Summary. Ma1or Impact Conclusions. page S-17 

The first paraqraph states that the PGT project would result 
in impact to numerous siqnificant paleontoloqic resources. This 
is an inaccurate characterizat ion since a detailed assessment of 
paleontoloqical resources alonq the al iqnment is yet to be 
performed , This study will be undertaken in 1991 to assess the 
occurrence and siqni ficance of paleontoloqical resources within 
the project ' s  area of impact . Table S-2 notes that the PGT-PG&E 
Expansion Project will cross a number of siqnificant 
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PGI-3 Thank you for this information. See revised Executive Summary and Chapter 6. 

PGI-4 Comment noted. See revised Executive Summary and Chapter 6. 
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PGI_. 
(cont.) 

PGI-5 

paleontological formations but at present one cannot conclude 
that the PGT-PG'E Expansion Project would impact any significant 
resources within these formations . (Comments also apply to 
Chapter 6, Conclusions and Recommendations , page 6-9 , fi fth 
paragraph . )  

The sixth paragraph indicates that there is a high 
probability for landsl ide activity and slope instabil ity to 
threaten the integrity of the pipeline at the proposed Hannafin 
canyon crossing . This is contrary to PGT-PG'E ' s  assessment of 
slope conditions at the proposed crossing . Although the slopes 
are quite steep, there is no evidence of unstable slope 
conditions on the crossing al ignment . (Comments also apply to 
Chapter 4 ,  Environmental Consequences,  Geology, page 4A-2 , ,  
paragraph 6 and Chapter 6 ,  Conclusions and Recommendations, page 
6-10, third paragraph . )  

Chapter 1 .  California Gas Qeman4 Section. pages 1-5 through 1-8 

PGI-6 1 The DEIS cites the 1989 Cali fornia Gas Report (CGR) in the 
text and accompanying tables . The FEIS should reference the 1990 
CGR, which was released in August 1990 . The 1990 CGR includes 
historical data for 1989 , as well as forecasts of gas 
requirements through 2010.  A copy of the 1990 CGR is included as 
Attachment A.  

Chapter 1. California Supplv Section. pages 1 - 9  through 1-10 

This section should also reference Cal i fornia supply data 
presented in the 1990 CGR. 

Chapter 1. California supply Section. page 1-9. last paragraph 
PGI-7 1 

The word •southern• (before •california" ) should be stricken 
from the first sentence . 

PGI-8 

Chapter 1. California Supply Section. page 1-9, last paragraph 

The DEIS states that the firm del ivery capacity of the PGT 
system at the Oregon-california border is 1 , 017 KHcfjd . To 
reflect the December 2 1 ,  1990 , Order on Rehearing ( Docket Nos . 
RP87-62-003 and RP86-148-005) , the statement should indicate that 
the firm del ivery capacity of the PGT system at the Oregon­
Cal i fornia border is 1 , 066 MMcf/d l this figure represents the 
Maximum Daily Demand for PL-1 service, the only firm service to 
Cali fornia . 

Cbapter 1. California Supply Section. page 1-10 

The discussion of curtailments in southern Cal i fornia should 
be expanded to mention of the winter 1989-1990 curtailments in 

- 2 -

PG-4 

PGI-S 

PGI-6 

PGI-7 

PGl-8 

Comment noted. The reference to the probability of landslide activity and slope instability as 
being "high" has been deleted. 

Thank you for this additional information. Due to the size of the CGR, it is not being 
reproduced in the FEIS but is available for review at the FERC. 

Comment accepted. 

Comment accepted. 



PGI-9 I both southern and northern California . Thus , the second 

PGI-10 

paragraph should read as follows: 

aeceDt curtai 1•eDts iD ca1i forDia .  curta ilments of gas 
service occurred to noncore customers in southern Cal i fornia 
during winter 1987-198 8 ,  summer 198 8 ,  winter 1988-198 9 ,  
winter 1989-199 0 ,  and again in winter 1990-199 1 .  
curtailments of gas service to noncore customers in northern 
Cali fornia also occurred during winter 1988-1989 , winter 
1989-1990,  and winter 1990-199 1 .  A summary of recent 
statewide curtailments as reported in the 1990 CGR is shown 
in the following table . These events have focused attention 
on whether present gas service is sufficient to meet 
Cali fornia energy needs. 

Recent Gas CUrtailments in Cal i fornia 
(MMcf) 

Calendar Northern Southern 
IUL_ California California � 
1987 4 , 74 5  4 , 0 1 5  8 , 7 6 0  
1988 3 1 , 02 5  14 , 2 3 5  4 5 , 2 6 0  
1989 2 9 , 2 0 0  59 , 86 0  8 9 , 060 

source : 1990 Cal i fornia Gas Report 

Chapter 1.  California SupplY Section. page 1-11 

The Cal ifornia Public Util ities Commission (CPUC) issued a 
certificate of public convenience and necessity for the 
Cal ifornia portion of the PGT-PG'E Expansion Project in its 
Decis�on 9 0 - 1 2 - 1 1 9 ,  issued December 2 7 ,  199 0 .  Page 1-11 should 
be changed to reflect the CPUC ' s  action. 

Chapter 1 Introd ti l! , uc  on, "Compliance with CEOA and NEEA" , page 1-

PGI- 1 1  I The discussion of interstate alternatives in the FEIR and 
the FERC adoption of such , needs to be further clari fied . The 
FERC makes it quite clear in Section 2 . 5  •system Alternatives" 
(page 2 - 6 2 )  that "no conclusion should be drawn • • •  that the ( PGT­
PG'E Expansion Project and Altamont ) projects are competitive 
with each other .  The FEIR, however, does not make this 
distinction clear. As such , federal agencies such as the 
Sacramento District of the Corps of Engineers need FERC to spell 
out clearly that while the FEIR will be largely incorporated, 
FERC maintains that interstate projects such as Altamont are not 
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PGI-10 

PGI-1 1 

PG-5 

Comment accepted. 

Comment accepted. 

Thank you for your comment. The FERC staff believes that its discussion of this issue is 
adequate. 



alternatives to the PGT-PG'E Expansion Project in Cal ifornia (or 
the three northerly states ) ,  

Chapter 1. Intro4uction. Table 1-4. pages 1-20 and 1-21 

PGJ-12 I Permit, Approval ,  and Consultation Requirements for the PGT 
and Altamont Projects needs to address additional permits for the 
state of oreqon . These include: 

Oregon Qepartment of Fish and Wildlife 

In-Water Blastinq Permit 

o Assures that adequate safequards will be taken to 
protect fish l i fe durinq blastinq operations. 

oregon Department of Parks and Recreation 

Chanqe Land Use, or Enqaqe in Requlated Activities Within 
the oreqon Scenic Waterways System 

o Consider issuance of a permit for the John Day River 
crossinq. 

oregon piyision of State tands 

Submerqed/Submersible Lands Easement 

o In addition to considerinq an easement to cross the 
John Day River, DSL will consider an easement to cross 
the Lost River and the Will iamson River. 

Permit for Removal or Fillinq in Scenic Waterways 

o Consider issuance of a joint permit with the Portland 
District Corps of Enqineers for the John Day River 
crossinq. 

Umatilla County Planning pepartment 

Conditional Use Permit 

o Consider issuance of conditional use permit for 
aaterial storaqe site . 

Morrow County Planning pepartment 

Conditional Use Permit 

o Consider issuance of conditional use permit for 
material storaqe site . 

- . -
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PGI-12 Comment accepted. 



PG1·12 

(c:aat.) 

PGI-13 

Gilliam County Planning pepartment 

Conditional Use Permit 

o Consider issuance or conditional use permit tor 
material storage site. 

pescbutes County Planning pepartment 

Conditional Use Permit 

o Consider issuance of conditional use permit tor 
material storage site, 

Chapter 1. Intrgduction. Table 1-4. page 1-21 

The State of Washington ' s  State Environmental Policy Act 
(SEPA) process should be referenced in this table.  The 

Washington Department of Ecology (DOE) is the lead state agency 
for the PGT-PG'E Expansion Project . Like the federal process , 
the Washington state review considers the impact of projects 
which may potentially result in signi ficant impacts to Washington 
resources . The DOE is currently reviewing the federal DEIS tor 
compliance with SEPA guidel ines. 

Cbapter 2, Pro1ect oascription. Section 2 . 3 , 2 1  page 2-22 

The DEIS identities Alternative c as the PG'E preferred 
route to avoid the Jepson Prairie Reserve . Alternative c was 
PG'E ' s  initially preferred route ; however, in order to minimize 
environmental impacts to both vernal and playa pools, PG'E 
identified Alternative B. In its decision dated December 2 7 ,  
1990 (page 141) , the CPUC directed that Alternative B, as 
illustrated on Figure 2-3 , page 2-2 3 ,  be the preferred reroute . 
PG'E bas adopted this reroute . 

Chapter 2. Pro1ect pescription. Section 213121  page 2-22 

The DEIS describes the proposed route , Alternative 1,  which 
departs from the existing pipeline to avoid the rapidly 
urbaniz ing Brentwood-Antioch area and connects to Brentwood 
Compressor Station which is proposed to be expanded, In ita 
decision dated December 2 7 ,  1990 (pages 14 1-142 ) ,  the CPUC 
directed that route Alternative 4 (modi fied) and alternative 
Compressor Station Site c be used tor this reroute . These 
alternatives are illustrated on Figure 2-4 , pages 2-25 and 2-26 
and discussed in the CPUC final EIR. PG'E baa adopted this 
reroute. 

Cbapter 2, Proiect pescription, page 2-39 and Table 2-1 
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PGI-13 Thank you for this information. See revised Chapter 2.  
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PG1-14 I The discussion on page 2-39 and Table 2-8 as they relate to 

PG1-15 

PG1-16 1 
PG1-17 1 
PG1-18 

the construction schedule should be modified to reflect the 
schedule that was submitted to the FERC by letter dated December 
2 1 ,  1990. As presented in that latter, the initial one-year 
construction schedule was a tentative schedule and is no longer 
appropriate due to requirements to ainimize environmental 
disturbance , minimize throughput constraints, manage costa of 
construction and reduce risk of completion delays. Therefore, as 
presented in the above-referenced latter, PGT-PG&E intend to 
construct the pipeline over a two-year period ( 1992-199 3 ) . In 
addition, the borings of the sensitive Sacramento Delta area will 
be accompl ished in the fall of 199 1 .  

Chapter 3E. Vegetation and Wildlife. page JE-2. paragraph 5 

The statement that the method of using NWI mapa and aerial 
photos tends to underestimate the amount of j urisdictional 
wetlands is incorrect . Use of NWI mapa alone would underestimate 
the amount of j urisdictional wetlands . However, as with the 
Altamont Project, vegetation and topographic features indicated 
in aerial photos were also used in developing the l ist of stream 
crossings for the PGT-PG&E Expansion Project, Therefore the same 
conclusion about the Altamont wetland list -- that use of one 
parameter, in this case vegetation, will tend to overestimate the 
number of wetlands -- is equally valid for the PGT-PG&E Expansion 
Project wetland l ist , The list of wetland crossings for the PGT­
PG&E Expansion Project relied primarily on aerial photos, 
especially since NWI maps for much of the route have only 
recently become available , Therefore, the lists for the two 
projects are relatively comparable. 

Chapter JE. yegetation and Wildlife. page JE-5. paragraph 2 

Two vegetation types, oak woodland and Central Valley 
grassland , are listed in this paragraph but not described further 
in the section titled •vegetation Types and Associated Wildl i fe , "  

Chapter JE. Vegetation and Wildlife. page JE-5. paragraph 3 

The Final Report on Surveys for Special-Status Wildl ife 
(Harding Lawson Associates 1990) should be included in these 
references. 

Chapter 3E. Vegetation and Wildlife. page JE-12. Table 3!-3 

The subspecies of Townsend ' s  big-eared bat likely to occur 
along the PGT-PG&E Expansion Project route in Idaho and 
Washington is Plecotus tgwnsendii pallescens. Plecotus 
tgwnsendii townsendii is primarily restricted to the more humid 
coastal belt of the Paci fic states , · 

· 

Chapter JE. Vtgetation and Wildlife. page 3!-13. Table JE-3 
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PGl - lS 

PGI - 16 

PGl-17 

PGI-18 

Thank you for this information. The letter the commentor references indicated that PGT/PG&E 
tentatively proposed to revise its construction schedule. Chapter 2 has been revised to correctly 
reflect PGT/PG&E's tentative revision of its construction schedule. 

Comment noted. The FERC staff reviewed both NWI maps and aerial photographs to identify 
the occurrence of wetlands along PGT/PG&E's proposed route. However, given the low quality 
of the aerial photographs filed by PGT with the Commission, the FERC staff believes that it may 
have underestimated the occurrence of wetlands along PGT/PG&E's route. In addition, given 
the fact that no NWI maps were available for the Altamont route, and that riparian vegetation 
is difficult to distinguish from wetland vegetation on aerial photographs in the region where the 
Altamont Project is located, the FERC staff believes that it may have overestimated the 
occurrence of wetlands along Altamont's route. 

Thank you for this information. The oak woodland Central Valley grassland vegetation types 
occur in California. Therefore, reference to these vegetation types has been deleted. 

The FERC staff has utilized this information in the development of its Biological Assessment. 
The references provided in the paragraph cited pertain to s:wntJllm wildlife species, and not 
special-status species to which the Harding Lawson Associates Report applies. 

Comment accepted. 



I'GI-19 I 
PGI-20 I 
PGI-21  

Habitat for the Swainson ' s  hawk i s  located in Whitman , 
Columbia, and Walla Walla counties . 

Sea comment on paqe 3E-12 on Townsend ' s  biq-eared bat . 

Chapter 3E. Vegetation and Wildlife, page 3E-141 Table 3E-3 

Habitat for the Swainson ' s  hawk is located in Morrow, 
Gil l iam, Sherman, Wasco, Jefferson , and Crook counties. 

Chapter 3E, Vegetation and Wildlife, page 3E-15, Table 3E-3 

Habitat for the California wolverine is located in eastern 
Shasta and Tehama counties. Habitat for the Townsend ' s  biq-eared 
bat is located in Modoc county. Habitat for the Swainson • s  hawk 
is located in Modoc, Tehama, and Solano counties. Habitat for 
the Greater sandhill crane is located in Modoc , Shasta, and 
Tehama counties . 

Chapter JE, Vegetation and Wildlife. page JE-18, Table JE-4 

PGI-22 1 
Moose should be included as a qame species with habitat in 

Idaho . 

PGI-23 

PGI-24 

PGI-25 

Chapter 3E, Vegetation and Wildlife, page JE-20, Tabla JE-4 

Accord inq to USFS and ODFW, the sprinq and summer pronqhorn 
ranqe is mora accurately located between M . P. s 4 17-427 and the 
first miqration corridor more accurately ends at M . P .  427 , 
sl iqhtly south of the Madras Compressor Station. 

Chapter JE, Vegetation and Wildlife, page JE-23 ,  paragraphs 5 and 
� 

Western snowy plover and Townsend ' s  biq-eared bat were 
surveyed by Hard inq Lawson Associates and were not deleted from 
additional study as suqqested in paraqraph 3 .  Townsend ' s  biq­
eared bats were roostinq in caves at Milepost 6 3 3  and 636 in 
Cal ifornia. Each cava hosted only an individual bat . 

Chapter JL, Visual Resources, Environmental Consequences, 
Table 3L-1 - Idaho, page JL-6 

Buzzard Lake is located approximately 0 . 2  miles from the 
PGT-PG'E pipeline riqht-of-way . The lake is surrounded by dense 
stands of pine and fir. The riqht-of-way is not within the 
Buzzard Lake viewshed . 

Chapter JL, Visual Resources, Enyirpnmental Consequences, 
Tabla JL-1 - Oregon, page JL-7 
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PGI-19 

PGI-20 

PGI-21 

PGI-22 

PGI-23 

PGI -24 

PGI-25 

PG-9 

Comment accepted. 

Comment accepted. 

As staled in Chapter I, the FERC staff has only examined potential impact on federal-listed 
species in the state of California. 

No imiM!nao1 habitat for moose is crossed by the POT Project in Idaho. 

Thank you for this information. Comment noted. 

Thank you for this information. See response to Comment No. 21 .  Chapter JE, 4E, and· 
Appendix E have been revised as appropriate. 

Chapter JL describes the areas of visual concern in the vicinity of the proposed route. See 
Chapter 4L for impact analysis. 



PGI-26 I Lava Butte is approximately 0 . 65 ailes from the PGT-PG&E 

PGI-27 

PGI-28 

pipel ine right-of-way . Although the top of the butte is at an 
elevation higher that the pipeline, only a sma ll portion of the 
right-of-way 3 . 5  miles southwest of Lava Butte is visible from 
the top of Lava Butte . This brief viewing of the right-of-way 
from middleground distance zona will have a low visual impact on 
visitors to Lava Butta . 

The entrance to Lava River Cava is approximately 0 . 25 miles 
from the PGT-PG&E pipeline right-of-way. The right-of-way is not 
visible from the Lava River Cave visitor a rea . Very dense stands 
of Ponderosa Pine and lower growing plants obscure views of the 
PGT-PG&E right-of-way fro• the visitor area . No trails lead from 
the visitor area to the PGT-PG&E right-of-way. 

Chapter 4A. Geology. page 4A-J . paragraphs 1.  3 and 4 

The text states that the • • • •  Hannafin Canyon Variation would 
be located entirely on the level plateau surrounding Hanna fin 
Canyon, and would avoid the steep terrain associated with PGT ' s  
proposed JDV . •  The route shown i n  Figura 6-2 accurately depicts 
the description provided in this section. However, the route 
shown in Figure 8A of the Map Volume would not be located 
entirely on the level terrain but would cross four steep canyons 
in the 7 . 7-mile length of the alternative route . The route would 
require approximately 1 . 5  miles of new access roads , result in 
approximately 5 , 000 feet of sidehill construction, and cross 
approximately 68 acres of cultivated land compared to 15 acres 
along the proposed John Day Variation . The route depicted in 
Figure 6-2 would result in an incremental cost increase of 
$6,400 , 000, whereas the route depicted in Figura 8A would result 
in an incremental cost increase of $3 , 4 00, 000 over the proposed 
John Day Variation . 

The statement that the Walker Rim and Wallula Gap fault 
zones offset Pleistocene rocks and are therefore considered to be 
of Holocene age (less than 10, 000 years old) is not quite 
accurate . It is more correct to state that the faults should be 
considered Quaternary age , because Pleistocene rocks can range in 
age from about ten thousand to two mil l ion years old . It is not 
known that these faults are Holocene . The basic conclusion that 
the faults should be considered potentially active remains 
correct, however .  

Chapter 4D. Environmental Consequences, L4nd Use. page 4D-8 

The third paragraph on the page is in error by stating that 
the • • • •  BLM management plan restricts all crossings of the John 
Day River, a designated National Wild and Scenic River • • •  • The 
BLM management plan restricts crossing of the John Day River to 
approved corridors . Although the P�oject crosses the John Day 
River on private lands it is still �nder the j urisdiction of the 

- 8 _ I  

PG-10 

PGI-26 Same as previous response to Comment PGl-25. 

PGl-27 Thank you for this information. See revised Chapter 4A. 

PGl-28 Comment noted. See revised Chapter 40. 



PGl-21 1 Bill. The pipeline crosses the river in an approved util ity 

(CDnL) corridor and is therefore consistent with the Bill management 
plan. 

PGI-29 

Chapter 4£. Vegetation and Wildlife. page 4£-3. paragraph 6 

Rare wildlife and plant surveys for the PGT-PG'E Expansion 
Project are complete except for newly identified laydown areas 
and areas where property access has not been possible. These 
areas constitute only a few acres and surveys will be conducted 
this summer. The surveys for wildl ife were conducted during 
March through Nove�er and not March through May. 

Chapter 4E. Veaetation and Wildlife. page 4£-5. paragraphs 2 and 
l 

PGI-30 1 
see comment on page 3E-2 , paragraph 5 .  

Chapter 4E. Vegetation and Wildlife. page 4E-12 . paragraph 1 

PGI-31 1 Surveys were conducted for these species in 199 0 .  An 
individual Botrychium minganense was found near M . P .  1 8 .  

Chapter 4E. Vegetation and Wildlife. page 4£-13. paragraph 4 

PGI-32 I The stream enhancement measures being developed for the 
Moyie River are expected to improve significantly the fishery in 
the river and as a result, improve the prey base for bald eagles. 
Please see the Fisheries Enhancement Plan which has been 
submitted to FERC as an appendix to the Moyie River Plan.  

PGI-33 

Chapter 4E. Vegetation and Wildlife. pages 4E-14 through 4£-15. 
Table 4£-2 

See comment on page JE-2 , paragraph 5 .  surveys conducted 
for these species in 1990 documented the presence of one of the 
ten special status species identified by this table for Oregon . 
Four populations of Astragalus ptgkii were found near M . P . s  522 ,  
526,  52 7 ,  and 5 2 9 .  

Chapter 4£. Vegetation and Wildlife. pages 4E-15 through 4E-21. 
Table 4E-2 

PGI-34 1 Surveys were conducted for these species in 199 0 .  In 
addition to the observations noted in the table, � chilensis 
var .  ltntya was found at M . P .  9 1 0 ,  Lilaeopsis masonii was found 
at M . P . s  906, 906 . 5 ,  9 1 0 ,  and 9 1 3 . 6 ,  and Llthvrus 1epsonil var 
iepsonii was found near M . P .  9 1 0 ,  

Chapter 4£. Vegetation and Wildlife. page 4E-23. parograph 2 

- 9 -

PGI-29 Comment noted. 

PGI-30 See response to Comment POl- IS. 

PGI-31 Comment noted. See revised Chapter 4E. 

PGI-32 Thank you for your opinion. 

PGI-33 Comment noted. See revised Chapter 4E. 

PG I-34 Thank you for this information. See response to Comment PGI -2 1 .  

PG-1 1  



PGI-35 

PGt-36 1 

An alternative to avoiding construction during the upland 
sandpiper nesting season (May 1 through September 1) is to clear 
the right-of-way prior to the nesting season . This would result 
in the birds baing displaced into adj acent grasslands for one 
season but would prevent mortal ity of adults or young . This 
procedure was previously endorsed by the Washington Department of 
Wildl ife during the prebuild portion of the ANGTS . In any case, 
there should be no need to avoid constructing in the upland 
sandpiper habitat if there is no indication that the sandpiper 
occupying the area during the year of construction. PGT 
recommends inserting " i f  occupied• between •this area• and 
"between May 1 through September 1 .  

Chapter 4E. Vegetation and Wildlife. page 4E-23. paragraph 5 

Proposed enhancements to the Moyie River should create 
additional slack-water, brood-rearing habitat for Harlequin 
ducks . sea comment for page 4E-1 3 ,  paragraph 4 .  

Chapter 4E. Vegetation and Wildlife. page 4E-27. paragraph 1 

PGI-37 1  The pyqmy rabbit habitat was surveyed in 1990 and no 
populations were found . PGT recommends inserting •although no 
pyqmy rabbits ware found in 1990 surveys . •  after "Construction 
would disturb 7 . 9  acres of potential pyqmy rabbit habitat• PGT 
recommends changing the last sentence to read "To reduce these 
impacts to less-than-significant levels, we recommend that PGT 
resurvey its construction right-of-way in this location 45 days 
prior to construction to assess actual use by pyqmy rabbits , and 
to avoid construction within 500 feet of any occupied pyqmy 
rabbit burrows during breeding and rearing season . •  

PGt-38 

PGI-39 

Chapter 4E. Vegetation and Wildlife. page 4E-27. paragraph 2 

Recent discussions with the Washington Department of 
Wildlife and other research as part of the PGT-PG'E Expans ion 
Project ' s  wildl ife surveys indicate that there is no Townsend ' s  
western big-eared bat hibernacula,  nursery colonies , or suitable 
roosting habitat near the route of the pipel ine . See also 
comment on subspecies for Table JE- 3 ,  page JE-1 2 .  

Chapter 4E. Vegetation and Wildlife. page 4E-29. paragraph 2 

Thera are several field-tested alternatives in l ieu of 
absolute avoidance of construction within one-hal f  mile of an 
active raptor nest, excluding bald eagle nests. These include 
monitoring of the nest by a qualified biologist to determine 
response of the birds to the disturbance. I f  eggs or young are 
determined to be at risk due to prolonged absence of adults or 
nest abandonment, the eggs or young could be collected and 
fostered, cross-fostered , or reared in captivity for subsequent 
release in the wild , In addition, the active nest can often be 
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PG- 12 

PGI-35 

PGI -36 

PGI-37 

PGI-38 

PGI-39 

Comment noted. See revised Chapter 4E. 

Thank you for this information. No response required. 

Comment noted. See revised Chapter 4E. 

Comment noted. See revised Chapter 4E. 

Thank you for your comment. The stafrs recommended mitigation measure would ensure that 
nesting 111ptors would not be affected by construction of the PGT Project. However, PGT's 
suggested mitigation only serves to minimize an impact that has already occurred. Therefore, 
the staff stands by its recommendation. 



POI-39 
(conl) 

PGl-40 

PGl-41 1 
PGl-42 

PGl-43 1 
PGl-44 

relocated away from a disturbance with no decline in 
productivity . These measures should at least be appropriate for 
a relatively common raptor such as a red-tai led hawk . 

PGT will resurvey for raptors 45 days before construction in 
suitable habitat. 

Chapter 4E. Vegetation and Wildlife. page 4E-30. paragroph 1 

An alternative to avoidin9 construction durin9 the lon9-
billad curlew neatin9 season is to clear the ri9ht-of-way prior 
to nestin9 season . See comment on pa9a 4E-2 3 ,  para9raph 2 on the 
upland sandpiper. 

Chapter 4E. Vegetation and Wildlife. page 4E-30. paragraph 6 

Sea comment for pa9a 4E-29 , para9raph 2 .  

Chapter 4E. Vegetation and Wildlife. page 4E-33 . paragraph 6 

The 1990 surveys indicate that a l imited number of bats are 
l ikely to use these caves only for occasional roostin9 and not 
for hibernation or as a nursery . PGT will survey the caves a9ain 
45 days prior to construction to determine bat use .  

Chapter 4E. Vegetation· and Wildlife. page 4E-J6. paragraph 5 

PGT surveyed for kit fox durin9 the 1990 wildlife surveys 
and nona were found . PGT will resurvey for kit fox 4 5  days prior 
to construction in kit fox habitat. 

Chapter 4E. Vegetation and Wildlife. page 4E-J6. paragraph 8 

There is a possible colony of Washin9ton 9round squirrels 
located 100 feet off the ri9ht-of-way near M . P. 238 in 
Waahin9ton . PGT will resurvey 45 days prior to construction at 
this location to determine 9round squirrel use .  

Chapter 4£. Vegetation and Wildlife. page 4E-37 . paragraph 7 
PGl-45 1 

Swainson ' s  hawk nests were located within one-hal f  mila of 
the ri9ht-of-way in the 1990 wildli fe surveys. 

Chapter 41, Vegetation and Wildlife. page 4E-3B. paragraph 3 

PGl·46 1 A 1on9-bil led curlew neat was found near M . P. 286.  PGT will 
resurvey 45 days prior to construction at this location to 
determine if any nestin9 lon9-billed curlews are present. 

Cbapter 41. Vegetation and Wildlife, page 4E-J91 paragraph 4 

PGl-47 1 
See comment on pa9e 4E-29,  para9raph 2 .  

- 1 1  -

PGI-40 See response to Comment No. PGI-3!5. 

PGI-41 See response to Comment No. PGI-39. 

PGI-42 Thank you for this information. No response required. 

PGI-43 Comment noted. See revised Chapter 4E. 

PGI-44 Thank you for this information. 

PGI-4S Comment noted. See revised Chapter 4E. 

PGI-46 Thank you for this information. 

PGI-47 See response to Comment No. PGI-39. 

PG-13 



PGI-48 

PGI-49 

PGI-50 

Chapter 4E. Vegetation and Wildlife. page 4E-41. paragraph 7 

In meetings with ODFW, it has agreed to allow PGT to refill 
the open trench with a plug of at least 80 feet wide at no less 
than 4 00-yard intervals in order to provide a crossing for the 
migrating deer. The trench would never be left unplugged 
overnight during construction through the deer migration 
corridors . ODFW did not bel ieve either construction avoidance or 
the plugs are necessary for deer migration in the corridors 
between M . P . s  4 12 and 4 1 3  and M . P . s  426 and 4 2 7 ,  due to the 
relatively low density of the deer population . 

Chapter 4E. Vegetation and Wildlife. page 4E-4J, paragraph 4 

In meetings with ODFW and USFS, they have agreed to al low 
PGT to construct through the pronghorn range between M . P . s  417  
and 427  provided the trench is plugged in the manner described in 
the comment for page 4E-4 1 ,  paragraph 7 ,  

Chapter 4E. Vegetation and Wildlife. page 4E-44. paragraph 1 

PG&E ' s  preferred route is Route B which does not pass 
between or anywhere near large playa pools near Jepson Prairie, 
Field surveys for rare plants are complete and no Tuctoria 
mucronata was found in either of the playa pools adj acent to the 
proposed route . Due in part to drought conditions , however, this 
species has not been observed in any locations s ince 198 7 ,  

Chapter 4E, Vegetation and Wildlife, page 4E-44. paragraph 3 

PGI-51 I Detailed surveys for the Amsinckia qrandiflora were 
conducted in 1990 and no plants were found , although a known 
population was observed for comparison during 199 0 .  The PGT-PG&E 
Expsnsion Project will conduct follow-up surveys if a winter 
wetter than that prior to the original survey occurs prior to 
construct ion. 

PGI-52 

PGI-53 

Chapter 4E, Vegetation and Wildlife. page 4E-44. paragraph 4 

Detailed surveys for the Cordylanthus palmatea were 
conducted in 1990 and no plants were found , although a known 
population was observed for comparison during 1990 , The PGT-PG&E 
Expansion Project will conduct follow-up surveys if a winter 
wetter than 1989-1990 occurs prior to construction . 

Chapter 4F, Fisheries. page 4F-7. paragraph 2 

The Lost River sucker has been known to occur in certain 
unscreened irrigation canals in the Lost River drainage. The PGT­
PG&E Expansion Project will either bore underneath these canals 
or cross them when they are already dry during their regular 
seasonal dewatering by the irriqation districts . 
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PG-14 

PGI-48 

PGI-49 

PGI-SO 

PGI-SI 

POI-S2 

PGI-S3 

The FERC staff is iware that PGT and the ODFW have discussed this Issue. However, at this 
point in time ODFW has not Informed the staff that it has reached an agreement with PGT on 
this issue. Therefore, the starrs recommended mitigation measures stands. 

See response to Comment No. POI-48. 

Comment noted. See revised Chapter 4E. 

Comment noted. See revised Chapter 4E. 

Comment noted. See revised Chapter 4E. 

Comment noted. See revised Chapter 4E. 



PGI-54 

PGI-55 

PGI-56 

Chapter 4I. Noise. page 41-2 

PGT baa now selected the turbines to be used at Compressor 
Stations 3 ,  5 ,  and 7 ,  These units will be Cooper-Rol la Coberra 
Model 6462 qas turbines rated at 30, 000 horsepower (NEMA) as 
compared to the 2 5 , 000 horsepower ( NEMA) proposed , Sound level 
data on these units will be provided to the FERC in conjunction 
with the noise analyses submitted to comply with mitiqation 
measure No. 37.  

PGT intends to install silencinq on the existinq unit at 
Station 3 .  Reduced sound levels will be achieved as a result of 
this silencinq and will be reflected in the noise analyses 
submitted to comply with mitiqation .. asure No. 3 7 .  

The DEIS projects a n  increase in sound level o f  4 . 8  dBA at 
the nearest residence resultinq from the proposed new unit based 
on the assumption that the increase in sound enerqy is 
proportional to the increase in horsepower. This assumption does 
not , of course , recoqnize any differences in noise control 
measures in the desiqn and installation of the new unit.  PGT is 
currently proceedinq with the desiqn and specification of noise 
control measures and will assure that the total Ldn of the 
exiatinq and proposed units will not exceed a Ldn of 55 dBA at 
the nearest noise-sensitive area when operatinq at full load. 

Chapter 4L. Visual Resources . page 4L-5 - oregon and 
Table 4L-2 - oregon. page 4L-6 

Lava Butte is approximately 0 . 65 miles from the PGT-PG&E 
pipeline riqht-of-way. Althouqh the top of the butte is at an 
elevation hiqher that the pipeline, only a small portion of the 
riqbt-of-way 3 . 5  miles southwest of Lava Butte is visible from 
the top of Lava Butta . This brief viawinq of the riqht-of-way 
from middleqround distance zone will have a low visual impact on 
visitors to Lava Butte. 

The entrance to Lava River cave is approximately 0 . 2 5  miles 
from the PGT-PG&E pipeline riqht-of-way . The riqht-of-way is not 
visible from the Lava River cave visitor area . Very dense stands 
of Ponderosa Pine and lower qrowinq plants obscure views of the 
PGT-PG&E riqht-of-way from the visitor area . No trails lead from 
the visitor area to the PGT-PG&E riqbt-of-way . 

Chapter 4L. Visual Resources. Table 4L-2 - Idaho. page 4L-6 

Buzzard Lake is located approximately 0 . 2  miles from the 
PGT-PG&E pipeline riqht-of-way , The lake is surrounded by dense 
stands of pine and fir. The riqht-of-way is not within the 
Buzzard Lake viawshed . 

Chapter 6. Conclusions and Recommentlations. pages 6-10 to 612 
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PG1-S4 

PGl-SS 

PG1-S6 

PG-15 

Comment noted. See revised Executive Summary and Chapters 2, 31,  4H and 41. 

The existing right-of-way on a forested ridgeline is visible when looking southwest from the tip 
of Lava Butte. The proposed project would increase the size of the present gap in this treeline. 
Although proper restoration of the right-of-way could minimize impacts on the viewshed, we 
believe these impacts would be moderate and warrant the mitigation recommended in the DEIS. 

After further field analysis, we agree with this assessment. See revised Chapter 4L. 

We agree with this assessment. See revised Table 4L-2. 



PGI-57 I See the discussion relatinq to the Hannafin Canyon 
Alternative in our comments on Chapter 4A, paqe 4A- 2 ,  paraqraphs 
1 and J .  

I n  paraqraph three , the text states that • • • •  PGT proposed 
the John Day Variation as a means of avoidinq the slope stability 
and pipeline inteqrity concerns that would be encountered by 
constructinq alonq its existinq pipeline route . •  Slope stabil ity 
was not a concern on the existinq route . The primary issue was 
pipeline inteqrity due to the potential of floodinq on the narrow 
side canyons . 

Chapter 6. Conclusions and Recommendations. pages 6-29 to 6-37 
Mitigation Measure No. 2 

PGI-5B l PGT ' s  al iqnment sheets have bean prepared at a scale of 
1 : 12 , 000,  with occasional larqer-scale sheets as dictated by 
enqineerinq and construction requirements . As aqreed with FERC 
staff,  PGT will submit 1 : 12 , 000 scale al iqnment sheets rather 
than 1 : 6000 , 

Mitigation Measure No, 12 

PGI-59 I see comment for paqa 4E-2 9 ,  paraqraph 2 .  

PGI-60 

PGI-61 I 
PGI-62 1 

Mitigation Measure No. 16 

This mit iqation measure should be clari fied to pertain only 
to domestic qatherinq and distribution facilities under the 
Appl icants • control or authority. PGT, for instance , does not 
have the abil ity to submit site-speci fic environmental 
information for a prospective shipper ' s  distribution facilities 
unless that shipper has provided it to PGT, Nor can PGT submit 
environmental information to other state and federal aqencies on 
the behal f  of shippers , or ensure that the shippers will do ao 
themselves. 

Mitigation Measure No. 25 

This plan has been submitted to FERC staff under separate 
cover. 

Mitigation Measure No. 35 

This plan is bainq submitted as Attachment B .  

Mitigation Measure No, 3 7 .  page 6-34 

PGI-6l l In conjunction with enqineerinq desiqn , PGT is preparinq 
noise analyses for Compressor Stations 3 ,  5, and 7 where 
compressor horsepower is beinq added . S ince this work is 
currently in proqress , it may not be completed prior to the 
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PG-16 

PGI-S7 

PGI-SB 

PGI-S9 

PGI-60 

PGI-61 

PGI-62 

PGI-63 

See revised 
,
Chapter 6. 

Comment noted. 

See response to Comment No. 47. 

The staff disagrees with commentor's position. The FERC's responsibilities under the National 
Environmental Policy Act, the Endangered Species Act, and the National Historic Preservation 
Act extend to all related non-jurisdictional facilities, regardless of whether or not they are under 
the applicant's direct control. 

See revised n:commendation. 

See revised recommendation. 

Comment noted. 



POl�� issuance of the Final EIS. As agreed in discussions with the (cont) FERC staff, PGT is providing, prior to the issuance of the Final 
EIS, a plan and schedule for completing these analyses 
(Attachaent C) . 

Mitigation Measure No. 39 

PG1�4 � 
A map showing the revised laydown area is being provided as 

Attachment D. 

Mitigation Measure No. 43 

PGI-&S I Detailed environmental , engineering and economic analyses 
for the Camp Nine and Hanna fin Canyon Alternat ives were submitted 
to !ERC sta ff on October 2 2  and December 5 ,  1990 , respectively.  

Mitigation Measure No. 44 

PGI-6& , A construction, restoration and revegetation plan for 
conta ining volcanic rock intrusions is being provided as 
Attachment E.  

areas 

PGI-67 

PGI-68 1 

Appendix B-1. Erosion Control, Revegetation. and Maintenance 
Plan. page B-1-5. item y.A. 1 .  

Liming soil i s  not necessarily an effective treatment for 
restoration of the right-of-way, including in rangelands . The 
existing pH of the soil is the same in the right-of-way as in the 
surrounding area . Reestabl ishment of locally adapted species on 
the right-of-way requires soil conditions approximately 
equivalent to lands adjacent to the right-of-way. It may not be 
appropriate to apply lime to the right-of-way when the 
surrounding vegetation is tolerant of acidic soi ls,  for example . 
Furthermore , liming dissipates relatively soon and reapplication 
is not feasible. Applying lime appears to be contrary to the 
USFS Vegetation Management Guidelines which encourage re­
establ ishment of vegetation that does not need to maintained in 
the long-term. A more reasonable approach appears to be topsoi l 
segregation and the use of adapted species, as included in PGT ' s  
Erosion Control and Restoration Plan. 

Appendix B-1, Erosion Control , Revegetation, and Maintenance 
Plan, page B-1-5, item y.A.2, 

Where necessary to apply fertil izer with herbaceous 
seedings, slow-release fertil izer should not be required because 
the best initial establishment of adopted herbaceous species may 
result from a fertil izer such as ammonium phosphate sul fate. 

Appendix B-1, Erosion Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance 
Plan, page B-1-61 item y.B, 1,  
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PGl-64 

PG1·6S 

PGl-66 

PGl-67 

PGI-68 

PG-17 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. See revised Chapter 6. 

See revised Chapter 6. 

Our Erosion Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan is intended to provide a minimum 
degree of protection. Topsoil segregation is required in addition to the use of adapted species. 
We maintain that where acidic soils are found along the route, liming may be necessary if 
preexisting native species are not replanted. Land IIIIUUI&ing agencies may specify otherwise as 
they deem necessary. In addition, the FERC can waive requirements of the plan upon specific 
and detailed requests. 

Ammonium phosphate may be combined with slow-release fertilizers such as rock phosphate and 
sulfur coated urea in the proper ratios to arrive at the required analysis and fulfill the SO percent 
slow release requirement. 



PGI-69 Applyinq jute in addition to two tons of a weed-free mulch 
of hay or straw alonq streamsides may be excessive for slopes of 
10 to 30 percent, if slope breakers and silt fencinq or staked 
hay bales are also used . Two tons of straw plus j ute may inhibit 
seed qermination for permanent erosion control . PGT recommends 
only jute be used on streamside slopes of 10 to 15 percent and 
j ute plus one ton of straw be used on slopes of 1 5  to 30 percent , 
in addition to slope breakers and silt fencinq or staked hay 
bales . 

Appendix B-1. Erosion Control . Revegetation. and Maintenance 
Plan. page B-1-7. item y. C.4.  

PGI-70 I This requirement suqqests dri l l inq as a better method than 
broadcast seedinq . This may not be true. Drill inq has 
l imitations with reqards to the type of soil and terrain where it 
is effective. It is ideal for flat and qently sloped terrain and 
where soils are l iqht. Disadvantaqes include the difficulty in 
usinq a variety of seeds in one drill inq operation and 
controll inq seedinq depth for all these types of seed . If 
broadcast seedinq is performed at the proper time in a prepared 
seedbed and draqqed or raked, results can be as qood as or better 
than drill inq. Advantaqes of broadcast seedinq include a more 
uniform appl ication when usinq a variety of seed types, a more 
natural-appearinq stand, and qreater compatibil ity with mulchinq. 

In addition, PGT requests the flexibility to apply aerial 
seedinq when the window in which to seed is l imited and the 
oriqinally planned seedinq method cannot be completed within this 
window. PGT believes ; in this case, that it is better to apply 
seed aerially within the proper seedinq period than to apply 
seed, usinq another method , at the wronq time of year. Aerial 
seedinq after final qradinq can be effective if appl ied at the 
proper time. In areas with a hiqh potential for erosion, the 
areas would still be mulched prior to aerial seedinq . This 
technique has been successful in reveqetation proj ects . In 
addition , it is common practice to aerial-seed after a wildfire , 
with no site preparat ion. In Idaho , the Panhandle National 
Forest has indicated that aerial seedinq is an acceptable seedinq 
method . 

APpendix B-1. Erosion Control. Revegetation. and Maintenance 
Plan. page B-1-7. item y.o. 1.  

PGI-71 I Punchinq or crimpinq this amount of straw into the soil in 
one appl ication may inhibit qermination of a siqnificant portion 
of the seed and destroy other seed . Additionally, spreadinq one­
quarter to one-half inch of straw on the surface can create a 
solid, impermeable coverinq, inhibitinq qermination of a 
siqnificant portion of the seed . 
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PGI -69 

PGI-70 

PGI -71 

Our plan is intended to provide a minimum degree of protection. In most cases 2 tonslacn: of 
straw or they mulch or its equivalent is the acceptable rate. We have n:vised Section S.E. 7 in 
Appendix B to allow for a reduced rate in arid conditions when: degradation of mulch would be 
slow and germination could be inhibited by the insulating effects of the mulch. In addition, 
FERC can waive specific requin:ments of the plan upon specific and detailed requests. 

Comment noted. Drill seeding is allowed when: feasible as specified in Appendix B. We have 
revised the n:ferenced section to allow other seeding metliods in visually sensitive, arid an:as 
to reduce impacts due to drill rows. Please note that broadcast seeding would necessitate a 
I 00 percent increase in the seeding rate. 

The PERC would requin: mon: information befon: a decision is made to allow aerial seeding. 
As noted pn:viously, applicants may file for approval of deviations. 

We maintain that this practice under normal circumstances would provide minimal protection 
and it should not destroy seed. The mulch spread over the surface would not create a solid, 
impermeable covering. Rather it would serve to reduce erosion and hold moistun: in the soil, 
thereby enhancing germination, while still allowing seedlings to emerge through ample species 
between mulch fibers. 

As noted pn:viously, the applicant may file for approval of deviations when: then: an: 
extenuating circumstances. 

Mulch should be applied after seeding so as not to interfen: with establishment of seed/soil 
contact. 



PGI-71 
(c:onL) 

PGl-72 

PGl-73 

PGl-74 

PGT recommends punched or crimped mulchinq be performed at a 
rate of one to two tone per acre dependinq on the deqree of elope 
and soil type . Surface mulchinq rates will vary fro• 8 0 0  to 1500 
pounds per acre dependinq on the slope and cl imate of the area . 
Seedinq would be appl ied after the first •ulch appl ication i f  two 
appl ications are necessary or after •ulchinq if only one 
application is necessary. 

Appendix B-1. Erosion Control. Revegetation. and Maintenance 
Plan. page B-1-8. item yx.B. 

Trees cannot be planted directly over or immediately 
adjacent to the pipeline because of potential damaqe to the l ine 
as well as restrictinq access for •aintenance , Access to the 
pipeline is essential , Partial screeninq and partial barriers 
utiliz inq native veqetation to •camouflaqe• the riqht-of-way are 
recommended . 

Appendix C-3. FERC Stream and Wetland construction and Mitigation 
Procedures. page C-3-6. item II.E.2. 

PGT does not bel ieve annual rye qrass is suitable for 
seedinq in wetland and streamside areas . Annual rye qrass is 
known to be alleiopathic to other veqetation . Where feasible, 
native straw seedinq will be applied in riparian and wetland 
areas , Endemic commercially-available herbaceous species will 
also be used . 

Map Volume. Geology. Mac 18 

Between approximately M . P . s  889 to 896, a hiqh l iquefaction 
potential is shown on the bar qraph . This should be •LQ• ,  our 
field inspectors indicate that the potential for l iquefaction is 
probably low in this area (the Dozier area) , contrary to what was 
indicated in our Technical Report . 
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PGI-74 
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The staff believes that it is possible to implement the referenced measures without planting trees 
directly over the pipeline. In addition, the referenced section requires the applicant to implement 
one or more of the referenced measures; therefore, where access is required the applicant can 
plant trees aru1 install locking gate. 

The purpose of planting annual rye grass in disturbed wetland areas is to provide a temporary 
vegetative cover which stabilizes the area and provides some functional value. Because annual 
rye grass is not well adapted to wetland conditions, native species will re-establish and 
outcompete the rye grass over a period of 3 to S years. The Procedures in Appendix C-3 allow 
each company to develop alternative site-specific restoration measures and to submit them to the 
staff for its review and. approval prior to construction. This would include any proposal to 
actively revegetate disturbed wetland areas with native Bllawl species. 

Thank you for this information. No response required. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The John Day Variation Construction and Restoration Plan wu prepared in response to Item 
35 of the Federal Eneqy Rqulatory Commission's (FERC) Staff Recommended Mitiption 
Measures detailed in the PGTIPG.t.E tllld A.IIOifiDIII Nalllnll Gtu PlpeiiM Projecu Draft 
EllviroMttNal lmpacr Sttlltnwlll (DEIS). As per Item 35, the followina ...,n provides site­
specific construction and restoration plans for the John Day Canyon Variation, focusina on 
canyon and river crossina techniques, erosion control and ri&ht-of-way restoration,1and 
provisions for avoidina impacts on anadromous fish populations. 

I. Route Description 

As shown in Fiaure I ,  the John Day Variation is located in northern Oreaon, in the vicinity 
of the John Day River Canyon. The Variation deviates from the uistin& POT pipeline ri&ht­
of-way for a total distance of 21.4 miles (see Fiaure 2). lnitialin& at M.P. 350.8 of the 
existin& PGT ri&ht-of-way, the Variation travels 7.5 miles southwesterly laOSS the Columbia 
Plateau. The proposed alianment then descends sharply into the John Day Canyon, crosses 
the John Day River at M.P. 101, and immediately ascends back onto the Columbia Plateau. 
The route proceeds southwesterly and drops down into Hannalin Canyon at approximately 
M.P. 17.6. The Variation mums to the existin& POT riaht-of-way about one mile nonh of 
Comprwor Station No. 10 at M.P. 368.3. 

D. Envlrorunental Settlna 

GeoJou aad SoU. 

The John Day Variation lies near the southem limits of the Columbia Plateau 
physqraphic province. The area is characterized by elevated, fairly level terrain 
deeply incised by stream canyons. These stream canyons have been cut into a layered 
sequence of volcanic ftow rock and interbedded ash and lake deposits formina hip 
steep canyon walls which dissect the aendy sloped plain. This sequence of sli&hdy 
tilted basalt ftows and interbedded ash and lake deposits comprises the Miocene-aae 
Columbia River Basalt (Yakima Basalt). 

The Joha Day Variation alianment ctepan.s from the uistina pipeline riaht-of-way at 
M.P. 350.1 in aendy sloped tenain mantled by fine..arained soils derived from loess. 
Most of the variation's Jenath traverses the inten:anyon plains topo&raphy, dippina down occasionally lbrou&h minor auDies and across two �or canyons, the John Day 
and Hannaftn. 

I 
1 Mileposts for the John Day Variation be&in at 0 from the point the Variation depan.s 

the existina POT riaht-of-way. 
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The slopes in the John Day River Canyon have been subject to inslability caused by 
rapid downcunina of the river, weak horizons interbedded with competent volcanic: 
flow roc:k, and past, wetter climates. As a result of this combination of unfavorable 
conditions, several massive landslides have occ:umd in the Canyon. Most of these 
slides, inc:ludin& one at the proposed c:rossina, appear to be clonnant.and have not 
moved substantially for several hundred years. Survey monitorina of the landslide 
area sinc:e 1976 has shown only minor movements (less than 0.06 feet, vertically) of 
monuments set on the landslide mass. 3 Slopes on the southern side of the John Day 
River c:rossina are steeper than the northern side, but appear to be slable alona the 
proposed pipeline alianment. 

AI M.P. 17.6 the proposed alianment c:rosses Hannafin Canyon, a steep-sided c:anyon 
eroded by intermittent runoff. The slopes at this crossina appear to be relatively 
slable with no apparent landslide activity lakin& place in the crossina alipment. 
Some evidence of aully erosion and minor slumpina of the north c:anyon, however, is 
apparent approximately 100 feet upstream of the proposed crossina. The southern 
canyon wall is so.-whal steeper bul shows no evidence of slumpina, aully erosion or 
inslabillty. 

For both c:anyons, c:anyon conslruc:lion lec:hniques will beJin and end a1 an elevation 
of approximately 2400 feet. John Day Canyon clnlps from the 2400 fool elevalion to 
approximately 1000 feet a1 the base of the Canyon over a linear distanc:e of two miles. 
Hannafin Canyon drops 1000 feet in elevation over a distanc:e of only one mile. The 
steepest slopes are found alona the southwest wall of the John Day Canyon and both 
sides of Hannafin Canyon. 

Water ResouiUI 

The John Day River flows in a westerly clireclion throu&h central Oreaon and then 
flows northerly to join the Columbia River two mi1el upstteam of the John Day Dam. 
The proposed pipeline ri&hl-of·way descends into the John Day Canyon, crossina the 
John Day River near the c:onfluenc:e of 'l1lirly Mile Creek, a1 Mileposl 10. Averqe 
flows are approximately 2100 c:fs. Flood season &enerally beJins in November, peaks 
in April and c1ec:rases in July. The John Day River, is desianalld a National Wild 
and Sc:eak: River u well u an Oreaon Scenic Warerway a1 the proposed pipeline 
crossin& localioa. 

The waller quality of the John Day River is aenerally &ood· Major problems consist 
of hi&h sedimenlalioll and IUrbidity durin& sprina runoff and elevated water 
1empera111re in lale summer. The river hU been dcsiJRalld u "suspected water 

I 

3 An on-the-around inspection to further verify � conditions at the landslide area will 
be conducted in the sprina of 1991. 
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Laad U• aad VIsual Resotirces 

The dominant land use in the vicinity of the John Day Variation is qriculture, with 
recreational desi&nations at the John Day River crossin&. 1be John Day River and 
sunoundin& area have many recreational uses includin1 raftin&, huntina, and fishin&. 

Land ownership alon1 the variation includes private ownership, federal Bureau of 
Land Manqement (BLM), and state and federal recreation areas. 1be BLM 
cate&orila the John Day River u Clus D within their Visual Resource Manqement 
Objectives system. The manqement objecdve for Clua 0 is to retain the existin& 
character of the landscape. 

m. Construction Procedures 

Much of the proposed John Day Variation will be constructed foUowin1 the standard 
construction procedurea outlined in the DEJS, Section 2.2, "General Constnlction, Operadon 
and Maintenance Procedures•, As detailed in the DEJS, tbese pracedures lDclude llllveyin&, 
clearin1 and p!ldin1 the ript-of-way and temporary work areas, acavatlnJ and preparin1 
pipeline trenches, lnstallin& the pipe, bacldilliq, lllll'ldna the pipeline localion, and ratorin& 
the ri&ht-of·way. Conditions unique to conltnletion of the John Day Variation include: 

SldebW Coastructloa 

As shown in Fl&ure 3, approximately two miles of sldehiU CCIIIItrUctlon is anticipated 
for construction of the John Day Variation. �ldehi.ll COIIStl'IICtioa may require &radin1 at two elevations (two-toninl) alon& the slope. As diJCUSSed in Section IV of this 
Plan, impacted areas wW be ratoced after COilStruction to lppiOldmate orilinal 
contoun. 

BlaslJaa 
In areas where rock Ia encountered, blastin& will be used to excavate tmlehes. For 
the Jolla Day Variation, it is anticipated that blastin& will be necessary at vuious 
locatiou alona the route from north of John Day Canyon to south of Hannafin 
Can)'OII (See Fiaure 3). In the case of blutin&, ldvance notice will be provided to 
property ownen and flauen will be posted IQ prolect the public. Blutina mats 
(and/or 1 reduction Ia cbarJes) will be used � minimize ftyrock u necessary. 

Caayoa C...mp 

The steep slopes of the John Day and Hannaftn Canyons present unique conditions for 
pipeline construction. Special construction tecllniques to be employed for the canyon 
c:rossinp Ire detailed below. 
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Canyon slope construction will be conducted from the tops of the canyons (at an 
elevation of approximately 2400 feet) 10 the t1oor or the canyons. The tint step in 
the c:rouin& process will be 10 establish stqina areas on either side of the canyon 
walls. The stqina areas will be approximately 100 feet x 300 feet. These areas will 
be used 10 store pipe, stqe equipment and elllblisb winch and cable systems to 
secure the operalin& equipment u it is lowered into the canyons. 

Trenchina down the canyon slopes will be IIQ:Omplisbed by lowerina excaYIIina 
equipment down the canyon walls on cables. As discussed above, blulin& will be 
used u necessary 10 excavate lhrou&h roc:ll:. The pipeline will thea be inllllled by 
side-boom IIKIDn, each c:anyina an 80 fool section of pipe, down into the canyon. 
Each ll'ldor will be winched off lldjii:CIIt to the next and the pipe sections will be 
welded in place. After the entire len&th of pipe iJ In place atona the trench line, it 
will lowered into the trench. 

Joba Day Rlnr CI'OIIla& 

The John Day River c:rouina will be constructed in compliance with the FERC 
Stream and Wetland ConstnK:Iion and Miliplioa Procedures delliled in Appendix C·l 
of the DEIS. AU necessary federal, 111111, and local replatory permits will be 
obllined and aU appropriate meuura will be lllldertaba to protect the stream cbannel 
and river banD. 

The John Day River croslina will be constructed from a stqina area 10 be elllblisbed 
on the southwest side of the river. The aaatna area will be used to store the pipe, 
apply concrete coatina, and weld and test the usembled pipeline len&th for the total 
tenath of the croutna. The total area required for the aaatna area it too feet wide 
by 300 feet tona. The staain& area will be located at leul 100 feet from the river 
bank u per the FERC Streim and Wetland Construction and Mitipliaa Procedures. • 

The John Day River will be trenched by an opea-aat medlod, lllin& blckboa and 
blulin& u necessary. Excavated materials will be placed ia the river on the upstream 
side of the trench and bladed down. This material will be used u a bue to drive 
trellChin& and inSIIll•tlon equipment ICIOSI the river. Excavated material will not 
btoc:ll: tbe river channel; the stream now will be matnllined at an lima durtn1 
construc:b. • 

• The pipe for the river crouin& may be delivered on site with the CDIICrele COllin& 
alrelldy applied, in whicll cue the lll&in& area may be located widlia � feet of tbe 
riverbank. The final decision on the application of the coacreee CDIIina will be left to the 
clisc:mioa of the COIIIrletor. 

' Coffer dams may be used at the discretion of the conll'ldor. 
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The auembled pipeline lenath for the river crossina will be installed with sideboom 
tncton. Euavared spoil will be replaced in the trench over the pipeline. The 
pipeline will be buried up to 10 feet below the scour line. 

Upon completion of construCtion activities, the river banks, cleared riaht-ilf·way and 
temporary work areas will be restored to oriainal contoun. 

Coastructloa Schedule 

ConstruCtion of the John Day Variation will take place between January and 
November 1992. Work within the John Day River will be restricted to a window 
between July I� and Auaust 31 in order to avoid (or minimize) impacts to 
anadromous fisb populations and resident trout. The construction window for work 
within the River Is based on consultations with the Orqon Deputment of Fish and 
Wildlife. 

IV. Erosion Control and Restoration Plan 

The proposed mitiption plan will comply with the requirements of the DEIS, Erosion 
Control, Revqctalion, and Maintenance Plan, Appendix B-1 and the Stream and Wetland 
Construction and Mitiplion Procedures delailed in Appendix C·l. Table 1 of this document 
summarizes the erosion control and revqctalion mitiplion meuures applk:able for 
construction of the John Day Canyon Route Variation. 

Erodoa Coalnll 
Enaineerina measures to control erosion alona the Variation will include: 

o minimizina disturbance in the const:ructioa area, 
o compacdnJ bll:ldll1 soil, 
o reesrabllshilla natun1 pade, 
0 minimizina ar eliminalina bennina, 
o topdressina over the trenchline with native soil when feasible, 
o eslabllshilla slope breakers or water ban and trench pluas: 
o implemeallna mqetalion plans immediately after final padina, and 
o iDIIIIIiDa boulden, cobble and water checb alonl the river bank u needed. 

Rn ...... 
Reveaetation of the proposed John Day Variation Route will be implemented on 
unfarmed land immediately followina construc:lion. Seedlna methods will pnerally 
include biOidcast seedina applied by around equipmeat ar helicopter; native straw 
seedina will be used on the steep slopes of the John Day and Hannafln Canyons. 
Prepuina the seedbed and incorporatina seed into the soil surface will also be 
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performed where feasible. Commcn:ially available seed will be Uled u recommended 
by FERC in the DEIS, in addition to other appropriate seedl u identified in the pilot 
study. A second application of the 1rw seed mix will be applied by helic:opcer after 
mulchin& iJ completed in the critical areas. Fertilizer will be applied by broadcaslinl 
with pound equipment or helicopter. Ammonium phosphate sulfate wiD be applied at 
a rate of 320 pounds per acre. 

Special seedin1 specifications which will be submitted to the FERC prior "' 
conwuc:tion will lddreu: 

o Seedin1 of the John Day and Hannafill Canyons, which will include incorporatin& pretreated seed of Juniper occldenlllia wilh the seed mix. 

o Seedin1 rates for sloped areas. Rata will be increued In sloped areas to 
enhance plant establishment. 

o Reseedina of the canyon noon and the river cmuina· Seedin1 will include 
both broldc:ul seedin1 and native straw seedin1. Muldlin1 and silt burien 
will be implemented u required in the DEIS. 

10 
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PGT Pipeline Expansion Project 
Job 20822-000 

2/28191 

Task IJ1t apd Scbcdylc Cgr Preparation gC Response to FERC's 
Request for Noise Analncs Cor Stations J.S & 7 Usin1 FarOcld Data 

Ialk 
I )  Develop Comparison of Noise Model for Ex is tina 

S1ation 3 and Field Measurements 

o Prepare Existina Noise Model 

o Review Field Dala 

o Prepare Write-up describina Modellina Approach 

Completion Date 

Done 

2) Revise Noise Model for Refurbished S1ation 3 Unit A and 29 Marth 9 1  
Expansion Slation 3 Unit B. 

o Finalize approach on modellina of Refurbished Unit A. 

o Revise Model of Refurbished Unit A 

o Finish Lab Analysis of Field Collected Dala 

o Develop Noise Controls for Unit B Turbine/Compressor Buildina 

o Determine Appropriate Buildina Wall Construction 

o Revise & Check Noise Model 

o Prepare Write-up 

I of 2 
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POT Pipeline Expansion Project 
Job 20822-000 

2/28191 

3) Prepare Noise Model for Station S based on Expansion S April 91 
Equipment Noise Predictions and Measurement of Existing 
Stalioa Noise. 

o Develop Noise Con1rols for Unit C Turbine/Compressor Building 

o Prepare Write-up 

4) Prepare Noise Model for Station 1 based on Expansion 12 April 91 
Equipment Noise Predictions and Measurement of Existing 
Stalion Noise. 

o Develop Noise Conlrols for Unit C Turbine/Compressor Building 

o Prepare Write-up 

2 of 2  
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PGTIPO&E Pipeline Expansion Project 
Job 20822-000 

2ns19t 

Comparimg or Noiac Prcdic:t!on Model oC Existing Statjog 3 and 
Field Mc11premcnts 
A noise model of the existing noise sources at Station 3 has been developed for 
comparison to field measurements made at the nearest house, the Stevens 
residence. The purpose of this model is to validate the noise prediction 
techniques used in developing and specifying noise controls for the pipeline 
expansion project. The basic approach used in perfonning noise predictions is to 
predict the farfield sound pressure level of individual sources, which are then 
summed to yield the overall expected noise level. The computed farfield sound 
pressure levels of sources are based on a combination of sound power level data 
computed from close-in (nearfield) measurements and dimensions, and 
projections using farfield data. 

Individual noise sources are modelled so that the relative contribution of sources 
can be detennined and appropriate noise reductions be investigated. To satisfy 
both FERCs noise requirement at residences of Ldn of 55 dBA and PGTs 
efforts to be a aood neiahbor, noise controls are beina developed for both 
existina Station 3 noise sources ind planned expansion equipment 

The attached noise prediction model was developed using noise data collected 
durin& a noise survey at Station 3 in July 1990. Noise measurements were made 
of all the Station 3 noise sources. The predictions are based on the following 
conunonly used noise prediction methods: 

o Compute sound power of noise sources usina nearfield sound pressure 
level meuurements and source size usina: 

Lw = Lp (in the nearfleld) + 10 •LOG (Area) 

where, 
Lw "' Sound Power Level, in dB 
Lp "' Sound Pressure Level, in dB 
Aru • Coafonnal surface area around the radiating surface in square 
..-. 

o Delenniae the farf�eld sound pressure level assuming point source 
bemispberic:al radiation of sound where: 

Lp (in the farfield) • Lw - 20 •LOG (Dist.) + 2.3 dB - Mol. Abs. (Dist.) 
• Directivity 

where, 
Dist. • Distance is in feet 
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PGT/PG&E Pipeline Expansion Projecl 
Job 20822-000 

2nsm 

Mol. Abs. = Molecular air absorption as a function of dislallce in feet 
Directivity • Difference between sound pressure level in any aiven 
direction in lhe farfield and lhe averaae sound pressure level in lhat field. 

o Aaenuation of sound due to molecular air absorption was included usina 
standard day absorption coefficientS as contained in lhe Edison 
Elecaic Institute Elecaic Power Plant Environmental Noise Guide 
(EEl Guide). 

o Directivity effects were computed usina data from the EEl Guide and VDI 
27 1 4  (from Germany). 

o All olher effectS (e.a.· around effectS, wind) which often lower predicted 
noise levels have been ianored. 

On paae 2 of lhe predictions (auached), the overall predicted noise level for 
existina station equipment is compared to a noise measurement made at lhe 
Stevens residence. Note lhat lhe predicted noise level is approximately 2 dB 
hiaher lhan was measured. It is believed lhat most of Ibis conservatism is due to 
inherent inaccuracies in usessina directivity effectS, and to lhe fact lhat around 
effects are ianored. In addition, the above around pipina measurementS were 
made near lhe sections of pipe wilh maximum noise levels, !hereby resullina in a 
conservative assessment of lhe total noise radiated by the pipina. 

As can be seen, lhe model underprediclS noise at low frequencies. It is 
spec:ulatecl lhat at lhe turbine exhaust stack outlet, there is sianificanl upward 
radiation of low frequency noise which is partially undetected at lhe selected 
close-in measurement pointS but is refracted towards the around at farfield 
positions. It is not practical to aalher data directly above lhe exhaust stack. 
where lhe temperature of exhaust sues is about 700 dearees Fahrenheit. 

The au turbine air inlet noise level contained in lhe predictions is based on an 
actual measurement made at the Stevens residence. The tone was quantified by 
spectrum analysis of tape rec:ordinas. Note lhat lhe noise of lhe air inlet is less 
than die above pouad pipina noise. Above pound pipina noise was calculated 
based oa -.field measurementS made close to lhe pipina. Broadband noise due 
to lhe JU IIrbioe  exhaust, now in above around pipina. and radiation of 
com.,.... lluildlna noise sources lhrouah buildina openinas tends to mask tonal 
noise. 
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NOISE PREDICTION MODEL Of EXISTING STATION 3 AND COMPARISON TO FIELD MEASUREMENTS 

PGT PFB.N: EJCPANSION 

Ja.Feb-11 5:11:33 PM 

1.4» .  Sound ........ lAw! 

Lw • Sound ,._, t..wel 

dB .  Deal* elBA • A-Welgllled DeciMI 
CIA. . ..... 

JB:B'fOR�: !IEWJI!.....:E ,. :···;:t.F-·'�j�,�:-,r.-��t{��'&i�-'= �-� 

liC1R:'E: 
EXISTNG UNIT A LI.IIE OIL FAN DI8CHAAGE 
EXISTNG A80IIE GIDN)PI'ING 
UNIT A GAS TUfaE E»WJST 
UNIT A GAS 1UNIINE N£T 
ElCISTNG VENrOPEMG ON WEST 8llE 

NOISE RADIATED THROUGH UNIT AMJU»G 

ElCISTNG VENr FANOPE*G ONNORnt 8llE 

PfEDICTION lOTAL 

N>TE 10 USER: StWlEONEN?.ON SPREADStEET ARE FOR �TA N'UT. 

fECEPIOR OOORDINATES 
X: �  Y: __..!§!. Z: ____,!. 

DISTANCE if!!!) elBA PERCENTAGES 
775 44.1 40.11 
571 43.2 33.3 
775 31.1 15.3 
·1oo 35.0 5.0 
775 32.4 2.1 
775 21.1 1 .2 
775 21.7 1 .5 

47.1 elBA 
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OCTAVE BAND IIOUACE 80UND PRESSURE LEVEL PREDICTIOHS AT RECEPTOR FROM EXISTING EOUIPIIENT: 

EXISTING lNT A LLIIE OIL F� DI8CHARGE 

EXISTING A80YE GfiOUN) .... 
lNT A GAS TURBINE ElOWJ8r 

lNT A GAS TURBINE NET 

EXISTING VENT OPENNG ON WEST 8llE 

NOISE RADIATED 1liAOUGH LNT A IUI.DING 
ElOSTHG VENT F�OPENNGON NORTH SllE 

OVERALL TOTAL �0 RECEPTOR 

- OCTAVE BAN> CENTER FREQUENCY (Hz) I JU I 13 I 1 25 I 250 I 500 I 1 II I 2 II I 4 II 
4 1 .4 53.3 52.2 47.0 42.1 36.1 27.1 1 8.0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 23.1 34.6 31.7 36.8 
84.1 57.8 41.1 38.8 35.3 31.1 21.5 25.5 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 34.0 
34.5 4 1 .3 31.2 
47.5 47.4 43.3 
33.1 47.7 30.6 
es.o 51.8 54.4 

34.1 31 .1 
23.1 1 8.1 
32.5 27.2 
48.0 43.1 

24.2 
14.2 
22.6 
31.5 

17.1 
1 0.7 
17.3 
40.4 

17 . 1  
0.0 
9.5 

38.1 

COMPARISON OF PREIIIC110N TO IIEASI•IEHf: 

J 3U I 13 
es.o 51.6 

OCTAVE BAN> CENTER FREQUENCY (Hz) 
1 21 I uo I 500 I 1 II I 2 II I 4 II 

54.4 41.0 43.1 31.5 40.4 38.1 

I ll  
3.0 

2 1 . 1  
12.1 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

21 .7  

I ll  
21.7 

� 
47.1 

- OCTAVE BAN> CENTER FREOUENCY (Hz) 
--�--�������----��-��1�.a�l�1�3�-1�2�a�l�2�a�o�l�•�oo�l�1�1l�l-2�11�1 -4�11�������1 � ACTUAL IEASU'IED�ORECEPJOR 71.0 62.0 41.0 43.0 42.0 40.0 31.0 38.0 26.0 46.1 
MEASUABENTOF .U.Y 1,1_, 

NOTE: THE A80YE DATA IS BASED ON OCTAVE BAN> NOISE DATA MEASURED Ill THE STEVENS FRONT YNID. DATA IS AVERAGED OYER 
A PEJIIOOOF 10 SECONDS. NOISE MONTORiiiG OYER A 24 HOUR PElla) YEUlEO A SfATIOH NOISE LEVEL OF 45 TO 47 elBA WITH 
46 t8A BE1i1G THE TYPICAL NOISE LEVEL 

- OCTAVE BAN> CENTER FREQUENCY !Hz) 
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8CllR:E 1\WoE: 
JX!!!NUI5Mi9!!M1U I pp S$1 
USING DATA COLLECTED AT SI'Al'ICINI..U.Y 111110. 
HOlE: Nltt:Nf. GAOlN) PFIG *- BtiOHFI!EOLENCY lOSE. NO LOW FI!EOLENCY DATA IS PRESENTED. 
(LOW FfiEQUEHCY Do\TA tEAR PFIG BOLE TO <mER SOURCES.) 

l.lf PER r.tETER OF PI'E: 
lw-lp +10"LOG(AAEA I�) 
AREA • r FROM 31" PIP£• PI"'OA."I1 _..).3.14"11131•12 inciiM)/12 inciiMIII.)".3048 meter/11.)"1• 3.83 ""'ter•2 
Lwal.p+ 10"LOG(3.83)al.p+5.8 

80UACE �TES (FEET) 

X: � Y: -.;......!!!, 
I.ENGlHOF 

Nltt:Nf. GAOlN) PI'IG: L;;l!. 1ft 

DISTAN::E FROM 
SOl.R:ETO 

Z:  �RECEPTOR CFTI: _!!ll 

- OCTA\IE IWI) CENTER FREQUENCY IHZl 
31.1 13 1 25 210 500 1 k 2 k  4 k  l k  

STATION 3 .... . I INCHES FROM PIPING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 58.0 70.0 71.0 71.0 14.0 
l..U.5.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.8 5.8 5.8 5.8 5.8 
l.lf PER r.tETER OF Pf'E I.£NG1H 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.8 75.8 81 .8 81 .8 69.8 
1�PIPE LENGTH lrnll 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.1 12.1 12.6 12.6 12.6 
l.lf Nltt:Nf. GROUN) filliNG 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 71.4 88.4 �.4 �.4 12.4 
·20"LLGGDD8TANCE)+2.3 ·52.8 ·52.8 ·52.8 ·52.8 ·52.8 ·52.8 ·52.8 ·52.1 ·52.9 

MOl EQ URMiiOfii'I'ION ·0.1 ·0.1 ·0.2 ·0.4 ·0.8 · 1 .8 ·4.7 ·1.5 
SttEUliNG 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
1J18 STEVENS RESIDENCE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 23.1 34.1 39.7 36.8 2 1 . 1  
lJI .. A·WTG'O OCTAVES -39.0 ·21.0 ·1 6.0 ·1.0 20.1 34.1 40.7 37.8 20.1 
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8Ct.IICE I!WooE: Q1S1!!1\9ttfNt9PE1!4($5ifMtll 
USING DATA COLLECTED AT 8TA'IIDN I, .U. Y 1190. 
I«)JE: NOISE GEHEAATED FRDM-.ntl&lE THE II.JI.J»G IS RAIMTEO FROM THISOfi'ENNi. 

80UACE �TES (FEET} 
DISTANCE FROM 
SOI.R:ETO 

X: f'' 1211 Y: � Z: __ o_RECEPTOR(FT): � 

NEAOf 
Clf'ENIG:� 111"2 -

Of'IDW. OCTAVE BN«>CENTER FfiEOt£NCY IHzl 
31.5  1 3  1 25 250 500 1 II 2 11  4 Ill I ll  

STATION3lf)08 1NQES FROM OPENING 11.0 104.0 11.0 112.0 11.0 17.0 85.0 13.0 79.0 
10•1oo1AREAI 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 
1M OPENING 111.3 101.3 110.3 14.3 91.3 11.3 87.3 85.3 81.3 
-20•1.0G(DISTANCE)+U ·55.5 ·55.5 ·55.5 -55.5 -55.5 ·55.5 -55.5 ·55.5 ·55.5 

a1Jl£CU.ARMIIOAPTION 0.0 -0. 1 ·0.2 ·0.3 ·0.8 · 1 . 2  ·2.5 ·8.4 · 1 1 .4 
SHIEI.DING BY 8Ul.DI'<IG 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
OIRECTMTY_. IO_� ·2.0 -3.0 ·4.0 ·8.0 ·1.0 ·1 0.0 · 1 2.0 ·14.0 · 1 6.0 

�STEVEHSRESICENCE 33.11 47.7 30.8 32.5 27.2 22.6 17.3 9.5 0.0 
I.D IN A-WTG'D OCTAVES ·5. 1 21.7 14.8 23.5 24.2 22.8 11.3 10.5 · 1 . 0  
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EXISTING UNIT A LUBE OL FAN DISCHARGE 

SCl.ACE Nilj,£: 

@IS!I9JIIJA''M.,.,...,.M* 
USING DATA COU£CTEO AT 8rAftDN I. .aJL 'Y 11110. 
NOTE: looOST OF 1HE HIGHFIIBliLBtcYNDIIE IS 01.1: lONDIIE GaERATEDFROMWilHIII lHE IIULt»>l. looOST OF THE LOW FftEQUENC'INDIIE BGEHERATEOBY' 1HE UIE 01. COOI.£R FAN. 

DISTANCE FROM 

SCl.ACETO 80l.R:E ClOClfii:»MTES (FEET) 
X: ilhus v: ---.!!2. Z: ___ 0 RECEPTOR (FT): _!!ll 

NEAOF 
AIR N.ET:�III"2 

- OCTAVE BAN> CENTER FREOLENC'Y 1Hz 
31.5 1 3  1 25 250 500 1 II 2 11  

STATION 3 Lp061NCtES FROMDISQtAAGE 11.0 102.0 102.0 H.O 17.0 13.0 88.0 
10•1oa1AR£Al 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.8 9.8 
Lw� 18.8 1 1 1 .8 1 1 1 .8 108.8 108.8 102.8 17.8 

·20"LOG(DISTAHCE)+2.3 ·55.5 ·55.5 -55.5 ·55.5 ·55.5 -55.5 -55.5 
Kl EO llARWM"IDI 0.0 ·0. 1 ·0.2 ·0.3 -0.8 · 1 .2 -2.5 
SHIElDING B'Y 8tADING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
DIRECTMT'Y e 10 dea- ·2.0 ·3.0 ·4.0 ·8.0 -8.0 ·10.0 -12.0 
lDeSJEIIENS RESIENCE 41.4 53.3 52.2 47.0 42.8 38.1 27.1 
lD IN A-WTG'D OCTAVES 2.4 27.3 36.2 38.0 31.8 36.1 28.1 
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4 11  I ll  

14.0 76.0 
1.8 9.8 

13.8 85.8 
-55.5 -55.5 

·6.4 -1 1 .4 
0.0 0.0 

·14 .0 - 16.0 
18.0 3.0 
11.0 2.0 

A-WTG I �.sl 
� 

L..!!.!.l 



UMT A GAS TUR8IHE EXHAUST 

USING DATA COLLECTED AT STATION 3, .U. Y 1180. 
NOTE: �10"1ag(AAEA OF CIJNFORMo\L SLIIFACE 0 1 WEYER FROM STACK) 

AVEAAGING OF FELD NOISE DATA. t IIETEfl FROM STACK: 
--

:u.s 8 3  
EXHAUST 1 m OUT, 112 m UP, NORTH SIOE  103.0 15.0 
EXHAUST 1 m OUT, LEVEL llltSTACK. NORTH 102.0 13.0 
EXHAUST 1 m OUT, 112 m DOWN, NORTH SIDE 100.0 12.0 
EXHAUST 1 m  OUT, 112 m UP, EAST SIDE 103.0 16.0 
EXHAUST 1 m OUT . LEVEL IIItSTACK, EAST 102.0 16.0 
EXHAUST 1 m OUT 112 m DOWN EAST SIDE 101.0 15.0 
AVERAGE 11)0 1 WEYER 102.0 94.7 

OCTAVE BAN> CENTER FREOUENCY @J 
t 25 250 500 

17.0 71.0 75.0 
15.0 76.0 73.0 
83.0 75.0 72.0 
88.0 78.0 74.0 
87.0 78.0 72.0 
85.0 72.0 70.0 
86. 1  76.3 73.0 

t k 
72.0 
71 .0 
70.0 
71 .0 
69.0 
66.0 
70.2 

2 k  4 k  
71 .0 71 .0 
70.0 70.0 
89.0 70.0 
70.0 70.0 
67.0 65.0 
65.0 6 1 .0 
69.1 61.9 

DISTN«:E FROM 
sa.R:ElO 

l k  
61 .0 
60.0 
59.0 
66.0 
60.0 
54.0 
6 1 .4 

USING DATA COLLECTED AT STATION 3 • .U. Y 1180. ��TES(FEET) 
X: ; < :. iUS Y: � Z: .;;,.__,!.RECEPTOR (Fl): __m.!, 

-- OCTAVE BAN> CENTER FRE<X.9«::Y IHzl 
at.l 1 3  t 25 250 soo t k 2 k  4 k  l k  

11) 0 1 METER FROM EXHAUST (TWI*al) 1 02.0 94.7 18.1 78.3 73.0 70.2 81.1 II. I 81 .4 
10"1oa1AREA OF CXlNFORMAl SURFACE! 11.4 11.4 11.4 11.4 11.4 11.4 11.4 18.4 11.4 
Lw EXHAUST  1 20.3 1 13.1 104.5 94.8 11.3 11.6 17.5 17.3 71.1 
·20"LOG(DISTANCE)+2.3 ·55.5 ·55.5 ·55.5 ·55.5 ·55.5 ·55.5 ·55.5 ·55.5 ·55.5 

lotOI..£ClAMWM'liON 0.0 ·0. 1 ·0.2 ·0.3 ·0.1 · 1 .2 ·2.5 ·1.4 · 1 1 .4 
DIRECTIVITY 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
11)0 STEVENS RESICENCE 84.1 57.8 48.1 31.1 35.3 31.1 29.5 25.5 12.1 
l.p IN A-WTG'DOCTAVES 25.1 31.8 32.1 21.1 32.3 31 .1 30.5 28.5 1 1 .1 
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UNIT A GAS 1U11811E INLET 

9Cll.ACE Ni¥oE: 
lNT""llM:Erctrrxrrr;, 
USING DATA COLLECTED AT • ._ I.  JUt. Y 111110. 
FOA Tl£ EXJSTitG AIR N.ET, VllnUM1. Y ALL Of Tl£ AIR N.ET NOISE IS DUE TO A PUAE TONE 0 3400 Hz. 
ON. Y Do\TA .. Tl£ 4 k Hz  OCTAVE IWI) IS PRESENTED (N)ISE .. OTHER IWClS DUE TO OTHER SOURCES). SPECTRUMNW.YSISOF TAPE JIECOADINGSAMDE AT Tl£ STEVENS RESilENCE SHOWED THE 3400 Hz TOtE TO liE 35 elBA. 
Tl£ FOU.OWING CALCULATIONS WERE ADIU8TEO USING A "8HIEUliNG BY IIUUliNG" TERM SO Tl£ FESLI.TS 
W.TCHTl£ACT\ML�. 

�· FACE OF AIR INLET 
10.1og(AREA) 
10"LOGI21 12 AIR N.ETS\ 
LM AIR INLET 

-20"l.OG(DIST ANCE)+U 
M:ll.£0 I ARAIISORPI10N 
8HIEI.DING BY at.aDING 
OIRECTMTY LDO STEVENS RESilENCE 

LD .. A-WTOOOCTAVES 

SOURCE CXlOADitMTES (FEET) 9Cll.ACE10 
lt ,;......l!! Y: __!!!. Z: ___ 0 FECEPTOR (FT): .....!2!!.. 

APEAOF AIR INLET:___!. m"2 

-
11.5 I I  

0.0 0.0 
••• • •• 
3.0 3.0 
••• ••• 

·55.1 -55.11 
·0. 1 

0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 

·31.0 ·211.0 

OCTAVE BAN> CENTER FAEOUENCY IHzl 
121 ISO 500 1 .  2 k  

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
• •• 1.1 • •• 8.8 1.6 
3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
1.1 1.8 1.1 1.11 1.8 

-55.1 ·55.1 ·55.1 ·55.1 ·55.1 
·0.2 ·0.3 ·0.1 · 1 .3 ·2.1 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

· 1 1.0 ·1.0 ·3.0 0.0 1 .0 
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4 k  l k  

106.0 0.0 
6.1 6.6 
3.0 3.0 

1 1 5.8 1.6 
-55.1 -55.1 
·1.8 · 1 1 .8 

·11 .3 0.0 
0.0 0.0 

34.0 0.0 
35.0 · 1 . 0  

A-WTG I �.ol 
� 

� 



NOISE RAIXATED THROUGH UNIT A IIUILDING 

IIOLfiCE tWoE: 

IIO!aEMW&U!tAO!l!l?fl I ._ 
USING DATA COLLECTED AT ....... .IUl. Y 11110. 

80lR:E OOOAOINATES (FEEl) 
X: �  Y: _m  

NEAOF 
EAST WAU.:�m"2 

OISTAN:E FROM 
SCllR::I: TO 

Z: �RECEPTOR(FT): .....1!U. 

EAST WAU. OPIDW. OCTAVE BAN> CENTER FREQUENCY IHll 
:u .s 1 3  1 25 250 500 1 II 2 11  4 11  . ..  

1.4». INSilE OF 8UUliNG WAU. 84.0 80.0 83.0 17.0 87.0 11.0 85.0 95.0 90.0 
·TL (24 GA..&" GAP Wl'r' INS.,26 GA. PERF) ·8.0 · 12.0 · 1 1.0 ·33.0 ·39.0 ·45.0 ·51 .0 ·57.0 ·60.0 

· 6  ·8.0 ·8.0 ·8.0 ·6.0 ·6.0 ·8.0 ·6.0 -6.0 ·6 .0 
10"1oo1AAEA ol EAST WALL lm"2ll 18.3 18.3 18.3 18.3 11.3 18.3 18.3 18.3 18.3 
lw EAST WAU. 10.3 10.3 88.3 88.3 80.3 51.3 56.3 50.3 42.3 

·20"LOG(DIST AHCE)+2.3 ·55.5 -55.5 ·55.5 -55.5 ·55.5 ·55.5 -55.5 ·55.5 ·55.5 
AQ ECI' ARAIISOAPJION 0.0 ·0. 1 ·0.2 ·0.3 ·0.6 · 1 .2 ·2.5 ·8.4 · 1 1 .4 
DIAECTMTY 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 LDeSTEVENSAESIDENCE 34.8 34.7 30.8 10.5 4.2 1 .5 · 1 . 7  · 1 1 .8 ·24.6 
LD IN A-WTG1> OCTAVES ·4.2 8.7 14.8 1 .5 1 .2 1 .5 ·0.7 · 1 0.8 ·25.6 
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AREA OF SOUTH WALL� m"2 

SOUTH WALL - OCTAVE BAN> CENTER FRE<XENCY IHzl A-WTG 

31.5 1 3  1 25 250 500 1 .  2 k  4 k  l k  I :.21 l.p. JNSilE OF IIUlDING WALL 14.0 10.0 13.0 17.0 87.0 11 .0 15.0 15.0 10.0 
-TL 124 Go\.,8" GAP wlr IN8..11 GA. P£11') ·1.0 ·12.0 ·11.0 -33.0 ·31.0 -45.0 ·51 .0 -57.0 -60.0 

· 6  ·1.0 ·1.0 ·6.0 -8.0 -6.0 ·6.0 ·6.0 ·6.0 -6.0 
10"10aiAfiEA of SOUTH WAll 1111"211 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 
Lw SOUTH WALL 102.0 102.0 11.0 78.0 72.0 70.0 88.0 62.0 54.0 L...!lll 

·20"LOG(DISTANCE)+2.3 -55.5 -55.5 ·55.5 -55.5 -55.5 -55.5 ·55.5 -55.5 -55.5 
aD.ECU.ARAIISORPJION 0.0 -0.1 -0.2 -0.3 ·0.6 · 1 .2 ·2 .5 ·6.4 - 1 1 .4 
DIRECTMTY ·5.0 -5.0 ·5.0 ·5.0 ·5.0 -5.0 -5.0 -5.0 -5.0 
U>OSTEVENS�NCE 41.5 41.4 37.3 17.2 10.9 8.3 5.0 -4.8 - 1 7 .9 L2UJ 
U> IN A-WTG'O OCTAVES 2.5 15.4 21.3 8.2 7.9 8.3 6.0 ·3.8 - 1 8 .9 

AREA OF 
WEST WALL__!!! 111"2 

WEST WALL - OCTAVE BAN> CENTER FRE<XENCY IHzl A-WTG 

31.5 I I  1 25 250 ••• 1 .  2 k  4 k  • •  I :.21 l.p .  JNSilE OF IIUlDING WAll 14.0 10.0 13.0 17.0 87.0 11.0 15.0 15.0 10.0 
·TL 124 Go\.,8" GAP wiT INS.,28 GA. P£11') ·1.0 · 12.0 ·11.0 ·33.0 ·39.0 ·45.0 ·51 .0 -57.0 -80.0 

· •  ·1.0 ·1.0 ·1.0 ·1.0 -1.0 ·1.0 ·1.0 ·6.0 ·6.0 
10"10a1AREA of WEST WAll lm"211 21.1 21.1 21.1 21.1 21.1 21.1 21.1 28.1 28.6 
Lw WEST WALL 100.1 100.1 II. I 71.1 70.1 68.1 66.8 60.6 52.6 L...!UJ 
-20"LLG(DIST ANCE)+2.3 ·55.5 ·55.5 ·55.5 ·55.5 -55.5 -55.5 -55.5 -55.5 -55.5 

an eo • MAIISORPJION 0.0 -0.1 ·0.2 ·0.3 ·0.1 · 1 .2 ·2.5 ·6.4 ·1 1 .4 
DIRECTMTY ·20.0 ·20.0 ·20.0 ·20.0 ·20.0 ·20.0 ·20.0 -20.0 -20.0 
U>OSTEVENS RESIENCE 25.2 25.0 20.1 0.1 ·5.5 ·1. 1 - 1 1 .4 ·21 .2 -34.3 Llll 
U> IN A-WTG'O OCTAVES · 1 3.1 · 1 .0 4.1 ·1.2 ·1.5 ·1.1 - 1 0.4 -20.2 -35.3 
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B .. LDING NOISE (can,) 

NORTH WALL CIPIIDIW. OCTAVE BAND CENTER FREOUENCY IHzl A-WTG 
:11 .5 1 3 1 25 250 500 1 k 2 k  4 k  I k I :.21 � OINSIOE OF IU..DING WAIL 84.0 80.0 13.0 17.0 17.0 9 1 .0 95.0 95.0 90.0 

• Tl (24 GA.,r GAP w/7' INS. .. GA. PERF) -6.0 ·12.0 - 1 1.0 ·33.0 -311.0 -45.0 -51 .0 -57.0 -60.0 
- 6  -6.0 -6.0 -6.0 -6.0 -6.0 -6.0 -6.0 -6.0 -6.0 
10"1oaiAREA cl NORTH WALL fm"2t) 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 
Lw NORTH WAll. 1 02.0 1 02.0 91.0 78.0 72.0 70.0 66.0 62.0 54.0 � 

·20"LOG(DISTANCE)+2.3 -55.5 -55.5 -55.5 -55.5 -55.5 -55.5 -55.5 -55.5 -55.5 IQ.EQURAa90fP110N 0.0 -0. 1 -0.2 -0.3 -0.6 - 1 . 2  ·2.5 -6.4 -1 1 . 4 
DIRECTMTY ·5 . 0  -5.0 -5.0 -5.0 -5 . 0  -5 .0 -5.0 -5.0 -5.0 
U,O STEVENS RESIENCE 41.5 41.4 37.3 17.2 10.9 8.3 5.0 -4.6 -17 .9  � 
lJ) IN A-WTG'D OCTAVES 2.5 15.4 21.3 8.2 7.9 8.3 6.0 ·3 . 6 · 18 .9 

RXF CIPIIDIW. OCTAVE BAND CENTER FREOUENCY IHzl A-WTG 
31 .5 13 1 25 210 500 1 k 2 k  4 k  8 k  I ::.21 � OINSIOE OF IU..DING WALl 84.0 80.0 83.0 87.0 87.0 91.0 95.0 95.0 80.0 

• Tl (24 GA.,r GAP w/7' INS.,28 GA. PERF) -8.0 · 1 2.0 · 1 1.0 -33.0 -39.0 ·45.0 ·5 1 .0 -57.0 -60.0 
· 6  -6.0 ·6.0 ·1.0 -6.0 ·6.0 -1.0 -6.0 -6.0 -6.0 
10"1Da1AAEA cl ROOF lm"211 32.3 32.3 32.3 32.3 32.3 32.3 32.3 32.3 32.3 
a. ROOF 104.3 1 04.3 100.3 80.3 74.3 72.3 70.3 64.3 56.3 � 

·20"LLG(DDST ANCE)+2.3 -55.5 -55.5 -55.5 -55.5 -55.5 -55.5 -55.5 ·55.5 -55.5 MOI.Ea IARABiiOfiP110N 0.0 -0. 1 -0.2 -0.3 -0.6 - 1 . 2  -2.5 ·6.4 - 1 1 .4 
DIAECTMTY -5.0 -5.0 -5.0 -5.0 -5 . 0  -5.0 ·5.0 -5. 0  - 5 . 0  
U,OSTEVENS RESIDENCE 43.1 43.7 39.1 19.4 13.2 10.5 7.3 -2.6 - 15.6 L..lUJ 
b IN  A-WTG'D OCTAVES 4.8 17.7 23.6 10.4 10.2 10.5 8.3 - 1 .6 - 1 6.6 
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C A N A D A  

VIONITY MAP 

PGT-PG&:E PIPEUNE 
EXPANSION PROJECT 

north 
1 inch = 2,000 feet 

The Moyie Springs laydown site is approxi­
mately 7 acres in size. The land use is 
rangeland/ grazing. The site is undeveloped 
and has never been cultivated. No wetlands 
are present according to the USGS National 
Wetland Inventory. Additional studies will 
be performed to determine if wetlands exist. 
Field studies for cultural, rare plant and 
wildlife resources studies will be performed 
in 1991. 

1 MOYIE SPRINGS LAYDOWN AREA 
Boundary County, Idaho 
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Moyie Springs Quad. 
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C A N A D A  

VICINITY MAP 

PGT-PG&E PIPELINE 
EXPANSION PROJECT 

north 

1 inch � 2,000 feet 

The Moyie Springs laydown site is approxi­
mately 7 acres in size. The land use is 
rangeland/ grazing. The site is undeveloped 
and has never been cultivated. No wetlands 
are present according to the USGS National 
Wetland Inventory. Additional studies will 
be perfonned to detennine if wetlands exist. 
Field studies for cultural, rare plant and 
wildlife resources studies will be perfonned 
in 1991. 

MOYIE SPRINGS LAYOOWN AREA 
Boundary County, Idaho 
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INTRODUCTION 

This repon was prepared in response to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission's 
(FERC) Staff Recommended Mitiption Measures, Item 44, or the PGTIPG&E and A/tQIII()nl 
N11111ral Gas Pipeline Proj«U Drqft Envlrot��MnJGI lntpt��:� Sttllt�nl. The repon provides 
specific construction, restoration, and revegetation measures 10 be implemented in areas 
containina volcanic rock intrusions. Terrain characlerized by volcanic rock intrusions 
present unique conditions ror construction and restoration. Of panicular concern is the 
disposal or rock generated rrom trenchina. 

I. Study Area 

The PGT·PG&E Pipeline Expansion Project ri&ht-or-way crosses through areas containing 
sianiftea��t near-surface volcanic rock in ponions or central and southern Orqon. These 
conditions are most likely to occur between M.P. 433.S and M.P. 472 (see Fiaures I and 2). 
In two milepost intervals within this distance (M.P. 461 .4-463 and M.P. 468.3-469.8), 
however, the volcanic rock appears to be covered with thicker soil. The volcanic rock 
intrusions occur primarily in the Hiah Lava Plains physioaraphic province. 

D. Environmental Settln& 

Topoarapby/Geolou 

The Hip Lava Plain1 phyqraphic province is chancterized by extensive volcanic 
now rocks, ash deposit and cinder cones or youna aeoloaic aae, oriainatina rrom 
Cascade volcanic centera. Newberry Volcano, southeast or Bend, is the source or 
most or the lava in the pipeline vicinity, alona with other local vents such as Pilot 
Bune and Lava Bune. The lava rock consists or touah, hard, often vesicular basalt 
and some andesite. The lava flows rorm aendy sloped terrain with areas or acant 
soil. Most or the soil lw been derived l'rom ash deposits which are mixed with 
minor products or the lava's weatherina. In the southern portion or the pipeline riaht· 
or-way in this province (south or M.P. 472), the tenaiit is more rollin& and the lava 
flows are covered with 1 veneer or ash derived !'rom the erupdon or the Craru Late 
caldera, some 6,000 yean qo. The ash deposits are only a rew inches thick north or 
M.P. 472, but extend 10 several tens or ti:ct as the riaht-or·way proceeds south. 

WUdllfe/Veptatloa 

The pipeline ri&ht-or-way in the Hi&h Lava P!ains supports sparse vqetation 
comprisina lodaepole pine rorest, juniper woodland, and ponderosa pine rorest. 
Limited amounts or saaebrush·steppe, mixed conirer rorest, and qriculture are 
inlerlpersed amona the dominant veaetation types. One special status plant species, 
diamond petaled Calirornia poppy (Secondary rec1era1 candidate) 1w 1 1r:nown 
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M.P. 277.4 � ---· • I � - I 

M.P. SOU� 

Figure 1 
Vicinity Map 

Volcanic Rock Intrusion Areas 
Central Oregon 17110.1 
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occumnce within this region. No populations were observed in or near the right-of· 
way during PGT·PG&E's 1990 survey for special status plant species. 

The High Lava Plains province suppons a large number of wildlife species (see 
DEIS, Section JE for species list). Three threatened or endangered species have 
known occumnces in the vicinity of the right-of-way: the spotted frog (Oregon 
threatened), bald eagle (Federal and Oregon threatened), and peregrine falcon 
(Federal endangered). Four other species, all candidate species for federal listing, 
have the potential to occur in the right-of-way vicinity within this province. These 
include: SwaiiiJOn's hawk, Ferruginous hawk, greater sandhill crane, and California 
wolverine. None of these species were observed during PGT-PG&E's survey for 
special status wildlife in the vicinity of the right-of-way. 

Land Use 

Very little agriculture is found along the proposed route through the High Lava Plains 
province. The land is primarily forested. Most of the agriculture in the project 
vicinity is close to Bend, Oregon (M.P.'s 450 to 457). Some range and pasture is 
interspersed in the juniper forest land north of Bend, and some of the pine forest 
south of Bend allows seasonal grazing. Some urban land would be affected, primarily 
in the areas near Bend and La Pine. Three houses and a trailer are within 50 feet of 
the edge of the proposed permanent right-of-way. 

Land ownership along the right-of-way through the High Lava Plains province 
consists primarily of federal Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and Deschutes 
National Forest, along with sporadic private ownenhip. 

m. Construction Procedures 

The standard construction procedures outlined in the DEIS, Section 2.2, "General 
Construction, Operation and Maintenance Procedures, • wiD be used for construction in areas 
with volcanic rock. As detailed in the DEIS, these procedures generally include surveying, 
clearing and grading the right-of-way and temporary work areas, excavating and preparing 
pipeline trenches, inslalling the pipe, blckfiUing, marking the pipeline location, and restoring 
the right-of-way. 

Trenching throu&h rocky areas will be done with tnctor·mounted mechanical rippen and 
with blasting. When blasting is necessary, advanced notice wiD be provided to property 
ownen and flauen will be posted to proteCt the public. Blasting mats wiD be used to 
prevent damage to adjacent structures, as necessary. In addition, smaller blasting ch111Jes, 
placed closer together, will be used to minimize noise and fiyrock near residences. Backhoes 
will dig out the trench after blasting. 
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Once the trenCh is established, a padding of sand will be placed along the bottom of the 
trench. The pipe will then be insralled and padding material placed around the sides and top 
of the pipe. Some of the material excavated from the trench will be used u backfill over the 
paddina material. As discussed below, however, it is anticipated that a large amount of rock 
may have to be hauled away from the ri&ht-of-way to disposal sites. 

Construction in the volcanic rock areu of Oreaon is scheduled to occur during 1992 and 
1993. 

IV. Restoration 

Restoration of areu characterized by rock and volcanic intrusions will include both rock 
disposal and revqetation. The &oal of the restoration plan is to establish native vegetation 
which blends in with disturbed areu where rock hu been removed, buried, or left in place. 
A combination of native rock, soil and vegetation is the most desirable treatment for the area 
in regard to long-term erosion protection and aesthetic quality. 

Rock Disposal 

Rock disposal will include disposal of excess rock excavated u pan of the Expansion 
Project, u well u the disposal of rocks left in windrows Ilona the side of the right­
of-way followina the original pipeline construction (in the early 1960's). Two 
methods of rock disposal are likely to be used: 

I .  Rock will be hauled to desi&nated disposal sites, including abandoned 
quarries, rock sale yards and construction sites. PGT Is currently in 
the process of worltin& with the Burau of Land Manqement to 
identify acceptable disposal sites. 

2. Rock will be scattered throuahout the ri&ht-of-way to approximate 
natunl terrains. 

Rnqetatloa 

Revqetation will consist of broadcast seedin& of native species or adapted endemic 
species, u well u species recommended by local rqulatory agencies. With most site 
conditions, the preferred method of seedina is to prepare the seedbed by scarifying 
the soil, broadcasting the seed, raking in seed, fertilizing and liahtly muk:hing to 
enhance prmination. 
The key elements to suc:cessful seeding in volcanic rock intrusion areu are: 

o Proper timing of seedina: Seeding will be applied immediately 
following final &rading. If final gradin& is complete in late summer or 
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early spring, only one seed application will be required. If grading is 
completed earlier in the year, a second seed application will be 
conducted in late summer or early fall, prior 10 the first rainfall. 

o Preparina the seed bed: Because of the limited topsoil in volcanic rock 
intrusion aras, only the lOp three 10 four inches of the • A • horizon 
will be segreaatecl and replaced during the final gradina operations (as 
feasible). The lOp dressing operation will not only provide a desirable 
seedbed, but should provide viable seeds that exist in the native topsoil. 
(While the use of the lOp three to four inches of IOpsoil differs from the 
FERC recommendation in the DEIS, this practice was recommended by 
the BLM staff in Prineville.) 

o Seedina: Native seed will be used whenever tommen:ially available or 
if native straw seeding is feasible. Native straw seedina involves 
harvestina native stands of grasses and other herbaceous species, 
includina the seed head inflorescents and other plant pans. No attempt 
is made 10 separate the seed from the "straw•. The harvested material 
is uniformly dispersed over the area 10 be seeded at an application ratio 
of 1:2 or 1 :3 (material harvested from one acre wiU be dispersed over 
two 10 three acres). 

If native seedina is not feasible, the commen:ially available seed mixes 
recommended by the FERC wiU be used. (See seed specifications, 
Table I attached) 

o Fertilization: The fertilizer application will consist of Ammonium 
phosphate sulfate, (16-2()..()) applied at 37!5 pounds per acre. Fertilizer 
will be uniformly applied at the time of seeding. This application will 
be used unleu otherwise requested by local land management qencies. 

o Mulchina: Mulchina will be applied after seeds are raked or dragged 
iniO the soil. The recommended application is 1000 pounds per acre 
applied uniformly on the soil surface. The most desirable species is 
locally arown hay of species that can be arown without irriaation. 
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Table I 
Recommended Seed Mixes 

lD areu with 1-12 ladles preclpltatloa: 

Species Plan DYe seed 
pouadslacn 

Siberian wheatarass 2., 

Bluebunch wheat&rass 2., 

Mqnar Basin wildrye 2., 

Altar or Jose tall wheatarass u 

lD ana wbb 12-11 ladles precipitation: 

Species Plan U•e seed 
poundslacn 

Greenar or Oahe Intermediate 2., 
wheat&rass 

Secar bluebunch wheat&rus 2., 

Luna pubescent wheal&rass 2., 

Paiute orchard&rass 2., . 

Yellow sweetclover 0., 

Apar Lewis flu 0.2, 

Notes: 

On BLM lands, local staff has recommended seedin& with &ruses present in the area, 
included crated wheatpui, Idaho fescue, pubescent and intermediate wheatpass and 
indian rice pus. 

In areas where woody plant species ue dominant, the followin& seed species will be 
added 10 the seed mix: bitterbrush, bi& sqebrush, low sqebrush, curlleaf mountain· 
mahopny, winter cumnt, and rabbilbrush. · 
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INTERVENORS 

IN1 Kern River Gas Transmission Company . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . IN-1 

IN2 Southern California Gas, Pacific Interstate Transmission Company . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . IN-12 





F I L E D  
Ulfl'l'ED S'l'A'l'BS or AMBidt& Of- T i lE c": rr,r:r •R BEFORE 'l'HE '"' ' - - ·� H Y 

FBDERAL EREROt REGULATOR! COIIMJit!II.�OitJ f!1 1/: 3 I 
FE' " . .  I ' 

PaeUle o .. Trena•lnlon co.panr ) Doellle1Gllirc:�rlll9�41io�o�ll 
.... � · " . . ... . J ,  ...... .  

Al tamont Oaa Tranamlaalon Ca.pany) Doeket Ro . CP90- 1 3 7 5-000 

COMMBR'l'S OF 
RZRR RIVER OAS TRARSMI SSIOR COMPARt 

OR DRAFT ERVIRORMBR'l'AL IMPACT ITATEMBR'l' 

Kern River Gas Tranemheion Company ( " Kern River " ) 

hereby submits its comments on the " PGT/PG&E and Altamont 

Natural Gas Projects Draft Environmental Impact Statement " 

1 " DE I S  " )  pursuant to the Notice of Ava i lab i l ity of the DE I S  

issued b y  the secretary of the Federal Energy Regulatory 

Commiss ion ( "Commis s ion " )  on January 1 1 ,  199 1 .  Kern River • e  

comments will  focus on the portion o f  the DEIS pertaining to 

s ystem alternatives , more particularly how the DEIS has 

incorrectly identi f ied and evaluated the a l ternatives to the 

pro jects . 

I .  

IRTRODUCTIOR 

The potential environmenta l  impacts of the PGT/PG&E 

and Altamont Projects must be aeeeeeed in accordance with the 

mandatee of the National Environmental Pol icy Act of 1 9 6 9  

I " NEPA " ) and the implementing regulations of the Counc i l  on 

Environmental Qual ity ( "CEOR " ) ( 4 0 C . F . R .  55 1 5 0 0 - 1 5 0 8 ) .  An 

E IS prepared for NEPA compl iance ill to provide a " fu l l  and 

f a ir discuss ion of s ignif icant envi ronmental impacts and ( to )  

i n form dec i e ionmakere and the pub l ic o f  the reasonable 

(Kent lll?er GIS TraBDissloa Compe��y) 
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alternatives which would avoid or minimize adverse impacts or 

enhance the qual ity of the human environment . .. 4 0  C . F . R .  

S 1 5 02 . 1 .  I n  this regard , the section o f  the E I S  address i ng 

a l ternatives to the proposed project is cons idered to be the 

" heart of the E IS . " 4 0  C . F . R . S 1 5 02 . 1 4 .  Thus , the 

regulations require that the agency charged wi th preparing the 

E I S  " rigorously explore and object ively evaluate al l 

reasonable alternotives " and " ident ify the agency ' s  preferred 

alternative or al ternatives , i f  one or more exist s ,  in the 

draft s tatement . ·  4 0  C . F . R .  S 1 5 02 . 1 4 ( a )  and ( e ) . The DEIS 

f a l l s  to meet these s tandards . 

I I .  

THE DBIS HAS •or IDBaTIFiED RIASO.A8LB 
ALTE .. ATIVES TO THE PGT/PGIB PROJECT . 

The DEIS indicates that ten projects were i n i tially 

considered as al ternatives to the PGT/PG&E and Al tamont 

Projects . On the bas i s  of the below l i s ted cri teria , a l l  but 

four projects were el iminated from cons ideration s 

( a )  Alternative sys tems mus t provide most or all 
o f  the proposed long-term 700-755 MMc f /d of 
natural gas to Cal i fornia;  

( b ) I nterstate pipel ine al ternatives mus t  have 
f i led an application for a cert i f icate o f  
public convenience and necess i ty with [ the 
Commiss ion ) and said appl ication must not be 
one that has been dismi ssed by [ the 
Commiss ion ) ;  and 

( c )  Al ternatives mus t  ntJt i nv.,lvoe pro:>coeoe-::l i ngs wh ich 
are cons idered inact i•:oe or oe f fect i \•e l y  in 
abeyance . 

-2-
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IN I-I 

IN1·2 

The el imination of the s i x  projects from the 

o r iginal group of ten was done ma inly on the bas i s  of the 

projects never having f i led completed cert i f icate applications 

w i t h  the Commiss ion or having such cer t i f icate appl ications 

dismissed . The remain ing projects -- ( 1 )  the Mo jave Pipel l ne 

P rojec t ;  ( 2 )  the Kern River Pipe l ine Pro j ec t ;  ( 3 ) the Joint 

Mo jave-Kern River Projec t ;  and ( 4 )  the wycal 1 and ll Projects 

-- were then deemed viable al ternatives . This l is t  i s  

def icient in its fa ilure t o  treat Altamont and PGT/PG&E a s  

al ternat ives to each other and in its inc l u s ion of other 

rl."ojects which can not be viewed as · reasonable " a l ternatives . 

A .  IM...J!IlLbn...n.qt_l_4�.n.U.Ud.-"L.All.N!21!Lb:9...19.9.Lll 
a Btatopable Alterpatlye to tbe PQT/PQII Pro1ect, 

The DEIS identi f ied what it cons idered to be four 

al ternatives to the PGTIPG&E � Al tamont Pro j ects . I n  doing 

s·� . it failed to ident i fy the two princ ipal projects as 

al ternatives to each other . Comparison of the Al tamont and 

PGT/PG&E Projects revea ls that each certa inly is a " reasonable 

alternat ive " to the other . 

The PGT/PG&E Project is des igned to transport 9 0 3  

�IMc f/d o f  natural gas that originates in the provinces of 

Alberta and British Columbia , 7 5 5  MMcf /d o f  which w i l l  be 

del ivered to markets in northern and southern Cal i fornia . 1/ 

More spec i fica l ly ,  the gas transported on the PGT/ PG&E Pro j ec t  

w i l l  be del ivered t o  municipal ities , ut i l i t ies and non-

11 The rema in ing 148 MMc f/d would be del ivered to four 
natural gas ut i l i t ies in the Pac i f ic Northwest . 

- 3 -

INl·l We disaaree. See response to AllamOnt's comments. 

INl-2 See prmous response. 
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INJ-3 

u t i l i ty shippers . Given that the PGT/PG&E Project has yet to 

receive a l l  necessary regulatory authorizations , it wi l l  be 

1 9 9 4 ,  at the earl ie s t ,  before the project can hope to commence 

-:>perat ion . 

Comparative l y ,  Altamont has proposed to construct 

a pipe l ine ,  with a design capac ity of approximate l y  7 1 9  

•t�lc f / d ,  from the u . s .  - Canadian border near Wild Horse , 

Montana for interconnection with the Kern River fac i l i t ies 

near Opa l ,  Wyoming . The gas , which w i l l  originate primari l y  

i n  Canada , wi l l  then b e  transported through the Kern River 

�ystem t which wi l l  be expanded to accommodate the Altamont 

vo l umes l to southern Cal i fornia for del ivery to LDCs , 

i ndustrial gas u•ars , power generat ion fac i l it ies and enhanced 

o i l  recovery I " EOR " I  operation• . In other words , the Altamont 

Pr�jec t ,  l ike PGT/PG& E ,  w i l l  del iver approximately 7 0 0  MMc f/d 

cf natural ga• to southern Cal i fornia to service the same 

markets that PGT/PG&E have targeted there . Moreover , l i ke 

PGT/PG& E ,  Altamont has not yet obtained a l l  necessary 

regulatory approval s ,  and therefore , wi l l  rea l istically begin 

�9rvicing those markets at the same t ime as PGT/PG&E ,  1 9 9 4 . 

I n  addit ion to the Projects •  eas i l y  recognizable 

similarities , the DE I S  overlooks that Altamont has promoted 

i tsel f as an al ternative to PGT/PG&E .  I n  its amended 

C9rt i f icate appl ication , Al tamont s tates that i t s  pr-:> ,ect .. may 

1!'9rve soma o f  the same markets and customers that PGT has 

proposed to serve . .. Al tamont Amended App l icat ion - Attachment 

-4-
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INI-4 

INI-5 

2 J  at J ,  Al tamont l is ted certain shippers on the PGT/PG&E 

Project and stated that i t ,  or one of its shippers , could meet 

their needs . .1!1 · S imilarly, Altamont has depicted its 

project as " represen t ( ing ] a compet itive, mutual l y  exc lus ive 

al ternative " to the PGT/PG&! Pro j ect . � Mo tion o f  Altamont 

Gas Transmiss ion Company for C lari f icat ion , or , in the 

A l ternative ,  Request for Rehearing, Docket No . CP89- 1 85 1 ,  � 

Al ·  ( May 1 5 ,  1 9 9 0 ) . 

The fact that the Altamont and PGT/PG&E Projects 

plan, to a large extent , to serve the same markets , at the 

same time , with gas suppl ies originat ing for the most part i n  

Canada , makes them " reasonable al ternatives " to one anothe r .  

This conc lus ion is buttressed by the fact that Altamont has 

c learly presented i tsel f as an al ternative to the PGT/PG&E 

Project . The D!IS erred in its failure to treat the projects 

as suc h .  

B .  f_IIL.PI.tl._l�9.11UUwLAUu.-4l�llL,J'9J�ll...lfll!�lt....Y• 
��Atonable Alteraatlttl to PQT/PQil or 
W.IIIQDL 

The DE I S  incorrectly ident i f ies the " s tand a lone " 

�ern River pipe l i ne and Mojave Pipe l ine Pro j ec t ,  as wel l  as 

t he Joint Mojave - Kern River Project ( "Joint Pro j ect " ) ,  as 

reasonable al ternatives to the PGT/PG&E and Al tamont projects . 

The l ikel i hood that either the Kern River or Mojave pipe l i nes 

ev'!r will exist as a separate entity is ngg l igible . Moreove r ,  

the Joint Project itself i s  not a reasonable al ternat ive to 

PGT/PG&E or Altamont . 

- s -

INI-4 See response to comment I above. 

INI-S Thank you for your comments. 
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The Kern River Pipel i ne Projec t ,  originat ing a t  

Opal , Wyoming , was des igned to transport 7 0 0  MMc f/d of natural 

gas ,  produced predominantly i n  the Rocky Mountain reg ion , to 

serv ice EOR and related cogenerat ion requ irements in Kern 

C<.'Unty , Cal i forni a .  A cer t i f icate appl ication for the pro j ec t  

was f iled with the Commiss ion i n  1 9 8 5 . This cer t i f icate has 

yet to be granted . 

Also in 1 9 8 5 , Mojave Pipel ine Company requested 

cert i ficate authori zation to construct a pipel ine to service 

t he Kern County EOR operat ions . In May 1 9 8 9 ,  in response to 

an additional application by Mojave , the Commis s ion issued an 

opt ional cert i f icate for Mojave to construct a pipel ine f rom 

western Arizona to Kern County, to transport 4 0 0  to 6 0 0  MMc f/d 

of natural gas to be suppl ied by Transwestern and El Paso . 

The Joint Pro jec t ,  the result of a settlement 

agreement among Kern River , Mojave and Southern Cali fornia Gas 

Company, received cert i f icate authorization in January 1 9 9 0 .  

I n  pursuit o f  the project , Kern River i s  presently 

construct inQ its pipel ine f rom Opal , Wyoming to Dagge t t ,  

Ca l i fornia , where i t  wi l l  interconnect w i t h  the Mojave 

pipel ine . An additional 2 2 5  mi les o f  pipeline wi l l  extend 

f rom Daggett to the Bakers f ield area in Kern Count y .  This 

segment of the pipe l ine ( and related fac i l i t ies ) wi l l  be 

ct:�nstructed by Mojave, but jointly owner:l l:>y l'.ern ll i \·er anr:l 

M·� j ave ( " joint fac i l i t ies " ) ,  Kern River began cons truc t ion 

-6-
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on its portion o f  the Joint Project in January 1 9 9 1 .  Mojave 

pl ans to begin its cons t ruct ion in Apri l  1 99 1 .  

Construct ion o f  the Joint Project makes it highly 

unl ikely that either Kern River or Mo jave w i l l  proceed with 

i t s  stand alone project . The only reason that would compel 

e i ther company to pursue its original project is i f  the other 

refused to construct its portion of the Joint Project . There 

Is no reason to bel ieve , at this late date , that this wi l l  

occur . Thus the OE IS ' presentation of the separate Kern River 

and Mojave projects as " reasonable a l ternatives • to the 

PGT/PG&E and Al tamont Projects is clearly erroneous . 

The next question is whether the Joint Project can 

be viewed as a ··reasonable alternative ·  to PGT/PG&E .  The 

answer is ··no . · · The Joint Project is des igned to serve 

dif ferent markets , from dif ferent supply sources , ln a 

d i f ferent time f rame , than the PGT/PG&E Project . 

The Joint Project w i l l  receive its natural gas 

suppl ies primarily from the Rocky Mountai n  and southwest 

regions . Its principal market will  be the Kern County EOR 

market --a market which is untapped by the PGT/PG&E Pro j ec t . 

A compari son of the projects ' customer l ists con f i rms that 

t hey wi l l  serve dif ferent markets -- there is virtua l ly no 

dupl ication of cus tomers . Moreover , the Joint Project iB 

scheduled to go into service in early 1 9 9 2 , a read i ly 

achievable target as it is already under cons truc t ion . This 

contras ts sharply with PGT/PG& E ' s  l ikely in-service date of 

_ , _  

INI-6 See previous response. 
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E>arly 1 9 9 4  or later . Thu s ,  with d i f ferent supply sources , 

d i f ferent markets , and d i f ferent pro j ect in-service dates , the 

J·�int Pro j ect cannot be v iewed as a ··reasonable al ternative " 

t·� the PGT/PG&E Project 

I n  addit ion , lt should be noted that the DE I S ,  by 

u t l l i z iug 11 pro j ect ' s  abi l i ty to de l iver 7 0 0 - 7 5 5  MMc f/d a s  a 

screening criteria " ,  d iscounts the f i nd i ngs of the Ca l i fornia 

Publ ic Uti l i t ies Commiss ion that an add itional 900 MMc f/d of 

natura l gas services will be needed in Ca li fornia by 1 9 9 5  and 

a total of between 1 6 0 0  and 2 1 00 MMc f/d by 2 00 5 . The capac i ty 

provided by the Joint Project and the al ready-approved SoCal 

Gaa /El Paso southern system expansion substant ially exceed 

this  projected need . PGT/PG& E ,  there fore , must be viewed as 

a potential means of meeting Ca l i fornia ' s  longer-term 

requirements . Thi s  is yet another indicat ion that the Jo int 

P ro j ect i s  not an a l ternative to the PGT/PG&E pro jec t ,  but 

complementary to i t .  

I I I . 

THE DBIS BRROMBOUSLY FAILS TO I DBMTIFY 
A PREFERRED SYSTEM ALTBRRATIVB . 

The DEIS seta forth what it considers to be four 

reasonable a lternatives to the PGT/PG&E and Altamont Projects . 

Each al ternative project i s  discussed brie f l y ,  with deta i led 

r�ference g iven to the E I S  previously prepared on each one . 

The DE IS never,  however ,  selects a pr�ferr�-:1 al ternat i ve . · 

It cou ld be argued that the four projects s ingled 

out from the initial group of ten are the " pre ferred 

- 8 -
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a l ternatives . "  Such reasoning is questionable . F i rst , the 

[lC I S  did not present the four pro jects 1111 " preferred 

a l ternat ives " but merely as the four projects that had passed 

th'! initial screening criteria . Moreover ,  logic dictates that 

a " preferred a l ternative "  mus t come f rom among a group of 

· r-easonable a l terna t ives ·· ( �  el iminat ion of the s i x  

· unreasonable alternatives " was necessary t o  obtain a group 

f rom which a " preferred alternat ive "  could be selected ) . By 

f a i l ing to ident i fy a preferred a lternat ive f rom among the 

PGT/PG&E and Altamont Projects and al ternative to these 

projects ,  the DE I S  is not in compl iance with the CEO 

regulations . 

I t  is vital that this error be remed ied in the Final 

E I S .  Selection o f  a preferred al ternat ive f rom a 

roe�onstituted l is t  of reasonable a lternatives ( �  a l ist 

which includes the Altamont Project and excl udes the Kern 

River ,  Mojave, and Joint Projects ) wi l l  play a cruc ial role 

i n  the Commission ' s  review of the PGT/PG6E Pro ject . I f  the 

Al tamont Project or some other a l ternative ill selected as 

environmentally preferable to PGT/PG& E ,  that conc lus ion w i l l  

have to enter into the Commi s s ion ' s  cons iderat ion of PGT ' s  

cert i f icate appl icat ion . The ava i labi l i ty of a less damaging 

a l ternative could persuade the Commiss ion to deny PGT ' s  

appl icat ion . 

- 9 -
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IV. 

COIICLUSIOII 

Whi le the DE I S  at tempts to ident i fy system 

a l ternatives to the PGT/PG&E and Al tamont Pro jec ts , it i s ,  a s  

i l lus trated above , def ic ient in t h i s  regard . To rem�dy this 

def ic iency, Kern River requests that the fol lowing additions 

(o l" mod i f icat ions be made to f inal E I S 1 ( 1 )  recogn i t ion of the 

A l tamont Project as an alternative to the PGT/PG&E Pro j ec t ,  

i nc l ud ing in the E I S  s u f f ic ient comparat ive materia l s ;  ( 2 )  

exc lus ion of the Kern River Pipe l i ne and the Mojave Pipe l ine ,  

e i ther as s tand alone projects . or a s  part o f  the Jo i nt 

P rojec t ,  from the li s t  of reasonable a l ternat ives to the 

PGT/PG&£ and Al tamont Pro j ec t s ;  and ( 3 ) se lec t ion of a 

·· preferred a l ternat ive " from the newly compiled l ist of 

a l ternatives . 

submitted , 

WRIGHT & TALISMAN , P . C .  
1 0 5 0  1 7 th St . ,  N . W .  
Suite 6 0 0  
Wash ington , D . c .  2 0 0 3 6  

Attorney• for 
Xera RiYer GaB TranB•iBBioa Coapany 

March 4 ,  1 9 9 1  
1 0 1 2 -00 9 . 5 7 -

- 1 0-
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

hereby cert i fy that I have t h i s  day served the 

f·�1·e9oin9 document upon each person desi9nated on the o f f icial 

e�rvice l i s t  compi l ed by the Secretary in this proceedin9 . 

Dated at Washin9ton , D . C . ,  this 4 t h  day of March,  

1 9 9 1 . 

Of Counsel for 

WRIGHT & TALI SMAN , P . C .  
1 0 50 1 7 th S t reet ,  N . w .  
Suite 600 
washin9ton, D . C .  2 0 0 3 6  
( 202 ) 3 3 1 - 1 1 9 4  

Kern River Gas Transmiss ion Company 
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F I L E D OFC Of- THE SECR!:r ARY 
r.�1 r:.�� - 11 nr J: 36 

fL .. �: . . , !  .. :: . , :  . .. :· REGULAl C.Tr C �  • . .  ; : . �S !CII 
March 4 ,  1991 

Pacfo Enterpnses 
111 Wm Fifolt s-. S.. J«/11 
lA A  .... , CA Jt11111.11/fJf 
11Ut.J.SISI 

Me. Lois D. caehell 
Secretary 

RECEIVED BY 
NAR 0 6 1991 

�rAt aJift!IA� N10 'IIIJfer 
Federal Energy Regulatory Co..ieeion 
825 R. capitol street, R.B.  
Waehintton , D.c.  2042& 

AIMlrsrs IIAil1l ., 

Re: •aclflc IDteretate �raDealeeloD co.paDJ 
Doctet Ro. c•at-4C0-001 r  
Alt .. cDt Gas �raD .. leeloD CoapaDJ 
Docket Ro. c•t0-1175-ooo 

Dear Me. Caehell J  

Enclosed for filin9, please find the original and 
fourteen ( 14) copies of the JolDt CoaaeDte of SoutharD 
CallforDia Gas CompaDJ BD4 •aclflc IDteretate �raDealeeloD 
CoapaDJ Retar4iD9 the Draft BDYlroDaeDtal Impact stat .. eDt 
Retar4 D9 the .a�/.aiB aD4 Alt .. oDt Ratural Gas •lpellDe 
•rojecte in the above-referenced proceeding. An additional 
copy is enclosed which I request that you date stamp and 
return to bearer. 

MAC: zeo 
Enclosures 

Thank you . 

ccs All Parties of Interest 

Very truly yours , 

� d. dd# 
Michael A. cartell i  
Attorney for 

, Southern California Gas 
Coapany 

P.O. Ja -J 
IM .....,, CA _J 
F.tlr nJ-�·IZZl 
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 

Pacific Gae Traneaieeion Coapany 

Altaaont Gae Tran .. ieeion Coapany 

Docket No. CP89-460-001 

Docket No. CP90-ll75-000 

JOINT COMMENTS OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY AND PACIFIC . 
INTERSTATE TRANSMISSION COMPANY REGARDING THE DRAFT 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT OR THE PGT/PGU AND ALTAMONT 
NATURAL GAS PIPELINE PROJECTS 

Pureuant to the •Notice of Availability of the Draft 

Environaental Iapact Stat .. ent of the PGT/PG'E Expaneion -

Altaaont Natural Gae Pipeline Project• and Preliainary 

Notification of Schedule for Public Meeting• to Receive 

Comment• on the DEI&• ieeued in the above docket• on or about 

January 11, . 1991, Southern California Gae Coapany 

( •socalGaa•) and Pacific Interetate Traneaieaion Coapany 

(•PITCO• ) ,  hereby file theae Joint ca.aente: 

1 .  The Draft Environaental Iapact Stateaent ( •DEI&• )  

err• a t  paqea s-a and 2-15 where i t  etatee •of the reaaininq 

655 MMcf/d contracted by aouthern California entitle• (on the 

PGT/PG'E Expanaion] ,  approxiaately 30 MMcf/d would be 

delivered to aunicipalitiea, 300 MMcf/d would be delivered to 

IN-13 
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IN2-2 

-2-

two utilitie• (Son Diego Go• and Electric C�pony • • • and 

Southern California Ga• Coapany • • •  ) , and the remainder 

would be delivered to nonutility •hipper• . •  While the PGT/PG'E 

Expan•ion Project will del iver volume• to the SoCalGa• •Y•tea, 

tho•• volume• have been contracted for by other partie•, not 

SoCalGa1 . The utiliti•• referred to in the lanquage cited 

above •hould be San Diego Ga• and Electric Coapany and 

soythern california ldi•on COmpany. 

2 .  SoCalGa• and PITCO take thi• opportunity to point 

out that tbe DEIR fail• to indicate which of th••• alternative 

project• would be preferable froa an environaental •tandpoint. 

SoCalGa• and PITCO believe that the basic rea1on for a joint 

DEIR evaluating botb of th••• propo1al1 i• 10 that •uch a 

conclu•ion could be drawn and further believe that •uch a 

c�pari•on •hould be drawn. The failure of the DEIR to do 10 

i1 , at the very lea•t, incon•i•tent with the intent of the 

FERC at the out1et of th••• docket• when th••• project• were 

originally paired and aay, in fact, be an abdication of FERC ' •  

legal re1pon1ibil ity to draw 1uch a c�ari•on. 

IN-14 
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Thank you for this information. Please see revised Executive Summary and Chapter 2. 

The staff disagrees with this comment. As indicated in Chapter 1, the decision 1o include both 
the altamont and POT/PO&E Projects in a single ElS wu based on administrative convenience, 
and not because the FERC on its staff determined that these projects were true alternatives 1o 
each other. Indeed, the FERC noted in its "Preliminary Determination of Nonenvironmenlal 
Issues• ont he Pacific Ou Tnnsmission Company, issued January 22, 1991, that it is "not 
established that Altamont and POT will serve the same market" (see page 42). Absent a finding 
by the FERC that the Altamont and POT Projects serve the same markets and are in fact 
competitive with and/or alternatives ID each other, it makes little sense for the staff's ElS 1o 
trat the projects u competing alternatives ID each other. Also see response 1o 
comment ALl-21.  



Dated : March 4 ,  1991 

-3-

Reapectfully aubaitted, 

SOUTHBRJf CALIPORMIA GAS COMPANY 

By: ��d.tlmu. 
Michael A. cartelll 

Michael A. Cartelli 
Attorneya for 
SOUTHBRM CALIPORMIA GAS COMPANY 
P. o. Box 60043 
Loa Anvelea,  California 90060-0043 

or 
633 Neat Fifth Street , Suite 5400 
Loa Anvelea , Cali fornia 90071-2006 
(213)  895-5156 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that I have thia day served the 

foregoing document upon each person designated on the official 

service liat compiled by the Secretary in thia proceeding. 

Dated at Loa Angeles, California this 4th day of 

March, 199 1 .  

�tflt:/;dJ 
Michael A. Cartel ll 

Attorney for 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY 
633 Neat Fi fth Street, Suite 5400 
Loa Angeles, California 90071-2006 
895-5156 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS IN ALTAMONT AND PGT 
PUBLIC MEETING TRANSCRIPTS 

To reduce printing costs, the transcripts or the rour local public meetings to receive 
comments on the DEIS are not being reproduced In the FEIS. 

The vast maJority or the comments received at the public meetings are presented as 
written comments In the previous sections. Where a commenter departed rrom the written 
text or his or her comments, we have summarized the extemporaneous concern below. We 

have also summarized the unique concerns or Individuals who presented comments at the 

public meetings but ror which no written record beyond the meeting transcript exists. 

PM-1 



17' 18  

59 

PM-2 

The South Pass area is eligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP). The impact of the proposed pipeline would 
have an adverse effect on the area's eligibility status. (Donn 
Kesselheim, Wyoming Outdoor Council) 

This is not a pristine area when viewed from the air. 
(Tom Satterfield, Fremont County Commission) 

59 I My concern is with the government that is charged with the oversight 

60 

responsibility of the construction areas. 

The ultimate responsibility is with the Federal governme�t to see that a 
good job is done to restore thee disturbed areas and for the selection of 
the route. (Tom Satterfield, Fremont County Commission) 

73 I I would like to see an EIS concerning the Indian artifacts, the Indian 
sacred soiritual sites and petroglyphs. 

74 I What I
' 
would ask for is them to have an Indian representative that 

75 

would walk along with them. 

We have considerable interest in spiritual sites, mostly around 
Shoshone and up into South Pass. I'd like to see an EIS scoping on 
the whole route, because I know a lot of tribes are concerned about the 
proposed pipeline. (Harmon Wise, Shoshone Tribe) 

75 I The EIS omits economic impacts. 

The eligibility of the South Pass •area• for listing in the NRHP has 
not been determined. Only the South Pass National Historic 
Landmark is presently listed in the NRHP. 

We agree. 

Between the mitigation recommended in the FEIS, Altamont's 
proposed reclamation measures as presented in FEIS Appendix B-5, 
and the BLM's construction, operation and maintenance stipulations 
to be developed during its POD process, we believe that a good job 
will be done to restore all areas' disturbed by construction. 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) 
requires that the proposed route be surveyed for resources eligible 
for or listed in the NRHP. Indian artifacts, sacred sites and 
petroglyphs would be included in such surveys. Representatives of 
interested tribes would be invited to participate in the surveys. 
Altamont's cultural resources consultant is currently consulting with 
several tribes. 



Page No. 

\ 77, 78 

82 

87 

90, 91 

Comments/Commenters 

There is no discussion about economic impacts, nor a realistic 
assessment of those impacts, to our communities, counties and state. It 
would be nice to see, although it's not mandated by Congress, an 
economic impact statement. (Alise Gostin, Wind River Multiple Use 
Advocates) 

I would just like to go on record as opposing consideration of the 
Jeffrey City Variation. (Jack Corbett, landowner) 

Every pipeline in the desert is a two-track. There's going to be an 
access road into this pipeline every time you cross a creek or a slough. 
(Jeff Davis) 

It is essential that we preserve the South Pass area and the four major 
pioneer trails (the Oregon, Mormon, California and Pony Express) 
which pass through it. I would encourage that special attention be paid 
to the Pony Express Trail. 
(Gene Potter, Wyoming Preservation Officer, OCTA) 

PM-3 

Responses 

Traditional socioeconomic impact parameters were addressed in 
DEIS chapters 3G and 40. Additional information has been 
included relative to county benefits in chapter 40. 

We are not recommending adoption of this variation. 

Altamont states that it would not require an access road or trail 
along its pipeline for operation or maintenance purposes. The 
BLM and various other parties have made it quite clear that a two­
track along the right-of-way once construction is completed would 
be unacceptable, and that the entire right-of-way must be restored. 
Based on our review of USGS topographic maps, aerial 
photographs, field investigations and data filed by Altamont, we 
believe that access to the right-of-way would be provided by 
existing roads and two-tracks. 

Thank you for your comment. The South Pass area was identified 
early-on as an area requiring specific (as opposed to generic) 
mitigation. We believe that implementation of the measures 
included in the FEIS would provide adequate protection for the 
area. Please see the individual resource discussions in chapter 4, as 
well as Appendix 8-S. Further, we are required by Section 106 of 
the NHPA to take into account the effect of the proposed action on 
resources eligible for or listed in the NRHP. Compliance with 
Section 106 is well under way with the participation of the BLM, 
the State Historic Preservation Officers, Indian tribes, and other 
interested parties. 



7, 8 

9 

9 

7 

9 

9 

PM-4 

For the last 60 years, we have been picking up materials that have 
been discarded by oil and gas operators when they left our property. 
We are concerned about the ruts left in the soil and the widening of 
single two-track roads as the ruts got too deep for low-centered 
vehicles to pass. Right-of-way rehabilitation has been so poor that it 
wouldn't take much of a scout to follow the pipelines on our lands. (Ed Leuthold, landowner) 

It is never the same person that negotiates the agreement, installs the 
facility, and then stays to merging, selling out and moving on, it is 
almost an impossible task to keep up with the addresses and telephone 
number of the owner/ 
installer/operator. (Ed Leuthold, landowner) 

It would just be a ridiculous idea to run the pipeline through the State 
of Montana if we were not able to hook on to it. Because the 
operating pressure would be so high, it seems to me that the pipeline 
ought to be able to share some of the costs needed to compress 
Montana gas for injection in to the pipe. (Ed Leuthold, landowner) 

Same as written comments submitted by Mrs. Noris Stevens 
(GI-043) 

Mr. Peter Grubb wants to be assured that mitigation for fisheries 
habitat improvement is done in such a way that boating safety is not 
jeopardized. 

Mr. Peter Grubb is concerned what the visusl impacts of the cuts 
through the forests are going to be from the river when a person is 
floating along. 

Altamont proposes to remove all construction debris and excess 
rock from the right-of-way at the conclusion of construction. With 
the exception of the Wild Horse Compressor Station proposed for 
Hill County, Montana, no new access roads are proposed. 
Altamont would either repair or reimburse landowners for damages 
sustained during construction. All areas disturbed by construction 
would rehabilitated and revegetated to pre-construction conditions. 
Please see chapter 2 (General Construction, Operation and 
Maintenance Procedures, and Altamont Project Description), 
chapters 4B and 4L, and Appendices B-1 and B-3. 

Comment noted. Altamont has provided a telephone number in 
each of the two states which would be crossed by the proposed 
pipeline. The public may contact Altamont in Montana at (406) 442-8560 and in Wyoming at (307) 634-8891.  

This comment correctly identifies that parties wishing to inject gas 
into the proposed pipeline would be required to overcome the 
operating pressure at the injection point. As an open-access 
pipeline, gas entering the proposed system would do so only as a 
result of contract arrangements between gas purchasers and gas 
producers. 

Same as response to Mrs. Steven's written comments. 

PGT has committed to designing the proposed fishery enhancement 
structures so that they do not interfere with recreational rafting. 

Please see chapters 3L and 4L for a discussion of Mr. Grubb's 
concerns. 
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Page No. 

10 

1 1  

1 1  

13,  14 

14 

14 

14 

IS, 16 

16 

19, 20 

Comments/Commenters 

Mr. Peter Grubb referred to a construction method which used 
equipment that dug down from the top, loaded the dirt and rock into a 
truck, put the pipe down, and then refilled that. The technique dented 
the swath, the land disturbance, from being as great as it otherwise 
might have been. 
Mr. Grubb wanted to know it the existing POT easement or franchise 
allow for more than one pipeline. 

Mr. Grubb wanted to know if the installation of the second pipeline 
will jeopardize future potential of the Moyie River being included as a 
wild and scenic river under the National Wild Scenic River Act. 

Mr. Dave Bodner is concerned that POT's Fishery Enhancement Plans 
may be rendered moot on private lands if access to these lands are 
denied. 

Mr. Bodner wants all structures placed in the river to be done in a 
manner that will not restrict white water rafting or create low-head 
dams. 

Mr. Bodner requests that when POT replants pipeline, they should be 
required to use naturally occurring species to eliminate visual impact. 

This pipeline project has the potential to add the equivalent of many 
years of silt to the pool behind the Ferry hydroelectric dam. 

Ms. Irma Merrifield stated that the pipeline expansion will increase the 
taxes paid by POT to the county. 

Mr. John Watts expressed support for the project. 

Ms. Patricia Nelson, landowner, spoke of her right to have a "say-so" 
about trees planted on this pipeline and other matters. ------ ---

PM-5 

Responses 

Based on the information, it appears that Mr. Grubb is referring to I a rotary wheel ditching machine, which is suitable for use in ! 
relatively flat areas where no bedrock is present. A rotary wheel 
ditching machine cannot be used on Loor 1 due to topographic, 
geologic, and soil-related constraints. 

The answer depends on the particular easework agreement 
originally negotiated between POT and the landowner. 

It is staff's understanding that the Moyie River was already studied 
for potential inclusion as a wild and scenic river and that the study 
did not recommend its inclusion. 

See revised chapter 6. 

See previous response to Mr. Grubb's similar concern. 

Please see chapters 3B, 3L, 4B, 4L, and G for information relating 
to this concern. 

Implementation of best management practices and the procedures 
contained in Appendix C-3 would ensure that construction of the 
POT project does not significantly increase the naturally occurring 
siltation problem at the dam. Implementation of POT's proposed 
Fishery Enhancement Plan should result in a decrease in the 
bedland transport of sediments. 

None required. 

None required. ' 

Each landowner will have the opportunity to directly discuss i 
restoration on their property with POT. 



Page No. 

22, 23 

27 

7 

9, 10 

1 1 ,  12, 13 

14,  15 

PM-6 

Comments/Commenters 

Same as written comments submitted by Ms. Jan Rose (GI-052). 

The Forest Service allows excessive clear cut. Why blame all of it on 
the pipeline'? 

Mr. Tatum would like to see the loop stay in Pine Hollow (where the 
original line is) rather than running the new line further south up on a 
ridge. 

Mr. Dick Maudlin, Chairman of the Deschutes County Commission, 
support for the · 

Similar issue as Mr. Tatum. 

Mr. ltarley Hafter complained of rocks still on his land as a result of 
past OPT construction. 

Responses 

Same as responses to Ms. Rose's written comments. 

Thank you for your comment. 

See chapter 6 of the FEIS. 

None required. 

See chanter 6 of the FEIS. 

Thank you for bringing this issue to our attention. See revised 
chapters 4B and C. 
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United States Department of the Interior 
OFTICE OF TilE SECRF:T ARY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240 

ER 9 1 / 6 0  

Ms . Lois D .  cashell 
Secretary 
Federal Energy Ra9ulatory Commisaion 
825 North Capitol Street,  N . E .  
waahin9ton, D . C .  20426 

Dear Ms . caahall : 

APR 9 1991 

The Department of the Interior has reviewed the draft 
environmental impact statement (atata•ent) for Pacific Gaa 
Transmisaion Company (PGT) and Altamont Gaa Natural Gas Pipeline 
(Altamont) Projects, Idaho , Washin9ton, California , Montana , and 
Wyomin9, and ha• the followin9 commenta . 

GENERAL 

Wa are concerned about effects to National Natural Landmarka , 
Wild and Scenic Rivera, National Traila, Air Quality , Crater Lake 
National Park , potential i•pacta to threatened or andan9ered 
species, anadromous fish ,  mi9ratory birda , wetlands and riparian 
habitats , other fish and wildlife habitats , and other resource• 
under our jurisdiction. 

We recommend that losa prevention and miti9ation maaaures ahould 
be addressed in 9reatar deta il in the final atate•ant . In 
addition, the draft state•ent notes that a biol09ical aaae••••nt, 
bein9 prepared to facilitate compliance with the Endan9ared 
Species Act of 197 3 ,  would incorporate the raaulta or surveys 
currently underway . The atatus of several specie• are 
incorrectly listed, and ahould be corrected in the fina l  
atatemant and other future project documanta . Bacauaa the 
initial spaci•• list used by the Federal Energy R•9Ulatory 
Commission ( FERC) •ay need updatin9, wa reco .. and that FERC 
raques� new list• fro• our u . s .  Fish and Wildlife Service 
(Service) to ensure that the biolo9ical •••••s••nt under 
preparation appropriately considers all currently l iated and 
proposed species . 

National NatMral L&n¢1arkl 

We nota that the Route 28 Variation atataa that thia route would 
skirt the Red Canyon National Natural Landmark (NNL) but not 
cross the area . While the propoaad pipeline would not physically 
disturb the NNL, it could impact the viawshad . 
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This comment leiter was received by the Commission on April I I ,  1 99 1 ,  five and one-half 
weeds beyond the March 4th close of the comment period. No request for an extension of the 
comment period was made, nor were copies of the comments provided to the environmental 
project managers or the case docket numbers identified, as specified in the instructions for 
commenting on the DEIS. Although we have no obligation to respond to comments received 
beyond the comment period, we have reviewed the comments provided by the Interior 
Department but are not preparing a wrillen response on a comment-by-comment basis as was 
done for timely comments. Where changes were warranted in the text of the FEIS, the staff 
has done so in order to address the particular issue raised in this comment letter. Many of the 
issues in this comment leiter were already raised by other parties and responded to accordingly. 
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Red Canyon was desiqnated an NNL on November 18 , 199 0 .  This site is siqnificant for its qeoloqic value as a classic representation in the Wyominq Basin of a hoqback and strike valley (cuesta) , which exposes an outstandinq section of Permo-Triassic red beds and displays the northeast flank of the Wind River Ranqe structure (developed durinq the Laramide oroqeny) . While not the only such area in the Wyominq Basin, this area has the advantaqe of beinq hiqhly scenic and is of such size that it can be viewed and interpreted in its entirety from a sinqle observation point alonq State Hiqhway 28 . There is probably no more classic , well developed , or scenic example of cuesta development in the Wyominq Basin Natural Reqion. For these reasons, we recommend serious consideration of these aiqnificant, natura l ,  and scenic qua l ities in your plan in order to provide for viewshed protection . 

Wild and Scenic Rivera 

The impacts of the proposed proj ects on existinq and potentially desiqnated Wild and Scenic Rivera are not adequately addressed in the draft statement . The routes cross two deaiqnated Wild and Scenic Rivera , one river that has been formally recoqnized as a candidate for desiqnation by the Secretaries of the Interior and Aqriculture , and three rivera on the Nationwide Rivera Inventory . FERC must immediately initiate consultation with the aqenciea adminiaterinq these rivera to avoid or mitiqate adverse impacts to these siqnificant resources . 

a .  peaiqnatad Riyar1 

The proposed routes erose two deaiqnated Wild and Scenic Rivers : the Missouri River in Montana and John Day River in oreqon . 

The Bureau of Land Manaqement should be consulted further on potential croasinqs either upstream or downstream of the desiqnated seqmenta of these rivers . 
b. Secretarial Candidate• for 011iqnation 
The Altamont route crosses the Yellowstone River in Montana within a aeqment which has been desiqnated as a potential Wild and Scenic River by the Secretaries of the Interior and Aqriculture under section 5 (d) of the Wild and Scenic Rivera Act. That section states : 

"The Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of Aqriculture shall make specific studies and inveatiqationa to determine which additional wild , scenic, and recreational river areas shall evaluated in planninq reports by all  federal aqencies as potential alternative usee of the water and related land resources involved . •  
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This section clearly requires that FERC fully cons ider the 
Wild and Scenic River potential of the Yellowstone River and 
the possible consequences of the Altamont pipeline crossing 
on the signif icant values of the river . 

c. Nationwide Riyers Inventory 

There are three rivers on the Nationwide Rivera Inventory 
crossed by the proposed alignments, the Sweetwater River on 
the Altamont route and the Crooked and Williamson Rivers on 
the PGT/PG&E route . The Nationwide Rivera Inventory is a 
national listing of rivers which are candidates for National 
Wild and Scenic Rivera status. The inventory is 
administered by the National Park service . 

Pursuant to a 1979 Presidential Directive, the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) has published guidelines which 
require that all federal agencies : 

Avoid or mitigate adverse effects on Nationwide 
Inventory Rivers ; and Consult with the Heritage 
Conservation and Recreation Service ( now the 
National Park Service) in developing mitigation or 
avoidance plana for proposed projecta. 

Neither of these requirements have been ful f illed . The 
proposed projects unquestionably have the potential for 
direct and adverse ef fects on the significant values of the 
five rivers referenced above , and it is essential that FERC 
consult with the National Park Service on appropriate 
mitigation for these effects. 

We do not consider review of the draft statement to be an 
acceptable substitute for the consultation between FERC and the 
bureaus of this Department as stated in the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act and related CEQ guidelines . We therefore urge FERC to 
initiate consultation with the appropriate bureaus on Wild and 
scenic River issues and that additional environmental review and 
licensing actions be delayed until such iaauea can be 
satisfactorily resolved . The results of consultation with the 
National Park Service should be presented in the final statement . 

National Trails 

The Department supports the modifications to the propoaed route 
for circumventing the historically signif icant South Paaa area in 
Wyoming. south Paaa is perhaps the moat important lan�ark on 
the entire 2 , 000 mile oregon Tra i l .  It is on the National 
Register of Historic Places and is a National Historic Lan�ark, 
in �on to being a site along both the oregon and Mormon 
Pioneer �ational Historic Trails. The proposal ,  without the 
South Peas variations,  has the potential to impact the oregon and 
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Mormon Pioneer National Historic Trails and the proposed 
California and Pony Express National Historic Trails,  all  of 
which pass through South Pass in the same general location . 
Impacts could occur by degrading the visual quality of the area 
or by actual physical damage to historic trai l  ruts or swales . 

We commend the authors of this document for their analysis (on 
paqes 4M-4 to 4M-7 ) of impacts and recommended mitiqation 
measures relating to these historic trails . Althouqh most land 
in the South Pass area is administered by the Bureau of Land 
Manaqement , our National Park Service , because it has overall 
administrative responsibility for the oreqon and Mormon Pioneer 
National Historic Trails, requires more detailed and site­
specific project information be provided in the final statement . 

The fina l statement should clearly indicate on maps the location 
of any national scenic and national historic trails in the 
vicinity of the proposed pipeline routes . 

Air ouality 

Maps for the final statement should indicate more distinctly the 
location of National Park units, National Forest• , and other 
national and state resource units. This is particularly 
important from an air quality per•pective, since the two 
pipelines would pas• close to several cla•s I areas (National 
Park units and National Forest wilderne•ses) .  In fact, nine of 
the compressor stations ( seven alonq the PGT/PG'E pipeline) are 
located within 100 kilometers of cla•• I area• . Compres•or 
station lJ ( PGT) is 14 ki lometers ea•t of crater Lake National 
Park, while station 14B is only six kilometer• southeast of Lava 
Beds National Monument . 

4 

Second , because the compressor stations can be major •ources of 
air pollution (that is,  qreater than 100 tons per year of a 
requlated pollutant) , the air quality analysis mu•t be expanded 
in the final statement . It i• insufficient to •ay that all  
detailed air quality issues will  be dealt within forthcominq 
Prevention of Siqnificant Deterioration (PSD) permit 
appl ication• . The information reqardinq the emi••ion• of various 
pollutants from the compres•or •tation and their potential 
adverse impact• on nearby clas• I area• should have been 
included in the draft statement and di•cu•sed relative to 
alternative sites . 

The one pollutant from operation of compre••or station• that is 
discussed in the draft statement i• nitroqen oxide• . Several of 
the new compres•or station• are said to potential ly violate the 
PSD increment (concentration) e•tabli•hed for nitroqen oxide• . 
However ,  there is no discu•sion for application of Be•t Available 
Control Technoloqy (BACT) in order to meet the increment and to 
m inimize the impact on class I areas.  Nitroqen oxide• are 
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precursors to ozone, a pol lutant which has adverse impa�ts on 
many species of vaqetation that can be found in the class I areas 
near the proposed pipelines . These species include black oak, 
ponderosa and Jeffrey pines , aspen , and Douqlas fir, amonq 
others.  The data in the draft statement appeared to indicate 
that at least a few or the compressor atations would qanarata 
mora than 200 tons par year of nitroqen oxides . Thua, these 
major sources have the potential of contributinq to siqnif icant 
amounts of ozone in many national resource units and axacarbatinq 
axistinq ozona problems in a number of areas (California in 
particular) . 

Nitroqan oxide qasaa in sunliqht are also converted to nitrates 
in air to fine particles which absorb l iqht and thus causa 
visibility reduction. The Clean Air Act qivaa the Federal Land 
Manaqar ( in the Interior Department, the Aaaiatant Secretary for 
Fiah and Wildlife and Parka) and the claaa I area manaqar 
(superintendent) an affirmative responsibility to protect 
visibil ity and other air qual ity related values in claaa I areas.  
The Act alao aatabliahad aa a national qoal the prevention of 
future visibi lity impairment and ramadyinq axiatinq visibility 
impa irment in claaa I area•. The final atata•ant should contain 
detailed analyaaa of any axiatinq or potential impacts on 
visibility in the several claaa I areas which are located near 
the proposed pipelines and their co•praaaor atationa . 

The nitrates can combine with moisture and fall to earth aa 
nitric acid (acid precipitation) or be deposited on vaqatation 
and aoila (dry deposition) , thereby arractinq sensitive aquatic 
or terrestrial acoayatama . Elemental nitroqan can alao be 
deposited on or in aoil and chanqa ita composition (act aa a 
fertil izer) , chanqinq the qrovth patterns of various vaqatation . 

The final statement should contain detailed information on the 
potential adverse i•pacta to claaa I areas from nitroqan oxides 
emitted from the compressor stations aa wall aa appropriate 
mitiqation measures to limit ••iaaiona of these pollutants. 

eratar Like National Park 

We are concerned about impacts from development of the pipelines 
to thia claaa I area under the jurisdiction of our National Park 
Service. The proposed proj ect would be about 8-1/2 •ilea from 
the eastern boundary of Crater Lake National Park. The follovinq 
iaauaa muat be addressed in detai l  in the final atat .. ant. 

I 
We have concerns about potential impacts to water quality in the 
park. spacial conqraaaional laqialation ( P . L. 97-250) waa paaaad 
in 1982 because of concern for the lake ' •  water qual ity and 
clarity. The laqialation directed the Secretary of the Interior 
to protect crater Lake and taka actions to ensure ita pristine 
water qua lity .  
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Historically, the airshed of Crater Lake Nationa l Park has been 
considered by researchers to be the cleanest in the United 
States,  with the lowest concentration of nitrates . The 
substantial amounts of nitrogen oxides, approximately 100 tons or 
more yearly, released by a compressor station could convert to 
nitrates that , under certain wind conditions , would drift and 
fal lout over Crater Lake . The natural state of the lake is to be 
nitroqen deficient and biologically unproductive, or 
ol igotrophic . The addition of nitrate would serve aa a nutrient 
in the lake for phytoplankton , causing the populations to bloom , 
causing a concomitant decrease in water clarity. 

We are also concerned about two sensitive species that occur 
within the park. In a fisheries survey conducted in 198 9 ,  a 
remnant population of Bull Trout (Salyelinua confluantus) was 
found in a park stream with about 130 individuals. This specie 
ia a category 2 candidate species under the Endangered Species 
Act . Changes in water quality from the deposition of converted 
air pollution constituents could seriously affact this small 
population since trout are particularly susceptible to minor 
changes in pH and other water quality parameters. 

Pol lutant deposition can also impact soils and vegetation . The 
oregon Grapefern (Botrychium pumicola) occurs on the crater Lake 
caldera and ia listed in Oregon aa a rare species . Since 
nitrogen oxide ia a precursor to ozone, this plant, aa well as 
other vegetation, could be impacted. 

Other impacts to wildlife need to be fully evaluated , especially 
relative to cumulative impacts from this project and others in 
the vicinity . For instance , the pipeline project is located in 
an area known as the "antelope desert" , i .. ediately to the east 
of the park. 

Pronghorn Antelope are known to migrate over fifty miles from the 
Fort Rock winter range to the southwest and into crater Lake 
National Park in the area called Desert Creek and PUmice Desert . 
The FERC should evaluate the impacts to ungulate migration and 
overa ll population viability from construction, noise, and other 
project-related activities of this project, aa well aa from 
cumulative project development in the area. 

Although not yet designated as wilderness, crater Lake has been 
studied and found to be suitable. It ia National Park Service 
policy to treat such areas aa wi lderness ao that suitability ia 
maintained until a legislative process ia completed . 

Moise from the compressor station may intrude into �iaitor 
experience that has included the wi lderness attributes of si lence 
and solitude . It ia National Park policy to preserve natural 
quiet and natural sounds associated with the physical and 
biological resources of the national parka . The levels of noise 
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9enerated and impact within important points of the park , 
especial ly proposed wilderneas, must be evaluated in the final 
statement . 

The hi9heat point in the park , Mt . Scott , is 8 , 900 ASL. over J , OOO visitors climb to the top every summer to enjoy the vistas 
and mountain experience. The views from Mt . Scott include a 
direct line of ai9ht over the entire pipeline project area. 
Visual intrusion into the national park, therefore, must be 
evaluated in the final atatement . 
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crater Lake National Park is one of the fev park areas in which 
Con9r••• has specifically rec09nized the iaportance of the area 
to science and research especially because of its pristine 
environment ( 3 2  Stat . 202) , Because of its pristine environment , 
there has been an intensive effort to collect baseline data at a 
variety of levels, that has also included work by the 
international coamunity. The aaintenance of this area in a 
pristine state wi l l  help to establish important benchaarks in 
environmental monitorin9, and a9ainst which 9lobal chan9•• can be 
•••••••d. The National Park Service, the state of Ore9on, the 
Nation and the 9lobsl scientific coamuniti benefit froa the 
environmental quality of the park . The f nal statement should 
assess any potential impacts to the scientific values of the 
park, •• wel l  as the potential for invalidation or di•ruption of 
lon9-tera ecol09ical .studies , 

Linda A4mini1tered by our Bureau of Reclaaation 

We request the parties involved in construction of the Pacific 
Gas Transmiseion Company/Altamont Gal Tran•aission Company 
pipelines coordinate with appropriate Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation) offices when cro•sin9 Reclaaation-adaini•tered 
lands . Separate cro•1in9 a9reements, other permits, and 
additional lite-specific environmental evaluation may be 
required . 

For your information , a portion of the Pacific Ga• Transmislion 
Company route ( in the vicinity of �lamath Falla, Ore9on) is 
located in Reclaaation ' •  Mid-Pacific Re9ion 1 headquartered in 
Sacramento, cal ifornia . The major portion of the Altamont 
pipeline is located within Reclaaation • a  Great Plains Re9ion 
(Billin9a , Montana) . The southve•t•rn corner of Wyoain9 is in 
our Upper Colorado Re9ion (Salt Lake city, Utah) . 
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In reqard to cultural resources addressed on paqe 4M-5 , paraqraph 
1 , and paqe 6-4 1 , items 67 and 68 , Reclamation reserves the riqht 
to make determinations of eliqibility for cultural resource sites 
on Reclamation lands . This requirement will be listed as a 
special stipulation on any permits issued by the Bureau of Land 
Manaqement for this project. 

Specific comments on the draft statement are enclosed . 

We hope these comments will be helpful to you. 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, ,- · :1,-;:-r-- / '  . ( �"'­
�·.._ IL• · 

Jo than P .  Deason 
Director 
otfice of Environmental Affairs 
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

Pages 1-17 and 1-18 tABLE 1-4 PEBMIT. APPROVAL. AHD CONSULtATION 
REQUIREMENTS FOR THE PGT AHD ALTAMONT PRQJECTS I 
Information about our bureaus ehould be chanqed under the aqency 
headinq a• followe : 

u . s .  Department of the Interior , Bureau of Land Manaqement 
U . S .  Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation 
u . s .  Department of the Interior , Fieh and Wildlife Service 

9 

For the Bureau of Reclamation, the information lieted ehould be 
revieed. Permit/Authority ehould be revieed to etate "Review 
authority in consultation with the Bureau of Land Manaqement and 
an applicant . "  Likewise , the information provided under Aqency 
Action should be revised to state "Review conetruction, land uee ,  
and rehabil itation plane. Provides mitiqation measure• and 
stipulation• to the Bureau of Land Manaqement to be included in 
the permit . Conduct onsite inspection prior to conatruction . "  

Idaho Portion of the PrOpoaed PGT Pipeline Pro1ect 

Pages 3F: 1-4 , Affected Environment: Pieheriel. Fiehery 
resource• in Idaho would be affected by propoaed construction 
activities and crossinqs of the PGT pipeline project . The Moyie 
River reach (affected by eiqht pipeline croeeinqe) may aupport 
bull trout ( Salyelinu• confluentul) , a Federal candidate 2 
speciea , which may occur in the Moyie River. Rearinq habitats 
would be impacted at all stream croeeinq locatione. 

Page 4B: §, Enyironaental coneequence11 Soile. Only certified 
clean seed ehould be used for reeeedinq to aeeure that non-native 
invasive specie• are precluded from seed mix•• · We reco .. end 
usinq eeed mixee that would enhance or reetore wildlife foraqe . 

Page 4 :  1-15. Hydrology an4 Water ouality. The propoaed PGT 
pipeline would involve 1§ watercourse croeeinqe in Idaho , 8 of 
theee cros1inq1 would cross the Moyie River . The Moyie River and 
affected tributaries have been classified as Special Reeource 
Watera : by the state of Idaho ( IDAPA 11 . 01 . 2 102 1985) . Theee 
are water1 that • • • •  poeeess outetandinq recreational qualitiee 
• • •  " and " ·  • •  protection of the quality of the water ie 
neceeeary to maintain an exietinq, but jeopardized beneficial 
use . "  We concur with concluaiona in the draft etatement that 
"construction alonq the proposed route would reeult in 
siqnificant cu.ulative impact on water quality of the Moyie 
River • • •  " (paqe tc: 13 ) .  To minimize the probleml aaaociated 
with lonq-tera eroaion in the Moyie River and Buaaard Creek and 
to protect Cocolalla Creek, which ae indicated, haa been 
determined to be a critical drainaqe by our servic·� FERC ehould 
retain the riqht to review and comment on the Shor��ine 
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Management Plan for Bonner County prior to construction of the 
Cocolalla creek pipeline crossing. FERC should evaluate and 
implement an alternative alignment of the pipeline to avoid 
unnecessary stream crossings . All fills below ordinary high 
water mark or in wetlands require a Section 404 Clean Water Act 
permit. Separate evaluation and review of the permit by the 
Service pursuant to the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (Act) 
will be performed . In the event that an alternative alignment is 
determined unfeasible, specific procedures to ensure that 
disturbed areas are maintained and monitored shall be 
implemented . stream and Wetland construction and Mitigation 
Procedures ,  contained in Appendix C-J and outlined in Chapter & ,  
should be the minimal required condition o f  construction and 
pipeline operation. 

Pages 4E: 1-15. Impacts and Mitigation Mtasuret Specific to the 
PGT Pro1ect: The propoted natural regeneration of foreet lands 
thould be tupplemented with teedling planting which, at 
acknowledged by FERC (page 4E-5) , would reduce regeneration time. 
The PGT should report plant specie• turvey finding• to the Idaho 
Natural Heritage Program, as well 01 to the u . s .  Forett Service , 
and FERC should enforce a monitoring and replanting program 
pertaining to wetland regeneration. At problem• occur , F£RC 
should review and consult with the commenting agenciet for plans 
to al leviate issues and concerns . 

Paget 4F: 1-6. Environmental Consequencts: Fitheriet . The 
Service ' s  concerns for the fishery resource• in the Moyie River 
and nearby ttreams from pipeline activity include : 1) the 
erosion potential to degrade tpawning substrates and habitats; 2 )  
loss o f  instreom and shoreline cover important to rearing and 
adult trout; J )  acoustic shock and physical injury to fish due to 
the blasting of bedrock ; and 4 )  the potential for direct spills 
during and after pipeline construction. 

In order to control and minimize the impacts of sedimentation on 
spawning habitats and fishery resources in Idaho, alternative 
al ignments of the pipeline to avoid construction of unnecessary 
stream crossings should be evaluated (see previous 
recommendations in Hydrology and Water Quality section above ) . 
If construction at stream crossings would proceed on the Moyie 
River and adjacent ttreams , activities should be l imited to the 
low flow period between June 1 and September JO,  or to restricted 
time periods as determined by Idaho Deportment of Fith and Game 
personnel based upon specific streaa and affected fish species 
conditions . Our Service will provide further, site-specific 
comments to the Corps of Engineers, pursuant to the Clean Water 
Act . 

Revegetation of shoreline areas with native plant species is 
recommended to mitigate shoreline losses from construction 
activities . The use of large rip-rap to stabi lize banks would be 
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the least preferred alternative and should be avoided . Rip-rap 
would reduce the diversity of shoreline cover and habitats . 
Disturbance and loee of inetream cover should be avoided . 
Dieplacement of boulder• and lar9e woody debris would require 
in-kind replacement in nearby reaches that exhibit eimilar f low 
and hydraulic conditione . 

1 1  

Fieh that reside in the vicinity of etrea• croaain9a where 
bedrock may be blaeted would need additional protective measures 
to prevent morta lity from acouetic ehock . We recommend that an 
effective mortality radiue or zone be eetabliehed at each 
blaetin9 location and that all fieh be re•oved manually from this 
zone prior to detonation, Methode for docu•entin9 fieh mortality 
fro• blaeti� and miti9ation meaeuree ehould be conditione of 
performance prior to project certification. 

our Service concur• with the recommended Spill  Prevention , 
Containment , and Control Plan (Spill Plan) which would prevent 
toxic epille and provide for the i-ediate reeponee and c leanup 
of accidental leake and spille. The Spill  Plan should be a 
required condition of performance . 

Appendix c-3 :  strea• and Wetland Construction and Mitigation 
Procedurta: In 9enera1 ,  the measures outlined in the Stream and 
Wetland Conetruction and Miti9ation Proctdurea should providt 
protection for stream• and wetland areae i•pacted by the PGT 
pipelint project. After reviewiny the propoetd proceduree, tht 
followin9 minor cha�•• and addit one which are l ieted in Table 
1 .  of the Appendix are recommended. 

FERC ' e  recommended •iti9ation measure• ehould be included ae 
' epecific conditione ' prior to any ieeuance of certificate• for 
construction and/or operation of the propoeed pipelinee. 
Sptcific condition miti9ation meaeuree ehould include ••••urea: 
1-11 , 25, 26, J J ,  and 4 1  (Chapter 6 :  Conclueione and 
Recommendation•) •  

California Portion of the PQT Piptlint Prq1ect 

The Cal ifornia portion of the PGT pipeline coneiete of 
constructin9 an additional 36-inch-diameter pipeline adjacent to 
the exietinq PGT natural 9•• pipeline, extendinq for 415 •ilte 
fro• the Oreqon State border near Malin to Panoche Station in tht 
San Joaquin va l ley. 

Fishery Reaourcta: On etreame �here anadroaoue fish, includin9 
chinook salmon, eteelhead trout, and American ehad, and resident 
aport fieh are at or dovnetreaa fro• propoeed project activitiee, 
e ite-epecific ••••urea ehould be taken to avoid any habitat 
disturbance . Thie is especially critical durinq l ife staqee such 
ae apavnin9, •99 incubation , and early juvenile rearinq. These 
meaeurss include procedures and precaution• to prevent 
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unfavorable water turbidity or entry of sediments , toxic 
materials , or other contaminants into the stream channel .  
Waterways which may be impacted and are of particular concern are 
listed in Table 2 of the Appendix. 

Many of the stream crossin9s may involve impacts on resident and 
introduced 9ame and non-9ame fish . Site specific comprehensive 
erosion control measures should be included to avoid loss of 
riparian ve9etation and stream sedimentation. 

Wetlands and Migratory Waterfowl Habitat: The impacts ,  if any, 
of project construction and operation on wetlands and mi9ratory 
waterfowl should be evaluated . Miti9ation plans for adverse 
project impacts on wetlands and waterfowl restin9, feedin9, and 
nestin9 habitat should be developed . In 9eneral ,  these habitats 
are of hi9h value and are becomin9 scarce throu9hout the state . 
Our Service ' s  miti9ation 9oal is to ensure that no net loss of 
in-kind habitat value would occur . · 

Other Wildlife Habitat: Wildlife habitat lost as a result of 
9round-disturbin9 activities should also be quantified . As the 
Service ' s  miti9ation 9oal is to ensure no net loss of habitat 
value while minimiz in9 loss of in-kind habitat value, appropriate 
compensation measures should be proposed for loss of wildlife 
habitat . A reve9etation and maintenance plan should be developed 
and presented in the final statement that evaluates the potential 
of plantin9 species favorable for wildlife cover and food , and 
mana9in9 the pipeline ri9ht-of-way lands to improve wildlife 
values (such as maintainin9 ve9etative cover and limitin9 
herbicide sprayin9 and vehicular access) ,  

Page 2-22 : Our Service concurs with the PGT preferred route, 
Alternative c, which would avoid the Jepson Prairie Preserve 
property . 

Page 2-38 Table 2-1 1 Tehama-Colusa Creek should be chan9ed to 
Tehama-Colusa Cana l ,  We concur with the aerial crossin9 proposed 
for Battle Creek . This measure would protect the most important 
salmon spawnin9 tributary to the upper Sacramento River. 
Specific provisions for crossin9 the Coleman Cana l should be 
included because the canal is a primary water supply conduit to 
the Service ' •  Coleman. National Fish Hatchery. 

Page 3E-16 Table 3E-3 : Because the vernal pool fairy shrimp 
(Brancbinecta lyncbi) , Californ�a linderiella (Lin4eriella 

occidentalis ) , Conservancy fairy shrimp (Brancbintcta 
conteryation) , and lon9horn fairy shrimp (Brancbinecta 
longiantenna) are recommended by the Service for cate9ory 1 
candidate status , they should be added to Table 3B-3 . They 
should also be included in surveys bein9 conducted for 
preparation of the biolo9ical assessment. 
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Page 4F-7 California - PGT Noniurisdictional Facilities Shasta 
crayfish : The notation that Shasta crayfish are only associated 
with rubble substrate is not accurate. Shasta crayfish , which 
have been round in the vicinity of the proposed Fall River 
crossin9 , are now known to inhabit soft bottom , ve9etated aquatic 
areas on at least temporary or seasonal batis . Thi• tpecies 
population continues to decline and the current recovery 
potential is low. Since PGT is plannin9 to continue turvey• in 
the area , the fina l  statement should include thi• correction. 

Pta• 4F-8. Winter-run Chinook Salmon: Thi• specie• i• no lon9er 
emer9ency-l isted under the Federal Endan9ered Specie• Act .  The 
winter-run salmon wa• formally litttd •• threatened effective 
November J O ,  1990 ( 50 CFR Part 227 , Federal Re9i1ttr Vol .  5 5 ,  No . 
2 14 ,  November 5 ,  1990 ) . 

The crossin9 with the most potential impact on the Sacramento 
River i• located jutt downstream fro• the Red Bluff Divertion 
Dam. This titt is in a major mi9ration corridor and provide• 
spawnin9 and rearin9 habitat for anadromou• Cith, includin9 
chinook talmon, ttttlbead trout , and American thad . A• the 
federal ly listed (threatened) and State litttd (tndan9ered) ,  
winter-run tal•on alto occur at thi• •itt, we reco .. end 
consultation with the National Marine Fitbtrit• Service and the 
california Department of Fitb and Game re9ardin9 potential 
impacts and lost-avoidance meatur•• ·  Althou9b mo•t winter-run 
talmon tpawn upttream from the propottd pipeline cro••in9, 
construction work may adversely ditrupt •i9ratory and juvenile 
rearin9 condition•. Durin9 period• when the Red Bluff Divertion 
Dam 9ates are cloted and sacramento River flow• are hi9h , winter­
run talmon may spawn down•tream fro• the da• in the vicinity of 
the proposed cro••in9. Therefore, the proper time period Cor in­
river construction work mutt be identified , approved and 
pre•ented in the final ttatement. 

A 1i9nif icant proportion of the winter chinook salmon run may be 
expected to pats the propottd conttruction •itt durin9 the month 
of Apri l .  Major river channel work at that time may ditrupt 
their mi9ration pattern and may force many tal•on to tpawn 
downttr••• where water temperature• may be lethal to incubatin9 
salmon 1991 . In addition, very lar91 number• of Call-run chinook 
salmon may pats the project tit• in October when river channel 
work wou ld have effect• •i•ilar to tho•• dttcribtd above. 
Accordin9ly, in-river conttruction work tbould be confined to the 
Kay 1 to october 1 period . 

Pta• B-1-3 • 4 Appendix 1-1. special statu• Plant• Tbat MAY 
Occur Along the PGT Route: Tht California jewelflower 
( Cauloptbus ctlifornicul) and San Joaquin wooly-threads 
( LtiBtfl!a conqdonii) were federal ly litttd a• endan9ered on July 
19 , 1990 .  The Hoover ' •  wooly-star (Eriattrua booytri) wa• litttd 
as threatened on thi• date . Becau•• tome tim• bat tlapttd tinct 
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FERC 1 s  initial request for a species list, we recommend that FERC 
request an update to that list to ensure appropriate 
consideration of listed and proposed species in the bioloqical 
assessment under preparation. 

Wyoming Portion of Altamont Pipeline Pro1ect 

Altamont proposes to locate, construct , and operate a 30 inch 
diameter pipeline from Wild Horse, Alberta , canada throuqh 
Montana to Opa l ,  Wyominq. The proposed pipeline would del iver 
700""cf/d of natural qas to facilities operated by Kern River Gas 
Transmission company which already has a FERC certificate to 
construct and operate a pipeline to southern california. 

NONGAHE BIRDS 

Pages 1E-§2 and §-31:  FERC requires the perwit applicants to 
conduct raptor surveys prior to construction, realiqn the route 
to avoid destruction of active nests , and not construct within 
0 . 5  miles of an active raptor neat durinq the raptore breedinq 
and neetinq season. Takinq of any nests, includinq inactive 
nests, is illeqal without a Federal perwit. Because the smal l  
scale o f  the maps prevent the Service from identifyinq potential 
confl icts with known raptor nests , larqe scale maps should be 
included in the final statement. 

Page 41-§2 and Tablea JE-5 and 41-111 Some errore in the 
discussion section and the list of threatened and endanqered 
candidate species were found which need to be corrected as 
follOWS I 

a)  

b) 

c) 

d) 

The lonq-billed curlew needs to be included . It is a 
candidate species and a Priority Species in need of 
special manaqement. CUrlews nest throuqhout Wyominq, 
but the Altamont route does not pass throuqh any known 
concentrations . 

The ferruqinoue hawk is also a species of concern in 
Wyominq (Nonqame Bird and Ma .. al strateqic Plan) . 

The whoopinq crane , which summers in Wyominq, is not 
found on any sites alonq the proposed route. However , 
they occur reqularly in miqration alonq the route at 
Farson and occasionally alonq the Ham • •  Fork near Opal.  

There was an active baid eaqle nest in 1990 near the 
pipeline route where it passes the north end of 
Seedekadee National Wildlife Refu9e. This pair may 
return and nest in the ·�me location or nearby . 
Seedekadee National Wildlife Refuqe personnel and the 
service ' s  Cheyenne Field station should be contacted 
prior to construction retardinq this nestin9 site. 
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e) Mountain plovers neat throuqhout Wyominq and not just 
in southern Wyominq . 
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f)  The reference made to a 1977 Wyominq Department of Game 
and Fish publication is presumably the "Current status 
and Inventory of Wildlife in Wyominq" . This 
publication is outdated and has been replaced by the 
Nonqame Bird and Mammal Strateqic Plan ( 1987) as the 
appropriate source for a list of species of concern. 
Additional bird species which may occur alonq the 
pipeline route include the white pelican, black-crowned 
niqht-heron , snowy eqret , trumpeter swan, merlin, and 
qreat blue heron . The Service may have conducted 
raptor surveys where the pipeline may cross crucial 
nestinq habitat for the merlin. No trees with maqpie 
nests should be cut alonq the Green River, and tree­
cuttinq should be avoided as much as possible . The 
restrictions for raptors should also be applied for 
qreat blue herons . The only known colony near the 
pipeline route is in the . NBSB Sec. 2 5 ,  T21N R114W. 

q) The pereqrine fa lcon is not a winter miqrant but do 
miqrate throuqh the state in the sprinq and fal l .  

NONGAME MAMMALS 

Page 31-30 and 31 :  The list of threatened and endanqered species 
for Wyominq should include the spotted bat. 

Page 41-53 through §1: For completeness ,  these sections should 
include the spotted bat and Preble ' s  shrew (Federal) . The table 
should be revised to list Wyominq Game and Fish Department 
Priority Species which may be impacted . In addition to the 
spotted bat, these include dwarf shrew, Merriam ' s  shrew, Yuma 
Myotis, California myotis, red bet , hoary bat, Townsend ' s  biq­
eared bat, pallid bat, and Great Basin pocket •oust . The 1977 
Game and Fish Department publication entitled current Status and 
Inventory of Wildlife in Wyoming is outdated and not suitable for 
reference in relation to the status and distribution of nonqame 
mammals in Wyo•inq. The 1987 Nonqame Bird and Ma .. al strateqic 
Plan and the 198 1  Wyominq Mammal Atlas (draft) are the 
appropriate current sources . We request that the Service and the 
Wyominq Game and Fish Department be provided with maps ( 1 1 2 4 , 000 
or 1 : 100 , 000 scale) of prairie doq town locations identif ied on 
this project . 
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Appendix 

Table 1 .  Minor chanqes and additions recommended for protectinq 
streams and wetland areas in Northern Idaho . 

1 .  Perennial Stream crossinqs 

c .  Time Window for Construction 

The June 1 throuqh September 30 time window should 
provide adequate protection for epawninq fish and 
incubatinq eqqs in most instances , thouqh there 
may be species-specific spawninq periods unique to 
a qeoqraphic locality. The followinq lanquaqe 
should be included : 

3 .  Notify the appropriate aqency, prior to 
construction, for review to document stream 
specific timinq and presence of spawninq fish and 
incubatinq eqqs . Documentation will be provided 
that delineates these timinqe and that project 
construction will not affect these resources , 

H .  Poet Project Water Quality Monitorinq (new 
measure) , 

• 1 .  A systematic, periodic proqram to monitor 
water qual ity downstream of impacted croesinqe 
will be implemented concurrent with construction. 
Chanqee in sedimentation, turbidity , and cobble 
armor shall be monitored for a period of 3 years 
and monitorinq reports shall be provided annually 
to requlatinq aqenciee . If these reports indicate 
possible problems , consultation with the u . s .  Fish 
and Wildlife Service will be initiated and efforts 
wi l l  be made to mitiqate for these added impacts . •  

Table 2 .  Potentially impact waterways of particular concern to 
the se�vice include : 

LOop No. 

8 

waterway 

Fal l  River 
Lake Britton 

Old cow creek 

Special concerns 

Resident trout 
Warm water sport fish ; 
non-qame foraqe fish for 
bald eaqles ; resident 
trout downstream from Pit 
3 Dam ( Lake Britton) , 
Steelhead trout 
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South Cow creek 
North ' South Fork 

Bear Creek 
Battle Creek 

Steelhead trout 
Steelhead trout 

Chinook salmon, 

17 

steelhead trout , resident 
rainbow trout , 

Coleman National Fiab Hatchery 

Paynes Creek 

sacramento River 

Tehama-Coluaa canal 

Thome• creek 

Stony · creek 

Cache Creek 
Putah creek 

water eupply 

Chinook salmon, eteelhead 
trout 
Chinook Salmon 
(especially the l isted 
winter-run) , steelhead 
trout , American shad. 

Tebaaa-Coluaa Fiah Facility 

aalaon epawnin9 channela. 
Occasional salmon , 
ateelhead 
Occaaional salmon, 
steelhead and warm 
water sport f iah 
(catfish , baaa) 

Same as above 
Same aa above 

1 1  Lower Sacramento San Joaquin River Delta 
Anadromoua 

fish habitats 
(striped baaa , American 
ahad , Chinook salmon ) . 
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'AIIII.TSIS BUW"' .:·, 

� 
Karch 1 4 ,  1991 � 
Lois cashel l ,  Secretary 

DEPART M ENT 01 
FISH AND 

WILDLIFE 

Federa l Energy Regulatory Commission 
825 North capitol street , N . E .  
Washington, DC 20426 

�� 

RE: PGT/PG&E Natural Gas Pipeline Project DEIS 

Dear Ms . Lois cashell:  : 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for the PGT/PG&E and 
Altamont Natural Gas Pipeline Projects . our district 
fish and wildlife biologists and myself have been in 
contact with biologists from PGT over the last several 
years. Some of our co111111ents below reflect previous 
conversations with PGT sta f f .  

Specific Comments 

We are concerned that there are discrepancies between 
the construction schedule described in the DEIS and the 
schedule described by PGT biologists . This concern is 
reflected in comments 2 ,  9 10,  and 1 1  below. 

1 .  Page 1-20 . The agency name needs to be changed to 
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife , not Oregon Game 
Commission . 

2 .  Page 2-40,  Table 2-8.  The DEIS indicates that the 
construction phase will occur in the Bend area between 
April and October 1993 , PGT biologists however, have 
indicated that work would occur in the area possibly as 
early as late Februaryfearly Karch . The pipe would be 
laid during early June and a l l  ground work would be 
finished by mid-August . Because of this schedule, the 
Department was concerned that there would be an open 
trench lying in the path of antelope dispersing from 
their wintering areas . As a result, our biologists 
recommended that the same mitigation measures developed 
for minimizing wildlife impacts in the Bend area be 
used in the Pr inevi lle district (see comment 9 )  • 

" 
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• 
2�1 SW Firs\ A•·enue 
ro Box 59 
Pnrll•nd, OR 97207 
(�J) 229·5�00 

(Ore&on Department or Flsh and Wlldllre) 
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I f  work does not beg in unt i l  Apr i l  as stated in the 
D E I S ,  antelope migration would be leas of a concern for 
the Department . 

J .  Page J E- 1 4 .  I t  i s  unl ikely that Ca l i forn ia 
wolverine are found along the J'ipeline in Deschutes 
County as it is too well developed. 

4 .  Page J E- 1 9 .  The O ' Ne i l  to Bend Airport section of 
the pipe l ine is not deer winter range , but year-round 
range . 

5 .  Page J E- 2 0 .  The comment (several narrow corridors) 
des ignation for deer migration is not correct . Deer 
m igrate a long the entire pipeline route from Lava Butte 
to Gi lchrist , however ,  within thi s  migration corridor 
several areas are used more than others . 

6 .  Page 4 E-7 . The vegetative clearing of the right­
o f -way w i l l  encourage vehicular uses along the 
corridor . We support any method to reduce the 
unauthori zed uses by ORVa etc . These uses cause 
harassment , i l legal k i l l s ,  etc . , to wi ld l i f e .  

7 .  Page 4 E-J J .  The D E I S  states that known and 
potent i a l  bat habitat w i l l  be surveyed by PGT using a 
qua l i f ied bat biologist prior to construct ion , The 
document does not speci fy what measures w i l l  be taken 
if bats are discovered . The Department would prefer 
that the a l ignment be re-routed if bats are found . 

There is no recommended construction timing for 
Townsend ' a Bats in the DEIS . The Department requests 
that construction adjacent to bat habitat avoid the 
h i bernating and nesting seasons. The beat t ime for 
construction would be between the h i bernation and 
nest ing seasons or just a fter the nesting season . The 
nesti ng period is between May and September 7 .  
Hibernation should be complete by early Apri l .  

8 .  Page 4 E- J 6 .  The DEIS states that construction of 
the .John Day Variation on the ridge above Thirtymile 
Creek would have l eas than sign i f icant e ffects on 
Ca l i forni a  Bighorn Sheep because the loss of vegetation 
would be short-term and the amount of forage lost would 
be sma l l  relative to the tota l ava i lable forage in the 
area . However, the Department has serious concerns 
relative to effects of the .John Day variation route • 

.lis the DEIS indicates , the Department released bighorn 
sheep in this location in .January of 198 9 .  I n  both 
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March and June , the Department found one of the two 
groups of sheep in the area proposed for the new 
a l i gnment . The area is used for lambing by the bighorn 
sheep. The Department at a minimum supports the 
recommendation in the DEIS to avoid construct ion in the 
area during the bighorn sheep lambing season , 

9 .  Page 4 E-4 1 ,  last paragraph . Communication between 
PGT biologists and our district biologists has 
indicated that construction w i l l  occur during the deer 
m igration period . Attached is a copy of the PGT-PG&E 
Proposed Construction Work Plan Deer Migration 
Corridors . The only agreed-upon change to this work 
plan is to a llow an earl ier daily start-up t ime for 
workers . In addition , if the earthen-covered plugs are 
too far apart they may have to be placed closer than 
the 400 yards indicated in the DEI S .  

1 0 . Page 4E-4 l .  We support the FERC recommendation 
that no construction occur in the pronghorn migration 
corridors between March and Apri l  to m inimize impacts . 
However , PGT has indicated that construction would be 
starting earl ier than these dates . 

l l . Page 6-l l ,  Il l .  We support the FERC recommendation 
that no construction sha l l  occur within the Rimrock 
Spr ings WMA pronghorn migration corridor during the 
pronghorn migration season . However aga i n ,  this t iming 
con f l i cts with PGT ' s  proj ected timing . I f  construction 
does occur during the migration period , the mitigation 
measures outlined for minimiz ing m igration impacts i n  
the Bend district w i l l  need t o  b e  a requirement for 
construction to proceed . 

1 2 . Page E-2 - l . Pau l ina Creek near Milepost 4 8 0  is 
not mentioned i n  Appendix E-2 . 

l l .  Map Notebook , Map 10 of 2 1 .  Mi lepost 458 to 465 
i s  Mul e  Deer Winter Range rather than Transition Range . 

14 . Sensitive Species . As a final note, the FEIS 
shou ld address the state of oregon ' s  sensitive species 
list ( a ttached) in addition to Natural Heritage data . 
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 
proposa l .  Please feel free to contact me i f  you have 
any questions regarding our comments. 

S incerely , 

-11 c-· )' .-f,.r.,0-_)Q'l.1 .0q_r--' 
Patricia Snov 
Waterway Alterations Coordinator 
Habitat Conservation Division 

Attachments 

c Bob Krein, ODFW 
Steve Roberts , PGT 
Errol Claire , ODFW 
Jill Zarnovitz , ODFW 
Jim Phelps, Don Wi lt;  ODFW 
Ralph Opp, John Fortune ; ODFW 
Jim Torland, Steve Pribyl , ODFW 
Greg Concannon , Amy Stuart; ODFW 
Norm Behrens , Ted Fies, Chris carey; ODFW 
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