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(=5, United States

B :, Depariment of
‘\\?’ Agncuttwre

Federal Building Room 3124
Conservation 100 East B Street
Service

Casper, Wyoming 82601

January 29,

[U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soll Conservation Service, Casper, Wyoming)
1991
(V-]
—
N -
Me. Loie Cashell, Secretary r:"’;
Federal Bnergy Regulatory Commiesion y
825 North Capitol Street, N.E. -
Washington, DC 20426 o L
I =
RE: DEBIS - PGT/PGGE & Altamo L
Natural Gas Plpeline Projects. s 3
Docket No. CP89-460-001 S92 =
Docket No. CP-90-1375-000 I
Dear Ms.

Cashell:

FAl-1] The soil Consarvation Service in Wyoming has no camment on the Draft

Environmental Impact Statement for the PGT/PGE Expansion - Altamont Naturai
Gas Pipeline Projects.

* FAl-1
We thank you for the opportunity to review and coowment.
Sincerely,

Thank you for your comment letter.

State Conservationis

cc:

Mr. Mark C. Kalpin (PGT/PGRE Expansion Project),
Mr. Laurence J. Sauter, Jr. (Altamont Project) v

RECEIVED BY

FEB 0O 7 V31
RVIROAMERIAL COWPLWANCE ARD PROIECI
AALYSIS BRARDA
0 The So4 Conservaton Service
) Cn e mse

FA-1




FA2-1

FA2-2

FA2-3

FA2-4

2
United States Department of the Interior AMRAmm———
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION =

Great Plains Region -_—
P.O. Boz 36900
Billinge, Montawa 69107~-0900

FA-2

INREPLY
REFER TO

GP-420

RECEIVED BY

FEB 2 1 1o

RYRDRUENIAL COMPLARCE K PRONCH
R s o

Fte4 o0 9

Ms. Lois Cashell

Secretary, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
825 North Capitol Street, N.E.

Washington DC 20426

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

Dear Ms. Cashell:

We have reviewed your draft EIS and submit the following comments: FA2-1

1. We suggest that the language on Table 1-4, Page 1-18, be amended as follows:
a. Agency: US. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation.
b. Permit/Authority: Review authority in consultation with BLM and applicant.
c. Agency Action: Revicw construction, land use, and rehabilitation plans.
Provide mitigating measures and stipulations to BLM to be included in the permit.

Conduct onsite inspection prior to construction.

2. On page 6-37, we would like to see the section titled “FERC Staff
Recommended Mitigation Measures for the Allamont Project” changed to “FERC Staff
Environmenta] Commitments for the Altamoat Project.”

FA2-2

3. In reference to item 50 on page 6-38, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation)
will request a review of any plan for the control of naxious weeds on Reclamation land
before such a plan is implemented. Any such plans should be forwarded to the Project
Manager, Montana Projects OfGee, Burcau of Reclamation, P.O. Bax 30137,

Billings, Montana 59107-0137.

FA2-3

FA2-4

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

[U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, Billings, Montana)

Comment accepted.  See change to Table 1-4.

The FERC staff cannot make commitments for Altamont. We will, however, recommend that
the mitigation measures in Chapter 6 of the FEIS be attached as conditions to any FERC
certificate issued for Altamont’s proposed project.

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 Part 800.4(c), for the entire
project. However, be assured that as part of the ongoing consultation with your office, as an
interested party, the Bureau of Reclamation’s (BOR) views on determinations of eligibility will
be taken into account on lands administered by the BOR.




FA24 | eligibility for cultural resource sites on Reclamation lands. This requirement will be
(cont.) | listed as a special stipulation on the permit issued by the Bureau of Land Management.

If you have any questions, please contact Mark Beatty (FTS 585-6423 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
825 North Capitol Street, NE
Washington DC 20426




FA3-1

L

FA4

United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF REQLAMATION
UPPER COLORADO REGIONAL OFFICE
PO. BOX 11368

SALT LAKE CITY, UTAN 84147

FEB 2 8 1991

ns. Lois Cashell

secretary

rederal tnergy Regulatory Cosmission
825 North Capitol Street, NE.
wWashington OC 20426

Subject: Environmental Impact Statement, Altamont Gas Transmission Company,
Oocket No. CP90-1375-000, Seedskadee and Eaden Projects, Wyoming
(FERC EIS)

Lear Ms. Cashell:

We have reviewed your draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the
Altamont Natural Gas Pipeline Project. The proposed route of the pipeline will
cross withdrawn and fee lands acquired by the United States through the Bureau
of Reclamation (Reclamation) 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 3,1939, copy enclosed, the
pipeline project crosses several features of the Eden Project, such as the
E-5aH, F-20, Farson, F-24, F-27, E-6, and Westside laterals, F-10, F-3, W-6, and
W-/, drains, Eden Canal, and the W-19 sublateral.

FA3-1

Additionally, as stated in the enclosed letter, it is imperative that the
superintendent at Fontenelle Dam be contacted prior to any crossing of the Green
River 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 1920 Mineral Leasing Act, as amended 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 right-oft-way permit for the use of the lands for the
buried pipeline in the Seedskadee and Eden Projects.

Sincerely,

Lamy Voo i % RECEIVED BY

oland Robison NAR 0 4 1%
Reglonal Director EvIRORMERTAL COMPLARCE ARD PROXCT
ANALYSIS BRANCH

Enclosure

[U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, Salt Lake City, Utah)

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




cc:

State Director, Bureau of Land Management, Wyoming State Office,
PO Box 1823, Cheyenne WY 82003

Ms. Salley Haverly, Bureau of Land Management, 1993 Dewar Drive,
Rock Springs WY 8290.

ms. Lauren 0° onnell

Project Manager

federal tnergy Regulatory Commission
825 North Capitol Street, NE.
Washington DC 20426

Oftice of Environmental Project Review (ER39/750)
1dth and C Street, NW., Room 2340
washington OC 20240

wr. Tom Taliaferro
President
Eden Valley Irrigation and
Orainage District
PO Box 174
Farson WY 82932
(each w/encl)

FA-5




FA3-2

Lpseciac  INepoars

FA-6

uC-4s7 WY 31359
Ms. Lols Cashell
Secretary
rederal Energy Regulatory Commission
8¢5 north Capitol Street, NE
washington UC 2u426
Subject: Environmental Report, Altasont Gas Transportation Project, Seedskadee

ana Eden Projects, Wyoming (Environmental Report)
Dear ns. Cashell:
The Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) recognizes that our comments will be
received wall beyond the comment perioc deadline. We, howaver, did mot receive
the Rotice of Inteat or the strip msps uatil after (lctebcr 19, 1989. e hope
that our comments will be of bemefit.
The alignment of tha pipeline crosses several withdrawn and one fee acquired
section of the Seedskadee Project. Features of the Eden Project that will be
affected will be the E-5AH, F-20, Farson, F-24, F-27, €-6, and Westside
laterals; F-lv, F-3, W-6, and M-7 draims; Eden Canal; and W-19 sublateral.
It will be fmperative that the superintendent at Fontenelle Dam, and the Eden FA3-2

valley Irrigation and Drainasge District ia Fersom be contacted prior to sny
crossing of the Greem River or tha Eden Project features.

We would 11ke to take this opportunity to clarify the jurisdictiomal
responsibilities shared by Reclamation and the Suresu of Land Managesent (BLM).
Rec 1amstion has jurisdiction over the Eden Project lands except for ?rulng
management and of1 and gas concerns covered by the 1920 Mimeral teasing Act.
SLM manages these Mesources under an agrecment between the two agencies. The
seme holds trmg fer the Seedskadee Project, except that BLR also manages
recreation a8 Featenelle Reservoir and the two campgrounds on the Greea River
downstress frum the dam,

Although cultural resources, plant and animal specfies, historic trails,
recreation, fisheries and others are discussed in the Altamoant Environmental
Impact Report (EIR), there i3 mo supporting data to review. We do not feel we
can sdequately commat on these issues at this tims.

See response to FA3-1.




We sppreciate the opportunity to comment on Altamont's EIR. Once the
Environmental lmpact Report/Statement prepared by Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission is completed we would appreciate receiving a copy for comment.

Any questions cen be referred to Lorene Christensen, FTS 588-4100.

Sincerely,

W2 g
FOR Roland Robison
Regional Director

cct « Ms. Lauren 0°'Donnell
Project Manager
Federal Emergy Regulatory Commission
825 North Cepitol Street, NE
WasHington DC 20426

Mr. Laurence J. Sauter

Project Manager

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
825 North Capitol Street, NE
Washington DC 20426

Office of Environmental Project Review (ER89/750)
Rooa 2340

18th and C Street, W

Washington OC 20240

Mr. Toa Tallaferro
President
Eden Valley Irrigation and Drainage District

P.0. Box 174
Farson WY 82932

bc: Chief, {.I-ll' Gorge Field Division, Dutch John UT
Attentjea: Gary D. Butterfield
bee: UC-450, UC-430, UC-150, UC-457

WBR: LChristensen:kc:10/23/89:588-4100:CL.90.2

FA-7




FA4-1

United States Department of the Interior

SRR
BUREAU OF BRCLAMATION
MID-PACIFIC REQION S =.
ELAMATH PROJECT
6600 WASHBURN WAY

ELAMATH FPALLA OREQON 77030548

ENV 6.00

K0-140 AR 41991 ‘;\ﬁo W o
Ms. lois Cashell, Secretary ‘\‘\Uﬁﬂﬂ
Federal Energy Regulatory Coamission \ 'plfﬁ

825 North Capitol Street, N.E.
Washington, DC 20426
Subject: Comments on the Draft Environsental Impact Statement (EIS) for the
PGT/PCSE Expansion - Altamont Natural Gas Pipelina (EIS)

Dear Ms Cashell:

The Klamath Project of the Bureau of Reclamation does not object to.the
preliminary location of the pipeline. Our only concern at this time is the
construction schedule. If it is necessary to cross one of the Project's
irrigation canals, it msust be accomplished during the non-irrigation season -
usually between March 15 and October 15. Exact dates will depend upon local
conditions affecting agricultural practices.

Please place us on your notification list for future i{nformation pertaining to
the Environmental Impact Statement and pipeline construction.

Sincerely,

Acting Project Manager

cc: Mark C. Kalpin (PGT/PG&E Expansion Project)
Laurence J. Sauter, Jr. (Altamont Project)
(Both at same address as this letter)

i

FA4-1

[U.S. Department of the Interior, Buresu of Reclamation, Klamath Falls, Oregon]

Thank you for your comment. The staff’s procedures in Appendix C-3 allow appropriate
permitting agencies to expand or restrict the staff"s recommended time window for construction
in order to address site-specific circumstances.




FAS-1

DEFARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES

Pubiic Health Service

Centers for Disease Control
Atlanta GA 30333

February 28, 1991

Ms. Lois Cashell, Secretary

Federal 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 PGT/PG&E and Altamont Natural Gas Pipeline
Projects. We are responding on behalf of the U.S. Public Health
Service.

We concur that construction across waterbodies and major rivers, FAS-1
particularly those with contaminated sediments, have the greatest

potential for adverse water quality impacts. 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 public

and private supply systems, we believe the FERC recommendation 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 implemented. In the event groundwater supplies were

contaminated, emergency mitigation would be implemented,

including provision of a temporary potable water source.

We believe other health related issues have been adequately
addressed, and the mitigation measures described, including
containment of contaminants such as fuels and lubricants, appear
to be adequate and appropriate for the proposed action.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this
document. Please insure that we are included on your mailing
list to receive a copy of the Final EIS, and future EIS's which
may indicate potential public health impact.

Sincerely yours,

?5(’&4 71447“

Cane.. o
EZnneth W. Holt, M.S.E.H.
Special Programs Group (F29)
Center for Environmental Health
and Injury Control

: B\(
:g. Mark C. Kalpin REOE\\‘ED
Mr. Laurence J. Sauter, Jr. .

FA-9

[Department of Health and Human Services, Public Health Service,
Centers for Disease Control, Atlanta, Georgia)

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




FAG-1

FA6-2

FA6-3

FAG-4 '

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY FA-IO

WALLA WALLA DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGANE ERS
WALLA WALLA, WASHMINGTON 99382 0268

February 28, 1991

prArigl RECEIVED BY

Operations Division
MAR 0 b 15%1

ENVIRONMLRIAL COUUALCE. AND PROKEC
UALYSIS SRANCH

Ms. Lois Cashell, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
825 North Capitol Street, N.E.
washington, DC 20426

Dear Ms. Cashell:

This is in regard to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for the PGT/PGLE and Altamont natural gas pipeline 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
following comments are being supplied for your consideration.

a. The "Agency Action" sections of Table 1-4, page 1-17, FA6-1
associated with Section 404 permits should refer to "waters of
the United States®™, not "navigable waters".

b. By admission on page 3E-2, the wetland identification
technique used for the PGT portion of the Draft Environmental FA6-2
Impact Statement, tends to underestimate wetland areas. This
could logically lead to an underestimation of impacts to wetlands.
The Final Environmental Impact Statement should address the
impacts to all wetlands, and therefore should not be completed
until all wetland have been delineated, their functions and
values determined, and the impacts to the wetlands assessed.
This complete assessment of wetland impacts may eliminate the
need for supplemental National Environmental Policy Act documen-
tation related to wetlands during the review of Department of the
Army permit applications.

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 will address the
impacts to exact wetland areas, and their functions and values,
as determined in the field.
d. The mitigation measures for the Moyie River crossings FAG-4

discussed on page 4F-6 will require Department of the Army permits

FAG-3

[U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Walla Walla, Washington)

See revised Table 1.4.

See revised Chapter 3E.

See revised Chaper 4E.

Thank you for this information.




FAG4
(coat)

if they include discharges of dredged or fill material into waters
of the United 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) 522-6721.

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 20426

FA-11




FAT-1

o

cr&zﬂybu—uv/

CpIo-7378 .
TANE S— - -
United States Department of the Interior o] FA-12

Lo L rerrrrean]
BURE U OF RECLAMATIOR/ 4, oL ——
PACTC NORTHWEST REGION 14 6 i, e e
FEDERAL BUILDING & US. COURTHOUSE Fir g, ¥
BOX 043.550 WEST PORT STREET - . . . ‘02
BOISE. IDANO X406 "1 ¢ ri .

T h

Pvi"'lllﬁ’

FEB 281991 L,

Ms. Lois Cashell

Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Comaission
825 North Capitol Street, NE.
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; ldaho, Washington, Oregon,
) California, Montana, and Wyoming (ER 91/60) (Environmenta) Review)

Dear Ms. Cashell:

We have reviewed the subject document. Our only comment is a request that FAZ-1
the parties involved in construction of the PGT/PGAE pipeline segment

coordinate with the appropriate Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) offices

in the Pacific Northwest Region when crossing Reclamation-administered lands.

Crossing agreements, other permits, and site specific environmental

evaluation may be required.

For your information, a portion (in the vicinity of Klamath Falls, Oregon) of
the PGT/PGAE route is located in Reclamation’s Mid-Pacific Region, headquar-
tered in Sacramento, Californfa. The major portion of the Altamont pipeline
is located within Reclamation’s Great Plains Region (Billings, Montana). The
ét‘){nthwﬁ:t:;v\ corner of Wyoming is in our Upper Colorado Region (Salt Lake

y, Utah).

1f you wish further information or assistance in determining the right
contact points among Reclamation’s Pacific Morthwest Region offices, please
let us know at the address above or by phone--Regional Environmental Officer,
Douglas James, (208) 334-1207.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft environmental impact
statement.

Sincerely,

A3

egional Oirector

{U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, Boise, Idaho)

Thank you for your comments.




_ UNITED BTATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
\& Jé gx:u::ﬁ:::;:;nﬂAG::-ohui:Annhhumﬂnn
Bclen t
nree @ Ww:vu:n. oc ea2an [Commerce Department, Nationsl Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration)

February 28, 1991

RECEIVED BY

MAR 1 119%

ENVIBORBENTAL COMFLWACE Ail) FROITCE
ARALYSIS BRARDY

Ms. Lois Cashell

Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
825 North Capitol Street, N.E.
Washington, D.C. 20426

Dear Ms Cashell:
Enclosed are comments to the PGT/PGLE and Altamont Natural Gas

Pipeline Project. We hope our comments will assist you. Thank
you for giving us an opportunity to review the document.

Sincerely,
David Cottingfam
Director

Ecology and Environmental
Conservation Office

Enclosure

cc: Mr. Mark C. Kalpin (PGT/PG&E Expansion Project)
Mr. Laurence J. Sauter, Jr. (Altamont Project)

FA-13




UNITEO STATES OEPARTMENT OF COMME!
Natienal O ic and At phoric Administre
NATIONAL OCEAN SERVICE FA-14

OF FICE OF CHARTING AND GEODETIC SEAVICES
ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 20082

MEMORANDUM FOR: David Cottingham

Ecology and Environmental Conservation Office
Ooffice of the Chief Scienti

L
FROM: ear Admiral J. Austin Yeager,
Director, Charting and Geodetic Services

SUBJECT: DEIS 9101.12 - PGT/PGAE and Altamont Natural
Gas Pipeline Project

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

A preliminary review of C&GS records has indicated the presence
of both horizontal (H) and vertical (V) geodetic control survey
wonuments in the proposed project area. Attached are the
published geodetic control data for Idaho State Level Line 10 (V)
and elevations and descriptions on magnetic tape for vertical
control geodetic survey monuments in California between 36° &
38°30’ latitude, and 120° & 122° longitude. NAD 83 horizontal
control positions for survey monuments in Idaho, Washington,
Oregon, and California on computer diskettes are being forwarded.

FA8-1} This information should be reviewed for identifying the location FAB-1
and designation of any geodetic control monuments that may be

affected by the proposed project. If there are any planned

activities which will disturb or destroy these monuments, C&GS

requires not less than 90 days’ notification in advance of such

activities in order to plan for their relocation.

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

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

Attachment
cc: N/CG17 - J. Spencer N/CG1x9 - J. D’Onofrio
N/CG1x21 - L. Riggers N/CG1x22 - D. Wegenast

N/CG1x30 - B. Kelly

FEB 27109 A




@

Munited States Forest Pacific 319 S.N. Pi e Street

Departsent of Service Northwest P.0. Box 3623
Agriculture Regio Portland, OR 97208-3623

Reply To: 2720
Date: m 07 m‘

Ms. Lois Cashell, Secretary , ..
Federal Energy Regulatory Comsissio Ny T
825 North Cepitol Street, NE )
Washington, DC 20426

. 2
Dear Secretary: Lo
Reference is ma e to Docket Nos. CP89-460-001 and CP90-1375-000.

The USDA Forest Service has reviewed the Draft Environsental Impact Statement
(DEIS) for the PGT/PGE and Altamont Natural Gas Pipeline Projects. The
following coaments are provided for use and consideration when preparing the
final docuaents. ‘

General Comment

The Effects portion of the document deals primarily with a physical description
of the project area. Little inforsation is given to show co sequences or
tradeoffs to the proposed action. Since PGT/PGE route follows an existing
corridor there was little attention to analysis of alternative routes and
probably rightly so.

Our review fou d the docusent to be not as site specific as sost EIS's would
warrant if prepared by the Forest Service following our norsal procedures and
regulations.

But since this project is unique in that the Agencies have had the opportu ity
to accomplish many site-specific reviews with the pipeline companies 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 mitigation. Our comments will be directed toward the
DEIS and site-specific requirements for COM plans,

Altamont GCas 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.

FA-15

[U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest Service, Portland, Oregon)




FA9-1

FA9-2

FAS-3 I

FA94

Ms. lois Cashell 2

PGT/PGE Gas Pipeline Expansion Project

Coasents relative to the DEiS.

Cultural Resource

The treataent of cultural resources in Chapters 3IM and 4M was very general.
Traditional culturel erees and concerns have been addressed and the DEIS
displays evidence of contact with tribes, whose reservations or ceded lands
would be impacted. Illowever, at leaat in Waras Springa Reservation's case,
response was not received before the issuance of the DEIS and thus not
included. No lield surveys have been conducted with the APE to locate
significent paleontological resources (fossil remains and formations} prior to
the issuance of the DEIS.

Wildfire

There is no discussion of the potential consequences of a wildfire being
started during the construction of the pipeline. During che period of June to
October there ia always the potential for construction and clearing activities
to atart a wildfire.

If & wildfire atarta and is not immediately controlled it could ceause
considerable daaage to both forested and ahrub and grass vegetated areas.

The risk of wildfire will be reduced by following approved practices and uaing
aitigation seasures that will be required in fire prevention plena to prevent
the opportunity for the ignition of a fire,

Page 2, Front Notice, Par. 2, Sent. U

“liowever, because their facilities would not be constructed without FERC
approval of the PGT/PGE expanzion, the DE1S discusses the potentiasl impact of
the nonjurisdictional PGT/PGE facilities on federslly 1listed threatened and
endangered species, culturel resources, and federally adeinistered lands within
Californie."

Coament: The potential impact of flederally listed threatened and endangered
species and cultural resources ia discussed within the DEIS, but very little is
discussed concerning the (ederally adainiatered lands within Celifornis.

Page xxvi CLO

GLO stood for Government Lend Office not “"Organization."

Page S-4, Par. 1

“...4% acre expansion of the existing Compressor Station No. 12...° The Foreat
Service fia concerned with this sentence becsuse we have not yet received enough
information to know that the station is to be expanded by 4 acres. On field
reviev with PGT in October 1930 this issue was discussed. The District Ranger
prefers not to expand the station perait boundary. An altermate proposal is to
expand the existing fence to within 10 feet of the current boundary only as

FA9-1

FA9-2

FA9-3

FA9-4

Comment noted. See revised Chaprer 3K,

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

"GLO" sands for "General [and Office”.

Based on conversations between PGT, the Forest Service, and the FERC slaff, we have clarified
that PGT proposes to move its existing fence up to 5 feet. This relocation would not 1equire
an expansion of the existing slalion permit boundary, See revised Executive Summary.
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FEA9-5

FA9-6

FA9-7

FA9-8

FA9-9

FAS-10

Ms. lLois Cashell 3

needed to accoasodate additional piping. Due to the sensitivity of this
station with the owners of Vandevert acres subdivision, it is important theat
this be resolved.

Page S-11, Par. 4, Sent. 4

"However, because the critieria that the CPUC utilized to identify potentially
significant iapacts were different than the critieris utilized by the FERC
staffl, we have not atteapted to summarize the potential significance of any
environmental iapact associated with the conatruction of PGLE‘'as
nonjurisdictionsl facilities.®

FA9-5

Cozment: If the criteries utilized to identify potentially aignificant iapacte
18 different, shouldn't the iapactz on the federally administered lands within
Californis follow the criteria utilized by FERC or those which are most
stringent?

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

"Finally, FERC is in the process of preparing a Biologicel Assessesent (BA), as FA9-6

required by the ESA, to determine whether the proposed project would affect
federally listed or proposed threatened or endangered species, or their
designated critical habitat.

Cossent: Shouldn't the Forest Service designated sensitive species also be
included? On Page 3E-1 & list is provided of what will be included es a
specisl-gstatus plant species. "Species listed as sensitive by FS" 18 included
within this list.

Page 2-3, Per. 1

The paregraph aade no diatinction between private land and Federal land
jurisdiction as related to livestock grazing. 1t i3 assumed that the paragraph
applies to permitted livestock on National Forest lands as well as private
lands.

Page 2-3, Par. 2

Pesticide epplication, if used to cleer the right-of-way, must conform with EPA
regulations. label restrictions. and the Regional Environszental Impact
Stateaent on Vegetative Manageaent.

FA9-7

FA9-8

Page 2- Per, 2

Clearing. Oebris and alash created..., or landowner agreeaents. The sgencies FA9-9
or lendowners aay agree to allow the aaterial to be burned. Burning would be

en effect on air quelity and this has not been discussed, or the effects should

be addressed.

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

“Stuaps would be resoved only as required by pipeline instesllation.* FA9-10

Comments: Page 2-33, Par.6, Sent. 2 states: "All stumps would be grubdbid from
a continuous strip, 30 feet wide and centered on the new trench center line."

FA-17

See response to comment FA9-2.

The ESA only requires that a BA be prepared for federally listed species. The ESA has no
application to Forest Service listed sensitive species.

The siated assumplion is correct.

Comment noted. No response required.

The need for the project applicant 1 dispose of cleared materials in accordance with applicable
regulations and permits is clearly ideniified in Chapter 2. Impacts associated with buming are
discussed in Chapter 4H: Environmentai Consequences: Air Quality.

These slatements are not contradictory but merely establish prudent construction pactices.




FAS-10
(coat.)

FA9-1)

FA9-12

FA9-13

FA9-14

FA9-15

FA9-16

FA9-17

Ms. Lofs Cashell L]

Do these two sentences contradict each other? It d
clear 30 feet in sll instances.
potential for erosfon.

Page 2-3, S

Ditching 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
of *“Cultivated areas?™ Our concern is the cover over the pipes be sufficient
to sllow for ecoad meintenance and ditchline seintenance, and that depth iea
sufficient to provide strength for log haul and heavy equipment.

Page 2-4, Per. 3

This persgreph ahould mention that the teenches will have ramps added to thee
while they are open 80 uildlife and cattle eay escepe.

Page 2-5

Road Crossings. Detoura: This paragraphs indicates that either detours or
construction bridging will be used on road croseings. Actusl closure of the
road to traffic is another option, especislly on our lower standard and lower
use roads. This would be beneffcial. where spplicable, to 1feit the iapacta of
detour construction where not necessary. Suggest that this option at least be
sentioned where permitted by the local suthority or owner of the private road.

‘t seem nec y to
Grubbing on slopes could fncrease the

Page 2-8, Sec. 2.2.2

This section sentions nothing about the expansion of coapressor stetions.
Expanded atationa would nced to seet the same requiresents.

Page 2-15, Sec. 2.3.1, Per. 2

1t again wentions the expanaion of Compressor Station 12. Perhaps 8 sore
detailed diacussion of the alternatives would be appropriate.

Page 2-20, Sec. 2.3.2, Par. 2

"...Lave River Cave Park...
read "....lLave River Cave..."

Page 2-20, Per. 7

Many of the MP‘'s listed are wrong. It should reead:

Leva River Cave is not & perk. It should just

Loop 8 extends froa the Oregon/Celif. border st MP 612.5 to the Bumey
Coapressor atatfon at MP 634.8. The pipeline rune through the Klamath Basin
parallel to SR 139 o MP 623. The pipeline cuna through the Modoc Nationsl
Forest and over sose privately owmed ground froa MP 625 to MP 660. locations

within the Modoc Nationsl Foreat Boundary include Tionesta Compressor Station
at MP 637.1, the bend in the pipeline running southwest et MP 643 and Long Bell
¥Wildlife Refuge froa MP 649 through MP 653.6.

FA-18

FA9-11

FA9-12

FA9-13

FA9-14

FA9-15

FA9-16

FA9-17

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

Comment accepwed. See revision (0 this paiagraph.

Thank you for this information. No response required.

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

See revised Chapter 2.

Comment accepted.

See revised Chapter 2.




FA9-17
(cont)

FA9-18

FA9-19

FA9-20

FA9-21 I

FA9-22

FA9-23

Ms. Lois Cashell . 5

The pipeline runs through the Shasta National Forest administered by the Lassen
National Forest from MP 660 to 676.5 with no private land included. (Past Maps
show portions of privately owned land which was recently acquired by the
National Forest through a land exchange.

The pipeline crosses BLM land from MP 676.5 through 677.5. The loop would
enter Fall River Valley at MP 677.5 and continue to approxisately 680.1.

It reenters the Shasta National Forest which is administered 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 sose private lands are included
within this stretch.

It grzssaen Highway 299 near MP 692.44 and ends at Burney Compressor Station at
MP 694.8.

Page 2-21, Par. 3, Sent. 1

"Loop 9 would extend through the Lassen National Forest"

Coaments: This parcel is no longer a part of the National Forest Systea lands.
Page 2-24, Par. 6

Requi ents for Per t Right-of-Way. Section does not clearly explain the
1962 easement width and the 1985 easement grant plus working strip

requiremsents. The ANGTS grant also affected the PCT segment in Idaho,
Washington, and Oregon.

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

This section again sentions the expansion of Compressor Station 12. As
discussed above, it is not appropriate to sention this unless it is described
accurately.

Page 2-30, Par. 5

Comment: What Station Number is Tionesta? Will it be expanded?

Page 2~ Par. 2

No tesporary pipe storage areas or tesporary staging and storage areas for
heavy equipment and excavated saterials will be approved for location on NFS
lands in the Pacific Northwest Region.

Pages 2-33

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

FA9-18

FA9-19

FA9-20

FA9-21

FA9-22

FA9-23

FA-19

Comment accepted.

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

See response to Comments FA9-14 and FA9-15.

The Tionesta Compressor Station is not proposed to be expanded.

Thank you for this information. No response required.

Staff agrees with this comment.




FA9-24

FAS-25

FA9-25

FAS-27

FA9-28 l

FAS-29

FA9-30

Ms. Lois Cashell 6

P 2- Par. 6
Right-of-Way. PGE/PGE is not proposing to clear the entire permanent

right-of-way for both pipelines. It will not be necessary to clear the entire
25 feet to the west of existing pipeline as shown on pages 2-28.

P, 2- Calif. Stor area

Comment: Perez--NP 643.6, twenty acres. It has been mutually agreed by the
Forest Service and PGRE that the Perez site is unacceptable for a staging area.

P 2~ Par. 2

Road Crossings. MNajor Forest Service roads may also need to be bored and this
will be determined in the Transportation Plan being developed by PGT/PGE.

P 2- Par. 2

Construction Schedule. We understand froa PGT/PGE schedules that clearing
could start on National forest Systeam land in the Fall of 1991 and pipeline
construction beginning in 1992 in the Moyie River Loop.

The construction schedule must coaply with seasonal restrictions in the
appropriate Forest Land and Resource.Mansgesent Plan, other controlling Plans
or Record of Decisions, and COM Plans.

Page 2-40, Table 2-9

Table needs to be revised to reflect current planned construction schedules.

Page 2-41, Par. §

Trees would be periodically resoved along a 40-foot wide strip above the
pipeline. PGT/PGRE would sllow natural revegetation to occur over the
resainder (epproximately 60 feet) of the right-of-way.

Coament: On Federal land we would like the sentence to refer to clearing &
10-foot wide strip either side of the pipelines with natural or planted
vegetation being permitted over the resainder of the right-of-way.

Page 2-41, Par. 4, Sent., 2

"When these trees are 2-3 inches diameter at breast height they would be
mechanically cut, shipped into pieces less than three inches long, and
scattered over the right-of-way.”

Comment: Wood chips should not be scattered over the right-of-way until
several years after the area is revegetated. The wood chips would tie up

nitrogen while decomposing which would be detrimental to the revegetation
goals.

FA-20

FA9-24

FA9-25

FA9-26

FA9-27

FA9-28

FA9-29

FA9-30

PGT's application filed in Docket Number CP90-460-001 proposes to clear the entire permanent
right-of-way.

Comment accepted. See change (o Table 2-6.

Thank you for this information. No response required.

See revised Chapter 2.

Comment noted. See response to Comment FA9-27.

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

See response to Comment FA9-29.
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FA9-32

FA9-33

FAS-4

FA9-35

FA9-36
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Page 2-41, Par. §

Operation and Maintenance Procedures. States that herbicides will not be used
for right-of-way maintenance. Rights-of-way have been the primary location for
the introduction and spread of noxious weeds on Federal lands. Herbicides may
be part of the solution to control or eliminate existing or new noxious weeds.
The direction we are getting and the most recent laws regarding noxious weeds
indicates an active approach to controlling noxious weeds. The possible
application of herbicides should be included in the EIS.

Any manipulation of unwanted vegetation must be in accordance with the Regional
Vegetation N Envirc tal Impact Statesent, 1988, within the Ochoco,
Winema, and Deschutes National Forests.

Page 3a-10, Par. 6

"Landforas created by Pliocene- and Pleistocene-Age volcanic activity are found
in the vicinity of the right-of-way.” Sose features go back into the Miocene
80 possibly it could read as follows: “"Landforms created by Miocene- and
Pleistocene-Age volcanic activity are found in the vicinity of the
right-of-way.”

Page 3A-10, Sec. Par,

"Near Lava Butte, the right-of-way would cross the southeastern flow of two
lava flows, called the Gas Line flows, which are 5,800 years old, according to
carbon-14 dating. Sose eruptions at the southeast end of the zone are
considerably younger than 1,970 yeara, with considerably less modified surfaces
than the Gas Line Flows.” We are not aware of any 1,970 date so possibly it
could read as follows: “Near Lava Butte, the right-of-way would cross the
southwestern flow of two lava flows, called the Gas Line Flows, which are 5,800
years old according to carbon-14 dating. Carbon-14 dates along the entire
Northwest Rift Zone range fros 5,800 to 6,200 years but other field evidence
suggests a narrower time span at about 6,100 years.”

Page 3A-11, Sec. 3A, Par. &

"Local attenuation of ground shaking may occur in areas of unconsolidated
materials.” Probably do not mean sttenuation. Unconsolidated materials
usually amplify ground shaking. Possibly it could read: "Local amplification
of ground shaking may occur in areas of unconsolidated material.”

Page 3A-12, Sec 3A, Par. 1

Beginning with the third sentence, text could read: "Eruptions along the
Northwest rift zone of Newberry Volceno occurred between 5,800 and 6,200
carbon-14 years ago. Volcanic activity of similarly recent age has also
occurred in the caldera atop Newberry Volcano. Sose obsidian flows and pumice
and ash deposits in the area are 1,300 to 6,800 years old."

Page 3A-12, Sec. 3A, Par. 3

"Mineral resources in the state are limited to sand, gravel, cinder, ...."
Although there are no geothermal leases along the proposed route, there is the
potential for this. May want to include mention of this here.

FA9-31

FA9-32

FA9-33

FA9-34

FA9-35

FA9-36

FA-21

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 text 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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FAS-38

FA9-39

FA%-40

FA9-41

FA9-42

FA9-43

FA9-44
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P ~12, Sec. Par. &§

Beginning with the second sentence under Unique Geologic Features, we would
prefer this to read: "The young lava flows of the High Lava Plains province are
also of intarest, especially those associated with Newberry Volcano. Near Lava
Butte, the pipeline passes through the newly created Newberry National Volcanic
Monusent. Lava tubes, such as those at Lava River Cave, are unique.”

P B-1

Oregon. Noxious weeds were not mentioned, but may be a problem that can be
resolved by a noxious weed prevention plan written es a COM Plan for Forest
Servica approval.

P -3, Par. #2

Water quality degradation, such es channel aedimentation and turbidity, ere
attributed to timber harvesting activities. Timber harvest activities may be a
factor, but the ispacts of building and maintaining a railroad and county road
iamediate adjacent to the river are at least as important factors.

Page 3D-4, Table 3D-2

Table 3D-E. Table indicates there are no Forestry/forest preservation lands
along ths PGT route in Idaho. WMuch of the National Forest lands where the new
line is proposed is forested land. :

Page 3D-4, Teble 3p-3

Table indicates there are no Forestry/forest preservation lands along the PGT
route in Idaho. Much of the NFS lands essociated with the project are forested
lands as are sose of the privats lands.

P, D-7, Sec. 3b, Par.

*...In sddition, PQT proposes to acquire § acres adjacent to its existing
Compressor Station No. 12..." The Forest Service recomsends not expanding the
existing station permit area. We would prefer allowing expansion of the
effective (fenced in) area on the existing permit area to accoasodste PGT's
ngeds. .

Page 30-8, Sec. 3D, Par. 7

*...Approximately 2 miles of the route would be within the boundary of the
proposed Newberry National Volcanic Monument...” Should say: “"Approximately 2
miles of the route would be within the boundary of the newly designated
Newberry National Volcanic Monument.®

P -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
throughout the docusent.

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 3A.

Thank you for your comment. Noxious weeds and their control are mitigation issues that were
addressed in other chapters of the DEIS. For specific discussion of noxious weeds, please see
Chapter 4B (Weed Control), Chapter 6, and Section VIIL.E. (Maintenance) in Appendix B-1.

Comment noted. No response required.

This table represents land use designations from county plans. No land use designaled as
forestry or forest preservation was found in the ldaho 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 3D.

Comment accepted. See revised Chapter 3D.

Comment accepted. See revised Chapter 4E.
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FA9-46

FA9-47

FAS-48

FA9-49
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Page 3E-2, Par, 5, Sent. 3

States that the PGT method of identifying wetlands tends to underestimate the
amount of jurisdictional wetlands present because small, isolated wetlands
frequently do not appear on National Wetland Inventory maps.

FA9-45

Comment: A ground survey must be coapleted to identify any wetlands on National
Forest Systea Lands.

Page 3E-11 Par. 3

Special Native Plant Comamunities. Statement that no special native plant
coamunities would be crossed by the pipeline route in Idaho. This is
incorrect. Inforwation froa the Endangered Plant Survey for the PGT-PGAE
Pipeline Expansion Project, Idaho, Washington, Oregon and California (EPS for
PGT-PGLE), prepared by Biosystems Analysis, Inc., reveals that "the single
remaining natural remnant of the original Idaho Fescue-doainated Rathdrus
Prairie in Idaho occurs at M.P. (milepost) 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 of the right-of-way of the PGT-PGLE Expansion Project in the
vicinity of the Rathdrus Prairie, Idaho (M.P. 102)."

FA9-46

This reanant of native perennial bunchgrass prairie, doainated by Idaho Fescue,
Sandberg bluegrass, and June grass, is one of the few remnant stands of this
coasunity type in the region". Also, stated in the EPS report, p. 5-11,
paragraph 5.4.4 Bunchgrass Prairie, this Rathdrus Prairie reanant is mentioned
as an area where the Expansion Project will traverse. The report states that
"gsite-specific mitigation plans should be developed for post-construction
rehabilitation” at each of these sensitive habitat locations (EPS, p. 5-11).
Apparently a special native plant coasunity in Idaho is crossed by the pipeline
expansion route.

Page 3E-14, Table 3E-3

Indicates that the long-billed curlew (Numenius americanus) and the pacific
western big-eared bat (Plecotus ¢ dii ¢ dii) do not occur in Klamath
County. These two species have been documented on the Winema 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-2

FA9-47

Par. 6

Indicates that no suitable habitat occurs on the Winema National Forest for FA9-48
Plecotus tos dii tos dii. Suitable habitat does occur in Oregon and is

described as "...cultivated valleys bordered by deciduous forests, brush,

Junipers, and pine forests " (Hopkins, 1990-Sensitive Species Guide for Area

Iv).

P, E~2

Numenius americanus is docusented 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 its habitat. Habitat for
this species includes: marshes, beaches, and sudflats.

FA9-49

FA-23

Thank you for this information. No response required.

Comment accepted. See revised Chapter 3E.

Comment noted. No response required.

The referenced discussion pertains to California and not Oregon as the commentor suggests. See
revised Chapter 3E.

See regponse to Comment FA9-48.




FA9-50

FA9-51

FA9-52 I

FA9-53 |

FA9-54|
FA9-55 l

FA9-56

FA9-57
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P F-2, Table 3F-1

Table 3F-1. Scientific nase for Cutthroat trout is not correct. Should be

Oncorhynchus clarki.

Page 3F-3, Table 3IF-2

Special-Status Fish That May Occur In Streass Along the PGT Route.
Modoc sucker is listed under California.

Coament: The closest Modoc sucker exists approximately 25 air miles and 50
water way miles froa the existing project.
Page 3F-3, Table 3F-2

Incorrect scientific nase for the lost river sucker.
name is Deltistes luxatus.

Page 3F-4, Par. 1

Special-Stutus Fish Species. There is a need to sonitor the effects.
will be done if mitigation fails.

The correct acientific

What

P F-

Special Status Fish Species. Location of suckers not given. Refer to page
4F-7 and expand discussion here.

Page 3F-5, Par. 2

Willow Creek (M.P. 421) is critical habitat for rainbow trout.

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

"The Modoc sucker, a federally listed endangered species, is known to occur in
three small tributary systeas of the Pit River.®

Comment: The small tributaries are located at least 50 milea upstream froa the
existing Pit river crossing over Lake Britton.

Page 3H-1, Par. 1

This paragraph has a discussion on how additional or sodified cospressor
facilities may affect the environmsent. Inforsation supplied by the Oregon
Departaent of Envirormental Quality, Air Quality Section indicates that
Coapressor Station 11 was expected to show a aignificant increase in NOx
requiring a re-persitting under the PSD rules. (NOTE: Forest Service will

supply Oregon air quality contact to FERC to resolve thia issue, as requested
by FERC.)

FA-24

FA9-50

FA9-51

FA9-52

FA9-53

FA9-54

FA9-55

FA9-56

FA9-57

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, staff disagrees with the proposed change.

This subject is discussed in Chapter 4F.

In order (o prolect special-status species from increased disturbance from humans, no specific
locations of occurrence are provided. See revised Chapier 4F for additional information on these
suckers.

Comment accepted. See revised Chapier 4F.

Comment accepted. See revised Chapter 4F.

Only those compressor stations where the installation of additional compression is propased (i.c.,
Numbers 3, S, and 7) would experience increased air emissions. The re-permitting of
Compressor Station Number 11, which the commentor refers to, has already been completed and
was unrelated to the proposed PGT/PG&E Expansion Project. This re-permitting was the result
of the routing replacement of compressor units conducted pursuant to 18 CFR 2.55.




FA9-58

FA9-59

FA9-60

FA9-61

Ms. Lois Cashell 1

Pa H-1, Par. 2

Under Regulatory Requirements section, there is no indication of distance from
the project to class I and II areas. Compressor Station 11 ia well within the
100 ka range of the Mt. Jefferson Wilderness to the west (Class I). It is also
located on the Crooked River Grassland (Class II). Several other coapressor
stations along the Oregon portion of the PGT line are similarly located with
regard to other Class I and Class II areas.

P H-3, Par. 4

In Ambient Air Quality section, Oregon is virtually not discussed. The central
Oregon area has an sir circulation pattern that frequently sees air stagnation
periods exceeding several days in length, several times each year, There are
three small urban areas within 16 miles of Cospressor station 11, two of which
are in valleys that tend to have frequent teaperature inversions. The Madras
basin to the west of Coapressor station 11 and the Prineville valley basin to
the southeast receive the station emissions regularly. The city of Bend is
about 45 km to the southwest and is occasionally impacted by eamissions froa
Coapressor station 11 and more frequently froa Station 12 several kilaometers to
the south of Bend. The central Oregon air shed is regularly impacted by a
regional haze problea. This affects visibility on both Class I and Class 11
areas as well as within a half dozen small urban areas. The Air Quality
sections of the project EIS does not address the contributions froa the
compressor stations.

Pa, H-1

Environment Air Quality. There is no discussion of PM-10 particles nor is
their any discussion on the impacts on Class I air sheds, such as Crater Lake
National Park, if debris created by clearing the right-of-way is disposed of by
burning.

The city of Klamath Falls is a nonattainsent area for PM-10 particles.
Currently there is a voluntary smoke managesent plan in place that has an
objective of preventing smoke intrusions into the Klamath Falls area. The
current Smoke Managesent 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 impacts on Klamath Falls.

In the current Saoke Managesent Plan there is a restriction on.burning of
forest debris froa July 4§ to Labor Day to prevent impacts on Class I air
sheds. It is currently proposed to change to a restriction period of July 1 to
September 15.

P Section 3H

This chapter only mentions dust etc. as temporary hazards to air quality during
the construction phase. It does not mention the smoke that would be generated
by the burning of slash piles. Although this would only be temporary,
coordination to burn would be important for air quality.

FA9-58

FA9-59

FA9-60

FA9-61

FA-25

Comment accepted. See revised Chapter 3H.

See response to Comment FA9-58.

See response to Comment FA9-58.

See revised Chapler 3H.
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FA9-63

FA9-64

FA9-65

FA9-66
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Page, Section 31

Suggest that this chapter mention the fact that there will not be an increase
in operating noise level at Cospressor Station No. 12 since the subdivision
owners nearby will be wondering about this.

Page 31-1, Par. 4

Idaho Pipeline Crossings. It seems the sentence that addresses crossing 28
county roads and railroads at eight locations may have its numbers in reverse
order. Also, there is no reference to Forest rosds that are part of the
affected environsent,

P Section 3K

This chapter discussed only the hazards of natural gas. Construction hazards
such as traffic use on public roads, blasting, and safe access across the
pipeline trench could be discussed here.

Pa, -1, Par. 1

The wording should be: Cultural Resource Inventory, not "Study”. Study imsplies
more in-depth research leading to determinations of eligibility and data
recovery. '

P -5, Par. 2

The last sentence implies that these sites are not eligible, last part of

sentence should read: , or have yet been forsally determined eligible for, the
NRHP .

Page 3N-6, Par. 3

l'-AS.G‘II Same as above.

FA9-68

FA9-69

FA9-70

Pa -9, Par,

Idaho Native American Cc me. C 8 CC ning the Camp Nine Alternative
(if developed) need to be solicited from the Kutenai Tribe. They were not
consulted regarding this possible altermative and msay have sose significant
concerns about this route.

Page 3M-9, Par. §

Coordinate Cultural Resource activities with the designated representatives of
the Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs Indian Reservation.

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

This paragraph discusses the pipeline crossing of the Northwest Rift Zone. The
location that the pipeline crosses this fault is inside the newly designated
Newberry National Volcanic Monument. It is important therefore that the

FA-26

FA9-62

FA9-63

FA9-64

FA9-65

FA9-66

FA9-67

FA9-68

FA9-69

FA9-70

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

Comment accepted. See revised Chapter 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, 3J, and 4)J.

Change made. See revised Chapter 3M.

Change made. See revised Chapter 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 concems relating to pipeline construction within a
region that is potentially (seismically) active are addressed in the last sentence of the paragraph
and in the paragraph below it.




FA9-0
(coat)

FA9-71

FA9-72

FA9-13

FA9-74

FA9-15

Ms. Lois Cashell 13

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

Page UA-U, Sec. 4A, Par. 4

*"No mines, quarries, oil or gas fields would be crossed by the PGT pipeline
route..." Should also sention that there are no geothermal leases in the area
at this tise.

FA9-T1

Page UA-

Minerals Res. Pit and Quarry Materials needs. This speaks to impect on
sineral resources due to crossing by the gas line. An impact to the sinerals
resource could also be use of pit and quarry saterials for the pipeline
construction activities. This may not be significant, but the need for any pit
or quarry materials on National Forest. Systes land will need to be requested
well in advance of the need. Availability of material froa the Deschutes,
Winema, and Ochoco National Forests will depend on NEPA analysis.

FA9-72

P, 4a-

Mineral Res.
west of Beaver Marsh.

Page 4B-1
Page §B-5, Par. 1
Page B-1-4 1V.D

Significant Impacts. The context of these sections considers reduced
productivity of agricultural soils only, and seems to imply coespaction
mitigation would only be needed on agricultural soils. The relative impact of
compaction on forest and range lands may exceed that on agricultural lands when
they are of a more fragile nature.

Pumice mines are located in the vicinity of the gas line directly
Contact Weyerhaeuser Co. and Klamath County.

FA9-73

Page 4B-2, Par. 4, Sent. §

“Except where otherwise noted in this chapter, any deviations froa our Plan
that involve less protective measures must be filed with the Secretary of the
Coamission for review and approval by the Director OPPR prior to
implementation.”

FA9-74

Comaent: The Forest Service may deviate froa the Plan, but not with less
protective measures. Plans 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 Commission for review and approval by the Director OPPR prior
to implementation. We would like the EIS to read the COM Plans would be
developed and approved by respective Federal Agencies.

Page 4B-4, Par. 6 FA9-75

First Sentence Should Read:
ripper.

depth of 4", or as required, using a winged

FA-27

Thank you for your comment. Please see revised Chapter 4A.

Thank you for the information. Also see revised Chapter 4A.

Thank you for your comment. An important concem, 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.

Thank 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 DEIS 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 B
of the FEILS.

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. 1, page 48, which contains no mention of a winged ripper. Therefore, the sentence
should remain unchanged.




FA9-76

FAS-TV

FA9-718

FA9-79
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FA-28

P, 4B-5, Par. 2

Topsoil Segregation The document talks about stockpiling topsoil on cultivated
and renge land, but does not mention forested areas. The volcanic ash surface
soil found over much of the IPNF has a high cation exchange capacity and water
holding capacity and is the best sedium for plant growth. It should be
stockpiled and placed back on top the subsoil after the disturbance is
comapleted. Using the volcanic ash in this way will also contribute sose native
seed to the revegetation process.

FA9-76

Page 4B-6, Par. 1

Revegetation. One element of the revegetetion program not discussed in this
part of the draft is the planting of trees on NFS lands currently in a forested
condition. This requiceesent has been presented to PGT.

FA9-T7

P, 4B-7, Par.

Weed Control. Add:
obtained locally.

Hay or straw used for drai erosion control sust
ay or str r drainage/ ust be FA9-78

Early detection of invasion of weeds is essential. Inventory of the
revegatated area is essential to insuyre week species are not transported into
the area by project activities. Prevention is the preferred method of weed
control. At a ainimus, PGT/PGE must develop procedures for cleaning equipasent
that are sufficient to prevent weed seed travel via dirt on equipmsent during
both construction and revegetation phases. As a prevention seasure, it is
recommended that all equipsent be washed before entering the project area.

If inventory identifies areas of noxious weed establishment of a Vegetative
Managesent Plan and an analysis of the plan shall be prepared, consistent
guidance givan by the Record of Decision for EIS for "Managing Competing and
Unwanted Vegetation,” USDA-Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Region, Noveamber
1988 and subsequent Mediated Agreement with litigants.

Activities associated with this pipeline project including site preparation by
sechanical sethods and other vegetation manageaent, including the prevention of
introduction of noxious weeds and control of noxious weeds would require
project design, mitigetion, and sonitoring measures.

Riference is made to “"napweed" (correctly spelled knapweed) in Bonner and
Kootenai Counties in Idaho. Boundary County should be listed as well.

Page 4B-8, Par. 5

Increased Soil Erosion. A list of locations is given of areas . . . "having
either a soderate or a high susceptibility to weter and/or wind erosion.” Page
3B-1 of the same document atates (that in Idaho) "rehabilitation potential of
®ost soils is moderate to low.” In PGT's document "Right-of-Way Restoration
Overview”, the soils associated with Loop 1, Boundary County, Nilepost 0-20.1,
the erosion potential index is 6 which is a soderate rating. This segment
should be added to the list on page 4B-8.

FA9-19

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 4B. 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 4B-8 of the DEIS was to show only
the locations of relatively large, contiguous segments along the PGT route that may experience
crosion problems. Our independent analysis of the 20.1 mile-long Loop 1 indicated a moderate
potential for soil erosion along relatively small and discontinuous segments, namely along
milepost Oto 2, Sto 6, and 11 to 12. Consequently, these segments were omitted from the list.
However, non-inclusion of these small, discontinuous segments on the list does not relieve PGT
from undertaking appropriate restoration of its right-of-way.




FA9-80

FA9-81

FA9-82

FA9-83

FA9-84

FA9-85

FA9-86

FA9-87 I
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P 48-9, Par.

Last sentence should state (either here or in Chapter 6):
impacts PGT shall develop....

To minimize these

Page 4B-9, Par. 4§, Sent. 2

"PGT would consult with the Forest Service district authorities for each
National Forest that would be crossed to deteraine the suitable criteria for
seeding and the specific seeding recommendations for each of these National
Forests.

Coament: Should read--PGT would consult with the Forest Service Regional
PGT /PGE Natural Oas Pipeline Liaisons...

Page 4C-1, Par. 1

The docusent defines impacts as temporary (1 year), short ters (1-3 years), and
long term (3 years plus). At least for water quality issues the State DEQ
defines short-tera impacts in days not years. This discrepancy needs to be
clarified.

Page Yc-1, Par. §

If problems were encountered with the first pipeline disclosure of those
effects may be appropriate here,

4c-2, Par,
The discussion of sediment plumes in streams is incoamplete without information
as to how much sediment is likely to be released, how far might the effects
move downstream, and for how long might the effects be felt,

Page 4C-2, Par. 5

With regard to increased turbidity of recipient water bodies--it is not only
the length of streambank disturbed, but the possible contributing area (area of
trench and cleared bank) that should be evaluated. At a minimum, trench
dewatering activities need to comply with State water quality standards for no
more than a 10 percent increase in turbidity above background levels.

Page 4c-2, Par. 6

This paragraph describes effects of sediment on dissolved oxygen. This brings
up the question of sediment effects on fish populations e.g., gill abrasion,

smothering of spawning gravels, interference with feeding, and the effect of

sedimentation on macro-invertebrate populations.

Page 4C-3, Par. 4

Pumice soil is porous and the soil profile often lacks a restrictive layer.

FA9-80

FA9-81

FA9-82

FA9-83

FA9-84

FA9-85

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 4B and Chapter 6.

The state DEQ’s definition of short-term impacts would correspond to the staff’s definition of
temporary impacts.

The paragraph referenced by the commentor describes the staff’s “Criteria for Determining
Significance”™. As such, a discussion of impacts is inappropriate here. In addition, the staff is
not aware that any problems occurred during the construction of the existing pipeline.

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

The Staff’s 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.




FA9-88

FA9-89

FA9-90

FAS-91

FA9-92 '

FA9-93
FA9-94
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Page 4C-4, Par. 2

Considering the potential impacts associated with hydrostatic testing, in
particular the withdrawal and discharge of the test water--have any
alternatives to this sethod been explored, e.g., air?

Page 4C-6, Table 4C-2
Proposed hydnouatlc test withdrawal locations and timing for the PGT Project.

Camment: Where will the hydrostatic test withdrawal location be for section 87
It wasn't given in the FEIR.

Page 4c-8, Par. 1

The physical effect of the discharge of hydrostatic test water is sentioned.
What about water quality at the discharge point, e.g., contaminants from the
pipe interior including metals, greases, and oils? There is also the potential
for the transfer of waterborne pathogens or unwanted species of insects or fish
to the receiving streaa.

Page 4C-9, Par.

Impacts on Groundwater. How close do the springs and wells have to be to the
pipeline for consideration in a sonitoring plan?

Page 4C-11, Par. 3

Staging areas should be required to have a spill plan developed and spill
abatesent materials on hand.

Page 4C-11, Par. 4§

Silt fences and haybale filters are only abatesent measures and will not
prevent the flow of silt-laden water into streams. The project should be
prepared to meet State water quality standards as a contingency mseasure.

Page 4C-12, Par. 3

The “dry crossing technique” used to cross sinor streams should not dewater the
streaa channel for more than the permitted right-of-way width.

Pege 4C-12, Par. 6

Page Iic-1h, Table 4c-5

Crossing Procedures. Seven or eight Moyie River crossings are identified as
major river crossings requiring site specific construction plans that will be
submitted to FERC for review and approval. Moyie River crossing #7 is the
crossing not included. Of the Moyie River crossings, we find that crossing #7
to be one of the most sensitive crossings due to a wetland 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 recc d this cr ing be designated and reviewed as

the other seven crossings.

FA-30

FA9-88

FA9-89

FA9-90

FA9-91

FA9-92

FA9-93

FA9-94

FA9-95

The use of water as a medium to test the integrity of natural gas pipelines is a standard industry
practice. No altemative 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 that hydrostatic test water from new pipe is not contaminated with
significant quantities of any regulated pollutant. Concerns regarding the transfer of waterbome
pathogens or unwanted species of insect or fish are best addressed by the appropriate state
permitting agencies.

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.




FA9-9S
(coat)

FA9-96

FA9-97

FA9-98

FA9-99

FA9-100
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For each of the crossings, an existing condition profile should be comspleted in

order to return the effected area to an "as is” condition upon comspletion of
the project. The profile should include the wetland as well. Also, on table
4C-5, Moyie River crossing #1 is likely to occur near milepost 0.3 (table has
9.3)

Page 4C-13, Par. 2

This parngréph recognizes that hydrostatic test waters may have to be tested
prior to discharge. Measures could be included here that address situations
where State water quality standards are not met following testing.

Page 4C-13, Par 5

Page 4YF-6, Par. 1

Increased Risk of Erosion and Sedisentation. There is no mention of actions
which might mitigate the effects of construction at the eight Moyie River
crossings. Instead, the mitigation sentioned is another alternative whose

effects may be greater for other resources. Camp Nine should be viewed as an
alternative and treated as such, not as mitigation.

7
L-12

4p-8, Par. §
K.
E

The proper nase is Crooked River National Grassland, not Grasslands.
error also occurs on pages 3L-7 and 3L-12.

Page 4D-8, Sec. 4D, Par. 5

*...Where the project route crosses the Deschutes National Forest, access to
Newberry Crater, which would be the center of Newberry National Volcanic
Monument, would be temporarily disrupted by the construction of the pipeline.”
This sentence could resd: “...Where the project route crosses the Deschutes
National Forest, access to Newberry Crater, which is in the newly designated
Newberry National Volcanic Monument, would be temporarily disrupted by the
construction of the pipeline. Blasting on the portion of the construction
route that passes nearest to Lava River Cave would disrupt access to the cave
temporarily also. Measures must be stated and approved in Plans of Operation
that would minimize effect on other Forest users.”

This

Sose mention needs to be made as to how coordination with other utilities will

be done since there are gose in the area that could be affected by the pipeline

construction.

Page Y4E-3

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

This time of year may be inappropriate for sensitive plant surveys. Other
surveys may be necessary to meet Forest Service Regulations on Rare Plants.

FA-31

FA9-96

FA9-97

FA9-98

FA9-99

FA9-100

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 4D. 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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FA9-102

FA9-103

FA9-104

FA9-105

FA9-106
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P 4E-
Ispacts and Nitigating Measures common to the PGT and Altamont Projects.

All PGT/PGE Loop Construction crossing public lands adsministered by the Forest
Service will coaply with the Forest Land and Resource Managemant Plans with
seasonsl restrictions for wildlife, special wildlife, vegetetion, soils and
water, noxious weeds, fire restrictions as set forth in the Standards and
Guidelines, unless waiver is obtained and aigned off by a Forest Supervisor of
each National Forest crossed.

P 4E-5, Par. 2, Sent. 2

"As previously discussed in Chapter 3E, due to the different wetland
identification sethods used for PGT and Altasont, wetland impacts for PGT have
sore likely been underestimated and wetland impacts for Altasont heve most
likely been overestimated.”

Camsent: A wetland sust be coampleted on the NFS lands. Loop #8 crosses one
and is very close to two possible vernal pools on the Modoc and Shasta National
Forests. Who will prepare the application for the 4O4 license?

Page 4E-5, Par. 5

Last Sentence should read: jogever, the Forest Service will require planting
of tree seedlings...

Page 4E-6, Par. 2

Noxious Weeds.. Add: Hay or straw used for drainage/erosion control must be
obtained locally.

Page Y4E-6, Sec. AE

Wildlife and cattle are going to have to negotiate the open trench. MNitigation
measures such as rasping will be considered and spproved by the Forest Service
in a COM Plan.

Page YE-6, Par. 5, Sent, }

"In order to minimize impact on bird species that would utilize the permanent
right-of-way for breeding purposes, we recamsend that the applicants not
conduct vegetation maintenance of the right-of-way prior to August 1 of any
year, and vegetation maintenance be perforsed no sore frequently than once
every three years.”

Cammsent: There are several factors which would dictate the timing of
maintenance on right-of-way over the NFS lands, such as fire danger, soil
conditions, timing for slash disposal. Ninimizing the impact to bird species
would not be one of the factors unless the species is listed as sensitive,
threatened, or endangered.

FA-32

FA9-101

FA9-102

FA9-103

FA9-104

FA9-105

FA9-106

Thank you for this information. No response required.

PGT 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 Chapter 4B.

Thank you for this information.

Thank you for your comment. On NFS-system land, the Forest Service may establish restraints
on right-of-way maintenance activities as it deems necessary.




FA9-107

FAS9-108

FA9-109

FA9-110

FA9-111

FA9-112

FA9-113
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Page 4E-8, Par. 2

This portion of the EIS states that no wetland "loss" would occur. Has the
threat of the loss of the water table through trenching or fracturing of
imperseable bedrock or soil been considered? In paragraph 3 the threat is is
recognized but long tera impacts not sddressed.

Page JE-11, Par. 1

Annual ryegrass may not be the best choice in all cases. To ensure adequate
and rapid revegatation of wet areas, a revegetation plan will be completed by
the company and approved by the Forest Service.

Page 8E-11, Par. 3

Long tera activity on the right-of-way will include monitoring.
compaction due to vehicle traffic should be evaluated.

Continuing

(Forest Service realizes FERC does not have most current information on
Special -Status species froe PGT. We include deficiencies here for
documentation purposes.)

Page 4E-12, Par. 1

Special-Status Plant Species. States that "two FS-listed sensitive plant
species may occur along the pipeline route.....". The EPS for PGT-PGRE
revealed that five special status plants were encountered in Idaho (p. 4-1).
Two of these plants are FS-listed sensitive, which would require mitigation
consideration, and the other three are listed as Watch or Review. These
special status plants, along with those found in Washington, Oregon and
California, are listed in Table 4.1-1 in the EPS report. This table is current
:nd zontaml correct information as compared to Table 4E-2 in the DEIS, p.
E-14.

Page 4E-12, Par. 6

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

Page 4E-14, Table 4E-2

Assessment of Impacts on Special-Status Plant Species Along the PGT Route.
Oregon Special-Status Plants. Astragalus peckii was found along the pipeline
right-of-way between M.P. 525 to 530 during PGT's plant survey in 1990. Impact
from pipeline expansion activities is expected and mitigation measures were
proposed in PGT's final plant survey report. Soae statesent should appear here
referring to those findings and recomsendations.

Add Botrychius pumsicola, which was found on the Chemult Ranger District on the
Winema National Forest during 1990, and extensively on the Crescent Ranger
District on the Deschutes National Forest during 1990 in habitats similar to
those found along the existing PGT pipeline right-of-way. Add the plant to
Appendix E-1 also.

FA9-107

FA9-108

FA9-109

FA9-110

FA9-111

FA9-112

FA9-113

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.

The staff 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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FA9-115

FA9-116

FA9-ll7I

FA9-118

FA9-119

FA9-120

FA9-121

Ns. Lois Cashell 20 FA'34
FA9-114

Nisulus jepsonii does not occur just near high mountain lakes. It is

apparently widespresd across the Deschutes and Winema National Forests, and

potential habitat for the plant could occur within the existing PGT pipeline

right-of-way, because the plant occupies distucbed sitea. The plant should be

looked for during plant surveys in 1991 (see cosment below).

Page li#-14, Table 4E2

Last Line: WNimulus Jepsonii--acres of potential habitat shows O acres.
is incorrect. Nimulus has been located extensively on Crescent Ranger
District, Deschutea NF, in sase type habitat.

FA9-115
This

Page HE-14, Table 4E-1

Comment Section. We notice that no cosments are made concerning the positive
sighting of Astragalua peckii in Klamath Co. and that no habitat for Nisulus
Jepsonii is found along the pipeline. MNimulus Jepsanii is found on disturbed
pumice soils, saeking the pipeline on the Winema prime habitat. We recoasend
adding a comment sbout the Astragalus peckii and further comments upon
sitigation (see comments above and below).

Special-Status Plant Species. Table lists two special status plants for
Idaho. The information ia outdated. The msost current information is present
in the EPS for the PGT/PGAE report. The DEIS and the EPS contain contradicting
information. The DEIS should be referring to the comprehensive survey and
complete information found in the EPS report.
FA9-117
The symbol # ia used throughout this table. There is no reference as to what
it mseans.

Page 4E-17, Table 4E-2

Comment: Eryngiua sathiasise, Mathias' coyote-thistle is listed as Sensitive
by the Forest Service.

Page 4E-23, Par. §

Harlequin Duck. The Harlequin Duck breeds at very few sites in northern Idaho,
80 the crossing of the Moyie River is proportionately fairly significant.
These impacts can be mitigated provided a limited operating season outside of
their breeding season is used, and the island, as noted, is protected.

FA9-118

FA9-119

Page UE-31, Sec. 4E, Par. 6

FA9-120
"...all this vegetation would be allowed to regenerate...” Planting (where

appropriate) and seeding will be required for National Forest Systes lands in
COM Plans.

P 4E- Par. 1 4 &

The first paragraph on this page states "These vegetation types (i.e. Grassland
vegetation types) are widespread and abundant in Oregon; therefore impacts are
less than significant.” Paragraph 4 on the same page states, "Disturbances of
6.3 acres of bluebunch wheatgrass-Sandburg bluegrass prairie is a significant
impact.” These statesents appear to be contradictory.

FA9-121

FA9-116

Comment noted. No individuals were found during PGT's 1990 surveys.
Chapler 4E.

See revised

See response to Comment FA9-114.

See response to Comment FA9-110 and FA9-115.

The symbols # and FS arc used interchangeably, and are used to indicate a Forest
Service - listed sensitive species.

This information is already indicated in Table 4E-2 of the DEIS. However, please note the
revisions to Table 4E-2. :

Thank you for your comment. No response required.

Thank you for this comment. Please sec Chapter 4B for a discussion of revegetation techniques.

The first paragraph referenced refers to the general vegetative types crossed by PGT’s proposed
facilities (c.g., lodge pole, pine forest, ponderosa pine forest, etc.) while the second stalement
referenced refers to a i i i Therefore, these stalements are not
contradictory.
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Page 4E-33

Special-Status Plant Species. Change to correct nusber, to account for
additonal species included in list. Three of the 10 are listed as sensitive by
FS.

Page 4£-33, Par. 1

Special-Status Plant Species. Refers to special status plants shown in table
4E-2. Mimulus Jepsonii is indicated as no habitat. This is incorrect. Much
of the route on Crescent District is Mimulus habitat. Should also survey for:
Botrydius pamicola (see comment above).

Page 4E-

Special Status Wildlife Species. Closure restrictions as stated in Forest
Service Land and Resource Management Plans and COM Plans will be adhered to.

Page 4E-33, Sec. UYE, Par, 6

"...Four to five Townsend's bats hibernate in Lava River Caves Park...” This
should read: "...hibernate in the west ars of Lava River Cave. The east ars
is used as feeding grounds for an unidentified species of bats, although they
do not apprear to hibernate there.”

Page 4E-36, Sec. 4E, Par, 1

There are no mitigation measures described for the Lava River Cave situation.
The pipeline construction will not directly affect the bat hibernicula, but we
would like a bat survey done before and after blasting to see how it may have
affected the bat population of Lava River Cave--Townsend's bats and other
species included.

Page 4E-41

Imsportant Habitat for Gamse Species- Mule Deer.
in comments above, will be adhered to.

Closure restrictions, as stated

Page 4E-41, Par. 6

The EIS listed narrow migration corridors on the Deschutes NF between MP 474
and MP 475, MP 479 and MP 480, MP 482 and 484, and MP 485 and MP 486. To
wminisize disruption of migratory patterns, "we (DEIS) recommend that PGT not
construct within these migration corridors during the migration seasons (April
1 to July 1 and October 15 to December 1). Construction within wider migration
corridors would not affect large nusmbers of deer because construction
activities would be confined to small areas and coapleted in a short time.”

Our concern is for the wider corridors. If the trench is left open in these
areas for 1 or 2 days during the peak migration period, the mule deer migration
would probably be disrupted. In a conversation with Steve Roberts on January
16, 1991, he explained that there had been tentative agreement with Oregon
Departaent of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) that crossings would be constructed in
the open trench every 400 yards along the trench. The crossings would be
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Please see revised Chapter 4E.

See revised Table 4E-2.

Thank you for this information. No response required.

Comment accepted.

The Forest Service may impose on PGT 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 ramps. The top surface would be about 80 feet wide.
The crossings would allow deer, as well as other animals, to cross, and the
ramps would permit animals 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 feet.

Page 4E-81, Par. 7

The EIS listed narrow migration corridors on the Deschutes NF between MP 474
and P 475, NP 479 and NP 480, NP 482 and 484, and WP 485 and WP 486. To
sinimsize disruption of sigratory patterns, "we (DEIS) recommend that PGT not
construct within these migration corridors during the msigration seasons (April
1 to July 1 and October 15 to December 1). Construction within wider migration
corridors would not affect large bers of deer b construction
activities would be confined to small areas and completed in a short time.”

Our concern is for the wider corridors. If the trench is left open in these
areas for 1 or 2 days during the peak migration period, the mule deer migration
would probably be disrupted. This will be addressed in COM Plans.

Page Y4E-43, Par. 1

Pronghorn antelope are present year-¢ound on the Grassland between Mud Springs
Creek and the Madres cospressor station. Closure restrictions, as mentioned in
coasents above, will be adhered to.

Page 4E-44

Special -Status Plant Species. Comment: Eryngium mathiasise, Mathies'
coyote-thistle, currently listed as a Forest Service Sensitive plant was not
addressed. The pipeline crosses an area with Coyote-thistle at MP 680.88 which
sust be addressed.

Page 4E-47, Par. 3

Comament: It should be sentioned that the pipeline will run adjacent to an
active Bald eagla nest and pilot tree.

Page 4F-6, Par. 1

Minisize Clearing. In addition to a site-specific construction, restoration,
sitigation, and monitoring plan for each of the Moyie River Crossings, a
site-specific enh plan to improve fish habitat in the Moyie River and a
plan to provide for fish passage froa the Moyie River into the Meadow Creek
drainage beyond the existing fish blockage should be discussed in the EIS.

PGT, thus far, has been willing to develop an enhancesent project in the Moyie
River Valley. Considering the current condition of much of the reach of the
river above their last crossing, there could be a net benefit to the river
through enhancesent efforts.

P 4G-3, Par. 2

The EIS does not substantially measure or discuss social effects, i.e. crime,
attitudes, coamunity cohesion, social conflicts, etc. or direct economic
effects, 1i.e. jobs, incose created, etc.

FA-36
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See response o Comment FA9-128.

See response to Comment FA9-128.

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

See 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 conceming impacts on public services, these impacts would vary
from community to community depending on the number of non-local workers (and any
accompanying family members) that tempocarily reside in each community, how long they stay,
and the size of the community. Although these factors are too variable to accurately predict the
severity of the impact, these cffects would be shori-term and therefore, are not expected to be
significant.
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Page 4G-4, Table 4G-1

Table 4G-1 lists increases in temporary population. Looking at the map it
seeas certain cities, such as Madras, Bend, and Klamath Falls will serve as a
hub for activities both North and South, and therefore will have larger
impacts.

Page UH-1

Enviconaental Consequences: Air Quality. The d¢ t ds to di the
potential impact of the project on PM-10 levels within the urban growth area of
Klamath Falls (the nonattainsent area) and on Crater Lake National Park (Class
I air shed). It also needs to discuss the potential impacts on the local
cosaunities (see comment 3H). It should also discuss the impacts of ssoke froa
the burning of right-of-way debris on the various highways in the area, such as
Highway 97, Sprague River Highway, the Williamson River Road, the Squaw Flat
Road, and Highway 140.

Mitigation measures will be agreed to and approved in COM Plans.

Page 4H-1, Sec. UH

We think it should be mentioned somewhere in this chapter that smoke fros slash
buming would have a teamporary affect on air quality. A msitigation measure to
be added: Bumming will be done in accordance with State and Federal
regulations.

Page 4H-2, Par. §

Impacts from Compressor Station 11 (and several others in Oregon, Stations 12
and 13) are never di d. Di ions g Bob Bach (Region 6 Forest
Service Air Quality Specialist, Portland, OR), Larry Miller (Oregon D.E.Q. Air
Quality, Portland, OR) and Harry Clagg (Ochoco National Forest, Prineville, OR)
determined that Compressor Station 11 does indeed exceed federal PSD
thresholds. It therefore should be included in Table 4H-1 EXISTING AND
PROPOSED COMPRESSOR STATION AIR EMISSIONS and discussed in the narrative of the
section on IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES SPECIFIC TO THE PGT PROJECT. The
present PSD Permit Request being considered by Oregon's DEQ shows that
Compressor Station 11 has existing NOx emissions of 538 tons/year and is
expected to increase by 59 tons/year for a total of 597 tons/year.

There is a lack of discussion on mitigation measures for those stations within
the significant deterioration regulations. Some discussion of Best Available
Control Technology (BACT) and an estimata of the likely hood of success.

Page UI-1, Sec. W1

Sose statement should be made in this chapter that there will be no increase in
operation noise at Compressor Station No. 12.

Page 41-2, Par. 1, Sent. 6

"To ensure that PQT's noise design criteria would be achieved, we recoamend
that PGT file noise analyses with the Comaission for its proposed compressor
additions prior to the issuance of the final EIS."

FA9-135
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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 FA9-57.

Comment noted.

PG&E does not plan to install additional compression at the Tionesta Compression Station.
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Coament: Tionesta Compressor station (MP 637.1) is within the Modoc National
Forest. Will it be expanded? The EIR did not address.

Page 4J-1, Par. 2

Many of the roads to be utilized on National Forest are low standard roads.
Increased traffic and large vehicle sizes could cause damage or require
reconstruction and upgrading.

Page 4J-2, Par. 1

A COM Plan will be completed that addresses increased traffic on Forest
Developsent Roeds.

Page 4L-4, Par 1

Minimize Clearing. In addition, the planting of large balled conifers should
be part of visual resource plan to be approved by the Forest Service or BLM.

Page 4L-4, Par. 3

Minimize Streaam Crossing Impact. Add the statesent, 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

MP 0.2-13.6' VQO: Retention. The area along the Eileen Road is also to be
sanaged for the visual quality objective of retention. Therefore, correct MP
0.2-13.6 to read 0.2-20.1. This is the same as along the Moyie River Road.

Page 4L-4, Par, 7

Page 4L-5, Par. 1

Short tera mitigation of the visual effects would be msore positive if signing
was strategically placad to advise the public concerning of the short tera
impacts to the area. This does not really improve the visual ispact but would

reduce confusion and misunderstandings about the changes to their recreation
area.

P 4L-5, Par,

MP 465.0-511.2, VQO: Retention. In order to assure Retention of visual
quality, a COM Plan will be completed by PGT and appruved by the Forest
Service.

Page 4L~

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

FA9-141
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Thank you for this information. No response required.

See response to Comment FA9-141.

Comment accepted. 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.
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Page 4M-1, Par. 1

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

Mitigative measures "will™ include rerouting the

Page 4M-2, Par. 1

DEIS needs to state smore clearly that FERC msust subait cultural resource site
determinationa of NRHP Eligibility to SHPO's prior to consulting with same for
Determinations of Effect. Include appropriate Federal agencies in
consultation.

Page 4M-2, Par. b

Comament: The field survey is not complete for the APE.

Page 4M-2, Par. 5

Comment: Applicants sust be required to seet these conditions in order to
comply with the NHPA. Recomsending that they do so is not sufficient.

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

Comament: Sentences are inconasistent. The entire APA has not been inventoried
because areas outaide of the pipeline route are not included in the inventory.

P 4M-3, Par.

Paragraph needs to indicate that there are atill x number of cultural resource
sites outstanding to be subsitted to SHPO's for Determination of NRHP
Eligibility,

Page 4M-10, Par. §

The survey of the APE for paleontological resources will be completed and
analyzed in a NEPA frasework prior to construction activities.

Page 4M-12, Par. 2, 3

Rather than discussing impacts or effects, once again the statesent is msade or
implied that surveys are needed and formations are known to contain
paleontological resources (e.g., John Day Formation).

Mention of how PGT would coordinate with other utilitiea during construction,
and possible cuaulative effects of sore that one project occurring could be
mentioned here.

Pa -1

Cumulative lapacts. It is difficult to address cusulative effects, especially
when your analysis basically consist of qualitative inforaation. However,
throughout the docusent, there are nuserous references to cusulative water
quality impacts to the Moyie River (i.e., 4C-13, Par. &) but there is no
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Comment accepted. See revised Chapter 4M.

See revised Chapter 4M.

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

Thank you for your comment. The staff’s recommended condition is sufficient to ensure that
the FERC complies with its responsibilitics under Section 106 of the NHPA.

The APE as defined in the Phase | report has been surveyed. PGT 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.

Thank you for this information. No response required.

Paleontology impacts are discussed on page 4M-10.

Comment noted. See revised Chapler §.
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FA-40

reference to it in cumulative impacts section. You may have to quality the
existing water quality condition and also state how much you expect to change
for for how long. The topic of water quality is very important as relates to
the Moyie River but which is handled rather vaguely.

No reference is made to the necessary coordinstion with other utilities, such
as phone lines, electrical facilities, etc.

Page 5-2, Par. 2

For the PGT portion of the line it mentions only three stations having
increased emissions and dismisses thea 8s not significant. All atations will
ave increases associated with the increased volume of an edditional line to
pusp, as well as the increased cospressor capacity at the three stations
mentioned. There should be a cumulative affects discussion of the coapressor
stations es they affect local air sheds in conjunction with other eamission
sources such as urban area traffic and industry, agricultural burning, slash
burning, and wood stove ssoke. The cantral Oregon and Klamath Basins are two
areas where the transsission line NOx eaissions are bound to exert a cusulative
impact.

FA9-158

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

The discussion on air quality and Tablé 6-1 needs to be updated to reflect at
least 3 compressor stations heving significant increases in NOx emissions.
There is no msention of required use of BACT for reducing NOx emissions fros the
cospressor stations in Oregon.

Page 6-31, #17
Replace "should” with "will®,

Page 6-32

FERC Staff Recommended Mitigation Measures for the PGT Project. Sosewhere in
this section the following statesent should appear: PGT shall cosply with the
Standards and Guidelines of the Land and Resource Management Plan of each
National Forest involved in the PGT Natural Gas Pipeline Project.

FA9-159

FA9-160

FA9-161

Coordination should be done with other utilities in the vicinity of the
pipeline. FA9-162
Any bedding material for the pipe, fill needs, etc., should be obtained froa

the immediate area to avoid introducing species into the area that are not

comspatible with existing species or introducing noxious weeds.

Any' straw or mulch material used to control erosion should also be obtained
froa the ismediate area.

PGT sust perform a snag analysis and develop COM Plans for snag replacesent.

Nany areas on the Deschutes and Winema National Forests are close to the
ainisus for big game cover. A COM Plan will be developed by PGT and approved

by the Forest Service to maintain adequate cover.

Suaff disagrees with this statement. Any increases in emissions from existing stations will be
negligible, and these station would be required to operale within the terms set by their PSD
permits.

The refercnced paragraph and table already contain this information.

Comment noted.

Comment noted. See revised Chapler 6.

The staff believes that the development and imposition of these recommendations is best left to

the Forest Service's permitting process, as agreed to by the FERC staff and the Forest Service
in our coordination meeting held in Bend, Oregon on February 28, 1991.
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Forest Service requests PGT to review their 30' offset requiresent 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 most areas of the pipeline.

The crossing of highway 97 is on Gilchrist timber cospany land. The Forest
Service requests treatment of this crossing similar to National Forest Land as
sost people believe they are viewing National Forest lands when driving down
highway 97. A COM Plan would be agreed to for this section.

PGT will subait a plan for managing existing windrowed rock and new rock. This

COM Plan will be approved by the Forest Service.

The scope of the expansion of Cospressor Station No. 12, Deschutes National
Forest, needs to be defined and arrangesents made with the Forest Service for
specific mitigation measures that aight be needed concerning the owners in the
nearby subdivision.

Page 6-33, Par. 31

The "FERC Staff Recommended Mitigation Measures for the PGT Project” number 31
is consistent with the recosmendation to not construct within the aule deer
sigration corridors between mile posts listed in the above comment. COM Plans
will be approved by the Forest Service for additional measures necessary to
protect msigration of sule deer, especially in the wider mitigetion corridors.

Page 6-32, #40
Add sentence:

Page 6-34, Par. 4

Change first sentence to read: ......,PGT and PGLE "will"™ avoid these
resources.

Evaluations will be completed prior to clearing.

Add sentence: When it is impossible to avoid NRHP listed or eligible cultural
resources, PGT and PGLE will conduct data recovery prior to site disturbance.

Page 6-36, Par. 3

It 18 unknown what cultural resources msay lie under the pumice layer resulting
froa the Mt. Nazama eruption. Therefore, a COM Plan will address appropriate
seasures to ensure deeply layered cultural resources are protected as required
by State and Federal law.

Page B-1-1, Appendix B-1

Erosion Control, Revegetation and Maintenance Plan. A final restoration plan
(COM Plan) will be cospleted by PGT/PGE in conjunction with and approved by the
Forest Service.

Page B-1-4, Part IV. C

*"Test for soil cospaction across the project right-of-wey in agricultural
areas.”

FA-41
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Thank you for this information.

The word “construction®, as used in the referenced mitigation measure, encompasses clearing
and other carth disturbing activities. Therefore, no change is required.

The comment probably refers to Condition No. 40 versus Paragraph 4. See revised Condition
No. 40.

Thank you for this information. No response required.

See response 1o Comment FA9-166.

See response to Comment FA9-167.
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Comsent: Soil coampaction is often a problea for tree and shrub developsent on
forested lands. Tests for soil coampaction should be run in National Forest
Systea Lands where trees and shrubs will be planted.

P B-1-5, V

Revegetation, A. General Requirements.

Comment: Soils on the NFS lands should be tested for various additives needed
and applied to achieve an appropriate growth sedium so revegetation will be
successful,
P, B-1~5, Part F

Coasent: The Forest Service R-5 standards for "slope breakers” or water bers
is as follows:

Erosion Hazard Rating for Area

X Slope Low . High
(reet) (feet) (feet)

1- 6 400 ’ 350 300

7-9 300 250 200

10 - 14 200 175 150
15 - 20 150 120 90
21 ~ ko 90 70 50
41 - 60 50 40 25

Page B-1-8 A. VII.

Revegetation and rehabilitation plans must meet agency maintenance end results
standards. Standards and length of tera for PGT/PGE responsibility in ensuring
adequate revegetation/rehabilitation will be determined through the Plans of
Operation (Restoration Plan). Forest Service will approve Restoration Plan and
tera of liability.

COM Plans will be written by PGT/PGE and spproved by the Forest Service for
revegetation and rehabilitation.

Page B-1-9 E

Application of herbicides and other vegetative managesent of unwanted
vegetation must confore to the Vegetative Managesent EIS and mediated agreesent
by the Regional Forester R-6, on public lands sdministered by the Winesa,
Ochoco, and Deschutes National Forests.

(Note to FERC: It is of utmsost importance this reference is sade to the
Vegetative Managewent EIS in the FERC EIS. If this reference is not msade,

National Forests in Oregon will not be able to issue a Record of Decision to
consent to the Grant based on FERC's EIS.)

FA-42

FA9-169

FA9-170

FA9-171
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This issue is adequately addressed in Chapters 4B and 6.

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

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

Comment noted. See revised Appendix B-1.
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Page B-1-9, Part F

Comment: The Forest Service will provide the percent cover standards by mile
post for deteraining if revegetation is successful. It is stated that "The
Environsental Inspector shall deteraine whether or not reseeding is required.”
The Forest Service Regional Liaisons along with the Environsental Inspector
shall determine whether or not reseeding is required on the National Forest
Systea Lands.

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

The statesent that staging areas will be located 50 feet away froa the wetland
edge, "where topographic conditions permit” may not produce effects desired.
Perhaps leaving off “"where topographic conditions perait” would leave a
stronger statesent capable of ensuring desired results.

Pege C-3-1, Item I-B-1

It is unclear whether the 10 feet is to be measured fros the high water mark or
the low water level.

Page C-3-2, Item I-D-§
The statement that stream crossings will be as perpendicular to the axis of the

channel "as engineering and routing conditions permit” may not produce desired
effects. Perhaps a stronger statesent could be inserted.

Page C-}-'j, Itemg D-2, 3

Erosion control seasures described here fail to discuss what size or intensity
of climatic event they might be designed to deal with.

Page E-1-1, Appendix E-1

The following species should also be considered:
Astragalus howellii var. howellii,
Astraglus diaphanus var. diurnus.
Page E-1-1, Appensix E-1.

Astragalus howellidi,
Astragalus diaph var. diaph . and

PGT Special-Status Plant Species. Astragalus peckii.
species was found between M.P. 525 and M.P. 530.

Indicate that this

Mimulus 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~-1, Appendix E-1

Special status plant species that may occur along the pipeline...This table,
which lists sensitive plants that may occur along the pipeline, is different
fros 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. insectivora, Botrychium pumicola, Castilleja chlortica and

FA9-173
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Thank you for this information. No response required.

The staff 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 o 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 staff"s 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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Thelypodiua brachcarpus; if Table 3 is true, then we are concerned that
Periderdia erythrorhiza and Castilleja chlortica were neglected during the
survey.

Page E-1-4, Appendix E-1

Comment: Lassen National Forest Botanist has stated that there are no known

populations of Fritillaria eastwoodise (Butte County fritillary), Fritillaria FA9-182
pluriflora, (Adobe lily), and Mimulus pygmeeus, (Pigmy monkeyflower) on the

Shasta National Forest administered by the Lasgen National Forest or the Lassen

National Forest in the vicinity of the pipeline.

Page E-1-5, Appendix E-1

Comments: Poe fibrata (Lassen County blue grass) has been delisted as a Forest FA9-183
Service sensitive plant. It is still a C2 candidate.

Page E-1-5, Appendix E-1

Comment: Strepthanthus shastensis (Pitt River jewelflower) is given the
Federal listing status of "R". What does "R" stand for? It is not listed in " FA9-184
the key.

Thank you for this information.

Thank you for this information.

This is a typographical error. Please see revised Appendix E-1.
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Site Specific Mitigation Measures to Cansider for COM Plans in the Pacific
Northwest Region. Note: This 1list is not complete and will be refined and
added to while working with PGT:

FA9-185

General

A PGT/PGLE liaison will be designated for each Forest Service Regional
Coordinator during the construction phase.

P 2-3, Par.
On antelope winter range, fences must be reconstructed according to the

following guidelines: Topwire: Not more than 40 inches above the ground.
Bottos wire: Ssooth wire at least 18 inches above the ground.

Page 2-11, Par. §

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

Minimsua X Effective
Ground Cover, 1lst Year

Soil Resource Inventory
Erosion Hazard Class

Low . 20-30
Moderate 30-40
Severe 50-60

Very Severe 60-75

Soil Resource Inventory
Erosion Hazard Class

Minimsua % Effective
Ground Cover, 2nd year

Low 30-40
Moderate 40-50
Severe 60-75
Very Severe 75-90

The erosion hazard class is defined and units mapped in the Soil Resource
Inventory, Ochoco National Forest, Paulson, 1977.

Effective ground cover is defined as the basal area of perennial vegetation,
plus litter and coarse fragments greater than 2ma sizes), including tree crowns
and shrubs that are in direct contact with the ground. Exceptions may occur
where specific projects meet erosion control objectives without meeting the
ground cover objectives stated above.

Page 2-41, Par. §

Integrated Pest Management (IPM) strategies will be used to manage pests within
the constraints of lews and regulations, and meet Grassland, Deschutes, and
Winema managesent objectives.

IPM strategies include manual, sechanical, cultural, biological, chesical,
prescribed fire, and regulatory seans. Select strategy through the
environsental analysis process, and in cospliance with the Regional Vegetation
Managesent Environmental Ispact Statesent, 1988.

FA-45

In coordination meetings between the FERC staff and representatives of the Forest Service, held
on February 25, 1991 in Coeur D’Alene, 1daho, and on February 28, 1991 in Bend, Oregon,
it was agreed that the information presented in Page 31 through 42 of the Forest Service's
comment represented genuine issues of concemn. 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 concems, 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 site-specific conditions on PGT. However, the Forest Service
requested that the FERC staff publish this information in order to provide both PGT and
interested 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 the FERC staff
and the Forest Service, we will not respond to these comments.
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Pesticide application, if used, will confora with EPA regulations, label
restrictions, and the Regional Environsental Impact Statesent on cheaical
applications.

Page 3B-1, Oregon
Noxious weeds were not msentioned. The Cheamult Ranger District, Winesa NF, has
no identified infestations of noxious weeds. Isolated occurr of Canad

thistle (Cirsium arvense), musk thistle (Carduus nutans), and possibly Scotch
thistle Onopordua acanthium) have been noted throughout the Chesult Ranger
District. Other species of noxious weeds probably occur on the District which
have not yet been located. Numercus species of noxious weeds occur on lands
adjacent to the District. Twenty-eight species of noxious weeds occur in
Klamath County. The potential for a noxious weed probles developing on the
Chesult District is very high.

Noxious weeds could be a prodbles on the Winema and Deschutes National Forests
also. A noxious weed prevention plan should be written as part of the Plans of
Operation for Forest Service approval (see comments 4B-7, Weed Control).

P -1

Environsent Air Quality. There is no discussion of PM-10 particles nor is
their any discussion on the ispacts on Class I air sheds, such as Crater Lake
National Park, if debris created by clearing the right-of-way is disposed of by
burning. There is a requiresent that project activities be conducted in such a
sanner that they seet the requiresents of the Oregon Ssoke Managesent Plan
which is a part of Oregan’'s State Imsplementation Plan for implementing the
Federal Clean Air Act.

Page 4B-1

Significant Impacts. FS requires compaction sitigation on all compacted areas
that will not be permanent roads.

Page 4B-7

Weed Control. Early detection of invasion of weeds is essential. Inventory of
the revegetated area is essential to insure weed species are not transported
into the area by project activities. Prevention is the preferred method of
weed control. At a sinisum, PGT sust develop procedures for cleaning equipsent
that are sufficient to prevent weed seed travel via dirt on equipsent

during both construction and revegetation phases. As a prevention measure, it
is recoasended that all equipment be washed before entering the project area.

If inventory identifies areas of noxious weed establishment, a Vegetative
Managesent Plan and an analysis of the plan shall be prepared, consistent with
guidance given by the Record of Decision (ROD) for the Environaental Ispact
Statesent (EIS) for "Mansging Competing and Unwanted Vegetation®, USDA-Forest
Service, Pacific Northwest Region, Novesber, 1988, and subsequent Mediated
Agreesent with litigants.
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Activities associated with this pipeline project, including site preparation by
sechanical sethods and other vegetation managesent, including the prevention of
introduction of noxious weeds and control of noxious weeds, would require
project design, mitigation and monitoring measures.

Page 4C-1, Par.
%31 110

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

Page 4C-3, Par. &4

Pumice soil is porous and the soil profile often lacks a restrictive layer.
Careful consideration needs to be given to preventing contaminants such as
spilled fuel froa rapidly reaching the water table through pumice soil.

Page 4C-10, Sec. §C, Par. §

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

Page 4C-15, Par. 2

The Willow Creek (M.P. §421) stream crossing should be addressed in the DEIS.
At our field review of the stream crossing on Novesber 1, 1990 we discussed a
number of protection and mitigation seasures that the Forest would like to see
implesented during the construction of the crossing. These included:

Timing: Due to concerns about sedimentation problems associated with
working during high flow periods, the group agreed that scheduling
construction for mid- August or September would provide the best degree of
protection for fish habitat in Willow Creek. This will also lessen impacts
on successful spawning of rainbow trout in the stream.

Flusing: It was agreed that a flume would be used to pass most of the
streams flow acound the actual construction activity as specified in
Appendix C3 of the DEIS; FERC Stream and Wetland Construction and
Mitigation for Minor Streems. This would also greatly decrease the
potential for sedimentation during construction.

Hay Bales: Some type of sediment trap would be used on streaabanks to trap
sedisent froa upslope construction prior to it reaching the streas itself.

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

These points were agreed to by the group and re-affirsed in a telephone call
between Dean Grover Forest Fisheries Biologist) and Steve Ahern on 2/1/91.
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Timing, fluming and hay bales were all discussed in various sections of the
DEIS. However, no mention was made that specifically dealt with the N.P. 42)
Willow Creek Crossing. In fact, Willow Creek was hardly sentioned at all.
This leaves it open to Question whether the agreed upon measures will be
incorporated into the plan of work during the actual construction and needs to
be clarified.

In addition, there is a concern over the blasting proposed during the
construction of the crossing. Just upstream of the site are a nuaber of pools
which hold good size trout. As identified in the environaental consequences
section, these pools would be within the kill zone®" of the blasts. These fish
sust be remcved and relocated imsediately prior to blasting, and block nets
must be set up to prevent any addition fish froa being killed,

Page 4E-5

Ispacts and Mitigating Measures common to the PGT and Altamont Projects.

All PGT Loop Construction crossing public lands adainistered by the Winema
National Forest will coaply with the Winema Land and Resource Ranageeent Plan
with seasonal restrictions for wildlife, special wildlife, vegetation, soils
and water, noxious weeds, fire restrictions as set forth in the Standards and
Guidelines, unless waiver is obtained and signed off by the Forest Supervisor,
Wineas Nstional Forest. After discussing the Proposed project with Klamath
Tribe Representatives, it sppears that Land Management Plan restrictions will
be implesented as aitigation seasures.

Page 4E-6, Sec. 4E

Wildlife and cattle are going to have to negotiate the open trench. Mitigation
seasures should be mentioned such as reamping that will be done periodically
along tha pipeline (distance to be deterained) to ellow for their escape. PGT
to write measure, Forest Service to approve,

Page 4E-

Special Status Wildlife Species. Winema Land and Resource Management Plan
requires seasonsl operation restrictions for these wildlife that are present
and/or found during construction of the Loop on those lands administered by the
Winema National Forest. These species are listed in the Winema Land Management
Plan. Waivers may be obtained under certain conditions as specified in the
pPlan, and must be agreed to by the Forest Supervisor, Wineaa National Forest.
This is not likely to occur and PGT should plan its project accordingly to
restrictions set forth in the Winema Land Manag and R ce Plan.

Page 4E-41

Isportant Habitat for Game Species- Mule Deer. Winema Land Managesent Plan
requires seasonal restrictions for winter range and fawning habitat on those
lands adainistered by the Winema National Forest as sitigation unless a waiver
is obtained by PGT froa the Forest Supervisor, Winema National Forest. The
Land and Resource Managesent Plan gets forth conditions for obtaining these
waivers. This is not likely to occur and PGT should plan its project
accordingly to restrictions set forth in the Winema Land Managesent and
Resource Plan.
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Page 4E-41, Par. 7

In a conversation with Steve Roberts on January 16, 1991, he explained that
there had been tentative agreement with Oregon Departsent of Fish and Wildlife
(ODFW) that crossings would be constructed in the open trench every 400 yards
along the trench. The crossings would be constructed of earthen ramps. The
top surface would be about 80 feet wide. The crossings would allow deer, as
well as other animals, to cross, and the ramps would perait animals which may
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 ramps. In a conversation with Norm Behrens of ODFW, I
confirmed that this tentative agreeaent between ODFW and PGT had been made. I
support the use of earthen ramps for crossings and escape points froa the
trench.

Page ME-43, Par. 1

Pronghorn antelope are present year-round on the Grassland between Mud Springs
Creek and the Madras coapressor station. This area is closed between Decesber
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 it's open to provide
passage across the trench. The plugs would be about 80 feet wide and spaced
about 400 yards apart. They would be covered with dirt, and constructed so
that any animals that fell into the trench could clisb back out. Gaps would be
left in the line of pipe next to the trench.

Page 4H-1

Slash burning, if allowed, will require a permit issued by the Forest Service.
Burning may occur only on days authorized by the State for smcke managesent
control. Dust abatesent will be done on federal roads where necessary as a
safety measure. This will, in turn, help air quality.

Page 4J-1, Par. 2

The Grassland Land and Resource Managesent Plan contains the following
standards and guidelines:

Manage traffic as needed to control access due to structural limitations of
the road, safety, or constraints imposed by resource (coordination), such
as those to meet wildlife needs or ORV travel msanagement 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 it.

Page 4J-2, Sec. 4J, Par. 1

A mitigation e for incr d traffic on Forest Service roads could be to
enter into a road saintenance agreement in which PGT should saintain the
portions of the roads they use and restore all roads to original condition when
they are done.
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Page 4K-1, Sec. UK

Public safety could be cospromiaed if it we do not allow PGT to close access to
the work site to the public. Forest Service lands are public lands and many
uses take place on the same piece of ground. We may want to allow the
contractor to close the work site for public safety. Also, traffic will
increase on forest rvads that are heavily used in the sumsers. Therefore, road
closure proposals aust be made in Plans of Operation so that other Forest users
may have adequate and timely sccess to the Forest during construction.

The Forest Service wants to set up a monitoring program to monitor the effect
of blasting on the stsbility of Lava River Cave. The cave would be closed to
the public during blasting.

Page 4L-5, Par. §

MP465.0-511.2, VQO: Retention. Last sentence should read: ...to
less-than-significant levels, clearing and road crossing impacts will be
minimized by reducing clearing to the existing rights-of-way and planting large
trees (spading or containerized stock) within five days of crossing the road.

Page 41L-

MP 519.5,VQ0: Retention. The only additional clearing of trees at this
location would be for teamporary worksgp . To red the appearance of
straight line effect, we recomsend that trees be replanted in different age
classes with native local species. This will help meet the desired future
condition of schieving diversity. This will minimize the long-tera impacts and
short-tera impacts would be considered less that significant.

Page 6-29, Par. 2

The developeent of all site-specific plans listed in the Mitigation Measures
which affect National Forest Lands in Region 6 sust involve appropriate
personnel froa those Forests.

Chepter 6

Mitigation Meas. The Winems NF has concerns related to road use during
construction of the pipeline. These concerns and requiresents were previously
submitted in Noveamber, 1990. Concerns are related to road use, overweight and
overlength loads, public ssfety, road damage, and the need to evaluate the
traffic and transportation needs. It is our intention that concerns and
conflicts will be mitigated through req t and 1 of Road Use permits,
which will contain the specific roed use requiresents and mitigetion aeasures
related to roads.

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

The following mitigation measures should be added for construction, operation,
and/or saintenance within the Crooked River National Grassland:

1. All project plans must coaply with Grassland Land and Resource
Managesent Plan and applicable CFR'a, unless written authorization ia received
from a reaponaible Forest officer.

2. In riparian areas, motorized use will be restricted to designated
routes.

3. Protect and preserve, for American Indians, access to and use of
traditional sites, the possession of sacred objects, and the freedoa to worship
through ceremonial and traditional rites. Coordinate location and protection
of those areas with representatives of the Confederated Tribes of the Warm
Springs Indian Reservation. Consider the plans and policies of other Federal,
State, local, and Aserican Indian tribal governsents in plen implesentation.

4. The following roads which cross or are adjacent to the pipeline are open
year round: 51, 52, 5250, 53, 5350, 54, 57, 5920, 7850, 7960 and Highway 26.
All other roads and off-road travel are subject to seasonal closures. The
areas from the north boundary of the Grassland to Rd. 5920 and froa Mud Spring
Creek to Rd.

7130 are closed froms Novesber 15 to March 31. The areas froa Rd. 5920 to Mud
Spring Creek and fros Rd. 7130 to the south boundary of the Grassland are
closed froa Decesber 1 to March 31.

5. Meet State standards for temperature, turbidity, and water discharge.

The requiresents for shade along streams will generally correspond to
provisions for more than 80 percent of the shaded surface. Where this can not
be attained, 100 percent of the potential for shade is the standard.

Existing temperatures above 58 degrees F. will not be increased. Temperatures
at or below 56 degrees F. may be raised a maximuam of 2 degrees F. Where stream
temperatures exceed 58 degrees F., management activities will include
objectives for reducing temperatures to levels that will improve fish habitat
capability.

6. Allow no more than 10 percent cumulative increase in stream turbidity.
Short-tera deviations froa this standard to accommodate emergency or other
legitimate activities will comply with state requirements for notification and
approval.

Page 6- Item 2

PGT's responsibility for noxious weed control will continue until the
right-of-way is coaspletely revegetated. The plan for noxious weed control must
control noxious weeds and invader plants to prevent threats to adjacent
agricultural land¢ or to prevent unacceptable loss of range productivity.
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Page 6-32, Sec. 6, Par. 3

The following are suggestions to be added to the "...Mitigation Measures for
the PGT Project” section.

Clearcutting in the right-of-way should be avoided across Forest Service

lands. Forest Service representatives and PGT will agree on a site specific
basis what trees may be left within the right-of-way, utilizing "shoo-flys", to
facilitate construction as well as conservation of old-growth trees (especially
ponderosa pine). Also, the edges of the right-of-way should be scalloped, both
from clearing and planting, to soften the visual ispact.

Borrow and disposal sites need to be identified. Cultural resource surveys and
T/E surveys need to be completed for these areas.

Specific site drawings need to be developed for areas where the distance
between the pipes is decreased to 20 feet, or where the terrain is steep or
unusual in nature. These areas will be identified by the Forest Service, PGT
will prepare the engineering drawings. One of these areas is the Northwest
Rift zone fault that is within the boundsries of the Newberry National Volcanic
Monument. There are several others on the Deschutes, Winema, and Ochoco
National Forests.

Transportation/construction access plans need to be developed. Extra casing
say be needed on roads of heavy traffic. Use of Forest Service roads needs to
be coordinated and permitted. Somse Forest Development Roads (FDRs) must be
kept open to traffic during construction. Casing may be needed on sose msajor
paved roads. Forest Service will supply PGT with roads of concern, PGT will
supply Forest Service with a plan on how to accamsodate these road use
situations. Roeds of concern on the Fort Rock District, Deschutes NF, are FDR
18, 9710, 9720, 9724, 9735, 22, and county road 21.

Range allotment concerns: On the Deschutes, Winema, and Ochoco National
Forests where applicable, fencas need to be maintained to keep cattle away froa
area of construction and inside the all area, ds to be
maintained into the allotment for delivery of water on the Fort Rock District,
Deschutes National Forest, and use of cattle guards by heavy equipsent will
need to be monitored. If damage to the cattle guards occur, an effective
barrier will need to be maintained until cattle guard can be replaced by PGT.

PGT will replace existing allotment fence to the westside of the R/W as agreed
in field review October 1990.

PGT sust perform a snag analysis and consider seasures for snag replacesent.
Timber sale contracts and OSHA requiresents would be considered in this
analysis and plan; as discussed on field review October 1990.

Froa the intersection of highways 58 and 97, a steep pummy slope the pipe
extends up, is visible from this location. As discussed on the field review
10/90, PGT will plant or spade 30-50 large trees across froa the intersection
of highways (off-site) to reduce the visual ispacts of the bluff. On the site
of the pusay slope, as agreed on the field review, October 1990, PGT will lay
fabric satting and sulching 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 from highway.
Another option would be to extend additional length of casing 30-40° on each
side 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 and lessen grede on steep hill

. Just to north of fault zone. PGT will site design this area and use as a
typical for other areas of similar construction. Right-of-way will be only
minimally 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 temporary R/W
for 600- 1000°; then leave tree clumps again. Shooflys will be used behind
tree cluaps to facilitate construction; as agreed on October 1990 field review.

Many areas on the Deschutes and Winema National Forests are close to the
sinisua for big game cover. Lodgepole within the right-of-way is healthier
than that outside. Additional clearing of right-of-way may sean not treating
adjacent stands that need silvicultural treatment, in order to maintain
adequate cover. PGT and FS will consider impacts of msoving pipe alignment in
order to save sose of healthy reproduction within existing right-of-way
corridor (new pipe would lay 60-100 feet froa existing pipe rather than 30
feet). This was agreed on field review, October 1990.

The crossing of highway 97 is on Gilchrist Timber Company 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 most people believe they are
driving through Deschutes National Forest and do not realize they are on
private land at that point.

PGT will remove as msuch 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.

The valve facility visible froa 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
ameliorate visual sensitivity froam FDR 18. Agreed with PGT on field review,
October 1990.

Visual impacts of the pipeline right-of-way from Lava Butte will need to be
reduced froa the current situation. Discussed on field review with PGT in
October 1990. It will be necessary to set up a sonitoring program to study the
effect of blasting on bats and rock stability in Lava River Cave.

Breaks should be maintained between pieces of pipe as they are being fitted
together to allow for passage of wildlife and cattle. Ramps should also be
saintained in/across the trenches to allow for movesent of wildlife.
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P 6- Par, 2

We recomsend that the monitoring plan be reviewed by Forest Service staff and
that prior to comsencesent of canstruction that all cultural resource plans,
surveys and reports, and mitigation plans and reports, monitoring plans etc. be
reviewed by the staff cultural resource specialists of the National Forest
units in Oregon upon which this construction would take place.

Page 6-35, Par. 5

In the forsulation of any mitigation for NRHP listed or eligible site located
on the Grassland, we expect that we will be consulted and that indirect effects
of project mitigation will be taken into account as well.

Page 6-36, Par. 3

It is unknown what cultural resources say lie under the pumice layer resulting
from the Mt. Mazema eruption. Therefore, a professional archeologist must be
on site during excavation, on Crescent Ranger District, Deschutes National
Forest, and other National Forest System lands as appropriate, to sonitor and
evaluate the soils below the pumice.

Page B-1-8 A, VII

Revegetation and rehabilitation plans msust meet agency maintenance end results
standards. Standards and length of tera for PGT responsibility in ensuring
adequate revegation/ rehabilitation will be determined through the Plans of
Operation (Restoration Plan). Forest Service will approve Restoration Plan and
tera of liability.

Page B-1-9 E

In addition to consulting, operations should include cosplete washing of
equipsent and vehicles before leaving as infested noxious weed area to an area
of non-infestation to minimize the spread of known noxious weeds. Monitoring
should follow rehabilitation seeding and planting to insure that new noxious
weed infestations are minimized. Application of herbicides must confora to the
Vegetative Managesent EIS and sediated agreement by the Regional Forester R-6,
on public lands adainistered by the Winema, Ochoco, and Deschutes National
Forests, and to the Winema and Deschutes National Forest Land and Resource
Management Plans, and the Crooked River National Grassland Land and Resource
Managesent Plan.

Page B-2-1, Appendix B-2

The following are the recommaended seed mixtures for that portion of the
pipeline crossing the Crooked River National Grassland. Since 75 percent of
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the acreage crosses land that has previously been plowed and seeded, there is
one sixture for these areas and another for the native areas. The seed should

be drilled.
Species lbs/Ac.
Seeded Areas:
Agropyron crisatus (Crested ]

Wheat Grass)
Poa ampla (Sherman big bluegrass)
Dryland alfalfa

-

Native Areas:

Agropyron specatus (Bluegrass wheatgrass)
Poa sandbergia (Sandberg bluegrass)
Sitanion hystrix (Bottlebrush squirreltail)
Stipa thurberiana (Thurber needlegrass)

[SELSE NIV

Page B-2-2, Item B

Recommended Seed Mixes. We would like to add the following seed mixes for
nonriparian area where slopes are less than 10 percent.

Moist Site PLS/acre
Serviceberry (Amelanchier alnifolia)
Rocky Mountain Maple (Acer glabrus)
Chokecherry (Prunus virginiana)
Coluabia Brose (Bromus vulgaris)
Elymus canadensis

-
b
- ANVVW =
0
]

Dry Site

Serviceberry

Red-stea Ceanothus (Ceanothus Sanguineus)
Rocky Mountain Maple

Chokecherry

Bluebunch wheatgrass (Agropyron spicatums)
Idaho Fescue (Festuca idahoensis)

Red Fescue (Festuca rubra)

ANV = =

These seed mixes will be used to encourage revegetation of nstive and browse
species common to this area. Seed should be ordered well in advance of
anticipated need as sose native seeds are not readily available.

Page C-3-1, Sec. I-C

Due to concerns about sedisentation probleas associated with working during
high flow periods, the M.P. 421 Willow Creek crossing sust occur in mid- August
or September to provide the best degree of protection for fish habitat. This
will also lessen impacts on successful spawning of rainbow trout in the stream.
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Page C-3-2, Sec. I-D-7

The N.P. 421 Willow Creek crossing must conform to the standards listed in this
section.

Sincerely,

dil ot L

ROBERT L. SIPE
Project Coordinator
PGT/PGE and Altasont Natural Gas Pipeline Project

cc:

Mr. Mark C. Kalpin, PGT/PGE Expansion Project
Nr. Laurence J. Sauter, Jr., Altasont Project
R-6 - Alice Mueller

R-1 - John Criswell

R-5 - Joyce Cloakley

R-2 - Ben Wallingford

BLM - Bill Dabbs
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BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT [
CALIFORNIA STATE OFFICE
2800 COTTAGE WAY, ROOM E-2845 INRMAY MERR W0r
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95825-1689
1790
MR T 2800
CA-920.14

RECEIVED BY

Mark Kalpin MAR 13199
rederal Energy Regulatory Commission
Environmontal Compliance & Project ‘m&‘:s"mlﬁnmﬂl

Analysis Branch, Room 7312
835 North Capitol Street, NE
Washington, D.C. 20426

Dear Mr. Kalpin:

Following are Bureau of Land Nannqameht. cooments on the PGT/PGLE Expansion
Project Draft EIS (Oregon segment).

Page JL-10:

MP 195 to NP 196. South end of Cow Canyon: This segment of the right-
of-way is highly visible from Highway 97, a main travel corridor through
the area. Reclamation of this exposed hillside should be given special
consideration to restore the natural features of the site.

MP 434 to 456. An area of volcanic rock situated south of the Crooked
River crossing, and east of the cities of Redmond and Bend, Oregon.
This segment of the right-of-way ie highly sensitive because of its
close proximity to population centers. BLM administered lands in this
vicinity receive heavy use from the general public. There is a high
degree of public awareness with regard to uses of these lands. The
right~-of-way route along this segment extends through an area
characterized by a thin soil layer over bedrock with random outcrops of
volcanic rock. Shallow pockets of sandy eoils are found in isolated
pocketa throughout the area. There remains a large windrow of volcanic
rock and soil material, averaging 5-10 feet high, along this entire
segment of right-of-way. This material resulted from the excavation of

N the existing pipeline. It is expected that a comparable amount of
material will be produced during construction of this project.

Page 48-9:
The document states that PGT will develop specific plans for construc-

tion through areas characterized by volcanic rock. These plans should
consider disposing of waste rock and soil material accumulated along the

FAlOQ-]

FAl0-2

FA-57

[U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, Sacramento, California]

Because both of these areas don’t have a VRM designation of Class 1 or 11, 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 areas along the
proposed route to be visually sensitive even though they have not been assigned a VRM of
Class I or 1l, and that the BLM may place stipulations in their right-of-way grants to mitigate
the visual impact the project would have on these areas. See revised Chapter 4L.

Comment accepted. See revised Chapter 4B.




FA10-2
{cant.)

FAl10-3

FA10-4

FA-58

existing line as well as material expected to be generated by new
construction.

PGT should also identify areas suitable for borrow of backfill soil
material. It is expected that the rock removed from the trench would
need to be replaced by soil material suitable for backfill purpoees.

Borrow and stockpile off the right-of-way will have to be subjected to
NEPA review, including cultural and botanical clearancee. Specific
authorizations must be obtained for off site activitiee affecting public
landes.

Consideration should be given to preserving the surface soil material
during construction so it may be available for replacesent on the graded
right-of-way surface upon completion. It is recommended that two -
three inches of surface soil material including vegetative debris and
brush be placed to the side of the right-of-way and saved for purposes
of restoration. Upon coapletion of backfilling and recontouring, the
surface soil material should be evenly dispersed over the right-of-way
and seeded with native grass species.

Page 40-8:

The document should state that the entire length of the existing right-
of-way through Gilliam, Sherman, Wasco, Jefferson, Deschutes and
northern Klamath County has, where it crosses public lands administered
by BLM, been designated a utility corridor in BLM land uee plans. The
existing John Day River Canyon crossing and John Day River variation are
both located in this corridor which occupies a "window” between
Wilderness Study Areas.

FA10-3

Bage 4F-3:

To avoid the consequences of an accidental spill of hazardous materials

such as petroleum products into the John Day River, a boom should be FA10-4
located down stream from the crossing location. Absorbent pads or

equivalent, should be avaiiable on site to quickly remove any hazardoue

material contained by the booms. PGT should develop a contingency plan

to address the possibility of an accidental spill in the river.

There are no additional camments on the California segment.

Sincerely,

X/M)
£d Hastey
State Director

|

Comment accepted. See revised Chapter 4D.

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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FAl1-2

FA11-3

FAl1-4

March 1, 1991 P

Ms. Lois Cashell, Secretary ‘c?\
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission R

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

REF: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for FGT/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 finalizing the EIS.

1. On page 1-14, it is incorrect to state that the Commission is
required to ensure that historic and cultural resources are not
adverscly 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 applicable to specific kinds of historic properties
and undertakings.

2. On page 1-17, it would be more appropriate to say that Council

in consultation regarding project features that may
affect National Register listed or eligible properties. Typically
the agency, the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), and the
Council will consult together regarding the effects of a project.
Consultation is an interactive process, and Council cannot by
itself "provide consultation".

3. 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,
thciere are sites sacred to Native Americans that are still used in
this area.

4. On page 3M-9 and 13, 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.

REIER (R

FAll-1

FAll-2

FAll-3

FAll-4

FA-59

[Advisory Council On Historic Preservation, Washington, D.C.]

Thank you for your comment. See revised Chapter 1.

Comment accepied. See change to Table 1-4.

The staff believes that the referenced discussion is adequate. The staff considers site-specific
information conceming the location of cultural resources to be exiremely sensitive. Therefore,
the staff 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.




FALL-5

FAl11-6

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 realignment proposed for the South Pass area. The
South Pass area is, as is noted in the DEIS, a particularly
sensitive area for historic properties.

6. Without determinations of the National Register eligibility 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&LE and
Altamont projects it is common for agencies to fulfill their
Section 106 responsibilities through a Programmatic Agreement (PA)
with Council, pursuant to 36 CFR 800.13. 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 comment on the undertaking under
the process defined in our governing regulations. If you have any
questions or require the further assistance of the Council, please
contact Richard Wilshusen of our staff at (303) 231-5320 or FTS
554-5320. .

Sincerely,

4 —

Claudia Nissley
Director, Western Office
of Project Review

FA-60

FAIll-S

FAIll-6

Comment noted.

Comment noted. The staff will consider the option of a PA; however, this determination is not
necessary for completing the FEIS.
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BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
WORLAND DISTRICT OFFICEY "2 14
P.O. BOX 119

WORLAND, WYOMING 82401 2880(ALT)

(130)

Cpde- 1378

Ms. Lois Cashell, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
825 North Capitol Street, NE
Washington, DC 20426

Dear Ms. Cashell:

The following reflects the comments of the U.S. Department of the Interior,
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) with respect to the Altamont portion of the
January 11, 1991 draft Envirommental Impact Statement (DEIS). The BLM is an
identified cooperating agency in the EIS effort and as such has worked
extensively with the FERC staff and Altamont throughout preparation of the
document. We appreciate the opportunity to again relate those issues of
interest and concern to the BLM as it is the intent of the BLM to use the
subject EIS to satisfy its National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) mandates
as well.

The BLM currently has pending for its disposition, an application for a
right-of-way to cross public lands administered by the BLM for a large portioa
of the proposed Altamont pipeline in Wyoming and Montana. Prior to any
right-of-way grant or notice for any construction to proceed and subsequent to
any FERC approvals, BLM will require Altamont to complete and file for BLM
approval, a detailed construction Plan of Development (POD) in addition to
fulfilling any requirements identified to allow the involved federal agencies
to meet their obligations under section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1996 (as amended) and section 7 of the Endangered Species
Act.

The POD will be developed by Altamont in coordination with and approved by the
BLM and will include construction details including but not limited to seed
mixtures, locations of fill and spoil sites, topsoil handling, access, etc.
Therefore, concerns relating to specifics within the control and purview of
the BLM and the POD are not noted in the attached comments but will be dealt
with through BLM's own administrative processes. Similarly, BLM reserves its
prerogative to require minor route variations which may become necessary and

resulting from completion of future studies and/or circumstances identified in

FAl2-1

FAI2-2

FA-61

.S. Departnent of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, Worland, Wyoming]

As the lead federal agency with jurisdiction over the undertaking, the FERC has a legal
responsibility to comply with these two Acts.  Our biological assessment, required by the
Endangered Species Act, was submitted to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on February 22,
1991. This document should be sufficient for all federal agencies with permit authorities. We
are similarly proceeding to 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 to be deeply involved with the FERC as this
process proceeds.

Comment noted. Minor route variation’s are envisioned to accommodate special-status
biological resources, sites potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic Places,
landowner needs/requirements, and other resource conflicts as identified in the Final EIS.




FA-62

the final EIS (FEIS). Cooperation and coordination with affected state and
federal agencies will continue through the POD and right-of-way grant process.

Similarly, a great deal of discussion regarding soils and vegetative
rehabilitation has taken place between our respective staffs. In particular,
those issues relating to the Altamont Construction and Rehabilitation Plan
(ACRP) for Mileposts (MP) 511.0 to 540.8, were the subject of indepth
discussion in Riverton, Wyoming on February 26, 1991, It is our understanding
that resolution was attained and we expect those soils and rehabilitation
issues to be reflected in the FEIS; therefore, any previous comments
concerning soils and rehabilitation are likewise deferred. It is the opinion
of the BLM that the ACRP for milesposts 511.0 to 540.8 was a very good effort
and will be a good place to begin in Altamonts development of the POD.

BLM is required by policy to identify its preferred alternative for inclusion
in any FEIS it is involved in. We respectfully request that the following
vording be included in Chapter 6, “Conclusions and Recommendations" as BLM's
indication of preferred alternstive.

FA12-3 At the request of the Rock Springs and Rawlins BLM Districts, the FERC FAI2-3 Comment accepted. See new section in Chapter 6.

analyzed three route variations to the South Pass segment of the .

proposed Altamont Pipeline route. These variations (Jeffrey City,

Alkali Butte, and Northern Utilities) were identified and assessed in

the DEIS. While sentiment exists favoring the Jeffrey City variation

for reasons including that it avoids South Pass and parallels existing

rights-of-way to a greater degree, it is the official determination of

the BLM that the proposed Altamont route with realignments proposed by

the FERC staff represents the BLM preferred alternstive. The proposed

route, as wodified, is not inconsistent with the curreat planning

decisions of the affected BLM resource areas. Incluaion of FERC's

proposed mitigation measures in combination with any BLM right-of-way

conditions and compliance with all applicable local, state, and federal

laws and regulations will result in an environmentally acceptable

project. Where performance standards, mitigation measures, and

right-of-way grant conditions are properly employed and enforced, the

proposed route would not result in environmental impacts exceeding those

that would occur under any of the route variations.

The BLM appreciates the opportunity to cooperate in this FERC-led EIS effort.
While we recognize the difficulty in dealing with policies, mandates, and
planning decisions relating to a land management agency such as ours, your
willingness to consider BLM proposed alternatives and to utilize BLM data and
‘Plans in developing this EIS go a long way toward making the EIS a document
this agency can utilize in its own decision process. Altamont and its
contractors have been very considerate and obliging throughout the E1S effort
in providing information and clarification to the many environmental concerns
this agency has surfaced. It is our hope that for the sake of consistency and
continuity that these personnel will continue to be available through
development of the BLM Plan of Development. The many pending issues will
require both the experience and sensitivities gained through the EIS effort




occurring to date. Similarly, we expect our respective agency cooperative
roles to continue to proceed beyoud any FERC decision to permit the full
breadth of cooperation through any construction stage.

In conclusion, for the record, I would like to reiterate that the attached
comments represent the official BLM concerns with regard to the Altamont
Portion of the DEIS. Previously related BLM comments or those dealing with
early internal reviews can either be assumed to be resolved or of a nature
that BLM will deal with in its review and approval of the POD and any
right-of-way grant.

Thank you for the opportunity to cooperate in this endeavor.

Sincerely,

Ol B

Darrell Barnes
District Manager

Alan Edwards

State of Wyoming--Governor's Office
Herschler Bldg.~2nd East,

Cheyenne, WY 82002

Larry Sauter, Fed. Energy Reg. Comm.
Environmental Engineer, Altamont Project
825 No. Capitol St., NE, Room 7312
Washington, DC 20426

Jack Mills, BLM-California State Office
BLM WS0-931
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REVIEW CONSOL IDATION FORM

ALTAVMONT PIPEL INE
PGT/PGAE & ALTAMONT DRAFT EIS

MARCH 4, 1991

COMMENTS Page | ot 9

FAI12-4 FDCRN. COMMENTSCH, 4 A lorge amount of cost date end requirements ore deferred pending further studles,

FA12-5

FAlL2-6

FA12-7 l
FA12-8

FAI2-9|

FAI12-10

FA12-11

$-21

$-29
6-23
6-26

2~

2-46

2-46

Table 2-3 ' 6

Todle 6-3

TABLE 2-10

TABLE 2-10

FAI2-4
specificelly for pages 4A-5, 4A-6, 4C-4, 4€-60, 4€-62, 4G-9, 4L-9, 4J~| thryu 3, and

5-3 of the C4R Plan for MP 511 to MP 540.8. It Is not certain If these vil| have &

beoring on route selection or Impect significance. Please so Indicate.

The mlles of significant paleontological formations (241) does not ogree with Table
S~4's mlles of paleontological formations (117) on poge $-28, If (17 miles for the
praposed route Is correct from where the Varlations begin, then 117 miles for all of
the Verlations s probedly not correct.

The Jetftrey Clty verlation would parallel existing right-of-vay for approximately 227
mlles (968),
Pleose dofine "screening.*

*...where necessary and eppropriate.® This should specifically entall steep slicpes,
rlperien 20nes, ond sandy solls.

Add cost estimete columns for South Pass Verlations,
As discussed and ogreed at the BLMW/FERC meeting on Fedruery 26, add the seme cost

ostimate summary to this teble for the alternatives end edd & reciamation cost Item
10 the column heeded "Item Mumber.®

FA12-5

ADO A NEV SUBSECTION: 2.4.4 Praposed Route Segeent Veristions
Suggested wording for this subsection:
Public conment recelved on the DEIS Identifled two potentlal segment verlations to FA12-6
the praposed route. One possible varlation would have the plpeline follow the
abandoned raliroed which treverses the lewediate vicinity of South Pass end extends
and lemediately south of the proposed route (MP 323 to 550), This alternative Is
described belov as the Abandonsd Raliroed Vorlation, The second verlation Ident!fled
In the public caments Is o verlation to the segment of the proposed route crossing
Opal Bench end the Hams Fork River (MP 605 to 620). This alternative Is described
below as the Opal Bench/Hams Fork River Verlation,

FAI2-7

FAI2-8

Because both the Abandoned Ralliroced Verlstion and the Opal Bench/Hams Fork River
Vorlation ere new variations which moy require lndepth analysis to determine thelr
feasibliity end viebllity, and becouse this connot be eccamplished timsely for
Inclusion In the final EIS, no further discussions of these alternstive varlations
oppesr (n this document. The resson for this decision is that we do not belleve that

FA129

FAI2-10

FA12-11

‘The majority of the activities addressed on these pages can be characterized as studies and/or
mitigation which are routinely applicd to pipeline construction, or has an insignificant cost
impact. Iiems in this category include studies and mitigation related to special-status vegelation
and wildlif e, local infrastructure upgrading to accommodate construction equipment and vehicles,
visual impact at aboveground facilities, and construction at stream crossings having potentially
contaminated sediments. To the extent that these issues are foreseen, they typically affect route
selection prior to application submittal. Potential impacts associated with these areas of concem
would be avoided or mitigated 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 staff’s recommendations enlarge the scope of
Altamont’s proposcd geotechnical studies somewhat, cost implication’s would be limited. As
stated on DEIS Page 4A-6, geology related hazards would be reduced (o less-than-significant
levels by implementation of our recommendations.

Discussions with Altamont indicate that the special construction spread recently proposed for the
South Pass arca would have an insignificant impact on project cost. (Sec Page 5-3 of the

i ilitati , reprinted as new Appendix B-5.)
The effect of this measure would be (o reduce impact significance.

Table S-3 represents paleontologic formations crossed for the entire route, while Table S-4 is
limited 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 changes in the Executive Summary and in Chapier 3 and 6.

This sentence references one technique for obtaining graded material for bedding or backfilling
around the pipe in rocky areas. A pipeline padding machine passes subsoil through a series of
screens and deposits graded material around the pipe.

Thank you for your comment. We agree with your examples, but wish to point out that seeding
and mulching would be Inappropriate in annuallycultivated agricultural lands.

Comment noted. This information is presented in a new Table 2-11, which compares costs
assaciated with variations against those of the proposed route.

As the FERC representative stated at the interagency meeting, reclamation is generally included
as part of normal pipeline costs (Itlem Number 2 in Table 2-10) and not broken-out as a separale
cost item. However, Allamont has estimated that the costs to implement the incremental
mitigation measures identified in its i ilitati

to be $890,000 (1990 dollars). Altamont anticipates that this cost would be covered by its
contingency funds (fiem Number 9 in Table 2-10), which is an allowance for omissions,
changes, and overall estimaling inaccuracics on the project. No further information is presently
available.

Staff agrees that any information derived from further analysis would not have a bearing on the
proposed route which BLM prefers. Accordingly, these two altematives have been placed in
Section 2.7.3 of the FEIS as altematives considered but eliminated from further consideration.
It should also then be emphasized that if the BLM's “further analysis® results in a significant
deviation from the route addressed in the FEIS, then BLM will be responsible for preparing
appropriate NEPA documentation to support the deviation. It would also be necessary for
Altamont to file an amended application with the FERC addressing the deviation.
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FAIL2-11 the Information derived from such an analysis would have any direct bearing on the
(cmt) ultisste solection of the praferred route for the plpeline.

Novertheless, If the Altamont praoposed route Is salected, chepter 6 ("Conclusions end
Rocammndet ions®) we propose to specify the requirement for further analysis of these
veriations (bstween MP 248 and 620) before right-of-wey Issusrc® will be suthor|zed
by BLM,

Absndoned Rallirosd Verletion., The Abendoned Raliroed Varletion |s appraxisetely
192.7 mlles long compered to the 192 mlles for the praposed route It would replece.
This new alligneent would avoid eny new crossings of the Oregon<$rwom Trall, but
would not avold crossing the South Pess Netlonal Historic Lendmark (NHL).
Approxisately 3.75 mlles of the sbandored ralirosd traverses through the alddle of
the NHL, This route would provide BLM some opportumity to restore and reclale 8
substontial segment of an existing disturdence, Including that part of the rallrosd
traversing through the NHL.

The abandoned rallirosd bed which runs fras Rock Springs, Wycming to the ebandomed
Iron ore sine In the South Pass area north of Wyaming Highwey 28. The ralls end
ballest heve been removed. The proposed route of the Altesost plpeline crosses the
sbendoned raliroed et approxisstely MP 323, |umedletely sast of the Sweetweter

River. This verietion would have the plpeline follow the reliroed for 25 miies to MP
550 where the proposed route would be contimsed.

The Abandoned Ralirosd Verletion would not require any change In the locetlions
proposed for Compressor Stetlons tsber 5 end 6. Altemont's proposed horsepower
requiremems would 8i30 be uneffected,

Opal Bench/Homs Fork River Veristion, This varistion would Increase the tofal length
of the proposed plpeline route sppraxiastely 2.5 miles, Beginning ot MP 396,
Insediately sfter crossing Wycaing Highway 372, the plpaline reellgment would

begin. The line would be directed around the vest snd of Opal Bench, ecross Wyasing
Highwey 240, to the existing plpaline corridor which It would perallel south ecross
the Hams Fork River to the Opal Meter Stetlon.

The new veristion would avold s new crossing of the Hams Fork River, plecing It
Instesd abou? 2.3 mlles west In an existing corrlidor crossing. This verietion would
als0 avold & crossing of Opal Bench, en area of extrese erosion hazerd, poor solls
not conducive 10 succeisful revegstetion.

The reroute would follow an existing corridor for 10 lles end cross the Hams Fork

River where other plpalines heve crossed. Scme of the additional costs sssoclsted

with Incressed length would be offset by savings In reduced comstruction time due to -
relatively flet tapogrephy and lover potential for cultural site

clesrences/excavetlons.

FA12-12)2-52 CHANGE subsequent chepter 2 sectlon hesdings mumer icelly to eccommodate the sbove Fal2-12 Reaumbering is now not necessary.
2-58 odd it lons.
2-61
2-62
FA12-13,. - . . )
61 3 BLM wiil require prior opprovel of noxlous weed (all vegetstion) control on BLM londs. FA12-13 Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 2. Prior approval by the federal land managing

agency is also recognized in DEIS Recommendation 50.

FA-65
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COMMENTS Poge Jof &

FAI2—I4| 38-3 1,2,43

rmz-lsl -5 ®

FA12-16

FA12-17

FA12-18

FA12-19

FA12-20

30-13 6
30-13 L]
30-13 6
30-13 6
30-14 L}

FAIZ-ZII”"‘ 3

FA12-22

3£-30 and
4E-93

4%

Rebablilitatlon rating potentlials (good, falr, and poor) should be cefined.
FAl2-14
The Fremont County so0ll survey has been caspleted and Is currently awalting
pudlication,

FAI2-15
The EIS should eddress the Recreatlonal Experlence Opportunities In the South Pess
ores, which would be atfected by the plpeline. The Continental Divide Natlional
Scenlc Trell would be crossed between MP 513 and 529. The statement thet ®98% of the
route In Fremont County Is rengeland® Is an Insufficlent description of the uses to
which the lond Is put, The entire county Is rich In diverse land values and uses.

FAl2-16

The sentence concerning the Indlan Reservation Lands In Washakle County was deleted
os suggested. This Information wes not added to the Hot Springs County paregraph.

Botween MP 508 and 540, the proposed route passes neer or crosses the Oregon Notlons|
Historic Trall, the Mormon Ploneer Natlional Historic Trali, the Pony Express Route,
the Lander Cutoff of the Oregon Trall, and the Continental Divide Natlonal Scenic
Trall. The plpeline would 8lso cross the Sweetwater River, which was Inciuded in the
Notlonal Park Service Nat lonwide Rivers Inventory, complete In 1982, and the
Outstending Rivers lists, completed In 19688 by the American Rivers, Inc. These |ists
Include rivers considered to heve potential for designation under the Natlonsl Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act

FAI2-17

FAIl2-18

In addltion, the South Pass ares Is & focus of recreetlionsl use by hunters,
fishermen, and back country use by blkers, hikers, and off-highway motor vehicle
users, The eres through which the plpeline would pess provides the physical setting
for those recrestional ectivities and opportunities. The physicel setting hes o
major Influence on the type experience recrestionists have while participating In a
glven octivity, experiencing the netlonal historic and Notlonal Scenic Trolls In a
sostly natural setting. Thelr expectations ere currently being met. Much of the
ores through which the proposed plpeline passes Is considered sealprimitive
motorized, In term of the Racrestion Experience Opportunity avallable in the ares,
This Inciudes all eress except those crossed by major roeds or the sbandomd U.S.
Steol Roliroed. (See Lander RMP and BLM Monual Hendbooh H-8310-1.) This
classitication results from a physical setting that Is mostly devold of modern
human-sdde festures. BLM manegement octlons are gesred tovard maintaining the
existing nelurel setting,

Change "336.5° 1o 921.2. Add after the end of sentence, "The secund crossing of FA12-19
the Oregoa-ormon Trall would occur near MP 536.5.%

Also Impected would be the Bridger Trall and the Cesper-Lander Rood In the northern
portion of the route. Homesteeds con be expected, especlally arcund the South Pass
ores, the Tuin Creek ores, the Muskrat Creek aresa, end the Bridger Creek ares.

FA12-20

Two cutotfs of the Oregon Trell would be crossed ot MP 582.9 (Slate Creek Cutoff) and
ot MP 391.9 (Kinney Cutotf).
FAIl2-21

Ferruginous Howh - Nesting Hebltat -~ known to cammonly sbandon nests especlally

before hetching. Abandoment coused by human disturbances--Nesting March & FA12-22

Aprii/Hatching May/Fledge July.

Comment accepted. See malerial added as new Appendix B4.
Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 3B.

Comment noted. (a) See revised Chapter 3D for a discussion of the Recreational Opportunity
Spectrum. (b) Because the actual route of the Continental Divide Trail has not been determined
at this time, any attempt at site-specific analysis would be speculative. However, we believe that
with implementation of Altamont’s i ilitati

and other mitigation discussed and/or recommended in the FEIS, the right-of-way would have
a low visual impact on the future trail. (c) See the introduction to Chapter 3D for a description
o:du:hnduemoﬁa. Rangeland is the category that best describes the existing condition
of area.

The referenced sentence states that “the roule passes just outside the southeast comer of the
Wind River [ndian Reservation®. It was crronepusly included in the paragraph which addressed
Washakie County in an carly draft of the EIS. This feature occurs in Fremont County.

Comment accepted. See revised Chapter 3D.

Comment accepted. See revised Chapter 3D.

See Chapter 3M "Cultural Resources®.

See Chapter 3M “Cultural Resources®,

Thank you for this information.
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FAl12-23] 3&-32 [ Riparian oress associated with Brldger, Polson, Tweed, Tuln, Stambaugh, Little FA12-23 The cited paragraph was not intended to be all-inclusive, and referred the reader to Appendix E.
Beaver, Rochy, Willow, Flsh, end Plne creeks and the Sweetwater River are not llsted A prcvious reference in CW 3E identified that wetland and ﬁm vegemion information
or figured Into the riparian/wetliand ocres crossed. These areas hove assoclated was plm in Apﬂ:l‘ldil E and summanzed in Table 3E-2. With the um of Little
riperion zones that are greater than 200 feet wide that will be Impacted. Beaver and Tweed Creek, all of the cmssings referenced are Insled in Appendix E Riparian

FA12-24 ¢34 8 Note: Pronghorn cruclal winter and winter/yeariong hobltat Is crossed between HPs arcas associated with B'idse'.‘nd Twin Q""’" and the sww‘w River are less than 200 feet
352 and 372.5. White-talled doer and mule doer winter/yesrlong occur ot the Greybull wide (based on field observations and acrial photography review), and therefore not referenced
River rlparian crossing srea. in the cited paragraph. While our acrial photographs do not indicate significant riparian

vegetation at Little Beaver Creek, we will be happy to revise Appendix E if the BLM can

FAI12-25 | 3£-33 Teble 3E-7 Need 10 6dd: white-talled and mule deer winter/yeariong ~ MP 351-352; pronghorn confirm the lincar footage of riparian vegetation which would be disturbed at this location.
winter/yeariong ~ MP 352-372.5, cruclal winter - MP 365-370, Sage grouse ’ . :
vinter/yearlong habltat occurs In the 1solated sogedrush Islands between WP 352-372.5 Please note that Allamoat’s November 1990 M.gnmu avoided Tweed Creek.

",
" FAI224  Comment accepted. See revised Chapter 3E.

FAI12-26] 3F-10 thru 12 Why Is the terslrology ®stream crossing® used for the proposed route and “sensitive
1isheries® for the vorlations? FAI12-25 Comment accepted. See revised Chapter 3E.

FAI12-27] 36-08 ] H INSERT & spece betwesn the words resource and development. SHOWD READ “resource FAI12-26 We have clarified this in our revision of Chapter IF.
development® .

FAI2-28[31-03 6 4-5  =Chicago Burlington and Quincy Ralirosd |ine® SKOWLD BE Burlington Morthera Rallrosd FAI2-27  Comment accepled. See change to Chapter 3G.

line
FA12-28 Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 31.

FA12-29| 13 ) 9  ADD "Slete Cresh® atter the word “fork.” FAL229 Comment See change 1o Chapier IM

FA12-30] ¥-13 6 2-3  ADD Movever, the Northern Arspehos have (dentified sensitive areas in the ped. :
oo o oty froloct crotses, end fors srss e Mbaly 105 FAI2-30  Comment accepied. See changes in Chapiers 3M and 4M.

FAI12-31] ™13 6 2 pontribail londs in Wyasing ere considered 1o ba Important by Natlive Americons in

Wyomlng, 6rldger Mountalns in particuler for this project, others may be Identifled. FAI12-31 Comment accepted. See changes in Chaplers 3M and 4M.

FA12-32| W-14 4 3 Please odd nov sentence: The Wiliwood Formetion of Wesstchien-ege encourtered In Blg _ ted hapt
Horn end Washakle countles s known to contaln significant mamellon assesbleges. In FAI2-32 Comment - See cmze toC M.
Hot Springs County, foss|l mamellion ressins are also hnown fram the Aycross '
Foreat lon,
FAL12-33] 4¢3 1 =~ Kost creeks on South Pass are entrenched to resistont material. Lateral chennel FAI12-33 Thank you for this information.
migration In the floodplain Is the ccmmon erosional problea here.
- 4C-3 4 7 ADD the foliowing wording: ...for such purposes, ul'ﬁ such ereas to be located ot . . . .
FAIZ-34 least 100 fest (on Federsl lends 660 feat) awoy fram ell water bodless... FAI2-34 Chapter 4C now acknowledges that federal land managing agencies may require standards which
differ from our procedures.
FAI12-35 | ‘-0 3 2 AOD the following wording: ...50 feet from streambanks where tapogrephlc conditlions
permit. On Federsl lends, steging sress vill be loceted 100 feet fros stresmbanks FAl12-35 See previous response.

vhanever possible. Fotentlal contemination of...

FA12-36] - 3 8  ADD the following wording: ...crossing locations. On Federel lends, the servicing
{refueling, oll change, and 30 1orth) of construction vehicles end the storegs of
hazerdous materiels will be restricted to 500 feet fram riparien/wetiend srees and
660 feet 1rom surfece waters. In situations where this requirement Is technically
Infeasible, FERC and Feders! recxsmendotions allow the applicants to request an
exemptlon on 8 site-specific basls...

FAI12-36 See respanse to Comment FA12-34.

FA-67




FA-68
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FA12-37] 412 6 2 A0D the tollowing wording: ...100 feet wide be subaltted to FERC for review and FAl12-37
approvel prior to construction., On Federel lends, site-specific construction plans

for all river end riperian/wvetland crossings, Irrespective of width, will be required

by the surface mansging sgency for reviewv end epprovel prior to construction. These

plans should be developed...

See response 1o Comment FA12-34,

FA12-38 4C~12 7 el ADD the tollowing wording: ...Bank Stabl llzation/Revegetation. Streambank

«eoflporion siclp along the stream esbonkeent. On Federal lend, Just os In the FA12-38 See response to Comment 34 above.
uplond ereas, the riparien/wetiond ereas vwill be sesded or have vegetetion

trensplentied on them end temparerily fenced efter seeding (I mecessary to keep off

concentirations of |lvestock),

FA12—39|4c-u 4 I The Missour| River should require specific ®essures camporable to the Milk River,
FAI12-39 Please see our revision of Chapter 4C.
FAlz“OP 40-9 3-3 Al Tnis |s & more detal led assessment of Impects and the potentlal for Impect mitigation
\ thot ve feel exists In the South Pass ares betweon MP 310 and MP 530, FAI12-40 We assume this comment was intended for Chapter 4L. See revised Chapter 4L.
First, the proposed plpeline passes through an ares that presently hes few
human-asde feotures. Those that ere there are mostly two-track rosds and fences,
features thet blend in falrly well with the natural landscepe.

The ores Is one of very high public Interest and contalns & number of Natlonal
Scenlic and Historic Tralls, It Is sparsely vegetated end In many ploces has only o
1hin veneer of 30ll over bedrock, It Is therefore en sred considered to have very
high visual sensitivity. It does not have very high potential for revegetation,
porticulerly for the reestablistment of notural vegetative patterns In o relatively
short timetrame,

This stotement Is supported by the experience with the ATAT cammuncation |line,
located south of the Sweetwater River, an eres having simllar environsental
conditions, That line was bullt abou? 20 years ago end Is cleorly visible today both
In the fleld and on serlal photographs supplled to BLM by Altesont..

Construction of the plpeline will creat lines and color that contrast with the
natural line and color In the landscape. Most of the natural llnes In the landscape
ore the Iine defining the gently rolling hilis. Therefore, simost all lines In the
landscape are gently curved, Intersecting, horlizontal lines. Color Is predominately
a greenish, greyish belge. Color ges with but Is r ly closely
oapproximated by BLM's standerd environsentsl color known as Carlsbed Canyon,

Flel¢ exominotions were |imited this winter but It Is spporent that the color of
ihe disturbed right-of-way wil| be |ighter than the natural vegetation, especially
betweon Rock Creek and the drainage divide between Willow Creek and Sloughterhouse
Gulch. The line created by plpeline construction will cross natural lines of the
landscepe at right angles and appesr vertical rather than horlzontal. Impects to
1100 and color, In comblination, will create a notliceable scor of long-tera duration
and would be readlly noticesble fram all maln travel routas Into the erea.

FA12-41 4D~ 3 9-7 ADD the following revording: ...and Kesserer Resource Managesent Plan, No known

contlicts with the plens and pollcles set forth In these documents would result for FAl12-41 Comment noted. See revised Chapter 4D.
the msajority of the proposed plpeline route. The proposed route through the South

Poss aree conflicts samevhat with the Lender Resource Mansgmment Plen end the Blg

Sondy Monagmment Fremswork Plan, BLM policy end these plans prescribe sansgement of

right-of-vey use of the public lends to corridors vhenever prectical end feasible,
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FA12-41
(cont.)

FA12-42

FA12-43

FAI2-“|
FA12-45

'.'"Al?-‘ﬁl

FA12-47

FAl12-48

FA12-49
FAI12-50
FAI12-51

FA12-52

FAIZ-SJI
FAI2-54 l

4D~ 3

(continued)
40-1¢ S
40-1 1

4E-1 ]

4E-6 2

4E-9 2
4E-N L}
4€- 11 2
4€- 11 4
4€-51 S
4€-51 1
4E-31 6
4E-61 4
4E~61 4

57

L

Plocement of rights-of-way lmmedlotely odjecent end parallel to existing |ines where
precticel, end ewsy from aress ldentifled as having high scenic and cultural velves
Is encoureged,

Included In the Lander RMP Is a description of the Recreation Exper lence
Opportunities avellable In the Greeter South Pass Ares. This plpeline could effect
the type experlience recreationist have. The present exparience Is largely
seslprimitive motorized. The Continental Divide Netlonel Scenic Trall would be
crossed by the plpeline as Indicated above, and would lassen the degree of
naturainess seen by visitors.

Envirommental Consegences - Laend Use.

The EIS stetes that ®...the crossing of the...through South Pass could ceuse
Inconvenience to visitors...” It ldentifled: "Tesporary disturdance of sesthetic
qualities.” ond states that “no long-term Interruption of recreatlional use would
occur.® This Is a highly sleplified analysis of recreation In back country or
wiidiond settings.
during end after construction of the plpeline.

Ramovel of vegetation along the ROW wlil Increese vehicle occess along the ROW.

ADD the folloving wording: ...Noa-forested wetlands should return to a
preconstruction stebllilzed condition In two or three groving seasons. |If
williovs were present, 10 to 20 yesrs would be meeded to atteln preconstruction
vegetetive conditions. Construction through egricultural lend...

The strees and wettand construction end mitigetion procedures are In Appendix C-3,
not E-3

ADD the folloving wording: ...woody vegetation. On Federal lends, all wetlend
woody vegetetion will be replented, votland gresses and forbs reseeded and
temporerily fenced efter seeding (11 necessery 1o heep off concentrations of
livestochk). Becsuse maintaining the right-of-wey free of woody...

Of particular concern Is Invasion of tamarish on the BLM Greybull River crossing.
Tnis specles |s espoclally eggressive and creates a long~term (mpact If not
controlled,

The clearing of rliparion vegetation will be & long-term Impact of hablitet on scose
vinter range.

wWhite-talled pralrie dog Is unigue to the southern portion of Carbon County In
Montana. Colony destruction should be avolded.

wili searches for block~footed ferrets be conducted In the three block-talled prairie
dog and one white-talled prairie dog colonles prior to plpeline construction?

Pronghorn fewning and wintering areas are within | miles of the plpeline route TIN,
R2IE
SHOULD READ: Bald sagles do winter along the Greybull, Bighorn...

INSERT “on® between the words “lmpects migrating...” SHOWD READ Impacts on
aigreting...”

it Is quite true that recrestional use of the ares would contlnue

FA12-42

FAI2-43

FAI2-4

FA12-45

FAI246

FA12-47

FAl12-48

FAI249

FAI12-50

FA12-51
FA12-52
FA12-53

FA12-54

FA-69

Comment noted. Sce response to Comment FA12-16 above and revised Chapter 4D.

Comment noted. Wehave addressed this issue in more detail in FEIS Chapter 4D-9.

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

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

Comment accepled. See change to Chapter 4E.
See response to Comment FA12-34 above.

Thank you for this information.

The DEIS acknowledges this fact on Page 4E-62.

Thank you for this information.

Yes. Please see revisions to Chapter 4E.
Thank you for this information.
Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 4E.

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 4E.




PAGE / PARA / LINE /

FA-70
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FAlz-s-'T 4E-64 3 4
FA12-56| «F-3 2 "
FAIZ-S'I' 4J-1 GEMERAL
FA12-588 -3 3
FA12-59| a7 2
FA12-60] -7 2 9,14
FA12-61] -2 ' 2
FAI2—62I “w"6 2 ]
FA12-63| - ‘4 5
FA12-64] > 3
FAI12-65] 72 3 13,14
FA12-66 5-10  last

1-16 2

Mountaln plover densities ore much lower than 43/section between mile post 353-370.
They are very uncommon but do nest here. Also, Knosles n.d. cltation Is not
reterenced In the "Literature Cited.® Ae the 40 ecres noted as habitat Inclusive of
oreas between MP 353-370,

ADD the following wording: ...After construction, all riperien, wetlond, and
streom shoreline ereas would be eulched and reseeded with appropriate vegetation.
Revegetation with natlve herbeceous and woody plant specles |s recomsended for
long-term soll stabllization. On Federal lands, riperien, wetlend, ond stresm
crossing orees may be tesporer|ly fenced sfter seeding (f necesssry to keep off
concentrations of livestock) to ensure revegetation success,

The potential creation of a new corridor should be noted. Looping Is a common
prectice and BLN encourages proponents to parallel existing rights-of-way.

There are few rosds that are avalleble for construction sccess along the proposed
route and alternatives. The proposed route and aiternatives Intersect highways,
county roads, or other roads that ere sultsble for construction use only at & few
pleces resulting In 10~ to 20-alle~long segments without eccess and some of these
segnents cross difficult terraln. One exception to this leck of avalloble access Is
the Jeftrey City veriation which parallels county roeds for a sinimum of 65 mlles In
the Lender Resource Ares.

ADD @ new poragreph after 12. The Praoposed Action will ceuse Ispects on three
sajor, cutoffs of the Oregon Trall. The Lender Cutoff, the Sliate Creek Cutoff, and
the Kinney Cutoff will all be affected by the Proposed Route.

The existing dirt roed Is known as the "Oregon Buttes Roed® rather thon the "Lander
Road.

Please change to reod: "FERC steff end appropriate egencles steff, In
consultation® The BLM must be Involved In all consultation regerding effects to all
historic properties on lends administered by the BLM.

The burled cable s copper mot fiber optic.

Please 6da: The BN belleves thot these Impects to sites on federal londs can best
be eddressed through s Memorandum of Agresment between the SHPO's, the eppropriate
federal ogencies, the FERC, and the ACHP,

Abendonment and future raplecement of sections of the plpeline should be eddressed
under the Cumulative Impects.

After the last sentence ADD: The Lander RMP stetes that Major utllity end
transportation systems will be loceted 10 sshe use of existing corridors wheasver
possible, to provide for cost-efficlent routes end to provide for protection of other
resource values such as scenery ond wildiife.® (Record of Decislon, page 6.)
Cunulative lmpects wvil| occur when the next utlility/transportation project Is
proposed to traverse the area. BLN wiil |ikely require the proponent to follow the
estab|ished corridor craasted by Altasont plpeline, In order to reduce further Impects
on the South Pass area.

Recreation s only mentlonad a3 & land use. Thot may be appropriate for much of the

proposed and/or alternative routes; but Recreatlion Is an Issue and/or concern for the
publ ic In same areas such as the South Pass reglon.

FAI2-55

FAI12-56

FA12-57

FAI2-58

FAI2-59

FAI2-60

FAI12-61
FA12-62

FAI12-63

FAl12-64

FAI12-65

FA12-66

Comment accepted. See changes to Chapter 4E. "40 acres® refers to the enlire route in

Wyoming.

See response to Comment FA12-34 above.

We are unaware of an planning initiatives to designate corridocs in the project area. However,
this issue is addressed in Chapter S of the FEIS.

We disagree. Review of U.S. Geological Survey topographic maps, aerial photography, and
data filed by Altamont all support the occurrence of suitable access roads along the proposed
route at much smaller distances than the refarenced 10- to 20-miile intervals.

Comment accepled. See revised Chapter 4M.

Comment accepted. See changes to Chapter 4M.

Comment accepled. See change to Chapter 4M.
Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 4M and §.

Comment noted. We do not anticipate pursuing the development of any project-specific
agreement documents at this time.

Abandonment of cither pipeline is addressed in Chapter 2. If conditions wasmanted 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,

Sce material added to Chapter S. We disagree that use of Altamont'’s proposed route constitules
the establishment of a “utility corridor®. 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
developed a crilerion for determining significance of adverse impacts on recreation and
addressed recreational impact in Chapter 4D,
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FAI12-67

FAIl2-68

FAI12-69

FAI12-70

FAl2-71

FA12-72

FAl 2-73'

FAI12-74

FAI2-75

FAI12-76

FAI2-T7

FA12-78

6-24 Teble 6-3
6-2% Vable 6-3
Cont,

2-49 Fig. 2-10
2-30 thru 2-31
6-30 2 4
6-)9 3 8
6-41 - -
6-4| 5 5
6-42 ] 4
6-42 4 10
6-4) ] 3

8-3-3 Table B-3-1

8-3-%

8-3~7 Yeble 12

What |s the source of Information for acres of wetland/riparian habltat crossed?

The toble, flgures, and peges referenced show that the Jefirey City, Alkall Butte, and
Northern Utliltles verlations would require on additlonal compressor site for eech
route. The retionsle end supporting dete needs to be added os to why en extre
Campressor |Is needed on those verious routes.

.s..develop, In conjunction with the
Ing sgency) og » slte-specific

ADO the following wording to measure 5:
appropr late state end feders! (surfece
revegetation plans...

ADD the following wording to the end of measure 48: ...Altasont shall continve to
reseed disturbed ereas untll 8 successful stend Is estobilished. All riperien,
vetland, ond stream crossing seeding end revegetetion sress may require fencing to
ensure successful steblilizetion and revegetetion.

ADD the following measure as mmber 68:

ls the event the Altamont proposed route Is selected (through South Pess), 81M
will require further enalysis of the Abandonsd Rallroed and Opel Bench/Hems
Fork River Verlations, ldentifled end described In chapter 2 st 2.4.4, will be
required. This shall Include & casperative snolysis of the proposed route
with the Identifled verliations essocleted with the praposad route (botween WP
428 and 620) before right-of-way Issuance will be suthorized by BLM.

Please chenge to read: °FERC staff end eppropriste sgencles staff, In
consultetion...® The BLM must be Involved in ol consultation regording the
evaluation of cultural resources located on lands administered by BIM for Inclusion
on the Natlonol Reglster of Historic Pleces.

Please change to: "FERC steff and eppropriste ogencles steff...*
Please change to read: “"eppropriste SHPOS and egencles serked...” The BLM must be
provided with Information regerding Notive Americon concerns that relste to lands
adsinistered by the BLM.
Please change to “SHPOS, eppropriste sgency steff hove...*

ANPENO ICES

Seed mixes should very eccording to solls and preciplitation and by jurisdictional
prescr iption,

Tnesoe cloyey solls often have a high SAR and wili require specles adapted to saits.
Close observation of vegetetion types along the route should provide sore appropriate
guldence for seeding,

Elymus triticoldes comon nome |s Beardless Wildrye not Basin Wildrye (see Salline
Solls section, sewe page). Preferred varlety should be Shoshonl,

FA-71

FAI12-67

FAI12-68

FAI2-69

FAI12-70

FAI12-7

FAI2-T2

FA12-73

FA12-74

FAI12-75

FA12-76

FAI2-T7

FAI2-78

Acrial photography obtained in September 1989 at a scale of 1:12,000.

Comment accepted. See language added (o Section 2.4.3 in Chapter 2.
Comment accepted. See change to DEIS Recommendation 5.

Comment noted. The requirement to fence disturbed riparian, wetland, and stream crossing
areas would be the responsibility of the landowner of land administering agency.

This recommendation appears to be in direct conflict with the BLM’s conclusions in Chapter 6.
(See BLM Comment 3 above.) ([Subsequent discussions with the BLM indicate that the
mileposts referenced in this comment are wrong. The parenthetical should read *(between
MDPs 525 and 550, and between MPs 596 and 620)".] BLM's intent to require further analysis
to determine feasibility of the two segment variations is noted in sections in Chapters 2 (Section
2.4.4) and (BLM CONCLUSIONS...).

Comment accepted. See change to DEIS Recommendation 68.

Comment accepted. See change to DEIS Recommendation 68.

Comment accepled. See change to DEIS Recommendation 68.

Comment accepted. See change o DEIS Recommendation 68.

DEIS Recommendations 5 and 18 acknowledge the role that appropriate federa) and state
agencies would play in prescribing seed mixes. See also response to Comment FA12-73 of the
State of Montana.

Thank you for this information. See response to Comment FA12-76 above.

Comment accepted. See changes to Appendix B-3.
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FA12-79 ] €3~ 1A ADO the following wording:
FAI2-79 Sec response to Comment FA12-47 above.
[N Locote at least 50 feet (100 feet on Federel
lends) awey from stressbenh...

3. 0o not store hazardous...wlthin 100 feet (500 feet on Federal lands) of
streambanks or within any municlpel watershed aree. In areas of surfoce
water (reservoir, lake, spring, end 30 forth) on Federsl lends & 660-foot
restriction will epply.

FA12-80 c-3-3 1.F.4 ADO the following wording to F.4:
FA12-80 Sec response to Comment FA12-56 above.
4, Allow 10-foot-wide...ecross the entire ROW. On Federal lends, Just @9 In the
uwplend oreas, the riparian/wetiond oress wii| be sesded or hove vegetation
trensplanted on them end tesporer|ly fencad sfter seeding (If necessery to
hkoap off concentrations of (lvestock) to ensure successful revegetstion.

FAI2-81 | c-3 4 -~ Moke the following correction to the Federsily Delineated Wetlend Crossings: . FAl2-81 See response to Comment FA 12-36 above.

A.l.  Locate st least (00 feet sway from wetlend
edge, ...

A.3. Do not store hazardous materials, ... within 300 feet of wetiand boundery or
660 fest of surfece waters (reservoir, lahe, spring, end so forth),




BUREAU OF RECLAMATION
DENVER OFFICE

P O BOX 25007
BUILDING 67, DENVER FEDERAL CENTER
DENVER, COLORADO 80225 0007
D-5510

MAR 07 199

cPio-/375
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. Cashell:

FA13-1 Due to a misunderstanding within our agency, comments were sent to you
in error from the Bureau of Reclamation’s Pacific Northwest and Great
Plains Regional offices, regarding ER 91/60.

We are withdrawing these comments. Our comments will be incorporated
in a letter from the Director, Office of Environmental Affairs,
Department of the Interior.

Sincerely,

Gkt KA,

Robert K. Lanky, Manager
Planning Services Staff

cc: Director, Office of Environmental Affairs
Attention: Ms. Libby Stone
Main Interior Building
1849 C Street, N.W,
Washington, D.C. 20240

FAI3-1

[U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, Denver, Colorado]

Thank you for your comment. No response required.




pove, FA-74
;s &y [United States Environmental Protection Agency, San Francisco, California)
( ; UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
¥ i REGION IX
75 Hawtharne Street
San Francisca, Ca. 84105
25 i 1590
w .
O - J
SR
Lois D. Cashell, Secretary A
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission ERTI N
825 North Capitol Street, N.E. = 2
Washington, D.C. 20426 - @ a
RE: Docket Nos. CP89-460-001 and CP90-1375-000) -

Dear Ms. Cashell:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the
draft environmental impact statement (DEIS) for the PGT/PG&E and
Altamont Natural Gas Pipeline Projects pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and section 309 of the Clean Air
Act.

Detailed comments are enclosed reflecting the concerns of
EPA Regions VIII, IX, and X.

The PGT/PGLE pipeline would include the construction of 845
miles of new pipeline and the expansion of numerous compressor
stations. This $1.18 billion dollar project would connect to the
Alberta Natural Gas Company, Ltd. (ANG) pipeline at Kingsgate,
British Columbia and deliver gas to PGT/PGLE from fields located
in British Columbia and Alberta. Gas would be delivered to PGT
facilities in Idaho, Washington, and Oregon, and PGGE 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 Altasont

pipeline connects to the Kern River/Mojave pipeline at Opal that

delivers gas to Southern California. Although a majority of

Altamont’s capacity is expected to use Canadian gas froa the Al-

bertan NOVA Corp., the ultimate origin of the gas would be deter-
mined later.

The cost of this pipeline is an estimated $573.4
million dollars. At least four alternative projects meet the

FERC screening criteria for supplying all or most of the natural
gas needed for California.

Prinied on Recycied Paper




FAl4-}

FAl4-2

FAl4-3

Project impacts include a variety of significant effects at-
tributable to the large geographic scope of the proposed pipeline
project. For example, the proposed pipeline alignments would
cross: 302 acres of wetlands; 463 perennial and intermittent
streams; 26 major rivers; 5 waterbodies with contaminated sedi-
ments; 38 recreation fisheries; 31 fishery spawning areas; and 18
anadromous fisheries. 1In addition, it is projected to poten-
tially affect 31 threatened and endangered species and to disturb
large acreages of forested land, sensitive soil areas, farmland,
and wildlife habitat. Compressor stations and venting could con-
tribute to air quality degradation. Several hundred significant
cultural resource sites would also be crossed.

EPA has rated this document EO-2 (Environmental Objections,
Insufficient Information) because of the aforementioned sig-
nificant impacts and the lack of specificity in the overall im-
pact analysis and proposed mitigation measures. EPA has iden-
tified significant environmental impacts that must be avoided in
order to provide adequate protection for the environment. Cor-
rective measures may require substantial changes to the preferred
alternative or consideration of some other project alternative.
In the DEIS the FERC staff identifies the need to develop several
pleces of information, including alignment alternatives, site-
specific impact analyses, and mitigation programs which should
have been made available in the DEIS for public review and com-
ment. The absence of definitive information in the DEIS makes it
difficult to assess the full impact of and potential alternatives
to the proposed project.

The DEIS indicates that significant impacts, such as those
attributable to PGT’s proposed route through the Moyie River val-
ley, would occur to sensitive wildlife species, wetland areas,
visual resources, cultural resources, and recreational users.
The DEIS further indicates that the proposed route would increase
the likelihood of significant cumulative impacts to water quality
and coldwater fisheries. Other fishery, wetland, and water
quality impacts could occur. It does not appear that the
proposed alignment would comply with the Clean Water Act section
404(b) (1) Guidelines for the disposal of dredged or fill
material. EPA recommends the selection of a pipeline realignment
capable of avoiding identified impacts to the greatest extent
gossible. Mitigation for remaining impacts should be identified

n the PEIS.

FAl4-1

FAl4-2

FAl4-3

FA-75

Thank you for your comment. The staff utilized the best available information in evaluating
potential impact associated with the construction of both projects, and has concluded that its
recommended mitigation measures would minimize or eliminate the majority of significant
impacts identified.

Additional information has been included in the Final EIS.

Please see the Final EIS: Chapter 3C, 3E, 3L, 3M, 4C, 4E, 4L, 4M, S5, 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 staff concludes that impact on Waters of the U.S. would be
minimized to the maximum extent practicable, as required by Section 404(b)(1).




Thank you for the opportunity to review this DEIS. Please
send three copies of the FEIS to this office, the Region VIII of-
fice, and the Region X office at the same time that it is filed
with our Washington, D.C. headquarters. If you have any ques-
tions, please do not hesitate to contact me at FTS 484-1510, or
your staff may contact Jacqueline Wyland at FTS 484-1584.

Sincerely,

afina M. Wiema
Director, Office of External Affairs

cc: Dick Sanderson, EPA HQs
- Gene Kersey, EPA Region VIII
Sally Brough, EPA Region X
USFWS, Portland
USFWS, Sacramento
COE, South Pacific Division, San Francisco
COE, Omaha District
NMFS, Santa Rosa
CEQ, Dinah Bear

FA-76
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PORTLAND ORICOHISI00 3948

March 1, 1991
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Planning and Engineering Division

SUBJECT: PGT/PGLE and Altamont Natural Gas Pipeline Projei:i‘:s/
Draft EIS. Dated January 1991.

Ms. Lois Cashell, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
825 North Capitol Street, NE.
Washington, DC 20426

Dear Ms. Cashell:

We have review the subject Draft EIS and would like to
suggest that an additional figure be added to the document.
is an additional map similar to figure 2-14, page 2-68 of the
Draft EIS that shows all parts of the routes being considered,
the alternatives and their alternates.

That

Sincerely

(kg

Chief, Regulatory and Environmental
Resource Branch
Planning and Engineering Division
Copy Furnished:

CENPD-CO-R (Zammit)

FA-77

FAlS-1

[Department of the Army, Portland District Corps of Engineers, Portland, Oregon]

Figure 2-14 illustrates “Interstate Natural Gas Pipeline Project Altematives® to the proposed
projects; that is, sysiem altematives. Detailed maps of both applicants’ routes, as well as
altemnative routes, are shown in Volume Il of the DEIS. Overview maps of specific altemative
routes considered in the DEIS are also provided in Figures 2-3, 2-4, 2-10, 6-1, 6-2, and 6-3.
The stafT believes that these maps and figures adequately illustrate the location of the proposed
projects and altemative routes under consideration.
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Ms. Lois Cashell, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
825 North Capitol Street, N.E.
Washington, DC 20426

04/ -
g-#60_ "
ogogl 75

12:8 1y g-

Dear Ms. Cashell: .
Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft aniz%n-entaf:
Impact Statement (DEIS) concerning the PGT/PGGLE and Altamont
Natural Gas Pipeline Projects. We hope that the following
comments will help you in completing the Final EIS.

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) is responsible for
preserving and enhancing anadromous fish resources and the
habitats that support these resources. The Southwest Region of
NMFS has jurisdiction over anadromous resources in california.
Anadromous fish may be impacted by the two Sacramento River
crossings as well as the crossings at Dutch Slough and the San
Joaquin River of the PGT/PGLE project.

The PGT/PGLE Project will cross the Sacramento River twice
(approximate River Miles 245 and 3) also Dutch Slough Once and
the San Joaquin once. You state on page 4F-8 that winter-run
chinook salmon are "emergency listed" as threatened under the
Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA). As of November 30, 1990 a
final 1listing of winter-run as threatened, is in effect (55 CFR,
No. 214, 46515).

The DEIS also describes the Sacramento River primarily as a
conduit for migration. This, in general, is the case. However,
spawning does occur at the upper river project site. Spawning
also occurs below Red Bluff Diversion Dam to Hamilton 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 juveniles. In the lower river project area, various
life stages of winter-run chinook are generally present from
October to June.

The EIS mentions several variations for river crossings. We
strongly recommend that PGT/PGLE use the directional drilling
method at the upper river project site. If they use this method
and, stipulate in advance to certain timing windows for the lower
river sites, ESA Section 7 consultation may be completed
informally. Timing in the lover river and the delta allows in-

FAl16-1

water work generally between late June and late September.
wWhichever method is selected Section 7 consultation should be
undertaken and resolved before completion of the Final EIS.

[U.S. Departmeat of Cammerce, National Ocesnic and Atmaspheric Administration,

National Marine Fisheries Service, Terminal Island, California)

Thank you for this information. PGT is currently investigating the feasibility of directionally
drilling the Upper Sacramento River crossing. However, at this time, PGT does not know if
this method of installation is feasible. The FERC staff reflected this uncertainty in its Biological
Assessment, a copy of which was sent 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 salmon. Based on its determination of affect, the FERC staff has initiated Formal
Consultation with the Nation Marine Fisheries Service.




If 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, California 95404: telephone (707)
578-7513. Questions specifically relating to winter-run should
be addressed to James H. Lecky of my staff at: National Marine
Fisheries Service, 300 South Ferry Street, Terminal Island,
california 90731.

Sincerely,

< Fullerton
Regional Director
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HRIAN BOYLE
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OLYMPIA, WA 98504

January 23, 1991

Ms. Lois Cashell, Secretary ©
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission —_
825 North Capitol Street, NE =
Washington, DC 20426 :\-’
SAl-1 (3]
I Thank you for allowing us an opportunity to review these documents. o> SAl-1
w

Sincegely, ,/ Ny .
el FUb— e

David F. Dietzman
Manager, SEPA Center

Equal Opportunty/ Airmative Action Employer

SA-1

[Washington State Department of Natural Resources]

Thank you for your comment.
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IDAHO STATE HISTORICAL SOCIETY'™ "

CECIL D. ANDRUS, Governor

January 24, 1990

Ms. Lois Cashell, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
825 North Capitol Street, N.E.
Washington, DC 20426

RE: PGT/PG&E and Altamont Natural Ges Pipeline Projects:
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Thank you for forwarding the draft EIS for the PGT/PG&E
Loops 1 and 2 of the project
will cross the Idaho Panhandle from Eastport to Post Falls,
ldaho.

Chapter 4M. "Enviromental Consequences: Cultural
Resources and Paleontology” which describes sites
identified within the APE in Idaho discusses only one
prehistoric in the Idaho portion. However, three additional
prehistoric sites, 10BY309, 10BY350, and 10BY222, were
recorded after the initial archaeological survey of the
project route., These sites sre located within the ROW and
will be tested in Phase 2 investigations. Enclosed is page
6-11 from PGT-PG3E's Cultural Resources Assessment Report
vhich provides a brief description of the prehistoric sites.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact
Suzi Neitzel at 208-334-3847.

Sincerely,

Mé&‘\\

Donald W. Watts
Deputy State Historic
Preservation Officer

DWW/spn

cc: Ms., Nancy Ridgeway, PGE-PGAT
Mr. Mark C. Kalpin, FERC

/

1000-CENTEnNIAL-1990°

SA-2

SA2-1

[Idaho State Historical Society]

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
significance 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
represents a series of events that made a significant contribution to the development of
a community, the state or the nation.

6.2.1 Evaluations

Site integrity, the adequacy of information to make an evaluation, and the potential of
the sites to address important research questions are 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 are presented below.

The four prehistoric sites found by this survey comprise two-thirds of the sites presently
known in the American portion of the Moyie River Valley. Their patterned locations
alone are 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
deposits 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
archacological site remains to be confirmed. More information about extent and
content of the site are 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 archacological, site dimensions must be ascertained. No judgement of NRHP
cligibility 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




State o ldaho
DEPARTMENT OF HENLTH AND WELEFARE
Division oF Enviommentol Qualiny SA'4

[1daho Department of lHealth and Welfare, Division of Envirouamental Quality)
2110 ronwoud Perkway
Cosw d'Alene, ID 83014

(208) 8673524
RECEIVED BY
February 8, 1991
! FEB 12 19y,
Ms. Lois Cashell, Secretary EVIGONMENIAL CORPINCE AND PapECT
Federal Energy Reqgulatory Coemission ARALTSIS BRANCH

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

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Docket Nos. CPB89-460-001 and CP90-1375-000
PGE/PGT Expansion Project

Dear Ms. Cashell,

We have reviewed the subject DEIS on the proposed natural gas
pipeline expansions. Our agency’s area of concern is water quality
in the State of Idaho. The PGT/PGE project will be especially
sensitive in the Moyie River area. The Moyie River is a Special
Resource Water, hence high water quality is needed to protect
benefical uses including salmonid spawning and domestic water
supply. In the interest of protecting that water quality, our
comments on the DEIS result from two general areas of concern. They
ares

1) Large scale construction projects may create large amounts of
unprotected soil. Turbidity, as a result of erosion from
unprotected sites, can be detrimantal to adjacent waters. The Moyie
River basin can receive substantial rainfall events even in the
"dry* months of July and August. Runoff, and the subsequent
erosion potentail due to poor soils, will require a conscious
effort to minimize sediment leaving the work site and entering the
river. Additional turbidity will be generated from project
operations in the Moyie River as channel crossings are constructed.

2) The use and disposal of hydrostatic test water are also of
concern. Pulling source water from the Moyie River at the DEIS
recommended rate of not more than 10% (p. 6-31) will not likely
impact water quality. The impacts of the hydrostatic testing on
the water, including the effect of the epoxy paint lining the
pipeline on the water, and the impacts of the discharge to the
river are less well documented.

In view of the above concerns, our DEIS comments are as follows: |

1) p. 2-3,2-33,4C-2,4C-11. Clearing, grading, and spoils.

i o)

1890-CENIENNIAL-1990"
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Sediment control BMP’s are to be used at al] cleared sites to
minimize off-site sediment transport. Controls are to be installed
after clearing is completed, prior to use of the area by heavy
equipment. No area is to be cleared that will not see immediate
use. Likewise, when use of a cleared area is completed,
restoration and revegetation efforts will begin immediately. Al]l
spoil banks will also be protected from erosion by use of covering,
silt fencing, and/or hay bales. Spoil placesent shall be at least
25 feet (vs. 10’) from streambanks.

2) p. 4C-11, 4C-12, 4C-13, C-1-1. Staging areas and crossings.

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 shall be clean, angular
material of sufficient size to prevent movement and erosive forces.

Given the significant cummulative turbidity and sedimentation
impacts on water quality anticipated from construction of the Moyie
River crossings, diversion techniques at major stream crossings
should be considered. Trenching, pipe installation, backfilling,
and re-armoring the streambed would then be performed °dry"*,
minimizing suspended sediments downstreanm.

3) p. 2-37, 4C-12, 4C-11. Hydrostatic testing. Permission to
discharge hydrostatic test water to the Moyie River will be allowed
if chemical composition from previous testing and leaching data
from the epxoy paint lining is presented to IDEQ and the discharge
is determined to comply with state water quality standards.
PGT/PGE will be asked to monitor the discharge and receiving water
to ensure that degradation is not occuring. Downstream water
utilities shall also be notified in advance of the discharge.

4)p. 2-40, 4C-11, 6-32, B-1~-1,. Timing and revegetation. From a
strictly water quality standpoint, the time window for construction
shall be during months of low flow and rainfall. Local NOAA
rainfall data for the Moyie area indicates that July and August are
the lowest rainfall months (significant rainfall can occur over
brief periods, hence erosion control is s8till needed).
Revegetation efforts will be more successful if grass is sown
during September while temperatures are still condusive to
germination. If grass can germinate before winter, a root system
will be in place to hold sediment when spring snowmelt occurs.
Physical erosion control structures should remain in place until
after the following spring snowmelt has occurred and grasses have
become established. Barring fisheries needs, we recommend that
construction activities in the Moyie River area be limited to July
and August, and that seeding for revegetation be in place by
September 1.

IDEQ staff would like clarification of the FERC Staff
Recommended Mitigation Measures for the PGT Project #22 on page 6-
32 of the DEIS. That measure recommends 16-20-0 fertilizer be
applied at a rate of 60 pounds nitrogen per acre. The rate seems
excessive in light of current forest practices in the north Idaho
area. Our concern is that over-application of fertilizer will

SA3-1 The FERC staff has determined that its recommended "Erosion Control, Revegetation, and
Maintenance Plan® (Appendix B-1) and "Sueam and Wetland Construction and Mitigation
Procedures® (Appendix C-3) are sufficient to minimize or eliminate 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.

SA3-2 See response to Comment SA3-1. In addition, *dry® crossings of the Moyie River are not
practicable due to the width and water flow of each crossing.

SA3-3 Thank you for informing us of the IDEQ’s permit requirements.
SA3-4 Thank you for your comment. Please see revised Chapters 4C, 4F and 6.
SA3-S Thank you for your concen. This recommendation was developed based on information

provided by the Soil Conservation Service, Bonner County, and Kootenai County. Please see
revised Chapter 4 and revised recommendation in Chapter 6.

SA-5




result in excessive nitrate and phosphate loading in nearby water
bodies, contributing to degredation of the water quality.
Fertilizer types and rates will be approprite and consistent with
local conditions and current practices.

If the above comments are implemented, the project should have
minimal impacts on surface water quality in Idaho. Thank you for
the opportunity to comment on this DEIS.

Sincerely,

2l

Brian Cochrane
Water Quality Compliance officer

BCibc

cCct Mr. Mark C. Kaplin

SA-6
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i, CONPAR 20 RO File 7-0-8-200 OF FORESTRY

FANLYSES BRANDA

State Foresters Office
February 6, 1991

Lois D. Cashell, Secretary @

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission e
825 North Capitol Street N.E. o
Washington, D.C. 20426

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 Department is responsible for fire protection on private
forest lands in Oregon and all BIM lands in western Oregon. Prior
to commencing operations on any forest land in Oregon, state laws
require that contractors must notify the State Forester of that
operation (ORS 527.670), obtain a permit to use power driven
machinery (ORS 477.625) and if applicable; obtain a permit to clear
rights-of-way (ORS 477.68S5).

This Department has a continuing concern with the construction of
power lines through forested areas. In 1989, 38 forest fires were
associated with such power lines.

The Oregon State Board of Forestry and this Department are also
concerned with reduction of the State‘'s forest land base and
associated losses of timber revenue, jobs, 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 like to see the following
information provided in the analysis of this project:

SA4-1 1. What values were used to arrive at estimated forest SA4-1
productivity losses for timber stumpage, wages, taxes,

recreation, fish and wildlife?

1 2600 State: Street
Salem, OR Y7310
(500) 378-2560

SA-7

[Oregon Department of Forestry}

No estimate of economic losses associated with the loss of forest productivity was prepared
because these impacts were determined to be less-than-significant. Please see Chaptes 4G,
“Socioeconomics®, Criteria for Determining Significance.




SA4-2

SA4-3

2. Was the estimated value lost from forest productivity
included in the economic analysis of the proposed
project? Where is it located?

3. Pages 2-19 and 2-20 state that loops 6 and 7 (both
containing forest lands) would be located within the
existing ROW adjacent to the existing pipeline. This
does not indicate a permanent loss of any additional
forest land outside the ROW. However, page 3D-2 appears
to indicate that there would be a permanent loss of
1,481.7 acres of commercial forest land to ROW. How do
you reconcile these two data?

q. Pages 3D-2, 4G-8 and D-2-4 indicate that 1,959 acres of
commercial 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 remaining 841 acres?

5. Page 4E-31 is supposed to list impacts and mitigation

) measures for vegetation and wildlife in Oregon. Only
impacts are mentioned. Mitigation efforts in the form of
replanting the construction disturbed/cleared 1,959 acres
of ;ore-t lands outside the ROW is not mentioned. Why
not :

6. Page 2-36 lists two possible storage areas and land
requirements for each. Maps 11 of 21 and 12 of 21
indicate by their “vVegetation® lines that both of these
areas may be located on commercial forest land. If that
is the case, wve strongly recommend that these two storage
areas be moved to a non-commercial forest location.

The answers to these questions will be useful to us in making 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

clarification.
si
Da 'tere, Director
Forest Resource Planning
DHS/BB /
cc: Mark C. Kalpin

pgt 2

SA-8

SA4-2

SA4-3

SA4-4

SA4-5

SA4-6

Please see response to Comment SA4-1.

Thank you for this information. Please see revised Chapters 3D, 4E, 4G and 6.

See response to Comment SA4-3.

PGT has proposed to allow the cleared construction right-of-way to naturally revegetate 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
state-issued permits that it fecls are necessary to mitigate environmental impacts.

The staff 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

b DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES
w 1301 North Orchard Street; Statehouse Mail, Boise, ldaho 83720 ~(208) 327-7900

CECIL.D.ANDKRUS

VATHNOR

R. KEITH HIGGINSON

DIRACTOS
‘ 31 January 1991
Ms. Lois cashell, Secretary
Federal Energy R'egulaCOry Commission HECE'VED BY
825 North Capitol Street, N.E.

Washington,,h DC 20426

FEB 20 9%
Tavasng il COMAMAE ARD Pooul:

Dear Ms. Cashell:

SUBJECT: Comments on
i viro a

I have reviewed those parts of the above draft environmental
impact statement that pertain to Idaho, and offer the following
comments:

(1) General: The draft EIS should apply to only the PGT/PG&E
project. As written, it is difficult to follow because
of the mixture of information and analyses relative to
the two projects.

Section 2.3, Description of Existing Facilities: The
existing pipeline 1loops should be described and
enumerated in this section. This would be of
considerable help in determining how the new construction
would tie-in with the existing facilities.

Page 3JE-17: The section describing waterfowl habitat
within the pipeline vicinity in Idaho should include
harlequin duck habitat within the Moyie River drainage.
Chapters 3 and 4: The Loop 1 alternative is not
discussed in the sections describing the affected
environment and the environmental consequences. Proper
evaluation of this alternative would require -detailed
comparative data.

Please provide us with a copy of the final EIS. Thank you for
the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

e b AL

William G. Graham, Manager
Northern Basins Section
Water Planning Bureau

cc: M.C. Kalpin.’

SA-9

(Idaho Department of Water Resources)

For purposes of administrative convenience, the FERC staff included both the PGT/PG&E and
Alamont 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 EIS is a
preliminary altemative 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
EIS. Please sce a discussion of this process in revised Chapter 6.
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. Montana Historical Society ‘
Mailing Address: 225 North Roberts ¢ Helena, MT 596209990 N
Office Address: 102 Broadway * Helena, MT * (406) 444-7715 -

Fcbruary 20, 1991

01y 9283116

Lois Cashell, Secretary s
Federal Encrgy Regulatory Commission o
825 North Capital Sireet, N.E
Washington, D.C. 20426

P
S

Re: Altamont Natural Gas Pipeline Draft EiS: CPY0-i375-000
Dear Ms. Cashell:

Thank you for this opportunity to comment oa the above cited document. | will limit my comments 10 the

assessment of culwral resource impacts in the M of the propased Altamont line.
As stated |n tbe document (p', 6- 20). u;mﬂanl 7 impacts to cultural may occur in Montana
if propertics eligible for the Nawi of Historic Places are k d within the propased construction

right-of-way, Howcver. as very little of this route has beea surveyed for the identification of these potentially
cligible culural resources, it would not appear 10 me 10 be possible 10 make substantive statements or
cvaluations on the actual impacts of the project on these in M at this time.

In lieu of available inf: , the procedures outlined for the ideatificatlon of significant cultural resources
in lhe pmptl |m|ucl arca appear relevant. Most critical in this regard is the work plun (also referred to

he “Pre-l y Report®) for surveying thase portions of the route which have not been
prevnously suweyctl My recommendations for this work plan are as follows:

1. The work plan should be sulficieatly detailed to anlmpalc bow cullurnl resource propema
likely to occur in the impact area will be ded in 2 q for g the
significance of these properties.

2 The work plan should be made available sufficiently in advance of the pmpomd ﬁcld
inventory to allow lor and revi , as y. A g of the
resource representatives within the various involved ageacies with FERC and the applicant’s
(NI 's) cultural specialists 10 discuss the dralt work plan is encouraged.

3. in addition 10 involved federal land-managing agencics and other interesied partics
(including Native American tribes), the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation should be
invited 10 comment on the work pln for the identification and evaluation of culural
resources. Given the scope of this undertaking and its likely effect on cultural resourecs, to
be addressed under 36CFR800, the involvement of the Advisory Coundil in the development

of the work plan will greatly facilitate discussion and decisi king in that will
I , quire their particip ion. Given also that the propased project is large and
agr with the Advisory Council to consides impacts to

ngmhanl culluul resvurces, pursuant to 36CFREU0.13, may be deemed appropriate,

State Historic Preservation Office

SA-10

SA6]

SA6-2

SA6-3

[Montana State Historic Preservation Office)

Thank you for your commenls On Man:h 11, 1991, we fotwarded a revised Pre-Inyentory
an to your office for

If your leoommavdabons have no( bccn adcqualely addressed in the

review and comment,
revised Plan, the comment peviod for the document will allow for intcgration of any further

concems that you might have.

The cultural resources management plan and historic propertics identification plan was
forwarded to the Advisory Council on March 28, 1991 by Altamont for your information.

See response to Comment FA11-6.




Cashell

Fcbruary 20, 1991
Page 2

Fappreciate FERC's active involvement todate in the of ialimpacis to M ’s significant
cultural resource propertics from this project. 1 look forward cspecially 10 the review of the proposed work
plan and hope you will give scrivus consideration 10 the above comments as you proceed in its development.

Sincerely,

izl

Mark F. Baumler, Ph.D.
Deputy SHPO/Archacologist

¢c Laurence J. Sauter, Jr., Allamont Project Manager
File: FERC/Altamont/#1375

FERC0220.E1S

SA-11




DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
AND CONSERVATION

SA-12

LEE METCALF BUN.DING
1520 EAST S1XTH AVENUS:

STAN STEFHENS. GOVERNOR

—— STATE OF MONTANA

HELENA, MONTANA 59620 £ 310

March 1, 1991

Mr. Larry Sauter

Altamont Project Manager

Environmental Compliance Branch

Office of Pipeline and Producer Regulation

RECEIVED BY

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
825 N. Capitol St. NE MARO 4 1941
Washington, D.C. 20426 ¢ - 0 PROKCY

YIA FED EX ABALYSIS BRANDH
Dear Larry:

Attached are the final comments of the State of Montana on
FERC's PGT/PG&E and Altamont Natural Gas Pipeline Projects Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The comments reflect the
discussions we had with you on Wednesday in Billings. Specif-
ically, we have removed or amended several comments concerning
river and stream crossings in Montana. The comments are now more
stream-specific. As you suggested, we will adopt the FERC's
standard provisions for construction across minor and major
streams and will specify more stringent requirements in state
permit instruments where required.

Twenty-four persons attended the supplemental public meeting
hosted by DNRC and the BLM in Havre last night. A copy of the
sign-in 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
availability and disposal, producer access, marketing of pipeline
capacity, and construction scheduling.

SA7-1

The agencies of the State of Montana appreciate the
opportunity to comment on the DEIS and to review those comments
with you. Please contact me if we can assist you with additional
analysis or information.

Sincerely,

oy ‘ o
Art ‘Comfron/’/Chief

Facility Siting Bureau
Energy Division

AC
CINTRALUZID SQANICES COBIFGNOA & AOOVACT ORCACY Osl ARD GAS RISOUACLS
DInOs OEVaOrRLNT VMO DivEsIOoNn DivEIOR DIVISION
o), ss ST 1000, 444 6887 1088) 444 8897 1008 444 6075 1008) 644 6801

[State of Montana]

Thank you for this information. We have placed the sign-in sheet in our public meeting files.




COMMENTS OF THE STATE OF MONTANA
DRAFT EIS

ALTAMONT NATURAL GAS PIPELINE PROJECT

Chapter/ Paragraph/
Pege ~  line

SA7-2 §s-20

SA7-3 |1-5 2/2

SA7-4 |2-4 Last para/4
SA7-5 ) 2-6 2/-

SA7-6 |2.9

SA7-7|3A-12 2/5
SA7-8]3D-9 2/-

Compment

Number of federally listed or proposed threatened or
endangered fish species potentially affected for
Altamont should be tvo, not one as listed (Pallid
sturgeon and paddlefish).

Delete proposed; it should read, °connect to the Kern
River pipeline.*

To Rivers, Streams, Backvaters, and Vash Crossings, add
the folloving underlined portions: °...For streams and

i . the pipeline vould
be placed a minimum of 6 feet belov the maximum
calculated scour depth or at least tvice the waximum
calculated scour depth, whichever is greater, for the

100-year flood of the streaw or river. The maximum
depeh of scour vould be determined from any of the
accepted hydraulic engineering methods. but the final

calculated depth vould be subject to approval by the
MDNRC (ARM 36,15.602(4)(c)). A plug of unexcavated
soils...*

If the epoxy will be applied at a special coating
yard(s), the state requests additional information on
the location of coating yard(s); the hazardous/
contamination qualities of the epoxy and cleaning
solutions, or the conditions under wvhich these
materials vould pose hazards; plans to minimize soil
contamination, clean up plans should an accidental
spill occur; etc.

Surveillance. There is no monitoring method described
for stream crossings. These should be monitored as
vell, and the method described.

Add: ‘*and sandstone® to the end of the sentence.

The folloving recreation baseline table provides
information on angler use and activity on the major
river/stream crossings in Montana. This information
should be incorporated to allov the reader to draw
conclusions about the relative importance of recreation
on these wvaters.

SA7-2

SA7-3

SA74

SA7-S

SA7-6

SA7-7

SA7-8

SA-13

According to 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 to Chapter 2.

The suggested change is only relevant to 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.

Alamont’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 accepled. See revised Chapier 3D and new Table 3D-7.




SA7-9

SA7-10

SA7-11

SAT-12

3E-1

3E-2

3E-5

3F-6

SA1-|3I 3P-6

SA7-14

SA7-15

SA7-16

SA7-17

3F-7

3F-6

3F-9

3G-7

end of
last para

3/-

5/-

6/-

2/

Table 3G-5

The Montana Natural Heritage Program lists of special
status vegetation and vildlife should be listed. The
state vill provide this list.

Add: ‘*Federal lavs adainistered by the USFVS require
replacement of wvetlands vhich are damaged in
construction on a one-for-one basis.®

All riparian habitat, forest and grassland, has been
greatly reduced in extent and quality. In prairie and
grassland settings, riparian habitat is critical to the
survival of wildlife.

The pallid sturgeon, a Federal Endangered Species, has
also been documented in the Vild & Scenic reach of the
Missouri. The species is endangered by habitat
sodification, hybridization, apparent lack of natural
reproduction, and exceasive harvest. Agencias are
required under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 to
ensure that activities they authorize, fund or carry
out are not likely to jeopardize the continued
existence of the species or destroy or adversely modify
its critical habitat.

Foot #2 relates to Musselshall.

Add sountain vhitefish to cold vater gase fish in table
3F-3, as attached.

Delete last sentence °No critical....® Add footnote
f2.

The Yellovstone is a Class II fishery, not a Class III
(MRIS, 1991). Fish population estimates for two
reaches imsediately above and belov the crossing
indicate 300-1000 trout per mile, roughly half those
found in the wvorld-famous Madison River. The ling
fishery is good as vell.

The Yellowvstone in this reach gets heavy floater and
boater use. Obtaining another access site for boats
in this area is a top priority for the regional office
of MDFVP (vritten cosa. 1991, Jim Darling). These
factors indicate it is a valuable recreation resource.

Add a column that shovs typical mid-susmer occupancy
rates for temporary accomsodations along the route.
This information can be found in Table 4-21 (copy
attached) of Volume IIA (Environmental Report) of
Altamont's Dec 89 Application to FERC. The data
indicates that sumser tourists and recreationists place
a substantial demand on motel and RV/caspground

2

SA-14

SA7-9

SA7-10

SA7-11

SA7-12

SA7-13

SA7-14
SA7-15

SA7-16

SA7-17

No list was provided. However, as stated in Chapter 3 of the DEIS, species listed by state
heritage programs were not considered special-status species unless they had official state
recognition.

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. Sece 46 FR 7656 (January 23, 1981).

Thank you for this information.

Comment ooted. Please see revisions to Chapter 4F.

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 3F.

Comment accepted. See change to DEIS Table 3F-3.

Our statement stands. No critical habitat is presently known to exist at the proposed crossing
location.

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 3F.

Chapter 3G provides a description of the existing temporary housing in the vicinity of the route.
Chapter 4G addresses the expected availability.




'SAT-17
(cont.)

SA7-18

SA7-19

SA7-20

SA7-21

SA7-22

SA7-23

SA7-24

SA7-25

3G-8 1/1
3G6-8 2/1
4A-5 b&c
4A-6 d
4B-5 1/7
4B-5 3
4B-7

4B-10 2/

facilities in central Montana, using up to 902 of
avajlable motel rooms and 997 of available campsites
and RV spaces along any single construction spread.

The estimate of available temporary housing is
overstated if it is based on the total number of units
and is not adjusted to reflect the large demand from
summer tourists and recreationists in central Montana.
Summertime lodging can be difficult to find.

Add: °Seasonal demands on temporary housing in central
Montana account for 70-992 of the available temporary
housing in comaunities along the route (Altamont 1989).

This could oversaturate other parts of the slope and
cause instability there.

The north portion of the route through Arrov Creek
badlands follovs along the toe of an old landslide.
This landslide appears to be quite stable now, so
should not pose the danger suggested here. In general,
this comment is valid.

These effect$ occur vhether in agricultural cropland,
range land, riparian zones or elsevhere.

Revise to include “‘other improved lands® and
*residential areas® with °*agricultural lands®, wvhich
may use either the full vork area method or ditch plus
spoilside method.

The ‘careful inspection® required by Altamont's
proposed seed mixes wvould require the presence of a
professional. Altamont continually maintains there
vill be no long term impacts; hovever, introducing non-
native species, and eliminating naturally-occurring
species of plants along the ROV vill be a permanent
impact. Ve have the technology available to restore
the affected environment, and HEPA charges us to do so
to the fullest extent possible. In order to minimize
permanent impact (i.,e., changes to flora), reseeding
vith a suite of species indigenous to the area is
recosaended. Careful soil testing is not alvays
required vhen a professional is on site; floral changes
are recognizable vithout testing for soil
characteristics. See discussions on individual changes
recosmsended by FERC for the revegetation mixes.

The Bearpav uhnie is a member of the Montana Group, an
upper Cretaceous unit vhich overlies the Colorado
Group. Refering to the Colorado shale as °bear pav*
is a potential source of confusion.

3

SA7-18

SA7-19

SA7-20

SA7-21

SA7-22

SA7-23

SA7-24

SA7-25

SA-15

Sce respon se to Comment SA7-17 above.

Sce response 1o Comment SA7-17 above. Altamoat’s staiement refers only to Montana
campgrounds.

Thank you for this information.

Thank you for this information.

Comment accepted. See change to Chapler 4B.
Comment accepted. See revisions to Chapler 4B and Appendix B-1.

Comment noted. As referenced in Appadix B-1, the environmental inspector must be a
qualified professional, familiar with soils and conservation plantings in the area.

Comment accepted. See change to Chapier 4B.




SA7-26

SA7-21

SA7-28

SAT-29

SAT-30

SA7-31

4C-2

4C-4

4«C-8

4C-11

4C-12

4C-13

6/-

1/

6/-

3/-

Construction across streams is planned for lov flow
periods, wvhen even “trout streams® have reduced
Dissolved Oxygen. It is misleading to suggest they are
imaune to the impact just because the flov in these
streams may be lover. Trout have a certain tolerance
limit.

The affected stretch of the Milk River is closed year-
round to direct diversion (Larsen 1991). Altamont has
several options by wvhich to obtain the wvater, but
should allov a nine month period in vhich to do this.

Vater used for the hydrostatic testing of pipeline
north of the Missouri River near Lonesose Lake should
come from the Milk River drainage. Presently there are
no carp in the Milk River drainage, but there are in
the Missouri. Geomorphic controls on drainage wvould
route any floving vater froa Lonesome Lake to Big Sandy
Creek, vhich flovs into the Milk. The Milk River
drainage must be protected from carp introduction.

FERC recomaends coapletion of in-stream trenching and
backfill wvork within 48-72 hours (Appendix C-3-2).
Conoco vas able to coaplete such vork in less than 12
hours on a large stream (Belt Creek). Tvelve to 24
hours is more sensible, and say be required in state
crossing peraits.

Site-specific design and procedures for sensitive
stream and river crossings should be incorporated in
the FEIS to afford agencies and the public the
opportunity for reviev. This should include not only
the rivers in Table 4C-S5, but also the Musselshell
River and Rock Creek in Montana. Add: “®Designs and
procedures for the folloving river crossings should be
developed in close coordination vith the appropriate
federal and state agencies, affected landowners, and
other interested parties, and must be filed vith the
Secretary of the Commission and subaitted for inclusion
in the final EIS: Milk River, Missouri River, Judith
River, Husselshell River, Yellovstone River, Rock Creek
nd Clark's Fork Yellovstone River. In addition, site
speciflc plans should be included for Flat Creek, Ross
Fork Creek, and East Fork Roberts Creek.®

Add: *Designs and procedures for river crossings
listed on p 4C-12 should be developed in close
coordination with the appropriate Federal and state
agencies, affected landovners, and other interested
parties, and must be filed vith the Secretary of the
Coamission and subamitted for inclusion in the final

EIS.*

SA-16

SA7-26

SA7-27

SA7-28

SA7-29

SA7-30

SA7-31

Comment noted. Dissolved oxygen impact at trout streams is generally less of a problem than
at other streams because (a) their gravelly, rubble bottoms result in less construction related
turbidity, and (b) fasier-flowing streams tend to reoxygenate themselves quicker than slow-
moving strcams.

Thank you for this information.

Thank you for this informatian.

Thank you for your comment.

Site-specific stream and river cyoasing designs and procedures will not be available prior to
issuance of the FEIS. However, the stafT's subsequent review of these designs and procedure’s
would insure that impacts are avoided or reduced to nonsignificant levels prior to construction.
Altamont is required b the staff's stream and Wetland Coastruction and Mitigation Procedures
to develop site-specific consiruction plans for waterbodies greater than 100 feet wide in close
coordination with appropriate Federal and state agencies. In conjunction with Montana's
floodplain developmant and casement grant requirements (see Table 1-4), we feel that an
opportunity for state agency and public review of the consfruction plans for the subject rivers
would be afforded.

See response to Comment SA7-30 above.




SA7-32

SA7-33

SA7-34

SA7-35

SAT7-36

SA7-37

4C-15

4C-15

4C-16

4C-16

4D-9

4D-9

SA7-38| 4E-9

sm-ssl 4E-49

after Miik R.

top of page

N

1/4

5/

Add: “Montana - Flat Creek. Increased Sedimentation
and Decreased Vater Quality. A realignment of the
route is necessary betveen ¥P100 and MP10S. Thia
alternative alignment should be developed in close
coordination with the appropriate Federal and state
agencies, affected landovners, and other interested
parties, and must be filed vith the Secretary of the
Cosaission and submitted for inclusion in the final
EIS.

Add to Milk and Missouri River paragraphs: °It is
therefore recommended that an alternative croaaing
method such as directional drilling be investigated.
Designs and procedures for this river croasing ahould
be developed in close coordination vith the appropriate
Federal and state agencies, affected landowners, and
other interested parties, and must be fiiled with the
Secretary of the Commission and subaitted for inclusion
in the final EIS.*

Add: °*Montana - East Fork Roberta Creek. Increased
Sedimentation and Decreased Vater Quality. A route
realig isr ded betveen MP 172-174. This
alternative alignment should be developed in close
coordination wvith the appropriate Federal and state
agencies, affected landowners, and other interested
parties, and must be filed vith the Secretary of the
Comaission and subaitted for inclusion in the final
EIS.*

A 10 inch oil pipeline buried 8 feet deep in a vet
crossing dovnstream (above Billinga) required a veek
of construction in the river hed. Altamont's 30 inch
pipeline would require a vider and deeper trench.

This discussion should include a atatement about the
nature of the obstacle to recreation posed by pipeline
construction activities, and vhether these activities
vould present a danger to floaters and fishermen. If
so, appropriate signing should be installed upstream
and a notice printed in the nevspapers of local general
distribution.

Discuss impacta to recreation on the UNNUSR fros
conventional trenching. This discussion is necessary
to provide justification and baaia for FERC's
directional drilling recommendation.

Appendix E-3 should be Appendix C-3-1.

In Appendix E-4-1, Erjoganuym brevicaule var. capun
(vild buckvheat) is listed as a federally listed

5

SA7-32

SA7-33

SA7-}4

SA7-35

SA7-36

SA7-37

SA7-38

SA7-39

SA-17

Route modifications provided to the Montana Departmeat of Natural Resources and
Conservation on Oclober 22, 1990, and subsequently filed with the Commission on November
28, 1990, render this comment moot.

Based on further analysis and information provided since issuance of the DEIS, 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 waler crossings, appropriale federal and stale agencics
would be involved in the plan reviews.

Sce response to Comment SA7-32 above.

Thank you for this information.

This issue is addressed on DEIS page 4D-10. We agree with the suggested protective measures.
See new recommendation in revised Chapters 4D and 6.

Recreational impacts associaled with conventional trenching of the Missouri River were
discussed on DEIS page 4D-10.

Comment accepted. See change to Chapler 4E.

Comment accepled. See changes to Table 4E-13 and Appendix E-4.




threatened or endangered species potentially occurring
along the Altamont route in Montana. It s not
discussed under Special Status Plant Species or listed
in Table 4E-13 on page 4E-39. Vhy not? Also, Rock
tansy (Sphaeronia capitata) is discussed on this page
but is not listed in Appendix E-4.

A pair of long-billed curlevs vas observed in June 1990
by DNRC staff approximstely S miles east of the
pipeline along the county road north of Shavaut. This
vould be a primary access route from Shawvamut for
construction. They are a Montana species of apecial
concern. To the extent possible, all nests and chicks
should be avoided.

Regarding °all crossings, except those of major rivers
(greater than 100-ft. vide), could be constructed in
less than three days unless othervise peramitted by
state agencies.®, the State of Montana has been assured
that these crossings vould take less than a day. Only
crossings of large rivers should take more than a day,
and even these should be coapleted in three days or
less.

The wvidth of disturbance wvill depend on the trench
depth. In the larger rivers, vidth of disturbance
could be very large. Spavning areas immediately
dovnstream vill receive increased fines. Trenching
during a lov flov time of year vould mean no flushing
flovs vould be available to clear out the sediment.
The sediment deposited dovnstream would clog
interstices and smother fish eggs and
sacroinvertebrates and allov a nev suite of
macroinvertebrates to become established. High spring
flovs vould eventually move these sediments dovnstreaa,
a secondary impact. If there is drought, it may take
several years to move all sediment out.

Disturbance of a 75-foot vidth of spdvning habitat is
very significant, especially in smaller rivers and
streams. Many spavning areas may not even be 75 feet
vide.

On small streams and rivers, loss of 100 feet of cover
on each streambank, plus the loss of any instream
cover, is a significant local habitat loss to fish.

Missouri River. The Montana Department of State Lands
vill require feasibility studies on directional
drilling before issuing the right-of-vay deeds for the
Missouri River. A description of the open trench
method tailored to the river's particular

SA7-40 Comment noted. See change to Chapter 4E.

Thank you for this information.

SA742 Comment noted. See revised Chapter 4F.

Sec response to Comment SA7-43 above.

Based on our analysis of potential impact to the pallid sturgeon, our recommendation to
directionally drill the Missouri stands. Plcase be aware that installation of this crossing by the
open trench method would result in an affect to the pallid sturgean and would require the FERC
staff to initiate formal consultation with the FWS before the recommendation could be waived.




(coat)

SA7-46

SA7-47

4F-9

4F-9

Montana-
Yellowvstone
River

add to
Missouri
River

characteristics shall also be subaitted. The open
trench description shall include depth of trench, width
at the top of the trench, method of excavation,
projected time for coampletion, discussion of
reclamation, relative costs, and other pertinent
information. This information vill determine vhether
the Department vill require a specific construction
mechod as a condition of the right-of-vay deed.

Open trench construction would likely require blasting
to comply vith the floodplain developaent perait scour
depth requirements. This vould have a dramatic short
tera impact on the aquatics. A Conoco pipeline vas
exposed by scour in 1989. This 10 inch oil pipeline
reburied 8 feet deep in a wet crossing dovnstream
(above Billings) required a veek of construction in the
river bed. Turbidity of this intensity and duration
during spavning season may inhibit brown trout froa
reaching their spavning grounds upstream in the
tributaries. Trenching during a lov flov time of year
vouid mean no flushing flows would be available to
clear out the sediment. The sediment deposited
downstream vould clog interstices and smother fish eggs
and macroinvertebrates and allov a nev suite of
macroinvertebrates to become established.

The Montana Department of State Lands wvill require
feasibility studies on directional drilling before
issuing the right-of-vay deeds for the Yellowstone
River. A description of the open trench method
tailored to the river's particular characteristics
ahall also be subaitted. The open trench description
shall include depth of trench, width at the top of the
trench, method of excavation, projected time for
completion, discussion of reclamation, relative costs,
and other pertinent information. The study should
include analysis of a crossing realignment slightly
dovnstream to avoid the steep south slope. This
information vill determine vhether the Department vill
require a specific construction method as a condition
of the right-of-way deed.

Vith directional drilling, it is not necessary to use
concrete-coated pipe for negative buoyancy due to the
depth of burial. Since the soils near the proposed
Missouri crossing have tested reactive to concrete,
avoiding use of concrete veights is desirable (pers
coma. MDOH 1990). Timing is less critical in this
msethod so could facilitate construction deadlines.

Maintenance costs also are reduced as the pipe {is
burled far belovw the potential scour depth. This

7

SA746 Thank you for this information. See changes to Chapter 4F.

SAT47 Comment noted. See changeto Chapter 4F. While unnecessary to counter buoyancy, pipe used
in directional drilling is generally concrete coated to protect it from abrasion during installation.




SAT-47
(cout.)

SAT-48

SAT-49

SA7-50

SA7-51

SA7-52

4G-1

4G-9

4G-9

4G-9

3/-

6/-

6/-

mitigates the restriction for floodplain development
of burying the pipe tvice the maximum scour depth.®

Based on Montana's experience vith the Morthern Border
natural gss pipeline, construction of the Altamont
pipeline has potential to have highly disruptive
effects in communities located near construction sites.
This EIS could help comsunities and individuals prepare
for vhat will occur, thus enhancing the benefits and
reducing the adverse effects of Altamont's developaent.
Pipeline construction's short-tera environmental and
social consequences may be justified by its long-tera
economic and taxation effects. For this reason, the
EIS should describe the long-term benefits of the
project to Montana.

The pipeline vill be the single most valuable piece of
property in sose of the counties it crosses. The DEIS
should estimate the additional annual property tax
receipts accruing to the counties along the route.

Agein, the heavy sumser demand for tourist
accoamodations must be considered in the determination
of the baseline level of housing available and the
resulting impact of inmigration of pipeline workers.

Billings and Great Falls are vithin reasonable
commuting distances only to particular sections of the
construction corridor. The 70-mile °“rule of thumb*® for
comauter travel may only be applicable vhen good roads
are available. For much of the the pipeline route,
long travel distances and slowv travel times on
secondary roads could cause construction vorkers to
seek housing in comaunities closer to construction
sites. Housing impacts need to be analyzed for smaller
comsunities nearer to the corridor.

Replace vith: “Because suamertime tourists and
recreationists occupy froa 70 to 997 of the available
teaporary housing in cossunities along the route
(Altamont 1989), there may be insufficient housing to
accoasodate all construction vorkers.. A wvorst case
scenario for temporary housing availability is 572
aotel rooms (90X peak occupancy rate) and 57 camp/RV
sites (991 peak occupancy) across the three
construction spreads. This nuaber of available units
could not accoamodate all of the 1283 vorkers required
to construct the project unless there vas substantial
local recruitment.

*If there is a greater amount of housing available, the
in-migrating vorkforce vould still likely occupy most

SA-20

SA7-48 As stated on DEIS page 4G-1, long-term benefits of the project include the generation of
approximately $7 million annually in state and local taxes. This figure is now estimaied to be
approximately $8.9 million.

SA7-49 Comment noted. See revised Chapter 4G.
SA7-50 Comment noted. See revised “Assumptions and Limitations of Analysis® in Chapter 4G.
SA7-51 Thank you for your comment. This information is presently unavailable. Fucther, we do not

believe that the results of such a study would significantly change the assessment of impacts
presented in the FEIS.

SA7-52 We are aware of the poiential competition for temporary housing that may occur at times along
the route. This possibility is addressed on page 4G-11 of the DEIS. Also, see revised
Chapler 4G "Assumptions and Limitations of Analysis®.




SAT-2
(cont)

SA7-53

SA7-54

SA7-55

SAT7-56

SA7-57

SA7-58

4G-11

4H-1

4H-6

4H-6

5-3

3-3

6-15

1/-

1/-

2/-

4/-

4/12

Table 6-2

of the unoccupied units. This event would make it
difficult for tourists and recreationists to find
lodging. A lack of accommodations vould detract from
the quality of the recreational experience for many
visitors.

*Although the lack of available temporary housing vill,
in any case, drive the occupancy rate belov the 52
threshold of significance, the impact vill be of short
duration, occurring for only one susaer season."”

Any solid vastes and/or hazardous vastes generated must
be handled in accordance vith Title 16, Chapters 14 and
44, Administrative Rules of Montana (ARM). Any such
vastes must be sent or delivered for disposal or
treatment to facilities licensed or permitted for the
management of those specific types of vastes.

The Air Quality Bureau (AQB) requests that the
telephone nusbers of Altamont employees situated in the
vicinity of the construction site be supplied prior to
the start of construction. This vill establish a means
of coamunication vith the construction site to respond
to possible complaints from the public.

Compressor Station No. 1 will require a State of
Montana Air Quality Permit (MAQP) vith a prevention of
significant deterioration (PSD) review.

Compressor Stations No. 2 and No. 3 vill each require
a NAQP.

The EIS should provide a narrative explaining the
relationship, if any, betveen the Altamont pipeline and
future natural gas development in Montana. Under vhat
conditions vould Hontana producers be alloved to market
their production via the Altamont systeam? Vhat could
be the pipeline's effects on Montana natural gas
production?

The State of Montana published a draft and final
prograamatic EIS on oil and gas drilling and production
in 1989. The document provides several gas development
scenarios in various areas crossed by the pipeline.
The information in the EIS is available for
incorporation by reference. A copy of the draft is
enclosed.

The number of federally listed or proposed threatened
or endangered fish species may need to be 2: the
pallid sturgeon wvhich is listed endangered and the

SA7-53

SA7-54

SA7-55

SA7-56

SA7-57

SA7-58

SA-21

Thank you for this information. We have passed it along to Altamont.

We have passed your request along to Altamont. In the interim, the public may contact
Altamont in Montana at (406) 442-8560 and in Wyoming 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 gas purchasers and gas producers.

Thank you for this information. We have included a reference to the programmatic EIS in
Chapter 5.

See respon se to Comment SA7-2 above.




SA7-58
(cont)

SA7-59

6-19

SA7-60] 6-38

SA7-61

SA7-62

SA7-63

6-41

1/1

Itea 350

after 58

anyvhere

paddlefish vhich, at this time, is still being revieved
for threatened status.

Should mention as vell as the paddlefish, wvhich f{s
proposed for listing, blue sucker, sturgeon chub,
vestslope cutthroat, Yellowstone cutthroat, and
northern redbelly dace x finescale dace hybrid, all of
vhich are Moutana species of Special Concern.

Same as cosaments for page 4C-15.
Add: “Altamont shall investigate the technical

feasibility of crossing the Missouri and Yellowstone
rivers using a directional drilling technique.®

Add: *Altamont shall develop site-specific
construction plans for sensitive streams listed on page
4C-12. Designs and procedures for these river

crossings should be developed in close coordination
vith the appropriate Federal and state agencies,
affected landovners, and other interested parties, and
must be filed vith the Secretary of the Commission and
subaltted for inclusion in the final EIS.°*

The Yellovstone River is a Class 11 fishery (MRIS,
1991), shoving the highest angler use days of any river
crossing (see Recreation Baseline table). In addition,
it gets heavy floater and boater use. Obtaining
another access site for boats in this area is a top
priority for the regional office of MDFUP. These
factors indicate it is a valuable recreation resource.

Open trench construction vould likely require blasting
to coaply vith the floodplain developaent perait scour
depth requirements. This vould have a dramatic short
ters impact on the aquatics. A Conoco pipeline vas
exposed by scour in 1989. This 10 inch oil pipeline
buried 8 feet deep in a vet crossing dovnstreams (above
Billings) required a veek of construction in the river
bed. Turbidity of this intensity and duration during
spavning season may inhibit brown trout fros reaching
their spavning grounds upstream in the tributaries.
Trenching during a lov flov time of year wvould sean no
flushing flovs wvould be available to clear out tbe
sediment. The sediment deposited dowvnstreas vould clog
interstices and smother fish eggs and
macroinvertebrates and allov a nev suite of
macroinvertebrates to become estahlished.

Hydraulics of a gravel bed stream are finely balanced
betveen flov and grain size. Small changes create
instability and cause the river to adjust to reattain
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SA7-59

SA7-60

SA7-61

SA7-62

SA7-63

Beyond the pallid sturgeon, the six fish species of special concern to Montana are listed in
Table 3F-4,

The intent of DEIS recommendation 50 is to facilitate the development of noxious weed control
measures within the existing framework of local weed control boards and other appropriate
Federal, state, and local parties or individuals. These plans will not be available prior to
issuance of the FEIS.

See response (o Comment SA7-46 above and changes to Chapter 4C.

Implementation of the staff's Stream and Wetland Coostruction and Mitigation Procedures
(DEIS recommendation 4) would require Altamont to develop site-specific construction plans
for all major water bodies proposed to be crossed (see DEIS Table 4C-S). While development
of these plans would involve appropriate Federal and state agencies, they will not be available
prior to issuance of the FEIS.

See response to Comment SA7-46 above.




(cont) equilibrium. This in the past has resulted in channel
shifting and damage to dovnstream property (see page
3C-12). The risk of damage to a pipeline exposed in
the riverbed is significant and unacceptable.

The Montana Department of State Lands vill require
feasibility studies on directional drilling before
issuing the right-of-vay deeds for the Yellowstone
River, as wvell as for the Missouri River. A
description of the open trench method tailored to each
river's particular characteristics shall also be
submitted. The open trench description shall include
depth of trench, vidth at the top of the trench, method
of excavation, projected time for completion,
discussion of reclamation, and other pertinent
information. The study should include analysis of a
crossing realignment slightly dovnstream to avoid the
steep south slope. This information will determine
vhether the Department wvwill require a specific
construction method as a condition of the right-of-
vay deed.

SAT-64 ] 6-41 No. 68 The Montana SHPO recommends that FERC invite the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation at the
earliest possible stage to participate in or comasent
on the proposed procedures for addressing cultural
resource impacts. Ve strongly encourage inviting the
Council's comment, for example, on the manageament plan
to be developed by Altamont to identify, evaluate, and
protect National Register eligible properties.

SA7-64 See response to Comment SA6-2.

Given the scope of this undertaking and its likely
effect on cultural resources, the involvement of the
Advisory Council early on in the process could greatly
facilitate discussion and decision-saking in =matters
that vill eventually require their participation.

SA7-65 | 6-41 No. 70 In sensitive areas, or anyvhere there is likely to be Thank your recommendati ini DOT i CFR
disturbance, additional markers will locate the SA7-65 you for on. At a minimum, the m‘“hnons a 49

pipeline. This includes areas such as irrigation Parts 191 and li’l must be.followed. However, we acknowledge the State of Montana’s
projects (center ' pivot systems require buried authority to require more stringent standards be applied on state lands.

pipelines), subdivisions, and areas likely to receive

heavy use. In particular, the bench above the east

bank of the Missouri is a proposed center pivot

irrigation project.

The Montana Department of State Lands wvill require
signs on state tracts vhere there is not a sign vithin
1.5 miles. A sign requirement will be placed on the
individual right-of-vay deeds after a field reviev has
determined vhere signs vould be appropriate.
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SA7-66

SA7-67

SA7-68

SA7-69

SA7-70

SA7-71

SA7-72

SAT-73

B-1-2

B-1-3(A)

No. 71

111.A.

26

v.C.5.

v.D.5.

Special precautions in terms of timing or methods of
crossing should be considered for the Nusselshell River
if the northern redbelly dace - five scale dace hybrid
(a Montana species of special concern) is found.

Topsoil that is less than four inches deep may be
difficult for machinery to remove in a aeparate lift.

Delete #3 and include *all other improved areas,
residential areas, or at the req of the land er*
under #1 to allov the option to use the full vork area
method in other areas.

Slope breakers should be inclined S degrees from
perpendicular to slope in order to prevent ponding
behind the berm. Berm and cross ditch ends should be
staggered so they don't all end in a line downslope.
Sand bags should be placed at the ends of the baras.
Use polyethylene iiner for ditch and upslope side of
bera in highly erosive soils, such as the Colorado
shale.

Use agitator in driller to prevent settling out of
seeds of differing densities (pers. coam., Vestec
1990).

Using vood chips as mulch vould lover the pH of the
soil, an effect that w=ay reduce successful
revegetation.

Off-road vehicle control vill be difficult along most
of the pipeline route, as the terrain is basically flat
and unforested. Alternative measures should be
actively developed now.

The elimination of blue grama (Bouteloua gracilie) from
the mixes is arbitrary. In the Affected Environament
discussion (page 3E-25), one of the three mixed-grass
prairies is characterized as gresa-needlegrass-
vheatgrass. This prairie type occurs from Canada to
the Yellovstone River, and one of the domsinant grasses
is blue grama. It vithstands grazing and trampling
very vell, and is adapted to a vide range of soil
conditions (vritten coam. 1991, Montana Natural
Heritage Programs). It is a vars season, drought
tolerant grass; the rest in the mixes are cool season
grasses (Long, 1981). In a very hot dry year, blue
grama may be the only successful species to revegetate.
In this case, it could protect the soil vhile the cool
season grasses overvinter again, and perhaps germsinate
the folloving year. This vould be preferable to and
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SA7-66

SA7-67

SA7-68
SA7-69

SA7-70

SA7-7

SAT-72

SA7-73

Thank you for your reccommendation. The staff's Stream and Wetland Construction and
Mitigation Procedures (Appendix C-3) require an applicant to apply for state-issued stream
cossing permits and obtain a Section 401 water quality certification (or waiver) prior o
construction at pronnial streams. These Procedures also expressly acknowledge the state’s
authority to restrict the time window for construction o a site-specific basis.

Comment noted. We have classified soils with less than 4 inches of opsoil as having a "poor®
rchabilitation potential. These soils, along with those classified as “poor-to-fair® are considered
the most troublesome.

See response to Comment SA7-23 above.,

Comment noted. We gencrally agree with your comments, but do not want to limit the
contractor’s flexibility by over-specification. As stated in Appendix B-1, our Esosion Control,
Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan requires that some judgement be exercised to respand to
field conditions.

Comment noted.  Appendix B-1 allows for the use of other appropriate measures (o prevent
seed stratification on a density basis.

Comment noted. Debris is sometimes chipped as a disposal method when a pipeline is routed
through forested areas. As a practical aalter, less than | percent of Altamont’s proposed route
is forested. Please remember that the plan presented in Appendix B-1 is tailored to address both
the Alamont and PGT/PG&E Projects.

Comment noted.

Thank you for this information. Revisions (0 Altamont’s proposed seed mixes were made
following consultation with soil conservation authorities throughout the project area at both the
stale and federal levels. It was the consensus of several BLM and U.S. Soil Conservation
Sorvice represenlatives that blue grama be removed.

DEIS recommendation 18 and Appendix B-1 allow for modifications lo seed mixes, as deemed
appropriate by the landowner or land administering agency.




SAT-T3
(cont)

SA7-T4

SAT-75

SA7-76

SAT-T7

B-3-1

less costly than reseeding the folloving year because
no cool season grasses became established.

Thickspike wvheatgrass (Agropyron dasystachyus) and
vestern vheatgrass (Agropyron smithii) may both be sod
forming (rhizomatous) cool season midgrasses, but the
areas they dominate differ significantly (Long, 1981).
Thickspike colonizes sandy gravelly dry areas, and is
better on slopes than vestern. Vestern is successful
on medium to clayey soils, better for alluvial clay
flats and bottom lands that may dry out slightly saline
(pers. coam., 1991, Vestec). They do not appear to be
interchangeable in habitat, only in morphology.
Therefore, their characteristics may be similar, but
their ecological value is not.

Potential native festuca ovina alternatives include F.

(the most videspread) and o
(vritten comm., 1991, Montana Natural Heritage
Program).

FERC recommends removing tvo of the species most
specifically suited to sandy sites. Sand bluestea
(Andropogon hallii) is good for vind and vater eroslon
and particularly suited to deep sandy soils. It is
easy to establish and long lived. Little bluestem
(Schizachrium gcoparjum) has different characteristics,
being a vara season mid-height bunchgrass (vs. vara
tall rhizomatous sod-former of sand bluestem). Little
bluestem is good on foothills and loess slopes, a
different habitat than deep sandy bottoas (Long, 1981).
They are considered *sand-binding® species, seem to be
autually compatible, and beneficial in a vide range of
sandy sites. Of the species currently on the sandy
soil 1ist (page B8-3-3), only Prairie sandreed
(Calamovilfa longifolia) and Indian ricegrass
(Oryzopsis hymenoides) are characteristic of sandy
sites (vritten coms., 1991, Montana Natural Heritage
Program).

Of all the grasses of Montana, Inland saltgrass
(Pistichlis stricta) is the characteristic saline soil
species (vritten comsm., 1991, Montana Natural Heritage
Program). Page 3E-28 of the Affected Environament
describes saline-alkaline shrubland as characterized
by an understory of vestern vheatgrass and saltgrass.
This species is a good one for revegetation. It can
grow on soils crusted vith salt or very compacted, is
a dense sod-former with vigorous rhizomes, and
therefore 1is good for protecting against erosion,
especially during early spring flooding. Probleams
include needing a local seed source, limited sources,
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SA7-74

SA7-75

SA7-76

SAT-T?

SA-25

Comment accepled. See changes to Appendix B-3.

Thank you for this information.

Comment noted. See change in Appendix B-3 and response to Comment SA7-73.

Comment accepted. See change in Appendix B-3.



SAT-T?
(cont)

SA7-78

SA7-79

SA7-80

SA7-81

B-3.1

B.3.1

B-3-2

B.6.

and limited palatability (pers. comm., 1990, Vestec).
Ve msust not reduce our rangeland to only those species
that cattle and sheep like to eat. Of the other
species on the saline soil list, only Alkali sacaton
(Sporobolus geroides) +/- Basin wvildrye (Elymus
triticojdes) are characteristic of saline conditions.

Changes to the clayey site mixture could include

eliminating Indian ricegrass (Qryzopsis hymenoides) as

ic is rarely found on such sites.

The changes made to the proposed seed mizes appear
arbitrary. The reason for discouraging use of
Boyteloua grecilie is not given. This is an imsportant
native species and should be returned to the seed
mixes.

See discussion above under B.3 for refuting the removal
of inland saltgrass. Switchgrass (RPanicys virgatus)
is also a good sod former vith good seedling vigor and
high yields, especially in sandy soils (Long, 1981).
FERC recoammends changes vithout reasons, valid or
othervise, except to reduce the nuaber of species in
the wmizes, at times removing the wmost appropriate
species. The more variety in the mix, the better the
chance something wvwill prosper even in adverse
conditions. The fevar species in the mix, the more
critical it {s to use characteristic indigenous
varieties.

Vestern vheatgrass (Agropyron smithil) has good flood
tolerance, spreads rapidly, so seeas a reasonable
choice for mesic sites. BLM's recosmendation to add
Streambank vheatgrass (Agropyron riparium) is a good
one. MNeadow foxtail (Alopecurus pratensis) is an
introduced species and therefore discouraged for
revegetation mixzes. It is slightly spreading vith veak
rhizomes, so not an excellent choice anyvay. Its
benefit is as a pasture species, and vould alter range
flora specifically for grazing.

Basin vildrye (Elymue triticoides) as FERC lists is
incorrect. Elyaus triticoides is beardless (or
creeping) wildrye. Basin wvildrye (or Great Basin
vildrye) (Elymus cinereuys) is something different
(Dorn, 1984). Vhich does FERC mean? The difference
betveen Great Basin vildrye and Canada vildrye is that
Canada is easy to establish, produces ground cover
rapidly and is palatable and nutritious. Disadvantages
include lov competitive success and it's short lived.
Basin vildrye is only moderately successfui in vigor
and establishment, and not good for sandy soils. It
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SA7-78 Thank you for your comment.
SA7T-D Thank you for your comment. Our methodology for recommending changes to Allamont’s

proposed seed mixes was outlined in response to Comment SA7-73 above.

SA7-80 See response to Comment SA7-77 above.

SA7-81 Comments accepied. See changes to Appendix B-3.




SA7-81

(coat.)

SA7-82| B-3-2 B.?7

SA7-83]B-3-2 General
Coasents

SA7-84)c.2-2

sm-sslc-:-x c-1

SA7-86|C'3'2 D.3

5A1-s1IC-3-z

is good in bottomlands, vwvith poor to wmoderate
palatability (Long, 1981).

Inland saltgrass (Rigtichlis spicatum) is extremely
sppropriate for this mix, and it is not clear vhy FERC
rec ded its r 1. Please refer to the
discussion of this species above in B.3.

Remove Birdsfoot trefoil (Lotus corniculatus), Vhite
Dutch clover (Trifolium cepens), and stravberry clover
(Tcifoljum fragiferun) from the mixes as they are all
introduced species vhich are degrading the quality of
the natural grassland by their rapid spread. Replace,
if appropriate, vith purple prairie clover
(Petalostemun purpucea). If no appropriate legume can
be identified, leave forbs out altogether.

Remove redtop (Agrostis alba) from acidic mix because
it is incroduced.

Remove meadov foxtail (Alopecuryg pratensis) from mesic
and acidic site mixes and replace in mesic mix vith
vestern and streambank vheatgrass (Agropyron emaithii
and A. gipariun, respectively).

Do not add mammoth vildrye (Elymus giganteus) to sandy
mix as recoamended by the BLM as it is introduced. Use
a different, native species of vildrye instead.

Do not add Tall vheatgrass (Jose) (
to the saline mix as recomsended by BLM, as it is
introduced.

Remove Sheep fescue (Festuca ovina) from the loaay,
clayey, and acidic mixes. Replace if possible vith a
species listed in A.6.

The Yellowstone River is a Class II fishery, not a
Class 11II fishery (MRIS, 1991). Other data is left out
in the fish species present column (see attached).
The *Yellowstone River® at MP 268.1 should be "Clark's
Fork Yellovstone River®. Add sountain vhitefish to
species codes.

See comment of page 4C-11.

Should include conservation district-issued stream
crossing permits.

The size of this gravel is critical to the maintenance
of equilibrium conditions in the streambed, especially
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SA7-82

SA7-83

SA7-84

SA7-85

SA7-86

SA7-87

SA-27

Comment accepied. See change to Appendix B-3.

Comments noled. See changes in Appendix B-3 and response to Comment SA7-73 above.

Comment accepted.  See changes to Appendix C-2.

See response to Comment SA7-29 above.

The project applicant would be required to apply for all applicable stream crossing permits.

Thank you for this information.




SA7T-87

In unstable rivers such as the Yellovstone. It should
(caut) be matched closely to the adjacent bed surface layer.
SA7-88] c.3-4 Consider removing sod and replacing after construction
for extremely sensltive fragile areas.
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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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RECREATION SASELINE

Wonths/ No. of
year Use Developed vater hngler Primary Secondery
fostapie filisgte Sites Charpcter yse Deys® Astivity Agtivity
Nitk River' 1 tow [ et a37¢ shore 1isking canoeing
tent ceaging
Missouri River? L] derste & flat s225¢ sotor boeting canoeing
boet 1ishing shore tishing
sotor trolling tent camding
viewing cor cemding
picnicking
Tellowstone River> 14 heevy 3 sinor rapids 9.429 eotor boating keyeking
canoeing tubing
rafting Suimei
boet {ishing soter trolling
shors fishing
cor cem>ing
driving viesing
picniching
nock Creek® 0 heavy - 4 not 5,644 shore fishing tubing
bosted driving i
viewing cor comging
pitnicking
terk's Forkd 8 woderate/ 3 sinor rapids 2,082 bost 1ishing actor boating
low shore fishing 1ebing
viesing
siuecater Creend 0 low 1€ rot boated 743 shore fishing d=iving
viewing
picr.icking
. Canada to Fresro Das ¥ average of & yesrs - 19€3-86
Merias to Chouteau/Blaine County line ® Cosl Banks Lending recrestion are 1 mile shove promosed crossing
Clark's Fo~k to Stitluater - angler use € Bluscater Springs trout hatchery - uditresn, but tizing ssy be important
Rosebud to Clo~k's Fork - recrestion use 9 1982-03 only

¢ Uest Fork to mouth ¢ Phil Lips-Fergus-Bleine-Chotesu counties
Srioger to south
Headwiters to south

A3citional Angler Use Day Informstion: Judith River - 2,819 (hesdasters to Plus Creek
Ross Fork - 189
Rosselsheil - 5,196 (headwaters to Lavina)
Sources: tene Steteside Angling Pressure Survey
Montana Rivers Inforsation Srates
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TABLE 4-21

OCCUPANCY RATES - MONTANA TEMPORARY HOUSING UNTITS
ALONG THE PIPELINE ROUTE

Percest Percent Percent
Type No. UnitaSpeces Occupancy No. Units'Sp Oc:
of No. with During High During O . Without Without High/Off
Spread Housing Contacted High/Off Season Seasan Sessan High/Off Season Season
1 Motel M 1,179 az% 50% 287 7%
Modile Home 12 8 98% 3% 519 1%
Parks -
Campgrounds 4 188 9% 5% ] NA §
2 Motal 23 540 8% 45% “ 8%
Mobile Home 7 o NA NA 31 1%
Parks
Campgrounds [ 200 2% 24% o NA
3 Motel 1 1,761 86% 9% b ] 5%
- Mobile Home 13 o NA NA 6 6%
Parks
Campgrounds 4 298 80% 28% 32 40%
Source: Tgbm interviews were conducted with owners of motels, botals, modile bome parks, and campgrounds in October and November,
1989,




4-113

TADLE 4-20
ESTIMATED TEMPORARY HOUSING ALONG THE

PIPELINE ROUTE. - MONTANA

Trailer and Tent Road Miles

1986 Estimated MoteVHotel Private Public From the
Community Population Units Spaces Spaces Route

Spread 1:

(MP® 0-125)
Havre 10,840 365 6668 36 21
Rudyard U 9 0 0 16
Hingham 190 0 26 0 9
Chester 1,110 38 35 NA 35
Big Sandy 740 8 10 10 3
Loma 1) 4 15 0 2
Fort Benton 1,640 19 45 0 38
Great Falls 57,310 1,558 1,453 22 60
Hilger 1) 0 9 0 41
Denton 350 4 2 0 10
Total Spread 1 2,005 2,161 67

Spread 2:

(M1’ 125-225)
Stanford 630 12 50 3 19
Hobson 290 0 0 7 4
Lewistown 6,680 279 107 28 26
Moore 220 6 17 0 6
Judith Gap 230 0 2 0 1
Harlowton 1,060 92 26 60 8
White Sulphur

Springs 1,310 93 105 4 62
Martinsdale U -0 36 0 33
Roundup 2,580 52 7 20 68
Big ‘Timber 1,720 _59 198 _0 56
Total Spread 2 593 611 162

SA-31
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4-131

TADLE 4-20 Cont'd

Trailer and Tent Road Miles

1986 Estimated MoteVHotel Private Public From the
Community Population Units Spaccs Spaccs Route
Spread 3:
(MP 225-305)
Reed Point U 0 49 0 H
Billings 80,310 2,765 3,159 0 25
Laurel 1.310 52 149 1] 9
Columbus 1,590 60 (%] 0 16
Park City U 8 16 0 1
Silesia 1) [}] 22 0o 2
Jolict 500 4 25 0 4
Fromberg 630 1] 17 1] 10
Absarokee [} 4 11 0 32
Roberts U 0 0 0 19
Bridger 700 NA 29 12 10
Belfry 1] 0 6 0 K
Red Lodge 2,050 225 m 81 48
Total Spread 3 3.118 3,657 93
Montana Total 5,716 6,429 312
Notes: 1) U = Unincorporated city; population estimate not available.

2) NA = Not availuble.

Sources: 1) Montana Department of Hcalth and Environmental Sciences, Food and
Consumer Safety Burcau, Helena, Mountana. Deccmber 1988.
2) American Aut bile Association, Tour Book. 1989 Edition.

3) American Automobile Association, Camp Book. 1989 Edition.
4 Mgcgaumn Department of Commerce, Promotion Division, Helena, Montana.
1989.
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In addition to motcls and campgrounds, there are rental units (apurtments, homes, and
mobile homes). Rental units probably are more plentiful in the larger cities such as
Havre, Lewistown, Billings, and Laurel.

Occupancy rates for temporary housing were estimated through telephone interviews
with managers of motcls/hotels, mobile home parks, and campgrounds. Most motel
managers rcported an occupancy rate of 80 to 90 percent during the high eeason and
40 to 50 percent during the off season (sce Tuble 4-21). Mobile home park managers
typically did not report having a high or off scason, rather, they have experienced a 70
to 90 percent occupancy rate ycar-round. Many campground owners rcported that they
are open only during the summer months and close aRer Labor Day. During the
summer months, occupancy rates for campgrounds were between 70 and 99 percent.

The high season for most motels was reported to be June through August, with a busy
peak during the hunting season in October and November. Motels in the community of
Red Lodge experience high seasons during summer and again during the winter skiing
season. Mobile home parks in northern Montana were nearly 100 percent occupied
during the grain harvest season in August and September.

Community services such as ambulance service and fire protection are usually provided
by voluntcer organizations in the small rural towns and unincorporated citics of
Montana. The larger citics offer hospital care, local law enforcement protection,
physician services, and other amenities (restsurants, retail outlets, and inside
recreation).

4.7.1.2 Wyoming

The arid, intermountain region traversed by the route in Wyoming is similar to
Montana with its sparse population and remote urban ereas. Cattle ranching, irrigated
farming, mining, and the petroleum industry provide most of the employment and
income. Greybull, Worland, and Riverton are agricultural and petroleum industry hubs,
while Rock Springs, Kemmerer, and Opal in southwestern Wyoming are dominated by
oil and gas development. Lander and the South Pass arca, adjacent to the Wind River
Mountains, are important centers of tourism and recreation.

SA-33




» j SA-34

THE STATE &%’ OF WYOMING

GORDONW. FASSETT
STATE ENGINEER

MIKE SULLIVAN
GOVEANOA

Fale (g’nyinaeea ﬁ//fw

CHEYENNE. WYOMING 82002.0370
FAX (307) 777-5451

HERSCHLER BULDING. 4 €
1307)777.7354

February 28, 1991

RECEIVED BY

Mr. Laurence J. Sauter, Jr. MAR 0 5 1%t
Room 7312 [
Environmental Compliance Branch, OPPR {RVISORIENTAL CONPLUACE XD FROIT
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission NIALTSIS BRACH

825 North Capitol Street, NE
washington, D.C. 20426

Dear Mr. Sauter:

The State Engineer's Office received a copy of the draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the PGT/PG&E and Altamont
Natural Gas Pipeline Projects. The Altamont Pipeline portions
(Docket No. CP90-1375-000) were reviewed and I would like to offer
the following comments.

SAS8-L Table 1-4, Page 1-23 lists by agency the permits 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 administration within the state. The
listing under the subheading "Groundwater appropriation permit® is
correct. However, the listing 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 from this office should any surface
water be used during construction of the pipeline.

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 permits can be obtained from Wyoming Ports-of-
Entry (777-5288) or the Wyoming Highway Department (777-4375).

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please
cpntact me at your convenience.

Sincerely,

s g

Sue Lowry
Interstate Streams Engineer

cc: Rod Miller, State Planning Coordinator's Office

SAS8-1

[Wyoming State Engineer’s Office]

Thank you for your comments. Please see revisions to Table 1-4.




Nate of California

Memorandum

To ¢+ 1. Projects Coordinator Dote March 1, 1991
Resources Agency
2. Ms., Lois cCashell, Secretar
Federal Bnerg{ Régulatory gomlnnlon RECE“’ED BY
825 North capitol Street, N.E.
washington, D.C. 20426 Man O 6 99,
Fiom : Depwtment of Fish and Game LAVIA0NEE AL QAL N TENET
AL SIS BRANDH

Subea:  Pacific Gas Transmission Company/Pacific Gas and Electric Company
(PGT/PGGE) and Altamont Natural Gas Pipeline Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) Docket Nos. CP89-460-001 and CP909-1375-000

The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) has received the
Draft EIS for the proposed PGT/PG&E -~ Altamont hatural gas
pipeline projects.

The Draft EIS, prepared bg the Federal Ener%y Regulatory
Commission (FERC), the Federal lead a?oncy or the project,
concerns the construction of a natura ega. pipeline from canada to
southern California. FERC has requested comments to help identify
anyjslgnltlcant environmental issues or concerns regarding the
project. -

In 1990 the CDFG prepared and submitted comments on a Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and on the Administrative draft
of the Final EIR, prepared by the California Pubic Utilities
Commission (CPUC), the State lead agency for the project. The
Final EIR addressed onlg the california portion of the pipeline.
CDFG worked closely with the CPUC and PGT/PG&E pipeline staff
during the report’s preparation.

SA9-1 | FERC states in its Draft EIS that it has incorporated by reference
the Final EIR pregared by the CPUC as it relates to the PG&E
facilities in California. CDFG has already commented on the
preparation of the Final EIR by the CPUC. Attached are the
comment 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
r:derul Draft EIS, our conditions and requirements shall remain
the same.

SA9-I

SA-35

[Califorcia Department of Fish and Game]

As stated on page 1-14 of the DEIS, the staf f does not intend to use this EIS to resurrect old
issues which the CPUC has jurisdiction over, nor entertain comments on old issues which
appropralely belong before the CPUC. The CDFG's comments were addressed in the CPUC’s
FEIR and are not being reprinted in this document.




1. Projects Coordinator

2, Ms. Lois Cashell -2~ March 1, 1991

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this
grojoct. If you have any questions or need additional
nformation, Yloaao contact Mr. Joe Vincenty, Associate Wildlife
Biologist, California Department of Fish and Game, 1416 Ninth
Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 or by telephone at (916) 322-5326.

Originel Signad
, COF“{ F. T deasan b
fOR
Pete Bontadelli
Director

Attachment

cc: Mr. Mark C. Kalpin, PGT/PGE Expansion Project -
Washington, D.C.

Mr. Laurence J. Santer, Jr., Altamont Project -
Washington, D.C.

SA-36




STATE OF CALFORNIA PEVE WHSON, Govermow

DEPARTMENT OF FOOD AND AGRICULTURE &&

A {Califorunia Department of Food and Agricutture)

4

1220 N Street, P.0. Box 942871
Sacramento, California 94271-0001

March 1, 1991 RECEIVED BY

MAR 0 o 158

LAVI20RMENTAL CUMPIARCE AND FRUNCE

AALTSIS BRNOY
Mr. Mark C. Kalpin (PCT/PG4LE Expansion Project)

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
825 North Capitol Street, N.E.
Washington, D.C. 20426

Dear Mr. Kalpin:

Allov me to introduce myself; my name is David Godfrey. 1 am a plant
certification specialist for the California Department of Food and Agriculture.
1 am responsible for the administration of 11 clean planting stock programs
offered as a service to the agricultural industry of California. In that
capacity, it has come to my attention that participants of California’s Seed
Potato Certification Program may be put at risk in their ability to certify
potatoes by the project that will pass through the northwestern portion of Modoc
County in the Tulelake area. :

The Seed Potato Program certifies potatoes as being grown under requirements set
and within the tolerances specified for certain important diseases. One of these
diseases is root-knot nematodes (Meloidogyne spp.). In general, nematodes are
microscopic, round vorms that may be found in the soil, water or plant tissues.
There are several types that damage potatoes, but root-knot nematodes have been
specifically targeted by certification procedures not only in California, but by
certifying agencies throughout North America. Most certification regulations,
including California‘s, have a "zero tolerance” for root-knot nematodes. That
means if any (1) plant or tuber is found with visible symptoms, the lot being
inspected is rejected.

These vorms feed on the plant roots, in some cases causing stunting of the plant
and reducing in yields. In addition, feeding produces swellings or galls on the
roots. These may also be found on the tubers and reduces the grower’s ability
to market a crop so affected. State and federal laws set standards (tolerance)
for potatoes to be sold on the commercial market. In other words, root-knot
nematodes are not only a problem for the seed potato grower, but create a
problem to the commercial potato grower as well.

In order to meet seed certification standards and commercial standards, potato
grovers must plant "clean seed® (certified) on “clean ground® or on parcels of
land that have not had crops on them previously, parcels of land which the growver
knows the history of and present the least risk of being infested with root-knot
nematodes, or parcels that can be treated with chemicals to kill the nematodes.
Presently in California there are very few materials that are legal for this
purpose and of those available the cost is prohibitive for a potato grower. In
addition, the American public is demanding a decrease in the use of pesticides
rather than increase, especially in situations where agriculture can use faraing
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Mr. Mark C. Kalpin
Page 2
March 1, 1991

and cultural practices that would prevent or limit the spread of pests. That
leaves the other two choices and both are dependent on keeping parcels of land
free from future contamination by root-knot nematode.

Because of their size, nematodes by themselves cannot move far. They may move
two to three feet in moist sofl, but usually do not move very far to find a host.
Some have been found as deep as six feet and have been known to migrate upvard
to reinfest soils treated and thought to nov be free of the pests. With the help
of water, vind, or man, infestations can move rapidly. Movement of contaminated
soil on equipment or by equipment (i.e., grading or discing could spread sofl-
borne pests over a large area rapidly) or by using contaminated surface vater are
probably the biggest problems in limiting the spread of root-knot nematode.
Sanictation measures must be folloved if spread is to be limited or prevented.
Participants in the California certification program are required to file 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 seed potato grover would use to protect the lot.

It appesrs that one of the projects will eventually be approved. However, it is
the concern of current and unrepresented future seed potato grovers, as vell as
coamercial potato growvers, that they might not be able to meat the requirements
or standards to cercify seed or to economically grov commercial potatoes.
Contanination of parcels by the proposed project(s) through the movement of sofl
on equipment or by the use of contaminated surface wvater will occur {f
precsutions are not taken to establish and rigorously followv a sanitation
procedure agreed to by growers from the area. Anything less will impact the
grovers of the area and limit their potential to farm.

I have enclosed a copy of California’s Regulation for the Certification of Seed
Potatoes and excerpts from "The Integrated Pest Management for Potatoes in the
Vestern United Scates®. I have "hi-lighted” those itema that are most pertinent
to the problem of root-knot nematode. In addition it should be noted that there
are other soil-borne pests that can also be moved in a similar manner that affect
potatoes and other crops in the area. Should you need additional information,
please contact me.

A last comment for you to consider. Last year in the Tulelake area, I had

personal experience involving a crev (part of the project) looking for native
Aperican sites that would leave me concerned as to vhether the project would
carry out sanitation agreed to. The crev had agreed to conduct their search,

vhich included digging and moving from site to site, parcel to parcel, in
accordance vith sanitation procedures lined out by the grover. They vere to meet
him on a specific date and he would help in the sanitation. In the end, vithout
notifying the grover the crew showed up on an earlier date and vas ready to begin

SA-38
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Thank you for the information. In order to conserve space, these technical enclosures have not
been reprinted in this volume of the FEIS. They are available for review at FERC.




Mr. Mark C. Kalpin
Page 3}
HMarch 1, 1991

vork without the grower or following any sanitation procedures. While it may
have seemed like a little oversight by the crew, it was a mistake on their part
that could cost the grover in the end with the potential loss of the ability to
farm.

Sincerely,

@»/ﬂr%r

David Codfrey

Senior Agricultural Biologist
Pest Exclusion/Nursery Prograas
Division of Plant Industry
(916) 445-2388

cc: Byrne Bros. Farming
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[Washington Department of Ecology}
SEAIL (F WANONGION
DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

AU N PVIL o Ohnps Wadwigton SBI8711 o (Al) 45404k

February 28, 1991
RECEIVED BY

Mr. Mark C. Kalpin ¢
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission NAR 14 1961

Environmental Compliance Branch, OPPR [MWWWWM&I
Room 7312 ALY BEAR

825 North Capitol Street NE

Washington, DC 20426

Dear Mr. Kalpin:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft environsental
fmpact statement (DEIS) for the PGT/PGSE and Altamont Natural GCas
Pipeline Projects. We reviewed the DEIS and have the following commsents.

SAll-1 | 1. Two water quality standards modifications will be required for this L. .
project. The first modification will be issued for crossings in SAll-1 Thank you for this information.

wetlands areas and streams and stream channels. The second .

modification will be issued for crossing the Walla Walla River.

Procedures described in the DEIS for crossing streams, wetlands,

stream channels, and rivers will be required as minimus standards for

the issuance of the modification. Site specific requirements in

addition to those listed in the DEIS may be required.

SAll-2{ 2 yater used for hydrotesting is proposed to be discharged into an SAll-2 This is an appropriate ilem for the appropriale state permitting authority o consider when
intermittent creek. Water to be discharged cannot exceed the evaluating PGT's application(s) for permission (o discharge hydrostatic test water.
hydrological capacity of the stream channel. The discharge also
cannot create turbidity or erosion in the stream channel or
dovnstream.

SAILI-3 | 4, As discussed in Section 3E-2 of the DEIS, wetlands are a valuable SA11-3 M you for your comment. The staff coacurs with your opinion that wetlands should be
natural resource that provide many useful benefits, including avoided to the maximum extent practicable, in light of project-specific considerations and
wildlife and fisheries habitat, flocdwater detention, water quality purposes. )

fmprovement, and recreational and aesthetic values. Due to the poor
record of success in replacing wetlands, we recommend avoiding and
minimizing wetland fmpacts to the fullest extent possible.

SAll-4 | 4. In order to minimize and rectify impacts to wetlands, the following
conditions should be applied: Best Management Practices for sediment SAll-4 The staff's “Stream and Wetland Construction and Mitigation Procedures® establish best

and erosion control should be implemented. This should include management practices for the construction of interstate natural gas pipelines across streams and
functional silt fences, fmsediate revegetation, and mulching. The wetlands,

original contours of the landscape should be restored upon completion
of construction. Native vegetation representative of the site should
be replanted imsediately following re-contouring of the site. Over
80 percent cover of desirable vegetation should be established by
September of the following year or revegetation should occur.

'@‘ ’
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SAIl-6

SA1Ll-7

Mr. Mark C. Kalpin
February 28, 1991

Page 2
S. If the project will result in unavoidable wetland impacts, Ecology SAll-S
recommends preparation of a mitigation plan which includes
information on: the goals and objectives, construction details
(including schedule), the hydrologic regime, revegetation plans,
monitoring plan, contingency plans, buffers, the estimated cost, and
* bonding. The goal of compensatory mitigation should be to replace
the vetland functions and values that will be destroyed. In the case
of severely dograded veclands, however, ve recommernd that faproved
quality be an objective.
6. Based upon recent findings, Ecology recommends the following acreage
replacement ratioa as in determining minimum acreage SAll-6
replacement for unavoidable losses:
3.0 : 1 for forested wetlands,
2.0 : 1 for scrub-shrub wetlands,
1.5 : 1 for emergent marsh
(NOTE: These ratios are recommended for calculating the area of
wetlands to be created. The area should be doubled for enhancement
of an existing wetland.)
These ratios should be viewed as general guidelines that may be
adjusted either upwards or downwards based wpon consideration of two
factors; 1) the likelihood of succegsful replacement of lost wetland
functions. and 2) the time lag between the loss of wetland functions
and their replacement,
7. 1f an individual section 404 permit (or permits) is required by the
Coros of Engineers, Ecology will provide further review at that time.
8. As noted in the DEIS, a water right permit is required for SAll-7

hydrostatic testing. Also, water obtained from the City of LaCrosse
should not cause the City’s total annual or instantaneous use to
exceed the amount authorized by existing water rights.

SA-41

See response o Comment SA11-4.

Thank you for this guidance. The staff believes that Chapter 4E and Appendix C-3 adequately
address impact on wetland areas.

Thank you for this information,
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Mr. Mark C. Kalpin
February 28, 1991
Page 3

If you have any questions, please call on Commants 1 and 2, please call
Ms. Deborah Cornett in our Eastern Regional Office at (509) 456-2877.
For questions on Coaments 3}-7, please call Ma. Ann Remsberg in our
Vetlands Section at (206) 493-9260. For questions on Coament 8, please
call Mr. George Farmer in our Eastern Regional Office at (509) 456-6163.

Sincerely,
7/’ P e “/;/.‘Lﬂ ¢

M. Vernice Santee
Environsental Reviev Section

MVS:
91-288

cc: Deborah Cornett, ERO
Ted Hanlin, ERO
Ann Ressberg, Wetlands
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DEPARTMEINT OF ECOLOGY

Ald Nap PA-LL e Oy, WWadwgion MUMN-E711 e (M) 459404KK)

March 5, 1991

RECEIVED BY

Mr. Mark C. Kalpin

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission MAR 1 1194
Environmental Compliance Branch, OPPR

825 North Capitol Street NE, Rooam 7312 £aviRONMERTAL COMPLWACE M) PROSECT
Vashington, DC 20426 ANALYSIS BRARCH

Dear Mr. Kalpin:

Ve sent you a letter on February 28, 1991, regarding the draft
environmental fmpact statement for the PGT/PGL4E and Altamont Natural Gas
Pipeline Projects. Siuce then we have received additional coaments from
the WA State Dept. of Tramsportation.

The proposed natural gas pipeline crosses Eastern Washington through
portions of WA State Dept. of Transportation’s Districts 5 and 6. The
project may impact transportation facilities such as state highways,
county roadways, rallroads, waterways, etc., and would require
coordination with and approval and/or peraits from the agencies having
Jurisdiccion.

SAlLl-8

The pipeline appears to cross three State Routes in District 5 (SR-12 and
SR-124 in Valla Walla County, and SR-261 in Columbia County), and one
State Rouge in District 6 (SR-26 in Uhitsan County). Utfilities crossing
state highways can be by boring only; no open cutting is allowed. Also,
a utility perait is required before a utility can be legally cross a
state highway. The perait specifies crossing location, peraitted use,
liability, construction requirements, etc. Application for a utility
perait should be made through each district’s Utilities Engineer.

Close coordination will also be required with other state, federal, and
local apericies, and Indian cribes, huving jurisdicilon over wacers,
lands, fisheries, wildlife, etc., that may be impacted by this proposed
pipeline.

If you have any questions, please call Mr. Bernie Chaplin, WA State Dept.
of Transportation at (206) 753-6005.

Sincerely,

P Jree o s Vs
4 S rle, oS i Co
M. Vernice Santee
Environmental Review Section

MVS:91-288
cc: Bernie Chaplin, WSDOT

5
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Thank you for this information.




[State of Wyomiog (Governor)]

STATE OF WYOMING
OFFICE OF THE GOVEANOA
MIKE SULLIVAN CHEVENNE 82002
GOVERNOA

March |, 1991

Ms. Lois Cashell, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
825 North Capitol Street, N.E.
Washingtoa, DC 20426

Dear Mp. Cashell:

‘The Draft Eavironmental Impact Statement for the PGT/PGE and Altamont Natural
Gas Pipeline Projects has been revicwed by the state agencies. Copies of the Individual
comment letters on the Draft EIS are forwarded herewith for inclusion in the record. |
would like to thank you for the opportunity for review and comment by this office and the
state agencies.

It is important to first explain the review process that | have established for the
review of documents of this nature. The documeals are circulated to all siate agencies that
may have siatutory sutbority over any aspecis of the proposed project or that may be
impacted by any of the proposed activities. The agencies prepare their review comments
and forward them to my office. This allows the comments of all of the agencies to be
forwarded as a single submittal to the lead federal agenacy, which in this case is the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commissioa.

This process also provides the ability to resolve conflicts that may arise between
positions or recommendations of state agencies. If conflicting recommendations are
submitted, | then review the issues oa both sides and establish the official state position.

With all of this having been said, | will nole that there are oo positioas of conflict
or apparent conflict between any of the state agescy positions. The ageacy reviews are
detailed, thorough and thoughtful. The comments are intended to help develop a complete
and accurate Final EIS and, where appropriate, help establish appropriate mitigation
measures. | would request your careful review and consideration of these comments.
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SA12-2

SA12-3

SA12-4

Ms. Lois Cashell
March 1, 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 fleld has paid particular attention to this area. | am
personally familiar with this area, having visited the area many times. While not intending
to ignore the interest in other sections of the route, considerable state agency attention, as
well as mine, has been focused on this area.

1 have the following specific comments and recommendations to offer:

1. Comments from the concerned public and state agencies have emphasized the
historical and environmental significance of the South Pass area. Construction of the
pipeline across this area will have some impact. This impact can be minimized by an
effective reclamation and revegetation program. The efforts to accomplish this have been
identified by Altamont who also has provided assurances that this will be a priority issue.
To ensure that effective reclamation is accomplished, | have the following specific
comments:

a. The University of Wyoming has been conducting research on reclamation and
revegetation. 1 would look for Altamont to make available their
restoration/revegetation plan to the University for a "peer” review of their
plan. The experience ofthe University will help assure that the most effective
reclamation is accomplished.

b. Any reclamation program is only as good as the actual work completed in the
field. The Land Quality Division of the Department of Environmental
Quality has considerable experience in reclamation practices. | have asked
DEQ to periodically inspect the construction, reclamation, and revegetation
work when it occurs in the South Pass area. | recognize that this oversight
and inspection role will rest primarily with the BLM. Periodic review would
be completed in a coordinated manner with the federal agencies but will
provide me with assurances that the work is being performed effectively. If
questions arise, my office will discuss them with BLM. This assistance would
seem to be in the best interest of all parties concerned including the public.

2. Altamont has indicated that representatives of the Northern Arapahoe and
Shoshone Tribes will be invited to participate in the cultural surveys. | would encourage
the Tribal involvement in this area.

3. It is recognized that there may be some minor deviations in final routing as a
result of cultural surveys or field investigations. 1 encourage BLM to work with state
agencies such as the Division of Parks and Cultural Resources and the State Historic
Preservation Office during the final efforts in the South Pass area. This would help
minimize disruptions and impacts in this area.

SAI2-]

SAI2-2

SAlI2-3

SAI2-4

SA-45

Altamont’s Construction and Rehabilitation Plan MP 511.0 to MP 340.8 has been included in

the FEIS as Appendix B-5.

Thank 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.
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Ms. Lois Cashell
March 1, 1991
Page Three

4. Altamont has indicated that they will take measures to preveat the right-of-way
from being used as a roadway. | highly encourage all activities In this direction because
uncontrolled vehicle use, especislly in the South Pass area, could become a problem.

S. The Wyoming Game and Fish had many commeants. Some relate to lncorrect or
incomplete data. Several commeats are items that should be considered for mitigation
activities.

6. Right-of-way and access across state trust lands are administered by the Wyoming
State Land Office. Altamont 1s encouraged to coatact that office as soon as the detailed
rights-of-way are established so that there will be adequate time to conslder and process
the right-of-way applications.

7. The Public Service Commission has ralsed comments (o Issues such as cathodic
protection and casing of some crossings. These are public safety Isswes which need
attention,

8. The Altamont project will cause impact on the South Pass area. The Impacts on
the area would be minimized by utilizing the Route 28 Variation as discussed in the
February 25, 1991 letter of the Division of Parks and Cultural Resources. The physical
impacts could be significantly, if not fully, mitigated by an aggressive and successful
reclamation and revegetation program. The other Impacts are not as easlly mitigated. This
area is a special and unique historical and cultural area. It has been shaped by and
maintains the unique cultural history of activities ranging from the earllest use by Native
American populations to the sigaificant experieace of the westward expansion of the 1800’s.
Even the mining activities, both past and present, add to the uniqueness of this area. The
pipeline will to some degree afTect the uniqueness of this special area.

| am unaware of any mitigation which has been proposed to address this impact to
the historical and cultural sigaificance of the South Pass area. Mitigation of these impacts
is an element that must be considered. | recommend that specific steps be taken to directly
mitigate the values being impacted. To offset this impact, | recommend that Altamont be
required to provide interpretive services and facilities at an appropriate location or
locations to re-emphasize the historical and cultural sigaificance. Appropriate mitigation
could be identified through meetings with representatives of Altamont, the Northern
Arapahoe and Shoshone Tribes, Fremont County, the Division of Parks & Cultural
Resources, the lead federal agency and my office. This certainly could be accomplished in
a manner that should not delay the Final EIS. [ do believe, however, that this impact is
real and that a commitment should be provided by Altamont to pursue this mitigation.

SA-46

SAl12-5

SAl12-6

SA12-7

SAl2-8

SA12:9

SA12-10

Thank you for your support.

Please sece our respoases lo the Wyoming Depaniment of Environmental Quality comments
(SAIS-).

We will pass this information on to Altamont.

Please see our responses to the Wyoming Public Service Commission comments (SA20-).

Thank you for your comment. Our DEIS recommendation resulted in Altamont’s realignment
at this location. (See leticr from Wyoming Governor’s Office dated March 13, 1991.) We fee
confident that Altamoot’s Construction and Rehabilitation Plan MP 511.0 to MP 540.8, as
refined during the BLM's plan of Development process, would result in an aggressive and
successful reclamatioa and revegetation program.

Comment noted. Impact mitigation for features of historical and cultural significance would be
developed during the Section 106 compliance process. See new recommendation in Chapter 6.




Ms. Lois Cashell
March |, 1991
Page Four

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment on this Draft EIS. My staff has
worked closely with representatives of Altamont, BLM, your staff, as well as members of the
concerned public to identify and review all areas of concern. These comments are offered
in the spirit of that cooperative review to ensure that complete information is available
upon which to make your final decision. If you have any questions on any of the above
comments or enclosed information, please feel free to contact my office.

With best regards, | am
Very truly yours,
. L 3
Mike Sullivan
MS:aes
Enclosures
cc:  YMr. Laurence J. Sauter, Jr., Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Mr. Jim Roseberry, Bureau of Land Management
State Review Agencies

Wyoming Congressional Delegation
Jerry van der Linden
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GOVERNOR
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STATE OF WYOMING
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
CHEYENNE 82002

March 13, 1991

Larry Sauter

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
825 N. Capitol St. NE

Washington, D.C. 20426

Dear larry:

This letter is to confirm our telephone conversation of today
regarding the State of Wyoming's comment letter of March 1 on the
Altamont Pipeline EIS. There apparently exists some confusion over
item 8 on page three of that letter. The alignment referred to in
this paragraph is displayed as map_ 51 _of 59 in the route
realignment maps dated October 15, 1990 supplied by Altamont Gas
Transmission Company. This alignment 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 clarification is

helpful.
Sincerely,
20 S. M-
Rod S. Miller

Federal Land Planning Coordinator

cc: John Keck, Wyoming Dept. of Commerce
Jerry van der Linden, Altamont
Jim Roseberry, BLM Worland Dist.
Tom Marceau,

SHPO

SAl2-11

Thank you for this clarification. Map 51 of 59 presents Altamont’s “Continental Divide®
realignment, which satisfies our DEIS recommendation 67.




DIVISION OF PARKS

L.ULTUR AL REb()UR( ES

307 M. 7697
F.AX (307) 632-2748
AR o o oY
" o \leo
arch 4, 1991 _0 \
LR P

Mr. Daniel Perdue wh wsﬂ"“
State Planning Coordinator O g
Herschier Building, 4th Floor East e
Cheyenne, WY 62002 o

SA13-1

SA13-2

RE: Atamoni Pipeline, Drak DEIS SHPO# 0889FRCO55
Dear Mr. Perdue:

Ted Dunn of our staff has reviewed the subject DEIS. The documentation meels the
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Arch: and Historic Preservation (48FR44716-
42). The repont meets the standards established for this project.

The comments we have previously submitted concerning the Administrative Review Draft
and Historic Properties Identification Plan and Managemerd Plan remain vakd and are
included as attachments to this document. As these comments have nol been reflected in
the DEIS, it is requested that they be formally forwarded with the following additional
comments:

1. While the draft Historic Properties Identification Plan and Management Plan is
informalive, it does nol provide for developing Historic conlexts using the procedures in
NHRP Bulletins 15 and 16.

* Ideally, the regional organization for these contexts will generally
coincide for prehistoric and historic periods and be cross-referenced to
counties.

2. The evaluation process should clearly and explicilly implement the procedures
contained in NRHP Bulletin 15 and BLM manuals.

. Of particular importance are the specific requirements for evaluating
historic sites contained in BLM 8143.F. The procedures for
accomplishing these requirements must be coordinaled and reviewed
before the Class Il survey pian is finalized.

Mike sullivan RD Ma’ Madfield
Governar Dwrecror.
Ocpatmens of Conrera
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SAI3-2

[Wyoming State Historic Preservation Office]

Thank you for your comment.

Thank you I'or lhesc oommenu On March 11, l99| we forwaxdcd a revised Pre-Inveatory
X an o your office for
review and commem I your oommcnls have no( bocn adcqua(ely addressed in the revised
Plan, the comment period for the document will allow for integration of any further concems
that you might have.
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Daniel Perdue
Thomas E Marceau
March 4, 1991
Page 2

3. It gelays. dispules and disagreements on evalualions are (o be reduced, SAI3-3

wherever possible, planning must be early. detailed and, above all, coordinated. To that
end. participation in development of the CRMP must include joint, detailed planning and
coordination meetings until the CRMP is approved. The preliminary meeting should
precede the 1991 “field session” and include the following:

. Review and comments on draft historic conlexts;

. Review of the Class | invendory; and

. Review of comments on the Drat CRMP.
Please refer 1o SHPO project control number #0889FRCO55 on any future correspondence
dealing with this project. If you have any questions, condact Ted Dunn at 777-6694.

Sincerely,

easss & Mares—

Thomas E. Marceau
Deputy SHPO

FOR:

Dave Kathka, PnD.

State Historic Preservation Officer
TEM.TJD:rw

Copies: John Keck
FERC

BLM WY

The need for a meeting will be evaluated when all parties have had an opportunity to review

the revised Plan.
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January 25, 1991

Ms. Laurle Baros

Staff Archaeologist

FERC

825 North Capital Street, N.E.
Washington, D.C. 20420

RE: Altamont Plipeline, SHPO e0889FRCOSS
Dear Ms. Baros:

Fred Chapman of our staff has reviswed the subject “Historic Properties
tdent Ification Plan and Management Plan® for the proposed Altasont pipeline SAI3-4
project. We would |lke to offer the following commsents concerning the CRMP. '

1. On page 5, the acronym for the National Historic Preservation Act Is
Incorrectly identifiled as “NRHP®. “NRHP" refers to the National Register of
Historic Places. The correct acronym |Is “NHPA®.

2. On page 94, the CRUP states that “Where more construction area is needed,
a wider Inventory corridor will be surveyed.* We recommend that FERC insure
that an additional "buffer®” zone of at least 100’ Is surveyed around all
anclillary facllity construction arsas and equipment staging areas. It Is our
experience that doing so reduces the |lkelihood of accidental site encroach-
mont by construction operators.

3. On page 88, the CRMP states that “All testing will be conducted after oral
or written consultation with appropriate federal and state agencles.” We
prefer that |lmlted evaluative testing be conducted by the archeological
contractor during Class |11l survey fleld operations. Agency consultation
should occur when the proposed level of testing effort exceeds the excavation
of a few test units. We want to avold situations where Intensive testing
becomes a substitute for mitigativs excavation.

4. On pp. 101-102, the text states that construction will be suspended in
responss to the discovery of historic properties during construction
activities. J6CFR800.2(e) defines an historic property as any site
“...Included In, or eligible for Inciusion In, the National Register.” We
feo! that construction should be suspended until all cultural resources
identifled dur ing construction operations can be properly evaluated for the
Natlonal Register.

Mike Sullivan STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE

Goveraw

Dwecun,

1825 Carey Avenue
1307) T-1697

RD. "Max~ Masfield Cheyerne, Wyoming 820020240
Deparanern

of Camsoerce FAX (307)632-2748

SA-51

See response o SAI3-2,




SAI4
(coat)

Laurle Baros
Thosas E. Marceau
January 25, 1991
Page 2

$. On page 104, the CRMP Identifles several Class |I| survey exceptions. One
of the exceptions Involves “areas without legal access”. We assume this
includes landowner denial slituations. We do not belleve that landowner denial
necessar ity relleves FERC from Its Section 108 responsibilities. Every effort
should be made to (nsure access for cultural resource fleldwork.

6. We strongly recommend that the following provision be added to |tem 6,
page 107: “Pursuant to 36CFR800.3(c), FERC wili not Issue any |icense or
permit for the undertaking until the Section 108 compllance process Is
completed.*

If you have any questions, please contact Fred Chapman at (307) 777-6530.

Please refer to SHPO project control number #0889FRCOSS on any future
correspondence dealing with this project. If you have any questions contact
Mr. Chapman at 777-8530. '

Sincerely,

f AV f‘ /WAU“’

Thomas E. Marceau
Deputy SHPO

FOR:
Dave Kathka, Pnh.D.
State Historic Preservation Officer

TEM:FRC:kim
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Dan Perdue

SAl4-1

SAl4-2

SAl4-3

Muke Sullivan
Governor

State Planning Coordinator
Herschler Building, 4th Floor East
Cheyenne, Wy. 82002

Dear

1 have reviewed the Altamoat Pipeline, Draft EIS, and have the following comments to offer.
The concems raised in the memorandum sent to Rod Miller, dated December 12, 1991 still
exist. The discussion of the alteatives 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.

1. The lack of supporting documentation on cost estimates for the proposad routes inhibits
the ability to clearly understand the difficulties associated with the various routes selected
for consideration. It would be beneficial to provide the state actual cost data and analysis
of costs for each option. This would provide a better understanding of proposed routes.

2 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 (o 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, 1 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.

1 further recommend that the State of Wyoming 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 to
assure adequate protection and consideration for the resources in the area.

R D "Max® Aaxfoeid
Durcror.

szann;mtd(.'omm

Department of Commerce

SAl4-]

SA14-2

SAl4-3

SA-53

[Wyoming Division of 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 support the use of Altamont's proposed
“Continental Divide® realignment over the route originally proposed (as referenced in the letter
from the Wyoming Govemor'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. Altamont has indicated its willingness to cooperate with the State of
Wyoming.




SAl4-4

SAl4-5

SAl4-6

Consistent with this concern, | would advocate location of the pipeline on the northern
portion of Highway 28, along the Route 28 Variation. Location of the pipeline in this
area would serve to further negate visual impacts to the historic trail corridor. Extreme
care must be taken in areas which directly impact the Oregon Trail.

3. As recommended by the State Historic Preservation Office, 1 would also support the
development of historical contexts for the area impacted by pipeline construction. The
development of historical context will benefit the assessment of historic trail impacts and
provide a vehicle for future project analysis in the area.

4. Regardiess of the route selected, it is imperative that every effort be made to restore
the pipeline route to its original condition. Any disturbance must be minimiized to retain
as much of the natural character of the route selected as possible.

If you have any questions regarding this document, please feel free to call me at 777-6318.

Sincerely,

Jo

J

T. Keck

Management Officer

SA-54

SAl4-4

SAN4-5

SAl4-6

See response 0 Comment SAl4-2 above. The proposed route is on the northemn side of
Highway 28 between approximate MPs 529 and 538.5.

On March 11, 1991, we forwarded a revised Pre-Inventory Report and Historic Propertics
Identification Plan.and Management Plan to the SHPO and other appropriate agencies for review
and comment. If not already addressed in this revised Plan, the comment period for this
document will allow for integration of any further concerns expressed by the SHPO.

We agree that distwbance should be minimized. Please see Altamont’s propoaed Constnection
and Rehabilitation Plan MP 511.0 to MP 540.8, reprinted as Appendix B-5 in the FEIS. Also
see related discussions in FEIS Chapters 4B and 4L.
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TO: Alan Edwards, SPC
FROM: Dennis Hemmer, DEQ
DATE: February 15, 1991
SUBJECT: Comments on the Altamont Pipeline Draft EIS

Bill DiRienzo of the Water Quality Division reviewed the document and provided the
following comments. These comments address only the water quality implications of

the project.

SA15-1) Overall, we believe that the water quality impacts have been addressed rather well

in the DEIS and that the combination of permitting requirements and mitigative SAIS-1 Thank you for this information. We agree with your analysis of the issue, and believe that our
procedures will effectively reduce adverse water quality impacts to insignificant recommended mitigation would ensure that the issue is resolved during the Section 401 and 404
levels in most instances. . pel'mill'mg Process.

We do, however, have a concern over the crossings of Rock Creek and Willow Creek
in Fremont County. These two streams are known to contain mercury as acknowledged
on page 4C-4 of the DEIS. The potential exists for the resuspension of mercury
‘nto the water column as a result of construction activities. This mercury could
*hen be iatroduced !nto the food chain or otherwise tapact downstream beneficial
uses of the water.

FERC "recommends” in the draft that the applicants conduct sediment testing at the
crossing sites and subamit the results to FERC, COE and DEQ. This testing should
probably be done at this stage in project development and the results of the
testing published in the Final EIS, If the study shows that mercury exists or can

potentially be released in toxic amounts, appropriate mitigation should also be
included.

It seems that Altamont believes that the regulatory process will effectively
protect water quality 1if elevated levels of mercury are found in the sediments,
In a way, this 1s true. A finding of mercury in toxic amounts in the sediments
would preclude the use of Nationwide Permit (12) and an 1individual 404 permit
would be required. Under this scenario, when the time comes to construct the
stream crossing we would require that the applicant develop a polluticn control
plan which would maintain concentrations in the water to less than 0.144

SA-55




Alan Edwards
February 15, 1991
Page 2

sicrograms/L which is the current standard upplied to all Class II streams, If
Altamont cannot cose up with a way to achieve this, we could not certify the
construction and the 304 permit could not be issued. Water quality would be
protected, however, I doubt that this would be acceptable to the applicant.

Since 1t 1s ultimately Altamont's responsibility to develop the mitigation plan
and demonstrate coapliance with the state water quality standards, it 1is better
that they do it now rather than later and risk the chance of construction being
suspended.

It may be prudent to require that the crossings of these segments are done totally
"in the dry" as 1s prescribed for the crossings of significant coldwater and
varawvater fisheries. This method would greatly reduce the risk of discharging
sediment during construction. It 1s still uncertain whether even this will
eliminate the risk of exceeding the standard for mercury and it requires further
investigation and discussion.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
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Rod S. Miller

Faderal tards Planning Coordinator
State Planning Qmordinator's Office
Herschler Building, 4th Floor East
Qeyerne, WY 82002

Dear Mr. Miller:

The staff of the Wyoming Game and Fish Department has reviewed the
Draft Envirommental Ispact Statement for the FGT/PGEE and Altamont Natural
Gas Pipeline Projects. We offer the following comments for your
consideratian.

Terxestrial considerations:

Altamont proposes to construct, own, and operate a 30-inch diameter
interstate natural qas pipeline trarsmission system with design capacity to
transport 719 MMcf/d of natural gas. The pipeline would extend for 620
miles fram the Canada-U.S. border near Wild Horse, Montana, to the southwest
corner of Wyaming near Opal.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Distribution and habitat information provided for wildlife along the
Altamont route are quite general, with no specifics on the relative
importance of the areas to be crossed to the associated wildlife
populations. The DEIS does not differentiate between yearlong ranges and
cruwcial big game winter rarges. Lumping these habitats into a single cate-
gory of "important rarge® is nice, but impacts to same seasonal ranges are
important, while impacts to others are not.

Rtgray: 3400 Subep Sondrvard. Chryanes, Wresng A

SAl16-1
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[Wyoming Game and Fisb Department)

This information is identified and differentiated in DEIS Tables 3E-7 and 4E-14.
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SAL6-3

SAL6-4

SA16-5

SA16-6

Mr. Rod S. Miller

February 20, 1991
Page 2 ~ EIS 5751

The DEIS disregards the forage and cover values of upland shrubs such as
sagebrush, bitterbrush, greasevaa, rabbitbrush, and saltbush. These values
vere attributad only to riparian shrub habitats (Page 4E~ 62). The document
defines impacts to biological resources as lang term if the resaurce does
not recover from the impact within three years (Page 4E-1) Upland shrubs
treated with brush beaters would probably recover within three years, but
any shrubs removed by blading or trenching will not recover within three
years. These losses should be ansidered long term in the DEIS.

Impacts were defined as significant if any one of four criteria were
met. One of the criteria was temporary loss of habjtat that may result in
increased mortality or lowered reproductive success (4E-2). Since upland
shrubs will be impacted by this project, and many of those provide important
forage and cover for many wildlife species, these long-term impacts will
have some degree of significance. How much crucial habitat for big game
will be impacted? All impacts to upland game and big game habitat were
considered insignificant. This is reflectad in the zero acreage figures in
Tables 5-3 and 6-3. There is zero impact only after crucial habjitat is
restored. While impacts may not be .significant, they are not mrexistent.

Ancther prublea with the DEIS is the lack of distinction between crucial
habitat and other habitat types. The only place crucial habitat is
mentioned is under the species discussions in the Impact and Mitigation
Measures section on page 4E-62 and 4E-64. All maps, tables and discussion
should include crucial habitat, not just winter rame.

Wildlife infarmation provided for the South Pass Variations is even less
camplete than that for the preferred route.

Page JE-36, 37

The 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
searching for new nests, it is likely that nests of candidate species, like
ferryyinous and SWainsan's hawks, could be affectad by this project.

The Jeffrey City Variation would cross nesting/brooding complexes
assacjated 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 miles of crucial
habjtat. Four of these camplexes would also be affected by the Alkali Butte
or Northern Utilities routes. Cmstruction in these areas should be done
during daylight hours, in as short a time as possible, with minimal
destruction of sagebrush,

One sage grouse lek immediately adjacent to the Pioneer/Exxon
right-of-way in SWl/4 SEl1/4 Sec. 29, T26N, R95W, would apparently be
destroyed by the propsed Stratton lLakes Compressor Station.

SA-58

SA16-2 While these losses may be "long-term®, they were determined to be not significant because the
amount of sagebrush-steppe habitat disturbed would be minimal when compared to the amount
of forging habitat available.

SA163 See response to Comment SA16-2 above.

SA16-4 See response o Comment SAL6-1 above.

SA16-5 Comment noted. See our revised Chapter 3E.
SAl6-6 Comment noted. Thank you for this information.
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Mr. Rd S. Miller
February 20, 1991
Fage 3 - EIS 5751

Enviropmental Consequences

The DEIS incorrectly concludes that ispacts to important wildlife
species and habjtats along these altermative raiutes would not be signifi-
cant. These conclusions are based on impacts on an entire species, rather
than populations. We manage populations and expect impacts to be evaluated
on a population basis. For big game, this would be the various herd units.
The CEIS shauld provide these evaluations.

CQONCLUSTONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Data presanted in the DEIS cannut be used to campare wildlife impacts
of the route variations. Each altermative needs to be subjectad to the same
scrutiny as the proposed action. Such items as acres of crucial big game
habitat and numbers and locations of raptor nests impacted need to be
evaluated for each altermative, and mitigation measures, where necessary,
need to be discussed. The zeros in Tables 5-3 and 6-) are of no use for
this camparison. It appears the various altarnative routes were pruposed
primarily to address cultural/historical aycerns. Several wildlife species
of concern were ignored in the variations, and possible impacts were
not discussed. While these might not be significant, they should be
discussed in detail. Impacts to riparian areas were not identified and
itemized for each variation as they were for the proposed action. These
anissions prevent proper axsideration of the altermatives.

Propsan mitigation measures are inaderuate. The DEIS cancludes there
will be no significant impact to big game or upland game bird habitat, so
there {s no mitigation for crucial habitat losses. In addition, there is no
mention of seasanal restrictions for construction activities to protect
wintering big game during eevere wintars,

In Fremont Qoaunty, the Alkali Butte variation will have the least impact
to wildlife habitat. However, each variation needs to be campared frum lost
Cabin to Opal to determine the route variation with the least impact to
wildlife.

r #7 on the South Pass variation is too close in proximity to

crucial elk winter range. It may cause these elk to displace to less
suitable habitat. We suggest an altermate site be chosen.

Specifi

Page JE-25, 26: Terrestrial wildlife species lists for each habitat
type would be preferable to namirxy only a few of the most common animals.

SA16-7

SA16-8

SA16-9
SA16-10

SAl6-11

SAl6-12

SA16-13

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 indicated in the significance criteria presented on
DEIS page 4E-2. Because no factual information has been provided to 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 to the same level of scrutiny.

Wetland and riparian areas associated with each variation are 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 beea included in FEIS Chapters 3E and 4E.

We disagree that our recommended mitigation is inadequate to address the proposed action.
However, we will be happy to consider mitigation proposed by the State of Wyoming in future
analyses. See response to Comment SA16-12 below.

The EIS compares each of the variations to the proposed route between Lost Cabin and Opal.

Comment accepted. See new recommendation in Chapler 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.
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Mr. Rod S. Miller
February 20, 1991
Paga 4 - EIS 5751

Page 3E-26: Sagebrush-Steppe Section, the first paragraph states that
this vegetation type is bounded on the west by Douglas fir forest. It
should say lodgepole pine, Dauglas fir and Englemann Spruce forest.

Page 3E-34: The mule deer discussion does not mention the crucial
winter range crussead by the pruposed pipeline route in the Hall Creek Herd
Unit (appraximately from MP492.5 to MPS05). White-tailed deer should also
be included on this page. This species aoqurs along all major river systems
intersartad by the Altamont right-of-way.

Page 4E-6: This sectiaon makes no mention of effects of the pipeline on
sagebrush habitats. This impact should be addressed and mitigated in the
final EIS.

Page 4E-58: While total sagebrush losses may be insignificant on a
statewide basis, local impacts may be very significant. We strungly recom-
vend impact be minimized and sagebrush be replaced, especially on crucial
winter rames.

Table 3E-7: Does not differentiate between crucial habitat and other
habjtat types. Milepast data will need to be correctad to account for er-
rors on the project maps. "laking range® should be "sage grouse nesting
habjtat.*

Map Corrections

There is no differentiation between winter/yearlong and crucjal wintery/
yearlong range for mule deer and antelope on this map or aiywhere else in
the DEIS. This Department places much higher emphasis on maintaining and
protecting crucial winter ramges. We usually request much more stringent
mitigation of impacts on crurcial big game ranges because of their importance
and the small amount of total habitat they constitute. The mule deer winter
range from MP429 to 432 is winter/yearlong range. Deer winter ranges
between MP440-442 and MP450-451 are g¢rucjal/winter yearlong ranges.
Pronghorn winter range from MP434-442 is crucja) winter/yearlong range.
Pronghorn crucial winter range occurs between MP454-455 and between
MP458-459. Remaining pronghorn ranges within this segment of pipeline
should be chamged to winter/yearlong ramge.

Specific Comments:

Altamont-Propnsed Route (Map 7 of 14): Moase winter range identified
for the area between MPS03 and MPS11 is restricted only to the riparian
shrub habjtat crassad an Twin (xaek, Stambaugh Creek, Chalk Springs, Beaver
Creek and Little Beaver Creek, and should be identified as crucial winter
rame. Only the area between MPS08 and MPS1]1 is moase winter ramge. Moocse
vinter range between MP524.5 to MP527 is crucial winter/yearlong range
restricted anly to the riparian shrub habjtat crussed on Fish Creek and the
Sweatwater River.

SA-60

SAl6-14

SA16-15

SA16-16

SAl6-17

SA16-18

SA16-19

Comment accepted.  See change in Chapter 3E.

Comment accepled. See change to DEIS Table 3E-7.

This issue is discussed on DEIS page 4E-58.

See response to Comment SA16-2 above.

We believe that the categories presented in DEIS Table 3E-7 are adequate to identify and
evaluate polential impact on important game species.

The EIS maps were prepared utilizing the best information available to us at the time of
printing. The maps are not being reprinted and reissued with the FEIS; additional information
received since publication of the DEIS will be reflected in the text of the FEIS.
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Mr. Rod S. Miller

February 20, 1991
Fage 5 - EIS 5751

Elk winter range between MPS503.5 and MP506.5 is not accurate. Elk
wvinter range shauld be shown frum MP498 to MP499 and MPS500 to MP505 with elk
savere vinter relief rame between MP499 and MPS00.

The proposed pipeline route will pass through the center of three sage
grouse strutting grounds, yet no upland game bird nesting habitat (UGB)
areas are identified on the map. UGB areas should be identified from MP483
to MP486, frum MP486 to MP489, frum MP491 to MPM9S, frum MP497.5 to MPS01.5,
fram MP522 to MPS26, and frum MPS526 to MPS28.

Altamont-Jeffrey City variation (Map 9 of 14): The map does not iden-
tify the UGB area between MP484 and MP487.

Altamont-Alkali Butte Variation (Map 12 of 14): The map does not
identify the UGB areas between MP4S0 and MP495, and between MP500 and MPS03.

Altamunt-Route 28 Variation (Map 14 of 14): Moose crucial winter/year-
long range in the upper Twin Creek basin frum MPS07 to MPS509 is not {denti-
fied on the map. The moase winter ramge identified between Pine Creek and
Fog Gulch should be restricted only to the riparian shrub habitat on Pine
Creek. The woose habitat on Pine Creek should be identified as crucial
winter/yearlong habitat.

Altamont-propsed route: There is crucial antelope winter range between
MPS52 and 556, MP561 and 571, appraximately MP614 to MP61S.

Altamont-Sauth Pass variations: There is crucial mile deer winter range
(appraximately) MPS70 and 585.

Altamont-proposed route (Map 6 of 14): There is a sage grouse lek at
MP427. The grause lek at MP429 is accurate. The map shows a grouse lek at
MP434; our records do not shaw a lek at this location.

The following sage grouse lek sites and associated nesting areas were
also not identified in the DEIS and should be included:

Proposed Route Sage Grouse Leks

WSW Sec. 7 T42N R108W SE Sec. 1 T26N R104W
NE 4 T24N R108W SW 11 T26N R104W
Center 8 T25N RIOW NE 15 T26N R104W
SW 7 T24N R109W N 16 T26N R104W
SE 13 T24N $109W S 17 T26N R104W
SW 16 T26N R103W SE 34 T26N R104W

SA-61
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SAlL6-19 South Pass Variation Sage Grause Leks

coat.

( ) [} Sec. J1 T23N R102W SH Sec. 135 T2IJN RIOAW
N 21 T2IN R106W SW 14 T20N R108W

SA16-20 The statement that most sage grouse nesting is completed by June
(4E-64) is incorrect. Wing data suggests hatching peaks the sacand week of
June.
NONCAME BIRDS

SA16-21 Because of the small scale of the maps, we did not attempt to determine
conflicts with Jowown raptor nests. On pp. 4E-62 and 6-]1, FERC requires the
ampany to conduct raptor |irveys prior to construction, realign the route
to avoid destruction of active nests, and not cxstruct within 0.5 mi. of an
active raptor nest during raptor breeding and nesting season. Takirg of any
nests, including inactive nests, requires a Federal pammit.

Threatenaed and edargered aniidat.e species are listed in Tables JE-5

and 4E-11 amd discussed on page 4E-62. There are some errors:

SA16-22| 1. The long-billed curlew was not includad. This is a candidate species.
Curlews nest thraghaut Wyaming, but the Altamont route does not pass
thraugh any Joown ccentrations.

SAIE-23| 5, e vhooping crane summers in Wyoming, but not along the proposed
rousta, .

SA16-24| 3. There was an active bald eagle 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 location or nearby. Seed-
skadee NWR persawel and our nongame bird biologist should be contacted
prior to caxstruction in case these birds nest again.

SAIG—25| 4. Mountain plovers nest thraghast Wyaming, not just in southern Wyamirg.

SA16-26f S- These two tables and pp. 4E-61 thraugh 4E-62 discuss “SpecialStatus
Wildlife Species®. A reference is made earlier in the DEIS to a 1977
WGFD publication (presumably the Current Status and Inventory of
Wildlife in Wyaming). This is outdated; the Nongame Bird and Mammal

. Strategic Plan (1987) is the appropriate saurce for a list of species
of concern. The following bird species, in addition to those already
mentianed, may ocur along the pipeline route:

a. white pelican - forages in many of the larger streams, including
the Green River;

SA-62

SA16-20

SAl6-21

SA16-22

SA16-23

SA16-24

SA16-25

SA16-26

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 4E.

Thank you for this information.

Because long-bitled curlews do not occur in the vicinity of the Altamont Project, they are not
included in DEIS Tables 3E-5 and 4E-1l.

Thank you for this information. See revised Chapter 4E.

See response to previous comment.

Comment accepted. See change to Chapter 3E.

Comment accepted. See new material added to Chapter 4E.
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b. black-crowvned night-heron - nests near Farson and forages in
irrigated smadovs and wetlamis;

c. snowy egret - same as night-heron;
d. white-faced ibis - same as night-heron;

e. trumpeter swvan - wintered in 1990-1991 along Green River by the
pipeline crassing;

f. wmerlin - the pipeline crusses crucial nesting habitat for this
species alang the Green River. We shauld be amtactad prior to the

's raptor surv@ys berause we may have already surveyed that

area for merlins. No trees with magpie nests should be cut along
the Green River and tree-cutting should be avoided as much as

passible;
g. great blue heran - the known colany near the routa is in NESE
Sec. 25, T21IN, R1l4W.

6. The peregrine falcon is not a winter migrant. This species nests in
nortwestermn and may axur on suitable cliffs elseshere. They
also migrate throxy the stata in spring and fall.

ANy net loss of wetland habjtat should be mitigated.

NONGAME MAMMALS

Page JE-30,31: The list of threatened and endangered species for
Wyaming should include the spotted bat.

Page 4E-53,61: For completeness, these sections should include the
Spotted bat and Preble's shrew (Federal).

Geperal Comment

We request that FERC ar its agent provide the Wyaming Game and Fish
Oepartment with a map showing prairie dog towrs identified on this project.
Maps of 1:24,000 or 1:100,000 scale would be acreptable.

As stated previously, the 1977 Game and Fish Department publication
Qurent Status and Inventory of Wildlife in Wyaming is outdated. The 1987
Nongame Bird and Mammal Strategic Plan and the 1991 Wyoming Mammal Atlas
(draft) are the appropriate axrent sources.

SA16-27

SA16-28

SA16-29

SA-63

See response to Comment SA16-23 above.

These species were 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.
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Maatic oasiderations:

Paga 2-5, par. 1: The description of acruss flowing streams
gives no indication of how fish passage will be provided. Providing fish
passage at all times during instreap aFwstruction in streams containing game
fish is a standard requirement of most Army Corps of Engineers 404 permits
and is a ccem of ours. We recmmend that such a provision be included if
such is not the present cass.

Although this section states that stream banks will be "restored to
approximate pre-construction contours,® it makes no mention of specific
measures to return stream banks to pre-construction bank stability (or
better). This cancern was identified in our previous cooments and is nec-
essary to maintain stream channel stabjlity. We recrwend that disturbed
stream banks be stabilized with either large angular riprap (average diame-
ter in one direction greater than twelve inches) or that wire enclosed
riprap structures be used. :

Page 3C-14, Sweetwater River: The secund paragraph of this section
states that this river has a Type III state fishery classification. This
cowrent is correct; however, it is sapewhat confusing to the reader. All of
the other classifications listed on this page are in reference to water
quality as defined by the Wyoming Department of Envirommental Quality,
vhereas the fishery classification for the Sweetwater is defined by the
Wyoming Game and Fish Department. Since a later section of the DEIS de-
scribes the fishery classification of all potentially affected waters, we
recommesd that the classification for the Sweetwater be changed to the DEQ
classification of Class II.

Page 3C-14, Green River: Under normal operating conditians, Fonterelle
Reservoir effectively removes most 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 mxdified to reflect this fact.

Page 3F-11, Green River: The statement that "No critical fish habitat
exists in the vicinity of the crossing site” is imnrrect. This part of the
river is used extensively by Kokanee salmon as a major spawning area which
contributes to the recruitment of this species in Flaming Gorge Reservoir.
A major Kokanee migration run ocrurs here anmally in October and November
and special efforts should be abserved to avoid negative impacts associated
with the project. Significant spawnimg activity by rainbow and brown trout
also axurs in this part of the river.

SA-64

SA16-30

SA16-31

SA16-32

SA16-33

SA16-34

Thank you for your comment. Our Stream and Wetland Construction and Mitigation
Procedures (Appendix C-3) require the applicant to adhere to the conditions attached to 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.
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Page 4F-9, Bighorn River: In addition to the fishery impacts that
could occur at the crossing site, impacts could also occur in upstream
portions of the river. The river in the area of Thermopolis is classified
as a Class 1 trout stream by our Department (important trout stream of
national importance). If releases from Boyaen Reservoir are cut back to
facilitate trenching acruss the river, significant fishery impacts could
axur ~ especially in the Class 1 portion of the river. Our primary concern
is that reservoir releases during the non-irrigation season be maintained at
a relatively constant flow of 900 cfs to ensure maintenance of brown trout
spavning and incubation habitat. We stromly recommend that the applicant
coordinate closely with our departament regarding stream flow alterations
that ocould be casead by the project.

Page 4F-9, Green River: We concur with the fishery assessment con-
tained in this section and strongly recommsend that the applicant work
closely with our agency to minimize impacts to this important fishery.
Serious consideration should be given to boring underneath the stream
channel, especially if the crussing vould othervise occur between Octaober 1
and May 1. .

Page 6-29, Mitigation Measures: This section makes no mention of
specific measures to return streas banks to pre-construction levels of
stability (as mentianed above under P» e 2-5, par. 1). We cecmerd that
FERC corsider adding this mitigation measure.

M}mforthaquﬂnﬂtytomtmthhpmject.

Sincerely,
:’ ’
al 64/
JOE WHITE

JW:TC:cdl

cc: Game Division
Fish Divisian
HATS Divisian
USFLWS

SA16-35

SAl6-36

SA16-37

SA-65

We are unaware of any proposal to decrease instream flows from the Boysen Reservoir.

Thank you for your comment.

See response to Comment SA16-31 above.
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o [Wyoming Industrial Siting Administration)]
e sTare QLS ({4} MIRE SULLIVAN
9 GOVERNOR
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT
ﬁ//ice a/ Industiial 9’;‘/.'", Adminéstralion
4TH FLOOR EAST HERSCHLER BURDING CHEYENNE. WYOMING 82002 TELEPHMONE 307.777.7368
Memorandum 6\{
Nt
To: Rod Miller, State Planning Coordinator’s Office G@ o
n ?\6 \\ Qﬁ“ * SA17-1 The source of the data include in DEIS Table 3G-4, U.S. Bureau of Census (1988), was the
From: Jay A. Meyer, Economist B\ ‘ﬂ ‘ﬁe" : latest comprehensive data set available to us at the time the DEIS was written. Thank you for
Vanessa L. Forselius, Economist \»» \ \\\&t\s@“ providing more recent data on the population and unemployment in Wyoming. However, as
‘&vﬁ‘ @\6 you can see below, inserting this more recent data into our analysis does not change the results.
Date: February 1, 1991 o The estimated increases in population for each pipeline spread would still be under the 10
pescent threshold of significance.
Subject: Altamont Pipeline DEIS
Spread County Population Nonlocals % Increase
The Altamont DEIS has been reviewed by my staff. The agency would like to 4 Big Hom 10,525
submit the following comments. Washakie 8,388
Hot Springs 4,809
SA17-1 Spread 4 Total 23,722 538 2.27
The county population figures used in the DEIS are very inaccurate when
compared to more recent estimates. From 1980 to 1990 the Wyoming population 5 Fremont 33,662
expanded rapidly and then declined significantly. The 1986 data used in the DEIS
reflect the increased unemployment experienced in the state caused by the energy Spread 3 Total 33,662 532 1.60
slump before a significant out-migration occurred Therefore, the use of 1986 6 Fremont 33,662
population and unemployment statistics overstates local labor availability and Sublette 4,843
understates the magnitude of estimated population impacts. The distortions caused Swectwater 38,823
by the use of obsolete population and unemployment data are indicated in Tables 1 Lincoln 12,625
and 2, respectively. 1990 census figures should be used in the final EIS to more
accurately estimate impacts. Spread 6 Total 89,953 538 0.60
Accommeodations
SAl17-2 e . . SA17-2 We address the availability of temporary housing in our revised Chapter 4G *Assumptions and
. Thoi availability :If ::.mf;)r;ry housrlllz was also oversta!.:;i in the Bdmts Tl\2e Limitations”. We acknowledge that at times the demand for temporary housing may exceed the
dj":r@e":’"‘"“ was ares :)ccupal: e “:9 ol ::rmel.":: 'l*;:":el"" mo':": :s“’“i‘i 3; supply and that this could result in the displacement of some tourisis while benefiting the
egard for traditional cy rates o el/hotel accommodations, an ietors of the Isand RV . H , this is not ted to be a significant
lack of data concerning cumulative impacts of other anticipated projects in the area proprician the tocal mote sra . hi can;lqs owever, (s 1 ifi Sxpes Id a'ﬂs:'“ ean
to be impacted by the pipeline. A lack of sufficient temporary accommodations has ampact skce the opportunity for this conflict 1o occur in a specific area would exist for one

summer season only.




SA17-2
(cont.)

SA17-3

Rod Miller Page 2

February 1, 1991

traditionally encouraged construction workers to use recreational campsites.
Significant use of campgroundsby construction workers during the tourist season may
adversely impact local touriam business in specific areas.

‘The DEIS does not consider bistorical hotel/motel vacancy rates in those cities
and counties (o be impacted by the project. Coastruction will occur during the tourist
season. Using the assumptions presented in the DELS, it is estimated that about 170-
175 hotel/motel rooms will be needed in each spread. This represeats 27% of the
available rooms in Spread 4 (an area with low vacancy ratesduringsummer months).

Several major construction projects are planned within the areas to be impacted
by the Altamont project. A new heap-leach gold mine is planned for development in
Montana nortbweat of Cody, Wyoming. Louisiana Land and Exploration anticipates
development of a gas processing plant near Shoshoni, Wyoming. Expansions are
planned or under way at three trona operations near Green River, Wyoming. These
projects are expected to bring in workers who will compete with the Altamont
workers for available temporary sccommodations. It is possible that temporary
housing vacancy rates in Spread 4 could fall below 5%. The final EIS should include
mitigation measures which would be implemented if this threshold is reached

Table 1, Wyomiog County Popul

County 1980 1986 1990°
Big Horn 11,898 11,310 10,525
Fremoat 38,992 36,026 33,662
Hot Spnogps 5,710 5,967 4,809
Liocoln 12,7 18,121 12,625
Park 21,639 23,237 23,178
Sublects 4,548 2.248 4,843
Sweetwalar 41,723 44,487 38,823
Uinta 13,02) 2),560 18,705
Washakie 9,496 10,226 8,388
Totals 159,202 178,160 155,558

Soures Wyo. Departasnt of Admicistution, Rexearch and Statistics

SA17-3 Thank you for your comment. In the fulure, we will be happy to consider any mitigation
mcaswres which the State of Wyoming feels are appropriate.




Rod Miller Page 3 February 1, 1991
Table 2, Wyoming County Uasmployment Rates
County 1986 1987 1988 1989 1900°
Big Horn 127 1n.2 79 7.0 65
Fremoot 119 105 83 84 6.8
Hot Springs 83 18 53 48 37
Lincoln 81 19 8.1 83 68
Park 94 74 58 5.8 47
' Sublette 18 122 7.8 ¥ 37
Sweetwater 9.7 1.1 8.1 62 5.3
Uinta 126 121 85 83 62
Washakie 9.8 95 67 6.4 5.0
Average 101 104 74 6.7 5.8

*January through November average.

SA-68
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--MEMORANDUM -- fog-
TO: Wyoming Clearing House

SA18-1

SA18-2

FROM: Gary B. Glass, State Geologist
SUBJECT: PGT/PG&E and Altamont natural gas pipeline 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 variations (pages 3A - 23), we note an error in regard
to the Granite Mountain Fault System. There is evidence of Quatemnary
activity on this fault. Scarps related to this fault system are 22 - 86
feet high, and there are indications of multiple 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.

If the pipeline is bullt 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 = CENED BY
wa i
e

Serving Wyoming Since 1933

SAI18-1

SA18-2

SA-69

[Wyoming Geological Survey)

Thank you for this new information. Please see revisions to Chapter 3A. In order to save
printing space, the reference material is not being reprinted in the FEIS. It is available for
review at FERC.

Thank you for you comment. See Chapter 4A.
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Wyoming State Land
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PHONE 307/777-730 MPERA ARG & ROV CRUMEE
MEMORANDUM
TO: Rod Miller, State Planning Coordinator's Office
FROM: Paul Cleary, Deputy Commissioner '7/&
DATE: February 21, 1991

SUBJECT: PGT/PGA&E and Altamont Natural Gas Pipeline Projects Draft EIS

SAI19-1 | Table 1-4 of the subject document accﬁralely portrays the potential role of this office in SAI9-1

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.

oot 0% .dw\‘“* “
w [\

- 1890 - “One Hundred Yeors of Seming the State Land Trust™ - 1990 -

[Wyoming State Lund/Farm Loan)

Thank you for your comment. We will pass this information along to the applicant.
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w0z 2ozzX= CHIEF COUNSEL AND
OILTUCKER COMANS SION SECRETARY
DEPUTY CHAAMAR STEPHEN G. OXLEY
NELS J. SMITH ADMBuSTRATON
COMAMISSIONER
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STATE PLANNING COORDINATOR'S OFFICE
N
FROM: JON JACQUOT, CHIEF ENGINEER, 4 . ‘,‘/\
PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION R
DATE: FEBRUARY 19, 1991 '
RE: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE ALTAMONT

SA20-1

SA20-2

- SA20-3

SA20-4

GAS TRANSPORTATION PROJECT, STATE IDENTIFIER 89-084

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this matter.
Our comments are as follows:

1. Pipeline Safety matters inadequatey covered. The Draft
Eavironmental Impact Statement should address the legal safety
requirements of the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) found
at 49 CFR Parts 191 and 192. The Draft Statement wrongly states
that all gathering facilities are subject to these standards.
(See page 4K-1.) It should state that transmission and non-rural
gathering are covered. We question why six inch or larger diame-
ter pipe is addressed when thirty inch diameter pipe is being
used. (See page 2-6.)

The document should describe how Altamont intends to comply
with the safety standards. It should state the grade of pipe to
be used in each "class" location (“class” as defined by DOT
safety standards), describe the various location "classes® and

state in detail where they are found along the proposed route or
routes.

SA20-1
SA20-2

SA20-3

SA20-4

SA-71

[Wyoming Public Service Commission]

Thank you for your comments. As stated in Chapter 3K, both projects would be designed,
constructed, operated, and maintained in accordance with the DOT'’s regulations at 49 CFR
Parts 190, 191, and 192.

Commeat accepled.  See change to Chapter 4K.

Section 2.2 of Chapler 2 describes general construction procedures common to all pipelines
discussed in the EIS. The intent of the referenced paragraph is to identify that DOT regulations
require radiographic inspection of all welds on 6-inch diameter pipe or larger. This statement
is relevant both to Alamont’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 DOT regulations) is
presented in DEIS Chapter 3D. All 620 miles of Altamont’s proposed pipeline would be
located in what the DOT regulations define as a class | area. The pipe grade and wall thickness
ultimately selected would be required to comply with DOT regulations. We feel that inclusion
of pipe grades in an EIS is neither essential nor meaningful information (o 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:

(a) the type of joint coating to be used on mill wrapped
pipe (see page 2-7):

(b) why Altamont chose to cathodically protect pipe with
sacrificial anodes rather than rectifiers (see page 2-7);

(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);

(d) the proposed frequency and type of leak survey (see
page 2-9) and pipe-to-soil voltage checks (see pages 2-10) to be
conducted;

(e) what emergency shut down procedures are proposed (see
chapter 2); and .

(f) what test pressure(s) will be established for the line
(see page 2-56).

We believe that it is not the applicant's intent to
cathodically protect the pipeline with sacrificial anodes as
noted above. We believe that it is preferable and more economi-
cal to protect the pipeline with rectifier units fed from utility
electrical lines along the pipeline. Further, we believe that
the casing of crossings should be avoided to enhance safety.

(See page 2-5.) The use of casing will increase the chance of
corrosion and be a detriment to the physical integrity of the
cipeline.

2. Coordination with other utilities should be addressed.
The Statement should describe 1n detail any crossings by the line
of the facilities of existing utilities or other pipelines and
should describe where the line (along its primary route or any
alternate routes) may come into close proximity with other util-
ity or and pipeline facilities. Altamont should present a
detailed plan for coordinating with the owners and operators of
these facilities to avoid contact with and damage to them.
Interruptions in vital utility services to the public should be
avoided, and this subject is not adequately addressed.

3. Potential landslide problems. The Draft Statement says

that future studies of potential landslide areas should be
Pipelines should avoid landslide areas in considera-

performed.

SA-72

SA20-5
SA20-6

SA20-7
SA20-8

SA20-9

SA20-10

SA20-11

SA20-12

SA20-13

Altamont proposes to apply an exiemal coating of fusion-bonded epoxy at the joint.

Comment noted. Sec changeto Chapter 2. Altamont has not yet chosen its cathodic protection
system. The referenced citation occurs in Section 2.2 of Chapter 2, which contains a
description of genera) construction, operation, and maintcnance procedure common to all
pipelines discussed in the EIS. Altamont would design its cathodic protection system on the
basis of a pipe-to-soil potential survey, and other factors, following construction. Pipeline
commusian protactian would meet requirements of DOT's regulations, 49 CFR 192, Subpart 1.

Altamont’s val ves would allow the passage of intemal inspection devices.

Pipeline inspections are addressed in DEIS Chapter 3K.  Altamont would conduct aeial patrols
once a month and surface patrols annually or more frequently if necessary where aeria) patrols
cannot be observed property.

Establishment of emergency plans is addressed in DEIS Chapter 3K. Altamont’s emergency
plan would meet minimum standards established under DOT's regulations.

Pipcline testing requirements are addressed in DEIS Chapter 3K. Altamont’s pipeline would
be tested to meet the minimum requirements established under the DOT’s regulations.
Altamont’s maximum operating pressure would be 1,440 psig.

Thank you for your comments. Some of the “other factors” referenced in response to
Comment SA20-6 above refers to the availability of electric lines along the proposed route, as
well as the cost of constructing new lines where none presently exist and the visual impact
implications of constructing new lines.

ipeli be constructed in acrordance with all DOT safety mg'u'lations. The
xwplpgllnce:'oumld would be provided with a list of jul:isdiclional authoritics and _would_
notify appropriate authorities in writing at least 48 hours prior to commencement of p}pthnc
construction, in order that the authoritics may appoint inspectors to ensure u.m crossings at
roads, railways, drainage ditches, rivers, or other utilities, etc., are constructed in a satisfactory
manner.

Comment noted. Please see our revision of DEIS recommendation 45.
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Page 3

tion of the safety, reliably and cost (both to construct and
maintain) the line. If the proposed route of the pipeline
encounters landslide areas, it should be modified to avoid them.

4. Proposed burial of power lines. The Draft Statement
proposes the use of buried power lines to provide electrical
power to the pipeline's compressor stations. Such lines gener-
ally cost more than overhead lines and are generally not as reli-
able. The Public Service Commission has taken the position that
persons causing the excess installation and maintenance cost of
underground power lines should be the ones to bear those costs.
(See page 4L-3.)

S. Future participation by the Wyoming Public Service
Commission. The entire role of the Wyoming Public Service
Commission should be better described in Table 1-4 of the
Statement. This should include recognition of our DOT Pipeline
Safety inspection responsibilities, the EIS review assistance
routinely given to the Governor's Office and our continuing
review of the activities of the pipeline (before and after it is
built) to protect the Wyoming public in state and federal
arenas.
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6. Pipeline operational standards as barrier to use by
Wy .ming Gas. 1In Chapter 5, the Statement should address the
physical ability of wyoming producers and shippers to use the
line. The relatively high operating pressure of the Altamont
line (1,440 lbs. per square inch as opposed to 800 to 1,000 lbs.
per square inch for most other lines going through Wyoming) will
require Wyoming producers and shippers to use extra compression
to overcome the high operating pressure. (See page 5-3.)
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7. Miscellaneous Matters.

(a) Chapter 2, including Table 2-14, addresses other pro-
jects to move gas to California 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 California.

(b) Page 2-1 states that land owners should be responsible
for erecting fencing to protect their property. It is customary
in the industry for the pipeline operator to erect fencing at the
land owner's request.
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(c) Page 2-6 states that pipe strings will be lowered into
the trench simultaneously. Actually, they are lowered one at a
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Thank you for your comment. Chapter 4L discusses two options for mitigating the visual
impact of supplying clectrical power to permanent aboveground facilities.

Thank 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
operaling preseure of Altamont’s proposed pipeline would result in lower pressure losses and
a more cfficient 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 TransColorado
could deliver gas to cither El Paso, Transwestern, or both, it is unclear exactly what markets
TransC