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Table 2. AuTrain License Articles, Management Plan Objsctives, and potentlal conflicts with activities as propased in the draft SMP

Ucensg
Article Plan

Objectives | ' Confiict

The majority of the shoreline Is in a I

i"g‘;{:i}ﬁ“‘;": i{fﬁ :::n‘:j‘f:r?' | Use of the Buffer Zone for hunting would be essentially eliminated in areas
P . .adjacent to private lots, since Michigan Law prohibits discharging a firearm for

‘managed 1o provide both recreation and ; F. = LS
iprotecﬁon of the nalural beauty of the Ihunhng within 450 feet of an occupied residence.

_area —_ ——— e — —
|‘ UPPCO proposes to eliminate Article 407, thereby eliminating annual shoreline

| erosion mornitoring. Given the potential change in surrounding land from forested

_to housing development, annual shoreline erosion moniloring and conlbrol Is

)Annual shoreline evosion monitoring
i |essential to pratect natural resources.

i
408  Recreation Plan

— ] — e i+ 4

!

"UPPCO has proposed additional recreational enhancements in anticipation of
nd[increased use. Rather than propose recreational enhancements Row,
enhancements should occur only if needed based on Form 80 recreational use
and further determination of environmental impacts asscciated with increased non
project use of project lands.

.Development of agreed upon racreatio

l1'acilitie@; and improvements

'Scenicviewsl’romthe waterareof an !
iundeveloped shoreline. Views from the |Non-project use of project land will result in development of the shoreline and
ipublic recreation facilities are scenic,  decreased scenic and aesthetic value.

lunobstructed. and aesthetically pleasing.

!
'Water Quality

Water quality monitoring is not required | A water quality monitoring ptan will be needed io address water quality issues

New ‘Monitering Plan lunder the existing license based, in part, |associated with increased development adjacent to the project and increased

f 9 ion the minimal potential for development ;recreational ysage of the project lands and water.

r | We recommend that the license ba amended to include a Loon Protectian and

Loon Protection Enhancement Plan. As recommended in E/PRQ's Environmenta! Assessment,
New 1and ,Loon protection is not required under the observations and studies of common loons at AuTrain Impoundment should

Enhancement  ‘existing icanse :continua, The continued studies will allow for protection of preferred habitat,

Plan identification of any limiting factors, and form the basis for recommending any

| 'enhancement measures necessary to insure future nesting success.
I
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Table 3. Boney License Articles, Management Plan Objectives, and potential conflicts with activities as proposed in the draft SMP

License .
Aticle|  Plan | Objectives | Canflict
! . 1An amendment 1o the plan will be needed to address water quality issues
403 |g:;eﬂﬁ: aIS?ra n }:‘: ::?‘Lm::nstraam of the dam on -associated with increased development adjacent to the project and increased
; 9 | |recreational usage of the project lands and water.
i |An amendment is needed to includa UPPCO's proposed nulsance species
409 "Noxious Plant  .Monitor and control for Eurasian .education program, as weall as monitoring and control of additional nuisance
IMonitacing Plan 'watermilfoii and purple loosestrife 'spactes (e.g., garlic mustard, curlyleaf pondweed) when requested by the resourcé
; : _agencies
410 .;::je::enf:dand :Minimize or restrict access through areas Non-project use of project land will resull in negative impacts to the buffer zone
P gapl. ‘whera special concern resources occur ‘and less protectlon for sensitive spacies.
HTPRERE AL To protect bald eagles, the buffer zoneisj, . o o . NN
L designated as a no harvest zone _lAny cutting of vegetation withln the buffer zone will conﬂict with this objectrve_“ B
: " |Human actmty is restrictad within the ’T’revious siudies havs found that aagles nesling in the viclntly of this project are
; buffer zone during the bald eagle nesting |sensilive 1o human activily. Non-project use of project land will result in negative
R B perfod and winter months _.impacts to bald eagie habitat and nesling success. —
| E‘:‘::::;iggﬁ?‘?‘gl hurmannzzft.lj::y |Mon-praject use of project land will result in increased human use and less
e __isuccess and teeding. ~__ iprotectionof raptor and waterfowt nesting and feeding. . _ ..
' ;No trees shall be removed from the :
?:::::ur:z::;::;zgm:f e';?::gﬂ; with Any cutting of trees within the buffer zone will conflict with this objective; therafore,
only be removed if required for disease ree removal is not approved by the resource agencies.
_ _ control or public safety. I T a
" |Protection of the shoretine from fNon—project use of project land « will result in negatma impacls to the bufier zone
:axcessive daevelopment |and less protection for sensitive species.
X IUPPCO has propcsed additional recreational enhancements in anticipation of
: . incraased use. Rather than propose recreational enhancements now,
412 ;Recreation Plan Development of agreed upon rqe":r'e’al":"ml.'em!‘nant:e.fnents should occur only if needed based on Form 80 rgcreational use

facilities and improvements and further detarmination of environmental impacls associaled with increased non-

!' o o . iproject use of project lands.
‘Project lands are to be managed to
Jprowde both recreation and protection of -

The proposed recreational enhancements would degrade from the natural beauly
‘of the project and are inconsistent with the approved plan.

jhatural resocurcas
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Table 3. Boney License Arﬂclu. Management Plan Objectives, and potential conflicts with activities as

s propoesed in the draft SMP

License! : ‘
Adticle Plan ! Objectives : Confilct
| Land Use 'Protect the natural and scenic charactaf_{
413 -Mﬁ:ana ement 'of the project shoreiine by limiting 'The proposed non-project uses would degrade from the natural beauty of the
lPl an 9 idevelopment and minimizing the views to |project and are inconsistent with the approved plan.
. o timber harvest areas_ . o o . ]
- " IProtect sensitive wildiife habitat and Non-project use of project land will result in negative impacts to the buffer zone
T R _'g@clgs ‘ ____ _and less protaction for sensitive species and their habital. -
i ""No-harvest” policy for timber within the |UPPCQ proposes to exclude Boney Falis impoundment from the Land Use
buffer zone. Individual trees that pose a |Managemant Plan. We da not concur with the exclusion of Boney Falls
salely hazard, interfere with project !iImpoundment from the Escanabe Project Land Use Management Plan for several
|operations, or detract from the aesthetic  reasons. There is no need for UPPCO's to amend this licanse article to prohibit
Jqualmas of the sité may be removed in  |timber harvesting practices, since harvesting within the buffer is already explicit
_ 'consultation with the resource agencies.  prohibited.
Igamxmzsg:m:n%m“ Certain non-project uses of project lands (e.g., docks) are congidered facility
_ | L l itted in this area de.\t-elopment and inconsustentlslvlm the approved plan,
1No additional or extensive disturbance Non-project use of project land will result in increased disturbance of the buffer
_ _ ishall occur within the buffer zone zone.
Improve bird and waterfow nesling
|opportuniies though installation and E::?:;g:annadamg siructures may be compromised by proposed non-pro}ecl uses of
[maintenance of nesting structures >
T
416 | Ma:-;lldlife ent ‘Minimize or restrict access through araas |Non-project use of project tand will result in negative impacts to the buffer zone
p?:'“ whare speacial concern resources occur  |and lass protection for sensitive species.

Minimize disturbance by human activity
Iwithin the Boney Falls and Dam No. 3
‘grea to protect raptor and walterfowl
____Inesting success and feeding

|

;Non-pro]ect usge of project land will result in increased human use and less

protection for raptor and waterfowl nesting and feeding.

Protection of wetlands from human
-development

|

Not all environmentally sensitive areas, including wetiands, are protected by the 1

Iproposed shoreline classification.
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Table 3. Boney License Articles, Management Plan Objectives, and potential conflicts with activities as proposed in the draft SMP
|

License f :
Aticle | Plan Objectives | Conflict
: 'No trees shall be removed from the '
buffer zone without onar consultation with Any cutting of trees within the buffer zone will conflict with this objective; therefore,
the resource agencies. Trees should tree removal is not approved by the resource agancies
‘only be removed if required for disease P % '
control or public safety,
{ {
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Table 4. Catarect License Articles, Management plan objectives, and potential confiicts with activities as proposed in the draft SMP
Lioense! I !
Article Plan , Objectives ; Conflict
I ) 1en 1An amendment to the plan will be needed io address water quality issues
404 3:::0?"3':{ an Imnlﬁraogaa:grmﬂa:huﬂzas iasswiated with increased davelopment adjacent to the project and increased
I nd |’ Irecreational usage of the project lands and water.
! l An amendment is needed to include UPPCC's proposed nuisance specias
408 |Noxious Plant iManitor and control for Eurasian ‘education program, as well as monitoring and control of additional nuisance
Control Plan watermilfoil and purpie loosestrife ispecies (e.g., garlic mustard, curlyleaf pondweed) when requestsd by the resourc%
‘agencies.
: iProtection of environmeantally sensitive |
410 'mﬁlife ont :'nza:;’;” fou:e: g‘;b‘ll:::_;;“' ‘agement Not all anviconmenlally sensitive areas, including wetiands and high value forest
l agem : opm types, are protected by the proposed shoreline classification.
Plan management, and 3} endangered or
R _‘ __ __ ___ ._|sensitive species management _ e sone ]
. INon-project use of project land will result in negative impacts to the buffet zone
Protect sensitive specias and habitat and less protoctian‘;orj::tnslﬁve species. P
T Maintain the forest with a diversity of T
: jvegetation typss and age ciasses and | . . ) .
! Iprotect cavity nesting and super canopy Any cutting of vegelation within the buffer zone wilt conflict with this objactive.
e ——— tees e
Manage the buffer zone for old growth y .
. land et panteucommaion. ltli): project use of project land will confict with the itontion of this plan.
improve bird and waterfowt nesting o
1 opportunities though insiallation and Exff:;gl xl}ng structures may be compromised by proposed non-project uses of
; maintenance of nesting struclures pro )
[Land Intent of plan is to establish policies for | Because surrounding fand use is éxpected to change from forested to residential,
411 Managemenl ;existing and future management of the  |the plan does not take into ascount new threats 1o terrestrial resources and is no
.Plan____ _shoreiine buffer and projectiands  _ fongetvatd. . ___ __ _ .
' TProiecl lands will be managed for old
! e ;md nazar:talvpﬂ:?rtlt:uw:s lon, with : Non-project use of project land will result in negative impacts to the buffer zone
! any managem Z0N®  and are not approved by the resource agencies.
| |proc=aed|ng only if approved by the ]
_ Inatural resource agencies 1
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Table 4. Cataract Licans

License
Article Plan

e Articles, Management plan objectives, and potantial confilcts with activities as proposed in the draft SMP
H |

Objectives Conflict

Fruit and mast bearing trees and shrubs

. will be retained for the enhancement of 1UPPCO's proposal to allow removal of vegetation to Install electrical lines and

:ﬁgﬁ;ﬁ?ﬁ:ﬁ?&;g;ﬂgﬁﬁ:ﬂa |placement of walking paths is in conflict with the intent of this plan. Protection of
‘terrestrial resources should be maintained.

imaintained; and hollow, wolf trees, and
den trees will be retained |
The majority of the shoreline is in a i
natural state and all lands are open for
public use. As a result, the lands are
:managed to provide both recreation and
' protection of the natural beauty of the
larea |

Use of the Buffer Zone for hunting would be essentially eliminated in areas
adjacent o private lots, since Michigan Law prohibits discharging a firearm for
'hunting within 450 feet of an ccoupied residence,

413 Recreation Plan

UPPCO has proposed additional recreational enhancements in anticipation of
increased use. Rather than propose recreational enhancements now,
enhancementis should occur only if needed based on Form 80 recreational use
and further determination of environmental impacis associated with increased non-
project use of project lands.

Development of agreed upon recreational
facilities and improvements

f—— e e+ =

\Project tands are to be managed to

provide both recreation and protection of iThe proposed recreational enhancements would degrade from the natural beauty

| ) . .
'ihe natural beauty of the area Enf the project and are inconsistent with the agpro\rad plan,
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Table 5. Bond Falls License Articles, Management Plan Objectives, and potential conflicts with activities as proposed in the draft SMP

Monitoring Plan

License
Article Plan Objectives Conflict
Waler Qualit Me%r:'m;rgg.zgzéemfsr:?:ﬁfn:g r:':'l'zLS' An amendment to the plan will be needed to address water qualily issues
408 uary year b ' 9 ‘ng associated with increased development adjacent to the project and incieased

needed based upon results for first 3
years

recrealional usage of project lands and waler

411

Nuisance Plant
Contro! Plar

Monitor and control for Eurasian
watermilfoil and purple loosestrife

An amendment is needed to include UPPCO's proposed nuisance species

education program, as well as monitoring and control of addiional nuisance
species {e.g., garlic muslard. curlyleaf pondweed) when requested by the resource
agencies.

413

Buffer Zone Plan

"Prohibit removal of vegetation in the

Buffer Zone, to allow cld growth forest to

‘continue 1o develop

Protection of wetlands from human

_development

Plan complements other license plans
such as Wildlife Plan and T/E Species
Plan. by providing for increased

protection and enhancement of wildlife

“habitat along the project shoreliine

Pian allows walk-in public access o lhe
Buffer Zone for activities such as
sightseeing, hiking, hunting, and fishing

_proposed shoreling classification.

‘As proposed. the SMP would eliminate most general walk-in access to project

Shoreline Bulfer Zone is fragmented by numerous developed areas which may
threalen the integrity of the cld growth forest in this area. Proposed cuttirg of
.vegelation and trenching within the Buffer Zone for pathways and pubfic trails

_ would conflict with this objective. _

" Not all environmenlally sensilive areas. including wellands, are protecled by the

New proposed recreationai enhanceinents, generai uselformal recreation arcas,
and pathway access areas may conflict with this intention by encouraging human
use ol shoreline areas that could result in disturbance to sensitive wild'ife species.

lands, unless such access was via a designated pathway.
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Tahle 5. Bond Falls License Articles, Management Plan Qbjectives, and potential conflicts with activities as proposed in the draft SMP

Species Plan

and walers

Establish Bald Eagle managemrent areas
whic inciude protection of nesting.
roostirg, and feeding areas

tecreation areas, pathways. docks, trails may conilicl with this objective

Not all existing and pol-emiai nesting, roosting. and feeding areas are included
within Conservation Areas, The Conservalion Area s fragmented by numerous
areas of heavier human Jse (access pathways. gencral recreation areas) that may
adversely affect eagles.

License
Article Plan Objectives Conflict
Some areas of h.gh qualily Ioon habital are not adeguately protecied (2.9, near
Access/Palbhway areas and cluster dacks). East-side campground loop 1s
proposed flor peninsula identified by E/PRO as suitable loon nesting habitat. Areas
. identified for placement of foon nest platforms are not adequately protected from
Prolecl Comman Loons and their habilat. P . ; D . f q. ’P
\ , . human disturbanrce. Large increase in walercrail on the flowages may adversely
. Designale 1slands openiclosed (o A , . )
Wiidlite and Land . afect loons; no analysis done to determine effects. Increased human use of
camping. so that some islands can be . . . .
414 Management , . . ) shoreline at Access/Pathway areas. new recreation areas, and trails may resull in
protected as 'oon nesting habital. Pace L . ; e B
FPlan . . disturbance to nesting loons  As recommended -n E/PRO’s Environmental
loon rest platforms at Bo-¢ Falls t2yane | o . . , D
V'CI(JI":‘] {11 nssessiment, UL)Sl:'IUdlIUiI.‘a and slucies b cormniun oons di BUIIU I"dilis
e mpoundment snould continue  The continued studies wil: allow for protection of |
preferred habitat, :denlificat:on of any limiting factors, and form the basis for
recommending any enhancement measuras necessary to insure future nesting
. SUCCESS.
install osprey nest platforms at Bond
lIs and Victori A r . . . - .
Falls and Victoria l\lrar'lage osprey -No proleclion zones idenlified for area where osprey nest platform is to be located.
habita! consistent with USFS osprey
! maragoetmert! guidelines. .
Plan compyements other license plang
such as Bufier Zone Plan and T/E New proposcd recreational enhascements, general usedormal recreation areas,
Species Plan, by providing for ncroased  ard pathway access areas may conflict wit= this intentior: ny encouraging hurman
| protecion and enhancenient of widafe  wae o sTorelng areas that Cuwd "@suil o1 SIslul DAICE 16 sei siae Jidlle speres |
habital aleng the project shoreline .
7 Threatened ard Pr Thr ned and Endanger : . . .
reatened arc otect cate eq s cE da_ gered Several proposed non-project uses of project land, including constructior of new
2415 Endangered Species from aclivities on project lands
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| Table 5. Band Falls License Articles, Management Plan Objectives, and potential conflicts with activilios as propesed in the draft SMP

_develop naturally

License
Article Plan Objectives Conflict
Shareline Bulfer Zone is fragmented by numerous developed areas which may
Manage Shoreline Buffer Zone as old threaten the integrity of the old growth forest in this area. Preposed culling of
growth foresl, to enhance eagle habital ~ vegetation and trenching within the Buffer Zone for pathways and pubhic trails
_ o _ _would conflict with this intention. o -
Close temporary roads thal access
project lands to prevent human Non-projecl uses of project land appears to canflict with this inlent.on. See
dislurbance of eagles. ospreys, gray wolf. statement on p. 7-3 of the SMP indicating that existing roads within the project
Manage road densities s0 thal vehicular .boundary will be left open and maintained to County specifications.
_  .access is minimized. . _ - _ I
Do nol_ construct bulldmgs_ along the :Fagilities planned for "recreational enhancements” may conflict with this intention.
~ __ shoreline near eagle feeding areas | _ - ' s T _ T
Designate and relocate camping areas  Although the SMP does consclidate camping areas as required, new proposed
on Bond Falls and Vicloria Reservoirs 1o recreational enhancements, gereral usefformal recreation areas, and pathway
concentrate human activity and minimize access areas may conflict with this intention by encouraging human use of
“human disturbance of T/E species shoreling areas and result in disturbance to eagles and other T/E species
Consolidate campgrounds and other
concentrated recreational activity 1o two  Numerous new proposed recreation enhancemenis, pedestrian palhs, trails, and
main campground areas (east side and  docks along the shoreline would conflict with a major pbjective of this plan, which
416  Recreation Plan wesl side), so lhat mosl of the project is to consolidate rt_ecrealional use into twg main _campground areas and thus relain
_shoreline can be retained as wildlife most of the shoreline as wildlife habitat for species that cannot lolerale high levels

habilal for eagles, loons, ospreys. and so of human activity (eagles. ospreys, loons). Adverse impacts to old growth forest
that old growth forest would be allowed to may also result.

" "SMP would eliminate most general walk-in access to project lands, vnless such

‘Continue 10 allow walk-in access to the  access was via a designated pathway. Use of the Buffer Zene for hunting would
:Shoreline Buffer Zone for sightseeing, be essentially eliminaled in areas adjacent to private lats, since Michigan Law

fishing. hunting, hiking prohibits discharging a firearm for hunting within 450 feet of an occupied
_ I ) _ .lfesidence. - L .
Install gates on existing roads to UPPCO's proposal appears to conflict with this intention. See statement o p. 7-3

dispersed campsites to reduce human  of the SMP indicaling that existing roacs within the project boundary will be lefi
dgisturbance to witdlife “open, and maintained to Counly specificalicns.
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Table 5. Bond Falls License Articles, Management Plan Qbjectives, and potential conflicts with activities as proposed in the draft SMP

License
Article Plan Objactives Conflict
UPPCO has proposed additional recreational enhancements in anticipation of
Specifies number and type of ncreased use. Rather than propose recrealional enhancements now,

recreatlional facilities to be constructed or enhancements should occur only if needed based on Form 80 recreational use

upgraded and furthes determination of environmenltal impacts associated with increased nan-

project use of project lands

000-8GR0T-d :§3I9%D0d UT £00Z2/6Z/TT D3SO DUI3 Xq paaTeosy LET0-GOZTL00Z JO Jdd pajeIsuasn-oy3ld TerToTIFoun



( i

Table 6. Prickett License Articles, Mana

gement Plan Objectives, and potential conflicts with activities as proposed in the draft SMP

{icense

Article Plan Objectives Conflict
. . an amendment 1o the plan will be needed to address water qualily issues
. M b gT | ) L . : )
410  Water Quality onitor DO and Temp at locations and associated with increased development adjacent to the projecl and increased

: ified in th
Jfrequency spec! ied in the Plan recreational usage of project lands and waler.

Noxious Plants

An amendment is needed to include UPPCO's proposed nuisance species

Monitor and control for Eurasian .educalion program, as well as monitgring and contro! of additional nuisance

412 Monitoring Plan  watermilfoil and purple icoseslrife species (e.g.. gartic mustard, curlyleaf pondweed) when requested by the resource
agencies.
SMP appears o locate some Access/Pathway areas, trails. docks and other
B Designate bald eagle management areas developments within eagle management areas. Roads accessing eagle
aid Eagle . S . . DO
414 Management using criteria identified in the _Plan and managemenl areas are to be closed, per direction in the Plan, but this is not
Pian prolect these areas from habitat addressed n the SMP. Proposed removal of ﬂooded s_tumps and snags may
alleration and human disturbance negatively impact fish habitat and fish populations, which are importart as forage
S = L forbaldeagles. . P -
Identify “critical eagle roosts” within Some "bald eagle perch trees” are identfied by E/PRO, but critica! eagle rousts
) o are not identified in the SMP. These areas should be identified to avaid locating
project boundg.y and protect thesc areas human use areas, palhways, docks, etc. in areas intended for protection of cntical
from human dislurbance
) e ; . .eaglergosts. = __ oo —
Retain coniferous trees andfor shrubs as
screening for eagle forage areas to buffer Removal of vegetation for enhanced view areas, pathways, and other purposes on
eagles from potentially dislurbing hurman  preject lands may conflict with this intention
'aclivily
Comprehensive |
Wildiife. Land
a14 Use. and Close unnecessary roads accessing ‘No discussion of gray wolf habitat within the SMP, including managemen! of roads
Recrealion project lands to protect gray wolf hatitat  accessing project lands.
Management
.p]an - [ — - - ' .m

Place two osprey nest platforms, and "UPPCO did not discuss the localion of these two osprey platforms or how they wili

gg‘f&ﬁ?”g ospreys from human be protected from human disturbance.
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Table 6. Prickett License Articles, Management Plan Objectives, and potential confiicts with activities as proposed in the draft SMP

License
Article Plan Objectives Conflict

No timber harvest activities. including
single tree scleclion, are to occur within
the shoreline buffer According to the
plan, by »ot allowing cutting. these lands
would remaimn in their present condilion
and any old growth trees on these tands
would continue 1o benefil the species that
are dependent unan old growlh areas.

UPPCO proposes {0 remove vegetation to create "enhanced view areas” within
the Shoreline Buffer Zore. Removal of vegetation for paths. Irails, and other
purposes 15 inconsistent with the intent of Article 414,

Mamntain the ferest with the diversity of

vegelation types and age classes. .

inciuding maintenance of dervcavity lrees Any cuting af vegelation within the buffer zone will conflict with this objective
and shade intclerant forest habitat for

grouse and deer . o .

Protection of wood turides and their ‘Areas of confinmed wood tuitle nesting are included in both General Use and
habitat through educational signage _Access Pathway aress.
Improve erd and waterfowl nesting
opportunities though installaton and
_mainterance of nesting structures _
Pratechion of areas will' unigue aesthetic  The highest scoring aesihetic subunils are not fully included n: the Conscryation

Existing nesting structures may be comp-omised by proposed non-project uses of
project land.

i cualities Area
UPPCO has proposed adciional recreational ennancements i anteipaiion of ;
Recreation Plan calls for the ncreased use  Rather than propose recrealionat eningrcements now.
construct on. operation. and mamntenance enhancements should occur only if needec based on Form 80 recreational use
of spectfic recreational facilities and further determination of environmental impacts associaled with increased non-

project use of project lands,

Recrealionr Plan requires that recreation . . .

‘aiﬁihe:: be cc;:n alcllble wim‘:;;::ij{; UPPCO nroposes installation of docks. new pathway areas, enhanced view areas.
;nd ;.c'(‘_'nic cl1ér§c'er of the c; rroundml and Access/Pathway arcas without any discussion or analysis of the effect of
S = F U & these structures and facilities on the natural and scenic chasacter of the area

arca
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L) ORIGINAL

1 will not bother you with all the eloquent reasons you have already received from many, many
of us who belicve the development plans are in cleas violation of the permits:

Flexse NO DOCKS on any of the projects: . "fi;; tf'\;_“
‘L;" u (:- -
P ~ #1864 Bond and Victorin Falls o2 e
P = #2402 Prickeat G B0
P ~¥10856 Au Train e O
P~ #10854 Cataract T
f ~#2506 Boney Falls 4k ';5
K!yln*kﬁf :
1593 McKinney Lane ' !
Minocqua W 54548 |
715-588-1409
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Pago 1 of 2

Wolife, Janet

From: Doug Cometi [doug@northwoodswild.org)

Sent:  Monday, May 21, 2007 3:48 PM

To: Wolfe, Janet

Subject: Erwironmantal Assessment Commants - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

May 21, 2007
Dear Ms, Wolte,

| am writing to comment on the Environmental Assessments for the AuTrain, Bond Falls,
Boney, Cataract, Prickett, and Victoria Reservoirs.

The environmaental assessments conducted by E-PRO, the firm hired by UPPCO/WPS, are
inadequate. These assassments did not address the impact development would have on
projact lands, inclutling wildlife species and water quality. Certainly the development will
significantly alter the environment of the flowages in their present state. As an altemale
member of the Eastemn Focus Group, | was dismayed that UPPCO’s representatives
conasistently evaded questions on water quelity and the Increased impacts that motorized use
will have on these flowagese. In fact, UPPCO represematives amogantly answered Lhat
developmant of “non-projact” lands was not UPPCO's concem, and that State and local
regulations would take care of impacts from the development and that "UPPCO will sell ait
non-project land.”

Development of “nan-project” lands will certainly impact water quality of “project” lands and
water. Individual septic systems, groundwatar removal from individual wells, runoff from new
roads and driveways, runoff from lawns using fertilizers and pesticides, and motor boats
spewing oil, gasoline and exhaust directly into resarvoir waters, is not addressed anywhere in
the Assessments. The cumulative Impacts of ail the elevated use of “non-project” and “project”
lands should be addressed in the EA's.

UPPCO never expressed any intantion of selling or developing the lands during the time the
last Environmental impact Study was conducted and license renawal granted. So, the impact
on projact lands was never considered. The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission should
order a new Environmental Impact Study to assess the full impact to the project lands by
proposed development of “non-project” lands.

Naterra Land has not revesled development plans for any of the flowages. There must ba full

dlsclos:‘rie of their plans before the impacts can be fully assessed and any conveyances
approved.

UPPCO Jed poople to beliava the consolldation of campgrounds at Bond Flowage was for
environmentat reasons, while in raality an axtensive land sale to a major developer was being
planned. The declalon to consalidate campgrounds was made without public Inpul.
Elimination of dispersed campsttes and campground redesign should be re-evaluated as part
of the Shoraline Management Plan process,

5/21/2007

P m e e ma———
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Pzge 2 of 2

B T T

| am opposed to any private lighted Individua! and cluster docks or viewing corridors at any of
o the flowages. None of these activities is consistent with the current licanse.

A cost of service study should be conducled for each of the developments. The public naeds
10 see both benafits and costs to the taxpayers becauss the pristine character of these
flowages will be lost forever.

Thank you for considering {hese comments,
Sincerely,

Douglas R. Comatt

g e — e e

P.O. Box 122
Marquette, M) 46855 J

No virus found in this dutgolug mexage,
Checked by AVG Free Editicn,
Yemion: 7.5.467 f Virus Database: 269.7.4/814 - Releaso Date: 52172007 2:01 PM

572172007
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Woife, Janet
~ From: Sieve and Nancy [asimina@ecolsp.com]
Sent: Monday, May 21, 2007 7:14 PM
To: Wolfe, Janel
Ce: assiminaec0isp.com
Subject: Public comment on UPPCO Shorellne Managament Plans (Michigan)

May 21, 2007

Janet Wolfe %
Communications Manager
uPPCO

PO Box 130

Houghton, MI 49931-0130

Jwol feduppoo . Com

Ximbearly D. Bose, Secretary

Faderal Enargy Regulatory Commiseion
208 Pirst Btreet, NB. -
Washington, DC 20426 I
{Commanta sent via USPB)

¥ s sy

Re: UPPCO Shoreline Management Blane For FERC Projecta P-1864 (Bond and Victorim) P-2402
{Prickett) P-10856 (Au Train}, P-10854 (Cataract}, and P-2506 (Honey Palls)

Janatc Nolfe:

1 am writing o comment on the Draft Bhorelina Management Plans (DSMPg) compiled by Upper
wg Feninsula Powsr Company (UPPCO) and ivs bolding company, WPs Reacurcea. Dacauss the DAMPA

for thess projects are po similar to each other (much of the text of the 5 D3MPs l»

ldentical except For place namea, etc.) my comments apply to all 5 unleas othervwise noted.

A e

PART 3. REGIONAL DEMOORAPHICH

First I wish Lo point out thut when it comse to the environmantal impacts being conpidared
in the DSMPs, DPPCO takes the attitude that it has the legal right to #ell nonproject
lands for mamaive rasidential development and will do wo, and that its only responsibility
i® to manage its project lands and hydroelectric projects in A way that minimizea the
impact of this development. But the tone of Paxc 1 of each DSMP io quite differsnt. Thers
they liat all manner of demographic statistlcs for each vespsctive county, in an attempt
to imply (without hard evidence) that devalopments proposed for nonproject lands will
greatly benefit these counties and local residents. The language may be subtle but the
isplicacion 1m clear. Ag with their press releases and public statemants, UPPCO seema to
bold the view that the impacts of the sale and development of its nooproject lands on
environmental and recreational resouxces should not be considered when svaluating thesa
DSMP, while the agonomic (but not neceasarily qualiry-of-life) impact of these sales and
drascic changes in land use should Le. UPPCO cannot have it both ways.

Sy S

[P,

The Regionel Demographic mection for each DAMP pointe out that the lands purrounding these

flowages are considerably mors rural and *tend to have lower messures of aconomic well-

being {for example, income and homé value)” than the average for Michigan. At tha samo :
time a footnote at the hottom of the firat page of Part 3 of each DEMP atatsp that =ll i
those areas are sociceconomically gimilar to surrounding comeunities and the UP as &

whole. UOPPCO 48 therafore in essence comparing the economic status of each impacted !
communicy to that of Michigan’s Lower Paninsula, sven thought the LP Bas a muth different
history and economic structura. The D8MPS than state (again, without evidsnce} that the '
proposed developments will increase inooma, land values, the tax base, and at lesast by '
implication, the "quality of 1ire” of current residents. But despite these claims, RO

COBT-BENBFIT STUDY HAS EVER BEEN CONDUCTED FOR ANY OF THESE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENTS. Indeed

- 1
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it is my understanding that UPPCO, Naterra Land Corp., and/or a handful of individuals on
a townehip board have actively oppossd requests from citizens to do auch etudies. ,
Obviously if proparty valuea go up, property tax revenues will also go wup, but reuldn?t a
property taxes will go up ag well. With more full- and part-time regidents, more sexvices
such aa road maintensnce, police and fire protection, social services, etc. will be
needed, and the cost to local governments for these services will aleo rise, eating up
gome or all of these additional tax ravenues. The cost of living will increaae. The public
needs to be informed of theae coste as well as the purported benefite of these proposed
developments in order to make the bast decisions for their communities. Because if
Naterra’s development plans go through, the pristine nature of these flowages will be lost
foraver.

Certain reglonal ecenomic intevests, including the Western Upper Peninsula Planning and
Development Regional Commisaion and the Ontonagon Conservation Diatrict, have submitted
comments to PBRC {posted on the FERC website) in faver of these dgvelopnnnts, sctating that
UPPCO has solicited comment from local citizena, hunting and flehing intersste,
environmantalists, local governmenta, and representatives of stute and federal land
management agencies., WhaL thay don't mention is that, axcept for a few narrow groupsa
withing certain local governmentm, all of thede groups ara overwhslmingly OPPOSED to thepo
proposed developments. This has been evident at all three UPPCO “public meetinga” I hava
attendad, as well as from the majority of letters-to-the-sditor in local newapapers, and
in conversations with othera around the western UP. And it is also demomstrated by a fall
2006 survey aend to all Haight Township residents (postéd on the FERC website at
http://elibrary. ferc.gov/idmws/common/opennat ,asp?£11eID-11165071 ) where 66% of
respondents were againat any development and 74% wers against docks on Bond Falls Flowagal

finally, the demographices sections of all 5 DGMPs aasums that residents meagure "wall-
baeing” and “quality of life* simply by the monetary value of their homes and bank
accounts. They clearly imply that the rural nature of these areas is a negative, gomsthing
I and I'm sure many other area repidents would strongly disagree with. The DSMPe assert
that because the local raesidents have a lower average income {along with a lower coust of
living, but of courase that‘s not mentioned) as compared to Lower Penineula rasidents, the
quality of life here ip therefore low and that UPPCO'e and Naterra’s devolopment plans are
needed to *fix* thie “inadequacy”. Thia arrogant attitude haw bswyn obvious throughout
UPPCO‘s and Naterra's push for development around thase flowages.

PART 6. ENVIRONMENTAL, RECRRATIONAL, CULTURAL AND ABHTHETIC RESQURCES

Given the masaive development baing planned by Naterra op nonproject lands, it seens clear
that the following articles {and probahly others as well) require amendment:

Article 409, Water Quality Monitaring Plan (Bond/Victoria DSMP):
Thie wrticle atates that water tesperature and digeolved oxygen he monitored through 2007.
Then UPPCO must consult with the BFIT and MDEQ on whather fuyther monitering is needed.

UPPCO claime that this Article doesa not require amendment. But ringing nonproject lande
around thia flowage with roads, houses and accompanying lawne and septic tanks (in a rare
detail on flowage development plams from Naterra, 424 houses have been proposed) will
undoubtadly result in a siguificant lowering of water qualicy. If the proposed
developmente are implemented, Article 409 MUST be amended Lo include monitoring of
additional relavant water guality parameters such as turbidity, total dieaclved solide and
facal collform bacterial counte. Otherwise this environmental issus could turm into a
human health lasue as well.

Article 412. Noxioue Plant Monitoring Plan:

Part 1 of each DEMP astates that a goal le to "Avold the lptroduction and/or the spread of
nuisance/invasive species”. The signs and educational materials and activities that UPPCO
proposed to use may help slow the intlux of invasive species. But with massive development
and the influx of people, vahicles, boats, ekc., from areas where many of theae spacies
are already rampant, numeraus non-native, invasive plante and animale ranging from aguatic
and terrestrial pests tc plant diseases and earthworms are mure to be introduced in apite
of these efforte. (No terrsstrial sarthworms Are native to the northwoods, and all the
earthworme here today are introduced from Europe. These introduced earthworms have ssvere
detrimental impacta oo northern haxdwood forests, because they consume the litter layer on
which many forest plants and ground-living animals depand.} Invasives plants that should
ba monitored and controllad inciude curly-leaf pondweed (Potamogeton criepus), Eurasian

2
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h honeyeuckles (Lonicera tatarica, L. morrowii, and L. x bellal, and comoon and glosay
guu:ktMmYTmmmus cathartica and R, frangula). Glossy buckthoxrm is already rampant around
victoria flowage and on surrounding Ottawa National Foranst landa, where the ONP is working

"= to control it. Helping with thesa efforts at lesst on its own landa would ghow that OPPCO
was really concexned about invasive species arcund these flowages.

One of the most sericus invasives likely to be introduced socner or later is the sebra
musasl {Dreisaena polymorpha}. Thie Burasian mussel dierupte aguatic food ¢haing and is
notorious for Pouling wator intake pipes and other underwater equipment . Ino Canada,
ontario Hydro has reported rebra mussal impacts of $376,4Q00 annually per generating
station {Hew York Sea Grant 1994, oited in US-ACE BRDC 3007).

Zebra mussels have alresdy spread throughout the Grest Lakes, and inhabir the Miseiselppi
River and several northern Wisconain and UP inland lakes as well. With the axpactation of
greatly increassd boat traffic to and from these flovages, it seemd only a matter of time
before thia major aquatic pest is inktroduced Lo cne or mors of them. once eatablisheq,
thers is no known way of eradicating them. Presumably UPPCO would be actively working to
pravent 2e¢bra mussels and other peste from gaining a foorheld in these flowages, at for no
other reason than to avold potentlal problema with the cperation of its hydroelectreic
facilitiesa.

Part 1 of sach DSMP states that UPPCO will do ®routine inspections” to *monitor projecc .
landes and waters for introductions of terrestrial and aquatic invasive specles as a result -
of davelopment accivities.* Article 412 should ba modified to address the almoat certain

influx of invasive apacies resulting from tha proposed developmenta, and at least give a

genaral ocutline of how UPPCO intenda te carry out this monitoring. Invasive tarrestrial

plants {and certain aquatioc plants, @uch a8 curly-leaf pondwead) can sometimea be

eradicated from an area if infeatations are caught early. Thersfora comprehensive surveya

for invasives ahould be conducted over the entirety of the project lands (and nonproject

lande) at least once and preferably twice per year, to catch early-flowering epacies such

ag garliao muszard as well as plants such as the introduced buckthorne that are detectable

well into the fall. If populations of invasives are found, strategies should be in place

to control or sradicate them. -

Article 413, Buffer Zone Plan (Bond/victoria DEMP) :
Wy Here UPPCO propowes to increasa the amcunt of project lande to be managed for old-growth
. by 23.4% at Bond Palls and 20.1% at victoria Plowage, But the licenas agreement for this
project states that “UPPCO commite to develop & buffar zons plan covering ‘UPPCO-owned
project landa‘ with a managament objective to achieve old growth forest® (PERC 2001,
Seotion 4B, page 12)}! Thorefore under the licence agreement essentially ALL the forest ;
around these flowages should be manmged as old-growth, not just a portion of them, .

Article 414 {Bond/Victoria DEMP)} Wildlife and Land Mansagemant Plan:

UPPCO promises to classify 6D.5% and 6€6.5% of lands at Bomd Falla and Vicroria,
raspectively, as “conservation” lands. But again, the license agreement gtates that the
management objective for ALL the forested lande around Bond and Victoria ls for managoment
as old-growth! Purthermore, on Bornd Falle in particular these so-called “coneervation
areas’ do not consist of one or a few continuous blockm of habitat, but are instead broken
into many, moetly amall chunks ¢f land scatterxed around the flewage. Many of thsse
fragments are go small and ioolatad that thay will ba highly susceptible to the mdverse
effacts of fragmantation, including colonisaticn by ilovasives and dieturbance from human
activities, and will likely be of little conservation value.

Artlole 415, Threatened and endangered apacies protsction and enhancement plan
{Bond/Victoria DEMPs, with mantion of Cataract D3MPs):

This Arcicle must specifically be amended to include assesspant and protection of habitat
for two stats “Threatensd” and ona state “Apecial Concern® specles. The firet
"Thrsatened* speciea is tha merlin (Falco columbarius). This falcon was noted by UPFPOO'A
coneultant E-PRO (E-PRD Bnginesring apd Coneulting LIC, based in Maine) in their reports
for Bond/Victoria and Cataract flowages (au discussed below), but not recognized as being
a ptate-listced species (or at least E-PRO did not treat it as such in cheir raport}. The
sacond “Thremtened® spacies is & rare ciooco, Corsgonus arxced! (alao known ag “lake
herring”), which ia found at least at Bond und Wictoria FPlowages, but alsc not coosidared
in thesa reporta or the DBMPs. A “Special Conceyn® ¢pecies not menticned in E-PRO'»
gurveye or the Bond/Victcria DSMP 18 a rare plant, autumnal water starwort (Callitriche
hermaphrediti{ca), found in at lemat twe iccations on Bond Falle FPlowage. (See the
discusoion under Part 7 balow for additional information.) Again, these rave spacies mra

‘-— 3
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not conatderad in any of the relevant DSMPs, even though the license agresaments require
UPPCO to provide “Threatenad, endangered, and sensitive spacles protection for all UPRCO-
owned project lands* (PERC 2003, 8Section 4E, page 13) .

Additional rare apecies probably inhabit these flowagee and aqurrounding project lands ae
wall. Comprahensive rare species surveys ahould be done by gqualified individuels at the
appropriste times of ysar, to lnsur¢ chat any additional rare and endangered species are
protectad in accordance with the license agreements,

Articie 416, Recreaticm Plan [Bond/Victoria DEMP):

UPP'O suggests a number of amendments to this article, including an amendment to Sections
2.1 and 2.2, mtating, “The recreational enhancementd propossd for the Bond Falls
Development are consistent with the policies, sboralins ¢lanaificacicng, and devalopment
guidelines spocified in tha ehoreline management plan fox the Bond Palls Dxroject and the
objectives of the Butfer Zone Plan and the Threatened and Endangered Spacies Protection
and BEnhancement Plan.” As diacusssad above, the DSMP for Bond Falls ie clearly WOT
comeiatent with the shoreline claseifications and development guidelines bacause it did
not consider three rare species documented on this flowage: the merlin, the lake herring
and the autumnal water starwort.

Rdditionally, part (b) of this article clearly atates that the llcangoe may ealy grant
permission for “NON-COMMERCIAL piers, landings, boat docks, or similarx structures”
{capitalization added) without FERC approval. Thus the marina/cluster docks for boat
rental proposed for Bond at the Parclay boat landing, and at Victoria mear the dam would
appear to be prohibited without FERC approval, and would presumably require an amendment
to this article to constxuct them.

Article 419, Historic Resources Management Plan (Bond/victoria DSMP):

UPPCO claime that implementing the DSMP will have no effect on historic sites arcund the
flowage, But with the attempted (and I believe license-violating) changee to the
management of the project lands proposed in this DSMP, including moving campeites,
replacing *old-growth® with developed “recreation areas*, etc. revision of thip article
would esem to be in order.

PART 7. SHORELINE MANAGEMENT PLAN CLASSIFICATIONS AND GUIDELINES

Part 7 of each D3MPa once again asserts that UPPCO and E-PRO have conducted adequato
environmental assessments of Bond, Victoria, and the other flowages. THXS I8 PALSE. Ae
pointed out in previcuva commants to FERC, tha brief E-PRO surveya conductsd in 2006
resulted in cockie-cutter “dratt reports” which wers very superficial and so much altke
that even the names of tha f£lowages were occasionally wrong.

In my 2006 commantm to FERC I outlined why the B-PRO draft reports were grossly
inadequate. Except for bald eagles and loons, the consultants seemed unsure of what they
wore looking for. Included in their bird sightings were reports of merline {Falco
columbarius) at Bond Falla, Victoria, and Cataract Flowages. At victoria and Cataract
Plowages, the R-PRO reports even mention aeaing mexline acting aggressively, indicating
iikely nesting nearby. Thesa consultants either didn’t realize that the merlin was listed
as “Threatened by the State of Michigan, or if they did las UPPCO claims on page 18 of
Attachment 71 of the DSMP, in response to sy August 2006 comments to FERG, included in
attachment 47} they inaxplicably didn‘t mantion that this bird wus state-*listed” or treat
it as such in their report. Aguatic plant “survsys* simply listed geveral gensra common ia
laken throughout the eastern US, e.g. Potamogeton epp., Najas epp., Myriophyllum spp-.
otc., and apparantly made no attempt to identify these plants Lo spocies, or to figure out
if the plants they saw might lre rare. Bwergent and shoreline plants were not surveyed, nor
wag there any attempt to aseess how migratory birds might uee these flowages.

In Septembar 2006 I visited Bond Falls Flowage {(for a cance trip with othera). There I
cama upon two populatione of a rare aquati¢ plant the consultants had naver mentioned:
Callitricha harmaphroditica {auturmal water starwort). This plant is lieted am “Spscial
Concern® in Michigan. It was locally common in shallow water near Little Falls on the
south side of the flowage, and at the mouth of Dead Craek on tha west side of the flowage.
{I collected sevaral spacimena and sent them to the University of Michigan Herbarium io
Ann Arbor, where the plant‘s ildentity was verified by the curater, Dr. A. A, Reznicek. I
algo submitted a rare plant raporting form to the Michigan Natural Featuroa Inventory in
Lansing.) At both locatlons the populations were large and cbvious enough that even if the
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conaultants wera only able to identify common genera of aquatice, they should havae seen
thie plant, reeognizzd that it was vnusual, and used one of several widely avai lable plant
taxonomy works relevant to the region to figure out what it wae.

Another rare ppacies inhabiting Bond Falls flowage has been completely omitted from the
DSMP for thie g?.anqa - a clscg, coregonus artedi (aleo known as “lake herring*). In Table
D-1 of Appendix D of the 2001 Draft Environmental Impact Btataement for relicansing (FERC
2001), thie fieh is listed as inhaditing Bond Falls Plowage and two of thrae other large
water bodies {(Gogabic and Clsco Chain of Lakae} included in the Bond Falls project. The
lake herring ia listed as *Threatened” in Michigan (MNFI 199%}. Yet its presence ip not
mentioned anywhere in the DSMP or R-PRO's repcrte, ao the potential impact of the DSMP on
thias state-listed specien isn't considered.

The Bond Palle Plowage map classifies both the areas with autumnal water gtarwort as

sgensral Use / Pormal Recreation Axean* where °*recreaticnal enhagcements® would occur

(Bection 7-3). While these water starwort populaticns can presumably handle occasional

foot or cance traffic (and mre mostly ia tee shallow of water to be significantly atfacted

by motorboat traffic), they are likely to be significantly impacted by the “propoasd

recreational enhancemants” planned for these areas. UPPCO’s olaim that these areas ware

scarefully planned based upon data collected as part of the 2006 environmental studies® is .
further evidence of the gross inadsquacy of thase etudies. .

According to the license agreement for Bond Falla Project {PERC 2003), DPPCO coamits to a
sland management plan that includes timber management, revegstation measurds, and
thraataned, endangared, and sensitive species protectlon for all UPPCO-owned project
lands.” (Section 4B, page 12). I would assums that Special Concern species such as
autumnal water Starwort would fall under the term "sensitiva apsacies® used in the DSMP,
and that the lake herring and the merlin (both protactad undar Michigan law) definitaly
would. Yot despite pudblished reports of the presence of these latter two specles by FERC
and UPPCO's own consultants, respectively, no meaningful surveys bave baen conducted for
them, and no consideration of them (lat alome provisions for theiz protection) exiata in
the DSMPs for Bond Falle or (for the merlin) Cataract ¥lowages. What other rare,
threatenad, snd endangered species inhabit these Flowagea and surxrcunding projeat lands?
Nobody knows, because deapite the 2006 E-PRO gurveys, NO COMPREHENSIVE ABSESSMENT OP RARE
PLANTB AND ANIMALH HAS BEEN DONE on or around these flowages.

- The DIMP goea on to state how the varicus layers of "data” were overlald an areal !
photograpbe, and how the resulting maps “served ap ths primary aid in the aclaseifying :
Bhorelina Management Plan arsas* (gic). But because much of tha biologlical "data”
collectaed by UPPCO and B-PRO is haphataxd, incomplete, lxrelevant, and/or superfioial, any
maps that rely on this *data” are prasumably gupsrficial and unreliable ams well.

PART 9. ENVIROMMENTAL IMPACTS

The Dond Palls DEMP contxadicts tha *Draft Envirenmental Impact Statemsnt® {FRRC 2001) ap

to how mich wetland exists arcund this flowage. On page 54, PERC (2001) states that .
*Although watlands around Bond Palls Reservolr ara limited because of tha seascnal |
drawdown, a narxrow band of willows 18 present around the perimater of the impoundsant.” In :
trying to justify siting some docks over shrub wsetlesxis, the DEMP (page 9-3) stakaa, :
*These wetlands exist throughout the majority of the Bond Falle impoundment and the

watland typs is very commen along the majority of the ahoreline. Becouge this habitat type

is very common at Bond Palls, and is only available to speoies puch ma fish......the

axtent of impacts associated with seascnal dock placement in these arcas is expasted to ba

minimal® The curious *only avmilable to fish" cogment asidas, is Bond Palle Flowage

surrounded by & oarrow band of willows, as stated in FERC (2001), or by extensive shrub

watlande ag stated in the draft DIMP for thie flowage?

Page 9-1 of the Bond/Vviatoria DBMP gptates, “Moderato long-term impacts to water quality
through the introduation of additional nutrient supplies in the form of uncombusted fuel
could potentiglly result from the operation and malntenanos of additional boats assccisted
with the proposed dooks.” Since whan has uncombusted fuel baen considered a nutrient?
Also, the potential ispact of uncombusted fuel is omiteted from the DEMPs for the other
flowagen, even though new docks are proposed for all of them,

CONCLUSION
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Article 422, Bection {a) of the license for the Bond Palls Project (FERC 2003) and similar
license articles for the other projects (see Part 4 of the corresponding SMPs) state that
the “licennea shall have the authority Lo grant permission for certain types of use and
ovecupancy of project lands and waters and to convey certain interests in project lands and -
waters for certain types of uge and occupandy, without prilor Commission approval. The
licensee may axercise the authority omly if the proposed use and occupancy is coneistent
with the purposes of protecting and enhancing the scenic, recreational, and other
environmental values of the project.” (page £1). And Section (£) of each licenee states
that ".... Lands conveyed under this article will be excluded from the project only upon a
detarmination that the lands ars not necessary for prolect purpcses, such as operatiocn and
maintenance, f£lowage, recraation, public accesa, protection of environmental resources,
and shoreline control, including shoreline aesthetic values.®

The DSMPs for these projecta would allow large private lighted docks (propocsed for all the
flowayss}, viewing corridora [Prickett, Cataract, Doney Falls and AuTrain) woody debris
eclearing from the flowage (Prickett), “Formal Recreation Areas® that mlice up forest
originally designated to ba managed as old-growth (Bond/Victoria), and other alteratione
that do not fulfill the purposcs stated for the flowages and adjazent project lands in the
license agresaments for these projects, including anvironmental and rare opecies
pretection, shorelina assthetic values, and unfetrered accema for all of the public. And
because UPPCO‘'s management plans have changed oo drastically from a faw years ago, when
they stated that they anticipated no slgnificant development around these flowagen, new
Bnvironmental Impact Stataments phould be completed for all of these flowages to ascartain
the full impact of UPPCO'e plane. Thie is necessary for many reasons, including to assess
impacts to atate-listed apecies, which UPPCO has undeniably eo far lgnored in lts DEMPa
and environmantal “*studies” for at least thyees of the flowages. Furthermore, Naterra Land
Corp. has still not released specific plans for deavelopment around any of these flowages,
making it impossible te fully judge what the true impacta of theee developments might be,
let alone whether these DEMPs will be adequate to handle the anticipated impacts.

For the above reasons, I am strongly OPPOSED to these DBMPA being jmplemanted in their
prasant form. [ ask that UPPCO update and reviee these DSMPs after complating new
Environmental Impact Btutementa for these Elowages, s8¢ that the reaulbing SMPs are basaed
on complete, accurate, and up-to-date information, and adequately addrasa the concerns
diacuygsed above.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Etave Gurske
P> Box 4
Marenisocp, MI
49947-0004
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Janet Wolfe, Communications Manager
UPPCO :
P.0. Box 130 ;
Houghton, MI 49931-0130
May 23, 2007 :

Dear Ms Wolfe,

As & long-time resident of the lake district of northern Wisconsin, 1
speak from experience regarding the effects on pristine shorelines of
over-development by greedy or ignorant humans.

A —— =t b

The proposed management plans for Project Lands surrounding
reservoirs in the Upper Peninsula of Michigan inevitably will result in
detrimental impacts on this splendid arca. Surely, in 2007, there must be
some environmental awareness of the inevitable damage that will occur
with the introduction of docks, lights, paths, and viewing corridors and
unenlightened property owners.

\ 4 I urge that WpS-UPPCO honor its FERC license and protect the
shoreline habftat from human intervention and ail of the environmental
destruction that will surely follow.

Sincerely,
YJune Schmaal

1163 Hwy 47 West
Arbor Vitae, WI 54568

R el T IR

ot ———
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Henry W. Peters E. 5132 Wildewood Ln.Apt 102 Ironwoeod MI 49938
— (906) 932-4715 hwpeters@provide.nct

May 24, 2007

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary O R ‘ G\ N A bzw-l \l ‘
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) LETRE R ¥ RS P

888 First St. N.E. ]
Washinglon D.C. 20426

Re: Shoreline Management Plans and Devalopment Projects (SMPs), FERC Reservoir Project Numbers:
Project Nc,1864 (Bond and Victoria)

Project No. 2402 (Prickett)

Project No.10856 {(Au Train)

Project No.10854 (Cataract)

Project No. 2506 {(Boney Falls)

Dear Secretary Bose (and Commission),

Enclosed below are my comments on the SMP regarding the land sale and projected planned development
anticipated 1o foliow in the above relerenced hydropower domains. 1 sent these comments, in tlimety fashion
to UPPCO (i.0., May 21, 2007, the official deadiina lor public comment) by email... so the form differs stight-
ly, printed. ) also corrected, for clarity of understanding, several misspellings and typos (and will therefore,
resend remarks to UPPCO, noting slight changes).

The shorl of it is; | tind extremely disconcerting the fact that (as far as | know) UPPCOMWPS/MNantera, Inc.,
has largely attempted to bypass public awarenesses regarding their intentions and perhaps even worse, the
legally mandatad requlatory autherity of FERC, especially ragarding the Project lands.

Please give this appropriate attentions... Generajly speaking, this may not be the richest area
{economically) in the nation, it has, however, been endowed wilh a carlain measure of abundance (diversity
in nature, and profound beauty!), as well as lhe opportunity 1o recover some measure of weaith, lost from
pravicus generations of human induced error (i.e., careless mining praclice, over logging... soma of which
involved (clear) cutting up to Ihe edge of waterways... allowing for etosion, changes in turbidity, and temper-
ature, for some example, the Grayling' was lost this way, as they were dependant upon the cooler water
temperatures for breeding, and the removal ot forest cover {shade) cause over-all water lempearatures to
rise, etc. (5@ footnote below on page two).

These “resources” above mentioned (and many not) address also, a future, POTENTIAL state of the world.
The wheel is still in spin... It may be that cilizens currently residing in these areas, will, or will not respond
appropriately to the call for responsible aclions to protect the above, but the opporunity for doing so would
have no moralethical basis, if this same oppertunity were removed from the realm of the possible by means
of their own governmenta! indilference. This is your charge. | prey you act with appropriate considaration tor
ALL of the inhabilants of these areas.

Thank you for your consideration 10 this matter.

Sincerely, ,_?»"”: S
€ z
ﬁters , - /C"'L“-’

Footnote:
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1 <http:ifen.wikipedia.org/wiki/Grayling,_%28species%29>

The grayling (Thymallus thymallus) is a species of freshwater fish in the salmon tamily (tamily Salmonidae)
of order Salmoniformes. [t is the type species of its genus. Native to the Palearctic ecozone, the grayling is
widespread throughout northern Europe, from the United Kingdom and France to the Ural Mountains in
Russia. While it was introduced to Marocco in 1948, it does neot appear to have become established there.

(snip)

The grayling prefers coid, running riverine walers, but also occurs in lakes and, excepticnally, in brackish
waters around the Baltic Sea. Omnivoraus, the fish feeds on vegetable matter as well as crustaceans, in-
sects and spiders, molluscs, zooplankton, and smaller fishes, including Eurasian minnows and yellow
perch. Graylings are also prey lor larger fish, including the huchen (Hucho hucho}.

With the Arctic grayiing, T. thymailus is one of the economically important Thymallus species, being raised
commercially and fished for spon,

The grayling is a protected species listed in appendix HI of the Bern Convention.

(emphasis added)
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A R LR SR B

May 21, 2007

Ms. Janet Wolfe
Communications Manager
UPPCO

PO Box 130

Houghton, M1 49931-0130
E mail: jwolle @uppco.com

Re: Shoreline Management Plans and Devetopment Projects (SMPs), FERC Reservoir Project
Numbess:

Project No.1864 (Bond and Victoria)

Project No. 2402 (Prickett)

Project No. 10856 (Au Train)

Project No.10854 (Cataract)

Project No. 2506 (Boney Falls)

Dear Ms. Wolla, et. al.,

Basically, in regards to lhe above referenced UPPCO/WPS hydropower area land sale areas to
Nanterra, | wish to state my tirm objection.

Off the top, as a longtime area resident of {his area in the upper peninsula of Michigan and now
land steward of my family's properties, 160 acras approximalely seven miles south of Victoria res-
ervoir {since 1941), from the time of my birth, | have lived off and on, or near my grandparents
1928 homestead, my experience tells me that any where near the placement of the projected wa-
tercraft in these commercially designed developments as outlined in the current edition of the
“Shorline Management Plan” (SMP), with accompanying docking facilities, sirikes any person who
has soma reasonable amount of awareness, experience and sensitivity to the magnificent but yel
fragile diversity of ecosystems in the considered sale areas (and for the sake of discussion here.
especially the project iands), of which some i& just now beginning 10 recover fram well over a cen-
turies’ previous mistakes, especially in regarding this abundant diversity as an inexhaustible 1e-
source of forest, mineral/water or atmosphere. Unfortunately some of these areas, in close prox-
imity, confinue to take a beating... e.g., road building inappropriate logging, or othér manner of oft
mindless exploitation, and some areas, it is yat ta be demonstrated even their potential lor resil-
isnce.

It you get nothing mors {rom 1his letter than this: | say, NO TO DOCKS IN THE SALE AREAS. But
ihare is more, and | wouki now take this opportunity 10 expand a bit.

First of all, the license agreement, accompiished in 2003 between the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC) and UPPCQO stales {albeit in relation to the Wwild and Scenic Rivers Acl,
which may or may not be at the moment, moot) that:

76. Saction 7{a) does nct bar the issuance of a license tor its continued operation, as
iong as no new construction is proposed,54 and UPPCO proposes no new con-
struction in I8 re lcense appiication,

(emphasis added)

And lurther it states:
-1- M. Peters/UPPCO
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16 U.S.C. § 80S(e).

LICENSE TERM

108. Section 15{e} of the FPA 63 provides that any new hcense issued shall be for a
yerm which the Commission determines to be in the public interest, but the term may
not be less than 30 years nor more than 50 years. 108 The Commission's geperal
policy is o establish 30-year terms for projects that propose little or no redevelopment,
new construclion, new capacity, or enviranmental mitigative and enhancement meas-
ures; 40-year terms for projects that propose moderate redevelopment, new con-
struction, new capacity, or mitigation and enhancement measures, and 50-year lorms
far projects that propese extensive redsvelopment, new construction, new capactly, or
enhancement. 110. In Section 2.5 of the Agreement. the signalories agree lo a 40-
year license term. in 1991, UPPCQO completed reconsluction of the Victoria dam and
related facilities costing approximately $14,000,000. UPPCQO also completed a
$6,000,000 replacement of the woodstave pipeline with a spiral wound steel pipeline in
2001. in light of these expenditures and the enhancement measures and operational
changes proposed pursuant to the Agreement, a term of 40 years is appropriate. Ac-
cordingly, the new license for the Bond Falls Project will have a term ol 40
years.

(emphasis added)

In other words, the way | read this, the current cense was granted to 2l areas under the condition
that UPPCO did not project any mora possible construction that would go beyond the proposed
changes at Victoria dam reconstruction, so therefore, it seemed a 40 year license renewal was
justified. This, among other leatures, is what the agreement was about.

Ok, so there were NON-project lands which are supposedly open for any business that the
“owners” may choose... We might debate, in an other, more kind forum, the wisdom of this “any
business” however, | wish 10 focus on my main concern here. the project lands and the project
waterways. .

» What FERC approved for the Recreational Plan does not resemble in the least the massive
changes now proposed... involving construction and intrusion of docks, landings, lights, and,
of course, water cralt with accompanying residences and exponential variances through
time.

« UPPCO/WPS commissioned a *drive by” biological survey... about a several day tme line,
during only one season of many here which transpire, using, for example, a helicopter to do
raptor surveys...(absurd!). The “Michigan Hydro Relicensing Coalition” {(MHRC) states in
their August 28, 2006 lefter to UPPCO that:

“We recemmend that UPPCO not identify these studies as “Environmental
Assessmenis.” Environmental Assessment (EA) has a specific meaning un-
der the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). These assessments do
not meet the requirements of an EA as defined under NEPA, In general, an
EA includes briaf discussions of the following: the need for the proposal, an
analysis of alternatives, environmental impacts of the alternatives. and a hst-
ing of agencies and persons consulted.”

* They go on 10 pelitely suggest that you call your over view praliminary, biased view -
-2-  H. Peters/UPPCO
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assessment {of the publics willingness to digest the superficiall} as an
*Environmental Baseline Assessment.” | most respectfully ceass my agraement
with the MHRC at this point, as the study had more ot an appearance ol making a
puppet show of the resource than any serious degree of concern tor the possible
correspondence to tha important natural relations that show them through tima and
space.

» That sald, from even a cursory glance at the comments the various commenting
agencies made, both as individual organizations and as a coalition, there seemed
more of less unanimous apprehension as 1o the sutficiency of the *E-Pro, Inc.” sur-
vey.

« | would further add, besides an EA thal, becausa of the scope and magnitude of
these projects, both site specific and inclusive of the total projects areas covered in
this proposed landscaps medification ot which a Federal Agency is the regulatory
overseer (FERC), cumuiative effects which include, by legal mandate, from the
NEPA as sited below. an EA, a Biological Evaluation {BE) and also appropriale
Environmental Impacl Statements (EIS) need be done to maintain any credible

compliance with the letter and spirit of applicable laws.

NEPA

-wr 40 CFR PART 1500
Sec. 1508.7
Cumutative impact. “Cumulative impact” is the impact on the environment
which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to oth-
er past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardiass of
what agency (Federal or non-Federal} or person undartakes such other ac-
tions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively
significant actions 1aking place over a period of time.

» Nature is, one way of another, in a dynamic¢ condilion... Where are the now, relatively every
day discussed possibilities of GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE considerations in relation 10
these projects? !

« What happens, for example if, given that there is now generally admitted loss of fossil fuel
(“peak oil), and the likely possible effects of this development?

* Wherae is the analysis of the probabilities. given you are inviting multiplying possibilities for
who knows who, from who knows where regarding “viral hemorrhagic saplicemia virus,
VHSV. which causes anemia and hemorrhaging in fish,” as sited in below included article,
not to mention clher invasive species of plant and animals (i.e., zebra muscie, etc)?

» In this “Shoretine Management Plan” numbars of “proposed recreation enhancements are
listed... very impressive... and supposedly members of the public (*local stakaholdar’) have,
for example, asked for “lish cleaning stations.” Well, | have been to most every public meet-
ing {(cther than the so-called *focus groups.”) and | have not once heard any one ask for a
“fish cleaning stabion.” As a mater of fact, 1he vast majority of commenis | have heard ex-
pressed saricus and troubled concern over the preseniation and direction of this kind of arti-
ficial ity in the “wildamass.” Looks to me, like most folks view this as developing a nch per-

- sons playground at the gxpense of something many, including my sell, hold of dear value
here: A land and water way where human breath and cate may stand some harmonious

-3 H. Peters'UPPCO
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chance with what the good lord offers... The chance to give to future generations, some
semblance of what potential the world, untrammeled by total human misery and degrada-
tion!

« And speaking of focus groups, you stated some where in your meanderings regarding the
possibilities for likely “riches” in this deveiopment that you would consult with “ai local stake-
hoiders.” (paraphrase) regarding our concems, and yet, from a discussion | had with some
of the people who tried 10 sincerely participate in the “focus groups.” you sponsored, their
consensus opinion/s were evidently given no serious credence (1.e. consensus was only
*advisory”). That, given the number of meetings and deals, i.e., watching the Nanterra & Co.
at all of the public meetings, appearing to be playing footsie and other games witht some of
the Township and other “officials,” was not something | feit in the least positive about.

I cauld go on... but | believe there is sulficient amount of consideration hereby presented to let you
know the degree of “appreciation” | hava for your little proposal.

No Docks!
Thank you lor your attention.

Sincerely,

Henry W. Peters

cc: Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)
888 First 5t. N.E.

Washington D.C. 20426

e etsmsseressee e fOPWEIT- - - mnemn e nmamre oo <»»»> Environment News Service May 18, 2007

Deadly Fish Virus Spreads to More Species

ITHACA, New York -- A lethal fish virus in tha Great Lakes and neighboring waterways is ap-
proaching epidemic proportions, says Paul Bowser, Cornell professor of aquatic animal madicine
in the College of Vetarinary Medicine.

The viral hemorrhagic seplicemia virus, VHSV, which causes anermia and hemorrhaging in fish,
has now been identified in 19 species and poses a potential threat 1o New York's $1.2 billion spont-
fishing industry.

This month the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources made a presumptive igentiflication of
the virus for the first time in the Lake Winnebago chain of inland lakes about 25 miles south of
Green Bay on Lake Michigan - confirmation is pending.

"It's pretty obvious this 1s an epidemic even il i isn't official.” said Bowser. “There are just so many
species affected and so many mortalities.”

-4- H. Paters/UPPCO
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Three new %ish kills have occurred in 2007 in New York waters since the virus was identified in the
Great Lakes Basin in 2005.

In the St. Lawrence River, hundreds of thousands of round gobies have succumbed to the dis-
ease; gizzard shad die-offs from VHSV in Lake Ontaric west of Rochester and in Dunkirk Harbor
on Lake Etie have been reported.

And millions of dead freshwater drum formed rows of carcasses along the beaches of Lake Erie in
2006, all victims of VHSY.

Other spacies trom the Great Lakes Basin area that have tested positive by Cornsll inciude blue-
gill, rock bass, black crappie, pumpkinseed, smallmouth and largamouth bass, muskellunge,
northam pike, walleye, yeliow perch, channel catlish, brown bullhead, white petch, white bass,
emerald shinet, bluninose minnow, freshwates drum, round goby, gizzard shad and burbot.

Bowser suspects the virus may have originated from an infected marine fish off the Atlantic Coasl.
Olher possible sources include the mavement of infected fish by airborna or erréstrial pradators,
anglers using infected bait minnows, contaminated fishing equipment or live water wells in boats,
boating activities and ballast water,

“Basically, wo don‘t know how it got here, but itis here and it's spreading,” said Bowser. “it would
- be wonderiul if we did know. However, | don't think we ever wilt.*

The Great Lakes VHSV is not related to the European or Japanese genofypas and poses no
health threat 1o humans, sai¢ Bowser, Still, as a general rule, psople should avoid eating any fish
or game that appears abnormal or behaves abnormally.

Containing the virus will require restrictions on the movement of live fish, testing tish and surveit-
lance. In Wisconsin, new emergency rules prohibit anglers and boaters trom moving live fish and
require them {o drain their boats and live wells before leaving Wisconsin's Great Lakes waters and
the Mississippi River.

The spread of the virus could have a devastaling impact on aquaculture and particularty the chan-
nel catfish trade, which constitutes about 80 percent of aquacullure business in the United States,
said Bowsar.

Comell's College of Veterinary Medicine has received a two-year, $181,000 grant from the New
York Sea Grant Program 1o advance a rapid technique for detecting tha virus. Current tests take a
month, while the Cornell test yields resuits within 24 hours. Researchers hope to have the new
lechnique validated by the end of 2007 and all fieldwork completed by the end of 2008,

NOTICE: In accordance with Title 17 U.5.C. Section 107, this matarial is dislribuled without profit
1o those who have expressed a priot interest in receiving this informalion for research and educa-
tional purposes.

-5- H. Peters/UFPPCO



Unofficial FERC-Generated PDF of 20071205-0147 Received by FERC OSEC 11/29/2007 in Docket#: P-10854-000

Upper Peninsula Power Company  Cataract (FERC NO. 10854
LAN) SALES CONSULTATION DOCUME N IS

Attachment 83
25 May 2007
PuBLIC COMMENTS FROM BARBARA QUENZ)



Unofficial FERC-Generated PDF of 20071205-0147 Received by FERC OSEC 11/29/2007 in Docket#: P-10854-000

Unofficial FERC-Generated PDF of 20070530-0196 Received by FERC OSEC 05/25/2007 in Dockety: P-2402-000

Page 10f |
¢iL.ED
— Pq“'l'll'l L 1-“3;' GE i}?E
From: pquenz [pquenz@hughes.nel ETERA R
Sent  Weadnesday, Mey 16, 2007 12:37 PM 12
To: Ywo¥eQuppco.com’ i WYz po}\r
! Tual L""i_?‘r"f ¢
Subject: Frickett dam L Eey £
Janet Wolle:
2';;ERC projects 2402 (Prickett); 1084 (Bond Fefle/Victoria); 10858 (Au Teain). 10054 (Cateract); 2508 (Boney
.

{ opposa construction of docks st Prickett, Victora, Au Train, Catuarect, Boney Falls,

and Bond Fals sitas, 28 this will degrade wikiis habitet. | opposs removal of shanps at Pricied dam, as this will
allow the Incressed traffic of motor boats Lo go at much higher speeds and generale mone noies. | opposs the
sstablishmen of “view cormidors” as this would further degrade wikilfe habliat.

In vy opinioti, the UPPCO SMP doss not protect snd snhance wikdiMe habliat as required by FERC. Given the
complexity of this issue and the kmited scope of the Shoreine Manugement Pisn, an Enwironmentsl Assssament
shouid be required of UPPCO in this matter.

The wikinest. of the W:I?v.nd Pricket dam steas (of which | am most familiar) is whet makes them speciel.
B oo ».M/hr'

Barb Quenzd

Ph: 008-482-74T8

Email: pguer zi@hughes.net

g 7
5—{7-©
fimberty Bos<, |
Tw's J.S a_,aof)f (% E‘Mﬂ-(d S'e_h.:?‘_
To  Taued Wolfe i ubpco.
47 a1 Lavrs o R4
bt antic Ming, MI
& 7905

5/16/2007
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1 oppoas shoreling construction, boating improvements, and axcessive access tralls proposed by Upper

Peninsula Power Company at Northern Michigan's Prickett, Victoria, Au Train, Cataract, Boney Falls, and
Bond Falls sites.
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- Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary o - ¥
Federal Energy Regulstory Commission T ‘;-__,_;i F{‘?E
888 First St. N.E. 5Tl

Washington D.C. 20426
001 KAY 29 P ¥ 3u
May 20, 2007 o

At COMAISSIL,
Dear Kimberly Bose,

This letter addresses the following FERC reservoir project numbers:

> Project No.1864 (Bond and Victoria)
> Project No. 2402 (Prickett)

> Project No.10856 (Au Train)

> Project No.10854 (Cataract)

> Project No. 2506 (Boney Falls)

I'm a resident of the Upper Peninsila of Michigan and am greatly concerned by the proposed
managemen plan. I have visited and hiked near most of these special places, and [ STRONGLY
OPPOSE CONSTRUCTION OF DOCKS as proposed by Upper Peninsuls Power Company at
Prickett, Victoria, Au Train, Catanact, Boney Falls, and Bond Falls sites.  Given the complexity of
this 1ssue and the limited scope of the Shoreline Management Plan an Environmental Assessment
should be required of UPPCO in this matter.

Sincevely,

Houghton, M1 49931

(906) 4834729
Suzanne.vandamBfinlandia.edu
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
East Lansing Field Office (ES)
2651 Coolidge Road, Suite 101

East Lansing, Michigan 488213.6316

IM REPLY REFER TO:

September 21, 2007

Mr. Shawn Pueen

Upper Peninsula Power Company
700 North Adams Strect

PO Box 19001

Gireen Bay, Wisconsin 54307-90001]

Re:  Lindangered Species Act Section 7 Technical Assistance; Draft Shoreline Management
Plans for Bond Falls, Prickett, Cataract, Au Train, and Boncy ["alls (I'ERC Project Nos
864, 2402, 10854, 10856, and 2506 respectively).

Dear Mr. Puzen:

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on your draft FEndangered Species Act
(Act) section 7 effects determinations for the draft Shoreline Management Plans (SMPx) at the

- above referenced Federal Energy Regulatery Commission (FERC) licensed hydroelectric basins,
This letter provides technical assistance to help you in further development of your endangered
speeles cffects determinations or biological evaluations (BEs). It is our understunding thit
section 7 consultation will be requested by FIERC in the future,

The information containcd in your BEs addressed the potential affects of implementing the draft
SMPs on gray wolf, bald eagle, and Canada lynx. Currently, Canada lynx is the only specics that
may occur within the action arca and which would require section 7 donsultation. As of March
12, 2007, wolves in the Western Great Lakes Disirict Populiation Segment, which includes
Michigan, were removed from the federal list of endangered and threatened species, Bald cagles
were delisted on August 8, 2007. Wolves and bald cagles no longer receive protection under the
Act and section 7 consultation is no longer necessary, so we are only providing section 7 related
commoents on Canada lynx.

Although bald cagles no longer receive protection under the Act, they are protected by the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA). Activities
associated with implementing the SMPs have the potential to disturb bald eagles. Thus, we
reviewed the bald eagle portion of your BE and are providing comments below to help clarify
your bald eagle protection and management ¢fforts and to highlight activities which may disturb
eagles, These comments are provided to help you comply with BGEPA, the FERC licenses or
approved plans {or these projects may require additional efforts or considerations not addressed
below,
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Mr. Shawn Puzen

rJ

Endangered Species Act Connnents -

Your assessment indicates that there 18 no available information :ndicating that Canada lynx are
currently present or use the praject arcas around Bond, Pricket. Cataract, Au Train, Boney, or
Victorta impoundments. We agree that if Canada lynx are present in the action arcas they are
likely limited to a small number of dispersing individuals and that there is no recent or current
documentation of lynx breeding, However, detection of a very 'ow number of dispessing
individuals may be difficult. We believe that lynx may be present within suitable habitat i the
Upper Peninsula and that projeet assessment for potential effects 1o Iynx is prudent.

Therefore, we recommend you identify any potential Ivnx hahitut within the FERC project
boundaries around these basins. We realive that these areas are narrow buffers around the
basins, and without adjacent habitat, would not provide large chough habitat arcas for lynx.
When determining lynx habitat suitability, these impoundment arcas should be reviewed within
the context of the larger surrounding landscape. If suitable habitat exists around the basins, then
you should analyze the potential impacts to that habitat and lyny as i result of implementing the
SMPs.

A determination regarding the effect of the project on Canada [vna was not articubated in the
draft BE. A determination of no offeet, not likely to adversely atlect, or hikely to adversely aflect

should be stated and jastified in your determination.

Nationa!l Bald and (olden Eagle Protection Act Comments

Bald eagles receive protection wnder BGEPA which provides ¢riminal and civil penalties for
persons who “take™ bald eagles. The definition of “take™ under GEPA includes disturb, Disturb
means:

...l agitate or bother a bald or golden eagle to a depree that cavses, or is likely
to cause, based on the best seientific information availakle. 1) injury to an cagle,
2} adecrease in its productivity, by substantiatly intertering with normal breeding,
feeding, or sheltering behavior, or 3) nest abandonment. by substantially
interfering with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering behavior.”

Your BE and SMPs suggest that increased boating and other recreational activities on or around
these basing is expected as a result of implementing the SMPs. Some of the activities deseribed
in the SMPs are the development of cluster docks, individual decks. pedestrian trails, and
pedestrian pathways. Depending on their location, these new d¢evelopments, and the people
associated with them, could disturb foraging and nesting bald cagles. Therefore, protective
measures tor bald eagles should be incorporated into the SMPs, Below we provide the important
protective measures thal were discussed in the BE, potential disturhing activities that require
further consideration, and other comments to help clarify vour ¢ocument.
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Mr. Shawn Puzen 3

'rotective measures discussed:

Commercial timber harvesting will be prohibited around the impoundments allowing
previously used nest frees and supercanopy trees to remain,

A 660 foot radius around existing nest trees will be designated in the SMP as a
Conservation Arcas where no “development™ would be allowed.

Restricted activitics within a 060 foul radius of the nest, including no motorized
access, development of recreation facilities, or major project related construction
activitics {cxcept dam safely related activities) during the breeding scason,

Restricted human entry within 330 feet of a nest, unless needed for eagle monitoring
or rescarch, during the breeding season,

At Boney Falls, the winter bald cagle foraging arcas will be delineated and ingress
and epress into these areas would he minimized.

At Boney Falls, the entire east side of the impoundment will be designated as
Conservation Area or Project Operations Area. This will provide a continuous habitat
area for perching and potential nesting.

Land usc activaties that result in significant changes to the landscape such as clear
cutting, land clearing, or major construction would be prohibited within 660 feet of a
nest.

[ntormational buoys will be placed in the water around the outer edges of the primary
zone to discourage boaters from approaching active nests. Educational materials will
be provided to the public to encourage cooperation in avoiding disturbance 1o cagles.

1

The above protective measures should be incorporated into the SMDPs.

Potential disturbing activities:

Increased boating and recreational activities on the impoundment could disturb
important bald eagle foraging areas. Qur May 2007 National Bald Faple
Management Guidelines (Guidelines) sugpest avoiding commercial and recrentional
boating and fishing near critical cagle foraging areas during peak feeding times.

Development of docks and other long term water facilities {ramps or docks) could
impact bald eagle foraging areas. Our Guidelines suggest locating long-term and
permanent waler dependent facilities away from important cagle foraging areas.

Under your ptan, new nests would not receive the same level of proteclion as
currently occupied nest sites. “This could result in disturbance of birds by on-gomg
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o recreational activitics. Specificatly, the BE states that it a pair of eagles chonse to
establish a new nest in an area already receiving human use resulting from reercation
facilitics, there will be no restriction of human activities in that arca during the
hreeding scason. Our Guidelines state that some intermittent, occasional, or irregulur
uses that pre-date cagle nesting in an area may disturb eagles and that activities in
these arcas may reed to be adjusted to avoid disturivance, We recommend as new
nests are initiated that arca activitics and their potential to disturb eagles should se
evalualed on a case-by-case basis,

o Activitics that create loud neises (such as fireworks) were not addressed in the BE or
SMPs. These activities could distueb bald cagles and should be prohibited near nest
sites during the breeding season.

We recommend you incorporate and address these concerns in vour SMPs. We encourage you to
further review the Guidelines and determine if other adjustmen:s in the SMPs are necessary to
protect cagles. Bald cagle guidelines and other retevant information can be tound online at
http:fwww fws, govemigratoryhirdsthaldeagle. him.

Other comments:

e Please define for clarity primary, secondary, and lertiary zones around nest trees.
Also, please define entical and moderately critical 1ime periods.

» Your BE states that no development will occur within 2 660 foot radius of a nest tree.
What are vou considering development? We assume af L activities discussed in the
SMP would be constdered “developments,”™ Please clarify,

¢ Your BE discusses primary and secondary nesting “arcas.” We believe you arc
discussing primary and secandary nest zones or bufters around nest frees. Primary
und secondary nest areas could alse be interpreted s twosalternate nest trees, Please
claritv.

e At Boney Falls, please explain the nature, extent, aind timing of “ingress and egress™
throvgh toraging areas and how you intend 10 minnmize these activities,

e Please describe how alternate nest trees will be protected and for what length of timie.
Our Guidelines suggest the same protection should be provided to alternate nest vees
as are provided to active nest trees. Onee § vears ot dgisuse have passed then
protection ay no longer be warranted.

o Inreviewing the BE, we noted various dates for the eritical period, moderately critical
periad, and dates of prohibited entry, We also noted different bulter sone radius’
around nest trees. We understand this is due to different language in each of the
FERC management plans, We recommend amending this part of cach relevant
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management plan to reflect the current knowledge regarding important bald cagle
nest periods and nest tree buffer zones,

o Futurc nest locations may not occur in Conservation Arcas where “no development”
would occur. if these nests occur in an area where paths or seasonal docks were
allowed, explain how human disturbance would be avoided. We recommend that
new nests are provided a similar level of protection from disturbance as current nests.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on UPPCQO’s draft SMPs and BE. 1 you have further
questions or need additional assistance, please contact Ms, Christie Deloria, at (906) 226-1240,

Sincercly,

Craig A, Crarne
Field Supervisor

ce: 11.8. Forest Service, Ottawa National Forest, Iron River, Michigan

(Attn: Susan Spear)

Michigan Department of Natural Resources, Marquette Fishery Office, Marquette,
Michigan (Attn: Jessica Mistak)

- Keweenaw Bay Indian Community, Natural Resources Department, [ Anse, Ml

(Attn: Gene Mensch)

Michigan Hydro Re-licensing Coalition, Houghton, MI (Attn: Bill Decphouse)

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Washingtlon, D.C. (Attn: Robert Fletcher)
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- Att. 58: E-mail Correspondence

Karin Andrus
bambamd@ jamadots.com

[ grew up camping on Bond Lake, so did my children, 1t is a tragedy that the next generations of
my family will have to miss out on this experience. Bond will never be the same again because
of greed and lies. et the buck$ stop here. . .NO DOCKS, T like Bond just the way itis.........

Response: Opinion noied

Wade Fleming
wadeflemingé@:hotmail.com

NO DOCKS, NO WALK WAYS, NO LIGHTED PATHS, I like Bond just the way 1t 15! [ liked
the dispersed campsites....... don't care much for the new and improved.

Response: UPPCO has revised the Bond Falls SMP by reducing the total number of dock stips
and eliminating the installation of underground elecevical supply and permanent lighting on
docks. There will be no lighted pathways.

- Kelly Niemi
kniemii@ midrivers.com

Bond Lake will never be the same after development. Can we preserve some seremity”? Docks
and lighted pathways will take away the last of any remaining serenity this haven held.

Response: UPPCO has revised the Bond Falls SMP by reducing the total number of dock slips
and eliminating the installation of underground electrical supply and perinanent lighting on
docks. There will be no fighted patliways,

Teresa Davis
keysumland@;aol.com

I am against the development of Bond Falls. The docks and lights the proespective buyers want to
put in witl ruin the lake tor the rest of the users. Although from what [ understand you don’t
really care about the people that have raised their familics on the luke. Me being one of
thousands.

Response: U/PPCO has revised the Bond Falls SMP by reducing the total number of dock slips
and eliminating the installution of underground electrical supply and permanent lighting on
docks.
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Jon and Norma Miller
bambam4{a;jamadots.com

We like Bond Lake the way 11 1., This area will not bentefit fron: lakes like the ones 1 the lower
peninsola. Traverse Cny is ajungle. NO DOCKS, NO LIGHTS, NO WALKWAYS L

Response: UPPCO has revised the Bond Falls SMP by redicing the towd number of dock stips
and eliminating the installation of midersround electricad suppiv und permanent Hightine on
(f()(.‘){“\‘.

Wade Fleming
wadefleming/ hotmail.com

Bond should be left the way it is! There shouldn’t be any houses, docks, paths! By putung feur
hundred some housces on Bond. will destroy the lake lor cveryone! Do you really think those
people would probably much rather to po shopping in Fagle Riv or! Most of them will probably
gocatin Land *0O7 Lakes!

Response: Opdiion noted

L. Ursin
tursinfe Klaucens.com

[ find the proposed dock plan Jor Bond Falls 1o be totally unaceeptable. The idea of 424 hoat
slips on land that is supposed to be managed for the public 15 net my idea of managimg the land
for the pubhic. Nor is having homes ringing the lakes managing the land for the public. Nor s
turning our wilderness camping into camping with vour neighbor nght next to you managing
land for the public. In tace, there is no part of vour plan that takes anvone’s interests into
account except lor UPPCO’s,

Response: (PPC hay gone tor considerable effort o produce SMEs thar protect and eabuance
the project’s natterdd vesonrces and the project’s primary function, the production of electricity,
while providing public recrearional enhancements and divecting, managing and nitigating the
impacts of anticipated development of non-project lands so as o complement or have newiral
effects on thase natural resonrces. In addition, CPPCO bas dvamaticatly increased
Conservation Lands o afl of the Projects, profibited conmmervciad pree harmesting feaiwmncing ald
growth forest characteristios) aomd will be profithiting vehicular aoecess on menv evisting fogging
rocels,

Waude Fleming
wadcefleming@ hotmail.com

No docks, ne paths, no highis

Response: Opinion noied.
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- Darren Yirek
darremyircki@:charter.net

I/'We hane seen it ime and time again, The bottom line is money. As long as “they™ can turn a
profit, there isn’t any concern what happens 1o the landseape, wildlife, or serenity of this lake, or
any other lakesproperty like it. They will conduct tests, and justify any environmental impacts.
but the bottom line is the serenity of the lake will suffer no matter what they say or test. You can
never get serenity or pristine shorelines back once humans dig in. We are the only species that
has to protect ourselves, from ourselves, when it comes to preed. We have been raised to believe
that making moncy by clearing and cutting Mother Earth is a good thing, a good idea, a good
business venture. Since mongy is the driving torce, it is near impossible to get an Amencan
business man to reverse his way of thinking when it comcs to this topic. They believe the ecarth
is here to bow down to them. During their working lives they (construction compamies, real
estate companies, ete.) will try to make as much as possible off our planct to provide for their
own needs and desires, and it gets justified as “good development opportunity™. When does it
stop”?

Response: Opinions nofed.

Mr. James A. Pietila
Jim.pictilag@@ bepl.state.wiug

- Comments regarding docks at Bond Falls owage. Please, no docks!!!
Response: Opinion noted,

Bret Hautamaki
bhautama@umich.edu

As a mayor landowner/axpayer in both Interior & Haight townships, [ am adamantly opposed to
any development on project lands as preposed by the UPPCO SMP. [t is in obvious conllict with
the provisions of the FERC license agreement and poses a significant danger to a federally
protected watershed and ccosystem. Ata minimum, an independent, biologically-sound,
environmental impact study should be mandated betore any consideration be given. Please - “do
the right thing™.

Response: Opinions noted.

Jennifer Tyminski
jentyminski¢@hotmail.com

Questions:
Is the map that shows the lots at Bond Falls & posted to the UPPAC website accurate?

11 yes, why wasn't it made available to the public by LPPCO?
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Why haven’t we seen the development plans for the other flowagtes where land has been sold to
Naterra?

[f this map 15 not accurate, when will UPPCO release the prelimmiary development plans of the
lakes where land has been sold”

Whether or not the map s accunde, we all know the land will be developed. Why hasn’t the
impact the proposed development and private uses of the project lands will have on the water
quality been addressed 1n the draft Shoreline Management Plan

Fven though several of the Jukes flow into rivers designed under the Wild & Scenic Rivers Act,
the Draft SMP indicated that no special studies were planned because the flowages are not
designated. This appears 10 be in conflict with the Wild & Scenre River Act & | believe the ssue
of water guality as it pertains to those rivers must be addressed.

Response: Opinians noted. The lot lavout is not part of the suliccr matter includvd in the SMP
process ax i is outside of the project houndary. Development of non-project lands is not subject
teo the SMPs or FERC jurisdiction.

Katie Alvord
ktalvord/@ mvyvvine.com

I STRONGLY OPPOSE CONSTRUCTION OF DOCKS as proposed by Upper Peninsula Power
Company at Prickett Lake, Victoria, Au Tram, Cataract, Boney Falls, and Bond Falls sites. A
lull and adequate environmental impact report should be requared ot UPPCO an this mater.

Response: Ophntons noted

Darren Yirek
darrenvirek/@-charter.net

[tis beyond me how people can destrov our landscapes. enviroument. and our serenity all for the
love of money. Once you start digging, that's it, you have taken another pece of our northwoods
awav torever. Monev comes and gocs, but what you are proposing is final and permanent. How
can you think that what you are domg is “good business™ or a “nice development”™,. 1t is money.,
and that's all it ever 1s. 1t has 1o be. No one who visits ar bves oo that area wants this, and 1 they
don’t then who does? The people who 1t means the least to are the ones who will be developing.,
and those people just follow the stench of money, We are at o very eritical point with our
(northwoods) cnvironment. as well as the entire planct itseli. 1 chese developments don’i
happen, then what, someone doesn’t get the new Benz they ve been eveng. This whole thing
stinks of greed. If these plans go through 1 hope those responsible ciov answer for themselves to
our children and their children, Mavbe the responsible party can give them a new car or
something shiny. because that’s what all this is about. You are not tooling anvone.

Response: Opinions noted.



Unofficial FERC-Generated PDF of 20071205-0147 Received by FERC OSEC 11/29/2007 in Docket#: P-10854-000

— Chris Gale
chgalet up.net

1 have lived in the UP for nearly 40 years. My family has owned property in this arex for nearly
a hundied years. [ have had the good fortune of being able to have access to the various
impoundments within an hour or two of where 1 live, to go hiking. camping, fishing, boating, and
picnicking with my family. The presence of docks at these locations for the benefit of a few, and
10 the detriment of all. is a bad idea. Removal of stumps which provide safe refuge for fish and
other water-based wildtife s a nustake.

I undersiand the tempiation 1o develop these lands in the short run for much needed funding to
support power generation, but again, this is a bad idea. 1am ready (o pay for the true cost of
encrgy. to keep what we have. As humans. we are simply the “owners™ of the land. Think about
the generations to come, the generations who have benefited to date, and what you want lo leave
as your own personal legacy. | cannot believe that the legacy that you. or anyone at UPPCO
wishes 10 leave to future generations is the destruction of the waterfront and wildlife by a few
who want docks and clear boating.

Response: Opinions noted.

Matt Van Grinsven
jabriftithotmail.com

Fragmentation of wild arca begins with seemingly small scale development. Collectively these
individual development projects lead 1o more and more alteration of suitable habitat. Shoreline
development will have dramatic impacts on wild game such as fish and birds, which brings in
money to local economics. Shorelines are incredibly productive providing food and shehter fora
diverse array of wildlife including loons, weod turtles, eagles, and sturgeen just to name a few. 1
strongly oppose construction of docks and all associated development proposed by the Upper
Peninsula Power Company at Prickeit (#2402), Victoria (#1864), Au Train (#10856), Cataract
(#10854), Boney Falls (#2506) and Bond Falls (#1864) sites. Providing access 10 the general
public to appreciate such areas is quite different than catering to large scale deveiopers, who will
potentially rid these arcas of the very wildlhife which attract people to these places. An
Environmental Asscssment should be required of UPPCQ, as 1 do not belicve the Shoreline
Management Plan is enough to ensure that these arcas are properly managed and protected.

Response: UPPCO has gone to considerable cffort to produce SMPs that protect and enhance
the project’s natural resources and the project’s primary function, the production of eleciricity,
while providing public recreational enhancements and directing, managing and mitigating the
impacts of anticipated development of non-project lunds so as to complement or have neutraf
effects on those natural resources.
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Elaine Dougovito _
eladougfa up.net

Please consider leaving Prickeu Dam and Bond Falls as is. £ is a beautiful pristine arca and it
would be mee 1f it could stay that way. If you must sell it for bnancial gain, consider an agency
who would not develop it. Thanks for your consideration,

Response: (pivions noted.

Thomas Hovel
Bearcub4l4 verizon.net

Plcase note my epposition to the development of current UPPCOLWPS property along or near
the Bond Falls Flowage. In a time of rising encrgy costs, increased loss of natural environment
due o development. and a dechine 1 the overall quality of water resources, itappears that any
typical ex-urban development will only exacerbate the destruction of the precious environment
that s presented by the Bond Falls flowage. While much of the falls has been already effected
by humian’s 1o produce energy., that should not provide any impetus to further effect the land
Ardil.

Instead, I would suggest, that it development is to occur, o small eco-triendly development on a
small amount of acreage that could be used as a maded for other development. The development
could be accomplished m accord with the new standards being developed by LEEDS. With such
a development you can develop a small arca, say 80 or less acres. and vet the environment
remains protected and the resources semain ina viable long lastning manner.

Respanse: No development iv heing proposed in the project boundary, which is the subject of
the Shoreline Maragement Plans

Jim Tvminski
jiimtyminski‘whotmail.com

After reading the Draft Shoreline Management Plan, [ am very upsct to see that vou are still
planming for private highted docks, pedestrian paths and at some tlowages viewing corridors. |
believe these uses will destroy the sesthetic qualities of these lakes and project lands. The
shorelines should remain undisturbed.

Response: UPPCOQ aitempted 1o minimize visual impacts by tocating individual docks and
cluster docks pn arcas that werd sheltered from prominent viewing locations arorod the
impowndments, maintaining low profile docks and utilizing natiral imuted) colors that do not
stand ot against the buckgroned landscape. Additionally. UPPCO has prohibited the
mstallationt of docks, baat lifis. and associated permaneni tighting i the Victorta imponndmens.
therefore o impacts o aesthetic resourees af the Viclorg impoundment are anticipated. For
the remaining impowidments, s UPPCO has dramatically reduced the overall number of bout
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— slips being proposed, has prohibited the instadlation of boat lifts. has reduced the number of view
enhancement areas, and has prohibited the installation of permanent dock lighting. Al of these
measires are mtended to minimize visual impacts,

Suzanne Tyminski
styminski@hotmail.com

1 am opposed to all private uses of the project lands, including lighted Jocks and paths. These
paths, while technically “open to the public™ will lead from the new lot owners private properly
0 a private lighted dock. | do not support a public trail around the flowage. Ubelieve it will only
further fragment wildlife habitat.

Response: UPPCO has gone to considerable effort to produce SMPs that protects and enhunces
the praject’s natural resources and the project’s primary function, the production of dectriciy,
while providing public recreational enhancements and directing, managing and mitigating the
impacts of anticipated development of non-project lands sv as to complement or have nentral
effects on those natural resources. FERC looks to licensees to provide the public with access to
project landy and waters.

Kenneth Kraft
kkraft@ portup.com

The decision 1o consolidate the public campgrounds was made without public input. The
elimination of the dispersed campsites and campground redesign should be re-evaluated as part
of the Shoreline Management Plan process. [t should be a campsite design that must benefit the
pubhe.

I am opposed 1o any private lighted individual and cluster docks or viewing corridors a any of’
the tlowages. None of these activitics is consistent with the current license.

I want the Federal Regulatory Commission to order a new Environmental Impact Study 1o assess
the full impact of this development on the project lands.

Response: Opinions noted.

Pat Olejniczak
Polenick 1960@ hotmail.com

I am not impressed with UPPCQO's increased “conservatton areas™.  [Uis just an atternpt to
mitigate damage caused by private docks as well as trails and viewing corridors. [ cannot
support private docks on the project lands. Have any of the folks invoived ever stopped even if
for just a moment to think about the disruption of wildlife?

Response: Opinions nted.
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Lynette Potvin
Lrpotvin@mtu.edu

| STRONGLY OPPOSE CONSTRUCTION OF DOCKS as propused by Upper Peninsula Power
Company at Pricken (Project No. 2402, Victoria (Project No. 1¥64), Au Train (Project No
10856Y, Cataract (Project No. 10854), Boney Falls (Project Na, 2306), and Bond Falls (Project
No. 1864) sites. Given the complexity of this issuc and the limnted scope of the Shoreline
Muanagement Plan an Enviconmental Assessment should be requared by UPPCO in this matter.

Response: Opinions noted.

Naney Gatta
ngattada jamadots.com

Please support the docks proposal tor the Bond Falls development. As a tcacher at Fwen-"Trou
Creek School, [ see this development as a boon to our cconomy and to our school. The tax
revenues generated by this can help save E-TC School, but without the docks. | cannot imagine
that the Jand will look as atracuve t pofential buyers,

Response: Commaent noted

Klaine Dougovito
cladoug up.net

Please consider leaving Prickent Dam and Bond Falls as 150 ¥t i~ a beautiful pristine arca and it
would be niee it it conld stay that way, (Fyou must sel it for Financial gain, consider an agency
who would not develop it Thanks tor vour eonsideration,

Response: Opnrions noited

Roseanna L.arrin
rlarrinfe nimw.edu

The SMP meeting held at E-TC School was the tirst UPPCO pubhic mecting that | hine attended
and 11 was very disappointing. We are used to having public mectings with come kind of open
forum and the way you conduct vour public meetings is very controbicd, Obviouslyv, you do not
want 1o hear what the public has 10 say through an open terum Fassure you we can conduct
oursclves as responsible, calm adults. Demanding that we write oul gquestions on cards allowing
vou to choose which guestions vou answer or which part of the questions you ansswer s not
having an open. pubbie meeting It s manipulative and just another way to control imformation -
a symbol of the low regard you hiave tor the people ol this area to make miormed. reasonable.
and rational decisions,
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— The SMP report itself is full of “carrots,” what you think the people of this area would respond
to. But. it is things that people like you and people who will be purchasing those lots, urban
people, think are fine ideas. Many of us do not feel this way. We like Bond Lake as it1s now., n
its natural state. The things you arc planning are things that may be found on any developed
loke, any place in America. Bond Lake, as it is now. 1s not,

And, of course, everything that you are planning enhances the arca for the urban people Naterra
plans on enticing up here, as well as adding to your 33 million contingency tee fromy Naterra. [t
is reprehensible that you represent these plans as “for the locals™ when they are no such thing.

Your doublespeak is also demeanmg. ¥or example, referring 10 group of docks as “cluster
docks™ 1s ridiculous - we recognize a planned marina when we se¢ one.

E-PRO's environmental study is flawed in major areas. [ suspect that WhiteWater's is not.
Plcase urge Naterra 1o release that cnvironmental study to the public. A reality cheek is in order.

Response: Opinions noted.

Tim Krause
krausemom?@hotmail.com

My family for three generations have enjoyed the Bond Falls Flowage as arca land owners and

- admirers of the natural beauty it holds. My father started coming here in the early 19507, first
hunting & then vacationing with the family, eventually buying properly to insure his children
and grandchildren would always enjoy this arca. Now [ feel the same way and my children to
tov. We have come 10 love the area, having camped and viewed the falls for 35 years. Now my
grandchildren will be deprived of this becuuse some people want to line their pockets with a get-
rich-quick development. This devetopment is going to destroy the beauty of a very serene area
that people come from all over the world to see. We need 10 preserve the natural wild landscape
& feel of this arca for future generations 1o enjoy & experience. The falls, lake and land
surrounding the lake are rare jewels that can only be found in the UP and when that peaceful
quality is gone it is gone, never 1o be regained through development. The land was to be retained
for conservation purposes, not intended for development by a greedy few, who intend to benetit
from the destruction of the natural landscape. We hope you will do the right thing & stop this act
in destroying the land & instcad keep it as is for future generations o come to enjoy.

Response: Opinions noted.

Raymond DaPra
milog@ portup.com

After reading the Draft Shoreline Management Plan, | am very upset (o see that you are planning
for private lighted docks, trails and pedestrian paths at all the six flowages. [ do not support the
storage of boats on the project land or viewing corridors. | believe these uses will destroy the
aesthetic qualitics of these lakes and project lands, These uses are consistent with the license
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since the intent of the buffer zanc is 10 protect these areas. The shoeelines should remain
undisturbed.

Response: UPPCO uttempied to minimize visual impacts by focating individuat docks and
cluster docks in areas that were sheltered from prominent view:ng locations around the
imponndments, maintaining {ov profile docks and utilizing natwral imuted) colurs that do no
stand out against the backgrowand tandscape. Additionatly, UPPCO has prohibited the
installation of docks, hoat fifts, and associated permanent lighting at the Victoria impoundment,
therefore ne impacts to desthetic resonrces at the Victoria imponndment are anticipated. For
the remaining impoundments. has CPPCO has dramaticaliv reduced the overall nimber of boat
slips being proposed, has profubited the installation of boat lifis, hus reduced the number of view
enhancement areas, und has prohibited the installation of permanent dock fighting. Ml of these
medasures dre mtended 1o pinimize visuad impacts,

Phytlis Fredendall
phylis.lredendall@, finlandia.cdu

I 'would encourage vou 1o rethink the proposed developments on the dam sites Project Numbers
1RG4, 2402, 10K36, 10854, and 2506,

I am particularly opposed to lighting areas that are not lit. The habitat s adversely attected us is
for me the most precious and least appreciated asset we are quickly losing on this peninsula - the
night sky.

Response: [n response fo comments from the public and agencres, UPPCO) has prohihited the
installation of permancent dock fichiing on the referenced impowndments.

Joe Hovel
nwale npex.net

As a conlition of citizens concerned for the integrity and quality of the UPPCO-held project
lands surrounding reservoirs in the Upper Peninsula, the Northwoods Alliance would like to
express deep concemn about recomly developed Shoreline Management Plans, We teel these
plans to be inconsistent with the uses described in the FERC license and unaceeptable tor
mantatning a healthy shoreline that 15 also conducive to non-mirusive pubhic use,

We strongly feel that these SMPs ful to account for impoertant cnviironmental characteristics of
the respective shorelines. For cxample. the proposed shureline ises are contradictory (o
maintaining the old growth torest tvpe called tor by the FERC hicense.

Additionally. in many cases there are no provisions to protect habitat or nesting sites of
threatened or endangered species such as osprey or bald cagle. 1t is also widely demonstrated
that human impacts such as clearing and dock building and 1he traftic that they allow adversely
atfect ripanian arcas and lead o crosion, loss of biodiversity. and degradation of water qualiy.
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~ Proposcd developments on project lands such as docks, boat ships and viewing arcas/walking
paths for private Jandowners will inevilably impact the potentiat for public recreational uses of
these reservoir shorchnes.  Hiking pathways will be impeded or interrupted. wildemess camping
opportunitics will be diminished, and fishing areas will be restricted. Aside from these concrete
and logistic changes, the wildemess atmosphere of the area will be damaged by docks, dock
lights, and clearcd corridors, as well as the development proposed on the adjoining non-project
lands.

The activitics outlined in the SMPs do not appear to it within the current and, in most cases,
recently renewed FERC project licenses. The license objectives senve to protect and enhance the
environmental, scemc. and recreational values of project lands, and proposcd SMP activiies on
these project Jands satisfy nonc of the above. The management plans in no way describe how
docks, view corridors. or increased traffic are consistent with the federal goals for the project
lands.

In all, we helieve the SMPs for these flowages as they stand to be inadequate and grossly
incompliant with the intended uses of these lands.

Response: UPPCO has gone fo considerable cffort to produce SMPs that protect and enhance
the project s natiral resources and the project’s primary function. the production of electricity,
while providing public recreational enhancements and divecting, managing and mitigating the
impacts of enticipated development of non-project lands so as to complement or have neuiral
effects on those natural resowrces. I addition, UPPCO has dramatically increased

- Conservation Lands at all of the Projects, prohibited commercial tree harvesting (enhancing old
growth forest characteristics) und will be prohibiting vehicular access on many existing logging
rogds.

David Rulison
rulisond@hotmail.com

I would like to 1ake a few moments to comment on UPPCO's proposed development of Prickett
l.ake and other impoundments in the UP.

Stratght out. 1 think it’s a bad idea. 1 feel like we don’t need any more “development™ of this
type anywhere in the UP, instead we need to preserve and protect more wild places. because we
have less and less of them.

1 know. [rom an economic point of view, it seems to make sense. Lo 1IMprove tx revenucs, create
some jobs, etc, but 1 think this could be achieved without changing the personality of the arca.

If the sale of the lots and the, so called, development is inevitable, then why promote this action
only to a high end, noisy. polluting type market?
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Instead. why not markcet it to customer’s looking for a beautiful. quict, low impact sctuing that it
15 now, and cmphasize the natural characteristics that currently detine it, and wnite in sales
agreements that demand 1t remann that way,

| feel that your proposals are really out of touch with the current demand for wild places in this
county, and world for that matter, and that your short sightedness will result in degradation, not
improvement, in the overall guality ot hie tor the UP.

You need not look any further than the Grand Traverse area in the LI, to see what and why these
types of actions are needed and necessary, and to see how preservation and development can
work hand m hand. to benefit us all,

Response: Oprnions noted

Kristin Tepsa
ktepsada hotmail.com

[ would like to voiee my vehement opposition to LIPPCO™s proposed development ol these sites.
I have been fortunate cnough to have been able to enjoy visiting these sites and their wald and
natural beanty for many decades and hope for my offspring to be able to do the same,

Projeet No. 1964 (Bond and Victoria)
Project No. 2402 {Prickett)

Progect No. 10856 (Au Tram)

Project No, 10RS4 (Cataract)

Project No. 2306 (Boney Falls)

Response: Opinions noted

Diane Miller

dmillerq mtu.edu

I am registering my view on U PPCO’s plan 1o develop lighled boat docks and viewsheds on the
arca reservoirs. Please do not do this, These lakes are appreciated Tor their wildness. and to
change their character now would pose hazards to wildlile and change the spirit of the places. It
would also violate the spirit {and perhaps the letter as well) of your original agreement regarding
these properties.

Please allow tor the continoed protection of these places. Thank vou.

Response: Opinions noted,
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- James A, Pietila
Jim.pietila@ hcpl.state.wi.us

Re: Draft Shoreline Management Plan for Bond Falls Hlowage. ['ve read most ot the proposals
for development of the flowage & certainly have no real concems regarding the subdividing of
privaie property. s your property, do with it as you will.

According to my understanding, the shoreline is a different story. The hicense granted to FERC
for impounding of water dictated that the shoreline be used by the public & was signed by UP
Power Co. officials and FERC. Now GREED enters the picture & UP Power wants 1o get really
rich (as does Naterra). I FERC would allow this change in shoreline management & allow
docks of any kind on any of these flowages. it would be just another example of political
corruption ¢nhancing the rich. Please don't let this happen!

Response: Opinions noted.

James H. Graves, M.D.

jsgraves{@tds.net

It is my understanding that UPPCO plans 10 sell several parcels of land in the UP and that these

tands abut forest land that is a vital habitat for witdlife. 1 also understand that the licenses that
UPPCO holds on these lands to be sold require GPPCO to enhance wildlife habitat. Given thesce

- facts, | am astonished that UPPCO could even consider the building boat docks to aid residential
development in these sites, 1t should not be allowed. You should reconsider the terms of your
licenses.

Response: Opinions noted.
Kim K. Green
kggreen@skycnet.net

I urge you not to develop water shed areas, lakes, ponds, ete. owned by UPPCO as 1t is most
likely to negatively affeet wildlile,

Please scriously consider this request.

Response: Opinions noted.
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Michele Anderson
Andersm2/& sheglobal.net

Thes is to inform you that 1 strongly epposc construction of docks as proposed by the Upper
Peminsula Power Company at Prickett, Victonia, Au Train, Cataract, Boney Falls, and Bond Falls
sites. [ am reterring to these projects:

Project No. 1864 {Bond and Victoria)
Project Na. 2402 (Prickett)

Project No. 10856 (Au Train)

Project No. 10854 (Cataract)

Project Ko, 2506 (Boney Falls)

Giiven the complexaty of this 1ssue and the limited scope 0t the Shoreline Management Plan. an
Envirenmental Assessment should be required of UPPCO in this matter. | understand that
license agreements issued from the Federal Energy Regulatory Ageney (FERC) for the
generation ol hydroclectric pow er require that UPPCO protect and enhance wildlife habitat,
provide for public access and manage the forest for old-growth at these reservoirs. UPPCO's
plans, which would threaten the health of torests, wood turtles. Toons, ¢agles. migratory birds,
and sturgeon appear to be contrary to these agreenients,

I'am also a customer of LPPCO and tecl bad about supporting a company that puts profit above
respect for the environment.

Thank you tor considering these comments,

Response: (PPCO has gone 1o considerable effort to prodiuce SMEPs that protect and enhance
the project s nuttiral resonrces aind the project’s primary function. the production of electriciry,
while providing public recreanonad enhancements and directing. smanaging and mitigating the
impacts of anticiputed development of non-praject lands so as i complement or have neural
eftects on those natteral resotrces. FERC looks 1o licensees e provide the public with uecesy 1o
profect fands and waters.

Diane Miller
dmiller@miu.edun

I am registering, my view on LPPCOs plan to develop lighted boat docks and viewsheds on the
area reservoirs, Please do not dothis, These lakes are appreciated for their wildness., and to
change their character now would pose hazards to wildlife and change the spirit of the places. Tt
would alse violate the spirit (and perbaps the letter as well) of your original agreement regarding
these propertics.

Please allow for the continued protection of these places. Thank vou,
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- Response: /n response to comments from the public and agencivs, UPPCO has prohibited the
instatlation of permanent dock lighting on the referenced impoundments. Additionally, UPPCO
has rediced the imamber of enhanced view arcas.

Rick Loeduha
rick.Jodubha@ finkandia.edu

I am writing to object to your plans 10 build docks at the hydro-electric reservoirs i your
stewardship.

Such development will encourage the type of building that hardly fulfills the dictates of your
licensing agreement, *._.to protect and enhance wildlife habitat, provide for public access and
manage the forest for old-growih. . *

Please do not take this path.

Response: Upinions noted.

Kevin Botkins
kevin kevinskennel.com

- 1 am writing to register my opposition to the planned docks on Bond Falls flowage. Hundreds of
ducks and paths and lights would diminish the aesthetic appeal of this arca. The affect of docks
on fish habitat is well documented and this project would adversely impact a fine fishery.

I also anticipate some confusion and conflict with this quasi-private property on public land.
Adjacent landowners would feel they were afforded some sort of privilege that they aren’t
necessanly entitled to. Rifts are sure to develop between recreational users and homeowners.

Response: Opinions noted.

Merle Kindred
mekindre@mtu.edu

“Bread and circuses™ is what keplt the creaky, rotiing old Roman Empire going longer than it
should. Does America really need MORE ways (o entertain itself by colonizing and
weehnologizing yet more of its wilderness arcas?

LUPPCO can be a leader in environmental preservation and protection or it can become yet
another ring-in-the-nosc “grabacious” (Caribbean term for “greedy ™} follower as owner of
pristine praperty that somebody wants to convert into $888S.
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We know that money speaks loudly and everything in America 15 justiticd on cconomic terms, so
some of us must give voice to simply preserving non-vocal nature which operates without last
tfor moncy as 1ts prime directive.

Plcase don’1 develop the reservour arcas,

Response: Opinions noted.

Anna Drew
Anna_may 164 vahoo.com

NO DOCKS?

Response: Opinions nated

Kathleen Krause
krausemom78G@:hotmail.com

Save Bond Lake, please don’t agree to putting in the docks. W are the carctakers for future
generations, We love it the wav it is, don"truin it. Sen. Debbic Stabenow, even people from
Macomb County. enjoy this beautitul place so we expect vou to step up and stop this! This was
supposcd 1o be for the public to enjoy in an environmentally safe way. Retain the natural beauty
of the area, Save the Bund!

Response: Opinions noted

Sue Ellen Kingsley
sekingsley( pasty.com

NO DOCKS at Prickett. Vietona, Au Tram, Cataract, Bonev Falis, and Bond Fulls sites

Response: Opinions nored, UPPCO has revised the Bond Falis S to prohibit the instalication
of docks at the Vicrorier impurondanent,

Joanne Lynn Thomas
key lnawG vahoo.com

The plan o develop hghted private boat docks and “viewsheds™ on six, arca hvdro-clectric
reservorrs, (i.c., Prickett Dam, Bond Falls, Victoria Falls, Au Tram. Cataract. and Boney Falls)
which would enhance the sale-ability of adjacent lands which UPPCO plans 1o sell to a
developer, docks and development would. however, pose potential hazards to wildlife {Joons,
cagles. wood wnles, and migratory birds) and sturgeon.
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— Basically. UPPCO's plans violate the letter and especiatly the spint of their onginal licensing
agreement (administered by FERC, the Federal Energy Regutatory Comnussion.)

Please reconsider. Thank you.

Respense: Opinions noted.

Tom Church
Crockedl.at@aol.com

As a member ot the Western Focus Group. which was assembled to provide input for the
Shoreline Management Plans, | do not feel that UPPCO has done justice to the input reeeived
from the Focus Group members, UPPCO wants to provide private docks on Project Lands to
maximize profits from the sale of Non-Project Lands, and they have used the Shoreline
Management Plans to circumvent the Focus Groups, the Public and the requirements of the
FERC hcense.

Watersmeet Township Board, on which 1 serve, has voiced its opposition to private docks on
Project Lands, unless those docks are available for use by the public. That simple request of
public access to any docks on Project Lands has apparently been rejected by UPPCO. This
clearly indicates to me that LPPCO’s attitude of maximizing profits comes before the
requirements of the FERC license or the desires and needs of the Public.

[ strongly urge FERC to reject the proposal from UPPCO for private docks on Project Lands, and
that FERC hold UPPCO o the requirements of the licenses for all of these projects. [tis
important that FERC work for the public good in the review and cnforcement of these licenses.

Response: UPPCO used the planning process and gathered fecdback from regulatory bodies,
state, local, and federal governmental agencies, non-governmental organizations, focus groups,
and the general public. UPPCQ has made significant revisions to the SMPs based on many of
the idvas that were expressed during agency consultation and focus group meetings.

Louie Dombroski
Louie_dombroski@yahou.com

1 AM STRONGLY OPPOSED TO THE CONSTRUCTION OF DOCKS at Prickett, Victoria,
Au Train. and Bond Falls sites as proposed by the Upper Peninsula Power Company.

‘The Shoreline Management Plan was inadequate and did not consider all of the important
(sentence cutol). Assessment should be required of UPPCO with regards to this issuc,

Increased access does not have to mean motorized access, which will harm not only will
{sentence cutof).
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Thank vou tor considering my views,

Response: Opinions noted. £ PPCO has revised the Bowd Fell- SNIP 1o prohibit the instaliation
of docks at the Victoria impowdment,

Louie Dombroski
L.ouie_dombroski: vahoo.com

I AM STRONGLY OPPOSED TO THE CONSTRUCTION OF DOCKS as proposed by Upper
Peninsula Power Company at Prickett, Victoria, Au Train, Catarad. Boney Falls, and Bond Falls
sites, {1rven the limited scope of the Shoreline Management Plan, an Environmental Assessment
should be required ol UPPCO 1a this matter.

Let’s preserve these sites not just for wildhife, but for people who want to enjoy them quictly.
There are too many lakes in our state already that allow motoriced travel,

Thank you tor considering my = iews.

Response: Opfuions noted

Linda Cree
creelindae hotmail.com

I"'m writing to express my opposttion 1o the construction of docks by LPPCO a1 Au Train,
Victora., Prickett, Cataract, Bond Falls, and Boney Falls,

[ think most o us who live in the UL enjoy 1ts rural-wilderness character and realize how rare
this has become i our super-industrialized, highly urbanized world. Protecting the lakes from
over-des elopment is important o more than just Yoopers, however, evervone in Michigan and
beyond vur borders can benetit from the rich biodiversity and the nawaral beauty we have m the
L. P, We need to take such values seriously, and du our part to protect and enhance this land.

Be a good neighbor, No docks. please.

Response: Opiuions noted. 1 PP has revised the Bond Fal's S\ 1o profiihit the installarion
of ducks at the Victoria impoundmoent,

Aimee Cree Dunn
starriversi@hotmail.com

I'want 1o register my opposition o UPPCO's proposed dock construction at Av Train, Victoria,
Prickett. Cataract, Bond Falls. and Boney Falls. These arcas aie not the right arcas for this sort
of construction,
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. Listen to those of us who live here, who have lived throughout the northem Great Lakes region
all our lives  keep the U.P. wild! No to UPPCO's proposed dock construction! What a
violation of the public trust.

Response: Opinions nuted. UPPCO has revised the Bond Fulls SMP o prohibit the installition
of docks at the Victoria impoundment.

(;ina Nicholas
wildlandcoi@aol.com

The purpose of this Ictter is to oppose construction of docks and other development as proposed
by Upper Peninsula Power Company at Prickett, Victoria, Au Train, Cataract, Boncy Falls, and
Bond Falls sites. Given the complexity ol this issuc and the limited scope of the Shoreline
Management Plan, an Environmental Asscssment should be required of UPPCQ in this matter.
UPPCQ has the opportunity to be a good steward of these pristine natural arcas. Please
reconsider these short sighted development plans.

Thank yeu tor your consideration.

Response: Opinions noted. UPPCQ has revised the Bond Falls SMP 1o prohibit the installation
of docks at the Vicioria impoundment,

Jon Saari
singert39@hotmail.com

1 am writing as a long-time user of several of the reservoirs that UPPCO has managed, under
FERC regulations, for many years. [ am concerned that major changes will occur through the
sale of these lands to a Minnesota-based developer, and think that an Environmental Assessment
is in order to assess these potential changes. UPPCO is charged with maintaining the wildlife
habitat and wild natre of these places, which means they should stay pretty much as they are.
The nights need not be illuminated by dock lights, the viewsheds enlarged through paths and tree
cutting, the waters changed through docks and stump removal. These are big changes - - not to
mention the residentiat development set back but very close to these water bodies - - and do not
appear 1o me consistent with UPPCO’s stewardship of thesc lands and waters.

Response: /n response 1o comments on the draft SMPs, UPPCO has prohibited the installation
of permanent dock lighting, reduced the number of enhanced view arcas, and eliminated the
proposal 1o remove stumps at the Prickett impoundment.

[ have often in the past fished the waters below Prickett Dam. One year | had the unusual
expetience of watching a huge sturgeon moving upstream to spawn. | have also found. and
collected the shells of wood turtles along this steetch of water. Both species deserve special
attention. and any changes to Prickett Dam reservoir (Project No. 2402 must include a
consideration of the inpacts on these two species.
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Response: Fach SMP includes u comprehensive unalvsis of enirommentol impacts anticipated
I weenr as a vesidt of implenentation of e SMP.

Victoria Reservoir (Projeet No. 1964) is also a special concern tor me. This reservoir lies within
the Ontonagon River system. which is partially protected under the federal Wild and Scenic
Rivers program. To the West along the river is thinty miles of Ontawa Nattonal Forest, much ot'it
along the Trap Hills cscarpment - - a special corner of the 1P, That deserves enhanced
protcetion as a national treasure. Victoria Reservoir is o wild place today, and 1| find the prospect
of residential settlement near its shores incompatible with this wild character (as seen in the river
system and in the Trap Fhils), This s not a well used recreational corridor, like Boney Falls
{Project No. 2506 or Bond Falls. These difterences among the reservoirs should also be noted
in an Eovironmental Assessment of all six reservoirs, For cach of them has a difterent character.

Response: Through implementation: of the SMPs, UPPCO praposed 1o prohibit docks,
permancent dock fighting, public tuils, and vrnhanced view areas at the Vietoria impoundmeoent.

The days are long gone when it was the task of public bodies te lacilitate the exploitation of
natural resources for private gan - The resumption today is that private gain must be rigorously
Justticd. when it alfeets other values negatively. The sale and private reconfiguration of these
SIX reservoirs 1s such a case tor rigorous public review,

Thank vou for hearmg my views,

Rosemary (rrier
rgrierfa remcl.net

| am a resident of the Western ULP. and [ strongly oppose the mpuage in the dratt SMP that
would forever negatively alter the unique wilderness areas of all the UPPCO impoundments in
this vicinity,

Response: Opimions noted

Ann Pace
apace’ charter.net

[ am strongly opposcd to the docks that UPPCO is proposing to build on various sites in the UP.
These are Project No. 2506, Project No. 10834, Project No. 10836, Project No. 2402, and Project
No 1964 (Boney Falls, Cataract. Ao Train, Prickett and Bond and Victoria)., Thesc proposcd
projects and other aspects of UPPCOs "Shoretine Management Plans™ scem inconsistent with
LPPCO’s legal ebligations 1o protect and enhance wildlite habitat,

[ believe they do not serve the long-term public good.
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— Response: Opinion noted. UPPCO has revised the Bond Falls SMP 1o prohibit the instaliation
of docks at the Victoria impoundment. Additionally. the draft SMPs have been revised to
dramatically reduce the overall manber of proposed boat stips.

John Slivon
johnia jredesign.net

I STRONGLY OPPOSE CONSTRUCTION OF DOCKS as proposed by Upper Peninsula Power
Company at Prickett, Victoria, Au Train, Cataract, Boney Falls, and Bond Falls sies. Given the
complexity of this issuc and the limited scope of the Shoreline Management Plan an
Environmental Assessment should be required of UPPCO in this matter. UPPCO must be made
to comply with its legal agreement to protect wildlife as part of its agreement to use these arcas
for the generation of power.

Response: Opinion noted. UPPCO has revised the Band Falls SMP to prohibit the installation
of docks at the Victoria impoundment. Additionally, the draft SMPs have been revised to
dramuatically redice the overall number of proposed boat slips.

John Slivon
frogsé charter.net

— I STRONGLY OPPOSE CONSTRUCTION OF DOCKS as proposed by Upper Peninsula Power
Company at Prickett, Victoria, Au Train, Cataract, Boney Falls, and Bond Falls sites. Chiven the
complexity of this issuc and the limited scope of the Shoreline Management Plan an
Environmenta! Assessment should be required of UPPCQ in this matter. UPPCQ apparently
agreed to protect wildlife as a condition to generate power on these waterways and must be held
to that agreement. Building docks and disrupting the surrounding land will not do anything to
protect wildlife and can only be detrimental to wildlife,

Response: Opinion noted. UPPCO has revised the Bond Falls SMP to prohibit the installation
of docks at the Victoria impoundment. Additionally, the draft SMPs have been revised to
drameatically reduce the overall number of proposed boat stips.

Connie Sherry
csherry/@up.net

1 am a mitive Yooper who now lives in Iron County, but come from Houghton County. For
yuars, the public has had access to the wonderful wilderness lakes of the dam impoundments at
Victoria. Prickett, and Bond Falls dams. 1F this must change, | urge you to keep 1t safe for
wildlife by keeping the wilderness character of those bodies of water.

1 am opposed to lanpuage in the draft SMP's that would alter the wilderness character of the
LUPPCO impoundments in the Western UP.
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Response: Cpiuion noted.

James Rein
jelsrein@ charter.net

I'am a 20 year landowner of property on Bond Flowage and an avid outdoor enthusiast who has
extensively utilized the lowage arcas for numereus recreationat opportunitics. UPPCO has
never permitted us or our neighbors 1o have prvate docks. UPPCO's corporate policy has
always prohibited private docks in the FERC project lands,

Only after the sale of non-project lands to Naterra, UPPCO now clairs private docks tor the new
Naterra lot owners are appropriate. The guestion is “Why?™ The answer is “An extra
$3.000.000.00 dollars.™

As a landowner who is intimately familiar with this entire flowage arca. | totally disagree with
UPPCO's present contentions.  The highly fluctuating water les els alone. are not conducive to
docks of any kind. Addittonatly, private docks seem to directly contrast with the terms and spirt
of the FERC hicensing agreements. [ believe pnvate docks and vther exclusive amenities
planned tor the Naterra lot owners. are not consistent with the FERC Ticense requirements ot
“enhancing and protecuing the scenic, recreational and environmental vatues of the hydro
project.”

I support and echo the requests of over 1700 mdividuals. who urge FERC to order a new EIS 1o
determine the cumulative affects these development proposals will have on the sensitive
environment, cecosystems, acsthetic heauty, recreational opportunitics. and abundant and varied
wildlife species of the flowages. | also support and echo the request for COS studies and request
that the campgreund displacemenms be rescinded and re-examined as part of the SMPs. o
adequate public involvement can be undertaken and any change~ will be fair 10 the public,
nstead ol what has happened with rermoving the previously dispersed campsites.,

Also, private docks will obstruct the presently existing unencumbered pubhc access enjoyed by
thousands of visitors to Bond every vear. As a landowner who will be adversely aftected by the

Shorchne Management Plans, 1 vehemently oppose the UPPCO WPS & Naterra plans,

Keep vour promises. UPPCO-WIPS and mange these flowages tor the public, Da the night thing
and stop the docks.

o private docks inthe FERC project lands. NO DOCKS!

Response: (Jpinions nored
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- Wade Fleming
wadefleming@ hotmail.com

Enhanced viewing arcas? | don’t think looking at 424 houses and docks will enhanee anything!
Privale trails connecting with public trails isn’t a good idea it*11 just create problems between the
general public and the pickers. The development on any of these flowages isn't a good
development,

Response: Opinion noted,

Norma Veurink

{ STRONGLY OPPOSE CONS TRUCTION OF DOCKS as proposed by Upper Peninsula Power
Company at Prickett, Victoria, Au Train, Cataract, Boney Falls, and Bond Falls sites. Much of
the UPPCO-owned land on these reservoirs is surrounded by National Forest and has been
protected for many generations. [ belicve maintaining private docks on regulated reservoirs for
the purpuse of making them more attractive 10 developers deviates from the iment of the hydro-
license agreements. Given the complexity of this issue and the limited scope of the Shoreline
Management Plan an Environmental Assessment should be required of UPPCO 1n this matter.
My comments apply to all of the projects listed below:

Project No. 1964 (Bond and Victoria)
Project No. 2402 (Prickett)

Project No. 10856 {Au Train)

Project No. 10854 (Cataract)

Project No. 2506 (Boney Falls)

The UP is a special place to live and enjoy. It would be a shame to develop all/much of the
shoreline of the lakes and reserveirs as is the case in lower Michigan. [n the UP, much ot the
development on water bodies is for summer time usc only. In the Keweenaw Peninsula,
shoreline that has been open 10 the public for gencrations has been sold and 4000 sq. ft. houses
have build on the shoreline. These huge homes are used for maybe six weeks out of the year.
However, the landscape has been permancently altered, and the publie can no longer enjoy the
shorcline. Please preserve the special arcas listed above for wildlife, natural beauty, and natural
CNJOYIIUNL.

Response: Opinion noted  UPPCO has revised the Bond Falls SMP 1o prohibit the instellution
of docks ut the Victoria impowndiment. Additionally, the draft SMPs have been revised to
dramaticatly reduce the averall number of proposed boat stips.
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Victoria James
viames1@charter.net

[ have already sent my Focus Group comments to UPPCOAPS Naterra separately, and o FER(
a few days ago. If WPS/Naterra had been honest about thetr recent disclosures during the
relicensing process, my feelings may have been ditferent.

I support well-thought out devclopment in our area; after all, we live here, and we need a
sustainable cconomy. However, the cavalier methods enmployed by UPPCO/WPS, Naterra fead
me to seriously doubt whether s venture is the kind of ceonomic development that the area so
desperately needs.

Response: Opinion noted

AL, 539: Amy Clickner, Lake Superior Comumunity Partnership, Inc. (Boney

#63)

RE: FERC No. 10854 Cataract Project
FERC No. 2506 Boney Falls Project

The Lake Superior Community Partnership (LSCPY supports the Shoreline Management Plans
submitted by the Upper Peninsula Power Company 1or the use and development of the Cataract -
and Boney Falls Reservoirs im Marguetic County, Michigan.

LSCP participated as a member ol the Jacal Focus Group regarding the use of these sites and the
process allowed over many months for input and consideration of the recommendations from
interested parties, including environmental, hunting and fishing business and govemmental
representatives, In addition o this consultation with a diverse group of stakeholders. we know
that also UPPCO conducted public presentattons and opportunitics for citizens (0 comment at
them and met with officials from local, state and federal government and state and federal
resource agencies, We are also pleased that UPPCO oftered an SMP public comment period.

From an cconomic and commumty development perspective. we are pleased that public aceess to
these reservoirs will be preserved. while allowing tor residential opportunities in a beautifully
preserved natural setung. The plan provides an opportunity for local contractors 1o build
takefront homes and provides tax base expansion for loval towoships. We view this as an
opportumity to enhance aceess to our natural environment, ncrease opportunity for the ceneral
public and tourists to utilize these sites and ereate jobs and 1ax revenue for our county and local
community.

We appreciate the opportunity to participate in this callaborative offort. and endorse and support
the tinal Shoreline Management Plans after reviewing the draft plans and final environmental
reports produced by a nationally -known and respected firm,
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- We look forward 1o working with UPPCO and the Naterra Land Company te promote the natural
beauty of our arca to local residents and scasonal visitors.

Respanse: Comment noted.

Att. 60: Ronald Backus

We have been very disappointed with what seems a betrayal of the interests LD,
residents and vacationers by UPPCO since we had thought the fands and shore lines held by
them were in trust for ail, in the return for UPPCO’s use of our waters to produce electric power
for profit. Sale to a development company for development of Jukefront lots is not in the public
interest.

We do not expeet a change in this for profit business decision, but we do hope that public
apencies (FERC & others) will ensure adherence to environmental laws and when the right
impacts of development,

We hope UPPCO will consider the well being of our people and our opinions please.

Response: Comments noted,

- Att. 61: Tom Wolfe

Over the past year, [ attended several meetings hosted by UPPCO. 1 had hoped [ would
be permitted (o speak and ask questions. Instead, UPPCO made a mockery of this impostant
"public” process. Questions had to be writien on cards only to be screened by the facilitator. We
were told we could not ask any guestions about the proposed development or the impact the
development would have on the flowages. When a question was read, it was only partially
answered, if it was answered at atl. Follow-up questions were not permitted. UPPCO told us only
what they wanted the public (o hear.

1 am a property owner on Calderwood R, (Interior Township) and do not believe docks should
be permitted at Bond Flowage or any of the other tlowages in the U.P.

| must use the public access to lsunch my boat and then take it home at the end of the day or
according to the draft SMP, pay 1o usc a "public dock”. | believe the new lot owners should
follow the same restrictions the rest of us do. As an avid fishcrman and bunter. [ believe care
must be taken to proteet the natural resources of the area. The placement of lighted docks,
electric hoists and trails within the praject lands will cause irreparable damape, particularly
affecting the wildlife habitant and the aesthetic values of the flowages. None of these uses should
be pemutted.

Response: Opinions noted. UPPCO has gone to considerable effort 1o produce SMPs that
achiove an appropriate batance between development, public and private recreation and the
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preservation of important natural, envirommemtal, or cudturaf feateres of the project lands and
waters, Inresponse to comments from agencies and the pubiic. (PPCO has revised the SMPs
to. among other ftems, efiminar the installation of wndergeound eleciric wiring, the inxtallation
of permanent dock lighting, and the installution of boat lifts. Additionally, the finat SMPs have
heen revised o reflect a reduction in the total number of proposed boat stips.

Att. 62: Robert R. Hagen, Jr.

I am wnting to register my opposition to the planned casements to the Lipper Pemnsula
Power Company's Shoreline Management Plan (SMP) for Projects Numbers: 1O8S {Cataract),
2402 (Prickett), 1864 (Bond/Victoriay, 10856 (AuTrainy and 2406 (Boney Falls).

My apposition 18 based on the harm such casements wilf do to the seenie, recreational wd
environmental values of the suercunding arcas. [ am a native of Houghton, Michigan and was a
long-time stackholder in the Power Company. 1 am appalled at the lack of coneern for the natral
environment displayed by the Power Company’s SMP. Once deseloped. such lands are lost 1o the
public forever. The least the FERC can do 1s to exercise its responsihity 10 the environsment and
minimize the harm done. | do not want the Upper Peninsula of Michigan, my honie area te which
[ plan to retire, to turn into another Cape Cod where you have 1o dnve for miles without o view
of the ocean due to private development.

Once private development occurs, there 1s no going back. The Joust the federal governmem can
do is pecforny its duties as a steward of public resources. Thank s au very much tor vour attention -

to this malter.

Response: Opinions noted

Att, 63: Jonathan Mead -- Upper Peninsula Association of County
Commissioners

WHEREAS. Upper Peninsula Power Company has unveiled Shorehne Management Plans tor
project lands at its five hydroclectric projects (Numbers: 2402, 10884, 2506, LORS6 and 1861
located m numerous 1P, counties; and.,

WHEREAS, the Shoreline Management Plans include proposals 1o protect the eny ironment and
enhance recreational opportumues for cntizens at the flowages. as weil as ensure that proposed
activities are consistent with the purposes of protecting and enhancing the seenic. reereational
and other environmemal values of cach project; and.

WHIEREAS, these draft plans were developed based on more than 114 months of input from state
and federal resource agencies. local government officials and the public. Tn addition, UPPCO
conducted Tocus groups consisting of various stakcholders, including represematives from
county and township boards, hunting and tishing iterests, outdoor cothusiasts and cconomic
development. UPPCO alse conducted public miectings and invited comments Irom citizens
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~ concerning the plans. The company also engaged the public over many months regarding plans
to sell LIPPCO private property at the five hydroclectric projects; and,

WHEREAS, the flowages these Plans address will continue to be open for people to use
alongside numerous acres of U.P. acres already available to citizens, including state and federal
lands such as the Hiawatha and Ottawa National Forests that are off limits to development: and,

WHEREAS, it is projected that any development resulting from the sale of property at the
projects will over time assist the U.P, construction trades industry, help local businesses and
grow local tax bascs 1o the benefit of schools, as well as township and county units of
government and the programs and services they provide to citizens. Broadening the tax base n
U.P. counties is welcomed, recognizing the staie’s current financial status and cconomic outlook:
now therefore,

BE 1T RESOLVED, that the Upper Peninsula Assaciation of County Commissioners (ULPACT)
hereby approves this resolution of suppert for the Plans with the expectation that UPPCO will
continue working with local units of government and other stakeholders as the process continues
and dircets that a copy of this document be transmitted to U.P. Power Company and appropriate
stale and federal ofticials.

Response: Comments noted.

- Att. 64: Henry DeGroot, Supervisor — Wells Township Board (Boney #68)

1 wish to inform you that the Wells Township Board has reviewed the Boney Falls "Shoreline
Management Plans.”

Qur Board is encouraged and pleased that planned development resulting from these Plans would
as time progresses help improve the economic climate of our township, providing a needed new
tax basc increase, thereby providing needed resources to our ¢itizens by our government and
county.

The pkan provides an opportunity for local contractors Lo build waterfront homes, assist local
building supply firms and provide additional jobs. All this assistance is welcome, given our state
and region's challenging cconomic times.

Further. the additional 1ax revenue pencrated would be a great asset to the Wells Township
School District (K-8) which is struggling under current state budget conditions.

The Board also views this as an opportunity to enhance access 10 our natural envirenment. to
promote the natural beauty of our arca to local residents, the general public and tourists to utilize
these sites.
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We are pleased the envirenmental protection and recreational improvements have been proposed.
We cali your attention to information in the Plans about property around these flowages the
public now use and will continue using in addition o utilizing Boney Falls,

In closing, we offer our suppor: tor the Plans with the request than UPPCO continue working
with local stakeholders.

Response: Comment noted.

Att, 65: Gerald O. Corkin, Chairperson — Marquette County Board of
Commissioners (Boney #69)

MARQULTTE COUNTY BOARD OF CONMISSIONERS
RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF
SHORELINE MANAGEMENT PLANS FOR
UPPER PENINSULA POWER COMPANRY'S
CATARACT AND BONEY FALLS FLOWAGES

WHEREAS, the Maryuette County Board of Comnuissioners Bas reviewed in consultation with
the County Planning Commussion proposed Shoreline Management Plans for Upper Peninsula
Power Company’s Cataract (£1084) and Boney Falls (#2306) Howasges; and

WHEREAS, these plans were developed based on over 14 months of input from resource -
agencies, local and state government leaders. the public and a U PPCO focus group that included
representatives Irom this board and several townships, as well ax outdoor enthusiasts and the

Lake Superior Comumunity Partnership, which the Board notes has gone on record i support of

the plans. The draft pluns include reereational enhancements tor the public good and proposals

to protect the environment and promote responsible development; and

WIHEREAS, it should be noted that the project Tands at these Rowages will remam open Tor
public_ allowing Boney Falls and Cataract 10 continue being resources for people 10 use
alongstde more than 280,000 acres of land open to the public n Marguetie County, as well as
F16.000 acres in the Escanaba River State Forest of the Central Upper Peninsula; and

WHEREAS, the Board notes that LLPPCO s non-project lands sold at these Howages are
expected over time o play a role m diversitying the County’'s economy. Given this tinie of’
unceriainty about future state wid 10 Jocal umits of government and the Michigan ccononv., the
Board welcomes development that would breaden the Marguette County tax base and provide
new revenue to help fund seryvices citizens rely on from local goy ernment, as well as help the
construction trades industry. Ay new tax hase will also be of help to applicable K-12 Public
and Intermediate School Districts.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Marquette Counmy Board of Comnussioners
hereby otfers support for the Shoreline Management Plims and that a copy of this Resolution is
transmitted to appropriate UPPCO und government officials.
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Adopted this 15" day of May, 2007

When the Committee of the Whole met on Tugcsday, May 8, 2007, they considercd a
recommendation from the Marquette County Planning Commission review of the Draft
Shoreline Management Plans for the Cataract Basin and Boney Falls.

Dottic Lewis, Planner, was present to answer any questions, During the regular
scheduled meeting on May 2, 2007, the Marquette County Planning Commission reviewed the
Draft Shoreline Management Plans for the Cataract Basin in Forsyth Township. and the Boney
Falls Basin in Wells Township. The plans were prepared by the Upper Peninsula Power
Company (LPPCO) as a Federal Energy Regulatory Commission requirement. UPPCO
developed the plans in response to the recent UPPCO non-project land purchasces by Naterra
Land Company surrounding the two basins. The Planning Commission reviewed the Draft Plans
for planning process and consistency with the Marquetie County Comprehensive Plan.

The planning process involved input from members of focus groups, local government
officials, and the gencral public. All proposed recreation enhancement would be located on the
project lands according to the land's classification, Classification was determined according to
ficld investigations that determined land suitability and resource inventory. In addition, the
proposed recreation enhancements would be designed and funded by UPPCO.

According to the Marquette County Comprehensive Plan Recreation Policies, the County
is encouraged to promote the cooperation among government units, other public and private
organizations, and businesses in developing recreational programs and facihiies.

The Planning Commission agreed that UPPCQO’s proposed recreation enhancements to

-w the Cataract Basin and Boney Falls, which include the design, development, maintenance and
operation of trails, lishing picrs, historical interpretive maps, bathymetric maps of the water
flow, dock systems and recreational brochures would be a benetit to Marquette County.
Commissioners unanimously agreed thai the proposed enhancements would increase the
surrounding property values and therefore increase taxes to the municipalitics.

‘The Marquette County Planning Commission tully supports the recreational
enhancements proposed in the Draft Shoreline Management Plans for the Cataract and Boney
Falls basins.

It was moved by Commissioner Bergdahl, seconded by Commissioner Heikkila, and
unanimously carried by voice vote that the Committee of the Whole recommend the County
Board support the Draft Shoretine Management Plans {or the Cataract Basin and Boney Falls.

Response: Comment noted.
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Att. 66: Steve Hovel

RE: P-186:4 2402, 10856, 10X, 2506

RE: The apphicauon by UPPCO and its SMP for all of the aboy .
Attention:

Janet Wolte, Communications Manager

UbrCo

CC: Kmmberly 1. Bose Federal Fnergy Regulatory Commissior

Dear Janet and Kimberly,

t oppose modifications 1o the enginal license and [ oppose the new SMP as proposcd by
LUPPCQO.

As [viewed the SMPs for Bond and Prickett and looked at the maps of the areas it 1s clear that
the human disturbance will tragment the ecosystem. | am a revired Fnvironmental Science
Instructor. and in my analysis to allow development of building <ites and then piers and docks as
proposcd would certainly interfere with the contiguous habitat requirements of a number of
species.

While many species can adapt to humans including whitctail deer and the skunk. it is the much
rarer and endangered or threatencd species that will not be able to adapt.

All species have a Zone of Tolerance shaped like a bell shaped curve, now divide that bell with 3 -
vertical zones with the center being the optimum range, every species has 1ts own range of what

it can tolerate and thus its own bell shaped curve far every environmental factor, such as

wemperature, sunhght, rainfall, competition on and on, including man made factors such as notse,

as well as habitat frapmentation. When a species is forced to try to live outside of its optimum

ranyge it encounters siress.

This could result na varicty ol conscguences ranging trom poor reproduction (1o no
reproduction) 1o loss ol the species. The species may simply move and leave the area
femigration) or may perish whike trving to adapt. Plant species can not pack up and go. A covole
could adapt the timber wolf would not. the whitetail deer would adipt the Moose would not, now
mclude all specics meluding migratory song birds. {The US Army Corps ot Engineers can update
you on the Federal Migratory Bird Act which would have an ipact on the wetland arcas such as
flood plain next to all nvers.) In addition human disturbance will {ead 10 the intrusion of' a
number of mvasive species or "non natives .

It is well documented that the number one cause of a oss of speuies iv loss of habitat, Today
unless there is a natural disaster the main cause of a loss of habita starts with frapmentation of
the original habitat by humans. Add to this other environmental factors such as climate change
and the ceosystem is severely stressed. and finds itself in an artihicial zone of tension. Plant
specics and evervthing else associated would be altered forever
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-~ I am not opposed to sales to some types of conservation minded groups, nor am [ opposed to all
types of development. But 10 take these large tracks of land and change their management o
allow for multiple building sites and water access would be a fatal blow to the ceosystem as it
has evolved aver the thousands of years since the glaciers,

Sincerely,

Steve Hovel
w6054 Creamery Road
Fort Atkinson, W1 53538

Response: Opinions noted. Each SMP includes a comprehensive analysis of environmenta
impacts anticipated to accur as a result of implementation of the SMP. UPPCQ utilized
numerons FERC orders approving SMPs and non-project use of project lands as the template for
the emvironmental impact analysis. UPPCO has taken great care in revising the SMPs 1o assure
the proposed non-project uses proposed do not residi in fragmentation (breaks in the forest
canopy). Additionally, UPPCO designed the SMPs to be consistent with, and in many instances
to further, the goals and obiectives of the overall requirements of the projects” licenses and
FERC-manduted management and monitoring plans.

Att, 67: Jim Lyons

- May 17. 2007

Kimberlv D. Bose, Sceretary

Federal Encrgy Regulatory Commission
888 First St NI

Washington D.C. 20426

Re: Pleasc protect Michigan's undeveloped water bodies: Project No. 1864 (Bond and Victoria),
Project No. 2402 (Prickett), Project No. 10856 (Au Train), Project No. 10854 (Cataract) and
Project No. 2506 (Boney Falls).

Dear Scerctary Bose,

[ STRONGLY QPPOSE CONSTRUCTION OF BOCKS as proposed by Upper Peninsula Power
Company at Prickett, Victoria, Au Train, Cataract, Boney Fails, and Bond Falls sites. Given the
complexity of this issue and the limited scope of the Shoreline Management Plan an
Environmental Assessment should be required of UPPCO in this matter,

Building these docks will fail the mitigation for these license agreements UPPCO agreed to
protect Pleasc safeguard and enhance wildlife habitat, provide for public access and manage the
forest for old-growth (at Bond Falls and Victoria Reservoirs) as previously agreed.
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We hope 1o visit this part of Micligan one day but will not H this shoreline toose their
undeveloped character.

Sincerely,
Jim Lyons

Respanse: Opinions noted

Att, 68: William Malmsten, Vice President — Upper Peninsula Environmental
Coalition

May 17, 2007

Janet Wolfe, Communications Munager
Lipper Penmsula Power Company

PO Box 130

Houghton, M1 49931-0130

RE: COMMENTS ON DRAFT SHORELINE MANAGEMENTS PLANS FOR SIX BASING
in THE LPPER PENINSULA OF MICHIGAN

Dear My, Wolte:

The tollowing comments are m regard to the draft Shorehne Management Plans (SMPs) for six
basins i the Upper Peninsula of Michigan. specifically as follows: Project Numbers: [0854
(Cataract), 2402 (Prickett), 1864 (BondsVictona), 10356 (Au iy, and 2406 (Boney Falls) (the
basins hereinafier).

These comments are submitied on behalf of the Upper Peninsula Fuvironmentat Coalition
{UPEC). UPEC s a grass roots nonprofit orgamzation with about 300 members. W are
dedicated to the protection of the unique environmental qualities of the Upper Peninsula of
Michigan. Our members tend to enjoy natures guict splendor while participating in such
acuvities as hiking, canocing, bird watchmg, and nature photography. Many of our members use
or would hke 1o use the Basins in question tor the pursiat of such activiues,

The Basins are currently 1n a relatively nawaral condition sunable for the enjoyment by our
members. In general the intense development provided for in vour draft SMPs would severely
degrade the natural conditions ot the Basing making them poorly suited tor the enjoviment by our
members, Thisintense level of devclopment is inconsistent with the provisions and totent of the
operating licenses Trom the Federal Energy Regulatory Conmmssion,

Response: There is no “mtense development ™ proposed for project fands. The non-project uses
of the projects tunds include paths, trails. recreation enhiancenronts, wod dock stuctuwres. These
UxCs are consistent with achioving an appropriate batance henwcen development, public and
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- private vecreation and the preservation of important natural, environmenial, or cultural foaiures
of the project lands and waters.

Our objections to the draft SMPs center on the proposed non-project use of project lands,
specifically the proposed granting of casements to property owners of lands bordering the project
lands for the following purposes: The installation of privatc boat docks up to 150 fect in length.
‘The installation of power lines to power lights on the docks with up to 300 watts per dock and 10
power boat lifts on the docks. The clearing of view corridors up to 200 feet in width through the
projects lands so that bordering property owners will be able to view the basins from their
homes. The construction of four-foot wide pathways through the project lands from private
homes to their private docks on the basins.

Response: Opinion Noted. The uses UPPCQ proposes to regulate through the SMPs are
consistent with the types of use and occupuncy of project lunds and waters that FERC allows.
That beingt said. UPPCQ has considered the comments received from agencies and the public.
In response 1o some of those comments, UPPCQ has revised the SMPs to ( 1) eliminuaie the
instattation of undergronnd electric wiring, (2) the installution of permanent dock lighting, and
(3} the mistallation of boat lifis. Any trails constructed pursuant to the implementation of the
SMPs will be available for public use, enhancing the hiking activiey UPEC purports to enjoy.
With respect to the three SMPs that allow the creation of view enhancement arcas, the
restrictions on the view enhancement areas have been modified to reduce the width to a
maximum of 40 feet and to timit the length 1o a maximom of 200 feer.  Additionally, the view
enhancement areas have very stringent limitations on tree eutting and trimming.

While the Division of Hydropower Administration and Compliance (DHAC) Compliance
Handbook Standard Land Use Article, appendix H Article (a), and the corresponding
provisions in each project license, provides for non-project use of project lands, 11 states that
“The licensee may exercise the authority only if the proposcd use and occupancy is consistent
with the purposcs of protecting and enhancing the scenie, recreatignal, and other environmental
values ol the project.” (emphasis provided) The proposed casements would neither protect nor
enhance the scenic, recreational or enviranmental valucs of the project basins.

Response: LPPCO disagrees with this comment und has gone o considerable effort to produce
SMPs tht protect and enhance the project's natwral resowrces and the projeci'’s primary
Sfunction, the production of electricity, while providing public recreational enhancements and
directing. managing and mitigating the impacis of anticipated development of non-project lands
so as to complement or have nentral effecis on those natural vesonrces. In addition, UPPCO has
dramatically increased Conservation Lands at all of the Projects, prohibited commercial tree
harvesting tenhancing old growth forest characteristics) and will be prohibiting vehicular access
on many existing logging roads,

Boat Dock Installation:

Perhaps the largest negative impact would oceur as a result of the proposed dock installations, A
total of 837 individual lighted boat slips with clectric powered boat lifts would be allowed in the
six basins. Itis unclear whether the clectric power could be used by dock owners for other
purposes such as powering boat lights or electronic music sound systems. The negative impact
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on the scenic values of the basing by the docks alone would be severe. When 837 hoats are
added to 1the docks, the aftect would be devastating on the scense and environmental values of
the basins,

Response: /i response to comments from agencies and the public, UPPCO has revised the
SMPs 1o, mong other items, climinate the installarion of undereeowrd electric wiring, the
instailation of permanent dock ligiting, and the installation of hoat lifls. Additienafly. the final
SMPx have been revised 1o reflect a reduction in the total nemibor of proposed boat stips.

While UPPCO does not have drrect authoerity over boaling actir ity on the basins, the type of boat
launch facility and the presence of the docks would have a major impact on the intensity of boat
use and the type and size of watercratt present. Larger boats and pontoon boats may be
impractical 1o use on the basin hecause of the difficulty in launching and retneving the boms in
the basins. But «f the boats can he launched and left in the basis at the private boat docks tor the
entire boating season, then the use of these larger boats will be teasible and their use is likely 10
occuar. The presence of these larger boats at the boat ducks and also their use on the basins
would negatively atfeet the scemic and environmental values of the basins, and they would also
negatively affect the recreational values of our members and ot many other people who enjoy the
natural beauty of the basins,

Response: The commenter states that “Larger boats and pantoon boats may he imprractical to
ase on the basin because of the difficudty in launching and retricving the boats in the basins. ™ If
that is the case, und since the npe of fanding is ustatly dictated by the conditions on the
reservoir, then the use of the farger hoats wordd also be impraoctical, Enhancements that are
carvently plunned for the bout ramps were developed tirongh consultation with the agencies
priov 1o the development of the SMPs based upon the need due o the conditions thar exist on the
FOMNGEVOY,

A5 areswlr of agency ond public camments the size and proposed number of dock fucilities for
private wse e been reduced. However, UPPCCY has inclidiod public recreational dock
facilitios in the SMPs that are siitable for public aceess ot coch Project.

UPPCO dovs have authority over the ivpes of boats that cun be stored at the boat slips.
thercfore, as an additional resiraction o prohibic the improper baating on a reservon that
carnef acconmaodate 0, af Cataract € a refutively small resenony CPPCO has modificd the
SMP to restrict the horse power of the engines on boats stored evernight at the hoat slips to a
muaxintum of 15 hp fur conventional boats and a maximion of 300hp for pantoon buars.

The presence of larger numbers of larger sized boats could also be expected to negatively impact
water guality. The following excerpt is from the Fnvivonnteniad Assessment for The Use of
Motorized Watercraft In the Svivania Wilderness, Ottawa national Forest. United States
Department of Agnculture, July 1994 {emphasis provided):

The degree 1o which engines emit pollutants depends on a variety of factors
inctuding the size of the eogine. the age of the engine. the tvpe of engine (Bwo-
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- cyele, tour-cycle, jet, cte.) type of fucl used and/or the degree to which the engine
Is tuned and maintasned.

Onee discharged into the water, petroleum hydrocarbons may remain suspended
in the water column, concentrate at the surface, or scttle 10 the bottom, Many
hydrocarbon compounds may not persist for very long because of their
immiscibility, volatility, or biodegradability. However, while petroleum may
disappear rapidly from the water column, the portion that reaches the sediment
may persist for several years. l.ead compounds from gasoline additives tend to
stnk 10 the bottom sediments (Pollution Impacts from Recreational Boating: A
Bibliography and Swmmary Review, Milliken and Lee, 1990). Effect of pollutants
from marine engines include odor, and oft taste in fish and toxic effects on

IJuatic organisms.

Power boats also have been shown to impact bottom sediments of lakes and to
increase turbidity. In 1974 the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
published a study analyzing the impacts of boating activity on turbidity in shallow
lakes (defined as those with a maximum depth of 30 feet). They examined the
impact of varying horsepower engines on lakes of varying depths, The study
concluded that even a 10 horsepower engine could produce substantial stirring of
bottom sediments at depths up to 15 feet and the engines with yreater horsepower
can do even more damage than smaller engines. (Power hoats on shallow lukes: A
bricf summary of literature and experience on Lake Monegan (NY), Wright and
- Wagner, 1991

‘Thus if the installation of the large number of docks called for in the draft SMPs
results in increased boating activity and increased boai size, the negative
environmental impact would be substantial.

Response: Opinion noted, however, we fatl to understund the correlation UPEC attempis to
draw hetween the installation of the proposed docks and increases in the size of boats wver
those that curvently use the UPPCQ impoundments. With respect to hoat size, UPPCQ has
considered the potential aesthetic impacts of larger boats and in response has madified the
Cataract SMIP 1o limit motor size (o 23 horsepower for conventional boats or pontoon baats
with ¢ maximum horsepower of 50. UPPCO has alsa considered the environmental impact
of hoats and determined that there could be moderate long-term impacts fo waler realtiny
through the introduction of additional nutrient supplies in the form of uncombusted fuel as o
restlt of the operation and maintenance of additional boats on the impoundments. An

inc rease in recreational boating on the imporndments is anticipated 1o occtr, with or
withowr implementation of the proposed SMPs

The environmental studies commissioned by UPPCO provided a detaled description of the
basins. the associated project lands, and the flora and fauna present. However the impact of the
proposed development on the flora and fauna was not covered or was not covered adequately.
Many of the wildlife specics noted in the studies, such as cagles, loons, and great blue herons,
are know to be sensitive to human activity. The increase in boating activity, and the disturbancee

P-10854-000
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ol shorelme habitat with 150 f1. long beat docks woutd netther arotect nor enhance
environmental conditions for wildlife in and around the basins

Response: The resonrce reporns (environmental sindies ™) were never intended to be NEPA
cavironmenial assessments. Rather, as clearly indicated in the scopes of work that were
reviewed and commented on by the vesource agencies, the objestives of the studies were o
gather readily available existing information, to conduct ficld v ok to verify the presence and
condition vf existing data, 1o doctment existing conditions, and 10 assimilate and provide the
collected information in the form of GIS-generated resotrce ventory maps and reports,

Tl tmpaces (o project lunds as a resudt of public rails, pathy, iviited view eslfiancement areas,
werel’or the placement of docky olong tie shore were each asses-ed in Section Y of cach respeciive
SMP. Additionaily, shoreline activity has been reduced in many areas by consolidation of
overnight activities to more suitahle arcus.

View Cornidors:

While the View Corridors up o 200 feet in width are intended 10 provide a view of the basins
trom the homes on lands bordering the project lands, such clearing would also make the homes
visible trom the basing. Our members and others who are visiting the basins to view the natural
beauty of the landscape would be negatively impacted when the view of nature is replaced by the
view of private homes.  Wildlife using the habitat provided by project lands would be negatively
impacted by the clearing g of the view corridors and by the increase human activity in the view
cornidors. The presence of the view corridors would neither protect nor enhance the scemc,
recreational and environmental values of the project as required by the profect licenses and by
the Standard Land Use Article,

While conveyance of casements is provided for in the license agreements for certain purposes
under certiin circumstances, the elearing of View Corndors s not anmong the listed possible
purpuse bor casements.

Response: The maximum proposed width of view enhancement areas aong the shoreline is 40
Jeet UPPCO has very specific desien criteria for the instollation of fimited view enhancement
arcas on project fands. These criteria woere developed 1o protect the integrity of the resources
surroumding the project. fn response to comments from agencies and the public, several of the
SMPs have been revised (o redhice or efiminate the number of view cuhancement areas. The
view enhancement arcas are inclided in the SMP in avder for IFERC o review then and provide
a decision on whether or not to altow them.

Pedestman Paths and Wooden W alkways:

The four-foot width of the pedestrian paths would seem to be wider than necessary for toot
travel. The presence of weoden stairs and walkways could negatively atfeet the scenic values of
the project. The provision allowing the storage of docks. boat htis, and ramps on the pedestrian
paths within in project lands would negatively aftect scenie values ot the project.

Response: Wooden stairs wrd wallkweavs will be wused ondy in linticd instances where extreme
fopography or seasitive ccologic ol areas warrant. i respense «o comments from agencies and
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-~ the public, UPPCO has revised the SMPs: docks may only be stored within arcas so designated
for dock storage. No siorage of docks is permitted on paths or trails.

Predeterimined Quicome of Planning Process:
UPPCO scems 10 have used the elaborate planning process o try to justily the intense level of
development that they had already decided upon before the planning process began.

Response: UPPCO used the planning process to get feedbuck from regutatory bodies, state,
local, and federal governmental agencies, non-governmental organizations, and the general
public. Based on feedback, UPPCQ has made significant revisions to the SMEs.

As a member of the eastern basin Focus Group 1 attended every castern basin focus group
meeting. At each meeting 1 made most of the points that are listed above. The members ot the
castern basin focus group were largely opposcd to the intense development of the basing, Yet the
opinions of the focus group members seemed have been largely ignored in the draft SMPs in
favor of the desires of Naterra Land Company mangers, the purchaser of the bordenng non-
project lands.

Respanse: Based on comments UPPCO received. the castern focus group nembers were largely
in support of the proposed draft SMPs.

] understand the Wisconsin Public Service’s (UPPCQ’s parent company) 2005 report to stock
holders indicates that UPPCO sold a portion of its real estate holdings for 5.9 nillion dollars,

- with the possibility of realizing up to an additional 3.0 million dollars a$ certain contingencies
are resolved. 1f in fact those contingencics include the project land casements being granted 10
Nalerra's lot purchasers, then t may be clear why UPPCO is favoring Naterra over the needs and
desires of the people. 1t appears that it will be very difficult for UPPCO mangers to objective in
the development of Shoreline Management Plans and that close scrutiny by The Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission 1s in order.

Response: Opinion noted. The final SMPS have been revised significantly 1o address public and
Quency input.

Conclusion:

The rapid development of the shorelines of lakes and streams for home construction in the Upper
Peninsula of Michigan is causing wildlife habitat. and scenic and recreational opportunitics to
disappear. The licensing agreements for the hydroelectric projects were designed to protect the
shorelines from development tor wildlite habitat and for the scenic and recreational enjoyment
by the public. UPPCO is trying 1o cash in on the demiand for shoreline lots by developing the
project basins in conflict with the spirit and letier of the licensing agrecments. ‘The process used
10 develop the SMPs is flawed because of UPPCO manager’s bias for development. An
Eavirommental Assessment by a neutral party is needed in order to determine the affect ot the
proposcd development on the seenic, recreational, and other environmental values of the project.
We belicve that the proposed casements through project lands should not be allowed.
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Response: As previously stated, UPPCO designed the SMPs i achieve an appropriate balanice
henween development, public und private recreation and the proservation of important natial,
environmmental, or cultieal featires of the project lands and warers. UPPCO is it developing
shoreline lots, in fact, UPPCQ has proposed no home constraciion within the Project boundary.
Each SMP includes a comprehensive analysis of envirommental inpacts anticipated to ocenr as u
result of implementation of the SMP. UPPCO wiilized numerons FERC orders approving SMPs
and non-project use of project fumds as the template to describe the environmental impaces.
Additionally, UPPCO designed the SMPs to be consistent with, wad in many instunces to further,
the goals and objectives of the overall requivements of the projocts” licenses and FERC-
manickated muanagement and momisoring plans.

Sincerely,
William Malmsten. Vice president. Upper Peninsula Enviroomental Coalition

Ce: FERC

Att, 69; David L. Sladky

5-18-07

Janet Wolfe
Communications Manager
LUPPCO

PO Box 130,

Houghton, M1 49931-0{30

Dear Janet Wolty,

It 15 essennial to respect our natural home and reserve places for qunet rejuvenation. The long
term monetary value of keeping nature naturad wall far exceed any short term profit or
convenience. Docks and shorehine development will only encourage disrespect and disharmony,
lowering property value, For real value, for the benefit of future gencrations, for our home, tor
vour Jegacy. keep nature natural.

Thank you for vour ume,

David 1. Sladky

Response: Opiniosn noted.
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Vi Att. 70: John Coupe

May 18, 2007

Lipper Peninsula Power Company
PO Box 130
Houghton, M1 49931

Attention: Janet Wolte
Dear Ms Wolle:

As an Ontonagon County landowner, [ have closcly followed the proposed sale of 7300 acres of
land (of which approximately 1360 acres have been sold) by UPPCO at six UP flowages. Each
of these Nowages has unique characteristics which 1 do not belicve were adequately addressed in
the Drealt Shoreline Management Plans,

It is difficult to place a value on acsthetic beauty. But 1 best describe it as something you realize
you had once it is gone. As an avid canocist, | enjoy the screnity of an undisturbed shoreline,
drifting along obscrving eagles, listening to loons or watching a turtlc lay her cggs in the sand. |
am also o hunter of deer, grouse and other small game. | have many concerns with land
fragmentation and the loss wildlifc habitat.

Response; UPPCO attempted to minimize visual impacts by locating docks in areas that were
sheltervd from prominent viewing locations around the impoundments, matntaining low profile
docks and utilizing natural (muted) colors that do not stand out against the background
landscape. Additionally, UPPCO has prohibited the installation of boat lifis. and ussociated
fighting,

According to the license agreements (and associated plans), UPPCQO agreed to protect a
minimum 200 foot bulfer around these impoundments. However, the draft SMP owtlines many
planned uses, including private lighted individual and cluster docks. None of these will protect
the shoreline and definitely do not enhance the reasons [ value these flowages. [t also causes me
1o question the integrity of UPPCQO's promise with the FERC and general public.

UPPCO has not cstablished how these uses are consistent with the terms of their license. The
draft SMP tails to address the cumulative clfects any planned development will have on the
project lands and waters. Until these plans are made known and the cfiects evaluated, these
proposied uses for the project lands should not be approved.

Response: The non-project uses of the projects lands include paths, trails, recreation
enhancements, and dock siructures. These uses are consistent with achieving an appropriate
balance between development, public and private recreation and the preservation of imprortant
natural, eavivonmenial. or cultural features of the project lands and waters.
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IY UPPCO is truly serious abou: protecting these fragile environments. they should uphold the
license by establishing permancnt protection of the shoreline and prohibit privaie docks.

sincerely,

John Coupe

3527 136" Ave
Hamilton, MI 49419

Copy to: FERC Projects 1864, 2302, 2506, 10856, 10854

Response: Opinions noted.

Att. 71: Dan Haskell

May 18, 2007

Jangt Waolle
Communications Manager
LPPCO

PO Box 130

Houghton, M1 49031-0130

Dear Ms, Woll.

I oppose the recent plans for howsing development for the Bonds Falls preject (project no. [864)
and other stmilar projects i the LULP, The following report 1s reason enough tor UPPCO o
reconsider the planned development in this region. This report s based on scientific rescarch
conducied in northern Wisconsin in recent years.

Swinmary:

Shorcland housing development has inereased dramaticatly in recent decades tn northern
Wisconsin, Riparan and huoeral habitat has been altered due to this housing development. The
niparian and Httoral arcas of inlund lakes are critical habitat tor @ variety of wildhfe. [n addinon.
lakes shorelines are transition 2ones between upland and aguatic ccosystems and support an
exceptionally high biodiversity. Recent studies conducted on hich- and low-development fakes in
Vilas County. Wisconsin have decumented negative changes o the Hoeral and fauna on these fake
shorclines.

Introduction:

Nornhem Wisconsin contaims the third largest density ol treshwater glacial lakes in the
world, with more than 12,400 lakes scattered across the northern third of the state (WDNR
[996). Vacationers have been attracted to this region for decades, and more recently. mmcreasing
numbers of people are replacing small scasonal cottages with targe vear-round houses along the
fakeshore. Housing development has increased an average o 210", sinee 1963 on lakes greater
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— than 10 ha in northern Wisconsin (Figure | 'WDNR 1996). Gonzalez-Abraham et al. (2006)
suggest that lakes are the single most important factor determining both housing density and
spatial pattern of human development. Their results revealed that 41% of human development
occurred within 100 m of lakeshores in northern Wisconsin since the 1930s. and most buildings
were located within 50 m of cach other, suggesting people will tolerate living close to one
anuther on lakes (Gonzalez- Abraham et al. 2006). This concentration of housing developmeni
along lakeshores has negative consequences for wildlife habitat and the structure of niparian bird
communitics (Racey and Buler 1983, Lindsay et al. 2002, Woodford and Mcyer 2003).

Figure 1. Percentage of shoreline development jn northern Wisconsin since 1965
(WDNR 1996).
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Removal of vegetation structure along shorelines on high-developmentlakes is a
common practice. Elias and Meyer (2003) reported a significant reduction ol shrub layer and
course woody debris on high-development compared to low-development lakes. In addition,
pon-native and less comimon species have spread and profiferated with human development and
habitat fragmentation threughout northern Wisconsin. Altered species composition can change
the physical characteristics of lakes and the biological processes that occur within them.

Background:

Riparian and littoral zones of lakes provide critical habitat for a varicty of wildlile,
protect water quality, and have acsthetic appeal when the shoreline is naturally vegetated (Engel
and Pederson 1998). Recent studies have documented the negative effects on the floral and fauna
due to lakeshore alteration caused by housing development. For example, species composition of
breeding birds differ significantly (Lindsay ct al. 2002), abundance of green frogs is substantially
lower {Woodford and Meyer 2003), and vegetation structure and composition in riparian and
littoral zones differ profoundly (Elias and Meyer 2003) between high- and low- residential
development lakes. In addition, certain piscivorous birds such as the commeon loon (Gavia
immer), and osprey (Pandion haliactus) avoid kskes with o high level of human dismurbance
{(Newbrey ¢t al. 200%). Furthermore, high-development lake shorelines have less course woody
habitat (Christensen ¢7 af. 1996, Etias and Mcyer 2003, Marburg et al. 2006} and aquatic
vegetation (Radomsld and Goeman 2001) which reduces habitat for waterfow| and fish (Moyle
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and Hotchkiss 1945, Jennings ot al. 1999) and decreases fish growth rates and population size
(Schindler et al. 2000, Sass 2004,

Lindscy ef af. (2002) paired high-development lakes with low-desclopment lakes of
simudar physical characteristics and performed point-counts around the perimeter of each lake o
assess bird community structure. Their results revealed several species and some resource guilds
were more abundant in one lake development type or the other
(Figure 2). Ground nesting and imsectivorous hirds were more common on low development
lakes. On high-development lakes seed-eating and deciduous-tree nesting birds were more
abundant (Limdscy er al. 2002).

Figure 2. Comparison of avian species composition (Lindsey ef al. 2002)
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Scveral species that are histed in LS, Fish & Wildlite Service Region 3 Resource
Conservation Prioritics {2002) appear to be more abundant around Jow-developmen

lakes (‘Fahle F; Robertsen and Flood 1980, Clarke ef of. 1983, Moors 1993, Mever vt af
1997). The regional and local dechine of these specics has potential ecological eftects,

For example, the loss of inseciivarous birds can have a profound elfect on woody plant
production (Sipura 1999} and may relate to the subsiantial increase indefoliating insects in
Wisconsin (WDXNR 2004).

Table 1. USFWS Reglon 3 species of comservation priority, which are associated
with low-development lakes in aorthern Wheconsln (Meyer 7 o 1997, Lindsey er ol
2002, Newbrey #f ai. 2005, Meyer 2006),

i Commep Names | Species Forsging | Diel | Nesting |

: Black-throated Blue Vermivora pinus Hover glean Insect | Shrub !

L Warbler .

lLannda Warbler WiHsonig conodensts | Hover glean Insect | Ground
Common Loon (ravia immer Surface diver Fish | Grourd
Connecticut Warbler | Oporonis agilis Ground Glean | Insect ] Shrub
Golden-winged Warbler | Vermlvora Foliege Glean | Insect | Ground

chrysopiera _ ;
Osprey . ____ . 1Plondionhalioesus | Highdive =~ Fish | Deciduous

Recognition of the indirect mfluence of ripanan residential development has spurred
investigations ammed at understandmg which features of develspment are responsible tor
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— altering breeding bird abundance. In a study of residential development along forested
shorelines on Lake Superior, Manarolla and Flaspohler (in review) found that development-
related changes in vegetation were responsible for dramatic differences in breeding density
for at least seven bird specics. Greater vegetation diversity and structure increase bird
abundance and spccics richness (Niemi and Hanowski 1984, Probst ef «f. 1992, Patterson and
Best 1996). The reduction of sub-canopy and shrub layer coverage on high-development
lakes (Clarke or ¢f. 1983, Elias and Meyer 2003) plus increascd predation and human
disturbance likely contributes to the scarcity of eround nesting and insectivorous birds on
high-development lakes in northern Wisconsin {Schmidt and Whelan 1998) (Tabic 2).

Table 2: Bird species which may be negatively lafluenced by shoreline
development (Meyer et al 1997, Lindsey ef ol 2002),

Common Names Species Forsgiag Diet | Nesting
American Redstan Setophaga nuticfife | Ground glean | insect | Deciduous
Black-and - White Mniotilta varia Bark glean Insect | Ground
Warbler _
Biack-throated Blue Vermivora pinxs Hover glean insect | Shrub
Warbler
Black-throated Green | Dendroica virens Foliage glean | Insect | Conifer
Warbler
Blackburian Warbler | Dendroica fusca Foliage glean | Insect | Conifer
Brown Creeper Certhia americana Bark glean Insect | Conifer
Canada Warbler Wilsoria canaderwis | Hover glean Insect | Ground
Chestnut-sided Dendroica Foliage glean | Insect | Shrub
Warbler pensylvanica
- | Common Loon Gavia immer Surface diver | Fish | Ground

Common Yellowthroat | Geothlypis trichas Foliage glean | Insect | Shrub
Connecticut Warbler | Oporonir agilis Ground glean | Insect | Shrub
Golden-winged Vermivora Foliage Glean | lmaect { Ground

| Warbler chrpoptera
Hermit Thrush Catharus guttatus Ground glean | Insect | Ground

| Magnolia Warbler Dendrotica magnolia | Hover glean Insect | Conifer
Mallard Anas platyrhynchas Dabbles Seeds | Ground
Nashville Warbler Vermivora ruficapilia | Foliage glesn | Insect | Ground
Nothemn Parula Parulg americona Foliage glean [ Insect | Deciduous
Ovenbird Seiurus aurocapitlus | Ground glean | Insect | Ground
Pileated Woodpecker | Dryocupus piltarus | Bark glean Ingect | Snag
Pine Warbler Dendrocia pinus Bark glean Insect | Conifer
Rose-breasted Pheucitcus Foliage glean | Insect | Deciduous
Grosbesk Iudovicianus

| Scarlet Tanager Piraga olivacea Hover glean Insect | Deciduous
Solitary Vireo Fireo Solitarius Foliage glean | Insect | Conifer
Song Spamow | Melospiza mefodia Grownd glean | Insect | Ground
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Swainson’s Thrush “Catharus ustwlotus | Ground glean | Insect | Shrub_

_Tennessee Warbler Vernivora peregrina | Faliage glean | Insect | Ground

Tree Swallow Tachycinela bicelor | Aerial forage Insect | Snag

Veery Catharus fuscescens | Ground glean Insect | Ground

Warbling Vireo Vireo gifvus Foliage glean | Insect | Deciduous |

White-throated Zonoricia albicollis | Ground glean | Insect | Ground

Sparrow 1

Winter Wren Troglodytes Ground glean | Insect | Snag
roglodyies

Yellow Warbler Dendroica petechia | Foliage glean | Insect | Shrub

Yellow-bellied Sphyrapicus varius Bark glean Insect | Deciduous

Sapsucker

Yellow-numped Dendroica Coronata | Foliage glean | Insect | Conifer

Warbler

Yellow-throated Vireo | Vireo flavifrons Foliage glean | Insect | Deciduous

Several siudies throughout North America have revealed an increased in
mesopredators (e.g. raccoon (Procvon fotor), stiped skunk M ephriis mephitisy and teral cats
{Fedis catusy) with increasing housing development and habita fragmuentation
(Oehler and Litvaitis 1996, Crooks and Soule 1999, Crooks 2007), Mesopredators are medium-
sized predators. adult males weighing between one and 13 kilograms (Buskirk
1999). In addition, housing development displaces higher trophie level carnivores. which may
control mesopredator populations or result 10 a "mesopredator release™ (Crooks and
Soule 1999, Schmidt 2003). A mosopredator release involves the release or increased density of
a consumer species usually tollowing a decline in predation by species at higher trophic levels.
The inereased abundance of mesopredators 15 experienced by species in the next trophic lower
level in the tonm ol ngher predation rates, which in turn can cause prey populations to deeline
and can potentially alter community structure
{Terborgh et al. 1999} Certain mesopredators adapt well to human development (Hecho and
Nickerson 1999, Prange et al. 2004) and prey heavily on nests ol wetland and songbirds,
waterfowl and raptors (Johnson ctal. 1989) Sargent, AB. ctal. 1923, Schiidt 2003, McCann et
al 2005). Certann avian species that nest on or near lake shores are currently in dechne, which
may be do o an increase in mesopredators (Lindsey ef of
2002, Furthermore. historically these mesopredators were not common to northern
Wisconsin {Jackson 1961) and recently have emerged in abundance with bumian developnwent.

Among the mesopredators, the raccoon has probably benetited the most due 1o high
human development on Takeshores. Raccoons have the most diverse diets of any camn ore,
which has been important in their success in human dominated Eandscapes
(Gichrt 2004). Raccoons readihy exploit human garbage, pet food, and other food resources
related to human achivities (Gehrt 2004, Prange ef af. 2004). The raccoons chmbing abitity
alows 1t to aceess garbage cons, dumpsters, and bird feeders, w ich are common i resadential
developments. This artificial tood resource has had positive aftects on raccoon demographics
throughout its range (Hoffman and Gotschang 1977,

Prange e7 o/ 2003, 2004). Racvoons often lose 50% of thair body mass over winter

(Mech er ol 1968). but in suburban arcas raccoons may lose only 10%y (Riley ¢f «f,

1998). [1 is well docuniented that raccoon densities are tgher 1 urban and suburban areas
(Hotfman and Gotschang 1977, Broadloot er of. 2001, Prange < of 2003). Prange or of (200:4)
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— reported raccoons having relatively small home ranges in urban and suburban environments 1n
contrast 1o rural arcas, which was due to the abundance of artificial food resources. In addition,
seasonal changes home ranges size were least pronounced at the suburban arca (Prange e ol
2004). Funthermore, Hoffman and Gottschang (1977) documented that raccoons use lincar travel
routes going to and from leeding arcas and home range averaged 5.5 times as long as wide,
suggesting that high popuation densities and abundant food resources are the cause of small
lingar home ranges.

Contlusion:

[t is well documented the effects housing development has on luke ccosystems,
Theretore, 1 uree UPPCO to reconsider the current development plan on Bond Falls and other
projects in the region. 1 belicve that UPPCO and private citizens has a responsibility to protect
and preserve our nateral resources. The time has come when corporate entities, developers,
governnent agencics and private citizens' work together to manage our dwindling resources.

Sincerely,

Dan 1 laskell

P.0. Box 58Y

South Range, M1 49963

Response: Opinions noted. UPPCQ is not proposing any development within the FERC project
boundury. Therefore, the literature cited is not applicable to this proposal.

Att. 72: Nancy Warren, Spokesperson — Upper Peninsula Public Access
Coalition

‘The Upper Peninsula Public Access Coalition
PO Box 102
Ewen, MI 49925
www,uppac.com
May 19,2007

Upper Peninsula Power Company
PO Box 130
Houghton, M1 49931
Attention: Janct Wolfe

Re: Dratt SMP Comments P-1864, P-2402, P-10856, P- 10854, P-2506
Dear Ms Wolfe:
Upper Peninsula Public Access Coalition (UPPAC) is a “coalition” of concerned citizens,

The common thread that connects us all is our enjoyment and concern lor the lakes, streams.,
rivers and woodlands in Michigan's Upper Peminsula.
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To date, we have garnered support from over 1760 individuals who believe FERC should torce
LPPCO to follow the Scetion 5.1 Handbook process and order the preparation ol a new
environmental impact study. We believe FERC should not approve any convevances until a new
EIS has been prepared and shared with the public because the planned sale and residential
development of adjaceru LPPCO lands were never disclosed 1o the public during the relicensing
Process.

We behieve it is critical that all citizens be allowed the opportunity to participate at cach level of
the process involving the planned uses for the public waterways and project lands surrounding
the flowages at Bond, Victoria. Prickett. AuTrain, Cataract and Boney Falls,

As stakeholders. UPPAC fought tor a Shoreline Management Plan. We believed one of the most
basic goals for development of the plan was for the licensee (LIPPCO) to bring togetier all
mierested parties for open discussion, UPPCO made public promiscs they would, but like many
other promises, LPPCO fell wrribly short.

b Public Meetings
Throughout this process, UPPCO WPS held several “informational™ meetings. However, their
many “rules” linuted public participation:
. Questions had to be in writing
- Only guestions related to the topic being discussed that night could be
submitted
No other tapics could be raised
Anvihing written had to be in the form of a question (no comments were
allowed)
No matier how poorls the question was “answered”, no tullow-up questions
were permiteed

Duce to the limited tme VPPCO permitted, very few questions were read. For those that were,
L PPCO representatives often vither partially answered 1t or missed the point altogether and
failed to answer 1t at all. One just has to [ook at attachments 69 and 70 of the Dratt SMP to read
the number of questions’commuents submitted cither at the meetings or via cmail {some of the
questions‘comments are even cut ofl) that still have not been addressed by UPPCOY

Response: LUPPCO has answered ofl the questions that were silaniteed at meetings, via ematl,
lener correspandence or o the UPPCO website. (see consuliation records for respective
praofecis).

The AuTrain public mecting was held 4.3-07 despite a prediction ot 8-11 inches of snow amd
dense fog slong the Lake Supenior Shoreline keeping many people away.

The mecting for Boney and Cataract was held 474,07, even though more than a foot of snow fell
dunng the day, with winds gusting to 50 mph, closing many roads and cancehing flights. Flere is
an excerpt from the 4507 edition of the Mining Joumal:
MARQUETTE  High wind iy andd record snowfoll made the wioa of sprove in Aped a lav-off Jrcae for
Mewguetie Counn vestdonts
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The National Weather Service in Negaunee Township measared 24 inches of snowfaoll Wednesday.,
Dreaking a 1974 record of 12 inches. Metcorologist krson AMumbaugh ulso said the snowfall total was the
sccemed furgest 24 hour edal i te office’™s hisiory

W were shacked that UPPCO held these two public meetings despite record breaking severe
weather. If UPPCO was truly sincere about receiy ing public input, they would have rescheduled
each ol them.

Response: UPPCO staff was present at the mecting and did travel 1o attend the meeting,. (€ Mher
individuals were able to attend the meeting. GPICO did not receive any requests (other thun
this vne) for a replacement meeting.  Thercfore, none was scheduled.

Focus Groups

UPPCO has now presemed their Shoreline Management Plan stating it is the result of
“consubtation™ and “collaboration™ with local government officials, agencics, and members of
the public, including two specially formed focus groups. Consultation implics there were
discussions among tocus group members and with UPPCO. Atiempts by any member to initiate
a discussion were not tolerated. UPPCO never sought consensus and it was made ¢lear that the
focus groups would not have any role establishing goals or objectives for the Shoreline
Management PMlan.

Similar to the public mectings. the Focus Groups also had a strict set of rules that restricted
participation:
bt At the beginning of cach meeting, we were permitted to make a statement.

No one was allowed to ask any questions during the UPPCO presentations.
Following the presentations, cach member was given a chance to make another
statement or ask a question. On rare occasions, and if ume allowed, we were
permitied a follow-up question,
The public was not allowed to obscrve the meeting
Reporters were not allowed
We were not permitted to record any meeting.

Atthe 5:2/06 public “informational” mecting, the public was told that the Shoreline
Management Plan “will address concems.” Yet. focus group members were never allowed to
discuss many of our concerns. Those that were mentioned, such as the impact unbumed fucl/fuel
spills would have on water quality, were not addressed. The numerous comments regarding
private docks and the negattve impact they will have on shorcline acsthetics and the traditional
uses of the flowages were ignored and some of these comments were not recorded in UPPCO’s
official minutes. UPPCO even led local government representatives to believe their concerns
over privaie docks didn 't matter (unless they supported them) because the final decision rested
with The FERC.

LIPPAC suggested separate Tocus groups be formed for each of the flowages or least each
project. Lo accommodate more public participation; UPPCO refused. We asked for a team of
“techiical advisors™ such as biologists, wildlife managers and other experts who could be
available at mectings to answer our questions: UPPCO retused. It became clear from the



Unofficial FERC-Generated PDF of 20071205-0147 Received by FERC OSEC 11/29/2007 in Docket#: P-10854-000

beginning that UPPCO was merely going through the motions bt not the process by hosting
focus group meetings. UPPCO was just not interested in any input that opposed their plans to
cunvey private uses of the project Tands to Naterra,

Following complaints about the composition and rules for the tocus group, GPPCO jssued a
letter to focus group members dated 6/13/06 that stated “If vou continue to attend, we consider it
an acceplance of the mecting structure and guidelines in this lenwer.”

In other words, take it or leave .

Section 6.7 of the SMP indicates the majority of the planned enhancements are the result of
“consultation” with members of the focus groups. This is simply ot true. Most were “planted™
ideas, inttiated by UPPCO representatives at the tocus group mectings. UPPCO representatives
even met privately with selective focus group members at other tinmwes and locations to barter
support for their “enhancements™ and private conveyances to Nalerra,

Response: 4l conswlrarion with reference to the SMPs was conducted to gain inpret and ideas

F from thase groups and agencics interested in the projects and the SMP plamnng process.
Consensus on the complicated issues presented in the SMPs was not a goal of the focus group
meetings. However, many of the ideas that were expressed durimg agency consuluation and focres
group mectings ave been incorparated into the SMPs.

L-PPAC requested @ meeting devoted soiely 1o the licenses and hoped tor 2 meaningful dialogue.
LPPAC anticipated a meaningtul dialogue. We were hopeful that the proposed uses for the
project tands would be compared 10 cach license and associated plans, Instead, at the 6 22 06
meetmg the focus group was wld this was not our role.

UPPCO representatives read selective sections from the license while we were expected 1o sit
and bisten. Those of us who read the license were frusirated becuuse we were not allowed o
yuestuon LPPCO or discuss the numerous inconsistencies. For example:

Prickett

A key clement of the Prickett license, Article 414, was never even mentioned al the tocus group
meetings and was not posted to the UPPCQO website untl] UPPAC brought it te their atiention in
late March 2007, We believe this was a critical omission as this article refers to the shoreline
buffer zone as an arca where there should be a “no tree cutting 2one.”™ Although UPPCO
substtuted the wording in the T and Use and Recreation

Management Plan to read oo timber harvesting™. no one anticipated a nkjor development or
that “enhanced™ view corridors would be planned. When asked, UPPCO responded that they
interpreted “no timber harvesting™ 1o mean, “'no commercial harvesting”™. The intent of Article
414 s clear  no tree cutting: the license would have stated no commercial harvesting had that
been the infent.

LIPPC(r 1s proposing the remoyal of brush (including young saphngs) tess than 2 inches in
diameter for pedestiian paths and viewing corridors. It is our position that viewing corridors
should not be permitied without a heense amendment request with impacts addressed as part of
an environmental impiet study,
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- Response: Opinions noted. The Article 414 Comprehensive Land Management Plan staies that
the plan is a forest management plan that includes a variety of timber management techniguies
for project lands, inchading aesthetic and harvest management techniques. The objectives of the
plan are 1o manage timber resources in the buffer zone using aesthetic Management praclices.
UPPCO proposes to amend this plan (through implementation of the SMP} o prohibit all timber
harvesting practices, including aesthetic management techniques, on all project lands.

Au Tram

Appendix D (Private Land Use Guidelines, applying to corporate lands} of the

Comprehensive Land Management Plan, approved May 1999, states *4.2 Unauthorized Private
uses of Hydro Lunds  private docks and shoreline use.™

‘The intent of the approved CLMP is clear, there will be no private docks or use of the shoreline
at AuTrain.

Response: We agree the CLMP is clear. There will be no “unauthorized” docks or use of the
project shoreline, This wilf not change with implementation of the SMP.

Cataract

The Comprchensive Land Management Plan and Wildlife Plan, approved by the FERC in

1999, called for acsthetic management “uesthetic manapement is applicd to arcas that have

unique qualities that require mote restricted management policies or prescriptions.

Such areas include but are not limited to 200 ft shorcline buffer zones...due to the importance of
- the areas within the 200 ft of shoreline. any management within the 200 ft zone will he

conducted only atter consulation with MDNR.™

Among the objectives stated was "GPPCO's goal is to work in partnership with nature through
proper management of the project lands for optimum enhancement.” However,
Goal 6 of the draft SMP is to "minimize impacts 1o the acsthetic quality of the shoreline.”

T'he approved Wildlife Plan also states "the relatively undisturbed condition of the property
within the project boundary provides for excellent wildlife habitat... land management activitics
will incorporate wildlife management techniques to enhance wildlife populations.” However, the
dratt SMP, Goal 8, states to "avoid or minimize impacts to sensitive wildlife species.™

The approved Wildlife Plan further states "Shoreline buffer zones and environmentally sensitive
arcas are treated different from other arcas. All shoreline buffer zones are 200 ft wide and
aesthetic management techniques are the only management activities altowed in these arcas.
Active vegetative management can take place within this 200 {t zone if approved by all partics
(licensee. USFWS. MDNR)”. The draft SMP allows for "enhanced” view arcas. This is a direct
contradiction to the management concepts described in the license’s wildlife management plan.
LPPC{WPS wants us and the

FERC to believe their draft SMP is consistent with the approved license and plans. They are not
even close.
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Response: The CLMP for the Cuataract Praoject cuvrenth allovi aesthetic management timber
harvesting within the 200 foot buffer zone around the impotndment, Through implementation of
the SMP. UPPCO proposes to prohibit all timber harvesting practices, including aesthetic
menagentent techmigues, on alf project fands.

BBond

The reercation plan submitted by UPPCO and approved by FERC stated “In order to obtain old
growth characteristics along the shorelines of project reservoirs as desceribed in the Bufter Zone
Plan, to enhance loon nesting potential as described in the Wildlife and

[.and Management Plan, and to provide more 1solated habitat for waterfowl and threatened
specics, UPPPCO praposes 1o develop two designated camp site ocations near tie bout launches
of the Bond Falls Reservaoir, one on the cast side and one on the weat side of the reservoir,

UPPCO lead vs to believe elimmation of the dispersed campsites was for environmental reasons,
while in reality; they were planning for an extensive land sale 1o a major developer. It was not
until after UPPCO obtained FIERC approval for consobidation ot the dispersed campgrounds

i (November 2005} that they unveiled their plans to sell their non-project lands to Naterra and to
convey casements for trails and pnvate piers and docks to the new lot owners,

Now that the true reasons have been revealed, the entire campground configuration shoukd be re-
cvaluated as part of this process.

The Recreation Plan approved by FERC allowed for:
A canoe take out area with directional signage to Agate Falls tor canoc launching
apportunitics
A hard surface beat Taunch at Barclay boat lunding
A skid pier at Barclay boat landing
“Improvements to parking at Barclay Boal landing

Now. LPPCO states these enhancements for the public will be done WITHIN TWO YEARS OF
PLACEMENT OF THE FIRST DOCK for Naterra™s lot owners or 20110,

This is just another ploy by LPPCO 10 mislead the public: I you support the privae docks:
UPPCO will “give™ you a canoc take-out while in reabity, these receeational enhancements are
requircd by the hicense,

Nearly all the other public recreanonal enhancements need approval by FERC or consultation
with agencies but UPPCO says they are now contingent upon the Hirst private dock being placed
on the propect lands. These additional enhancements are merely a manipulatve wol by UPPCO,
hoping to buy suppont tor Naterria®s private docks on the project tands.

Response: [n response to comments, UPPCQ has revised the SMPs For the purpases of
developing a schedide for recreational develapment UPPCO D concentrated on providing
amentiies to existing formal pubhic recreation facilicios in order 1o upgrade wd make the
existing facilitios more wser fricadiv and aceessible,
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Individuals who did not read the license were given the impression that the proposed planned
non-project uses of the project lands were in compliance.

Gieneral Comments Regarding the Dralt Shoreline Management Plan

We helieve UPPCO has a responsibility to ensure that shoreling development activities tha
oceur within project boundarics are consistent with the intent of the FERC approved license(s)
and associated management plans.

According to FERC guidelines, a Shoreline Management Plan (SMP) is a comprehensive plan to
manage the multiple resources and vses of the project shorehines in a manner that 1s consistent
with license requirements and project purposes, and addresses the needs of the public. However,
UPPCO has stated the purpose of the SMP is “managing and mitigating the impacts of
anticipated development of non-project lands so as 1o complement or have neutral effects on
those natural resources.™ UPPCO fails to mention compliance with the license requirements.

Response: LPPCO has gone to considerable effort to produce SMPs that protect and enhance
the project’s natural resources and the project’s primary function, the production of electricity,
while providing public recreational enhancements and directing, managing and mitigating the
impacts of anticipated development of non-profect lands so as to complement or have nettral
effects on those naturdal resources. The non-project uses of the projects lands addressed in the
SMPx include paths, trails, recreation enhancements, and dock structures. These uses are
consistent with achieving an appropriaic balance hetween development, public and private
recreation und the preservation of important nateral, environmental, or cultural features of the
profect lands and waters.

Development of public and private docks, recreational development, access roads. and
telophone, gas. electric wtility distribution lines, cte. were anticiputed during the reflicensing
process. To address the additional uses, FERC included a Standard Land Use article in each
license. UPPCQO designed cach of the SMPs to be consistent with, and in many instances lo

Jurther, the goals and ohiectives of the overall requirements of the project’s license. In some

instances, appraval of the SMP as it is proposed witl constitute amendments to the existing
approved plans. Compliance with license requirements is clearly addressed in Section 6 of cach
respective SMP.

The Upper Peninsula Public Access Coalition opposes all private individual and cluster docks at
alt six Upper Peninsula flowages. We do not support “pedestnan paths™ or “enhanced™ view
corridors. We believe these uses to be in conflict with the current licenses and/or management
plans for the flowages. The project shorelines are undeveloped with little human disturbance.
The proposed uses will degrade not only the acsthetic values of the shorelines, but will also
ncgatively impact wildlife and waterfowl habitat

Response: See response above.
The Draft SMP suggests that our communities can expect an cconomic windfall if the proposed

private docks arc allowed. The analysis presented by UPPCO is purcly speculative without
information about the cost of road maintenance, police. police, fire and other services. UPPAC is

P-10854-000
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once again asking that UPPCO and Naterra fund an independent cost ot scrvice study to support
(or challenge) their claims.

LUPPCO would like the public to believe thorough environmentad assessments were done.

They even clmmed at the 570206 public meeting that they consider “its environmental study to
be cquivalent in scope to an Fovironmental Impact Statement.”™ We disagree.

The assessments done by EPRO were merely an overview of seme of the reservoir features.
They were poorly prepared, omitted vital information and provided only a snapshot of the natural
features of these flowages. When EPRO was asked at a public meeting why the assessments did
not address the impacts CPPCOYs proposals will have on the project lands, they responded they
were not hired to address the impacts.

Response: {1 is important to note that P PCO did not refy soleiv on the envirommemal reports
i iselation of the volumes of reereation and environmenral information that were collected
during relicensing and informuation obtained through consudtaton with the general public umd
FUSOUPCY (deenCies,

L PPCO now states “Until such time when development proposils at cach of the impoundments
are put forth, 1t 15 not possible to assess the potential resource impacts on project lands and
waters.” We believe all of UPPCO’s and Naterra™s development plans should first be put torth.
Then. the potential resource impacts on the project lands and waters can be made known through
a FERC ordered Lnvironmental Impact Stady tollowed by a public comiment period.

Response: FEach SMP includes a compreliensive anafvsis of envirommental impacts anticipated
to vcvar av a result of implementation of the SMP. UPPCO atifized sumerows FERC nrders
approving SMPs and non-projeci use of project lands as the temptate for the envivonmental
impact anclvsiy,

Given the way focus group and public “informational™ mectings were conducted. it is no surprise
that the Dralt SMP retlects evervthing LPPCO had originally proposed in their NELA of
December 2005 with one exception. UPPCO did remove the ban an public fishing withan 100 1
of Naterra's private docks. In viruatly every other way. this Draft

SMP s a direct reflection of LI'PCO’s anginal goal: private bon <lips for every Naterra ot
OWner.

Response: {n response fo conments from agoencies and the prbdic, EPPCO has revived the
SMPs 1o, amuong other stems. ehiminate the installation of nndercvound electric wiringe, the
instedlation of permancent dock lighting. and the installation of bowt tifls. Additienatly. the final
SMPs have been revised to reflect a reduction in the total rumber of proposed boat shps.

Summary

The Draft Shoreline Management Plans are inadequate. None address the cimulative nipacts the
proposcd sale and development of the non-project Tands will have on the project lands ineluding
water quality, wildhite habitat and the aesthetic value. The proposed non-project uses of the
project lands are not consistent with the heense and will significantly diminish public aceess and
recreational use ot the shoreline and project waters,
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- We will continue to urge the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission to order a new
comprehensive Environmental Impact Study tor cach of the flowages, along with public hearings
followed by a public comment period, prior to the approval of any conveyances on the project
lands.

Response: We believe the non-project uses are consistent with achieving an appropriate halance
between development, public and private recreation and the preservation of important nainral,
environmental, or cultieral features of the project lands and waters.

Thank you for the opportunity to comnent.

Sincerely,

(filed clectronically wath LPPCO)
Nancy Warren, Spokesperson

Upper Peninsula Public Access Coaliion
Copy to FERC

Att. 73: Karen Tischler
19 May 2007

Janet Wolle
- Communications Manager
Upper Peninsula Power Company
P.O. Box 130
Houghton, MI 49931-0130

RE: Comments on the drafl Shoreline Management Plans for proposed developments on Bond
Falls. Victoria, Prickctt, AuTrain, Boney Falls, and Cataract Reservoirs (FERC hydroelectric
projects numbers P-1864, >-2402, P-10956, P-2506, P-10854)

Dear Ms. Wolfe:

Thank vou for the opportunity to comment on the draft Shoreline Management Plans (SMPs) for
cach of the FERC-regulated reservoirs listed above.

The Standard Land Use Article (Article 420) of the current license agreements between FERC
and UPPCO allows UPPCO to grant permission for some uses of project tands on the reservours,
but anly for those uses that are “consistent with the purposes of protecting and enhancing the
scenic, recreational, and other environmental values of the project.” 1 will make reference to
this statement in these comments 10 demonsirate how | believe the actions proposed in the SMPs
for these reservoirs are inconsistent with the spint of the FERC license agreements with UPPCO.

We in the western Upper Peninsula are fortunate to have abundant public lands which proteet
natural resources and provide recreational opportunitics. LPPCO’s own commissioned
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“Assessment of the Recreation, Wildhite, Loon, and Acsthetie Resources™ (prepared by E.PRO in
20063 states that A defining churacter of UP lakes in general i~ their remote, undeveloped
feel”. However, with the increasing value of waterfroml properiy, fewer and tewer shorelines
retain this wild feel - even with the boundaries of large tracts of public land. such as the Ontawa
National Forest, much of the lakeshore is privately-owned and developed. Since the function of
these project tands has primarily been to generate electricity, and secondarily to fulfill the
associated federal licensing requirements, these reservoirs have in fact been maintained as wild
landscapes with imited development, providing ample habitat for wildlife and recreational
opportumties,

As evidence of the ligh value the public places on nawral and scemice Tandscapes, [reter o the
same LPPCO-commissioned report cited above, in which surves ed users ranked the “nataral
character”™ of these reservoirs as the most important factor why people choose 1o use them for
recreation. Furthermore, users also valued remote lukes, undes cloped shorelines. ample wildlife
viewing opportumtics, sceing few people and a dark night sky more than they valued developed
campgrounds. Why then is UPPCO proposing additional campzround developmient and new

' public docks as concessions for developing the lake for private merests, and couching these
concessions as “recrcational enhancements”™ when your own surs ey suggests these are not among
the things that the public would identify as “enhancements™ on these particular reservaoirs?

[ beheve the developments LPPCO proposes in the SMDPs to remove stumps ¢(on Pricketty and
add viewing arcas, access paths, docks, and dock lighting in FERC-regulated project arcas will
degrade rather than protect and enhance the seenie, reercational and eny ironmental vatues local
(such as mysel) and ournist users seek at these sites.

[ am particularly concerned that proposed actions in the SMP for Prickett Lake will have a
dehitarious impact on both the environmentat and acsthetic integnity of this site. The E-PRO)
report states that the topography surrounding Prickett Lake “is nuteworthy for the Lpper
Peninsula™ and that “this quality )s enhanced by long-distance views {rorn the southeastern
subunits of Silver Mountain™ {Secuon 3-9). Adding the proposcd tranls (and statrs), docks and
ights would sigmificantly alter the association, appearance and fecl of this landscape.
Addiionally. as [ understand., the arca just below the Prickeu Dam supports one of, and perhaps
the only remaining, free-ranging. self-sustaining population of 1.ake Sturgeon i the Great Lakes
Busin. While the SMP does concede that stump removal and dock additions would likely cause
temporary increases i turbidity . the plan in no wav evaluates the potential long-term impacts of
these activities on dewnstream Lake Sturgeon. [ believe any achons which could jeopardize the
health of this poputation would violate the FERC license agrecinent.

Iurge UPPCO to not only uphold the wrms of exasting licensing agrecments with FERC on these
hvdroeleciric preject reservorrs, but alse 10 be o leader in land siewardship by considering
partnerships with conservation buyvers on pon-project lands rather than development interests.

I recommend Prickett Lake as anideal place to practice the type of land stewardship, Protecting
this arca would be a great comrshution 10 the communitics vou serve in the Upper Peminsula and
would go far in improy ing your commitment 10 being an environmentally sensitive company.,
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A I hope vou take these comments and concems into consideration.
Smncerely,

Karen Tischler
49820 L.imerick Rd.
Hancock, M1 49930

Ce: FERC, Congressman Bart Stupak, Senator Carl Levin, Senator Debbic Stabenow

Response: /n response to comments from agencies and the public, UPPCO has revised the
SMPs to, among other items, eliminate the instatlation of underground electric wiring, the
installation of permanent dock lighting, and the installation of boat lifts. Additionally, the final
SMPs have been revised to reflect a reduction in the total number of proposed boat slips. At the
Pricketr project. plans to remave stumps have also been eliminated,

Att. 74: Joseph Kaplan, Director — Common Coast Research & Conservation

20 May 2007

Janet Wolfe
Communications Manager
- Lpper Peninsula Power Company
P.O. Box 130
Houghton, MI 49931-0130

Subject: Comments on draft Shoreline Management Plans for Upper Peninsula hydroclectric
projects: Bond Falls (P-1864); Prickett (P-2402); Au Train (P-10856): Escanaba River Dam #4.
Boney Falls (P-2506); Cataract {(P-10854).

Dear Mx. Wolfc,

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the draft Shoreline Management Plans
(SMPs) for six reservoirs on which private devetopment and increased public use is being
proposcd by the Upper Peninsula Power Company (UPPCQ).

Qur organization is dedicated to the study and protection of common loons in Michigan. Our
biologists work closely with public agencics. corporations, and the private sector in an effort to
increase appreciation and understanding of this State-listed spectes. Our experience with loons
spans over fifteen years, and includes the monitoring of loon populations throughout the Upper
Peninsula, including the Ottawa National Forest, 1sle Royale National Park and Scney National
wildlife Refuge. The following comments will address aspects of the SMPs that have the
potential to influence the protection and enhancement of loons and locn habitat on these
TCSCIVOITS.
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We are concemed that the dratt SMPs do not convey a commitment Irom U PPCO to protect and
enhance conditions for nesting foons on these hydroelecine praject lands, and we wWdenuty this as
the major deficiency of the plans. We believe that the Assessme ot of the Recrearion, Wildlife,
Loon. and Aesthetic Resonrces on the reservoirs (completed by B PRO in 2006) provided
insufticient information for determining the appropriate number and placement ot docks and
tiuls 50 as w0 minimize impacts 1o breeding loons and their nesting habitat. Furthermore, we
believe that the current manapeiment of the project lands that allows tor widely uctuating water
levels to be the primary limiting tactor for the use of UPPCCY re~ervoirs by breeding loons,

Response: Operational impacis of the projects were addressed and resolvee with the Dsueanee
of new FERC licenses for the respective projects. Operational aspects are not germane (o this
proceeding. During the Au Train lcensing process, the decision was made that the mininsnm
Jonwe regriirements fwhich cause the reservoir to lower) was more benefictal to e envivonment
than the fluctuation of the water levels. However, GPPCO agrees to install und maintain one
foon nesting platform at the An Train Reservair in a location determined through consultation
with the appropriare resowrce agencies.

Our own cursory surveys of the Bond Falls, Au Train and Prickett reservoirs suggest that while
the number ot current loon ternitories on these reservoirs appears to he much lower than that
suggested by their overall size and their frequency of nesting habitat, there s considerable
potential w support additional loon tereitories by enhancing this babitat to accommaodate the
particular charactenstics of the impoundments. Specifically, the use of floating nest platforms
for Toons can be very effective on reservoirs that experience large fluctuations in water lovels
(e.g., Bond Falls and Au Train). We have suceessfully used this conservation tool 1n the western
Lpper Peninsula to mingate the loss of nesting habttat due to shoreline development, and nesting
platforms are in widespread use on FERC-regulated projects in New England (Evers 2004, p.
391 UPPCOs obligated by Article 414 of the relicensing agrecment on the Bond Falls Project
to place two such platforms on Bond Falls and one on the Victona Reservoir, However, at this
tme no platforms have been placed, nor has UPPCO assessed (e number of loon territories that
could feasibly be supporied on cach ol these reservoirs with the use of these plattorms, Until a
complete assessment of both exasting amd potential loon territories is undertaken, including an
cvaluation ot the most appropnate locanons in which 1o position potential plattorms, we helicve
that any proposed alterations to the impoundment shorelines or slands that will increase or
concentrate recreational wse of the reservoirs is premature. We believe that the impacts ot such
proposed actions on current and future loon use canmot yet be accurately evaluaed

Response: UPPCO is ot now nor should it he, reguived to wssess e number of foon
territaries that cordd he supported by the project impowundnrenis Through the recentiy
completed licensing process, the Commission determined the need to install and monitor the
stccess of pesting structures, UPPCO will report on the suceess of the nesting: stractires after
coniplete ugreement has been reached with the agencies on where to locare the siructures. The
resorrce agencies have initially recommended nwo locations for nesting platforms at Bond Folls
Roservaoir, UPPCO s in the process of finalizing the locations of these platforms aond will begin
instaflation shortly,
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“— We arc additionally concerned that UPPCO’s proposal o develop docks and trils adds a new
layer of complexity for maintaiming these water resources for loon production. Development and
recreation do not necessarily preclude suceesstul loon occupancy and productivity, but it is
widely cstablished that nesting loons can be disturbed by human recreation. Understanding the
impacts of this recreation on loon productivity is complex, and requires carctully designed site-
specific stratcgics 1o assure successful protection (Evers 2004). For example, loons nesting on
artificial platforms is high recreation arcas often need a buffer arca (created by tloating buoys) o
reduce disturhance. In our experienee, it takes a considerable comnutment to maintain and
menitor artificial nest platforms and buoys to assure successful use by loons, and an additional
invesiment of time and energy to educate the public regarding the appropriate buffer distances
required by these nesting pairs.

In light of these considerations, we offer the following recommendations to protect and ephance
loon populations on FERC-regulated Upper Peninsula impoundments. We urge UPPCO to
incorporate these reccommendations in the final SMPs.,

1) We recommend that UPPCO establish goals for the number of loon pairs to be maintained on
cach reservoir through the development of a long-term artificial nest platform and monitoring
program. Qur conservative estimates for the number of potential loon territories on the Bond
Falls, Prikett and Aulrain rescrveirs are:

a. Bond Falls: potential for 5-7 loon territorics (at least three currently exast)

b. Prickett: potential for 2 loon territories (no known territorics currently €xist)

¢.  AuTrain: potential for 5-6 loon territories (no known territories currently exist)

- These estimates are based upon surveys of the current conditions on these

waterbodies, and upon loon territorial densitics on a) ncarby reservorrs that experience more
natural water level fluctuations (1.e. Cisco Chain), and b) large natoral lakes systems at Isle
Royale National Park. We belicve that these estimates represent reasonable goals that can be
achicved within a five vear time frame, and we strongly encourage UPPCQ to adopt them
within them within the final SMPs.

2) We recommend that UPPCO devetop an artificial loon nesting platform and monitoring
program before taking measures to increase recreational opportunities on shoreline and island
areas through construction of docks, trails. and new campsites. Prior establishment of an
artiticial loon nesting platform and monitoring program would allow for a less disruptive
approach to the subsequent placement of any development infrastructure.

3) We recommend that the SMPs incorporate all potential loon nesting habiat (including
islands, wetlands and areas surrounding nest platform sites) into Conservation Arcas,
especially on reservoirs with maximum likelihood of supporting natural loon nesting sites
{i.e., those that are managed in a “run-of-river” mode and expenicnee limited water level
fluctuations). Specitically, on the Prickett Impoundment we recommend that aif shorcime to
the east of the islands at the south end of the lake be designated as a Conservation Area rather
than an Access Pathway Arca.
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4} As there is hittle evidence (published or anecdotal} that the propased no-wake zones outlined
in the SMP will be effective in protecting nesting loons, we recommend removal of no-wake
zones from the final SMPs it they were included for the benefit of loons.

5) We recommend LiPPCCO evaluate the potential impact of proposed increases in recreational
use on nesting loons and modify the Development and Recreational Ephancement Proposals
of the SMPs accordingly.

We hope you find these comments useful. We offer our expertise to vou as LPPCO considers
mcasures to protect and enhance loon usage of its Upper Peninsula reservoirs.

Sincerely,

Joseph Kaplan
Dircetor, Common Coast Research & Conservation

Ce: FERC, USFWS, LSEFS, MDNR

Literature cited: Evers, D.C. 2004, Status assessment and conservation plan {or the Commaon
Loon {Genviar imener) in North Amenica, LS, Fish and Wildlife Service, Hadley, M AL

Response: UPPCO has weken jom habitat in consideration during the development of the SMPs
and the SMP classifications, including where recreational enhancernents would and wonld not
be located, Numerous areas armoid the respective impowndments swere eliminated for
constderation. This approach 1o classifving resources s consistemt with the divection provided
by Christiv Deloria (USFWS) During an agency meeting. Christie mdhcared that not all
potenttal loan habitat would need 1o he protected, even though foon habitat ©s considered
Tsensitive.

In general, literatire has showe that increased anan prossuee may effect foon nesting,
however, 1t has been docroncirtcd that some individual loons con acoctimate o human activine
over time, aid can rest successfuliv under moderate fevefs of Tnanan pressure tMefutvre and
Barr, 1997, [{eimberger vt al. 1Y83). The non-profect use of profect fands witl not be immediate
wnel ix anticipated t ocenr over o period of tea to fifteen vears. Increased human pressure may
alse come from a general increase in reereation use of the impoundments. AN potential habitars
necd not be protected especindly where no nesting pates of loons carremty exist. The focus
should be on actually wsed terrvaries. On impoundments that do nor currentiv have nesting
populations, an adequale amoton of prime nesting areas witl be protected for fuiere wse. The
SMPs analyzed the environmental impacts ussociated with proposed non-project use of project
fands and concluded that implementation af the SMP ix not expected 1o bave an impact on state
or federallyv-listed threatened or endangered species,

The SMPs will be an enforceable docament that will assure new threats from wnanticipated uses
at the time of licensing ave adeaiteh identified, evaluaiod, and addressed. Theretore, since
crirrent pluns do not resteict these nses, the plans do not veed wobe modified,
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— Att. 75: Nicole Pollack

3649 Bavou
West Bloomiield, M1 48323

20 May 2007

Janet Wolfe

Communications Manager

Upper Peninsula Power Company
P.O. Box 130

Houghton, MI 49931-0130

RE: Comments on draft Shoreline Management Plans for Upper Peninsula hydroclectric
projects: Bond Falls (P-1864); Prickett (I-2402); Au Train (P-10856), Lscanaba River Dam 74,
Bongey Falls (P-2500); Cataract (P-10854)

Dear Ms. Wolfe.

Thank you tor the oppoertunity to provide public comment on Upper Peninsula Power Company’s
(UPPC()) Shoreline Management Plans. UPPCO, a subsidiary of Integrys Encrgy Group, Inc.
(formally WPS Resources Corporation) contends they chose Naterra Land (formally Taylor
Investment Corporation and Four Season’s Reality) to develop land surrounding U.P. reservoirs
b because Naterra Land has a “tradition and commitment for quality projects that are harmonious
with the surrounding environment.” Unfortunatcly, Wisconsin circuit cour systetn
{hitp:““weca. wicourts gov) and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers records indicate this may oot
be the case, as Nattera Land is welt represented in the files of both (see information below). In
addition, there are several instances where Naterra Land has sucd local planning commissions
and/or conservation districts when these authorities have moved to control the scope of Naterra’s
development. It concerns me that several of the reservoir projects are in rural areas that may
have no protective zoning measures in place thus making them vulnerable o unscrupulous
developers (i.c. Houghton County's portion of Prickeit, FERC No. 2402),
Though UPPCO may view commentary on Naterra Land beyond the limited scope of the
Shoreline Management Plans [ believe it is important for UPPCO to clarify or defend Nattera’s
“track record” in regard to potential past violations such as those provided below, UPPCQO is on
record promoting Naterra |.and’s reputation as a conentious developer. | believe itis entical to
evaluate past probiems of UPPCQ’s development partner so that the character of the reservoirs in
guestion i not negatively impacted by UPPCO’s proposed plans to provide private docks on
FERC regulated flowages. What contingencies does UPPCO currently have in place with
Naterra 1.and regarding the development of docks on UPPCO Howages?

I would like to know why UPPCO contends Naterra is “the best of the best™ when it comes 1o
developers and, specifically, what US Army Corp of Engineers cases represent violations of
navigable waters, Furthermore, can UPPCO provide any other Federal or State agency records
concerning violations of protective statues by Naterra Land or its abiases (e.g. the Environmenial
Profection Agency or the State of Minncsota)? What measurcs can be put in place to avoid the
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kind of misunderstandings that fead to lawsuits between any porential developer and local
planning agencies?

Finaliy. UPPCO has sought the support of local governments wid school districts w support their
proposed Shoreline Management Plans on the premise that such development will lead to more
tax money lor schools and municipalities. Can UPPCQO provide any evidencee, such as a Cost of
Services Analysis. that can support the assumption that docks and wails will produce much need
tax revenue for these rural communities”? 1t seems that any increuse in tax revenue will most
certainly be oftset by the cost of developing and maintaining inlrastructure in such remote and
rural locations. | recommend UIPPCQO provide a summary in the SMP’s of what measures it has
taken to gn the support of tocal units of governments and what information was provided to
these decision making entities that was not shiored at the planned public mectings o discuss the
SMDP.

UPPCO’s proposed actions as ontlined 1n the SMPs have been the focus of a lot of concern by
the public, organizations, and resource agencies. [ do not agreee with UPPCO s approach of
separating project and non-project uses as at tries 1o seek approy al tor “improvements™ that are
necessary tor large-scale residenttal development around these :mpoundments. Changing the use
of these areas from predominately forestry to that of residential should not be taken lightly and |
strongly advocate that UPPCO deals with these concerns in a more thoughtul manner through
the development of an Environmental Assessment under Natienal Eovironmental Policy Act
requirements for ache of UPPCO's FERC-licensed facilities,

I appreciate your consideration of my concerns regarding HPPC O proposed Shoreline
Management Plans.

Sitcerely,
Nicole Pollack
{attachments  see Bond SMP Consult Record update 9-28-0M

Response: With public and ugcncy input, UPPCO has gone ta caonstderable effors to produee
SMPs thet prowet and enbeanee the project s natwral resolrces and the project’s priveary
SJunction, the production of clectricine, while providing public recreational enhancements and
directing, managing and mitigaring the impacts of anticipared devclopment of non-progect fands
s ax o complement or e neved effects on those natural vresonrces, Theanah implemcentation
of the SAIPs, UPPCO proposes to dramatically increase Conservation Lands at all of the
Projecis. prohibit commerciul ee harvesting and profibit vehicular access on manv existing
logging roads, Addiionallv, { PPCO has included a comprehonsive analvsis of enviconmental
imipacts anticipated to oconr as a residt of implementation of the SN in each of the respective
SHPs.
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- Att. 76: Barbara Morrison, County Clerk — Menominee County Board of

Commissioners
MENOMINEE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

WHEREAS, Upper Peninsula Power Company has unveiled Shoreline Management Plans for
project lands at its five hydroelectric projects (Numbers: 2402, 10854, 2506, 10856 and 1864)
located in numerous U.P counties; and,

WHERLEAS, the Shoreline Managenient Plans include proposals to protect the envirenment and
enhanee recreational opportunities for citizens at the flowages, as well as ensure that proposed
activitics arc consistent with the purposes of protecting and enhancing the scenic, recreational
and other environmental values of cach project; and,

WHLREAS, these draft plans were developed based on more than 14 months of input from state
and federal resource agencies, local government officials and the public. In addition, UPPCO
conducted tocus groups consisting of various stakcholders, including representatives from
county imd township boards, hunting and fishing intercsts, outdoor enthustasts and economic
devetopment. UPPCO also conducted public meetings and invited comments from citizens
concerning the plans. The company alse engaged the public over many months regarding plans
10 sell UPPCO private property at the five hydroclectrie projects; and,

WHEREAS, the flowages these Plans address will continue to be open for people 1o use
alongside numerous acres of U.P. acres already available to citizens; including state and federal
- lands such as the Hiawatha and Ottawa National Forests that are off limits to development; and.

WHEREAS, it is projected that any development resulting from the sale of property at the
projects will over Llime assist the U.P. construction trades industry, help local businesses and
grow local tax bases 10 the benefit of schools, as well as township and county units of
government and the programs and services they provide to citizens. Broadening the tax base in
U.P. countics is welcomed, recognizing the state's current financial status and economic outlook:
now therefore,

BE IT RESOIL.VED. that the Menomince County Board of Commissioners hereby approves this
resulution of support for the Plans with the expectation that UPPCO will continue working with
local units of government and other stakeholders as the process continues and directs that a copy
of this document be transmitted to U.P. Power Company and appropriate state and federal
officials.

Moved by Com. Berger seconded by Com. Furmanski

Ayes: S Nays: 0 Absent: None
I, Barbara Morrison, the duly qualificd and acting Clerk of Menominee County, do herchy
certify that the following resolution was adopted at a meeting of the county Board of
Commissioners held on May 21, 2007, is on file, has not bee amended, altcred or revoked; and
is in full force and cffect.

Response: Comments noitod.
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Att, 77:_Agency Comments .

August 21, 2007

Shawn Puszen

Upper Pemnsula Power Compiny
PO Box 19001

Green Bay, W1 54307-9002

RE:  Resource agency commenis on draft Shoreline Managemaent Plans (FERC Project
Numbers 1864, 10854, 1506, 2402, and 10856}

Dear Mr. Puzen:

Please tind enclosed combined comments from the Michigan Departraent of Natural Resources,
U.S. Forest Service Hiawatha and Ottawa national Forests, Natonal Park Scrvice, ULS. Fish and
Wildlife Service, Michigan Fydro Relicensing Coalition and Keweenaw Bay Indian community
(collectively referred [o as “Resource Agencies”™) on the draft Shoreline Management Plans
(SMPs) for Federal Energy Regulatory Commussion (FERC) hydroclectrie projects 1864, 10854,
2506, 2402, and 10856, These comments are provided by the Resouree Agencies in consultation
with Lpper Peninsula Power Company (UPPCQO) as part of the FERC Shoreline Management
Planming process. The overarching goal of the agencies in this process 1s to assure that any non-
project use of project lands doces not compromise the infegnty ot the beenses in place. All -
Resource Agencies are not involved in every project; therefore, we are providing Table |
(attached) w clanty ageney mvolvement,

Response: Conunent Noted

In summary, the SMPs identify various zones around each basin where different tvpes of non-
project and project uses would be allowed. Types of non-project use of project lands discussed
in the SMPs include instatlation of trails, access pathways. basim view corridors. public and
private boat docks, and other recreational enhancements. The classilication areas presented in
the SMPs were Project Operations, Conservation, Enhanced View, Pathway Access, and General
Use/Formal Recrcauon. Project Operanons arcas include those lands that are necessary for
clectrical generation or transmisston. According to the SMP, Conservation Areas were intended
10 be set aside to proteet important natural resource feawres and would allow tor development of
tratls. Some of the basing would also have enhanced view arcas where brosh and tree Timbs
could be removed to allow views from a residence to the water. Pathway Access areas allow
installation of pathways {or paths) from non-project lands through project lands thereby
facilitating access to docks. The installation of buried clectrical lines tor dock highung is also
proposcd in the Pathway Access areas.
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- General UserFormal Recrcation Areas would altow dock placement, construction of paths and
roads. cutting of enhanced view arcas, and construction of recreational facilities. The SMPs
sugges! that increased public use of these basins is anticipated as a result of implementauon of
those non-project related activitics.

Respoense; Public use of these basins is expected to occur, with or without UPPCOs
implememation of the SMPs. Regional growth over the next ten to fifieen years is expecied to
increase recreation use of the Bond Falls project due to the casy accessibility of project waters
and the increasing inuccessibility of the National Forest Lands which is exhibited in the Ottawa
National Forest 2006 Forest Plun Revision. The project license already requires improvements
fo profect recreation facilities to address existing and future use. These improvements will
inherently increase recreation use of the project.

We appreciate the close communication between the Resource Agencics and UPPCO during the
development of the SMPs. Much of this communication is evidenced in the SMPs Appendix A:
Record of Agency and Public Collaboration, although several documents were not included
which provide important information on the consultation process; these documents should be
included in the final SMPs (see Appendix for missing documents). Some of the language in the
SMPs, however, suggests thal the documents were created in collaboratien with the Resource
Agencics. We believe this language overstates our involvement and participation in drafting the
$MPs. We clarify that the draft SMPs are solcly the product of UPPCO and remind UPPCO that
our involvement, communication, and comments do not imply endorsement.

 — Response: Those applicable documents that were inadvertenthy amitted from the last draft have
now heen included in the record of consuliation. Several of the documents befng referenced
were witten prior 1o the consultation process to develop the SMPs and therefore, they have nut
heen included. UPPCO has revised the SMPs to efiminate the use of the word “collaboration”
and replaced it with "consultation ™. This accurately describes agency and public involvement
during the development of the SMPs.

We have identitied several potential issucs of concern with respect to the draft Shoreline
Management Plans. These issues are discusscd below under specific comments for FERC
License and Plan Consistency, Enviconmental Studics and Shoreline Zones, Potential ITmpacts to
Environmental Resources, and SMP Implementation. The tollowing points summarnizc our
detailed comments:

o Non-project related activities identified in the SMPs, such as trails, pathways, and docks,
are not consistent with the FERC licenses or approved plans. New threats and resource
impacts associated with these activitics were not identiticd or mitigated in the original
license or plans. New plans should be written concurrently with the SMPs to specilically
address these new threats.

Response: FERC licenses give licensees the authority to grant permission for certain types
of use and vccupancy of project lands and waters. UPPCOs development of its SMPs
articudates and formalizes permittable activities and prohibitions on project lands amd
waters. The SMPs were designed to e consistent with, and in many instances to further, the

6
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gouls and objectives of the progect s license and approved pilans. in some instances approval
of the SMP will constitite amendments 1o the existing appwnced plans. UPPCO has
identificd thase limited instances in each SMP. It is impariant to note that many of the
amendments to the upproved pluns are the result of the SMPs providing for dramatically
increased protection of project lands by increasing the amonnt of area for conservation {Le.
old gronvth forest obfectives. vliminating tree harvesting on ulf project landsy and restricting
other uses beyond what is cavventh allowable throngh exisiing and approved project licenses
and plans.

¢ The Assessment of the Recreation, Wildlife, Loon, and testhetic Resources
{Environmental Studies) conducted by E-PRO either lacked intormation on important
aquatic and torest related resources or did not follow recommended agency protocol for
collecting such data. This lack of rehable data makes 1t difficult to fully understand the
impacts of various activities dlong the basing’ shorelines  This requested information
needs to be provided and UPPCO needs 10 clearly show how all envirenmental study data
was ulilized i developing appropnate shoreline zones.

Response: Ay cxpluined int our respunse to agency conunents on the scopes of waork and in
the response to the agency comments on the environmental repaorts, not all agencv-suggested
protocols were going to be wiilized in their entivety. Specificallv, substrate mupping and
raptor calfs. e believe v methods to identify and map varions habitats within the
imponndments are more than adequate o assure informed deciston-making on non-project
uses af project fands, UPPCO has revised the SMPs o incliede envirosmental studv data
that has been applied o a new series of maps in cach Section 78 of the respective SMPs to
show how His information was utitized in the development of the respective plans,

e Non-project related activitics have the potential to impact fish, wildlife, recreation and
acsthete resources on cach of the basing by direct habitat loss, fragmentation, and
imcreased human disturbance. These impacts need to be analyzed and discussed in the
SMPs.

Response: Fach SMP includes a comprehensive anabfvsis of covironmental impacts
anticipated (o ocenr as g resalt of implementation of the SMP. UPPCQ ntitized mumerots
FERC orders approving SMEPs and non-project use of project landys as the templare for the
cavirenmrentad impact aealvsic

*  Maonitoring and enforcement plans should be developed concurrently with the SMPs.
with input from the Resource Agencies. Updates of the SMP should be completed every
five years reflecting new intormation and changed conditions discovered through
monitorng, These updates should be prepared with the apencies and re-filed for FERC
approval.

Response: Fach SMP includes a section that uddresses UPPCOs plans for monitoring and

enforcemeni UPPCQ s avware there may be a nevd 1o poriodicalty review the SMPs and the
assaciated permitting programs and has addressed this in cach SMP, UPPCO disagrees thai
SMPs should be updated evory five vears, but vather, has proposed to meet with the resonree

%]
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- agencies on an annual basis fo discuss the effectiveness of the current restrictions andd the
progress of the implementation of the SMP.

FERC License and Plan Consistency

The SMPs sugpest that, outside of the Recreation and Land Use Plans, many of the management
pians for cach project do not need amendments, We have found multiple inconsistencics among,
the liccases, associated plans, and SMPs {Table 2, 3,4, 5, and 6). We believe that most
management plans necd to be rewritten to incorporate the new threats associated with SMP
implementation,

The existing plans were written to help protect or enhance a varicty of natural resources
associated with cach project. When these plans were written, significant resource threats were
almost selely from forestry operations within the project boundarics. Development of project
lands through trails, public and private docks, new recreational facilitics. and enhanced view
corridors, were not anticipated during the relicensing process. Therefore, the nnpacts associated
with SMP impiementation were not considered during development of the plans. As patt of the
SMP process and concurrent with SMP development. these management plans must be rewritten
to help protect resources from these new threats,

Response: Development of public and private docks, public und private marinas, vecreational
development, aceess roads, and welephone, gas, electric wtility distribution lines, ete. were anticipated
during the relicensing process. To address the additional uses, FERC inctuded a Standurd Land

- Use article in each license. UPPCO designed the SMPs (o be consistent with, and in many
instances 1o firther, the gouals and objectives of the overall requirements of the profects " licenses.
In same instances., approval of the SMP as it is proposed will constitute amendments (o the
existing approved plans. These instunces are clearly identified in Section 6 of each SMP.
Through implementation of the SMPs, some minor amendments to existing approved
management plans will be necessary. The changes are not necessary to uddress additional uses,
but rather to clarify permittable uses and prohibitions.

Shoreline Classifications Areas and Environmental Studies
Conservation Area

According to the SMPs, the Conscrvation Arcas were intended to protect important natural
resource features at cach bazin. With the limited information provided in the SMPs, however,
we identified several examples where important resources were not protected or included m a
Conservation Arca. For example, at Au Train the entire area designated as a Wildlife Refuge by
Michigan Department of Natural Resources (DNR) was not included 1 a Conservation Arca.
There are instances in all the basins where important resources such as wetlands, loon nesting
habitat, arcas of high acsthetic value, and bald cagle roosts were not included in a Conservation
Arca. Without being included in a Conservation Arca, some of these resources are hkely to be
detrimentally impacted by the various proposed activities.

(O]
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Response: UPPCQ agrees and hus revised many of Hre SMPs o0 ensire sensitive areas are
adequately protected. In fimited instances, the resources were not deemed to be “sensitive
areas T if that resonrce was preveadent across tironghont the recervore. Explanations of thexe
Himited instances are now included in the SMPs and can be seca on the new 7-servies mups This
approach to classifving resources is consistent with the direction provided by Christie Deloria
(USEFWS). During an agency mecting, Christie indicated, for example, that nor all potenticd loon
frhitat would need to he protecied even though loon habitat is comidered “sensitive”

I Conservation Arcas are being set aside for conservation purpases. itis inappropnate to
mcorporate trails into these zones. Vegetation removal and increased human use ot these arcas
as a result of rail placement could impact sensitive species (e g loons, cagles, and osprey).
Reducing human disturbance 1s noted as a key priority for protecting these specics in many of the
license’s management plans (Table 2, 3.4, 5, and 6). Conservaton Areas should protect
sensitive environmental resources and provide areas where these species could be expected to
thrive, Although access to Conservation Arcas should be allowed. it should not be encouraged
through the development of trads.

Response: State and Federal parks throughout the United States are considered " conservation
areas " yet are intertaced with prblic hiking trails. UPPOO has designed its SMPs 1o protect
and enhiance the projects " natural resources while providing prblic recreationad enhancenenis.
As stered in the SMPs. UPPCO will consadt with the agencies on the development of such public
traids and agrees that some portions of the public trail mav not be constructed after detailed
planning if trail construction and:or aperation may resudt in significant vesource IMpacts.

Additionally, the Conservation Arcas are fragmented by zones of higher development and higher
human activity such as the Pathway Access and General Use 'Recreation Zones, Michigan's
Wildhfe Action Plan (tagle et al. 2005) identified habitat fragmentation, the division of
contiguous landscapes into habitat patches, as the highest prionity theeat to wildhife habitat in
Michigan. Numerous studies discuss the risk of habitat tragimentation, including Hawbakee et 2.
(2003) who desceribes the fragmentation of forested landscapes across Nocthern Wisconsin from
[937-1999. In & related study . Robinson et al. (19935) desenibed the negative cffects of forest
Iragmentation on nesting migratory birds, including scveral rare or declining specics in our
region. The fragmentation by trarls and access pathways arcas make these habitat arcas fess
valuable and functional than a contiguous area. t:ven what may be deemed nunimal disturbances
{c.g. placement of a road or path) may be detrimental, especially to less mobile species such s
reptiles and amphibians. To avoid fragmentation, it is recommended that large tracts of land are
protected (Asking 1995), Fragmenting the Conservation Areas with public paths and trails alse
increases the risk of introducing non-native invasive species due to the heavy human use at many
points around the shoreline. For these reasons, UPPCO should consider consohdating
Conservation Arcas and reducing fragmentation by consolidating or reducing the number of
proposed new tratls, Pathway Access. and General Use Recreation Areas,

Response: The agencies ™ churacterization that the lintited creation of puths and trails in
Conservation Areas wondd resudt in habirat fragnentation and threais 1o wildiife is incorrect
Ve have reviewed the lieratire the agencies have cited. Hawhaker of al. and Robinson etal,
vefer 1o forest fragmemtation frony sowrces other than tre peth ond vrails. Hawbhaker er al,
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- 2006, refers to forest fragmeniarion created by the development of road networks. A queick
review of the SMPs will reveal that no new road networks are being proposed within the
respective project boundaries. Robinson et. al. 1995, refers to forest fragmentation resuliing
from agricultural, suburban, and grassland landscapes. Again, a review of the SMP will reveal
that none of these activities are proposed within the project boundaries. While the SMPs do
permit the development of paths and trails in some of the Conservation Areas, UPPCQ has
developed very sivingent design criteria that will ensure there is no break in the forest canopy
and no forest fragmentation as suggested by the agencies,

Additionally, while researching the agencies’ references, we believe the Hawbaker et al. 2005
article is incorrectly referenced in the Lirerature Cited. In reviewing Mr. Hawbaker s resime.,
the article cited is believed 1o be as follows:

Hawbaker, T.J., V. C. Radeloff, C. E. Gonzalez-Abraham. R. B. Hammier, and M. K.
Clayton. 2006. Changes in the road network, relationships with housing development,
and the effects on landscape paitern in northern Wisconsin: 1937 1o 1999, Ecological
Applications 16: 1222-1237,

Environmental Studies

As the hasis for developing the SMPs, you completed Environmental Studies for each basin in
summer 2006, We belicve these studics were inadequate in several respects (see agency
comments on Study Scopes May 19, 2006 and Agency comments on E-PRO Reports, August 28,
2006). Many of the agency comments were summarily rejected or not adequately addressed. As

- such, the final Environmental Studics have many deficiencics which limit their uscfulness as a
tool for protecting nnportant resourees.

Response: UPPCO responded to each agency comment on study scopes and environmental
reports. These responses can be viewed in Appendix A, Record of Agency and Public
Consultation, in each of the respective SMPs. In numerous instances, UPPCO agreed with
agency comments and revised the environmental reports accordingly, Although the agencies
state that their comments were not adeguarely addressed or summarily rejected, they have not
included specifics of the deficiencies which fimit the Environmental Studies use. The agencies
have not provided new evidence to substantiate this claim.

Contrary to the agency assertion, the environmental reports do provide an adequate assessment
of natural resources present at each of the reservoirs sufficient to chavacterize poiential impacts
as a result of proposed non-project uses of project lands. 1t is important to note that UPPCQ did
ot refy solely on the envivonmental reports in isvlation of the volumes of recreation and
environmental information that were collected during relicensing and information obtamed
through conswdtation with the general public and resonrce agencies.

With limited substrate data and no bathymetric data for the basins, we are unable to determinc if
proposed dock Jocations proteet important fish spawning and waterfow! foraging arcas. In fact,
based on ancedotal information provided by tribal fishermen, several General Use/Formal
Recreation zones would include arcas that arc important to walleye spawning and may impact
tribal spearing opportunities at Bond Falls and Prickett (A. MeCammon Soltis. Great Lakes
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Indian Fish & Wildiife Commission, personal communication: G. Mensch, Keweenaw Bay
Indian Community, personal communication). Without more detailed substrate and bathymetric
information for cach basin, it is impossible to identify the degree of impacts to fisheries and
wildlife habitat which would hkely result from proposed dock placement.

Response: No in-water construction is permitted in the approved dock zones. The only activin
wonld be the seasonal placement and removal of floating docks. 1 is anticipated that seasonaf
placement und removal of floating docks will not in any wav, threaten fish spawning or
waterfowl foraging areas. UPPCO helieves that the substrate information that was collected at
the impoundnents supports the rationale for designeating limited areas as approved dock zones,
The draft SMPs have been modified o demonstrate that the walteve spawning arcas will not be
greatly impacted by non-project use. The anecdotal information provided above by the resonrer
agencies 1s further addressed in response to the May 21, 2007 [etter provided 1o UPPCO from
the Great Lakes Indian Fish & Wildlife Commission. UPPCO" response to GLIFWO provides
Surther explanation as to the reasons the docks proposed in these focations will nor impact cither
spavwning or fishing technigues

In our comments on the Scope of Services for the Environmental Studics, we requested that you
identify gh value or rare forest types within the project boundaries, ineluding forest stands with
old growth charactenstics, stands that contain high-value mesic conifers (c.g.. hemlock, white
pine}, and stands that contain red oak. In response, you stated that this information already
existed through recently conducted timber surveys. This information, however, was nat
provided as part of the Environmental Studics and we must assume it was not utilized in
development of the draft SMPs. We believe this information i needed to fully evaluate the
Impacts of non-project uses on high-value habitat arcas.,

Ruesponse: The draft SMPs weve specifically designed 1o prohilue simther harvesting, In addition,
the plans were modified o prohibit the cutting of fruit and mast hearing trees, along with castern
hemlock, as part of the preparation and on-going non-project wes of project fands. Approved
and permittable activities identified in the SMPs swere developeild o be consistent with un
overarching goal to manage forest resowrces jor old growth characteristios. For this reason, i
i ot necessary o include tis information i the SMPs.

With the limited intormation provided m the SMPs, it 1s not ¢lear how information from the
Environmental Studies was used in the shorehine classification process. Acrial phowographs, with
resource information overlaid, should be provided in the SMPs. [t would aiso be helptul to
proside a map showing the location of the resources and the proposed shoreline classification
arcus,

Respunse: LPPCO has revised the SMPs und a new servies of Sccron 7 muaps have been
produced. The nevw maps overlin: mapped envivonmental resonrces with SMP clussifications.

Potential Impacts to Environmental Resources

The SMPs suggest that environmental impacts would be neutral or potentiaily beneficial. The
agencies suggest that there could be detrimental impacis 1o water gquality, aguatic resources,
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~— wildlife. forest communitics, recreation, and acsthetics as a result of implementing the SMPs.
The impacts on these natural resources need to be articulated and analyzed within the SMPs. In
many cases the FERC mandated management and monitoring plans for cach project need 1o be
re-writien in order to address the new threats and impacts associated with the proposed non-
project use of project lands.

Response: Fach SMP includes a comprehensive analysis of environmental impuacts anticipated
ta vecur as « result of implementation of the SMP. UPPCO wtilized numeronws FERC orders
approving SMPs and non-project use of project lands as the templuie for the environmemtal
impact analysis. Additionally, UPPCO designed the SMPs to be consistent with, and in many
invtances to further. the goals and objectives of the overall requiremenis of the projects " licenses
and FERC -mandated management and monitoring plans. In some instances approval of the
SMP as 1t is proposed will constitute amendments 1o the existing approved plans. These
instances are clearly identified in Section 6 of the respective SMPs.

The SMPs will be a stand-alone. enforceable document that will assure new threats from
unanticipated uses at the time of licensing are adequately idemtified, evaluated, and addressed.
Therefore, since current plans do not restrict these uses, the plans do not need to be maodified
All the curvent licenses have a stundard land use article that atlows these uses, provided they
protect or enhance the scenic, recrearional and other environmental vatucs of the project. It is
the purpose of the revised SMPs to assure that this happens. In addition farther protections.
such as increased protective buffers, elimination of tree harvesting, vestrictions to vegetation
trimmiig for public access, the elimination of electrical power at docks, designated storage

- areas for private and public docks, and the elimination of boat lifts, for profect Lands have been
added 10 the SMPs to adedress these additional impacts.

Water Quality

Potential long-term effects on water quality could arise from increased boating-related sources
attributable to usc of the proposed public and private docks and new boat faunch facilitics. In
shallow water, motor boats arc capable of disturbing bottom sediments feading to increased
turbidity (Engel and Pederson 1998; Mosish and Arthington 1998). Additionally. increased use
of motor boats intensifies the risk of water pollution due to uncontrolled release of fuel, motor
oil, and exhaust fumes (Mosish and Arthington 1998). It is possible for these pollutants to
remain in the sediment for long periods at levels toxic to fish and invertebrates (Asplund 2000).
Given the number of boats likely w use the docks and boat launches, there would be a greater
potential for accidental fuel spills, oil discharges, and leaks from normal boating operations.
‘These additional sources of pellution would incrementally contribute to cumulative water quality
impacts. To avoid these impacts, recreational boating should be limited by avoiding or
minimizing the installation of docks.

Response: UPPCO has analvzed water gquality impacts in the SMP (sec Section 9 of the
respective SMPs). The analysis determined that there could be moderate long-term impacis to
water quality through the introduction of additional nutrient supplies in the form of uncombusted
fuel as « result of the operation and maintenance of additionaf boats on the impowidiment. The
Engel wnd Pederson 1998 document refers to activitics that are prohibited in the SMPs. The
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only relevant issue the referenc e vaises is the placenient of docis and the impucts of vegetation
removal and woody debris removal for the placement of the docks. CPPCO's helieves the
refevence Is frrefevant given tha the SMPs prohiblt the remeval of vegetation wnd woody debris,

The Mosish and Arthingion 1998 referenice was not included in the Literature Cited and
thercfore, we have heen unable ra review the applicabitine of th.: document.

The Asplund 2000 doctonent stues that boating is a highly valuable vocreation activity
and increased public access iv encowraged in Wisconsin, The document also states that
Jfew impacts to sediments and aquaic vegetation have been noted at depths greater then
10 feer. It also states that no wake zones appear 1o adequately protect against shoreline
erosion. Currently in the state of Michigan there is @ no-wake e within 200 feet of the
shoreline

The SMPs prohibit the sturage of gasaline, oil. propanc, or other combustible mareriafs
o project lamds,

The increased boating activity on these basins could create impacts o water quality that were not
considered during the FERC relicensing process. Therefore, the water quality plan tor cach
basin should he rewritten to include monitoring that would document paramcters such as
uncombusted fuel that may increase in the project waters as a result of non-project use of project
lands. The new plan should include a mitigation or control strategy if water quality is impaired.

Response: Recreation use on the projects witl increase gracucliv over the next ten (o fificen
years, with or without the implementation of UPPCOs SMPs. he continued closire of aceesses
to Natianal Forest Lands, which is extubited in the Ottenva Natonad Forest 2006 Forest Plan
Revision, will ulso fead to an increase of recreation pressures of project waters. This increase of
wse will afso occnr at non-project lakes that provide boaring acoess. None of the inipoundments
are ctrrently requtred 1o be montored and 1o UPPCO s knowledue no other area lakes thai
have or may experience an increase in recreation pressuee have heen requested o monitor weter
guality, UPPCQ designed the SMPs o be consistent with, and vi many instances to further, the
goals and obfectives of the overdd! requirements of the projects” licenses and FERC-mundoted
munagement and monitoring plans. In some instances, approvat of the SMP as it i proposed
will constittte amendments to the evisting approved plans, These instances ave dearly identified

in Section 6 of cuch SMP.
Invasive Species

As aresult of non-project use of project Tands, human activity on or adjacent 1o the basins is
likely to increase. Increased vehicular, pedestrian, and boating usc on project lands and waters
brings a higher risk of movement and spread of non-native imvasive specics. The invisive
species plans for cach basin should be re-written to address the higher threat of introducing
nnsance plants and ammals. For ¢example, Eurasian waternnlfal is tvpically introduced into
water bodies via motorboats and increased boating on the basios will increase the potential for
introduction and spread of this plant. [t would, therefore, be prudent 1o do more tfreguent surveys
for aquatic nuisance plants and animals than is currently required under the plans.
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The risk of introducing terrestrial nuisance plants. including specics not contemplated when the
original plans were prepared. will also be greater as a result of non-project use of project lands.
Therefore, surveys for bath aquatic and terrestrial invasive plants and animals should be given
more emphasis than it is in the current plans, including more frequent surveys and an expansion
of the surveyed list of nuisance specics. At a minimum, garlic mustard, rusty craytish. zebra
mussel. quagga mussel, spiny water flea, curly-lcaf pondweed, Eurasian watcrmilfol, and purple
loosestrite should be identified in the plans as a priority for survey and control. The plans should
also specify that GPPCO will consult with the agencics annually to determine if there are new
invasive plants and animals of concern that need 1o be included in future surveys.

We support your recommendation 1o incorporate additional invasive species signage at cach
basin. This effort also shoutd be added to cach basin’s nuisance specivs management plan along
with the point that additional efforts may be necessary in the future to reduce the intreduction
and spread of non-native invasive species.

Response: UPPCO has revised the SMP to monitor additional muisance species identified by the
agencivs. provided they huve effective, economical and reasonable conrol techniques
demonstrated through the agency's own control programs.

Aquatic Resources

‘The placement of public and private docks, new boat launches, and subsequent increases in

- boating activities anticipated with the implementation of the draft SMPs could have adverse
impacts 10 aquatic plants, fish, and other specics. Lakeshore development is well known to
negatively impact fish and plant species in northern temperate lakes (Jennings ct al. 1999,
Schindler et al. 2000; Hatzenbeler et al. 2004; Scheuerell and Schindler 2004). Development of
the shoreline and increased recreational use of a water body will result in reduced availability of
woody material, aquatic vegetation, and coarse substrate (Christensen ct al. 19%6: Radomski and
Goeman 2001; Hatzenbeler et al. 2004; Jubar 2004). Many fish species exhibit strong,
preferences for coarse spawning substrate while others prefer wood structure or vegetation (e.g..
bluegill. walleye. muskellunge, fargemouth bass, and smallmouth bass). Shorchne alteration,
through placement of docks and vegetation removal, may reduce suitable spawning habitat and
result in greater substrate embeddedness through the introduction of fine materials (Jennings el
al. 2003). The reduction in available substrate will impair the ability of fish to use nearshore
habitat for spawning, foraging, and refupe during various life stages.

Response: The only “lakeshore development ™ that is currently planned on Project lands are 4-
Sfoot-wide pedestrian traits leading 1o approved dock zones and a public path at each
impoundment. Victoria impoundment is the exception, and no trails, approved dock zones, or
public puth is permitied. The above refevences (Jennings et al. 1999, Christensen et al. 1996,
Radomski and Goemen 2001, Jennings et al. 2003) are related 10 residential shoreline
development which is prohibited by the SMPs. Additionally, the SMPs prohibit the removal of
vegetation or coarse woody debris during the placement of docks. The dock locations were
chosen to avoid areas of coarse substrate and exixting riparian vegetation to decrease the impuact
of the docks on the aquativc habitar in the impoundiment. Some riparion substrates and vegetation
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npes that are prevalent throwgaout an impoundment, not considered senasitive or that would not
be impacted by the scasonal placement of docks have been wtili_ed as dock zones (Noted on Map
7).

Corresponding with an increase in lakeshore development. several studies found a decrease n
aquattc vegetation {Radomski and Goeman 2001 Jennings et al. 2003; Hatzenbeler et al. 2004;
Jubar 2004). Thesc decreases in vegetation may be attributed e increased recreational use,
manual removal, or shading by docks. For example, Ostendorp ot al. (1995) found that emergent
plants decreased with increased was e action associated with recreational use of lakes. Radomski
and Goeman (2001) tound that lakeshore development in Minnesota contributed up to 28%
reduction in emergent aquatic scgetation. Ina related concern. i has also been found that the
loss of native plants encourages the estublishment of invasive species such as Eurasian
watermil{oil and curly-leat pondweed (Engel and Pederson 1993,

Response: Praposed dock placement would impact less thai one povcent (0.7 o) of the cobble
habitat mupped adiacent o the shoreline of the Bond Falls impeindment. Proposed dock
s

placement would impact less than one percent (0.15 26) of the frimge wetlands bordering the
imporindment

As previously noted, the Environmental Studies did not provide adeguate data to determine
important aguatic resource zones along the shoreline. In the case of aguatic resources, we
previousty reccommended the collection of site-specific (GPS-mapped) data on Hooral resources
such as gravel lenses, woody structure, and aquatic vegetatuon. Instead. these resourees were
discussed only in general terms in the Environmental Studies. Therefore. we do not beheve that
the data vvlized by UPPCO s of the guality and speaificity needed to determine the
envirenmental impacts of any proposals sceking shoreline aheriations, dock placement, or woody
habitat mamipulation.

Response: The environmental reporis are udequate to assess the tevel of impacts antreipated for
the noni-project uses  The SMPS do not allow the removal of course woody debris ar Hoher
harvesting an profect lands. Although the agencies state that their comments were mot
wdeguately addressed ov sununarily vejected, they fiave not indluded specifics of the deficiencies
wihich limit the Envirommental studics, ather than those stated below . The aeencivs ave ol
provided new evidence 1o substonitinte thix claim.

Carrving Capaciny

The boating carrying capacity for cach basin was calculated hased on water surface arca and the
type of watercraft anticipated to be used. The caleulation involved averages and range of boating
densitics which did not appear (o be based on relevant terature {basing sinmlar to the remote
Upper Peninsula basins) or any on-the-ground obscryvations. In our comments on the
Environmental Studies, we noled that any meaningful calculation of boating carrying capacity
needs to start with a determination of desired condition for each reservoir. Yet. this desired
condition was not identified i the draft SMP as part of carrying capacity determination,
Understanding and detining this tuture desired condition ix a prelude 1o determining boating
capacity, types of watercratt, and other appropriate recreational uses. We recommend vsing o
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— decision making framework, such as Visitor Experience and Resource Protection (VERP,
National Park Scrvice, 1997) or Water Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (WROS; Haas, et al.
2004), to aid in identifying a future desired condition for each basin. These methods, widely
aceepted by State and Federal Resource Agencies and other entities involved m reercational
planning, step through a process of identifying the significance of an arca, the desired conditions
(range ol visitor experiences and resource conditions) for it, what combination of visitor
experiences will best protect and enhance the water body values, and how to achicve and
maintain the desired condition over time. This would include identifying possible management
preseriptions for different shoreline zones, and then setting standards to be used for monitoring
that would trigger management actions if standards were exceeded. Desired condition for cach
basin should be identified and should inform subscquent boat and dock related decisions
{number of docks, public access siles, what types of boats). We are walling to work with you on
developing a future desired condition for cach basin using WROS or VERP. Without defining a
future desired condition for cach flowage, any assumptions made regarding watercraft capacity,
type of watercrafi, or other appropriate recreation IS premature.

After reviewing the carrying capacity studivs (which we believe need to be modified bascd on
future desired condition) and drafl SMPs, we noled instances where the calculations were based
on Rawed data and where conclusions were not incorporated into the SMPs. For example, the
entire surlace arcas of Prickett and Au Train were inaccurately utihized in calculating boaung
carrying capacity. At Prickett, much of the basin has extensive snags and stumps which would
reduce the usable water surface areca. At Au Train, the entire surfiace arca of the basin was
utilized in determining carrying capacity although a significant portion of the basin is closed as

- part of a DNR wildlife refuge from Sepiember | to November 10, The Au Train SMP suggests
that the wildlife refuge was not factored into the carrying capacity analysis as the closing did not
occur within the peak boating scason. We again point out the error of this omission, as the
extensive use of the hasin by waterfowl hunters in the fall makes this one of the busicst boating
period. Realistic caleulanons of water surface areas at each of the projects should be factored
into boaung carrying capacity estimates.

Further, we noted instances where the results of the carrying capacity study were not
incorporated in the SMPs. According to the boating camrying capacity study, additional boa
docks are not appropriate at both Cataract and Victoria. Nonetheless, additional boat docks or
slips are proposed in the Pathway Access Area at Cataract. Docks are not appropriate at Victaria
as well, per the boating carrying capacity study assuming a 200" bufler and combined use. The
carrying capacity s already exceeded by the number of boats originating from the public launch.
given this information, it is not clear why docks are being proposcd on cither of these basins.

Response: The boaring carrying capacity calewdations contained in the Resource Reports were
based on methods obrained fram an extensive literature review, including a comprehensive 2005
fiterature review done by Holly Bosely of the North Caroling State University Department of
Parks. Recrearion & Tourism Management (Technigues of Estimuated Boating Carrying
Capacity: A Literature Review). The literature review includes a variely of lake seltings
including one sindy of four lakes in Michigan.
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White a specific decision making framework for determining a desived condition ez WROS or
VERF) was not wilized, UPPCO ook an empirical approach and based its oriteria for buating
density on present day wse ar the impoundments. Tvpically this was mixed watereraft use and as
stich, a combined use density fiure ways used for determining baating carvying capacin: and
subsequently the number of ducks appropriate for the impowndvicins.

Useable water surface area

Much of Prickett contains extensive areay where stumpys and snaes are prevalenr While
inhibiting the safe operation of high specd water craft, these areas are nonetheless naviguble by
smaller, fow ar no horsepower baats. For that veason the entire swrface area of the busin wus
fegitimearely used n caletdating the nseable surface area.

The entire Au Train surface aroa was used because as noted in the comment the southerst portion
of the imponndpient which is asvaciated with the wildlife refuge is onhe closed at the end of the
brating season (September - November 10). Whife there may be increased use of the lake
during waterfow! hunting season, the tyypical boat nsed for that prepose is o low horsepower
craft traveling at stow speeds. Under these conditions. an increased density of boats will not he
o prohlem during the fall seasan.

Duic to s sisions, muny channefed configuration, watereralt wiage on Cataract is fimited to
small hursepower fishing boats (for totling) and non-motorized canoes and kaveks The kack of
large, apen basing andd multiple charmels would fimit the mumber of boat interacitons. adtowing
for a sreater mumther of watereraft than calewdated using tepical boaring carvving Capacity
stteclies.

Vietoria
The SMP does not propose anv docks or hoat slips on the Victoria Impousdment.

Docks

Docks could. depending on placement, have long term pegative impacts on important fish,
wildlile, and aesthetic resources. A study by Dahlgren and Korschgen t1992) derermined that
the installation of docks in arcas of watertowl breeding habitat torced watertow! 1o move to less
attractive sites. As previously discussed. dock placement can also ympact fish spawaing and
nursery habitat. As nearshore habitat was not fully mapped. it s unelear how “dock zones™
avoided these habiatat areas. Anecdotal data provided by the Great Lakes Indian Fish & Wildlife
Commission and Keweenaw Bay [ndian Community (KBIC) sugeests that on Bond and Prickett
flowages, dock placement arcas could overlap with important ncarshore walleye arcas. Without
detailed substrate and bathymeiry data, 11 is no possible to fully evaluate the extent of potentially
stgmiticant adverse ettects to aguatic resources. Such data is needed 1o determine i and where
dock placement may be approprie,

[n order to further review dock and dock placement, we not enly necd more detailed aquatic

resource information. but we also need valid carrying capacity estimates based on a desired
future condition as discussed above,

4
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Response: We rescarched the reference provided and dewermined that it was simply a
hibliography and did not provide substance regarding the installarion of docks in areas of
waterfoud breeding habitat. The SMPs analyzed the environmental impacts associated with dock
placement on the impoundments and concluded that dock placement would heve onty minor
adverse impacts on fish and wildlife and thetr habitat.

Wildlife

Implementation of the draft SMPs, including development of trails, pathways, new launch
tacilities, docks, and vicw corridors could impact important wildlife habitat through direct
modification (cutting of small diameter trees for view corridors or paths), fragmentation, or
human disturbance. Many neotropical migratory songbirds are especially sensitive to
fragmentation of nearshore areas since fragmentation often results in the loss of ground cover
and other habitats used for nesting. and may also lead to increased nest predation and nest
parasitism (Austin 1961; Askins 1995; Robinson, ct al, 1995; Engel and Pederson 199%; Lindsay
etal. 2002). Cutting trees for trails, pathways. and view corridors could result in habitat
fragmeniation and 1oss of migratory bird nesting habitat.

Response: It is incorrect to characierize the limited creation of paths, trails and view
enhaincement areas within the project boundaries. as proposed under the restrictions outlined in
the SMPs. as the type of fragmentation evaluared as part of the literature that is cited in the
agency comment. Due 1o the restrictions as outlined in the SMPs for the limited development of

- paths, trails, and view enhancement areas, these activities will not result in a breck tn the forest
canopy and create forest fragmentarion as cited in the agency comment.

Increased human use of the shoreline and flowages as a direct result of access pathways and dock
placement also could negatively impact sensitive wildlife species. To protect disturbance
sensitive species, Asplund (2000) recommends limiting human access to undisturbed shorelines
that provide habitat for species such as loons, herons, turtles, and ¢agles, In addition, several
studics have found that increased use of motor boats led o increased disturbance of nesting birds
(Asplund 2000), with migratory birds being of most concern due 1o their increased energy needs
and resulting detayed migration (Kah) 1991). The trails and pathways proposed in the SMPs will
promaote greater human activities around the basins and no propoesed SMP zones would prohibit
trails. Individual docks, dock clusters, and new launch facilitics will allow greater boating
activity on each basin, in turn creating more disruption in wildlife.

Response: Recreation is en essential use of land and waters of a FERC-regudated hydroeleciric
project. Approved dock zones were determined by identifying sensitive areas on the reservoirs
and avoiding them during placement of the dock structures. The proposed placement of public
pativvays was alse determined by identifving sensitive areas and avoiding them in placement of
the pathwavs.

The restrictions placed on the installation of dock structures and pathways are designed to
minimtize negative impacts to any seasitive resources and other non-sensitive natwral
resourees within the project boundary. The proposed SMP places significant additional fand
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within the buffer zones that were vt protecited from human disaarbance under the

original license within the conservdtion zones. These addditional Lards placed within this
conservation classification in the SMP not only comtain the sensitive areas, but contain all
additional fands within the project boundary that are not proposcad for any iepe of disturbance.,

As identified in the draft SMP. the public trail is to be identificd qnd located in consultation with
the resource agencies. it is necessany through agency consuliation, sone sections will not by
built within the conservation arcas to prohibit additional distur ance 1o sensitive areus.

These impacts to wildlife would conflict with license and plan ehjectuves which relaie to
protection of these species and their habitat. Implementing the Jdratt SMP would also contlict
with the general requirement in the licenses to protect and enhanee the resource values at cach
project. In addition to not mecting the objectives of the existing beenses and plans. the SMPs as
proposed would result in additional long-1erm degradation and {oss of wildlife habitat. The
impacts to wildlife resources should be clearly discussed in the SMPs. The projects” plans
should also be rewritten 10 address the new wildlile threats and impacts associated with
implementing the SMPs.

Speeies of Concern

All the project’s licenses address several species of special concern including federal and state
listed threatened or endangered species such as the bald eagle, gray wolt, common loon, wood
wrile, and osprev. Increased human disturbance and modification of habitat associated with
implementing the draft SMPs could result in negative mapacts v these species. These negative
impacts are not consistent with licenses and plans which articulate UPPCO S responsibility to
protect and enbance babitat tor these specics.

Response: Restrictions included in the SMPs were developed 1o protect and enhance Hie

profect s land and water resowrces while providing for ndropower aperations, future
recreational enlancements, aned lake accesy by the general pubdic and adiacent tandiwvners. In
adddition, the rew restrictions will increase and endranee existing hahitar for maost of these species
by eliminating timber harvesting and enconraging old growth forest chinracteristios, Aecording
100 the MDNR web site (hitpr - v oo piicligan govidnr 0 1607 7-853-J0370 [2145 J2M)5-312569-

The web site states " Wolf habirat is enhanced by imber cunne, wilddhife habitar monagement
and other practices that create more diverse und productive joroses.” The wood mrtle is
curvemth: not listed on any state or federal List regarding species of concern for the 0P, The
SMPs analvzed the environmeniol impacts associated with proposed non-profect use of project
lends and concluded that implementeation of the SMP is vot expected 1o Buave an impact on state
or federallydisted threatened or endanpered species,

76
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- Bald Eaple

All projects identity the need to pratect and enhance habitat for bald eagles. This typically
includes contributing to annual next surveys, reducing human disturbance around nest sites, and
protecting suitable habitat lor eagles. At some basing, protection of forage and roost trees is also
incorporated inw the license and plans. The implementation of the draft SMPs could negatively
aftect cagles through mereased buman disturbance and direet modification of habitat,

The propesed conservation zones do not incarporate all nesting and foraging sites. Based on our
review, it appears that only bald cagle nests which were active in summer 2006 were placed in
the SMPs most restrictive conscrvation zone. [n many situations, bald eagles utilize scveral nest
sites in a general area and ofien switch activitics among these nests year to year. This 1s true at
Prickett and Au Train basins where one bald eagle pair has several nests on cach basin. These
alternale nest sites need to be incorporated into conservation zones, We consider nests to be
“historic™ only after ten years have passed without any nesting activity.

Response: Since the drafting of the Bald Fagle Plans. the bald cugle has been de-listed as a
federad endangered species. The eagle is currently listed ax a Michigan State threatened species.
The March 9, 2007, letter from the Michigan Department of Natural Resonrces lists state
threatened und staie species of special significance for the projects. All current eagle plans state
that an cagle nest is considered historical after five years of non-use, not ten. UPPCO hay
revised the SMPs to include a greater amont of eagle Joraging areas. Al the plans (with the
exception of Boney Falls) do not require the prolection of foraging areas.

Bald eagle foraging areas and roost trees were not thoroughly documented in the Environmental
Studics and, when documented, these arcas were not protected m conservation zones. For
example, it is noted in the Boney Falls Endangered and Threatened Species Management Plan
that the basin is used extensively by foraging bald cagles. The Plan includes a map of the
important foraging arcas, All of these foraging arcas were not incorporated inte a conservation
7Z0Ne.

Response: The only arcuas that are not currently included in conservation zones for the Boney
Praject are areas that previously contained recreation or development priov 1o the drafting of
the SMPs, It is important to recognize that the curremt licenses for the projects allow timber
harvesting, UPPCQ is proposing to prohibit all timber harvesting ar the cutting or trimming of
mature frees, therefore providing better protection of roost trees than the original licenses. On
halance, the prohibition of all timber harvesting more than compensuates for anv unanticipated
adverse effects that may occur from non-project wses on profect lands.

Increased human disturbance within project boundarics could impact foraging or nesting bald
cagles. In addition to pedestnian activity along the shoreline on trails and pathways, the expecled
increase in walereraft activity may also adversely affect eagles. Studies have shown that bald
cagles are aftected by shoreline development (Buchler et at. 1991) and may be forced to spend
additional encrgy on feeding as their nests arc moved further inland to avoid human disturbance
{Fraser ctal. 1985). The implementation of the draft SMPs would likely reduce cagle nesting
attempls or nesting: success on project lands in the future.
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As currenily proposcd. implementation of the draft SMPs could adversely impact bald cagles and
conflict with license objectives for protecting and enhancing bald cagle habitat.  [Increased
boating activity, trails, pathways, and numerous docks are new threats to eagles which need to be
clearly addressed in the SMP. In addition, eagle related management plans for cach basin need
10 be re-writtien to address any new impacts,

Response: The SXIPs prohibit alf timber harvesting or the cutting or irfimming of mature trees,
therefore providing better, and a greater nunmbher of, roost trees than the original licenses or
rexource management plans. On balance, the prohibition of alil rimber harvesting should more
than compenscte for any inanticipated adverse effects thar may occur from non-profect uses on
project landds. The SMPs will e an enforceable docwment thai il assure new threats from
unanticipated uses at the time of licensing ure adeguately ideniiniod, evaluated, and addressed.
Therefore, since curvent plans do net restrict these uses, the plens do not need to be modificd.
Al the current licenses have a standard land use article thar eliows these uses, proveded they
protect or eidance the scenic, secreativaal and other environmental values of the project. It s
the purpose of the SMPs to asswre that this happens. In addition furiher protections for project
lerchs henve been added o the SMPs 1o acdress these new uses. The SMPs analvzed the
emvironmental impacts associaied with proposed nan-project tese of profect tands and concluded
that implementation of the SME is pot expected 1o have an inpact on state or federaliv-listed
threarencd or endangered species

Gray \Wolf

Giray wolves are tound throughowt the Upper Peninsula of Michigan. Since gray wobves move
extensively throughout the arca. it is presumed that project lands are utihized by wolves at least
perodically. Gray wolves were recently removed from the list of federally threatened and
endangered species, but still retain on the Michigan endangered species list.

The existing project management plans for gray wolves focus on reducing threats from loggmg
activities including closing logrimg roads and protecting den and rendezvous sites. Gaven the
prapased changes to project lands discussed in the SMPs, protectin e measures that address
threats of logging activities on wolves are ne longer relevant. The plans need (o be re-written to
imcorporate new threats and impacts associated with SMP onplementation. [ncreased human
activity and disturbance of project lands. as well as associated non-projeet land development.
miy result in less utilization of these arcas by wolves, The numicrous new aweess paints around
the shorehine proposed by UPPC) in the SMPs, along with traiks and other recreational
enhancements around the Nowage shoreline, would be in dircet conflict with license direction
and likely lead to irreversible degradation of woll habitat.

As currently proposed, implementation of the draft SMPs could neganis ehy impact gray woltand
conflict with license objectives tor protecting and enhancing, wolt habitat, Increased buntin
disturbance associated with trnls and pathways are new threats 1o waolves which need 1o be
clearly addressed inthe SMP, In addition, wolt related management plans for cach basin need to
be re-written 1o address any new impacts.

b
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- Response: The Murch ¥, 2007, letier doesn 't include the gray wolf as a species of concern for
any of the curvent projects. The agencies comment that the gray wolf remains on the Michigan
endangerved species list. However, the Michigan Department of Natural Resowrces Wildlife
Division s list of Endangered and Threatened Species list shows the status of the gray wolf ax
state threatened. Since all timber harvesting is prohibited by the SMPs, no new logging roads
will be constructed and some existing roads may be discontinued. These measures will ensure
that human impacts on the gray wolf within the projects are minimized. The SMPs analvzed the
environmental impacts associated with proposed non-project use of project lands and concluded
that implementation of the SMP is not expected to have an impact on state or federally-fisted
threatencd or eidangered species.

Common Loon

Bascd on the Environmental Studics, common loon or common loon habitat was found at Au
Train, Bond, Prickett, and Victoria basins during a onc or two day visit to the basins, Only the
Bond Falls license (Bond and Victoria basins) specificaily identifies measures to proteet and
enhance habitat for loons. With loon habitat obscerved at Prickett and Au Frain, we believe
protection of loons at these basing is important and management plans are warranted.

Increases in human disturbance and boating activity as a result of SMP implementation would
negatively impact loons. Loons are highly sensitive 1o buman disturbance (Evers 2004). Loons
are also known to be affccted by both shoreline development, which often results in the removal
of nesting materials, and increased recreational use (Titus and VanDuff 1981; Evers 2004).

During our review, we also noted that not all high quality loon habitat was protected by a
Conservation Area. For instance, only a portion of the high quaiity hahitat at Bond Falls Howage
would be placed ina Conservation Area with accompanying no-wake signs. Several other high
guality loon areas on Bond Falls, however, are not protected in a congervation zone. In one
location, where the agencies recommended loon platfor placement, UPPCO proposed a cluster
dock (see Figure 8-2 ol the Bond Falls SMP).

Response: LPPCO has revised the SMP for Bond Folls to increase conservation areas 1o
profect wrique sensilive areds f(f(’n!{'ﬁ(.’d in the environmental reports,

As currently proposed, implementation of the draft SMPs could impact common loon and
conflict with Bond Falls license objectives of protecting and enhancing loons and loon habitat.
Increased watercraft activity and increased human disturbance associated with trails, pathways,
docks, and new boat launch facilitics are new threats to loons which were not addressed in the
relicensing process. These impacts to loons need to be clearly addressed in the SMPs. The Bond
Falls Wildlife Plan necds to be re-written to incorporate and consider these new threats to loons.
Loon protective measures need to be added to Prickett and Au Train wildlife management plans.

Response: Pursuant to the previously mentioned consultution with Christie Deloria, not all
potential loon habitat requires protection. In generdl, literanre has shown that increased
Ieman presswre may affect loon nesting: however, it has been documensed that some individual
loons can acclimate to hapan activity over time and can nest successfully under moderate fevels

7
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of human pressure (Mointyre and Barr, 1997, Heimberger ctai 19831 The non-project use of
project lands witl not be immediate and is anticipated to occlr over a period of ten to fifteen
vears, Increased human presaure may also come from o general increase in yecreation use of
the impoundments. Al potential habitats need not be protecied especially where no nesting
pairs of loons curvently exist. The focus should be on actually wsed wrritories. On
impoundments that do not carrently have resting populations, an adequate amount of prime
nesting areas wifl be protected for future use. The SMPs analv-od the environmental impacts
associated with proposed non-project use of project lands and concluded that implementation of
the SMP is not expected to have an impact on state or federallv-listed ihreatened or endangered
species.,

The SMPs will be an enforceable document thut will assure neve Hireats from uncnicipated nses
at the time of licensing are adequately idemsified. evaduated, amd adidrossed. Therefore, since

current plans do not restrict these wuses, the plans do not need 1o be modified

Sturpeon (Prickett and Yictoria)

Lake Sturgeon s listed as a state threatened species in Michigan. Currently there are only three
known river spawning [ocations remaining for ths species within the ULS, side of the Lake
Supenor basin, One of these spawmng locations 1s Just downstream of the Prickett dam on the
Sturgeon River. Downstream of Victeria Dam on the Ontonogan River. there are ongoing ctforts
10 restore a spawning population of lake sturgeon. Increasces in boating activity on these basins
could result in water quality degradation and impacts to downsiream spawming adults, cggs, or
larvae. The SMPs need to address potential impacts to lake sturgeon.

Response: GPPCO hays revised the Prickett SMP to eliminate the prapasal o remove sivunps for
navigation, The presence of the suomps will limit the size and speed of hoats that will use the
profect. The SMPs analvzed the envirommental impacts associned with proposed non-project
use of project lands amd concheded that vmplementation of the SMP Ix not expected 1o have an
impract on state or federallv-listed threatened or endangered species,

O1d Growth/Land Management

Each of the projects has an approved land management plan that refers either o management tor
old growth forest or protection of forest vegetation. [n all instonces, the proposed non-project
uses of project lands and permined activities would negatively atfect old growth or other torest
communitics within the project boundaries. Therefore, these activities would be inconsistem
with the FERC hicenses and approved plans,

Response: (PPCO designed the SMPs 1o be consistent wiith, ond in many instances 1o further,
the goals und objectives of the overall reyuirements of the projeces” licenses und FERC-
mandated memuagement and monitoring plans. An important component of cuch of the SMPs s
that UPPCO has prohibited timber harvesting at cach of the projects where timber harvesting is
currenih o permitted activite, The allowance of timber harvesiing is contradictory o the
development of old growth characteristios. Therefore, hy protubiting timber harvesting the SMP
is promaoting old growith forest development.

(3
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~— The licenses for Bond Falls and Cataract reter 10 management of the project lands for eld
growth. The DNR uses a working definition of old growth: “Old growth forests are those that
approximate the structure, composition, and functions of native forests. These native conditions
generally include more large trees, canopy layers, native species, and dead organic material.™ As
proposcd in the SMPs under Permittable Activities, cutting brush or small trees and removing
tree Iimbs or dead organic material for paths and enhanced view areas would not be consistent
with old growth forest developiment. Trenching along the paths to install electrical lines would
also negatively impact old growth forest, as it would damage tree root systems and disrupt
ground-level vegetation.

Response: The Cataract license does not mention the management of old growth forest
characreristics. UPPCQ has designed the SMPs to prokibit timber harvesting on each of the
projects, although it is curvently allowed in the livenses. The allowance of timber harvesting iy
contradictory to the development of old growth characteristics. Therefore, by prohibiting timher
harvesting the SMP is promoting old growth forest development. UPPCO has revised the SMPs
b removing the installation of undergraund efvctric wiring.

While Au Train. Prickett, and Boney Falls projects do not have specific old growth management

objectives, they have approved FERC plans that include provisions for protection of forest

vegelation. In cach plan, project lands are to be maintained with a diversity of vegetation types

and age classes to encourage wildlife use and preserve project aesthetics. Since the creation of

enthanced view areas, trails, and pathways within project lands was not envisioned when these

plans were written during relicensing, they need to be amended or rewritten (o address these new
- threats.

Response: The SMPs have stricter controls on vegetation management than the current licenses
or the approved management plans.  The SMPs will be an enforceable document that will assure
new threats from unanticipated uses at the time of licensing are adequately identificd, evaluared,
and addressed. Therefore, since current plans do not restrict these uses, the plans do not need to

be modtficd
Recreation

Recreational Enhancements

Significant recreational enhancements arce proposed in cach SMP. According to UPPCO, these
enhancements, in addition to what is provided for in each license, will assure that recreational
access to the general public is provided as the land surrounding the project boundary 1s
developed, UPPCO intended to site these recreational facilities to avoid sensitive environmental
resources and to ensure that their use was consistent with existing FERC heense plans.

The proposed recreational enhancements are inconsistent with the licenses. Many of the
enhancements conflict with key license objectives, particularly those relating 1o protection of
wildlife habitat, minimizing human use of the project shoreline, maintaining existing walk-in
access for dispersed recreation, and protection of shoreline acsthetics. For example, the
proposed Little Falls access point and parking arca is located within one of the most
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environmentally sensitive areas along the Bond Falls shorehne. As noted in the Environmental
Studies, the sand bank along the cast side of the Little Falls Bav containg high quality wood
turtle nesting habitat and wood turtles were observed i this arca during the 2006 survey (wood
turtles are a V.S, Forest Service Sensitive Species and also a State of Michigan Species of
Concern due to declining popudations). Two of the primary threats to wood turtles are peaching
by humans and human disturbance ol turtlcs during their nesting scason. Additional human use
of this arca would conflict with the objective of protecting this rare speeies and its habitat.

To avord unnccessary conthiets wath the existing FERC license plans, the agencies recommend
that recreational enhancements not be implemented at this ume - While some of these
enhancements such as public docks to alleviate use and crowding at public launches may be
needed in the future, there is currently no demonstrated need. Because many ol these
¢phancements may have nepative environmental, recreational. and aesthetic impacts, recreational
cnhancements should only be considered when a need i1s indicated by the periodic recreationat
use assessment (FERC Form 800y, Further. if it 1s demonstirated that recreational enhancements
arc warranted. the implementation schedule should not be tied to dock placement.

Response: UPPCO feels the Bond impaorndment has heen miischaracterized as a remote. pristine
wildernesy lake by the resource agencies. To the contrary, Bomd impoundment is readity
aceessible by paved und mainivined gravel public roads. The southern and southwest portions
of the shorcline ave accessible v high stenduard logging roads that for the most part are
passable by high body 2W1) veluicles and are also used by AT and snowmaobiles. Formal
recreation sites ave been developed at the project and some outiving informal sites are being
incorporated tnto formal locations because of high, unmanageabie public nse that s resulting in
shorefine erosion damage. In adddition, seasonal and year venad homes arve locared on the north
shore of the impoundment.

For the above listed reasons UPPCO generally disagrees withh the joint ageney conpnients on the
lack of need for recreation enhancements, especially ar the Bund impowndment. FERC projects
are aathropagentc impaoundments and increascs in varvious forms of preblic recrearion
apportenitivs are usually the moat recognizable benefits of a FERC project ta the gencral prblic,
In the case of the Bond Falls miponndmens, there is an opportunity 1o expand recreation
ORPOFIIY 1 CRCIRPIUSS IOEC thai the remale, difficult access forar of recreation that the
Upper Peninswlda so miich abounds in. In addition, The agency statement that “addditionad access
should ner he encourased ™ at ceriain sires does not keep people from using a sire bt merefy
prevents UPPCO) from protecting specifie sites as publie aocess continues on unprepared
eround.

As a result of this disagreemem. UPPCO continues to propose sumerous vecreational
enhiancements at the majority of the impoundments, althaugh seme enhancements have heen

climinated from the SVPs,

Impacis 1 Recreational Use

Currently, cach of the projects 15 located ina rural, mostly forested bindscape. Recrcation. tor
the most part. 1s mformal with many users participating m bird s atching, fishing from boats and
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- shore, or hunting. Many of UPPCO’s recreation sites are primitive in nature and consist of a
boat Jaunch, canoc portage, and outhousc. The public has become accustomed to this type of
recreational experience at all of these projects, and the cxisting hicenses and license plans are
written to provide this type of use. Current recreational uses, such as tribal fish spearing at
Prickett, could be negatively impacted by development ol the project shorelines and installalion
of docks. Allowing the proposed non-project uses of project lands wall result in a different
recreational experience and in some instances, conflicting use.

One of the Resource Agencies concerns with the increased non-project use of the project lands 1s
the negative impact to hunting, Hunting is very important 1o Michigan’s rural economies. In
2001, 754,000 Michigan residents and non-residents spent $490 million dollars on equipment,
travel, and hunting licenses (ULS. Department of the Interior et al. 2001). Reereational hunting is
especially important at the Au Train project, which includes a 2,000 acre wildlife refuge that
covers a significant portion of the southern basin. The DNR describes the Au Train Basin
Waterfowl Project as the most productive game lands in Alger County because of the diversity in
cover types including northern forests, aspen, and cherry, all mixed with small and large
apenings that provide for cxcellent wildlife habita. Ahthough the Au Train SMP states that the
sale of non-project lands will notimpact hunting practices because the Non-cxclusive License
Agreement will require designated homeowncers to allow waterfowl hunting within 200 feet of
their dwellings (State law prohibits hunting from within 480 fect of a dwelling without written
permission from the owner), we are concerned that the designated locations only represent a
small portion of the basin. Other flowages and surrounding shorelines also experience
considerable use by hunters, particularly waterfowl hunters and upland game hunters. We

— maintain that proposcd non-project uses of project land would restrict the abibity of the public o
participate in current recreational uses, including shoreline hunting,

Response: The project boundaries of the various projecis are not being changed. Additional
public recreational aceess is being proposed at all of the projects. Upland game hunting will not
be affected within any of the projects with the exception of state mandated sethacks fron
residential buildings. None of the invalved projects have been proposed for residential
devefopment. All residential development will be outside of Project bowndaries. In the instunce
of the Au Train Project GPPCO is aware of the high use of the project by waterfow! hunters and
as part of any sales agreement of abusting non-project fand the new owners will be subject to the
Nom-exclusive License Agreement that requires landowners to allow hunting within 200 feet of
their dwellings.

Wild Rice (Prickett Only)

Prickett Reservoir has been identified by KBIC as a potential area for wild rice establishment.
To date, there have been limited areas identified around Baraga and 1" Ansc where wild rice
would be successful and where tribal members would have unhindered access. The potential for
increased boating, water quality degradation, and non-native species introduction as a result of
SMP activities could impede establishment of wild rice at this reservoir. Placement ol docks and
subsequent hoating impacts may conflict with KBICs culturally significant wild rice planting
and harvest. Tmpacts to wild rice cstablishment at Prickett should be addressed within the SMP.



Unofficial FERC-Generated PDF of 20071205-0147 Received by FERC OSEC 11/29/2007 in Docket#: P-10854-000

Response: The wild rice establishment wondd need 1o occur i arceas of shaltow water that
contains the proper substrate. 1t is curvently wnknown if the KBIC has completed subsirate
surveys that show the proper pleoiing areas for wild rice at the Prickett impaundniont.
Approved dock zones identified in the SMPs are generally in arcas of deeper water, not shallow
water areas. Wild rice establishment is very vulnerable to extrome wave action during the
floating leaf life stage and the long feteh of Prickett reservoir mn be detrimental (o the
extablishment of wild vice. Stumps tn the Prickett reservaoiy imit hoating activigy, thereby
minimizing wave action thar menc be detrimental to the ostablishinent of wild vice. Therefore the
potential nun-project nses with not vmpact wild rice estabtishmont. Foarthermore, KBIC has not
approgched the fticensee to discuss the establishment of wild rice on the Prickett reservair,

Navigation Channel (Prickeut Only}

The resource agencies have previously expressed several concerns about removing stumps or
snags from this reservoir (see August 28, 2006 agency commentsy, We believe it is premature 1o
propose removal of stumps and snags from this waier body prier to preparing a recreation
opportunily analysis and estabhishing a “desired condition™ for the reservoir (sce our related
comments under Carrying Capacdy above). Unul a desired condition is established and the
appropriate types of water-based reercation for the reservoeir are defined, the necessity of stump
and snag removal is unknown. For example, if the primary recicational uses of the reservoir are
lishing and observing nature with small walercraft (canus, kayaks, small fishing boats), then the
presence of stumps and snags would likely enhance the recreauonal experience wnd their removal
would not be desirable. [t should be noted that the primary use of the reservoir at the present
tme is primarily by this tvpe of small walereralt.

Snags have considerable value tor several bird species that nest i thas arca. Bald cagles and
ospreys utilize some of the larger snags as places o perch or forage. The Prickett Bald Fagle
Management Plin requires protection of important cagle habitat, which would include snags
utihized by cagles. Several cavity -nesting bird speeies also utlize these snags. Removal of these
nesting snags would result in a direet, negative impact to this usugue habitat teature. as noted in
the Prickett E-PRO Report (p. 3-25),

Furnther. flooded stumnps and snags have considerable value as fish habitat and as a substrate for
aguatic invertebrates, as previousky indicated to UPPCO by the resource ageneies. The revised
(Octaber, 2006) Prickett E-PRO Report Section 3.3.4 discusses the value of this wood to the
lishery in the ceservoir. This intermation, which indicates a probable deerease in benthic
imvertebrate production, fish growth rates. and fish production 1t fleoded stumps and snags are
removed, was not fully considered or milized in the Prickett SMP. There is no analysis ar
discussion in the Prickett SMP of the doirect, indirect, and cumulative eftects of removal of
Nooded stumps and snags on the aquatic ccosystem, including 1Hsh.

Rased on the above, the proposed removal of stumps and snags may be inconsistent with the
license and hieense plans in several areas, including protection of natural aesthetics. protection of
bald cagle habitat. and protection of wildlife and fish habitat.
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— Response: UPPCO has modificd the SMP for Prickett (o remove any project associated with the
creation of a navivation channel. Therefore. there will be noe stump removal,

Acsthetics

Activitics associated with the SMPs, such as installation of docks, predicted increases m boat
traftic. cutting of view corridors, and instattation ol trails could impact the aesthetics ol cach
basin. Currently these basins are primarily remote Nowages with few to no docks or ether
shoreline development and limited boating activity. Noise and visual disturbance trom boating
can impact the character of an area. In FERC's Guidance for Shoreline Mapagement Planming at
Hydropower Projects it states: “The licenses should have an idea of what the project’s acsthetic
resources are, arcas of the project that are considered to have high acsthetic values, why those
arcas have high values, and who values the aesthetic resources. Aesthetic attributes that are
commonly vatued include vegetated shorelines, clean water, the presence of wildlife. and views
of water. Conversely, licensees should have an idea of highly valued shorcline views that are
threatened or have been degraded by past development.”

It is unclear in the SMPs how the information on acsthetic resources was utilized in developing
appropriaie shoreling ¢lassification zones. Some of the highly scored aesthetic units identitied m
the Environmental Studics were not placed in Conservation Arcas and could therefore be
degraded by some level of development activity including construction of trails, pathways,
formal recreation areas, or docks.

- Response: UPPCQ s envivonmental reports included an aesthetic ussessment of vach
impoundment. Data layers fron the aesthetics tnvestigations were created and overlaid on
digital ortho-reciified acrial photography. These maps, in conjunction with other resource dafa
layers served as the primary 1ol in developing the appropriate shoreline classification zones.
Recognizing that these projects are not considered wilderness areas, but are actually developed
hivdropower projects, UPPCO nonetheless attempted to minimize visual impacts by locating
individuat docks and cluster docks in areas that were sheltered from prominent viewng
locations aronnd the impoundment, maintaining low profile docks and wtilizing natural (pted)
colors that do not stond out against the background landscape.  Addditionally, UPPCO has
prohibited the installation of docks, boat lifis, and associuted fighting at the Victoria
impoundmen; therefore, no impacts to acsthetic resources at the Victoria impoundment are
andicipated. For the remaining impoundments, the SMPs analyzed environmental impacts
associcted with the physical presence of the proposed boat docks and determined there would be
a minor, long-term visual impact on the shoreline. Increased boating use on the impoundments
woudd create fong-term, intermittent-noise impacts in the immediaie vicinity.
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Shoreline Erosion

Increases m boating activity on these basing could result in greater shoreline crosion. 1t s well
understood thal motor boats may cause shoreline eroston through increased wave action (Enge)
and Pederson 1998; Mosish and Anhington 1998). Most shorcline erosion from boating is
anticipated to gecur in shallow and nearshore areas (Asplund 2000). The SMP should discuss
this potential for shoreline erosion. Shoreline erosion plans tor cach project should be re-written
o address this new threat and incorporate ¢ manitoring and appropriate mitigation measures,

Response: The Bond and Au Train impoundments have FERC-upproved shoreline erosion
reguiresents while the remaining projects do not. The propused restriction on boat size ut
Cataraet will minimize the potential for hoat-wake induced eroston. The small number of
proposed boat slips at Boney Falls should alvo serve o minimize the potential for boat-wake
induced erosion. The ubundance of stumps at the Prickett impoundment witl enforce fovw boar
specds, limiting buat wakes, The potential for erosion at the respective impoundmeoents would he
greater if individuais were allowed o pull their boats on shore aned to randomiy aceess the
shoreline. Throngh implementation of the SMPs, installation o) formalized pathy to established
docks will decrease the poleitic o fur crosion tht may u:‘('ur_;‘}*rmr m_'ﬁ)."mnf Crnauthorized use of
project shoreline,

Wetlands

There are vanous wetland types associated with cach tlowage hoth along the shorehine and
shghtly inland withm the projedt boundary. According to Michigan’s Wildlite Action Plan
{(Eagle ct al. 2005), “YWetlands are vital for a varicty of Michigan species: they provide important
breeding. spawning, and nursery habitat for many fish species: nearly all of Michigan’s
amphibians are dependent on wetlands, particularly for breeding: they provide nesting sites tor
migratory watertow! and nesting or foraging sites tor a variety ot lundbirds, waterbirds, and
waterfowl: and they are preferred by mammals such as muskrats, otier, and beaver.”™ Protection
of Michigan’s varving wetland types is a conservation prioriy.

Some of the wetland arcas identfied as part of the Environmental Studies were not incorporated
into Conservation Areas. Impacts 1o these wetlands could ocewr i1 they are filled to facilnate
non-project uses of project fands, In addition. the SMP should discuss how nearshore wetland
communitics may be alfected by inercased boating activity. Wetlands wiathin the project
boundarics could be impacted as a result of implementing the SMPs.

Response: LPPCO understands the value ofwetlands and has desisned ity SMPy o prohibit the
removad of wetland plants. UPPCO has reviewed the SMP claxsifications for the impoundments
and, where applicable, has revised the SMPs o incorporare mapped wetland areas into the SMP
classification of conservation. fn very finnted mstunces. those werlamds that were wot
incorpordted into conservation areas are showa on the Section ™ sevies maps,

Kb
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- SMP Implementation

UPPCO sheuld develop a SMP monitoring and enforcement plan concurrently with the SMPs,
with input from the Resource Agencics. We also believe that the SMPs should be monitored and
reviewed on a regular basis 1o determine their effectiveness. We recommend monitonng the
tollowing items as a minimum (this list may increase as the SMPs are develeped and additional
monitoring needs are identified): amount of undisturbed shoreline, changes in tish and wildlite
habitat fish and wildlife use of project lands and water, change in condition of buffer stnp and
project land vegetation, number of docks, number of boats Jaunched, number of permit violations
and how addressed, and changes in adjacent land use. We also recommend that, 1f agreement 1s
reached on the Shoreline Classification System, the designated arcas remain in place for the term
of the license, with the exception that additional areas may be designated for conservation
purposcs if warranted (e.g.. identification of sensilive specics).

Implementation of the SMPs is also likely 1o require the development of road access o non-
project and project lands. At Au Train, Bond Falls, Prickett and Victoria aceess through
National Forest Sysiem lands may be needed. Obtaining approval and any required permits for
access through National Forest System lands will need to be pursued direetly with the Hiawatha
Nationitl Forest for Au Train and with the Ottawa National Forest for Bond Falls, Prickett and
Victoria. It is also important to note that this connected action needs 10 be fully disclosed and
evaluated by FERC in any Environmental Assessment or Environmental Impact Statement they
prepare in response 1o these SMPs.

- Response: UPPCQ is responsible for implementation of the enforceable SMPs, UPPCO will
ensure that sufficient staff are available to enforce the SMPs and other license requirements.
The SMPs require annual discussions with the resource agencies on the cffectiveness of the
current restrictions and to discuss the progress of the implementation of the SMP. Information
regarding consultation can be found in section 11.0 of the respective SMPs. 1t is nof necessary
tn obiain access o Nationol Forest Lands while implemeniing the non-project use of profect
lands us proposed in the SMP. Connected activities within the profect have been disclosed,

Summary

In summary, non-project related activities as described in the SMPs are not consistent with
FERC licenses and management plans for the basins.  Additional detaled aquatic substrate.
bathymetry, and torest stand information is necessary to fully evaluate potential impacts to these
resources. Based on the limited information provided, new threats and impacts to natural,
acsthetic, and recreational resources are likely. We believe these new threats and impacts should
be fully analyzed and discussed in the SMP. Furthermore, management plans nced (o be
rewritten, with agency involvement and concurrent with SMP development, to address these new
threats and impacts, Finally, we recommend incorporating a monitoring component into the
SMPs.

Response: UPPCO disagrees with the agencies summary statement. To reiterate our position,

UPPCO designed the SMPx 1o be consistent with, and in many instances to further, the goals and
objectives of the overall requivements of the projects” licenses. No additional environmental

&7
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stiedivs are necessary; the emvironmental reports and velumes of recreation and covivonmental
information that were collected diuring relicensing provide an adeguate assessment of patural
resonrces present at each of the reservoirs sufficient to characterize potential impacts that may
result from the proposed non-project uses of project lands. There are no new threats that wordd
rosult from implememuation of tie SMPs thar ave nat alread: adddvessed in the project ficense,
through resource management jlans or through the standard fand wse articles. The SMPs witl
he an enforceable document thet will assure new threats from wnaniticipated uses at the time of
ticensing are adequately identitied. evaluated, and addressed.  UPPCQ reviewed cach of the
FERC-approved resowrce management plans for the projects and determined that some minor
amendments o existing approved management plans will be necessary. The limited situations
where resource/management plans necd to he amended, are sa identified in the specific SMPs,

We look forward te continued communication regarding the draft SMPs and encourage you to
setup a miceting to discuss our above concerns.

Sincerely,

bt
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“ References:

Heimberger, M., D, Euler, and 1. Barr. 1983, The impact of cottage development on
common loon reproductive suceess in central Ontario. Wilson Bulletin, 95:431-
439

Ottawa National Forest, Final Environmental Impact Statement, Record of Decision,

2006 Forest Plan and Associated Documents

Meclntyre. J.W., and J.E. Barr. 1997, Common Loon. No. 313 in A. Poolcand F. Gall,
editors. The Birds of North America. Academy of Natural Sciences,

Philadclphia, and American Omithologists” Union, Washington, D.C.

Att. 78: Kay L. Hoff

§ will not bother you with all the eloguent reasons you have already received from many.
many of us who believy the development plans are in clear violation of the permits.

Please NQ DOCKS on any of the projects:

P-#1864 Bond and Victoria Falls
- P-2#2402 Prickelt

P-#10856 AuTrain

P-#10854 Cataract

P-#2506 Boney Falls

Kay [.. Hoft

1593 McKinney Lane
Minocgua W1 54548
715-388-1409

Responsc: Opinion noted.

Att. 79: Douglas R. Cornett

Mav 21, 2007
Dear Ms. Wolle,

1 am writing to comment on the Environmental Assessments tor the AuTrain, Bond Falls,
Boney, Cataract, Prickett, and Victoria Reservorrs.

1:1
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The environmental assessments conducted by E-PRO. the Hirm hired by UPPCO WPS,
are inadequate. These assessments did not address the impact development would have
on project lands, including witdlife species and water quality. Certainly the development
will significantly alter the environnmient of the flowages in their present state. As an
alternate member of the Eastern Focus Group, T was dismayed that UPPCO's
representatives consistently evaded guestions on water qualny and the increased impacts
that motonized use have on ithese flowages. In fact, UPPCO representatives arrogantly
answered that development of non-project” Jands was not t PPCOs concern. and that
State and local regulations would take care of impacts trom the development and that
“LPPCO will sell all non-project land.”

Development of “non-project” lands will certinly impact water quality of “project™ lands
and water. Individual septic systems. groundwater removal Irom individual wells, runot?
from new roads and driveways, runoft from lawns using feralizers and pesticides, and
motor boats spewing oil, gasehne and exhaust directly nto reservoir waters. 1s not
addressed anywhere in the Assessments. The cumulative impacts of all the elevated use
of “non-project” and “proje ot fands should be addressed inthe EA'S.

Response: /1 is importani to note that UPPCO did not relv soleh on the environmented
reports it isolation of the volvmes of recreation and eavircnmental information that were
coflected during relicensing and information obtained thransh constldration with the
general public and resowrce agencies. Thix information was used to evainate the impucts
that may resudt from implementation of the SMPs, Use of non-project fands is por e
subject of this proceeding as nom-project lands are not subject 1o the jurisdiction of the
FFERC

UPPCO never expressed any imtention of selling or developing the lands dunng the ume
the last Environmental Impact Study was conducted and license renewal granted. So. the
mpact on project lands was never considered. The Federal Fnergy Regulatory
Commission should order a new Eavirommental Impact Study to assess the full impact to
the project lands by proposed development of “non-project” lands.

Naterra Land has not revealed developmient plans for any ol the Nowages, There must be
tull disclosure of their plans betore the impacts cin be fubly assessed and any
conveyances approved.

Response: Opinion noted. See above response,

UPPCO led people 1o believe the consolidation of campyaronnds at Bond Flowages was
for envizonmental reasons. while in reality an extensive Jand sale to a major developer
was hemg planned. The devision to conselidate campgrounds was made without pubhie
input. Elimimation of dispersed campsites and campgrounds redesign should be re-
eviluated as part of the Shoreline Management Plan process

[ am opposed to any privawe lghted indiviadual and ¢luster docks or viewing corridors at
any of the flowages. None of these activities is consistent s th the current Heense,
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Response: /n response to comments from agencies and the public, UPPCO has revised
the SMPs to, among other items, eliminaie the instaliation of underground electric
swiring, the instaifation of permanent dock lighting, and the installation of boat Uifls.
Additionally. the final SMPs have been revised to reflect a reduction in the total number
of proposed boat slips and the elimination of valanced view areas on some
impoundments.

A cost of service study should be conducted tor each of the developments. The public
needs to see both benetits and costs to the taxpayers because the pristine character of
these flowages will be lost forever.

Response: (Comment noted.

Thank you for considering these comments.

Sincerely,

Douglas R. Comett

P.O. Box 122
Marquette, MI 49855

- Att. 80: Steve Garske

Janet Wolfe
Commumications Manager
UPPCO

PO Box 130

Houghton, MI 4493 1-0130
iwolteluppeo.com

Kimberly 1J. Bose, Sccretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street. NE

Washington, DC 20426

(Comments sent via USPS)

Re: (UPPCQ Shoreline Management Plans for FERC Projects P-1 864 (Bond and
Victoria) P-2402 (Prickett) P-1 0856 (Au Train), P-10834 (Cataract), and P-2506 {Boncy
Falls)

Janct Wolfe:

I am writing to comment on the Draft Shoreline Management Plans (DSMPs) compiled
by LUpper Peninsuta Power Company (UPPCO) and its holding company. WPS
Resources. Because the SMPs for these projects are so similar to cach other (much of the
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text of the 5 DSMPs s idenucal except for place names, cte * my comments apply (o all 5
unless otherwise noted.

PART 3. REGIONAL DEMOGRAPHICS

First [ wish to point oul that when it comes to the environmental impacts being
considered in the DSMPs, UPPCO takes the attitude that it has the Jegal nght to sell nen-
project lands for massive residential development and will do so. and that its only
responsibility 1s to manage nx project lands and hydroclectric projects in a way that
minimizes the impact of this develepment. But the tone of Part 3 of cach DSMP is quite
different. There they list all manner of demographic statistics for cach respective county,
m an attempt to imply (without hard evidenee) that developments proposed for non-
project lands will greatly benelit these counties and local residents. The language may be
subtle but the implication is clear. As with their press releases and public statements,
LUPPCO seems to hold the view that the impacts of the sale and development of s non-
project lands on environmental and recreational resourees should not be considered when
cvaluating these DSMP, while the cconomic (but nol necessarily quality-ot-lite) impact
of these sales and drastic changes n fand use should be, LIPPCO cannot have it both
Wavs.

The Regtonal Demographic section tor each DSMP points ow that the lands surrounding
these flowages are considerably more rural and “tend to have lower measures off
cconomic well-being (for example, income and home valuet” than the average tor
Michigan, At the same me a foornote at the bottom ot the first page of Part 3 of cach
DSMP states that all these areas are socioeconomically similar 1o surrounding
commumitics and the P as a whole. UPPCQ 1s therefore, in essence comparing the
cconomic status ot cach impacted community to that of Michigan™s Lower Penmsula.
even thought the 1P has a moch different history and economic structure. The DSMPs
then state (again, without evidence) that the proposcd developments will increase income,
land values, the 1ax base. and at Teast by implication, the “guality of lite” o current
residents. B, despite these claims, NOQ COST-BENEFIT STUDY HAS EVER BEEN
CONDUCTED FOR ANY OF THESE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENTS. Indeed it is my
understanding that UPPCO, Naterra Land Corp., and or a handful of mdividuals on a
township bourd have actively opposed requests from citizens o do such studhes.
Obviously if property values go up, property tax revenues will also go up, but resident’s
property taxes will go up as well. With mere full- and part-nme residents more sers ices
such as road mamienance, police and tire protection. social services, ete. will be, needed,
and the cost to locul governments for these services will also rise. cating up some or all of
these additional tax revenues, The cost of Irving will increase. The public needs te be
informed of these costs as well as the purported benetits of these proposed developments
in order to make the best decisions tor their communities. Because, if Naterra's
development plans go througzh, the pristine nature of these flowages will be lost forever.

Certain regional economic imterests, including the Western Upper Peninsula Planning and
Development Regional Commuission and the Ontenagon Conservation District, have
submiticd comments 10 FERC (posted on the FERC website) in favor of these
developments. stating that LUPPCO has solicited comment from local eitizens, hunting
and fishing mterests, environmentalists, local governments. and representatives ol state
and federal land managemoent agencies; What they don’t menzion is that, except for a few
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- narrow groups within certain local governments, all of these groups arc overwhelmingly
OPPOSED 10 these proposced developments. This has been cvident at all three UPPCO
“public mectings” [ have attended, as well as from the majority of letters-1o-the-editor in
local newspapers, and in conversations with others around the western UP. And it also
demonstrated by a fall 2006 survey send to all Haight Township residents (posied on the
FERC website at hitp:#/elibrary.ferc.gov/idmwsicommon/opennat.asp?fileID - 1165071)
where 66% of respondents were against any development and 74% were against docks on
Bond Falls Flowage!

Finally. the demographics sections of all 5 DSMPs assume that residents measure “weli-
heing”™ and “quality of life” simply by the monctary value of their homes and bank
accounts. They clearly imply that the rural nawire of these areas is a negative, something |
and ['m sure many other area residents would strongly disagree with. The DSMPs assent
that because the focat residents have a lower average income (along with a lower cost of
living, but of course that’s not mentioned) as compared to Lower Peninsula residents, the
quality of life here ts therefore low and that UPPCO’s and Naterra’s development plans
are needed to “fix™ this “inadequacy”. ‘This arrogant attitude has been obvious throughout
UPPU'O’s and Naterra’s push for development around these flowages.

Response: Opintuns neitedd.

PART 6. ENVIRONMENTAL, RECREATIONAL, CULTURAL AND AESTHETIC
- RESOURCES

Given the massive development being planncd by Naterra on nonproject lands, it seems

clear hat the following articles (and probably others as well) require amendment:

Article 409, Waler Quality Monitoring Plan (Bond/Victoria DSMP):

This article states that water temperature and dissolved oxygen be monitored through
2007. Then UPPCO must consult with the BFIT and MDEQ on whether funther
monitoring 15 needed.

UPPCO claims that this Article does not require amendment. But ringing nen-project
lands around this flowage with roads, houses and accompanying lawns and seplic tanks
(in a rare detail on Aowage development plans from Naterra, 424 houses have been
proposed) will undeubtedly result in a significant lowering of water quality. If the
proposed developments are implemented, Article 409 MUST be amended to include
momitoring ol additienal relevant water quality parameters such as turbidity, total
dissolved solids and fecal coliform bactenial counts. OQtherwise this environmental issuc
could turn into a human health issue as well,

Response: Under the proposed SMP, no amendment to the approved Waier Quality
Monitoring Plan will be necessary. Implementation of the SMP will have no impuact on
existing license water guality monitoring requiremonts.
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Article 412. Noxious Plant Monitoring Plan:

Yart 1 of cach DSMP states that a goal is 1o "Avoid the introduction and/or the spread of
nmsance mvasive species”. The signs and educational matertals and activitics tha
UPPCO proposed to use may help slow the influx of invasive spectes. But with massive
development and the influx of peaple, vehicles, boats, cte., trom arcas where many of
these species are already rampant, numerous non-natve, i asive plants and ammals
ranging from aquatic and terrestnal pests w plant diseases and carthworms are sure to be
introduced i spite of these 2Horts, (No terrestrial earthworms are navive 10 the
northwoods. and all the canthworms here today are mtroduced from Lurope. These
ntroduced carthworms have severe detrimental impacts on northern hardwood forests,
because they consume the hifter layer on which many torest plants and ground-hving
aniimals depend.) Invasives plants that should be monitored and controlled include curly-
teaf pondweed (Potamaogeion crispus), Furasian bush honev<uckles (Lonicera tatarrca. L.
morrewdi, aned 1. x befla), and common and glossy buckthorn (Rhamns cathartica and
R. franguda). Glossy buckthom is already rampant around Victoma flowage and on
surrounding Ottawa Natonad Forest lands, where the ONF 15 working 1o contrel st
Helping with these efforts at feast on its own lands would show that UPPCO was really
concerned about invasive specics around these flowages.

One of the most serious invasives likely to be introduced sooner or later 1s the zebra
mussel (Dreissena pofymorplue). This Eurasian mussel disrupts aquatic tood chams and
is notorious tor fouling watcr intake pipes and other underwater cquipment. In Canada:
Ontario Hydro has reported zebra mussel impacts of S376.000 annually per gencerating
station (New York Sea Grant 1994, cited in US-ACLE ERDC 20073,

Zebra mussels have already spread throughout the Great Lakes, and inhabit the
Mississippl River and several northern Wisconsin and UP [nland Jakes as well. Watly the
expectation of greatly increased boat traftic to and From these flowages, it seems only
miatter of time before this magor aquatic pest is introduced o once or more of them. Onee
established, there is no knowiy way of eradicating them. Presumahly LPPCO would be
actively working to prevent zebra mussels and other pests from gaining 1 foothold in
these flowages, as for no ather reason than to avoid potential problems with the operation
obits hydroelectric tacilities,

Part 1 of cuch DSMP states hat UPPCO will do “routine nspections™ 1o “maonitor project
lands and waters for mtroductions of terrestrial and aquatic myvasive species as i result of
development activities.” Article 412 should be modified 10 address the almost certam
nflux of invasive species resulting from the proposed developments, and at feast give o
general outline of how UPPCQ itends to carry out this montoring. lovasive werrestria)
plants (and certain aquatic plants, such as curly-leat pondwecd) can sometimes be
cradicated from an area it ntestations are caught carly. Theretore comprehensive surveys
tor invasives should be conducted over the entirety of the project lands {and nonproject
lands) af least once and preterably twice per year, to catch carlv-flowering specics such
as garlic mustard as well as plints such as the introduced buckthorns that are detectable
well into the tall. IF populations of invasives are found. stratcgties should be 1 place 1o
control or eradicate them,
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~— Response: Opinions noted. UPPCO is willing to monitor additional nuisance species
idemificd by the agencies, provided they have cffective, economical and reasonable
comirol techniques to extivrpate the species from the reservoirs us demonstrated thrvough
their own controf programs. Under the proposed SMP, no amendment o the approved
Nuisance Control Plan will be necessary. Implementation of the SMP will further
L'PPCO efforts to monitor and mitigate the spread nuisance plants.

Article 413, Buffer Zone Plan (Bond/Victoria. DSMP):

Here UPPCO proposes 10 increase the amount of project lands to be managed for old-
growth by 23.4% at Bond Falls and 20.(% at Victoria Flowage. But the Ticense
agreement for this project, states that “UPPCO commits to develop a buffer zone plan
covering ‘UPPCO-owned project lands” with a management objective to achicve old
growth forest™ (FERC 2003, Section 4E, page 12)! Therefore under the heense agreement
essentially ALL the forest around these flowages should be managed as old-growth, not
just a portion of them.

Response: As stated in the first paragraph of license article 413, "The Plan is 1o include
a variable width buffer zone of 200 feet. adjacent to the Project impoundments ™.

Throush implementation of the Bond Falix SMP, however, SMP would increase the
acreage of protected fands by approximately 57 % ar the Bond Falls imponndment and
66.9 “a at the Victoria impoundment when compared to the existing 200-foot buffer zone.

Article 414 (Bond/Victoria DSMP) Wildlife and Land Management Plan:

- L'PPCO promises to classify 68.5% and 66.5% of lands at Bond Falls and Victoria,
respectively, as “conservation” lands. But again, the Heense agreement states that the
management objective for ALL the forested lands around Bond and Victoria 1s for
management as old-growth! Furthermore, on Bond Falls in particular thesc so-called
“conservation arcas” do not consist of one or a few continuous blocks of habital, but are
instead broken into many, mostly small chunks of land scattered around the flowage.
Many of these fragments are so small and isolated that they will be highly susceptible to
the adverse effects of fragmentation, including colonization by invastves and disturbance
from human activities, and will likely be of little conservation value.

Response: See previous response,

Article 415, Threatened and endangered species protection and enhancement plan
{(Bond/Victoria DSMPS, with mention of Cuataract DSMPs):

This Article must specifically be amended to include assessment and protection of habitat
for two stale *Threatened™ and one state “Special Coneern™ species. The [irst
“Threatened™ species is the merlin (Falco coltmburius). This falcon was noted by
L.PPCOY s consultant E-PRO (E-PRO Engincering and Consulting LLC, based in Mainc)
in their reports for Bond/Victoria and Cataract flowages (as discussed below), bui not
recognized as heing a state-listed species (or at least E-PRO did not treat it as such in
their report). The second “Threatened™ species is a rare cisco, Coregonns artedi (also
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known as “lake herring™). which is found art least a1 Bond ard Victoria Flowages, but also
not considered iy these reports or the DSMPs. “Special Concern™ species not mentioned
in E-PRO’s surveys or the Bond/Victoria DSMP is i rare plant. autumnal water starwort
{Calhitriche kermaphroditica). tound in at, least two locations on Bond Falls Flowage.
(See the discussion under Part 7 below for additional informution.) Again, these rare
species are not considered iy of the relevant DSMPs, even though the heense
agreemients require UPPCO to provide ““Threatened. endangered. and sensitive specics
protection for all UPPCO-owned project lands™ (FERC 2003, Sccuon 4E. page 1.2)

Additional rare species probably inhabit these flowages and ~urrbunding project lunds as
well. Comprehensive species surveys should be done by qualified individuals at the
appropriate times of year. 10 insure that any additional rare and endangered species are
protected in accordance with the license agreements.

Response: UPPCOs Threatened and Endangered Specres Protectioi Plan pertains o
the protection of threatened endangered, and sensitive spedies, spectficatly, Bald Fagle,
sray wolf, and Osprev. Under the proposed SMP, no amendmoent to the approved Plan
wifl be necessury

Article 416, Recreation Plan (Bond/Victoria DSMP):

UPPCO suggests a number ot amendments to this article. meludimg an amendment o

Sections 2.1 andd 2.2, stating, “The recreational enhancements proposed for the Bond

Falls Development are conststent wath the policics. shorehne classifications, and ~
developmeni guidelines specified in the shoreline management plan for the Bond Falls

Project and the objectives of the Buffer Zone Plan and the Threatened and Lndangered

Species Protection and Enhancement Plan. As discussed above. the DSMIP for Bond

Falls is ¢learly NOT consistent with the shoreline classitications and development

gudelimes because it did not consider three rare species documented on this Howage: the

merlin, the lake herring and the antumnal water starwort.

Additionally, part (by of this article clearly states that the heensee may only grant
permission for "NON-COMMERCIAL piers, landings. boa docks, or similar structures™
(¢capitahization added) without FERC approval. Thus the marina cluster docks for boit
rental proposed tor Bond i the Barclay boat landing, and a1 Victoria near the dam would
appear o be prolibited without FERC approval, and would presunmiably require an
amendment to this arbicle w censtruct them.,

Response: LPPCO does propose to amend the Recreation Plan to include the
recreational erhancements specified in the SMP. UPPCO fas gome to considerabe
effort to produce SYIPs vt protect and eirhance the project '~ naturad resaurces amd the
project’s primary function. the production of eleciricine, wirde providing puhiie
recreational enhancements amd divecting, managing and muigoting the impacts of
anticipated development of non-project fands so as to complement ov have neutral cffects
ou those natiwral resonrces, The statement of “ron-conmercial piers ™ taken from the
project license s truncated 1o change the meaning. In the e ense, the statement
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— contnues by clarifviy a “non-commerical pier” is “hitended o serve a singe-family
npe dwefling”

Article 419, Historic Resources Management Plan (Bond/Victoria DSMP):

UPPCO elaims that implementing the DSMP will have no effect on historie sites around
the Howage, But with the aitempted {and I believe license-violating) changes to the
management of the project lands proposed in this DSMP, including moving campsites,
replacing “old-growth™ with developed “recreation arcas™, ete. revision of this article
would seem to be in order.

Response: Opinion noted. however, implementation of the SMP will have no impact on
LPPCQ's ability to manage historic propertics convistent with the requirements of the
anppraved plan.

PART 7. SHORELINE MANAGEMENT PLAN CLASSIFICATIONS AND
GULIDELINES

Pant 7 of each DSMPs once again asserts that UPPCO and E-PRO have conducted
adequate environmental assessments of Bond. Victona, and the other flowages. THIS IS
FALSE. As pointed out in previous comments to FERC, the brief E-PRO surveys
conducted in 2006 resulted in cookic-cutter “drafi reports™ which were very superficial
and s0 much alike that even the names of the flowages were occasionally wrong.

Response: The environmental reports do provide aen adequate assessment of natural

- rescnrees prexsent at each of the reservairs sufficient to characterize potential impacts as
a result of proposed non=project uises of profect fands. It's important to note that
UPPCO did not rely solely on the environmental reports in isolation of the volumes of
recreation and environmental information that were collected during relicensing and
information obtained through consultation with the general public and resource
agencies. Each SMP includes a comprehensive analvsis of envirommental impacts
andicipated to oceur as a result of implementation of the SMP. UPPCO utilized
numerous FERC orders approving SMPs and non-project use of project lands as the
remplate to describe the environmental impacs.

In my 2006 comments to FERC 1 outlined why the E-PRO dralt reports were grossly
inadequate. Except for bald cagle a toons, the consultants seemed to be unsure of what
they were looking for. Included in their bird sightings were reports of merlins {Fafco
colmmbarius) at Bond Falls, Victona, and Cataract Flowages. At Victoria and Cataract
Flowages, the E-PRO reports even mention seeing merlins acting uggressively, indicating
likely nesting nearby. These consultants either didn’t realize that the merlin was listed as
“Threatened™ by the Staic of Michigan if they did (as UPPCO claims page 18 of
Attachment 71 of the DSMP. i response 1o my August 2006 comments to FERC,
included in attachment 47) they inexplicably didn't mention that this bird was siate-
listed™ or treat it as such in their report.

Aquatic plant “surveys” simpty Listed several genera commeon i lakes throughout the
casiern US, e.o. Poramageton spp., Najus spp.. Myviopinthan spp.. cte., and apparently
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made no attempt 1o identify these plants to specics, or o figare out it the plants they saw
might be rare. Emergent and shoreline plants were, not sun cyved. nor was there any
attempt to assess how migratory birds might use these tlowayes.

In September 2006 1 visited Bond Falls Flowage (for a canoc trip with others). There |
came upon two populations of o rare aguatic plant the consultants had never mentioned:
Calfitriche hermaphroditico tautumnal water starwant). This plant is listed as “*Special
Concern™ in Michigan. It was, locally common in shallow water near Little FFalls on the
south side of the flowage, and at the mouth of Dead Creek vn the west side of the
flowage. ([ collected several specimens and sent them to the Umiversaty of Michigan
Herbarium in Ann Arbor, where the plant’s identity was venticd by the corator, Dr. AL AL
Reznicek. [ alse, submitted a rare plant reporting form to the Michigan Nawral Features
Inventory in Lansing.) At both locations the populations were large and obvious enough
that even if the consultants were only able to identity comman genera of aquatics. they
should have seen this plant, recognized that it was unusual, and used one of several
widely available plant taxonomy works relevant te the region to hgure out what it was.

Another rare species inhabiting Bond Falls flowage has been completely omitted from the
DSMP tor this flowage - o cisco. Coregonns artedi (also known as “lake hernng™). In
Table D-1of Appendix D ol the 200 Draft Environmental Impact Statement jor
relicensing (FERC 2001), this fish is listed as inhabiting Bond Falls Flowage and two of
three other farge water bodres (Gogebie and Cisco Chain ot Lakes) included in the Bond
IFalls project. The lake herring is listed as “Threatened™ in Michigan (MNFL 1999, Yet
its presence is not mentioned anywhere in the DSMP or E-1I'R(O)s reports, so the potential
nnpact of the DSMP on this state-listed species 1sn°t considered.

Response: Opimons noted  Sce above response,

The Bond Falls Flowage map classifies both the arcas with aatanmal water starwort as
“Gieneral Use  Formal Recreation Arcas™ where “recreanonal enhancements”™ would
oceur (Section 7-3). While these water starwort populations can presumably handle
occasional {oot or canoe tratite (and are mostly in oo shallow of water to be significantly
affected by motorboat tratfic), 1they are likely to be sipnificantly impacted by the
“proposed recreational enhancements™ planned for these arcas. VPPCO's el that these
areas were “carefully plaonced based upon data collected as pant of the 2006
environmental stadies™ is further evidence of the gross inadequacy of these studies,

Response: Public use of these basins i expected to vccne, with or without UPPCOs
implementation of the SNIPs Regional growth over the neat ten to fifteen years is
expected 1o increase recreation use of the Bond Falls project due 1o the easy accessibilite
of propect waters and the pioveasing maccessibifine of the Natfonal Forest Lands which is
exhibited in the Ottawa Nanonad Forvest 2000 Forest Plan Kevision, The projedt ficense
ctready requires improvements 1o profject recreation fucifitios to address existing aml
Srrwre use. These improvemenrs will drerently increase recreaiion use of the project.
The recreation improvements originally propased for the Lutle Falls amd Dead Man's
Creck area are now listed as potential sites for vecreation O pnsion.
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~— According to the license agreenent for Bond Falls Project (FERC 2003), UPPCO
commits to a “land management plan that includes timber management, revegetation
measures, and threatencd, endangered, and seasitive specics protection for all LPPCQO-
owned project lands..” {(Section 4E page 12). | would assume that Speciat Concern
specivs such as autumnal water starwort would fall under the term “sensitive species”™
uscd in the DSMP, and that the lake herring and the merlin (both protected under
Michigan law) definitcly would. Yet despite published reports of the presence of the
latter two species by FERC and UPPCO™s own consultants, respectively. no meaningful
surveys have been conducted for them, and no consideration of them (let alone provisions
for their protection) exists in the DSMPs for Bond Falls or {for the merlin) Cataract
Flowages. What other rare, threatened, and endangered specics inhabit these flowages
and surrounding project lands? Nobody knows, because despite the 2006 E-PRO surveys.
NO COMPREHENSIVE ASSESSMIEENT OF RARE PLANTS AND ANIMALS HAS
BEEN DONE on, or around these flowages, ., ... . ..

The DSMP goes onto state how the various layers of data were overlaid on arial
photographs, and how the resulting map “served as the primary aid in the classifying
Shorcline Management Plan areas (sic). But, much of the biclogical “data™ collected by
LPPCO and E-PRQ is haphazard, incomplete, icrclevant, and/or superficial, any maps
tha: rely on this “data” are presumably superficial and unrchiable as well.

Respense: Opinions noted See previvus responses. The area where the merlin was
identificd at Bond Falls was placed in the Conservation-Limited Public Trail
Clossification.

PART 9. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS,

The Bond Falls DSMP ‘contradicts the “Draft Environmental Impact Statement” (FERC
2001) as to how much wetland exists around this flowage. On page 54, FERC (2001)
states that, “Although wetlands around Bond Falls Reservoirs are limited hecause of the
seasonal drawdown, a narrow band of willows is present around the perimeter of the
impoundment.” In trying to justify siting some docks over shrub wetlands, the DSMP
(page 9-3) states, ““These wetlands exist throughout the majority of the Bond Falls
impoundment and the *wetland type is very common along the majority of the shoreline.
Because this habiat type is very commuon at Bond Falls, and is only available o species
such as fish the extent of impacts associated with seasonal dock placement in these areas
is expected to be minimal”. The curious “only available to fish™ comment aside, is Bond
Falls Flowage surrounded by a parrow band of willows, as stated in FERC (2001), or by
extensive shrub wetlands as stated in the draft DSMP for this flowage?

Response: Field strveys conducted by UPPCO s consultant documented the presence of
extensive shruh wetlunds at the Bond Falls impoundment.

Page 9-1 of the Bond/Victoria DSMP states. “Modcerate long-term impagcts to water
guahty through the imtroduction of additional nutrient supplies in the form of
uncembusted fuel could poientially result from the operation and maintenance of
additional boats associated with the proposed docks ™ Since when has uncombusted fucl

1!
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been considered a nutnent’? Also, the potential impact of uncombusted tucl 15 omitted
from the IXSMPs for the other flowages, even though new docks are proposcd tor all of
them.

Response: UPPCO has revised the SMP to read: " Moderate long-tern impacts to water
quality through the introdiction of additional marient supplics and wncominested fuel
could potentially result frons the operation and metntenance of .

CONCLUSION

Article 422, Section (a) of the license for the Bond Falls Project (FERC 2003) and similar
license articles for the other projects (see Part 4 of the corresponding SMPs) state that 1the
“licensee shall have the authonty 1o grant pernussion for certan types of use and
oceupancy of project lands and waters and to convey cerlain interests in project lands and
waters for certain types of use :ad occupancy; without priot Commission approval. The
eensee may exercise the authority only if the proposed use and occupancy 1s consistent
with the purposes of protecting and enhancing the scemic, recrcational, and other
environmental values {page 61). And Section (1) ot cach heense states that * Lands
conveyed under this article will be excluded (tom the project only upon a determination
that the Jands are not necessary tor project purposes. such ax operation and maintenance,
Hlowage, recreation, public acecss, protection of environmental resources, and shoreline
control. including shoreline acsthetic values.”

The DSMPs tor these projects would allow large private highted docks (proposcd tar all
the Howages). viewing corndors (Prickett, Cataract. Boney Falls and AuTrammoody
debris elearing trom the Rowage (Prickett), “Formal Recreation Areas™ that slice up
forest originally designated to be managed as old-growihi{ Bond: Viclona), and other
alterations that do not falfill the purposes stated 1o the NMowaees and adiacent project
lands in the license agreements for these projects, including environmental and rare
specics protection. shoreling acstheue values, and unfettered aceess tor all of the public,
And because UPPCO s management plans have changed so drastically from a lew vears
ago, when they stated that they anticipated no sigmificant des clopment around these
Howages. new Environmental Impact Statement should be completed tor all of these
Nowages w ascertain the full impact of UPPCOY's plans. This 1s necessary for many
reisons, including to assess innpacts to state-listed species, which LPPCO has undentably
so far ignored 1 its DSMPs and environmental “studies™ tor al least three of the
tlowages. Furthermore, Natetra Land Corp. has still not released specific plans for
development around any of these flowages. making 1t impossible 10 fully judge what the
true impacts of these developments meght be, let alone whether these DSMPs will be
adequaite to handle the anticipated impacts.

For the ahove reasons. | strongly OPPOSED to these DSAPs being tmplemented i
their present form. [ ask that UPPCO update and revise these DSMPs after completing
new Environmental Impact Statements for these flowages, so that the resulting SMPs are
based on complete. accurate. and up-to-date mformation. and adequately address the
concerns discussed above.

Thank vou for 1this opportunity 1o comment.
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- Steve Garske
PG Box 4
Mareniseo, M
49947-0004

Response: Opinions noted.

Att, 81: June Schmaal

Janct Wolfe, Communications Manager
UPPCO

P.O. Box 130

Houghton, M1 49931-0130

May 23, 2007

Dear Ms. Wolle,

As along-time resident of the lake district of northern Wisconsin, I speak from
experience regarding the effects of pristine shorelines of over-development by greedy or
1gnorant humans.

The proposed management plans for Project Lands surrounding reservoirs in the
-w Upper Peninsula of Michigan incvitably will result in detrimental impacts on this
splendid area. Surely, in 2007, there must be some environmental awareness of the
incvitable damage that will occur with the introduction of docks, lights, paths, and
viewing corridors and unenlightened property owners.

[ urge that WPS-UPPCO honor its FERC license and protect the shoreline habatat
from human intervention and all of the environmental destruction that will surcly follow.

Sincerely,

June Schmaal
1163 Hwy 47 West
Arbor Vitac, W1 6545068

Response: Opinions noted. UPPCO has revised the SMPs to, among ather itemis,
eliminate the installation of underground electric wiring, the inctatlation of permanent
dock lighting, and the instaflation of hoat lifts.  Additionaily, the final SMPy have been
revised ta reflect a veduction in the wotal mimber of proposed hoat slips.
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Att, 82: Henry W, Peters

Kimberly ID. Bose, Sccretary

Federal kEnergy Regulatory Commission (FERC)
R&8 First St. NLE.

Washington D.C. 20426

Re: Shoreline Management Plans and Development Projects (SMPs), FERC Resenvoir
Project Numbers:

Project No.1864 (Bond and Victona)

Project No. 2402 (Prickett)

Project No. 10856 (Au Train)

Project No. 10854 (Cataraciy

Project No. 2506 (Boney Fulls)

Dear Seerctary Bose (and Comnussion),

Enclosed below arc niy comments on the SMP regarding the land sale and projected

planned development anticipated to follow in the above reterenced hvdropower domains,

I sent these comments, 1 tinely fashion to UPPCO (1.e,, Mav 21, 2007, the ofticial

deadline for public comment) by email.., so the form differs shightly, printed. [also

corrected. for clarity of understanding, several misspellings and tvpos (and will theretore,

resend remarks 1o UPPCO, noting slight changes).

The short of it is: | find extremely disconcerting the fact that (as Far as 1 know) -
LPPCO-WPS Natera, Inc.. has largely attempted to bypass public awareness regarding

their intentions and perhaps even worse, the legally mandated regolatory authority of

FERC, especially regarding the Project lands.

Please give this appropriate attention... Generally speaking. this may not be the richest
area (economically) in the nation, it has, however, been endowed with a certain measure
of abundance (diversity in nature, and profound beauty?!). as welbl as the opportunity to
recover some measure of wealth, lost from previous generattons of human tnduced error
{(i.c.. carcless mining practice. over logging... some of which imolved (clear} cutting up
to the edge of waterways.., allowing for erosion, changes in wrbidity, and temperature.,
for some example, the Graylmg' was lost this way, us thev were dependant upon the
cooler water temiperatures for breeding, and the removal of torest cover (shade) caused
aver-all water emperatures 1o rise, e (see tootnote befow on page two).

These "resources” above mentioned (and many not) address also, a future, POTENTIAL
state of the world, The wheel is still in spin... [t may be that citizens currently residing i
these arcas, will, or will not respond appropriately to the call for responsible actions 10
protect the above, but the opportunity for doing so would have no morabethical baxis, 1f
this same opportunity were removed from the realn of the possible by means of their
own governmental inditfercnee. This 1s vour charge. I prev vou act with appropriate
consideration for ALL of the inhabiants of these arcas.

L1
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—— Thank you for your consideration to this matter.
Sincerely,
Henry W, Peters
Response: Opinions noted

The “erayling (Thymallus thymallus) 1s a species of freshwater fish in the salmon fanily
{family Salmonidac) of order Salmomformes. It is the type species of its genus. Native to
the Palearctic ecozone, the grayling is Widespread throughout northern Europe, from the
Uniled Kingdom and France 10 the Ural Mountains in Russia. While it was introduced to
Moroceo in 1948, it does not appear to have become established there. (sic) The grayhng
preters cold, running riverine waters, but also occurs in lakes and, exceptionally, in
brackish waters around the Baltic Sca. Omnivorous, the fish leeds on vegetable matter as
well as crustaceans, inscets and spiders, molluses, zooplankton, and smaller fishes,
including Eurasian minnows and yellow perch. Graylings are also prey for larger fish,
ncluding the huchen (Hucho hucho). With the Arctic grayling, T. thymallus is one of the
cconomically important Thymailus species, being raised commercially and fished for
sport. The grayling 1s a protected species listed in appendix 111 of the Bern Convention.

{emphasis added)

- Re: Shoreline Management Plans and Development Projects (SMPs), FERC Reservorr
Project Numbers:
Project No. 1864 (Bond and Victoria)
Project No. 2402 {Prickett)
Project No. 10856 (Au Train)
Project No. 10854 (Cataract)
Project No. 2506 (Boney Falls)

Dear Ms. Wolfe, et al.,

Basically. in regards to the above referenced UPPCO/WPS hydropower area land sale
areas to Naterra, 1 wish to stale my firm objection.

Off the top, as a fongtime area resident of this area in the upper peminsula of Michigan
and now land steward of my family's properties, 160 acres approximalely seven miles
south of Vicloria reservoir (since 1941). from the time of my birth, T have lived off and
on, or near my grandparents 1928 homestead, my cxperience tells me that any where near
the placement of the projected watercraft in these commercially designed developments
as outlined in the current edition of the "Shoreline Management Plan™ (SMP), with
accompanying docking facilities, strikes any person who has some reasonable amount of
awareness, experience and sensitivity to the magniticent but yet fragile diversity of’
ecosvstems in the considered sale areas (and for the sake ol discussion here: especially
the propect lands), of which some is Just now beginning to recover from well over a
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centuries' previous mistakes. especially in regarding this abundam diversity as an
inexhaustible re- source of forest. mineral/water or atmosphere. Unfortunately some of
these arcas, m ¢lose proximity, continue o take a beating..., ¢.2.. road building
inappropnate loggng, or other manner ol oft mindless exploitation, and somw areas, it s
vel o be demonstrated ever: their potential for resibenee.

If you got nothing maore from this letter than this: [say, NO O DOCKS IN THE SALE
AREAS. But there 1s more. and | would now take this opportunity to cxpuand a bit.

First of all, the license agreement, accomplished in 2003 between the Federal Encrgy
Regulatory Commission (FERCY and UPPCO states (albeit in refation to the Wald and
Scenic Rivers Act. which iy or may not be at the moement. moot} that:

76. Section 7{a) does not bar the issuance of a heensce for its continued operation,
as lonyg as no new construction 1s proposed, 54 and L PPCO proposes no new
construction in 1ts 1 License appheation. (cmphasis added)

And further it states;

16 L..S.C. § BOB(¢). [LICENSE TERM 10X, Sccuon i3(e) of the FPA 63 provides
that any new license issued shall be for a term which the Commissien determines
to be in the public interest, but the term may not be jess than 30 years nor more
than 50 vears, 109 The Commission's general policy is to estabhsh 30-vear terms
for projects that propoese little or no redevelopment. new construction, new
capacity. or eovironmental nutigative and enhancement measures: -H-year terms
for projects that pronose moderate redevelopment, new construction, new
capacity, or matigation and enhancement measures: and S0-year terms tor projects
that propuse extensive redevelopment, new construction, new capcity. or
eohancement. 11O In Section 2.5 of the Agreement. the signatories agree to a 40-
vear license term. [n 1991, UPPCO completed reconstruction of the Victoria dam
and telated agilitios costing approxamately S 13,000 0040, HPPCO also completed
a $6,000.000 replacement of the woodstave pipeline with a spiral wound steel
pipeline in 2001, In hight of these expenditures and 1he enbancement measures
and operational changes proposed pursuant to the Agreement, a term of 40 vears
15 appropriate. Accordingly. the new license for the Bond Falls Project wall have a
term of 40 years. (cinphasis added)

[ other words, the way [ read this, the current license was gramied 1o all arcas under the
condition that UPPCO did not project any more possible construction that would go
bevond the proposed changes at Victoria dam reconstruction, sa theretore, it seemed a 40
vear heense renewal was justified. This, among other features, is what the agreement was
about,

OK. so there were NON-progect lands which are supposedly open for any business that
the "owners” may choose... We might debate, in an other. more kind forum, the wisdom

Lin
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- of this "any business™ however, 1 wish to focus on my main concern here, the project
lands and the project waterways...

» What FERC approved lor the Recreational Plan does not resemble in the least
the massive changes now proposed.., involving construction and intrusion of
docks. landings, lighis, and, of course, water craft with accompanying residences
and exponential variances through time.

« UPPCO/WPS commissioned a "drive by” biological survey .. about a several
day 1ime line, during only one scason of many here which transpire, using, for
example, a helicopter to do raptor surveys...(absurd?). The "Michigan Hydro
Relicensing Coalition” {(MHRC) states in their August 28, 2006 letter to UPPCO
that:
"We recommend that UPPCO not identify these studies as ' Environmental
Asscssments.” Environmental Assessment (EA) has a specific meaning
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). These assessments
do not meet the requirenients of an EA as defined under NEPA. In
gencral, an EA includes brief discussions of the tollowing: the need for the
proposal, an analysis of allernatives, environmental impacts of the
alternatives, and a listing of agencies and persons consulted.”

* They go on to politely suggest that you call your over view preliminary, biased
view assessment (of the publics willingness to digest the superficial!) as an

- "Environmental Baseline Assessment.” | most respectfully cease my agreement
with the MHRC at this point, as the study had more ot an appearance of making a
puppet show of the resource than any scrious degree of concem for the possible
correspondence o the important natural relations that show them through time
and space.

« ‘T'hat said. from even a cursory glance at the comments the various commenting
agencics made, both as individual organizations and as a coalition, there seemed
more oF less unanimous apprehension as to the softiciency of the "E-Pro, Inc.”
survey.

o [ would further add, besides an EA that, because of the scope and magnitude of
these projects, both site specific and inctusive of the total projects areas covered
in this proposcd landscape modification of which a Federal Agency is the
regulatory overseer (FERC), cumulative effects which include, by Yegal mandate,
from the NEPA as sited below, an EA, a Biological Evaluation (BE) and also
appropriate Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) need be done to maintain any
credible compliance with the letter and spint of applicable laws.

NEPA

40 CFR PART 1500

Sce. 1508.7

Cumulative impact. "Cumulative impact” is the impact on the envirenment

which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to
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other past. present. and reasonably foresecable future actions regardless ol
what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other
actions. Cumulative impacts ¢an result from individoually ninor but
collecuvely significam actions taking place over a penod of 1hme,

= Nature is. one way or another. in a dynamic conditon... Where are the now,
relatively every day discussed possibilities of GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE
considerations in relation to these projects? !

* What happens, for example if, given that there is now generally admitied oss of
fossil fuel ("peak oil). and the likely possible effects of this development? «
Where 1s the analysis of the probabilities, given you are inviting muluplying
possibilities for who knows who, from who knows w here regarding “viral
hemorrhagic septicemia virus, VHSV, which causes anemia and hemorrhaging in
fish," ay sited in below ingluded article, not 10 mention other invasive species of
plant and animals (i.c., vcbra muscle, etc.}!

* In this "Shorchine Management Plan” numbers of "proposed recreation
cnhancements are hsted... very impressive.., and supposedly members of the
public ("local stakcholder™) have, for example. asked tor "fish cleaming statons.”
Well, [ have been to most every public mecting (other than the so-called "focus
groups.” ) and I have not onee heard any one ask tor a1 "hsh cleaning station.™ Asa
mater of fact, the vast majority of comments | have heard ex- pressed serious and
troubled concern over the presentation and direction of this kind of artificial ity
in the “wilderness.™ Looks to me, like most folks view this as developing a rich
per- sons playground at the expense of something many. including my sclt. hold
of dear value here” A land and water way where human breath and care may stand
some harmonious chance with what the good lord ofter<. The chance to give to
tuture generations, some semblance of what potennal the world, untrammeled by
total human misery and degradation!

« And speaking of tocus groups. you stated some where m your meanderings
regarding the possibihties for hikely "riches™ in this development that you would
consult with "all lecal stakcholders.” (paraphrase) rezarding our concerns, and

yel. trom a discussion [ had with some ol the people who tried 1o sincerely
participate in the "tecus groups,” you sponsored. their consensus opinion s were
evidently given no senous credence (e, consensus was only “advisory™). That,
given the number of mectings and deals. 1.¢.. watchig the Naterra & Co. atall of
the pubhc mectings, appearing to be playing footsic and other games with sume of
the Township and other "ofticials,” was not something | felt in the least posnive
about.

I could go on... but | behieve there 1s sufticient amount of comsideration herchy presented
to et you know the degree of "appreciation” | have for your Intle proposal.

No Daocks!

HIX
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e
Thank you for your attention.
Smeerely,
Henry W, Peters
Response: Opinions noted.
Att. 83: Barbara Quenzi
From: pquenzi [pquenzignhughes.net]
Sent:  Wednesday, May 16, 2007 12:37 PM
To:  jwollet@uppee.com
Janet Wolf:
Re: FERC projects 2402 (Prickeut): 1884 (Bond Falls); 10858 (Au Train); 10854
(Cataract); 2506 (Boney)
| oppose construction of docks at Prickett, Victoria, Au Train, Cataract, Boney Falls and
Bond Falls site. as this will degrade wildlife habitat. I oppose removal of stumps at
Prickest Dam, as this will allow the increased traffic of motor boats to go at much higher
speeds and generate more noise. | oppose the establishment of “view corridors™ as this
- would lurther degrade waldhfe habnat.
In my opinion, the LPPCO SMP does not protect and enhance wildlife habitat as required
by FERC'. Given the complexity of this issuc and the limited scope of the Shoreline
Management Plan, an Environmental Assessment should be required of UPPCO in this
malter.,
Response: /n response to comments from agencies and the public. the final SMPs have
been revised o reflect a reduction in the total mimber of proposed boat slips.
Additionally. the wumboer of enhanced view areas has heen dramatically reduced and the
prapasal to remove siumps from the Prickett impoundment has been eliminated.
The wildness of the Victoria and Prickett dam arcas (of which [ am most familiar} is
what makes themn special.
Barb Quena
Ph: 906-482-7474
Email: pquenzi@hughes.net
-

[JR)
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Att. 84: Mike Stockwrell -

Dear Sir,

| opposc shoreline construction, hoating improvements, and excessive aceess trails
proposed by Upper Peninsula Power Company at Northern Michigan™s Pricket, Victora,
Au Train, Cataract. Boney Iatls, and Bond Falls sies.

I feel that the impact on the natural environment, and subscquent tournsm industry has not
been fully considered.

Project No. 1864 (Bond il Victoria)
Project No. 2402 (Prickett)

Project No. 10856 (Au Train)

Project No. 108534 (Cataract)

Project No, 2506 (Boney Falls)

Mike Stockwell
13498 Hove Road
Atlantic Mine, M1 49905

Response: Opiniony noted

Att. BS: Suzanne Yan Dam

Kimberly D. Bose, Scceretary

Federal FEnergy Regulatony Commission
K& First St NLE.

Washmgton D.C. 20426

May 20, 2007
Dear Kimberly Bose.

This letter addresses the follow ing FERC reservorr project numbers:
> Project.No 1864 {Bond apd Victornia)

= Project No. 2402 {Prickcet)

> Project No 10856 (Au Train)

= Project Moo LORSA (Cataracy)

> Project No. 2506 (Boney Falls)

I'm a resident of the Upper Penimsulba of Michigan and am preatly concerned by the
proposed management plan | have visited and hiked near muost of these special places,
and | STRONGLY OPPOSE CONSTRUCTION OF DOCKS as proposed by Upper
Peninsula Power Company it Prickett, Victoria, AuTram, Cataract, Boney Falls, and

20
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Bond Fails sites. Given the complexity of this issue and the limited scope of the Shorcline
Management Plan an Environmental Assessment should be required of UPPCQ in this
matler,

Sincerely,

Suzanne Van Dam

702W. Edwards

Houghton, M1 4993 ]

(906) 483-4729
Suzasme. yvandam alondiacdi

Response: Opinions noted,

121
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APPENDIX B: RECORD OF SECTION 7 OF THE ENDANGERED
- SPECIES ACT CONSULTATION

B-1
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Uppor Peningula Power Company

(a subsidlary of WPS Resources Carporatlon)
700 North Adams Straet

P.0. Box 18001 -

Green Bay, W 54307-9001

April 12, 2007

Mr. Craig Czarneckl, Field Supervisor
.3, Fish and Wildlife Sarvice

East Lansing Michigan Fleld Oflice
2651 Coolldge Road, Sulte 101

Easl Lansing, Michigan 48823

Deaar Mr. Czarneckl:

Ssction 7 Endangored Specles Act Consultation - Upper Peninsula Power Company

Shoreline Managemant Plans for FERC Prolact Nos. 1864 (Bond Falls), 2402 (Prickett),
10854 (Cafaract), 10856 (Ay Train), and 2506 {Bonaey Falls)

The Upper Peninsula Power Compeny (UPPCO) has prepared draft Shorsline
Manageiment Plans (SMP) for each of the above-referenced hydropower facilities
licensed by the Federal Energy Rogulatory Commisslon (FERC). The SMPs have been
- develeped in an efforl to achieve an appropriate balance between the anficipated
deveiopment of non-preject lands near sach project; public and private recreation and
the preservation of Important natural, environmental, or cultural features of the project's
lands and walers, while maintaining the primary preject funclion, the production of
olectricity,. UPPCO plans {o grant limited permisslon for pathways and docks on project
lands and waters to properly ownors near the project lands. Through the permils,
UPPCO will have an anforcement capability and can manage and limit Impacts to project
shorelines In an effarl to reduce impacts of recreational use lo important natural,
environmental, cultural, and assthelic project values within the project boundary,

The draft SMPs have beon circulated for public review and comment; they were
doveloped in consultation with resource agencles Including the U.S. Flsh and Wildlifo
Sorvice (Service), local govemments, non-govemmental organizations, and the local
public. Copies of the drafl SMPs have beaen provided 1o Ms. Christis Deloria-Shoftield at
your Upper Peninsuta Sub-Office. )

UPPCO is seeking approval from the FERC fo Implement the permitting process for
palhways and docks consistent wilh ihe projoct SMPs. Accordingly, the FERC wlll be
contacting the Searvice regarding consullation under section 7 of the Endangerad
Species Act. UPPCO briefly addressed federally-listed threataned or endangered
specios In the draft SMPs. This lelter provides additional text regarding fedarally-listod
threatened or endangered spacies portalning to each SMP. UPPCO raviowod the
Service's technical assistance wobslie for fedaraliy-lisied thraatensd and endangerad
species and contacted the Michigan Deparlment of Natural Resources Cndangered
Speties Spaciallst for spacies cceurrence information pertaining to each project. Bald
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Mr. Craig Czarnack
April 12, 2007
Page 2of 2

eagle survey infarmation for 2006 was received from your office as well. In addition,
field investigations of the projecl area conducted in 2006 through E-PRO Englneering &
Environmental Consulting, LLC provided some addltional species occurrénce
information.

UPFCO requests that the Service review the anclosed specles information and
assessments for each SMP and advise us of any omisslons or updated species
occurrence information. We would appreciate your commenis if you have concerns
regarding implementation of lhe SMPs or any recommendalions of further measures
YUPPCO should institute that would help to avoid or minimize adverse effects to
threatened or endangered species in iImplemonting the SMPs.

We would appreciate & response to this request within 30 days of the date of {his lefter.
If appropriate, we would be willing 1o meet with you or your staff to discuss any concerns
regarding potential adverse effects to lhreatened or endangered species that might
result from SMP Implementation,

If you have any questions, you may contact me al (920) 433-1084.

Singerely,

S

Shawn C, Puzen
Environmental Consultant
Integrys Business Support, LLC

SyX
Enc.

oc: Ms. Christla Deloria-Sheffiekd, FWS - Marquette, Ml
Mr. Robert Fielcher, FERC - Washington, D,.C.
Mr. William Campbell, TRC
Mr. Brent McCarthy, TRC
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AL TRAIN SMP
9.5 THREATENED AND/OR ENDANGERED SPECIES

The FWS technical assistunce website for federally-listed threatened and endangered
species includes the beld cagle (Haflacetus leucovephalus), pray woll (Canis lupus),
Canada lynx {Lynx canadensis), piping plover (Charudrius melodus), piping plover
designated critical habitat, and Pitcher’s thistle (Cirsitm pitchers) on its list of specics
occurring or potentially occurring in Alger County.

Recent review of available species occurrence information, habitat requirements, and
resulls of 2000 ficld investigations of the project area conducted through E-PRO
Engincering & Environmental Consulting, LLC concluded that the piping plover, piping
plover designated critical habilat and the Pitcher’s thistle do not oceur within the Au
Train Project boundary or on adjacent lands.

Bald Eagle

The bald eagle is federally-listed as threatenwl and listed by the State of Michigan as
threatened. Adult and immature bald eagles have been observed in flight end perching in
trees along the shoreline of the Au Train impoundment and Jikely catch fish from the
impoundment. Eagles have nested at several sites near the impoundment or on islands
within the impoundment over many years. An active bald oagle nest was docninented at
the Au Train impoundment in 2006,

The area within a 660-foot radius of the nest site has been designated in the SMP as
Conservation Area where no development is allowed. Further, SMP management
activities will be carried out consistent with provisions of the Bald Eagle Management
Plan issucd under Article 405 of the Au Train Project [icense. As such, primary nesting
arcas located immedialely around nesting sites and sccondary nesting arcas extending a
minimum radius of 660 feet trom the nest will be managed to avoid or minimize
disturbance in the vicinity of known bald eagle nests. Certain activities will be restricted
during the critical nesting period through the fledging of any young, from February 1
through July 31 ofany given year, Restricted activities would include human entry inte
the primary nesting area, motorized access, development of recreation facilities, and
ruajor project facility-related construction activitics not associated with dam safety.
Human disturbance within the primary zone, except-for that which is required for bald
cagle rescarch and management by qualified individuals will be prohibited during the
modcrately critical period from January 1 thcough August 31 of cach year, Land use
activilics that result in significant changes in the landscape such as clcar cutting, land
clearing, or major construction, and other less significant direct changes such as usc of
chemicals toxic 10 bald cagles, arc prohibited at all times in the sccondary nesting areas.
Through implementation of the SMP, UPPCO proposes to prohibit commercial timber
harvesting within 200 feet of the project impoundment. Accordimgly, previously-usced,
standing nest trees will not be removed from project lands since they may be reoccupied
in the future; supercanopy trees will be maintained within the project area as additional
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potential nesting habitat. 1fa pair of eagles chooses to estublish a new nest in an area

alrcady receiving human use resulting from project operation or recreation facilities, the -
human activitics will continue to oceur, but will not be expanded. In those instances, as

agreed to in developing the Article 405 Plan, the ongoing human activitics will not be

restricted during the critical petiod.

With the addition of the individual and cluster docks at the Av Train impoundment and
the recreation enhancements for general public recreation usce, increased boating and
other recreational activity on the impoundment can be expected, Inereased frequency of
human activity within the project boundarics resulting from anticipated nearby residential
development also can be expected. Approximately 62 % of the lands within the project
boundaries are designated tor such uses.  Even with the establishinent of nest protection
arcas, it is possible that some individuals, knowingly or inadvertently, still may engage in
potentially disturbing activities within the nesting zonts or in areas where eagles arc
perching or fishing. Under these cireumstances, adult or immature bald cagles could be
cxposed to reereational activitics that may result in nest abandonment or disruption of
feeding activily.

Implementation of the SMP together with the Article 405 Bald Eagle Management Plan
should minimize the likclihood of disturbance to nesting, perching or feeding activities.
The measures included in the Article 405 Plan pertaining to the bald cagle are generally
congisient with the (1.5, Fish and Wildlife Service’s 2006 Draft National Bald Eagle
Management Guidelines which provide recommendations for land management practices
that will benefit bald eagles and how to avoid disturbing them,  As additional mcasures to
avoid potential disturbance (o bald eagles nesting, pecching and/or feeding within projcct -
boundarics, UPPCO will make educational materials available to the public that will
emphasize the importance and sensitivity of nesling and feeding areas and cncourage
cooperation in aveiding disturbance to the eagles. Any further use of existing,
undeveloped, informal campsites near the current nest site or future nest trees will be
prohibited, In addition, informational buoys will be placed at the outer edges of primary
nesting arcas that extend into the impoundments to discourage boaters fiom approaching
active nests. Under most circumstances, implementation of these management provisions
should reduce potential impacts to nesting to a point where they will be undetectable,
QOutside of nesting territones, perching and feeding cagles should be able to avoid
disturbance from recreational activities without any measurahle effects,

Grav Wolf

The zray wolf'is federally-listod as threatened; however, the LS. Fish and Wildlife
Service (FWS) has published o finad rule in the Federal Register (Volume 72, Number
26, February 8, 2007) that would remove the western Great Lakes Distinet Population
Scgment (DPS) of the gray wolf from the list of endangered and threalened wildlife. ‘the
geographic extent of the DPS includes the Upper Peninsula of Michigan, The final rule
could he in effeet as carly ns March 12, 2007, The gray wolf is tisted as theeatened by the
State of Michigan as well,
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Ay indicated in the recent Federal Register notice by the WS, the gray wolfis found in

o every county of the Upper Peninsula. In correspondence regarding the UPPCO projects,
the Michigan Department of Natural Resources (DNR) commented that gray wolves are
habitat generalists and are distributed widely in the Upper Peninsula.

The Michigan DINR was contacled to determine if there were any recorded wolf
occurrences near or within the project boundary. The DNR response gave no indication
of any ncarby active territories, nor have any den or rendezvous sites been identified oa
project lands. Consudering its wide-ranging nature, it is possible that the gray wolf
travels through the project area,

Increased public recreation use can be expected to occur with fmplementation of the SMP
as well as increased frequency of human activity within the project boundaries as a result
of anticipated nearby residential development. The increased human activity may alter
the pattern or areas of transient activity by wolves within the projeet area; however, any
cffects are not likely to be measurable,

The Canada lynx is federally-listed as threatened and listed by the State of Michigan as
endangered. State and Federal natural resource agencics have documented racks and/or
sightings of lynx in recent years in nearby counties of the Upper Peninsula or Wisconsin
counties bordering the Upper Peninsula, Review of lynx records and observations by
ageney staff and researchers indicate that historic and recent lynx occurrences in

- Michigan have been a result of immigration from lynx populations in Canada and are
correlated with population cycles of lynx in Canada.

To sustain a population, the Canada lynx requires vory large areas containing boreal
forest babital and is a specialized predator of the snowshoe hare. The FWS concluded in
its [Final Rule Notice of Romanded Detcrmination of Status for the Contigtious United
States Distinct Population Sogment of the Canada Lynx; Clarification of Findings
published in the July 3, 2003 #ederal Register (Volume 68), that the limited number of
lynx occurrences in Michigan did not constitute a resident population, but were
dispersing aniinals. Michigan’s Upper Peninsula supports borcal forest: however, the
extent of habitat is limited and there is limited connectivity with suilable habitat in
Canada. In addition, review of lynx occurrence records had provided no verifiable
cvidence of successful reproduction.

Because dispersing Canada tynx will travel long distances secking suitable habitat and
the lynx has a very large homic range of many square miles within suitable habitat, il is
possible that fynx could pass through the project area of the Au ‘[rain impoundment at
some time. There is no available information, however, to indicate that bynx arc curreatly
present or use the project aren.



Unofficial FERC-Generated PDF of 20071205-0147 Received by FERC OSEC 11/29/2007 in Docket#: P-10854-000

BOND FALLS SMP

9.5 THREATENED AND/OR ENDANGERED SPECIES

Bald Eagle

The bald cagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) is federally-listed as threatened and listed by
the State of Michigan as thrcatened. Bald cagles have been observed in the arca of the
Bond Falls impoundment where adult and immalure cagles use porch trees within the
project boundary and likely catch fish from the impoundinent. No recent nesting has
been docuinented; however, a number of suitable nest trees are available.  An active bald
eagle nest has been documented downstream of the Victoria impoundment within the
project boundary (E/PRO 2006). The arca within a 660-foot radius of the nest site has
been designated Conservation Arca where no development or timber harvesting is
permitted.

SMP management activitics will be carried out consistent with provisions of the
Threatened and Endangered Specics Protection and Enhancement Plan issued under
Article 415 of the Bond Falls Project License. As such, primary nesting areas located
immediately around nesting sites and secondary nesting areas extending a minimur
radius of 660-feet from the nest will be managed to avoid or minimize disturbance in the
vicinity of known bald eagle nests, Certain activitics will be restricted during the critical
nesting period through the fledging of any young, from February | through July 31 ofany
given year, Restricted activities would include human cntry into the primary nesting
area, myjor project tacility-related construction activities not associated with dam safety,
and development of recreation facilities, Human activities that will not be permitted
within the sutrounding sccondary nesting arcas include new development, the building of
roads and trails facilitating access to the nest, and the use of chemicals toxic to bald
cagles. Where no nests currently exist, supercanopy trees with a high potential for
nesting habitat will be maintained within the project area. Management for old growth
forest characteristics arownd project reservoirs will be conducted through activitics
outlined in the Buffer Zone Plan. Previously-used, standing nest trees will not be
removed from project lands since they may be renccupicd in the future. If & pair of
cagles chooses to establish a new nest in an area already receiving luman use cesulting
from project operation or recreation facilitics, the hurnan activities will continue to occur,
but will not bee expanded. In those instances, as agreed to in developing the Article 415
Plan, the ongoing human activities will not be restricted during the critical period.

With the addition of the individual and cluster dacks at the Bond Falls and Victoria
impoundments and the reereation enhancements for general public recreation use,
increased boating and other recreational activity on the impoundments can be expected.
Increased frequency of human activity within the project boundaries resulting fom
anticipated nearhy residential development also can be expected. Even with the
cstablishiment of nest protection areas, it is possible that some individuals, knowingly or
inadvertently, still may cngage in potentially disturbing activitics within the nesting zoncs
or in areas where cagles are perching or fishing. Under these circumstances, adult or
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immature bald cagles could be exposed to reereational activities that may result in nest
bt abandonment or disruption of feeding activily.

The SMP inchudes 68.5% of project lands at the Bond Falls impoundment and 66.5% of
project lands at the Victoria impeundiment designated as Conservation Arca which offers
substantial suituble habitat for bald eagle perching and feeding as well as potential for
nosting. Implementation of the SMP together with the Article 415 Threatened and
Endangered Speeics Protection and Enhancement Plan should minimize the likeliicod of
disturbancc to nesting, perching or feeding activities. The measures included in the
Article 415 Plan perlaining to the bald cagle asc generally consistent with the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service™s 2006 Draft National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines which
provide recommendations for land management practices that will bencfit bald cagles and
how 0 avoid disturbing them. As additional measures to avoid potential disturbance to
bald eagles nesting, perching and/or feeding within project boundarics, UPPCO will
make educational materials available to Lthe public that will emphasize the importance and
sensitivity of nesting and feeding arcas and encourage cooperation in avoiding
disturbance to the ¢agles. In addition, informational buoys will be placed at the outer
cdges of primary nesting areas that extend into the impoundments, to discourage boaters
from approaching ective nests, Under most circumstances, implementation of these
management provisions should reduce potential impacts to nesting to » point where they
will be undctectable. Qutside of nesting territorics, perching and feeding cagles should
be ablu to avoid disturbance fiom recreational activitics without any measurable effects.

Gray Wolf

The gray wolf (Canis fupus) is federally-listed as threatened; however, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (FWS) has published a final rule in the Federal Register (Volume 72,
Number 26, February 8, 2007) that would remove the western Great Lakes Distinet
Population Scgment (DPS) of the gray wolf from the list of endangered and threatencd
wildlife. The geographic extent of the DPS includes the Upper Peninsula of Michigan,
‘The final rule could be in etfect as early ag March 12, 2007. The gray wolf is listed as
threatened by the State of Michigan as well,

As indicated in the recent Federal Register notice by the FWS, the gray wolfis found in
cvery county of the Upper Peninsula, In addition, the Upper Peninsula wolf population,
by itsell, has surpassed the recovery criterion for a sccond non-isolated population in the
castemn United States for a minimum of 5 years as well as the Federal criterion for an
isolated wolf population.

UPPCO was requested by the agencics to investigate possible impacts to gray woll’
habitat and/or populations with regard to increases in recreational development and uses
at the hydroeleetric projects. The MDNR commented that while gray wolves are habitat
generalists and distributed widely in the Upper Peninsula, surveys have shown gray
wolves using territory within a mile of the shoreline of the Bond and Victoria
impoundments. Considering the wide-ranging nature of the wolf, it is likely that the gray
wolftravels through the project area of the impoundments and may occasionally hunt for
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prey within the project boundaries. No den or rendezvous sites bave boen identificd on
project lands st cither impoundment. -

As indicated previously, SMP management activitics will be carried out consistent with
provisions of the Threatened and Endangered Species Protection and Rnhancement Plan
issucd under Article 415 ot the Bond Falls Project License. UPPCO will manage lands
within the project boundary, consistent with MDNR wolf managemont goidelines and the
Ottawa National I'orest Threatencd and Endengered Species guidelines for the protection
of gray wolf den sites,

Although availability of prey can be a primary limiting factor in maintaining woif
populations, both the MIDNR and the U S, Forest Service indicated in comments provided
regarding the Article 415 Plan, that it is not necessary to manage UPPCO lands around
the margin of Bond Ralls Reservoir for prey habitat for wolves, Ample prey habitat is
available on Forest Service lands bordering on UPPCO lands in the project arca. The
agencies indicated that the most important contribution the UPPCO lands around Bond
Falls could make for wolves would be to manage road densitics so that vehicular access
is minimizcd, and to protect any wolf den or rendezvous sites that ave encountered.

The Article 415 Plan provides that UPPCO will close temporary roads created for timber
harvest activitics to vehicle use upon completion of those activities, whenever possible.
Previously constructed roads that have become unaecessary also will be blocked to
vehiele access, where possible, Vehicle access already exists to arcas designated in the
SMP for reereational enhancements; however, improvements will be made to those trails
to accommodate gencral vehicle use; only one new road will cross a sinall segment of
project lands from adjacent land. Overall road densitics within the preject boundary will
not exceed the generally recomumended density at or below one lineal mile of road per
square mile.

Increased public recreation use can be expected to ocecur with implementation of the SMP
ns well as increased frequency of human activity within the project boundaries as a result
of anticipated vearby residential development, The increased human activity may alter
the pattern or arcas of transicnt activity by wolves within the project ares; however, any
cffects are not likely to he measurable with the fraplementation of provisions of'the
Article 415 Threatened and Endangered Species Protection and Enhancement Plan and
the ongoing, successiul conservation measures for the wolt oceorring through
management of the nearby Ottawa National Forest. -

Canada Lynx

The FWS technical assistance website for federally-listed threatencd and endanyered
speeies includes the Canada Jynx (Zynx canadensis) on its list of species occurring ot
potentially oceurring in Ontonapgon County. ‘The State of Michigan has listed the lynx as
cndangered. State and Federal natural resouree agencies have documented tracks and/or
sightings of lynx in recent years in nearby counties ofthe (pper Peninsula or Wisconsin
countics bordering the Upper Peninsula. Review of lynx reconds and obscrvations by
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agency statf and researchers indicate that historic and recent lynx occurrences in
- Michigan have been a result of immigration from lynx populations in Canada and are
correlated with population cycles of lynx in Canada.

To sustain a population, the Canada lynx requires very large aroas containing boreal
forest babitat and is & specialized predator of the snowshoe hare, The FWS concluded in
its Final Rule Notice of Remandcd Dctermination of Status for the Contiguous United
States Distinct Poputation Segment of the Canada [ynx; Clarification of Findings
published in the July 3, 2003 Federal Register (Volume 68), that the limited number of
lynx oceurrences in Michigan did not constitute a resident population, but were
dispersing animals. Michigan's Upper Peninsula supponts borcal forest: however, the
extent of habitat is limited and there is limited connectivity with suitable habitat in
Canada. [n addition, review of lynx occurrence tecords had provided no verifiable
evidence of successtul reproduction.

Because dispersing Canada lynx will travel long dislances seeking suitable habitat and
the lynx has a very large home range of many square miles within suitable habitat, it is
possible that lynx could pass through the project area of the Bond Falls ancd/or Victoria
impoundments at some time. There is no available information, however, to indicate that
lynx are currently present in the project area. With implementation of provisions of the
Article 415 Threatened and Endangered Specics Protection and Enhancement Plan, it is
unlikely thut sp occasional dispersing Iynx would be affected by SMP implementation.
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BONEY FALLS SMP
95  THREATENED AND/OR ENDANGERED SPECIES

The BWS tochnical assistance website for tederally-listed (hecatened and endangered
specics includes the following on its list of species occurring or potentially oceurring in
Marquette and Delta countics:

Marquette County - bald cagle (Ffaifacchus lencocephalus). threatened; gray wolf (Canis
lupus), threatened; Canads lynx (Jynx canadensis), threatened; and Kirtland's warbler
(Dendroica kirtlandit), endangered

Delta County - bald eagle (#altacetus lewcocephalus), threatened; gray wolf (Canis
lupus), threatened; Canads tynx (Lynx canadensis), threatened; Kirtland's warbler
(Pendrotea kirtlandii), endangered; piping plover (Charadrius mefodus), endangered;
Pitcher’s thistle (Cirsfum pitcheri), threalened; dwarf lake iris (/ris lacustris), threatened

Recent review of available specics oceurrence information, habitat requirements, and
results of 2006 field investigations of the project area conducted through E-PRO
Engincering & Environmental Consulting, LL.C concluded that the Pitcher's thistle,
dwarf lake iris and Kirtland’s warbler do not vecur within the Boney Falls Project
boundary or on adjacent Jands.

Bald Eagle

The bald eagle 1s federally-listed as threatened and listed by the State of Michigan as
threatened. The Boney Valls impoundment is commonly used by adult and immature
bald cagles as a fishing arca: in addition, the tailwater arca below the dam is a frequently-
used fishing area for wintering eagles. Numerous trees within the project boundary are
used as perch sites by eagles. No active bald eagle nests were recorded within the project
boundary in 2000; however, an active nest was located approximately 1 mile upstream.
Several nest sites have been used in the area of that active vest over time and have
resulted in successfil reproduction. Although the primary importance of the project area
and impoundment to bald cagles appears to be for fishing and perching, it is possible that
if the bald cagle population in the Upper Peninsula continues to expand and additional
new nesting territorics become occupied, cagles could eveniually cstablish a nest site
the Boney Falls Project, '

The Baney Falls Preject License includes an Endangered and Threatened Specics Plan
that was issucd under Article 410 of the license. SMP management activities will be
carricd out consistent with pravisions of that plan. As such, it bald eagles nest on lands
within the project boundary, a nest protection zone will be established extending 1o a
radius of 1,320 feet trom the nest site, No activities would be conducted within the nest
protection zone between March 1 and July 1 10 avoid distwhance during the cagle nesling
period. These measures would apply to nest sites cstablished by bald eagles in arcas
without existing human development or activity, such as the desiguated Conservation
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Areas. Consistent with approved bald cagle management plans at UPPCQ’s other
licensexd hydropower facilitics in the Upper Peninsula, ifa pair of cagles chooses to
establish a new nest in an avea already receiving human use resulting from project
operation or recreation facilitics, the human activities will continue le occur, but will not
be expanded. UPPCO will initiate consultation with the FWS and MDNR if a pair of
eagles nests in an area already under human influence to implement pair-specific
management guidelines. Areas used by bald cagles for foraging during the nesting period
as well as during winier months would be delineated and UPPCO would minimize
ingress and egross within the delineated winter foraging areas in the buffer zone to
minimize disturbance to foraging eagles. Per the Article 410 Plan, UPPCO will inform
the public of the importance of the forests along the margins of the impoundment and
river for protection of the bald eagle. Further, UPPCO will consult with the FWS and
MDNR prior to maplementing activitics or policies that may disturb bald eagle use of the
project arca. Through implementation of the SMP, UPPCO proposcs to prohibit
commercial timber harvesting on all project lands of the Boney Falls impoundment.
Accordingly, perch trees and potential nesting habitat, including any supercanopy trecs,
will be maintained within the project area; if nesting occurs over time, any previously-
uscd, standing nest trees will not be removed from project Jands since they may be
reoccupied i the future, Further, lands within the project boundary along the entire cast
side of the Boney Falls impoundment will be designated as Conscrvation Arca or Project
Operations Area which wilt provide a continuous strelch of available habitat for perching
and potential nesting (Plesse note: The drafl SMP document will need to be modified to
reflect this change).

With the addition of the individual and cluster docks at the Boney Falls impoundment
and the recreation cnhancements for general public recreation use, increased boating and
other recreational activity on the impoundment can be expected, [ncreased frequency of
human activity within the project boundaries resulting from anticipated ncarby residential
development also can be expected. Even with the establishment of nest protection areas,
if nesting occurs, it is possible that some individuals, knowingly or inadvertently, still
may engage in poulentially disturbing activilies within the nesting zones or in arcas where
eagles are perching or fishing. Under these circumstances, adult or immature bald eagles
could be exposed to recreational activitics that may result in nest abandonment or
digruption of fecding activity,

Imiplementation of the SMP together with the Article 410 Endangered and Threatened
Species Managemeit Plan should minitmize the likelihood of disturbance to nesting,
perching or feeding activitics. Conscrvation Arcas represent approximaicty 30% of
project lands at the Boney Falls impoundment within which suitable habitat is availuble
for bald cagle perching, feeding and potentially nesting. The measures included in the
Article 410 Plan pertaining to the bald eagle arc generally consistent with the 11.5. Fish
wd Wildlife Secvice’s 2006 Draft National Bald Eagle Manngement Guidelines which
provide recommendations for land management practices that will benefit bald eagles and
how to avoid disturbing them. As an additional measure to avoid potential disturbance if
hald cagles nest within the project boundary, informational buoys will be placed along a
A30-1oot radius within the nest protection zone if it extends into the impoundment (o
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discourage boaters from approaching active nests. Under imost circumstances,
implementation of these management provisions should reduce potential impacts to
nesting to a point where they will be undutectable. Outside of nesling ferritories,
perching and feeding eagles should be able lo avoid disturbunee from recreational
activities without any measurable cffects.

Gray Woll

The gray wolf is federally-listed as thecatened; however, the U.S, Fish and Wildlife
Service (FWS) has published a final rule in the Mederal Repister (Volume 72, Number
26, February 8, 2007) that would remove the western Great Lakes Distinet Population
Scgment (DPS) of the gray wolf from the list of endangered and threatened wildlife, The
geographic extent of the DPS includes the Upper Peninsula of Michigan. The final rule
could be in effect as carly as March 12, 2007, The gray woll is listed as threatened by the
State of Michigan as well,

As indicated in the recett Federal Register notice by the FWS, the gray wolf is found in
every county of the Upper Peninsuta. In correspondence regarding the UPPCO projects,
the MDNR commented that gray wolves are habitat generalists and are distributed widely
in the Upper Peninsula.

The MDNR was conlacted to determine if there were any recorded wolt ocourrences near
or within the project boundary. The MDNR response gave no indication of any ncarby
active torritorics, nor have any den or rendezvous sites been identifiedd on project lands,
Considering its wide-ranging nature. it is possible that the gray wolf travels through the
project arca,

Increased public recrcation use can be expected to occur with implementation of the SMP
as well ag incrcased frequency of human activity within the project boundarics as a result
of anticipated nearby residential development, The increased human activity may alter
the pattern or areas of transient activity by wolves within the project area; however, any
cffects are not likely to be measurable,

Canada Lynx

The Canada lyox is federally-listed as threatened and fisted by the State of Michigan as
endangered. State and Federal natural resource agencies have documented tracks and/or
sightings of lynx in recent years in ncarby countics of the Upper Peninsula or Wisconsin
countics bordering the Upper Peninsula, Review of lynx records and observations by
agency stafl and rescarchers indicate that historic and recem lynx occurrences in
Michigan have been a result of imanigration from lynx populations in Canada and are
corrclated with population cyclies of lynx in Canada.

To sustain a population, the Canada lynx requires very large arcas containing boreal
forest habitat and is a specialized predator of the snowshoc hare. The FWS concluded in
its Final Rule Notice of Remanded Determination of Status for the Contiguous United
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States Distinet Population Segment of the Canada Lynx; Clarification of Findings

hand published in the July 3, 2003 Federal Register (Volume 68), that tho limited number of
Iynx oceurrences in Michigan did not constitute a resident population, but were
dispersing animals. Michigan’s Upper Peninsula supports boreal forest: however, the
extent of habitat is limited and there is limiled connectivity with suitable habitat in
Canada. In addition, revicw of lynx occurrence records had provided no verifiable
cvidence of successful repraduction. '

Because dispersing Canada lynx will travel long distances seeking suitable habitat and
the lynx has a very large home range of many square miles within suitablc habitat, it is
possible that lynx could pass through the projcct area of the Boney Falls impoundment at
some time, There is no available information, however, 1o indicate thal lynx are currently
present or use the project arca. '
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CATARACT SMP
9.5 THREATENED AND/OR ENDANGERED SPFCIES

The FWS technical assistance website for federally-listed ' hweatenced and endangered
species includes the bald vagle (Hailacetus leucocephalusy, pray wolf (Canis lupus),
Canada lynx (Lynx canadensisy and Kirtland’s warbler on its list of species occurring oe
potentially oceurring in Marquette County,

Recent review of available species occurrence information. habitat requirements, and
results of 2006 ficld investigations of the project area conducted through B-PRO
Engineering & Environmental Consulting, 1L.C concluded that the Kirtkand’s warbler
docs not occur within the Cataract Project boundary or on adjacent lands.

Bald Eagle

The bald eagle is fodorally-listed as threatened and listed by the State of Michigan as
threatened. Adult and immature bald eagles were frequentty observed in Night over the
Cataract impoundment in 2006 and it is possible the eagles used the area for perching and
feeding. There are no records of cagles having nested within the Cataract Project
boundary. Some suitable nesting habitat is availublc as well as trees and snags for
perching, [t is possible that if the bald eagle population in the Upper Peninsula continucs
to expand and additional new nesting territories hecome occupied, eagles may cventually
catablish a nest site at the Cataract roject.

The Cataract Project License includes a Bald Eagle Managemaent Plan in Appendix B of
the Wildlife Management Plan that was issued under Article 410 of'the license, SMP
management activitics will be carried out consistent with provisions of those plans, As
such, if buld eagles nest on Jands within the project boundary, primary nesting arcas
located immediately around nesting sites and secondary nesting areas extending a
tiirnuim radius of 660 feet from the nest will be managed to avoid or minimize
disturbance in the vicinity of known bald engle nests. Major land uses such as logging,
development of recreation facilities, building of roads, other non-project facility-related
construction and mining as well as use of chemicals toxic to eaples will be prohibhed
within the primary nesting area at any time, Certain activities will be restricted during
the critical nesting period through Lhe fledging of any young, from February 1 through
July 31 of any given year. Restricied activitiecs would inclnde human entry into the
primary nesting area, company low-level airerafl operations and major project facility-
related construction activities. In the secondary nesting arcas, new development, building
ot new roads and trails facilitating access 10 the nest, and the use o f chemicals (oxic to
bald cagles are prohibited at all times. Through implementation of the SMP, UPPCO
proposcs to prohibit commercial timber harvesting within 200 feet of the Cataract
impoundment.  Accordingly, supercanopy trees will be imaintained within the project arca
as potential nesting habitat: if nesting occurs over time, any previously-used, standing
nest trees will not be removed from project lands since they may be reoccupied in the
futurc. 1fa pair of eagles chooses to establish a new nest in an area already receiving
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hinan use resulting from project operation or recrcation facilitics, the human activities

- will continue to oceur, but will not be expanded, UPPCO will initiate consultation with
the FWS und MDNR ifa pair of cagles nests in an arca alecady under human influence to
immplement pair-specific management guidclines.

With the addition of the individual and clusler docks at the Calaract impoundiment and
the recreation enhancements for general public recreation use, increased boating and
other recreational activity on the impoundment can be expected. Increased frequency of
human activity within the project boundaries resulting from anticipated nearby residential
development also can be expected, Even with the establishiment of nest protection arcas,
it is possible that some individuals, knowingly or inadvertently, still may engage int
potentially disturbing activitics within the nesting zoncs or in areas where eagles are
perching or fishing. Under these circumstances, adult or immature bald cagles could be
exposed to recreational activities that may resull in nest abandonment or disruption of
feeding activity.

Implementation of the SMP together with Lhe Articic 410 Bald Eagle Management Plan
and Wildlife Management Plan should minimize the likelihood of distwrbance to nesting,
perching or feeding activitics, Conservation Arcas represent 83.3% of project lands at
the Cataract impoundment within which suilablo habitat is available for buld eagle
perching and feeding ns well as potential for negting. The measures included in the
Article 410 Plan pertaining to the bald cagle arc generally consistent with the U.S, Fish
and Wildlife Sorvice’s 2006 Draft National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines which
provide recommendations for land management practices that will benefit bald eagles and
how to avoid disturbing them. As additional measures 10 avoid potentiat disturbange to
bald cagles nesting, perching and/or feeding within project boundaries, UPPCO will
make educational materials available to the publie that will emphasize the importance and
sensitivity of nesting and feeding arcas and cncourage cooperation in avoiding
disturbance to the engles. In aldition, informational buoys will be placed at the outer
edges of primary nesting arcas that extend into the impoundments 1o discourage boaters
from approaching active nests, Under most circumnstances, implementation of these
management provisions should reduce potential impacts to nesting to a point where they
will be undetectnhle. Qutside of nesting territorics, perching and feeding cagles shoukl
be able to avoid disturbance from receeational activities without any measurable cffects.

Gray Wolf

‘The gray wolf is federally-listed as threatened; however, the U.S, Fish and Wildlife
Scrvice (FWS) has published a final rule in the Federel Register (Volume 72, Number
26, February 8, 2007) that wouki reniove the westem Great Lakes Distinct Population
Scgment (DPS) of the gray wolf from the list of endangered and threatened wildlife. The
geographic extent of the DPS includes the Upper Peninsula of Michigan. The final rule
could be in cffect as carly as March 12, 2007. The gray wolf is listed as threatencd by the
State of Michigan as well,
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As indicated in the recent Federal Register notice by the WS, the gray wolf is fornd in

every county of the Upper Peninsula. In correspondence regarding the DPPCO projects, -
the MDNR commented that gray wolves are habilat generaiists and are distributed widely

in the Upper Peninsula,

The MDNR was contacted to determine if there were any recorded wolf oceurrences near
or within the project boundary. The MIDNR response gave no indication of any nearby
active territories, notr have any den or rendezvous sites been identificd on project lands.
Considering its wide-ranging nature, it is possible that Ibe gray wolltravels through the
project arca.

The Wildlifc Management Plan issued under Article 410 o the Cataract Projeet License
includes a provision that UPPCO will consult with the MDNR and FWS (o implemaent the
Michigan Gray Wolf Recovery and Management Plan if a gray wolf den or pup
rendezvous site is discovered on UPPCO lands within the project boundary. The SMP
will be implemented in aceordance with the approved Wildlife Management Plan,

Increased public recreation use can be expected to oceur with implementation of the SMP
as well as increased frequency of human activily within the project boundaries 4s a result
of anticipated nearby residential development. The increased human activity may aller
the pattexrn or areas of transicnt activity by welves within the project arca; however, any
effects are not likely to be nmicasurable.

Canada Lyvnx

The Canada lynx is federally-listed as threatened and listed by the State ot Michigan as
endangered. State and Federal natural resource agencies have documented tracks and/or
sightings of lynx in recent ygars in nearby counties ofthe Upper Peninsula or Wisconsin
counties bordering the Upper Meninsula. Review of lynx records and observations by
agency stalf and researchers indicate that historic and recent lynx accurrences in
Michigan have been a result of immigration fom lynx populations in Canada and are
comrelated with papulation cyeles of bynx in Canada,

To sustain a population. the Canada lynx requires very large arcas containing boreal
forest habitat and is & specialized predator of the snowshoe hare. The FWS concluded in
its Final Rule Notice of Remanded Determination of Status for the Contiguous United
States Distinct Population Segment of the Canada Lynx: Clarification of Findings
published in the July 3, 2003 #ederal Register (Volume 68), thal the limited number of
lynx oceutrences in Michigan did not eonstitute a resident population, but were
dispersing animals. Michigan's Upper Peninsula suppors boreal forest: however, the
extent of habitat is limited and there is limited connectivity with suitable habitat in
Canada. In addition, review o f lyna oceurrence records had provided no verifiable
cvidence of successful reproduction,

Because dispersing Canada lynx will travel long distances seeking suitable habitat and
the lynx has a very large home range of inany square miles within scitable habitaf, it is



Unofficial FERC-Generated PDF of 20071205-0147 Received by FERC OSEC 11/29/2007 in Docket#: P-10854-000

possible that lynx could pass through the project area ofthe Cataract impoundment at
- some time. There is no available information, however, to ilicate that lynx arc currently
present ot use the project area.
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PRICKETT SMP
9.5 THREATENED AND/OR ENDANGERED SPECIES

The I'WS technical assistance website for federally-listed tarcatened and endangered
species includes the following on its list of species oceurring or potentially occurring in
Houghton and Baraga countics;

Hougbton County - bald cagle (/fnifacetus lencocephatus ), threatencd; pray wolf (Canis
fupus). threatened; Canada bynx (Lynx canadensiy), threatened: Pitcher’s thistle (Cirsium
pitcherd), threatened; and caster prairie fringed orchid (Plantathera lencophea),
threatened

Haraga County - bald cagle (Maliacetus lencocephalus), (kreatened: gray wolt (Canis
fupus), threatened; Canada lynx (Lynx canadensis), threatened: and Kirtland®s warbler
(Dendroica kirtiandii), codangered

Recent review of available species ocourrence information, habitat requirements, and
results of 2006 field investigations of the project area conducted through E-PRO
Engincering & Environmental Consulting, LLC concluded that the Pitcher's thistle,
castern prairie fringed orchid and Kirtland’s warbler do not oceur within the Prickett
Projeet boundary or on adjacent lands.

Bald Eagle

The bald eagle s federatly-listed as threatened and listed by the State of Michigan as
threatened. An active bald eagle nest was documented within the Prickett Project
boundary in 2006, Bagles have nested at several sites near the impoundment or on
islands within the impoundment over many years and suitable alternative nest trees are
available. Adult and immature cagles use perch trees within the project boundary and
likely cateh fish from the impoumdment,

The arca within a 660-foot radius of the nest site bas been designated in the SMP as
Conscrvation Area where no development ig allowed.  Further, SMP management
activities will be carried out congistent with provisions of the Bald Fagle Management
Plan and Comprehensive Wildlife, Land Use and Recreation Management Plans issued
under Article 414 of the Prickett Project License, As such. primary nesting areas (or
rones) Jocated imimetdhately around nesting sites and sccondary nesting arcas extending a
minimum radius of 660 feet from the nest will be managed to avoid or minimize
disturbance in the vicinity of known bald cagle nests. All land use activities are
prohibited in the primary zone at all thmes, Human disturbance within the primary zone,
except for that which is required for bald cagle rescarch and management by qualificd
individuals will be prohibited [rom February 1 through Septemmber 1 of each year,
Motorized access into the primary zone is prohibited au al) times.
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The secondary vone includes the nest and perching voncs associated with the nest site,
The sccondary »one extends 660 feet in a circle around a nest which has been active
sometime within the last 3 years. The known perches around the nest have a protective
zonc as well extending a 660-foot radius from the perch tree. Land usc activitics that
result in significant changes in the landscape such as clearcutting, land clearing, or major
congtruction, are prohibited at all times in the secondary zone. Closing of roads under the
owncrship und contro! of UPPCO will be addressed on a casc-by-case hasis with the
MDNR and the FWS, Unless otherwise designated, a tertiary zone of a %-milke radius is
maintained around an existing bald engle nest or documented critical roost and timber
harvesting is prohibited unless specifically authorized by the PWS,

Throngh implernentation of the SMP, UPPCO proposes to prohibit commercial timber
harvesting on all project lands, Accordingly, proviously-used, standing nest trees will not
be removed from project lands sinee they may be reoceupied in the future; supercanopy
trees will be maintained within the project area as additional potential nesting habitat.
When new nest sites are established within the project boundary, UPPCO will consult
with the FWS, MDNR, and other interested agencics to determine what protective
measures are appropriate to address existing human presence in the area,

With the addition of the individual and cluster docks at the Prickett impoundment and the
rcereation enhancements for general public recreation use, increased boating and other
recreational activity on the impoundments can be expected. Incrcased frequency of
human activity within the project boundaries rosulting from anticipated nearby residential

- development also can be expected. Even with the cstablishment of nest protection areas,
it is possible that some individuals, knowingly or inadvertently, stilt may engage in
potentially disturbing activities within the nesting zones or in arcus where eagles arc
perching or fishing, Under these circumstances, adult or inwnature bald cagles could be
exposed to recreational activities that may result in nest abandonment or distuption of
feeding activity. One of the recreation enhancements the SMP proposes is establishment
of a north/south, 20-foot-wide navigation channel through the arca of submerged stumps
in the impoundment. Dredging the channel and use by boaters could disturb bald cagle
perching and feeding activity. Since the specific plans for thig project will be developed
as a future action and will require separate FERC approval, any potential cffects and
appropriatc conscrvation measures to avoid or minimize adverse effects will be addressed
in consultation with the FWS, MDNR and other iuterested agencies as plans for the
navigation channel project develop.

Conservation Areas represent 79.3% of project lands at the Prickett impoundment which
offers substantial suitable habitat for bald cagle perching and feeding as well as potential
for nesting. Implementation of the SMP together with the Article 414 Bald Eagle
Management Plan and Comprehensive Wildlife, Land Usc and Recreation Plans should
minimize the Likelihood of disturbance to nesting, porching or feeding activities. The
measures included in the Article 4£4 Plans pertaining to the bald eagle arc generatly
consistent with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Scrvice's 2006 Drafl National Bald Eagle
Management Guidelines which provide recommendations for land management practices
that will benefit baid cagles and how to avoid disturbing them. As additional measures to
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avoid potential disturbance to bald cagles nesting, perching andior feeding within project

boundarics, UPPCO will make cducational materials available to the public that will -
emphasize the importance and sensitivity of nesting and feeding arcas and encourage

cuoperation in avoiding disturbance to the eagles. 1n addition, informational buoys will

be placed af the outer edges of primary nesting arcas that extend into the impaundments,

to discourage boaters from approaching active nests. Under most circumstances,

implementation of these management provisions should reduce potential impacts to

nesting to a point where they will be undetectable. Qutside of nesting territories,

perching and feeding eagles should be able to avoid disturbance from reercational

activities without any measurable effects.

Gray Wolf

The gray wolf {Camis Jupts) is federally-listed as threatened; however, the 1.S, Fish and
Wildlife Service (FWS) has published a final rule in the iederal Register (Valume 72,
Number 26, February 8, 2007) that would remove the western Great Lakes Distinct
Population Segment (DPS) of the gray wolf from the list of endangered and threatened
wildlife. The geographic extent of the DPS includes the Upper Peninsula of Michigan,
The final rule could be in effect as carly as March 12, 2007 The gray wolf'is listed as
threatened by the State of Michigan as well,

As indicated in the recent Federa! Reglster notice by the FWS, the gray wolf is found in
every county of the Upper Peninsula, In addition, the Upper Peninsula wolf population,
by itself, has surpassed the recovery critcrion for a second non-isolated population in the
eastern United States for a minimum of 5 years as well as 1he Yederal criterion for an
isolated woll population,

UPPCO was requested by the agencies to investigate possible impacts to gray wolf
habitat and/or populations with regard to increases in recreational development and uses
al the hydroelcctric projects. The MDNR coimmented that while gray wolves are habitat
generalists and distributed widely in the Upper Peninsula, surveys have shown gray
wolves vsing territory within a mile of the shoreline ot the Prickett impoundment.
Considering the wide-ranging nature of the wolf, and the extensive potential habitat of
the surrounding Oltawa National Forest, it is likely that the gray wolf travels through the
project area of the impoundment and may occasionally hunt for prey within the project
boundarics. No den or rendezvous sites have been identified on project lands within the
project boundary. :

As indicated previously, SMP management activitics will be ¢atried out consistent with
provisions of the Comprehensive Wildlife, Land Use, and Recreation Managememt Plans
issued under Article 414 ofthe Prickett Project License, Per thal plan, UPPCO will
consiit with the MDNR and WS to implement the Michigan Gray Welf Recovery and
Management Plan if a gray wolf den or pup rendezvous site(s) is discovered on UPTPCO
lands within the project houndary. Management techniques such as closure of
unnecessary roads for the protection of the gray wolf would be considered if decmed
appropriate through those agencics and the Ottawa National ¥orcst.
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Increased public recreation nse can be expected to occur with implementation of the SMP
as well as increased frequency of human activity within the project boundaries as a result
of anticipated nearby residential development. The increased human activity may alter
the pattern or areas of transient activity by welves within the project area: however, any
cffects are not likely to be measorable with the implementation of provisions of the
Article 414 Comprehensive Wildlife, L.and Use, and Recreation Management Plans and
the ongoing, suceessful conservation measures for the wolf oceurring through
managemend of the nearby Ottawa National Forest.

Canada Lynx

The Canada lynx is federally-listed as threatened and listed by the State of Michigan as
endangered. State and Federal natural resource agencics bave documented (racks and/or
sightings of lynx in recent years in nearby counties of the Upper Peninsula or Wisconsin
counties bordering the Upper Peninsula. Review of lynx records and observations by
agency staff and rescarchors indicate that historic and recent lynx o¢currences in
Michigan have been a resull of immigration from Jynx populations in Canada and arc
correlated with population cycles of lynx in Canada.

To sustain a population, the Canada lynx requires very large aress con{aining boreal
forest babitat and is a specialized predator of the snowshoe hare. The PWS concluded in
its Final Rule Notice of Remanded Dretermination of Status for the Contiguous United
States Distinet Population Segment of the Canada 1.ynx; Clarification of Findings
published in the July 3, 2003 Federal Regtster (Volume 68), that the limited number of
lynx occurrences in Michigan did not constitute a resident population, but were
dispersing animals, Michigan's Upper Peninsula supports boreal forest: however, the
extent of habitat is limited and there is limited conaectivity with suitable habitat in
Canada. In addition, review of lynx occurrence records had provided no verifiable
evidence of successful reproduction,

Because dispersing Canuda lynx will travel long distances sceking suitable habitat and
the lynx has a very large home vange of many square miles within suitablc habitat, it s
possiblu that lynx could pass through the project area of the Prickett impoundment at
some time. There is no available information, however, to indicatc that Iymx arc currently
present in the project arca,
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United States Department of the [nterior

FISH AND WILDLIFE 8ERVICE
East Lansing Field Offico (HS)
2651 Coalidge Road, Suiio 101

Yast Lansing, Michigan 48823-6316

Septembar 21, 2007

TN REPLY REFER }O;

Mr. Shawn Puzen

Upper Peninsula Power Company
700 North Adams Strest

PO Hox 19001 )
Green Bay, Wisconsin 34307-90001

Rei Endangered Speeies Act Section 7 Technical Assistance; Dralt Shoreline Managemont
Plans for Bond Falls, Prickett, Cataract, Au Train, rnd Boney Falls (FERC Project Nos
1864, 2402, 10854, 10856, and 2506 rospectivoly).

Dear Mr. Puzen:

Wo appreciate the opportunity to roview and comment on your draft Iindangered Species Act
(Act) section 7 effects determinations for the dratt Shoreline Management Plans (8MPg) at the
above reforenced I'ederal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) licensed hydroelecttic hasins,
This lctter providos technical assistance to help you in further development of your endangered
specics effects detcrminations or biclogical evaluations (BEs). It is our understa nding that
section 7 consultation will be requested by FERC in the foture.

The infoxmation conteined in your 13lis addressed the potential affects of implementing the draft
SMPs on gray woll, bald eagle, and Canada lynx. Currently, Canada lynx is tho only specics that
may oceur within the nction arca and which would reqitire seetion 7 ¢onsnltation. As of March
12,2007, wolves in the Western (et £akes District Population Segment, which includes
Michigan, were removed from the federal list of endungered and throatened specics. Bald caglos
were delisted on August 8, 2007, Welves and bald cagles no longer receive protection under the
Act and section 7 consultation Is no bonger necessary, so we are only providing scetion 7 related
comments on Canada lynx.

Although bald eagles ne Junger xcecive protection under the Act, they are protected by the
Migratory Bird Lroaty Act and tho Bald and Golden Liugle Protection Act (BGEPA). Activities
associated with implementing the SMPs have the potontial to disturb bald eagles. Thus, we
reviewed the bald eagle portion of your BE and aro providing comments below to holp clarify
your buld cagle proiection and management efforts and to highlight activities which may disturb
eagles. These comments aro provided 1o help you comply with BGEPA, the FERC licensos or

approved plans for these projeets may require additional efforts or considerations not addressed
below,
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Mr. Shawn Puyen , ' 2

Dodnngered Speciey Act Conimients

Your assessment indicates that thers is no available information indicating that Canada lynx ato
currently presont or use the project areas avound Bond, Prickett, Cataract, Au Train, Boney, or
Victoria impoundments. We agree that if Canade lysx are present in the action aross they are
likely limited to a small number of disporsing individuali and that thete is no recent or current
documentation of lynx breeding. Towover, detection of n vory low nurcbor of dispersing -
indlividuals inay be difficult. We belicve that lynx may bo present within suitable habitat in the
Upper Peninsula and lhat project assessment for potential effects to lynx is prudent,

‘Ihereforo, we recommend you identify any potential lynx habitat within the FERC project
boundaries around these baslng, We realize thet these areas arc narrow tuffers around the
basins, and without adjacent habitat, would not provide.largo onough habitat areas for lynx.
When determining lynx habitat suitability, those impoundment areas should be reviewed within
the contoxt of the larger surrounding landscape. If suitablo habltat exists around the basing, then

yon should analyzo the potermal impacts 1o that habitat and lynx as a result of 1mplemcntmg the
SMPa.

A determination regarding the effect of the project on Canada Jynx was not articulated in the
draft BE. A determination of no effect, not Hkely 1o adversely affect, or likely to advorscly affeet
shoutd be stated and justified in your determination,

National Bald and Golden Bagle Protection Act Comunonts

1ald eagles receivo protection undor BGEPA which provides oriminal and civil penalties for

persons who “take” bald eagles, The definition of “take™ under GEPA inoludes disturb. Disturb
means: .

¥
“...t0 agitatc or bother a bald or golden eagle 10 a degreo that causes, or is likely
to couse, based on the best scientific information available, 1) injury to an cagle,
2) & deercuso in its productivity, by substantisily interfering with normal breeding,
feeding, or sheltering behavior, or 3) nest abandonment, by substantialty
 interferlng with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltesing bshavior,”

Your BE and SMDPs suggest that increased boating and other rocreational aotivitios on or around
those basins ig expected as a rogult of implomenting (he SMPs. Some of the activities deseribed
in the SMI’s are tho devolopment of cluster docks, individual docks, pedestrian trails, and:
peclestrian pathways. Depending on their location, these new developmonts, and the people
associuted with them, could disturb foraging and nesting bald eagles, Therefore, protective
mensures for bald eagles should be incorporated iulo the SMPs. Below we provide the imiportant
protective measures that were disoussed in the BE, potentlal disturbing activiiies that require
further consideration, and other comments to help clarify your document,
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Protective measnres disenssed;

Commercial timber harvesting will be prohibifed around ihe impoundments allowing
proviously used nos trees and supercanopy trces to remain,

A 660 foot radius around exigting nest trees will be designated in the SMI? as a
Consetvation Arcas where no “development” would be allowed,

Restricted activities within a 660 foot radius of the nest, including no wotorized
access, devolopment of recreation facilities, or major project related construciion
sctivitles (except dam safety related activities) during the breeding season.

Restricted human cntry within 330 feet of 8 nest, unless needed Tor eaglo monitoring
or research, duing the breeding season.

At Boney L'alls, the winter bald cagle foraging areas will be delineated and ingress
and cgress into theso ateas would be minimized.

At Boney Falls, the enlue east side of the impoundment wlll be designated ais
Conservation Arca or Project Operations Area, This will provide a continuous habitat
arca (or perching and potential nesting,

I.and use activitics that result in significant changes (o the landscape such as olear

cutting, land clearing, or major construciion would bo prohibited within 660 fect of 8 -
nest.

Informational buoys wilt bo placed in the water around the outer edgos of the primary
zone fo discourage boaters from epproaching aotive nests, Lducational materials will
be provided to the public to encourage cooperation in avoiding disturbance to cagles.

' ]

The above protective measures should be incorporhtcd into the SMPs,

Potontinl distinrbing activities:

Increased boating and recreetional activitics on the impoundment could disturb
important bald eaglo foraging areas, Our May 2007 National Bald I2agle
Management Guidelines (Guidelines) suggest avoiding commercial and recreationat
boating and fishing near critical eagte foraging ereas during poak feeding times.

Dovelopment of docks and other long terin water fuulmea (ramps or docks) could
impact bald cagle foraging areas, Qur Guidelines suggest locating long-term and
permanent water dependent facilities away fiom importent eagle foraging arcas.

UIndey your plan, new nests would not reecive the same lovel of protection as
currently occupied nest sites. This could rosult in disturbanico of birds by on-going
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e ecreational activities, Speclﬁcally, 12¢ BE states that if a pair of cagles choose to
establish a new nest in an area alteady receiving human use resulting from recrcation
facllitles, there will be no restrictior. of uman activities in that arca during the
brccding season, Our Guidelinos stato that some-Intormittent, occasional, or irregulag
uscs that pre-date ongle nesting in an area may disturb eagles and that activitics in
theac arcas may need to be adjusted to avoid disturbance. Wa recommeni ag now
nests are inifiated that arca retlvitics and thelr potential to disuurb eagles should bo
ovalualed on a casc-by-case basis,

_+ Activitics that create lond noises (such as fiteworks) were not addressed in the BE or
SMPs. These activitios could disturb bald cagles and should be prohibited near nest .
© gitos during the breeding season,

We recommend you incorporate and address these concemns in your QMI’s We encourage you to
further review the Guidelines and determine if other adjustments in the SMPs are necessary to -
protect eagles. Bald eagle guidelinos and other relevant Informeation can be found onliw at

I itwww fws. govimigratoryvbivdstbaldeagle him.

Other comments:

¢ Please defino for claity primary, qecondary. and wrtiary Zones around nest trees.
Also, please defino critical and moderntoly eritical time periods.

- e Your BE states that no development will oceur within a 660 foot radiug of a nest rée.

What are you considering development? We assume all uctivitios discussed in the
SMP would be considered “developments,” Dloase clarify,

- = Your BE discusses primary acl secondary nesting “areas.” We belleve you arc
discussing primary and sccondary nest zones or duffers around nost trees, Primary
and sscondary nest areas could also be mtcrprete:d as twopalternatc nest trees, Please
clarify,

» At Bonoy Falls, pleasc oxplain the nature, extent, and timing of “Ingress and egress™
through foraging areas and how you intend to minimize these activities.

» Pleage describe how alternate nest treos will be protested and for what length of time.
Our Guidelines suggest the sume protection should be provided ta alternate nest trees
as ure provided to activo nest trees. Once 5 years of disuae have passed thon
profection may no longer be wartanted, :

e In revwwing the BE, we noted various dates for tho critical pcrlod ‘modciately critical
period, andl datos of prohibited enfry. We also noted differont buffer zone radius’
around nest treés, Wo undetstand this is due to different language in eech of the
FERC management plans, We recommend amending this part of each rolevant
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management plan to reflect the current knowledge regarding important bald euglo
nest poriods and nost tree buffer zones,

+ Puture nest locations may not occur in Conservation Arcas whore “no development”
would oceur, If these nests oceur in an area where paths or sonsonal docks were
allowed, explein how human digturbance would be avoided, We recommend that
now nests are provided a similar Jevel of protection from distubance as carrent nests.

We appreciate the oppostunity to comment on UPPCO’s draft $MPs and BE. If you have furthor
questions or need additional assistance, please contact Ms. Christie Deloria, at (906) 226-1240.

Sinccrcly,
(0

C raig A, Czamneblke
Fiold Supervisor

cc: LS, Porost Service, itawa National Forest, Iron River. Michigan

(Atltn: Susan Spear)

Michigan Department of Natural Resouwrees, Marquette Fishery Office, Marquettce,
Michigan (Attn: Jessica Mistak)

Keweenaw Bay Indian Community, Nutural Resourees Departmont, I.) Anse, Ml
(Attn: Gene Monsch)

Michigan Hydro Re-licensing Coalition, Hloughton, M1 (Atin; Bill Deephousce)

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Washington. D.C. (Attn: Robett Rlotcher)
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. Upper Panlnsula Powar Company

500 North Washinglon Straat
PO, Box 357
& ishpoming, Mt 49849-0357

WWW.UPPET.CoM

November 19, 2007

Mr. Cralg Czameckl, Field Supervisor
U.S. Figsh and Wildiife Service

Easl Lansing Michigan Flold Office
2651 Coolldge Road, Suite 101

East Lanslng, Michigan 48823

Doar Mr. Czarnackl:

Response lo Section 7 Technlcal Assistance; dated September 21, 2007 - Upper

Penlnsula Power Company Shoreline Managomeni Plan for FERC Project No.10854
(Cataract Hydroslectric Project

Upper Peninsula Power Company (UPPCO} Is In recslpt of your technical assistance
doctimant on the Draft Shoreline Management Plan for (he Federai Energy Regulatory
Commisslon (FERC) Projecl No. 10854 (Cataract).

Ca nx

As Indicated in your leller, UPPCO expacts that the FERC willl requast section 7
consultation with the FWS In the future. The Information provided In aur Aprll 12, 2007
loilor as wall as a copy of this letter will be submitted to the FERC for ils uss in making a
detarmination regarding the effect of the project on federally-listed threatened,
endangerad, proposed and candidale species. As such, this letier does not inciude a
detarmination of no effect, not likely to adversely affect, or likeiy to adversely affecl
regarding the Canada lynx. UPPCO appreciates your assistance on the consultation
and Is provlding additlonal Information for the FERC to conskler in developing its
blologlcal evaluation of the project's effects on Canada lynx. The addilicna! Information
is as follows:

The Canada lynx Is federally-listed as threatened and listed by the State of Michigan as
sndangered. In lis county distribulicn list of federally-listed threatened, endangered
proposed, and candidate species In Michigan, the FWS indicated that Marquetle County
is among the Michigan counties having the highest potantial for lynx presence. State
and Fedsrel natural resource agencies have documenied tracks and/or sightings of lynx
in recont years In nearby countles of the Upper Peninsula or Wisconsin countles
bordering the Upper Peninsula. There is no direct svidence available indicaling recent
lynx presence within the Cataract Project area.

Review of lynx records and observations by agency stalf and researchers indicate that
historlc and racent lynx oceurrences in Michigan have been a rasull of immigration from
lynx populations in Canada and are correlated with population cycies of lynx In Canada.
The FWS concluded In its Final Rule Notico of Remanded Datemmination of Status for
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the Contiguous United States Distinct Population Segment of the Canada Lynx;
Clariflcation of Findings published in the July 3, 2003 Federal Regfster (Volume 68). that
the limited number of lynx occurrences in Michigan did not constitute a resident
population, but were dispersing animals. In a racovery outline document the FWS
prepared in 2005, the Uppor Peninsula of Michigan has bean ciassifled as a "peripheral
area.” The cutline’s prellminary recovery assessment Indicates that some of the
peripheral areas *... may provide habdltat anabling the succassiul dispersal of lynx
between populations or subpopulations.” Suitable connaciive habltat Is negdad in
sufficlent quantity and geographic arrangemenl to allow easy movement for lony
distances In search of food, cover and matos.

As indicated in the SMP, the primary land use of the general region [s commerclal forast,
with most of the lands surrounding the Cataract Project being owned by the State of
Michigan, including the Escanaba River Slate Forest, or large private corporations.
Forestod land dominates the landscape of Marquelte County as well as the township
where lhe Cataracl Projecl is located. Within a 12- to 13-mile radius to the southeast,
northeast and northwest of the Cataract Project are several small communities,
lshpeming, an alrport, mining operations, and other rural developmont interspersed In
tha forested tardscape.

UPPCO had a forast inveniory conducled in 2000, which daescribed the forest cover
within the Cataract Projoct boundary as typical of sarly successlonal forests in the area
and likely the result of a combination of nalural disturbances and human activily over the
last 100 years. Common forest lypes includse upland stands of white, red and jack pine;
stands of aspen mixed with assoclated species; and stands classifled as northern
hardwoods thal are dominated by soft maple, white birch and red oak. Lowland forested
areas are dominated by mixed conifer forest types comprised of northem white cedar, -
balsam fIr, tamarack, black spruce, and hemlock with associated lowland hardwoods
such as black ash. Approximately 32 pergent of the forested project area was identified
as in the seedling and sanling stage, 59 percent classified as poletimber and 9 percent
as sawtimber. The understory condillon varies with the forest cover types, but Includes
species of saplings, shrubs, ferns, and forbs fo provide suilable cover and food for many
wildllfe spacies including the snowshoe hare and red squirrel. The Calaract Basin
shoreiine generally Is undeveloped, except for existing recreation access and a few
residences,

Forest typas vary within the portions of the Escanaba River State Foresl near lhe
Cataract Project wilh quaking aspon the dominating (approximately 42 percenl) cover
type of the managsment unit surrounding the Cataract Project. Approximatsly 16
percent of the management unlt Is in upland conifer, primarily jack pine; 13 percent
swamp conifer; 10 parcent in lowland brush or grass covar and less than & percent in
northem hardwood cover types. Forest cover of various condition and type extands
almost continuousiy to the west of the Escanaba River State Forest for approximately 55
miles where it merges with the Ottawa Natlonal Foregt. Much of the Intervening forast
aroa is In private ownarship wilh large areas part of the Cooper Country State Forest as
well.

The Michlgan DNR's 2008 Dralt State Forast Managemant Plan Includes a goal (o
“provide habitat for the consarvation, prolection, restoralion and prepagation of all
Federal and Stats listed threatsned and endangered spacies, while also (aking Into
conslderalion olher uses of tha forest.” The Oftawa Nalicnel Forest's Proposed Revised
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Forest Plan states in the section providing foresiwide management direction that “all .
managoment prascriptions will contribule to conservation of Canada lynx or lynx habitat
on the Otiawa.” The Forest will “malntain sufficient habltat conneclivily to allow Canada
lynx to dispoerse between managemenl areas on Natlonal Forest Systam land” and will
*manage vegelation to retaln or dovelop habilat characteristics suilable for snowshoe
haro and Important alternate pray in amounts and distributions avallable o dispersing

fynx.”

Extensive forest cover of sapling stage and older which provides for connactivity and
lynx dispersal, occurs within the Cataract Project boundary and regionally, although
Interspersed, non-forested areas and human acllvity increases within several miles and
Intermittently to the sast and northeast. There appears to ba sufficient connacted forest
habitat such that areas of existing human activity and/or development could be avoided
and dispersal movement could occur through the area. Sultabla habitat for prey spacles
apposrs 1o be avallable as well as occurrence of prey animals sufficlont that a dispersing
lynx could oblain food as It seeks more sultable habitat.

Increased public recreation use of the Cataract impeundment can be axpected to occur
with implemontation of the SMP as well as increased frequency of human activity within
lhe profect boundaries as a result of anticipated nearby resldentlal development. These
changes are not likely t¢ occur Immediately and may occur gradually over time. Tho
increaseqd human activity may influence the areas of lynx translent activity within the
project boundary; however, It Is not likely to preclude lynx dispersal through the area.
Project lands are deslgnated predominantly as Conservation Area and most of the
Conservation Area Is forested, As indicated In the SMP, UPPCQ excludes commerclal
logging from project lands and from within 200 feet of the Cataract Basin and the

e bypassed reach of the Middle Branch Escanaba River. Accordingly, forest cover will
remaln available for potential dispersing lynx. In addition, large areas of State and
Federal managed farests are proximate to the Caleract Project. It Is anticlpated that any
eifacts to the Canada lynx at the Cataraot Project are not likely to be measurablo with
Implementation of the SMP, the Article 410 Wikilife Management Plan and Articie 411
Comprehansive Land Management Plan as well as Michigan State Forast and Ottawa
National Forest management objectives and conservation measures to provide for lynx
habitat connectivity.

Bald Eagle Managiement

In your letter, you also provide the Important protective measures that were discussed In
the information referenced as biological svaluations (BE) in the Aprit 12 UPPCO Iatter,
potential disturbing activities that raquire further conslderation, and other comment to
help clarify our document. The following is UPPCO's reaponses lo potential disturbing
activities that require further consideration:

1. Increased boating and recreational activities on the Impoundment could disturb
important bald eagle foraging areas. QOur May 2007 Nallonal Bald Eagle
Management Guldelines (Guldelines) suggest avoiding commercial and
recreational boating and fishing near critical eagle foraging areas during peak
feading times.
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Response: The reservorrs are currently being utilized for boating aclivities and
recreational activitias. Thers may be an Increase in boaling aclivity due to the proposed
aclivities that should occur over a number of years. As the Guldoelines Indicats, not all
baid sagies react 1o human aclivities in the same way. Those eagies that are moro
sensitive to humen activity will most-ikely nest in areas where human activily is less,
such as the numerous acres within the preject boundary that has been designated
Conservation-Limitod Pubiic Trall. UPPCO has not Identified through iiterature revievs or
flold study any areas of critical eagle foraging areas within the project boundary in aregs
expectod fo be disturbed through the activitles permilted in the SMPs. According lo tho
guidelines, the effect from human disturbance to eagle feading areas is greater when
thore are no other undisturbed and productive feeding and roosting sttes avallable.
UPPCOQ has designalad numerous acres within the project boundaries at alf projocts as
Consorvation-Limited Public Trail which serves to provide addifional opportunitios for
undisturbed and produstive feeding and roosting sites.

2. Development of docks and other long-term water facilltles {ramps or docks) could
impact bakl eagle foraglng areas. Our Guidellnes suggest locating long-term and
permanent water-dependent facilities away from Important eaglo foraging areas.

Response: UPPCO has not Identifed through literalure review or flold study any arseas
of critical eaglo foraging areas within the project boundary in areas expected (o be
disturbed through the ectivitios permiited in the SMIP*s. According lo the Guidelines, the
effoct fromn human disturbanco to coagle feeding areas is greater when there are no other
undisturbed and productive feeding and roosting sites available. UPPCO has designaled
numerous acres within the profect boundarias at all projacts as Conservation-Limited
Public Trail which serves to provide additional opportunitios for undlisturbed and
productive lfeeding and roosting sites.

3. Under your plan, now nests would not recelve the same levsl of protaction as
currently occupied nast sites. This could result In disturbance of birds by on-
golng recreatlonel activities. Spacifically, the BE states that if a pair of eagles
choose 1o eslablish a new nest in an area already racsiving human use resulting
from recreation facilities, there will be no restriction of human activities in that
area during the breeding season. Qur Guidellnes siate that some intermittent,
occasional, or irregular uses that pre-date eagle nesting in an area may disturb
eagles and that activitles In these areas may need t¢ be adjusted to avold
disturbance. We recommend as new nests are Inltiated that area activities and
their potential to disturb eagles should be evaluated on a case-by-case basis.

Response: The Guidelines use an annuef (once per year) ouldacr flea markot as an
example of intermiilent, occaslonal, or imegular use. The activitios expected o accur as
a rasull of the allowod uses in the SMP do not meet the description of intermiftent as
outlined in the Guidelines, or occasional, or irregular activitios as outlined in the
Gufdefines. Howsver, UPPCO is willing to ovaluato new nasts on a case-py-case basis
regarding ongolng activitios in the vicinity of the nest sfte and consider any warranted
aclions within its control rogarding public education offorts and/or temporary restriclions
of access or activity. In addition, the Guldalinos fist additional recommondations o
benelit bald oagles. The first additional recommendalions is {o “Protect and proseive
potontial roost and nost sitos by retaining malure trees and old growth slands,
particularly, within 2 mite from waler.” ARl activitios permitted and prohibiled within the
SMPs are in direct compliance with the above recommendation op all project lands.
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4. Aclivitios that creato loud nolses (such as fireworks) were not addressed In tho
BE or SMPs. These aclivities could disturb bald eagles and should be prohibited
near nest sites during the breading season.

Response: As a general ruls, UPPCO has nol in the recent past nor intends to permil
firework displays originating from the project land. As indicated in the April 12 fetler,
UPPCO will make educational materials avallable to the public that will emphasizo the
Imporiance and sensitivity of nesting and feading areas and encourage cooperation In
avolding disturbance 10 the eagles. Discotraging loud nolses, such as firoworks will bo
included In those maftorials.

We recommend you Incorporate and address these concems in your SMPs. We
encourage you o furlher review the Guidolines and determine If other adjustments in the
SMPs are necessary to protect eagles. Bakl eagle guldelines and other rolevant
Information can be found online at http:/www.fws govimigratorybirdsibaldeagle.htm.,

Response: UPPCO has reviewed the bald eagle management guidelines dated May
2007 to detormine if any adiusiments (o the SMPs should be made for the further
protection of Bald EFagles on the prajoct land,

The following are UPPCO's responses lo other comments to help clanify our document:

1. Please define for ¢larity primary, secondary, and lertiary zones around nast
trees. Also, please deflne critical and moderataly critical time pariods.

- Response: The primary, secondary, and terllary zones are defined within the
respeciive project management plans for protection of the bald eagle.

2. Your BE states thal no deveiopmeni will occur within a 880 foot radlus of a nest
tree. What are you consldering development? We assume all activities
discussed in the SMP would be considered “devslopments.” Pleasa clarify.

Response: The statoment In the BE is Intended o mean no new development &s a
rosult of the SMP aclivitlos. This s accomplished in the SMPs by designating these
areas as Conservation-Limited Public Trall.

3. Your BE discusses primary and secondary nesting "areas.” We belleve you are
discussing primary and secondary nest zones or biiffers around nesl trees.
Primary end secondary nest areas could also be Interprated as two alternate nest
trees. Please clarify,

Response: in the BE, the lerm "area’ is Inlerchangeablo with the term “zone.”

4. At Boney Falls, please explaln the nature, extant, and timing of “ingress and
agress” through foraging areas and how you Intend to minimize these activities.

Response: Al Boney Falls, according lo reficonsing documentation {Mep A-50), &
majority of the foraging areas within the profect boundary occur oither downstroam or on
the east shore of the reservoir. The entlre east shoro that Is not utiized for existing
recreation or profect operations hras been designated as Conservation-t imited Public
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Trall. By Its designation, the Consorvation-Linilted Public Trail dosignation minimizes
Ingross and egress Info those areas because the only addhions! activity that Is allowed /s
the possible creation of a public trail. The public traif woutld only be allowed through
constitation with the resourco agencles.

5. Please describe how alternate nest rees will be protactad and for what length of
ime. Our Guidslines suggest the same protoction should be provided to
alternate nest troes as are provided to actlve nest trees. Once flve years of
disuse have passed then protection may no longer be warranted.

Response: Any unoccupiod nest tree is protectod and treatod according 1o the
approved bald eagle protection requiromonts outlined in the approved project bald eagie,
wildlife, forest, and/or fand use management plans as an occupied tree for at least five
years or until if Is unoccuplad consfstently for at least five vaars. '

6. In reviewing lhe BE, we noted various dates for the crilical period, moderately
critical period, and dates of prohibited entry. Wae also noted different buffer zone
radluses around nest trees, We understand this is due to different language in
gach of the FERC management ptans. We recommend amending this part of
sach relevani management plan to reflect the cumant knowledge important bald
eagle nest periods and nest tree buffer zones.

Response: UPPCO doos not plan to emend any of the management pfans at this time
(o mako thom consistent. The proposod SMP does nolf require that the plans be
modifled to make them consistent with each other. Afthough there Is some varlabilily in
the critical period dates and bufler zone radiuses within the managemont plans, they ali
are protective of eagle sensitivily to human disturbance per agreamont by tho natural
resources agenclos and are consistent with the Inlent of the Guldelines.

7 Fulure nest lacatlons may not occur in Conservalicn Areas wherse “no
davelopment” would cceur. If these nests occur In an area where paths or
seasoned docks ware allowed, explain how human disturbance wouid be
avolded. We recommend that new nests are provided a similar level of
protaction from disturbance as current nests.

Response. According to the Guidelines, “Eagles are untikely 10 be disturbed by routing
use of roads, homos and other facllitles where such use pro-dates the eagles’ successful
nesting activity in a given area. Therefore, fn most cases, ongoing exisling uses may
procesd with the same Intensity with liitle risk of disturbing eaglos. However, some
Intermittent, occasional, or inegular uses thal pre-dais eagle nesting in an area may
disturb bald aagles.” As stated earlier, the Guidolines use an annual (once per year)
outdoor floa market as an exampie of inlarmittent, occaslonal, or Imogular use. The
aclivities expected o occur as a resull of the allowed useos /n the SMP do not mast the
description of Intermittent as autlined in the Guldsiines, or occasional, or imeguiar
activitios as outiined in the quidelines, If bald eagles nest in areas of paths or docks,
UPPCO will evaluate the situation and impose any warranted restrictfons for the nosting-
fledging period and conslder fong term permit madifications to the path or dock focations
in consultation with the agencies.,
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Should you have any questions, please do not hesilato to contact me at {920) 433-1094.

Sincersly,

P
St B~ __.

Shawn C. Puzen
Environmental Censultant
Integrys Buslness Suppert LLC



