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Wolfe, Janet - . —_—
From: Graves &W.M

Sent: Fridey, May 18, 7 5:58 AM

To. Wolfe. Janet

It is my underatanding that uppco plans to sell several parcels of land in the UP and that
thess lands abut forest land that is a vital habitat for wildlife. I also understand that
the licenses that uppco holds on thass lands to be sold requirs uppoo to enhasce wildlife
habirat. Given thgese facts, 1 am astonished that uppco could even consider the building
boat docke Lo ald residential davelopment in thess sites. It should not be allowed. You
ahould reconsider the

tarmeg of your licences. 8lncersly Jamas R. Graves M.D.
Woifs, Janet
From: kogreengisiyenal net
Sent. Friday. May 18, 2007 1.40 PM
To: Wolle, Janet
Subject: Prosect Nunbers 1864, 2402, 10858, 10854, and 2506.

T urge you rot to develop watsr shed areas , lakes, pouds, stc. owned by UPPCO as ic is
moat likely ro nsgatively sffect wildlils.

Please peri-usly consider this Tequest.

Kiw K. Grae.
P.C. Box XN

Calumet, MI 17913

Fent throuch @ ms.. E - maii. anywhere. Anytime. htup://www.e-zmol.com
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Wolfe, Janet

From: Michels Anderson [andersm2@sbogiobal.nel]
Sent:  Friday, May 18, 2007 5:36 PM

To: Wolfe, Janst

Subject: UPPCO reservolr planes public comment

Janet Woife
Communications Manager
UPPCO

PO Box 130

Houghton, M1 49931-0130

Dear Ms. Wolfe:

This is to inform you that { strongly oppose construction of docks a5 proposed by the Lipper Peninsula
Power Company at Prickett, Victoria, Au Train, Cataract, Boney Falls, and Bond Falls sites [ am
referring to these projects:

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

Project No.10856 (Au Train)

Project No. 10854 (Cataract)

Project No. 2506 (Boney Falls)

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. | understand that heense
agreements issued from the Federal Energy Regulatory Agency (FERC) for the generanon of
hydroelectric power require that UPPCO protect and enhance wildlife habitat, provide for public access
and manage the forest for old-growth st these reservoirs. UPPCOQ's plans, which would threaten the

health of forests, wood turtles, loons, eagles, migratory birds, and sturgeon appear to be contrary to these
agreements.

| am aiso a customer of UPPCO and foel bad about supporting a company that puts prafit abos ¢ respect
tor the environment

Thank vou for econsidering these comments,
Sincereiy,

Michele Anderson
Hancock. Michugan

3182007

Ty g ety AT RTINS S ey ey
SRS SR TR
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~  Woife, Janet

R i
From: Diane Miler [dimiler@miu.edu)
Sent: Friday, May 16, 2007 3:48 PM
To: Wolle, Janet
Subject: UPPCOY's plan for development (project numbers 1884, 2402, 10858, 10854, and 2505

T am registering my view on UPPOO's plan to develop lighted boat docks and viewsheds on
the area reservoirs. Please do not do this. These lakes are appreciated for theix
wildnesy, and to change thair charagter now would pose harards to wildiife and change the
apirit of the places. It would also violate the spirit (and perhapa the letter as well}
of your original agresment regarding thess proparties.

Plese allow tor the continued protection of theae places. Thank you.

Digne Millier

Diane Miller

Ph.D. Candidate

Departmant of Humanities
Mmichigan Tachnological Univerasity
1400 Townaand Drive

Houghton, MI 49%31

{908} 1370 10%w9

*If you can't find the truth where you are, where do you think you will find it?"--the
Buddha
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Woife, Janet R n—
From: Rick Loduha [rick loduha@iiniandia. edu)

Sent: Fridey, May 18. 2007 10:51 PM

To: Wolle, Janet

Subject: docks

UpPPCO

! am writing to object to your plane to build docks at the hyido elactric reservoirs in
your stewardship.

Such develcopment will encourage the type of bullding that hardly fulfills the dictatee of
your licensing agreemsnt, °,..to protect and enhance wildlif: habitst, provide for public
access and manage the forest for old-growth...®

Pleass do not take thia path.

Sincerealy,

Rick Loduiha
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From: webcommentform@uppec.cam
Sent. Saturday, May 19, 2007 3:14 PM
To: Walle, Janet; alwarmen@jamadots. com
Subject: UPPCQ Shorefine Managament Flan Comments

This B-mail contains comments regarding Projects 1864, 2402, 2506, 10856, 10854

Registration?

Name? kevin botkins

Addrass? 4914 Hwy G

City? sagle river

State? wi

£ip coda? 54521t

E-mail? kevinsxevinskennel.cam
Phone Number? 715 479 4188
Poat Commants on wab site? yes

Commentoa? I am writing to register my opposition to the planned docks on Bond Falls
flowage. Hundreds of docks and paths and lights would diminish the asschetic appeal of
this area. The affect of docks on fish habitat is well documanted and this project would
advorsely impact a fine fishary.

I also anticipate some confusion and conflict with this Quasi-privats property oa public
land. Mjacent lacdownars would fssl they were afforded some sort of privilege that they
;ren't nacessarily antitled to. Rifts are sure to develop between racreational users and

OMOOWNIST'S ,
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From: mekindrefdmi.edu

Sent: Saturday, May 19, 2007 808 AM
To: Wolle, Janat

Subject. reservolr devsiopmaent

M. Wolfe,

‘Bread and circuses® is what kspt the creaky, rotting old Roman Bmpire going longer than
it should. Does America really need MORE ways to sntertar= itself by colonizing and
tochnologizing yot more of its wvildernsss arcas?

UPPCO can bDe a leadar in envircmmental pressrvation and protaction or it can becowme yet

anothar ring-in-the-noss "grabacious® (Caribbean term for

;g;igdy') follower as owner o! pristine proparty that somwhedy wants to convart into
£5353.

We kaow that money speaks loudly and everything in America in justified on economic terms,
30 acta of us must give voice to simply preserving non-voral nature which operates without
luat for money as its prime directive.

Please don't develop the reservolr areasl

Merle Kindred
Hancock, MI
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Wolle, Janet
~ L
From: wabcommentformuppac com
Sant: Sunday, May 20, 2007 7:40 PM
To: Wolfe, Janet; siwarrengBjamadots.com
Subject: UPPCO Shareline Meragement Plan Commaents
This BE-mail contains comments regarding Prolects 1864, 3402, 2506, 10856, 10954
Regiatratiorn?
Name? Anna Drow
Address? 44C Chexry 8t.
City? Negsunee,MI 49866
State?
Eip code?
E-mail? Anna maylé@yahoc.com
Phone Numbar? 906 475 57138
Po3t Comments on weh site? yes
Comments? NG DOCKEB)
-
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Wolfe, Janet

From: weaboomments

Sent: Suncigy, May 20, 8085 AM

To: Wolle, Janet, siwarreniijamadols com
Subject: UPPCO Shoreline Nlanagement Plan Comments

This EB-mail contains comments reqarding Projecta 1864, 2402, 2506, 10856, 10854

Registration?

Hama? Kathleen Krause

hidress? 38585 Ambury Park
City? Clinton Towmship

Srtare? M}

rip code? 4BAIE

E-mail? krausemom?8dhotmail.com
Phome Numbwr?

Post, Comments on wab sita? yes

Comment a? Save Band Lake, pleass don't agree to putting in the docks. We ara the
caretaksrs for future gemerations. We love it the way it s, dom't ruin it. Sen. Lebbie
Stabenow even people from Macosh Coumty enjoy this besutiful place we expect you to step
up and stop thia! This was suppose ko be for the public tn enjoy in an environmentally
sife way. Retain the natrural beauty of the area. Save the Bopd:!
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Woifs, Janst

From: Sue Ellen Kingeley [sekingsiey@pasty com]
Semt:  Sunday, May 20, 2007 9:34 PM

To: Wolfe, Janet

Subject: NO DOCKS

NO DOCKS at Prickett, Victoria, Au Train, Cataract, Boney Falls, and Bond Falls sites.

Sue Eflen Kingsley
53044 Hwy M203
Hancock Mi 48930
(908) 482-6827
saekingsiey@oasty . com

ST



Unofficial FERC-Generated PDF of 20071205-0143 Received by FERC OSEC 11/29/2007 in Docket#:

Page | of t

Wolfe, Janet

From: Joanne Lynn Thomas feeyinawDyshoo.com)
Sent:  Sunday, May 20, 2007 1120 PM

To: Wolle, Janet

Subject: The plan to develop bost docks

Dewr Ms. Wolfe,

Relating to Project Numbers 1864, 2402, 10856, 10854, and 2500,

The plan to develop lighted private boat docks and "viewsheds” on six, area hydro-electnc reservoirs,
(i.e., Pnickett Dam, Bond Falls, Victoria Falls, Au Train, Cataract, and Boney Falls)

which would enhance the salo-ability of adjacent lands which Uppco plans 1o sell to a developer, docks
and development would, however, pose potential hazards tn wildhife (loon-. eagles, wood turtles.

and migratory binls) and sturgeon.

Basically, UPPCO's plans violats the letter and especially the spir't of their oniginal licensing agreement
{admunistered by FERC, theFedoral Energy Regulatory Commission, )

Please reconsider. Thank you,
Joanne L. Thomas
Alloues, M.

Sucker- pm&mn vnth awwd Bagivilht pmtcctwn
Try the free Yabeo! Mail Beta,

ST

P-10856-000
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From: webocommantformuppec.com

Sent: Sunday, Mary 20, 2007 11:54 PM

To: Wolle, Janet, siwarrenijamadots.com

Subject: UPPCO Shareline Managament Plan Comments

This E-mail comtains comments regarding Projects 1864, 2402, 2506, 10856, 10854

Registretica?

Hame? Tom Clmurch

Address? PO Box 778

City? Wataramast, MI

gtate? 49963

Bip code?

B-mall? Crockedla®acl.com

Phones Bumber? 206-3838-4171

Post Commernts on wabh sics? yss

Sommenta? As a member of the Mestern Focus Group, which was assexbled to provids imput for

tha Shorelins Hanagement Plans, I do not fes) that UFPICO has done justice to the input

recaived from the Focus Group members. UPPCO wants to provide privats docks on Projsct

Lands to maximise profite from ths sale of Non-Project lLands, and they have used the

Shoraline Managament Plans to circumvent the Foous Groups, the Public and the requicemants

of tha FERC liceows.

Watersmest Townahip Board, oo which I serve, has voioed ite opposition to private dockse oo

Project Lands, unless those docka ars svailabls for uss by the public. That simple

roquest Of public acceas to any docks on Project Lands has apparently besn rejectsd by

OPPCO. This clearly indicates to ma that UPPCC's attituds of maximizing profita cooes
- bafors tha requirssmnts of the YERC license or the desires and neods of the Public.

I stroogly urgs FERC to reject the proposal from UPPCO for private docks on Project Lands,
and that ¥ERC hold UBPPCC to the requiremeats of the licenses for all of thase projects.

It is important that PERC work for tha public good in the review and enforcement of these
licenses.
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Wolfs, Janet

From: Lovie Dombrosid flouie _dombroskigyahoo.com)
Sent:  Sunday. May 20, 2007 10'39 AM

To: Wolle, Janet

Subject: Protecting Wild Reservors

I AM STRCMKGLY ORPOBD TO THE COMSTRUCTION OF DOCKE at Prickett, Victoria, Au Train,
apd Bornd Falls sites ap proposed by the Upper Peninsula Fower Comparny .

The shoreline Menagement Plan was inadequate and did rot consider all of -he importa
Assessnant should be required of UPPCO with regards tc this issue.

Incrassed access does not lave Lo mean motorized access, which will harm not only wi
Thank you for considericg v views,

Louie Dombroski

McMillan, NIY

Sick sense of humor? Visit Yahoo! TV's Comedy with ag Bdge to see what's on, when.

AL
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< Nolfe, Janet —
From: webcommentiorm{uppac.com
Semt: Sunday, May 20, 2007 10:456 AM
To: Wolle, Jant, awarrengllamadots com
Subject: UPPCO Shoreilne Managsmant Ptan Commants

This E-mail contains comments regarding Projecta 1864, 2402, 2506, 10856, 10854

Registration?

Maow? Loute Lombroski

Addresa? 24336 CR 438

City? McMillan

Btatal? MI

£ip code? 49853

E-mail? louie-dombroski®yahoo.com
Phone Nuaber? 906-2191-0291

Poet Commants on web sita? no

Cosmante? I AM BTRONRGLY OPPOSED TO THE CONATRUCTION OF DOCKXS as proposed by Upper
Peninsula Power Company at Prickett, Victoria, Au Train, Cataract, Boney Falls,

and Bond Falle aites. Given the limited scops of the Shoraline Management Plan, an
Enviroomental Asseassment should be required of UPPCD in this matter.

Let'a preasxrve thas sites not just for wildlifas, but for people who want to enjoy tham
quistly. Therc are too many lakes in our state slready that allow motorized travel.
Thank you for considering my views.
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From: Linda Cree [cresindadhotmal com)

Sent: Sunday, Mey 20, 2007 10:48 AM

To: Wolle, Janet

Ce: cresinde@hotmal com

Subject: Uppsr Shoraline Management Ptan

Dear Ms. Nolfe,

I'm writing to express my opposition to the constructiom of docks by UPECO at Au Train,
Yictoria, Prickett, Cataract, Bond Palle, and Booeay Falls.

I thinok most of us who live in the U.P. enjoy its rural-wilderness character and raalism
wow rare thiy hes becoms in our super-industrialised, highly urbanized worid. Protecting
the lakes from over-development .s important to more than just Yoopers, however. EBveryooe
in Michigan and beyond our borders can bensfit from the rich biodiversity and the natuaral
beauty we have in the U.P. We need to take such valuas sarinusly, amd do our parl to
protect and enhance this land.

Ba a good neighbor. No docks, plsase.
Sincerely,
Ligda Cree

108 Winberg Rd.
Skandia, MI 49a88S

r{i'k'e'"'_évory IM count. Download Wessenger and Join the 1'm inltiative now
1.°6 free. http://im.live. com/mersenger/im/bome/?scurcesTAGRM MAYDT
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. Wolfe, Janet
From: Amee Crea Dunn {starrivars@@hotmail.com]
Senl: Sunday, May 20, 2007 1:11 PM
To: Wolle, Janel
Subject: Upper Shorefine Management Plan
Dear Ma. Molfe:
1 want to register my opposition to UPPCO's proposed dock construction at Au Train,
Victoria, Prickett, Cataract, Bond ralls, and Baney Pslls. These areas are not the right
areas for this sort of conetructiom.
Listen to thoss of us who live here, who have liwed throughout the northesrn Great Lak?s
region all our lives -- keep the U.P. wildl Ko to UPPCO's proposad dock construction!
What a violation of che publie¢ truat.
Aimee L. Dunn
168 winberg Rd.
Skandia, MI 43885
Moxe pboboa, more MmesSsAgSS, MOre storage-get 208 with Windows Live Hotmail.
nttp://imagine windowslive. com/hotmail/?local esent -umkocideTXT_TAGHM migration HM_mini 2G_
0507

4
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Wolfe, Janet

From: WHL.DLANDCO@aol.com

Seat:  Monday, May 21, 2007 11.48 AM

To: Wolfe, Janet

Ce: WILDLANDCO@aal.com

Subject: Protsct Bond Falls, Prickett, Victoria, Au Train, Boney Falls Cataract

May 21, 2007

RE. Project No.1864 (Bond and Victoria)
Project No. 2402 (Prickett)
Project No.10856 (Au Train)
Project No.10854 (Cataract)

Project No. 2506 (Boney Falis}

Janst Wolfe
Communications Manager
UPPCO

PO Box 130

Houghton. Mi 49931-0130

Dear Ms. Wollte:

The purpose of this letter is to oppose construction of docks and other Jevelopment as proposec by Upper
Peninsuta Power Company at Prickatt. Victoria, Au Tram, Cataract, Boney Falls,

and Bond Falls sites. Given the compiexty of this issue and the limited scope of the Shoroline Management
Plan. an Environmentat Assassment should be required of UPPCO in this matter  UJPPCO nas the opportunity to
be g good steward of these pristine naturai areas. Please reconsider 'hese short sightea development plans.

Thank you for your consideration
Gina Nicholas

13992 Smith Fishenes
Mohawk, M 40850

FE RN T AR B TRNDIRYTRFAACNS SIS AT EN PR A+ 4 ¥

See what's free at http./iwww.ao: com
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- Wolhl Janet a—
From: Chrintine Saari (singerdo@hotmail .com]
Sent: Monday, May 21, 2007 6:00 AM
To: Wolfe, Jnnum
Ce: jsamrigrmu.
Subject: UPPCO reservoirs and Environmental Assesament
Janet wWolfe
Communications Manager
OPRCO

Dear Ms. Wolfe,

1 am writing as a long-time user of several of the reservoirs that UPPCO has managed,
undar FERC requlaticns, for many years. I am concerned that major changes will occur
through the sala of these lands to a Minnesota-bassd developer, and think that an
Envirommeental Assessment is in ordexr to asasss thess potential changea. UPPCO ia charged
with mantaining ths wildlife habitat and wild nature of these places. which means thay
should atay pretty much as they are. The nights need not be iliyminated by dock lights,
the viewshads anlarged through paths and tree cutting, tha watars changed through docks
and stump removal. Thess ard big changes -- not to mention the residential devalopmeant
set back Dut very oloss to these watsr bodies -- and do not appesr Lo me consistent with
UPPCO'a stavardship of these lands and watars.

I have often in the past fished the waters below Prickett Dam. One year I had the unusual
sxperience of watching a huge sturgmon moving upstream to spawn. I have also found, and
collected tha shells of wood turtles along this stretch of water. Both species deserve
special attention, and any changes to Prickett Dam reservoir (Project No. 2402} sust
include a conpideration of the impacts on these two spacies.

victoria Reservoir (Project No. 196€4) is also a special concern for me.

W 1m1s reservoir liss within the ootonagon River systam, which ie partially protected under
the federal Wild and Scenic Rivers program. To the Mest along the river is thirty miles
of Ottaws Rational Porest, much of it slong the Trap Hille sscscpment-- a special corner
of the U.P. that deserves enhanced protection as a naticnal treasure. Victoria Reservoly
is n wild place today, and I find tbe prospect of residential settlement near its shores
incooppatible with this wild charactsr (as seen in the river system and in the Trap Hills).
Thin 18 not a well used recreational corridor, like Boney Falls (Project No. 2506) or Bond
Falls. These differncss smong the ressxrvoirs ahould alsc be noted in an Environmentsl
Assassmant of 311l six reservoirs, for each of them husg a different character.

The days are long gone whan it was the task of public bodies to tacilitate the

explolitation of natural resourcea for privata gain. The presumption today is that privete
gain mueat be rigorously justified, whan it affects other values negatively. The ssle apnd
privata reconfiguration of thesse six reservoire is such a case for rigernus public review.

Thank you for hearing my views.

Jon Saary
120 B. Park Srreec
Marquetta, MI 4985%

C. FHRC

Mora photos, more messages, RCOLS storage—get 2GB v_ith hud,-mr: L.{ve Hotmail.
i{;r‘:;]: f/imagine -windowalive.com/hotmail /?local e~en-ussocideTXT TAGHM migration HM mint 3G




WolfeI Janet ——

From: Rosemary {rgner@remc net)
Sent: Monday, May 21, 2007 11:08 PM
To: Woalfe, Janet

Subject SMP

farer woite.

-d.dent T che western U.F. and [ strongly oppose the language 1n tnie draft sMi

il wis i roYever aegdlively diter zhe unique wilderness aveas of all the UPPCO
oo TATMELLT GOIIL PRI S VICINiCyY.

LERENTA Y ar ey

Eral. was sent by an aducator at Dialin Usexrs in REMC #1.

1439300 UT L002Z2/62/1TT 23S0 DHAI Aq PaATaodyd £¥T0-G0ZTL00Z JO Idd Pajexausn-pydd Teroryyoun

000-9G80T-4d
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From: Ann Paca [space@chartar.nef]
Sent: Monday, May 21, 2007 11:24
To: Wolfe, Janet

Subjact: Oock Construction

¢ am strongly cpposed to the docks that UPPCO im proposing co build om various sitea in
tne UP. These are Project No. 2506, Project Mo. 10854, Project Mo. 10856, Project No. 2402
and Proiect 1864 (Boney Falls, Cataract, Ru Train, Prickett and Bond and Victoria). These
nroposed projects and other aspects of UPPCO's "Shoreline Nanagement Plans® seem
inconsistent with UPPCO's legal abligations to protect and enhance wildlife habitat.

T mwlieve they do not serve the long-term public good.

ann Face

1124 Siashee St.
Ban<s-Gok MY 49930
Yhae: (89267 4B2-5413
el.: 19Gh} 370~5439

3‘#133[300 uT L00Z/6Z/TT D35S0 0W3A3 Aq PaAT203Y €£¥T0-G0ZTL00Z 3O 3Ad P2I1PI2U39-DYId TeTOTIFOoUq

000-9680T-4



Wolfe, Janet

M

From:
Sent:
o
Subject

Thid ¥-ial) o sontains

£
(o8
»
o
[ 4

- ad

Sip oewie? dhuso

3 Siygnhes

webcommentform@uppac.com

Moncay. May 21, 2007 11.25 PM

Woe, Janet, atwarreng@jemeadols. com

UPPCO Shoraline Management Plan Comments

comments regarding Projecta 1864, 2402, 2506, 10856, 10854

S

“omai st johnejrsdesign. net
rhone Number? 306- 4825413

oAt Trmneent s on webh

Trrént 3t T STRONGLY
VATpant at Frickett,
e Baonel Pally sites,
.writeq sccpe of the
required of GERCO in

gite? yes

OPPOSE CONSTRUCTION OF DOCKS as proposed by Upper Peninsula Power
Victor:a, Au Train, Cataract, Boney Palls,
Given the complexity of this issue and the
Shoreiine Management Plan an Bavironmental Assesssant should be
this matter. UPPCO must be made tc comply with ite legal agreement to

ivraest wildlife as part of its agreemant to use these arsas for the generation of power.

439300 UT L002/62/1TT 23S0 DHAI Aq PaATaodyd £¥T0-G0ZTL00Z JO Idd Pajexausn-pydd Teroryyoun

000-9G80T-4d



Wolife, Janet

From: John Stivon {frogs@@charter.net]

Sent: Monday, May 21, 2007 11:47 PM

To: Wolfe, Janet

Subject: project nos. 1864, 2402, 10856, 10854, and 2506

T TTPONGLY OPPOSE CONSTRUCTION OF DOCKS as propossd by Upper Peninsula Power Company at
fiickers, Victoria, Au Train, Cataract, Boney Falls, and Bond Palls sites. Given the
crpiexity of this issue and the limited acope of the Shoreline Management Plan an
#nvironmental Assessment should ba required of UPPCO in this matter. UPPCO apparently
agreed to protect wildlife as a condition to generate power on these watarways and must be
he.d to that agreement. Buildiog docks and disrupting the surrounding land will not do
anything to protect wildlife and can only be detrimental to wildliife,

Tonips Slavern

:#351500 uT L00Z/6Z/TT D35S0 0W3A3 Aq PaAT203Y €£¥T0-G0ZTL00Z 3O 3Ad P2I1PI2U39-DYId TeTOTIFOoUq

000-9680T-4
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Wolfe, Janst

From: Connis Sharry [cehesmy@up.nef]
Sent: Monday, Mey 21, 2007 2:32 PM
To: Wolfe, Janet

Subject: Shoreline Management Piang

To YWhom it may concein:

| 8m 2 native Yooper who now ves in iran County, bit coma froe Houghon County. For years, the public has
had access 10 the wonderful wildernoss M of the dem impoundments at Victoria, Prickedt, and Bond Falls
dams. Smmm.lmmwwamhmwmwmmmm

I am cpposed o languags in the dralt SMP's thet would alter the wildemess craracter of the UPPCO
iImMpoundmants in the Westermn UP.

Tharnk You,

Constance Sherry
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From: muﬂau%mm

& Monciay, May 21, 3.03 PM

To: Woife, Janst, anarrengjamadots.com
Subject: UPPCO Shoraline Maragemant Plan Comments

This E-maii contains ccements regarding Projects 1964, 2402, 2596, 108565, 10853

Registration?

Hama? Jamme Rain

Addremss? 420 Pennsylvania Avenue
2{ty? Cntonugomn

stata? M1

Zip oode? 49953

R-aail? jelareimficharter.net
fhone Wumber? {(%068) 884-290)
Post Comments on wab site? yas

Jomments? I am a 30 year landownar of property om Bond Flowege and an svid gutdoor
enthusiast who has extensively utilized the flowage sreas fOT DUREIDUS rectreational
opportunities. UPPCO has neaver permitted us or oux neighbors to have private docks.
UPPCO's corporate policy bas slway prohibited private docks in the FERC proiect lands.

Only after the sale of pom-project lands to Materra, UPPCD pow claima privarte docks for
the new Nsterre lot owners srs approprists. The gquestion is *Why?Y The anawer .o *An
axtra $3,000,000.00 dollexs.*

As a landowner who if intimately familiar with this entire flowage srea, I totally
disagres with UPPOC'e pressst contenticos. The highly fluctuatiog water lsvaels alone, are
not conduc.ve to docks of any kind. Mditinally, privats docks soss to diractly contrast
with the rerms and spirit of the FERC licensing agreessnts. I balieve private docks and
other exclusive amsnitise planned for the Raterrs lot owners, sre not conaistant with the
PERC licenss requirementa of *enhancing and protecting the scenic, racreational aad
environmental valuas of the hydro project.*

1 support 1od echo the requesta of over 1700 individuals, who urge FERC to order a nes KIS
to determlze the cumalstive effscts these dsvelopmant propcsals will have on the sensitive
cuvironment, ecosysteme, sesthetic beauty, recreational opportunities, and abundant aand
varied wildlife species ¢f the flowages. I slso support and echo the request for 008
atudies and requast that the caspground displacements be rescinded and re-examined aa part
of the EMP's, 80 adequate public involvement can be undertakean and any changes will be

fair to thie public, inatead of what has happened with resmoving the previcsly disperred
cappsaites.

Alwo, private dooks will chatruct the presently existing unencumbered public access
enjoyad by thousands of visitors to Boud svery year. As a landowner who will be adversiley

affected Ly tha Sshorelins Management Plans, ! vehemently oppose the UPPCo/WPS L Natexra
rlans.

Kesp your gromimes, UPPCo/WPS and manage these flowages for the public.
Do the tigrt rhing and stop the docks.

No private docks in the FERC project lands. NO DOCKS!
Sinceruly

Jardr Heirn
Cntceagen MI and Bond Palls Plowage
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From: weabcommentform@@uppac.com

Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2007 12:17 AM

To: Wolfe, Janet, slwarren@lfamadots .com
Subject: UPPCO Shoreline Management Plan Comment

This & mail contains comments regarding Projects 1364, 402 2606, 1U#5t, 10854

AegListralt ion?
Mame? Wade Fleming

AddressT 13888 Temetery Road
TityT Brace Crossing MI, 49917

wade fl eming®hotmall cor
PNumerT 1 906-235-066%
WO rTaent s oL wels yite? ves

sorerent ol Bnranved viewing area:? I don 't TRINK L crkiror in o o4 NOLSSN g ooKE
enhanre anything. Private crails connesting with publi. *ia: sz asn't a g3 dea
freate problems between the general public and 'be o1 s “he dese: somwe: o
Taces livwages 150t a goud develspment. ' I
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From: webcommantform@uppac.com
Sent: Friday, May 25, 2007 10:50 AM
To: Wolfe, Janet; alwamen{jamadots.com
Subject: UPPCO Shareline Management Plan Comments

This E-mail conzains comments regarding Projacta 1864, 2402, 2506, 10256, 10854

Regiastration?

Nama?

Address?

City?

State?

Zip code?

B-majl?

Fhone Number?

Poat Comments oo web site? yes

Comments? I STRONGLY OPPOSE CONSTRUCTION OF DOCKS as proposed by Upper Peninsula Power

Company at Prickett, Victoria, Au Train, Cataract, Boney Falls, and Bood Falls sites.

Much of the UPPCO-owned land on these reservoirs is surrounded by National Forsst and has

been protected for many generations. I believe maintaining private docks on regulated

reservoirs for the purpose of making them more attractive to developers daviates from the

‘ntent of the hydro-license agreements. Given tha cowplexity of this issue and the

.mited scope of the Shoreline Management Plan an Environmental Asseasment ahould be

wfequired of UPPCO in this matter. My comments epply to all of the projects listed below:

Project Mo.1B64 ({Bond and Victoria)

Project No. 2402 (Prickett)

sroject No.10856 {(Au Train)

Project No.10854 {(Cataract)

Project No. 2506 (Boney Falls)

The UP i3 a special place to live and enjoy. It would be a shame to develop all/much of
the shoreline of the lakes and reservoirs as is the came in lower Michigan. 1In the UP,
much 0f the development on water bodies is for sussar time use only. In the Keweenaw
Peninsula, shoreline that has been open to the public for generations has been sold and
4000 8q. ft. houses have beaen built on the shoreline. These huge homes are uaed for maybe
gix weeks ocut of the year. However, the landscape has been permanently altered, and the
public can no ilonger enjoy the shoreline. Please preserve the special avreas listed above
for wildlife, natural beauty, and natural enjoymen:.

Norma Veurink
2131 wW. Edwards
HYoughton, MI 49931



wolfe, Janet

e L

From: webcommentiorm@uppac.com

Sent: Tugsday, May 29, 2007 11:20 PM

To: Wolfe, Janet, aiwarreng@jamadots.com
Subject: UPPCO Shoreline Management Plan Comments

This E-mai! containe comments regarding Projects 1864, 2402, 2506, 10856, 10854

“eglsrtrat:-iny Fedina

Name? Viztoria James

Address? 106 N. 4th 8t

City? Ontonagon

State? M, 472953

Z21ip 2oda?

E-mail? vijamesldacharter.net
Flione Number? 206-884-6103
Frel Tomments ol wab Bite? yes

-ompents? o have already sent my Focus Group comments to UPPOO/WPS/Naterra seperately, and
"G FERC a few days ago. If WPS/Naterra had been honest about their recent disclosures
hiring the relicensing process, my feelings may have been different.

- oHuppar? well-thought out development in our area; after all, we live here, and we need a
SuStdlnable @eoonomy .  However, the cavalier msthods employed by UPPCO/WPS/Naterra lead me
“eodieidously doubt whether this venture is the kind of economic development that the arsa

iesporately nreeds. ¢

) {

1439300 UT L002Z2/62/1TT 23S0 DHAI Aq PaATaodyd £¥T0-G0ZTL00Z JO Idd Pajexausn-pydd Teroryyoun

000-9G80T-4d
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- PuBLIC COMMENTS FROM DOUG SCHEUNEMAN SR.,
ALGER COUNTY F1511 & GAME ALLIANCE.
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Comments on the UPPCo SMP for the AuTrain Basin

Our sportsmar’s group wuould like to thank UPPCo for trying (o allow a long time
tradition of waterfow!] hunting along Project Lands at the Busin. It appears that vou have
a plan that will allow hunting within 450 feet of a residencc in certain areas by making it
mandatory that permissior be granted from property owners that are adjacent tu certain
traditiona! hunting locations on project lands along the east and west side of the Basin.
We must point out that this must be done in writing to be 110% legal.
The following comments refer to important changes we fecl are needed in the SMP.
First of all, as we pointed vnt at the last Eastern Focus Group Meeting. there is no
provision for keeping the Wildlife and Waterfowl Refuge it place. At a bare minimum
we need to keep the currcnt northem and southern boundary of the Refuge as is during
the closure period of September | thru November 10. Due to the unknown status of a
potential sale along the west side to the MDNR, we would like to see all project Jands
{water and land) closed to the puhtic duning the Refuge Closure south of the present north
boundary of the Refuge with the exception of the south dike. At the dike. the current
Refuge boundary should remain and the public would be allowed on any project land
south of that line, just as they have in the past. Regardless of ownership we would like to
see the entire Refuge boundary remain as a no hunting and no firearm discharge area
duning the closure period. This i1s very important if the Basin is going to attract and hold
numecrous species of waterfowl and other migratory birds during the fall.
Second- while we do need an additional landing at the end of 26 Road, and some mmnor
improvements at the SE landing, our members are against any major improvements
(enhancements) that will add uscage or detract from the*hatural’ appearance and acsthic
values of this Impoundment. We feel that there will be enough added use of the Basin
from new property owners as the property is rapidly developed.
Third- in reference to allowing docks, our organization does not feel that cluster docks
are in the best interest of the general public and will greatly deter from the natural beauty
of this unique area. Multi-ship eluster docks stretching 150 feet into the water on both
sides should not be allowed. We fecl individual docks only need to go out to a depth of 6
teet at normal high water and not 10} feet as requested. Based on normal size boats for
this water body (12-18 fi.) 2 feet of water is more than enough depth to moor a hoat with
the motor tilted up on low water conditions. The problem as we sec it is the quantity of
docks that will crop up on this impoundnmient. Not every property owner needs or wants a
dock. We recommend no more than | single dock for each 400 feet of frontage and no
boat lifts. The single dock could accommodate 2 boats fromn twa different owners The
devcloper would have to decide wlich lots would have dock access.
Fourth- with single docks of 60 fect or less there should be no need for lights and we are
against allowing any dock hehts. We also feel that 4 foot should be the maximum cock
wuldth
Fifth- on the southwest side of the Basin from where the current Refuge Boundarny vn the
aorth intersecis the water, then south along the Project Boundary for over one-hatf milc,
- there should be no docks allowed It appears that this may have been an oversight as the
detailed acrial shows docks being allowed i this arca oppo<ite pp. 7.9 m the SMP Fhis
area s totally within the current Refuge Boundary.
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The Alger County Fish and Game Alliance wants to thank you for allowing us to be
represented on the Eastern Focus Group during the past several months.

Sincerely,

Doug Scheuneman Sr.
ACFGA

Munising, MI

April 25, 2007

o ————— e~ e ————
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pP- 2002
P-1$64

P-1osst
P—-240k

D 0 17439 N Cemetery Rd RS R
RiGpy A  Even M1 49925 o
2681 MAy S P
May 8, 2007 =51
Upper Peninsula Power Company U TN
P O Box 130 '
Houghton, MI 49931
Attention Janet Wolfe
Dear Ms Wolfe

Over the past year, | attended scveral meetings hosted by UPPCO. 1 had hoped | would
be permitted to speak and ask questions. Instead, UPPCO made a mockery of this
important “public” process. Questions had to be written on cards only to be screened by
the facilitator. We were told we could not ask any questions 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 all. Follow-up
questions were not permitted. UPPCO told us only what they wanted the public to hear.

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

I must use the public access to launch my boat and then take it home at the end of the day
or acconding to the draft SMP, pay to use a “public dock™. | believe the new lot owners
should follow the same restrictions the rest of us do. As an avid fisherman and hunter, |
belicve care must be taken to protect the natural resources of the area. The placement of
lighted docks, electric hoists and trails within the project lands will cause irreparable
damage, particularly affecting the wildlife habitant and the aesthetic values of the
flowages. None of these uses should be permitted.

Sincerely, :
{ A E{L“LL
Ez;tvooll-‘gkc ( 7- I%L(, \f)
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SEFICT OF THE
LG FARY
4815 Culver Road
108) HAY 14 P 4 24 Golden Valley, MN 55422

May 9. 2007

R PR B

Mageliec Roman Salas, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE

Washington, DC 20426

Dear Ms. Salas:

| am writing to register my opposition to the planned easements to the Upper Peninsula
Power Company’s Shoreline Management Plan (SMP) for Projects Numbers: 10854
(Cataract), 2402 (Prickett), 1864 (Bond/Victoria), 10856 (AuTrain) and 2406 (Boney
Falls).

My opposition is based on the harm such easements will do to the scenic, recreationa! and
environmental values of the surrounding areas. 1 am a native of Houghton, Michigan and
was a long-time stockholder in the Power Company. 1 am appalled at the lack of concern
for the natural environment displayed by the Power Company's SMP. Once developed,
such lands are lost to the public forever. The least the FERC can do is to exercise its
responsibility to the environment and minimize the harm done. 1 do not want the Upper
Peninsula of Michigan, my home area to which 1 plan to retire, to turn into another Cape
Cod where you have to drive for miles without a view of the ocean due to private
development.

Once private development occurs, there is no going back. The least the federal
government can do is perform its duties as a steward of public resources.

Thanks you very much for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

i P ]

Robert R. Hagen, Jr.

cc: Janet Wolfe, UPPCO
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PO Box 6C6
: 2501 14th Avenue Souths
U P Rssociation®of Courty Commissioners * Esconaba Mi 49829

206.786.4701 » Frix 906.786.5853
AW URC QN0

WHEREAS, Upper Peninsula Power Company has unveiled Shoreline Management
Plans for project lands a1 its five hydroelectric projects (Numbers: 2402, 10854, 2506.
10856 and 1864) located in numerous U.P. counties; and.

WHEREAS, the Shoreline Managcment Plans include proposals to protect the
covironment and enhance 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 cnvironmental values of each project; and,

WHEREAS, these draft plans were devcloped based on imorc than 14 months of input
from state and federal resource agencies, local government officials and the public. In
addition, UPPCO conducted focus groups consisting of various stakeholders. including
representatives from counly and township boards, hunting and fishing interests, outdoor
cnthusiasts and economic development. UPPCO also conducted public meetings and
vited comments from citizens concerning the plans. Thc company also engaged the
public over many months regarding plans to sell UPPCO private property at the five
hydroelectric projects; and.

WHEREAS. the flowages these Plans address will continue to be open for people 1o use
alongside numerous acres ol LL.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 to the benefit ol schools, as well as township and
county units of government and the programs and services they provide to citizens.
Broudening the tax base in U.P. counties is welcomed. recognizing the state’s current
tinmeial status and economie outlook: now therefure,

BEIT RESOLVED, that the Upper Peninsula Association of County Commissioners
(LPACC) herehy approves this resolution of suppon for the Plans with the cxpectation
that LPPCO will continue working with local umits oi gevernment and other stakeholders
as the process continues ard directs that a copy ol this document be transmitted 1o U P
Power Company and appropriate state uand tederal officials

Jonathan Mead, UPACC Neeretn

Mav 12,2007
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DomslNAl—

RE: P- 1864, 2402, 10856, 10354, 2506

RE: The application by UPPCO and its SMP for all of the sbove C kel
Attention: i “FF!'J'K ;{TV-E
T A &

Janet Wolfe communications manager UPPCO
CC: Kimberly D. Bose Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

Dear Janet and Kimberly,

1 oppose modifications to the original liconse, and | oppose the tow SMP as progosedtiy © -+ - 81 fii
UPPCO.

As | viewed the SMP"s for Bond and Prickett and looked at the maps of the areas it is clear that
the human disturbance will fragment the ecosystem. | am a retirod Environmental Science
Instructor, and in my analysis to allow development of building sites and then piers and docks as
proposed would certainly Interfere with the contiguous habitat requirements of 2 number of
species.

While many species can adapt 1o humans including whitetail deor and the skunk, it is the much
rarer and endangered or threatoned species that will not be able to adapt.

All species have a Zone of Tolerance shaped like & bell shaped curve, now divide that bell with
5 vertical zones with the center being Lhe optimum range, every species has its own range of what
it can tolerate and thus its own bell shaped curve for every euviroumentnl facter, such as
temperature, sunlight, rainfall, competition on and on, including man made factors such as noise,
as well as habitat fragmentation. When a species is forced to try to live out side of its optimum
range it encounters stress.

This could result in a variety of consequences ranging from poor reproduction (ko no
reproduction) to loas of the species. The species may simply move and leave the area (emigration)
or may perish while trying to adapt. Plant species can not pack up and go. A coyote could adapt
the timber wolf would not, the whitetail deer would adapt the Moose would not, now include all
species including migratory song birds. (The US Armry Corps of Engineers can update you 0 the
Federni Migratory Bird Act which would have an impect on the wetland areas such as flood plain next to
all rivers.) In addition human disturbance will lead to the intrusion of a number of invasive species
or “non natives”.

1t is well documented that the numsber one camse of a loss of species is Joss of habitat.
Today unlesa thero is & natural disaster the main cause of a loas of habitat starts with
fragmentation of the original habitat by humans. Add to this other environmenta) factors such as
climate change and the ecosystem is severety stressed, and finds itself in an astificial zone of
tension. Plant species and everything else associated would be altered forever.

| am not opposed 1o sales to some types of conservation minded groups, nor am | opposed to alt
types of development. But 40 take these large tracks of land and change their management to
allow for multiple building sitcs and water accoss would be & fital blow to the ecosystem as it has

evolved over the of yoars sinoe the glaciers.
Si ly,

Fave v :Z
Steve Hovel

W6054 Creamery Road Fort inson, Wi, 53538
hevele @ C—e’\u‘d wiwt. G
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Jim Lyons
POB 698 —
Buxton NC, 27920 3 5
\ o= i ...r.‘ -
. > S
.‘. o r._t;_\\rr:.
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May 17, 2007 o 0 =y
o
Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary S

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First St. N.E.
Washington D.C., 20426

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

Dear Secretary Bose,

I STRONGLY OPPOSE CONSTRUCTION OF DOCKS as proposed by Upper
Peninsula Power Company at Prickett, Victoria, Au Truin, Cataract, Boney Falls,
and Bond Falls sites. Given the complexity of this issue and the Hmited scope of the

Shoreline Management Plan an Enviroamental Assessment should be required of UPPCO
in this matter.

Building these docks will fail the mitigation for these license agreements UPPCO agreed

to protect. Please safeguard and enhance wildlife habitat, provide for public access and

manage the forest for old-growth (a1 Bond Falls and Victoria Reservoirs) as previously
agreed.

We hope to visit this part of Michigan one day but will not if this shoreline loose their
undecveloped character.

Sincerely,

Jim Lyons
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Upper Peninsula Eaviroamental Coalition
/O William Malmsten

22300 County Road C:.

Ishpeming, MT 49849

May 17, 2007

Janct Wolfe, Communications Manager
tipper Peninsula Power Company

PO Box 130

= Houghton, MI 49931.0130)

RE: COMMENTS ON DRAFT SHORELINE MANAGEMENTS PLANS FOR SIX
BASINS IN THE UPPER PENINSULA QF MICHIGAN :

Dear Ms. Wolfe:

The fullowing comments are in regard to the draft Skoreline Management Plans (SMPs)
for six basins ir: the Upper Peninsula of Michigan, specifically as follows: Project
Numbers: 10854 (Catavsct), 2402 (Prickett), 1864 (BondVictoria), 10856 (AuTrain), and
2406 (Boney Falls) (the Rasins hereinafter).

These comments arc subrmitted on behalf of the Upper Perinsuln Environmental

Coalition (UPEC). UPLC is a2 grass roots nonprofit ocganization with about 200

members. We are dedicated to the protection of the unique enviropmental qualitics of the

= Upper Peninsuia of Michigan. Our members tend to enjoy nawres quiet splendor while

participating in such activitics as hiking, canoeing, bird watching, and nature
photography. Many of our members use or would like o use the Basins in question for
the pursuit of such activities.,

The Basins are currently in a relatively natural condition suitable for the enjovinent by
our members. hi general the imtense development provides! for in your draft SMPs would
o) severely degrade the naturel conditions of the Basins making them poerly suited for the
emjoyment by our members. This intense level of development is inconsistent with the
provisions and intent of “h> operating licenses fiom the Federal Energy Regulatory
Cominission,

Our objections to the dratt SMPs center on the proposed non-project use of proicet lands,
specifically the proposcd granting of easements to propert’ owners of tands bordering the
project lands for the foilowing purposes: The installation of private boat docks ap to 130

feet in length. The ipstaliation of power lines to power lights on the docks with up w 300
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watts per dock and to power boat lifts on the docks. The clearing of view comidors 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 fiom private homes to their private docks on the basins.

While the Division of Hydropower Administration und 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, it states
that “The licensee may exercise the authority only if the proposed usc and occupancy i3
congistent with the purposes of protecting apd enhancing the seenig, recreational, and
other environmental values of the project.” (emphasis provided) The proposed casenents
would ncither protect nor enhance the scenic, recreational or environmental vatues of the
project basinis.

Boat Duck Instailation:

Perhaps the largest negative impact would occur as a result of the proposed dock
instaliations. A total of 837 individual lighted boat slips with electric powered boat lifts
would be allowed in the six basins. It is unclear whether the elestric power could be used
by dock owners for other purposes such as powering boat lights or clectronic music
sound systems. The negative impact on the scenic values of the basing by the docks alone
would be severe. When 837 boaty are added to the docks, the affect would be devastating
on the scenic and cnvironmental values of the basins.

While UPPCO does not have direct authority over boating activity on the basins, the type
of boat launch fucility and the presence of the docks would have a major impacl on the
intensity of boat use and the type and size of watercraft present. Larger boats and pontoon
boats may be impractical to use on the basin because of tbe difficulty in launching and
retrieving the boats in the besins. But if the boats can be launched end left in the basins at
the private boat docks for the entire boating season, then the use of thesc larger boats will
be feasible and their use is likely to occur. The presence of these larger boats at the boat
docks and also their use on the basins would ncgatively affect the scenic and
envirormuental values of the bagins, and they wuuld also negatively affect the recreational
values of our members and of many other poople who enjoy the natural beauty of the
basins.

The presence of larger numbers of larger sized boats could also be expected to negatively
impact water quality. The following excerpt is froin the Environmenial Assessment for
The Use of Motorized Watercrajt In the Sylvania Wilderness, Ottawa Netional Forest,
United States Department of Agriculture, July 1994 (¢mphasis provided):

The degree to which engines emit pollutants depends on a variety of factors
including the size 9f the engine, the age of the engine, the type of engine {two-cycle,
four-cycle, jet, ete.) type of fuel used and/or the degree to which the engine is tuned
and maintained.

P-10856-000
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é Once discharged into the water, petroleum hydrocarbons may remain suspended in -
= the water column, corcentrate at the surface, or scttle to the bottom. Many

X hydrocarbon compounds may not persist for very long because of their immiscibility,

volatility, or biodegradability. However, while petiolewm may disappear rapidly

3 from the water columa, the portion that reaches the sediment may persist for several

3 years. Lead compounds from gasoline additives tend to sink to the bottom scdiments

3 {Poilution Impacts from Recreational Boating: A Bibliography and Summary

'g Review, Milliken and Lec, 1990), Effect of pollutants from maripe engines inglude

i odor, and off taste i1 fish and toxic effects on aquatic organisms.

Power boats also have been shown to impact bottomn sediments of lakes and 1o
increase turbidity. In 1974 the Fnvironmental Protection Agency (EPA) published a
study analyzing the inipacts of boating activity on turbidity in shallow lakes (defined
as those with a maximum depth of 30 feet). They exanined the impact of varying
horsepower engines on lakes of varying depths. The study concluded that cvena 10
horsepower engine could produce substaatial stirring of bottom sediments at depths
& up to 15 feet and that cngines with greater horsepower can do even more damage
than sinaller engincs (Power boats on shatlow lakes: A brief summary of literature
and experience on Lake Monegan (NY), Wright and Wagner, 1991

Thus if the installation of the large number ol docks called for in the draft SMPs resnits
o in increased boating activity and increased boat size, the negative environmental impact
7 would be substantial.

The environmental studies conunissioned by UPPCO provided a detailed description of
the basins, the associated project lands, and the flora and taune 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 species noted in the studies, such as eagles,
loons, and great blue herons, are know to be sensitive to human activity. The increase in
boating activity, and the disturbance of shoreline habitat with 150 {t long boat docks
would neither protect nor enhance cnvironmental conditions for wildlife in and around
the basios.

i L )

View Corridors:

While the View Corridors up to 200 feet in width are intended to provide a view of the

basins from the homes on lands bordering the project lunds. such clearing would also

make the homes visihle from the basins. Our memnbers and others who dre visiting the

basins to view the natura! beanty of the landscape would be negatively impacted when

the view of nature is replace by the view of private homes Wildlifc using the habitat

provided by project lands would be negetively impacted by the clearing of the view

) cormdors and by the increase human activity in the view corridors. The presence of the

- vicw corridors would neither protect noc enhance the scenic. recreational, and
environmental values of the project as required by the prosect licenses and by the

i Standard Land Usc Article.

Dl e .
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While the conveyance of easements is provided for in the license agreements for certain
purposes under cortain circunastances, the clearing of View Corridors is not among the
listed possible purpose for easements.

Pcdesinan Paths and Wooden Walkways:

‘The tour-foot width of the pedestrian paths would seem to be wider than necessary for
foot travel. The presence of wooden stairs and walkways could negatively affect the
scenic values of the project. The provision allowing the storage of docks, boat lifts, and
runps on the pedestrian paths within in project lands would negatively affect scenic
values of the projecl.

Predetermined Owtcome of Planning Process:
UPPCO seems to have used the elaboratc planning process to try to justify the intense
level of development that they hed ahcady decided upon before the planning process

began.

As a member of the eastern basin Focus Group [ attended every eastern basin focus group
meeting. At cach mceting T made most of the points that are listed above. The members
of the eastern basin focus group werc largely opposed to the intense devzlopinent of the
basins. 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 managers, the purchaser
of the bordening non-project lands.

| understand that Wisconsin Public Service’s (UPPCO's parent conpany) 2605 report to
stock holders indicates that UPPCO sold a portion of its real estate holdings for 5.9
million dollars, with the possibility of realizing up to an additionai 3.0 million dollars as
certain contingencies are resolved. If in fact those contingencics include the project lamd
easements being granted 10 Naterra’s lot purchasers, then itinay be clear why UPPCO is
favoring Naterra over the needs and desires of the people. It 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 is in order.

Conclusion:

The rapid development of the shorelines of lakes and streams for home construction in
the Upper Peninsula of Michigan is causing wildlifc habitat, and scenic and recreational
opportunities to disappear. The licensing agreements for the hydroelectric projects were
designed to protect the shorclines from development for wildlife habitat and for the
scemic and recreational ajoyment by the public. UPPLO is trying to cash in on the

P-10856-000
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demand for shoreline lots by developing the project basins in conflict with the spirit and -
letter of the licensing agrecments. The process used to develop the SMPs is flawed

because of UPPCO manager's bias for development. An Environmental Assessment by @

neutral party is needed in order to determine the affect of the proposed development on

the scenic, recreational, nnd other environmental values of the project. We believe that

the proposed easements drrough project 1ands should not be allowed.

Sincerely,

William Malmsten, Vice President, Upper Peninsula Environmental Cealition

cc. FERC
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N A‘"?&% David L. Sladky

M3709 Hwy 17, Merrill, Wl L4452
{715) 5364112

5-18-07

Janet Wolle
Commurnications Manager
UPPCO

PO BOX 130

Houghton, MT 49931 1130

Pear lanet Woilte.

I1 15 essential 10 respect our natural home and reserve places for quict
rejuvenatton. The long term monetary valoe of keeping nawre natural will
far exceed any short wim profit or convenience. Docks and shoreline
Jevelopment will oniv encourage disrespect and disharmony, lowerimg
property vatue. For real value, for the Denehit of Foture generatons. for our
home, for vaur legacy keep nature natural.

T hmzyml for vour mm

4//4/ i

Dawd L. Sladky /
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ORIGINAL

LeD
Upper Peninsula Power Company ' '::"%].EP‘\PE
PO Box 130 STeme IR
Houghton, M1 49931
Attention; Janet Wolfe

May 18, 2007

1

1

2801 MAY 25 P 3 09

c_alnALLan s

Dear Ms Wolfe: CTRTDRY COMMISSeT

As an Ontonagon County landowner, | have closely followed the proposed sale of 7300
acrss of land (of which approximately 1360 acres have been sold) by UPPCO at six UP
flowages. Each of these flowages has unique characteristics which | do not believe were
adequately addressed in the Draft Shoreline Management Plans.

It is difficult to place a value on aesthetic beauty. But | best describe it as something you
rea.ize you had once it is gone. As an avid canoeist, | enjoy the serenity of an
uncisturbed shoreline, drifting along observing eagles, listening to loons or watching a
turtle lay her eggs in the sand. 1am also a hunter of deer, grouse and other small game. |
have many concerns with land fragmentation and the loss wildlife habitat.

According to the license agreements (and associated plans), UPPCO agreed to protect a
minimum 200 foot buffer around these impoundments. However, the draft SMP outlines
mainy 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. 11 also causes me to question the integrity of UPPCQO's promise with the FERC
and general public.

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

If UPPCO is truly serious about protecting these fragile environments, they should
upbold the license by establishing permanent protection of the shoreline and prohibit
private docks.

Sincerely,

b G

Johr. Cou
3527136 Ave
Hamilton, M1 49419

Copy to: FERC Projects 1864, 2402, 2506, 10856, 10854
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May 18, 2007 [C 851 B

Janet Wolfe 5% 5’5L/

L ASCL
Communications Manager
UPPCO .
PO Box 130 N
Houghton, MI 49931-0130

Dear Ms. Wolf

1 oppose the recent plans for housing development for the Bonds Falls project
(project no.1864) and other similar projects in the LLP. The following report is reason
enough for UPPCO to reconsider the planned development 1n this region, This report is
based on scientific research conducted in northern Wisconsin in recent years.

Summary:

Shoreland housing development has increased dramatically in recent decades in
northern Wisconsin. Riparian and littoral habitat has been altered due to this housing
development. The riparian and littoral areas of inland lakes are critical habitat for a
variety of wildlife. In addition, lakes shorelines are transition zones between upland and
aquatic ecosystems and support an exceptionally high biodiversity. Recent studies
conducted on high- and low-development lakes in Vilas County, Wisconsin have
documented negative changes in the floral and fauna on these lake shorelines.

Introduction;

Northern Wisconsin contains the third largest density of freshwater glacial lakes in
the world, with more than 12,400 lekes scattered across the northem third of the state
(WDNR 1996}. Vacationers have been attracted to this region for decades, and more
recently, increasing numbers of people are replacing smali seasonal cottages with large
year-round houses along the lakeshore. Housing development has increased an average
of 216% since 1965 on lakes greater than 10 ha in northern Wisconsin (Figure 1. WDNR
1996). Gonzalez-Abraham er 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 each
other, suggesting people will tolerate living close to one another on lakes (Gonzalez-
Abraham ez al. 2006). This concentration of housing development along lakeshores has
necgative consequences for wildlife habitat and the structure of nparian bird communities
(Racey and Euler 1983, Lindsay et al. 2002, Woodford and Meyer 2003).
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— Figure 1. Perccntage of shoreline development in northern Wisconsin since 1963
(WDNR 1996).
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Removal of vegetation structure along shorelines on high-development lakes is a
common practice. Elias and Meyer (2003) reported a significant reduction of shrub layer
and course woody debris on high-development compared to low-development lakes.

- In addition, non-native and less common species have spread and proliferated with
human development and habitat fragmentation throughout 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 variety of wildlife,
protect water quality, and have aesthetic appcal 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 es 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 common loon (Gavia immer), and osprey
(Pandion haligetus) avoid lakes with a high level of human disturbance (Newbrey e al.
2005). Furthermore, high-development lake shorelines have less course woody habitat
(Christensen et al. 1996, Elias and Meyer 2003, Marburg ef al. 2006) and aquatic
vegetation (Radomski and Goeman 2001) which reduces habitat for waterfowl and fish
(Moyle and Hotchkiss 1945, Jennings et al. 1999) and decreases fish growth rates and
population size (Schindler er al. 2000, Sass 2004).
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Lindsey et al. (2002) paired high-development lakes with low-development lakes
of similar physical characteristics and performed point-counts around the perimeter of
each lake to assess bird community structure. Their results revealed several species and
some resource guitds were more abundant in one lake development type or the other
(Figure 2). Ground nesting and insectivorous birds were more common on low-
development lakes. On high-development lakes seed-eating and deciduous-tree nesting
birds were more abundant (Lindsey e al. 2002).

Figure 2. Comparison of avian species composition (Lindsey et al 2002)
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Several species that are jisted in U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service Region 3 Resource
Conservation Priorities (2002) appear to be more abundant around low-development
lakes (Table 1; Robertson and Flood 1980, Clarke ef al. 1983, Moors 1993, Meyer e al.
1997). The regional and local decline of these species has potential ecological effects.
For example, the loss of insectivorous birds can have a profound effect on woody plant
production (Sipura 1999) and may relate to the substantial increase in defoliating insects
in Wisconsin (WDNR 2004).

Tabile 1. USFWS Region 3 species of conservation priority, which are assoctated
with low-development lakes in northern Wisconsin (Meyer ef al 1997, Lindsey et al
2002, Newbrey e al. 2005, Meyer 2006).

Common Names Species Foraging Diet | Nesting |

Black-throated Blue Vermivora pinus Hover giean Insect | Shrub

Warbler

Canada Warbler Wilsonia canadensis | Hover glean insect | Ground

Common Loon Gavia immer Surface diver Fish | Ground

Connecticut Warbler Oporonis agilis Ground Glean | insect | Shrub

Golden-winged Warbler | Vermivora Foliage Glean Insect | Ground
chrysoptera

Osprey Pandion haligetus Highdive | Fish | Deciduous
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~— Recognition of the indirect influence of riparian residential development has
spurred investigations aimed at understanding which features of development are
responsible for 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 species. Greater vegetation diversity and
structure increase bird abundance and species richness (Niemi and Hanowski 1984,
Probst et al. 1992, Patterson and Best 1996). The reduction of sub-canopy and shrub
layer coverage on high-development lakes (Clarke e al. 1983, Elias and Meyer 2003)
plus increased predation and human disturbance likely contributes to the scarcity of

ground nesting and insectivorous birds on high-development lakes in northern Wisconsin

(Schmidt and Whelan 1998) (Table 2).

Table 2; Bird species which may be negatlvely Influenced by shoreline
development (Meyer et al. 1997, Lindsey ef ok 2002).

Common Names Specles Foraping Dlet | Nestlng
American Redstart Setophaga ruticilla Ground glean | Insect | Deciduous
Black-and -White Mniotilta vana Bark glean Insect | Ground
i Warbler )

Black-throated Blue Vermivora pinus 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 Wilsonia canadensis | 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 Oporonis agilis Ground glean | Insect | Shrub
Golden-winged Vermivora Foliage Glean | Insect | Ground
Warbler chrysoptera

Hemmit Thrush Catharus guttatus Ground glean | Insect | Ground
Magnolia Warbler Dendroica magnolia | Bover glean Insect | Conifer
Mallard Anas platyrhynchos | Dabbles Seeds | Ground
Nashville Warbler Vermvora ruficapilla_| Foliage glean | Insect | Ground
Northem Parula Parula americana Foliage glean | Insect | Deciduous
Ovenbird Seiurus aurocapilius | Ground glean | Insect | Ground
Pileated Woodpecker | Dryocupus pileatus Bark glean Insect | Snag

Pine Warbler Dendrocia pinus Bark glean Insect | Conifer
Rose-breasted Pheucitcus Foliage glean | Insect | Deciduous
Grosbeak {udovicianus

Scarlet Tanager Piraga olivacea Hover glean Insect | Deciduous
‘Solitary Vireo Vireo Solitarius _| Foliage glean | [nsect | Conifer
Song Sparrow | Melospiza melodia Ground glean | Insect | Ground
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Swainson’s Thrush Catharus ustulatus Ground glean [ Insect [ Shrub ]

Tennessee Warbler Vernivora peregrina | Foliage glean | Insect | Ground

Tree Swallow Tachycineta bicolor | Aerial forage Insect : Snag

Veery Catharus fuscescens | Ground glean | Insect | Ground

Warbling Vireo Vireo gilvus Foliage glean | Insect | Deciduous

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

Sparmow _ ]

Winter Wren Troglodytes Ground glean | Insect | Snag
troglodytes

Yellow Warbler Dendroica petechia | Foliage glean | Insect | Shrub

Yellow-bellied Sphyrapicus varius Bark glean Insect | Deciduous

Sapsucker o . ‘

Yellow-rumped Dendroica Coronata | Foliage glcan | Insect | Conifer

Warbler L

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

Several studies throughout North America have revealed an increased in

mesopredators {e.g. raccoon (Procyon lotor), striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis) and feral
cats (Felis catus)) with increasing housing development and habitat fragmentation
(Ocehler and Litvaitis 1996, Crooks and Soule 1999, Crooks 2002). Mesopredators are
medium-sized predators, adult males weighing between one and 15 kilograms (Buskirk
1999). In addition, housing development displaces higher trophic level carmivores, which
may control mesopredator populations or result in a “mesopredator release” (Crooks and
Soule 1999, Schmidt 2003). A mesopredator release involves the release or increased
density of a consumer species usually following a decline in predation by species at
higher trophic levels. The increased abundance of mesopredators is experienced by
species in the next trophic lower level in the form of higher predation rates, which in tumn
can cause prey populations to decline and can potentially alter community structure
(Terborgh et al. 1999). Certain mesopredators adapt well to human development (Hecht
and Nickerson 1999, Prange et al. 2004) and prey heavily on nests of wetland and
songbirds, waterfowl and raptors (Johnson et al. 1989, Sargent, A B. ct al. 1993, Schmid
2003, McCann et al 2005). Certain avian species that nest on or near lake shores are
currently in deeline, which may be do to an increase in mesopredators (Lindscy et al
2002. Furthermore, historically these mesopredators were not common to northern
Wisconsin (Jackson 1961) and recently have emerged in abundance with human

development.

Among the mesopredators, the raccoon has probably benefited the most due to high
human development on lakeshores. Raccoons have the most diverse diets of any
camivore, which has been important in their success in human dominated landscapes
(Gehrt 2004). Raccoons readily exploit human garbage, pet food, and other food
resources related to human activities (Gehrt 2004, Prange e a/. 2004). The raccoons
climbing ability allows it to access garbage cans, dumpsters, and bird feeders, which are
common in residential developments. This artificial food resource has had positive
affects on raccoon demographics throughout its range (Hoffman and Gottschang 1977,
Prange et al. 2003, 2004). Raccoons ofien lose 50% of their body mass over winter
(Mech et al. 1968), but in suburban areas raccoons may lose only 10% (Riley et al.
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1998). 1t is well documented that raccoon densitics are higher in urban and suburban
areas (Hoffman and Gottschang 1977, Broadfoot er a/. 2001, Prange et al. 2003). Prange
et al. (2004) reported raccoons having relatively small home ranges in urban and
suburban environments in contrast to rural areas, which was due to the abundance of
artificial food resources. In addition, seasonal changes home ranges size were least
pronounced at the suburban area (Prange ef al. 2004). Furthermore, Hoffman and
Gottschang (1977) documented that raccoons use lincar travel routes going to and from
feeding areas and home range averaged 5.5 times as long as wide, suggesting that high
population densities and abundant food resources are the cause of small linear home
ranges.

Conclusion:

1t is well documented the effects housing development has on lake ecosystems.
Therefore, 1 urge UPPCO to reconsider the current development plan on Bond Falls and
other projects in the region. 1 believe that UPPCO and private citizens has a responsibility
to protect and preserve our natural resources. The time has come when cooperate
entities, developers, government agencies and private citizens' work together to manage
our dwindling resources.

Sincerely,

Dan Haskell
P.O. Box 589
South Range, M1 49963
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The Upper Peninsula Public Access Coalition
P OO Box 102
Ewen, M1 49925
WWW,UPDAC.COMm

May 19, 2007
Upper *eninsula Powcer Company
PO Box 130
Houghton, M1 49931
Attention: Janet Wolle

Re: Draft SMP Comments P-1864, P-2402, P-10856, P-10&854, P22506
Dear Ms Wolfe:

Upper Peninsula Public Access Coalition (UPPAC) i1s a “ceabition” of concerned citizers.
The cominon thread that connects us all is our enjoynzen: and concem for the lakes,
streams, rivers and woodlunds in Michigan’s Upper Peninsuls.

To date, we have garnered support from over 1760 individuals who believe FERC should
force UPPCO to fotlow the Section 5.4 11andbook process wxl order the preparation of a
new environmental impact study. We believe FERC should not approve any
conveyances unnl a new EIS has been prepared and shared with the public becanse the
planned sale and residential development of adjacent UPPCO lands were never disclosed
to the public duning the relicensing process.

We believe it is critical that all citizeus be allowed the opporturity to participate at each
level of the process involving the planned uses for the public wirerways and project lands
surrounding the tlowages at Bond, Victoria, Prickett, AuTri, Cataract and Boney Fatls,

As stakehaolders, UPPAC fougnt for @ Shoreline Management Plan. We belicved one of
the most basic goals for developient of the plan was for the heensee (LPPCO) to bring
together all interested parties for open discussion. UPPCO made public promises they
would, but like many other promises, UPPCO fell terribly shoit.

Public Meetings
Througl:out this process, UPPCO/WPS held several “informuational” mectings. However,
neir many “rules” limited publie participation:
~ Questions had to be in writing
Only questions rclated to the topic being discussed that night could he submitted
No other topics conbd be raised
i Anything written bad to be in the form of a questior. fno comments were
allowed)
[1 No matter how poorly the question was “answered”. no follow-up questions were
permutted
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Due to the limited ime UPPCO permitted, very few questions were read.  For those that
were, UPPCO representatives often cither partially answered it or missed the point
altogether and fniled to answer it at all. One just has to look at attachments 69 and 70 of
the Dralt SMP to read the number of questions/comments submitted either at the
meetings or via email (some of the questions/conmments are even cut off) that still have
not been addressed by UPPCO.

The AnTrain public meeting was held 4/3/07 despite a prediction of 8-11 inches of snow
and dense fog along the Lake Superior Shoreline keeping many people away.

The meeting for Boney and Cataract was held 4/4/07, even though more than a foot of

snow fell during the day, with winds gusting to 50 mph, closing many roads and

canceling flights. Ilere is an excerpt from the 4/5/07 cdition of the Mining Journal.
MARQUETTE - - High wind gusts and record snowfoil made the idea of spring in April « far-off
dream for Marquette County residents.

The National Weather Service in Negaunee Township measured 24 inches of snowjall Wednesday,
breaking a 1974 record of 12 inches. Meteorologist Joson Alumbaugh alse said the snowfull total
was the second largest 24-hour total in the office’s history-...

We were shoeked that UPPCO held these two public meetings despite record breaking
severe weather. 1f UPPCO was truly sincere about receiving public input, they would
Lave rescheduled each of them.

- Focns Groups

UPPCO has now presented their Shoreline Manageinent Plan stating it is the result of
“consultation” and “collaboration” with local govemment officials, agencies, and
niembers of the public, including two spceially formed focus groups.  Consuliation
implies there were discussions among focus group members and with UPPCO. Attempts
by any meinber to initiate a discussion were not tolerated. UPPCO never sought
consensus and it was inade clear that the locus groups would not have any rote
establishing goals or objectives for the Shoreline Management Plan.

Similar to the public meetings, the Focus Groups also had a strict set of rules that

estricted participation:
T At the beginning of each meeting, we were permitted to make a staternent.
'~ No one was allowed to ask any questions during the UPPCQ) presentations,

™ TFollowing the presentations, each member was given a chance to make another
statenient or ask a question. On rare occasions, and if time allowed, we were
pennitted a follow-up question.

. The public was not allowed to observe the meeting

~  Reporters were not allowed

"+ We were not permitted to record any meeting.

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

UPPAC suggested separate foeus groups he formed for cach of the flowages or least each
project, o accomumodate inore publie participation; UPPCO refused. We asked fora
tcam of “technical advisors™ such as biologists, wildlife managers and other experts who
could he available at meetings to answer our questions; UPPCO refused. It hecame clear
from the beginning that UPPCO was mercly going through the motions but not the
process hy hosting focus graup meetings. UPPCG was just not interested in any input that
opposed their plans to convey private uses of the project tands ‘o Naterra, .

IFollowing complaints ahout the composition and rules for the focus group, UPPCO
1ssucd a letter to focus group members dated 6/13/06 that stated “If you continue to
attend, we consider it an acceptance of the meeting structure and guidelines in this letter.”
In other words, take it or leave it,

Section 6.7 of the SMP indicates the majonty of the planned enhancements are the resnlt
ol consultatior” with inembers of the focus groups. This is simply not truc. Most were
“planted” 1deas, mibated by UPPCO representatives at the fovus group meetings. UPPCQO
representalives cven met privately with selective focus group memnbers at other times and
locations 1o barter support for their “enhancements™ and private conveyances to Naterra,

UPPAC requested a meeting devoted solely to the licenses and hoped for a meaningful
dialogue. UPPAC anticipated a meaningful dialogue. We were nopeful that the
proposcd uses lor the project lands would he compared 1o cach license and associated
plans. Instead, at the 6/22/06 meeting the foens grovp was told this was not our role.
UPPCQ representatives read selective seetions from the license while we were expected
to sit and listen. Those of ns who read the license were frustrated because we were not
allowed to question UPPCO or discuss the numerous inconsistencies. For eximple:

Prickett

A key element of the Prickett license, Article 414, was never even mentioned at the focus
group meetings and was not posted to the UPPCO wehsitc nnil 1JPPAC hrought it to
their attention in lase March 2007, We helieve this was a citical omission as this article
refurs to the shoreline buffer zone as an area where there should be 4 “no tree culting
rone.” Although UPPCO substituted the wording in the Land Use and Recreation
Management Plan to read 1.0 timber harvesting”, no one antic:pated a major
developiment or that “enhanced” view corridors would be planned. When asked. UPPCO
responded that they mterprezed “no timber harvesting” to mean. “*no commercial
harvesting”. The intent of Article 414 is clear - no ree cutting; the license would Lave
stated no commercial harvesting had that been e irtent.

(9]
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UPPCO is proposing the removal of brush (including young saplings) less than 2 inches
in diameter for pedestrian paths and viewing corridors. 1t is our position that viewing
corridors should not be permitted without a license amendment request with impacts
adéressed as part of an environmental impact study.

Aulrain

Appendix D (Private [and Usc Guidelines, applying to corporate lands) of the
Cumprehensive Land Management Plan, approved May 1999, states “4.2 Unauthorized
Private uses of Hydro Lands — private docks and shoreline use.”

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

Cataract

The Comprehensive Land Management Plan and Wildlife Plan, approved hy the FERC in
1999, called for acsthetic management "acsthetic management is applicd to areas that
have unigque qualities that require more restricted management policies or prescriptions.
Such areas include but are not limited to 200 &t shoreline 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 after consultation with MDNR.”

Among the objeetives stated was "UPPCO's goal is to work in partnership with nature
- through proper management of the project lands for optunum enhancement.” However,
Goal 6 of the drat SMP is to "minimize impacts to the aesthetic quality of the shoreline.”

Thc approved Wildlife Plan also statcs "the relatively undisturbed condition of the
property within the project boundary provides for cxcellent wildlife habitat... land
management activities will incorporate wildlife management techniques to enhance
wildlife populations.” However, the draft SMP, Goal 8, states to "avoid or minimize
impacts to sensitive wildlife species.”

The approved Wildlife Plan further states "Shorcline buffer zones and environmentally
sensitive areas are treated different fron other areas. All shoreline buffer zones arc 200 fi
wide and aesthetic management techniques are the only management activities allowed in
these arcas. Active vegetative management can take place within this 200 ft zone if
approved by all partics (licensee, USFWS, MDNR)". 'The draft SMP allows for
"enhanced” view areas. This is a direct contradiction to the management concepts
described in the license's wildlife management plan. UPPCO/WPS wants us and the
FERC to believe their draft SMP is consistent with the approved license and plans. They
arc not even close.

Bond

The recreztion plan submitted by UPPCO and approved hy FERC stated “In order to
abtain old growth characteristics along the shorelines of project reservoirs as described in
:he Bufter Zone Plan, to enhance loon nesting potential as described in the Wildlife and
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Land Management Plan, and to provide more isolated hahitant for waterfow] and
threatened specics, UPPCO proposes to develop two designated camp site locations near
the boat launches of the Bond Falls Reservoir, one on the east side and one on the west
side of the reservoir,”

LPPCO Iead us to believe climination of the dispersed eampsites was for environmental
reasons, while in reality; they were planning for an extensive lund sale to a major
devcloper. It was not until after UPPCO ohtained FLERC approval for consolidation of the
dispersed campgrounds (November 2005) that they unveiled their plans o scll their non-
project lands to Naterra ard to convey easements for trails and private piers and docks to
the new lot owners.

Now that the true reasons have been revealed, the entire campground configuration
shou:d be re-evaluated as part of this process.

The Reereation Plan approved by I'ERC allowed for:

[ A canog take out area with directional signage to Agate Falls for eanoc launching
opportarmatics

i A hard surface boat launch at Barclay boat landing

1 A skid picr at Barelay hoat landing

i lImprovements to parking at Barclay Boat landing

Now, UPPCO states these enhancements for the putlic witl be done WITIHN TWO
YIARS OF PLACEMENT OF THE FIRST DOCK for Naterra’s lot owners or 2010.
This is just another ploy by UPPCO to mislead the puhlic: If you support the private
docks; UPPCO will “give” you a canoe take-ont while in reality, t'tese recreational
enhancements arc required by the license.

Nearly all the other public reercationz] enhancements need approval hy FEERC or
consultation with agencics but UPPCO says they are now contingent upon the first
private dock heing placed on the project lands. These additional enhancements arc merely
a manipulative tool by UPPCO, hoping to huy support for Naterra’s private docks on the
project lands,

Individuals who did not reac the license were given the impression that the proposed
planned non-project uses of the project lands were in comnplianee.

General Commnentts Regarding the Draft Shoreline Management Plan

We helicve UPPCO has a responsibility to ensure that shoreline development activitics
tnat occur within project boundaries are consistent with the intent of the FERC approved
heense(s) and associated management plans.

According to 'LRC guidetires, a Shoreline Management Plan (SMP) is a comprehensive
plan to manage the multiple resources and uses of the projec: shorelines in a manner that
is consistent with license recuircments and project pnrposes, #nd addresses the needs of
the puhlic. However, UPPCO has stated the purpose of the SMVP s “muanaging and
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mitigating the impacts of anticipated developinent of non-project lands so as to
complement or have neutral effects on those natural resources.” UPPCO fails to mention
compliance with the license requiremnents.

The Upper Peninsula Public Access Caalition opposcs all private individual and cluster
docks at all six Upper Peninsula flowages. We do not support “pedestriau paths™ or
“ecahanced” view corridors. We believe these uscs to be in conflict with the current
licenses and/or managcment plans for the flowages. The project shorchnes are
undeveloped with little huinan disturbance. The proposed uses will degrade not only the
acsthetic values of the shorelines, but will also negatively impact wildlife and waterfowl
habitat.

The Draft SMP suggests that our communities can expect an economic windfall if the
proposcd private docks are allowed. The analysis presented by UPPCO 1s purcly
speculative without information about the cast of road maintenance, poliee, police, fire
and other services. UPPAC is once again asking that UPPCO and Naterra fund an
independent cost of service study to support (or challenge) their claims.

1PPCO would like the public 1o believe thorough environmental assessments were done.
They even claimed at the 5/02/06 public meeting that they consider “its enviromnental
study to be equivalent in scope ta an Euvironmental hnpact Statement.” We disagree.
I e assessmnents done by EPRO were merely an overview of some of the rescrvoir
features. They were poorly prepared, omitted vital information and provided only a

- snapshot of the natural features of these MNowages. When EPRO was asked at a public
mecting why the assessments did not address the impacts UPPCO’s proposals will have
on the project lands, they responded they were not hircd 1o address the impacts,

UPPCO now states “Until such time when development proposals at each of the
impoundments arc put forth, it is not possible 10 assess the potential resonrce impacts on
project lands and waters.” We belicve all of UPPCO’s and Naterra’s development plans
should first be put forth. Then, the putential resource impacts on the project lands and
walters can be made known through a FERC ordered Fnvironmental mpact Study
followed by a puhlic comment period.

Given the way focus group and public “informational” mectings were conducted, it is no
surprise that the Draft SMP refleets everythiug UPPCO had originally proposed in their
NELA of December 2005 with one exception. UPPCO did remove the ban on public
fishing within 100 ft of Naterra’s private docks. In virtually every other way, this Draft
SMP is a direct reflection of UPPCQ's ariginal goal: private hoat shps for every Naterra
lot owner.

Sununary

The Draft Shoreline Management Plans are inadequate. None address the cumuletive
impacts the proposed sale and development of the non-project lands will have on the
project lands including water quality, wildlife habitat and the acsthetic value. The
propesed nan-project uses of the project lands are not consistent with the license and will

6
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significantly diminish public access and recreational use of the shoreline and project
waters.

We will continue to urge the Federal Energy Regulatory Conmission to order a new
comprehensive Environmental Impact Study for each of the flowages, along with public
hearings followed by a public comment period, prior to the epproval of any conveyances
on the project lands.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,

(filed electromcally witk LilPPCO)

Nancy Warren

Spokesperson

Upper Peninsula Public Access Coalition

Copy to FERC

~l
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Janect Wolfe

Communications Munsger

Upper Peninsulo Power Company
P.Q. Box 130

Houghton, MU 49931-G130

RE: Commenta on the draft Shoreline Management Plaos for proposcd dc»glopmenls 00
Bond Falls, Victoria, Prickett, AuTrain, Boucy Fails, and Cotatact Reservoirs (FERC
hydroelectric projocts ntumbers P-1864, P-2402. P-30856. P- 2505, P-1 0854)

Dear Ms. Wolfe:

Thank you for the opporhunity to comment on the draft Shoreline Management Plans
(SMPs) for each 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 lands on
the reservoirs, but ooly for those uses that are “consistent wirh the purposes of protecting
and enhancing the scenic, recreational, and other environmental values of the project”. |
will make reference to this statement in these commients o demonstrate how [ beliovo the
uctions proposed in the SMPs for these reservoirs @rc incoisisicnt with the spirit of the
FERC license agreements with UPPCO.

We in the western Upper Peninsula are fortunate to have abundant public lands which
protect natural resources and provide recreational opportunitics. UPPCO’s own
comntissioned “Asscasment of the Reereation, Wildlife, Loon, and Aesthetic Resources™
(prepared by E/PRO in 2006) states that “A defining character of UP lukes in general is
their remole, undeveloped feel’. However, with the intreasing value of waterfront
property, fewes and fewer shorelines retain this wild feel—even within the boumdaries ul
large tracts of public land, such as the Oftawa National Forest, much of the lakeshore 18
privately-owned and developed. Since the fnction of these project lands has primatily
Deen to generate ekectricity, and socondarily to fulfill the associated federwd licensing
requirements, these reservoirs have de facto bean maintained as wild landscapes with
lissited developraent, providing araple hahitat for wildlife and 1ecreational oppostunities.

As evidence uf the high value the public places on netural and sceow landscapes, T refer
to the same UPPCO-cammissioned report cited above, in which surveyed users ranked
the “unturnl character™ of these reservoirs as the moat important factor why people
choose lo use them for recreation. Furthermore, users alvo valued remote lakes,
uruleveloped shorclines, ample wildlife viewing opportunitios, sezing few people, #od a
dnrk night sky more than they valued developod campgrounds.  Why then is UPPOO
proposing additionsl catupground development and new public docks #s conceasions for
developing the lake for private interests, and couching theae concesstons as “recreational
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cubancementy” when your own survey suggests these are not anrong the things that the
public would identify as “‘cuhancements” on these puticular reservoirs?

| believe the developmenis UPPCO proposes in the SMPs o remove stumps (on Prickett)
and edil viewing arcas, accees paths, docks, and dock lighting in FERC-regulated project
arcas will degrade rather than protect aod enhiance the scenic, recreational and
cavironmental vahses locil (such as myself) and tourist nsem sevk ot these sites.

I am particularly concemed that proposed sctions in the SMP for Prickent Lake will bave
a delitarious impact on both the cvironmental and acsthetic integrity of this site. The
F/PRO report states that the wopography surronnding Prickett Lake “is noteworthy for the
Upper Peninsitia” and that “this quality is enhanced by long-distance views from the
southeastern subunits or Silver Mountain™ (Sectivn 5-9). Adding the proposed trails (axl
stairs), docks and lights would significanty alter the associatior, appearance and foel of
this landscape. Additionally, ss | understand, the area just below the Prickett Dam
supports one ol and peihups the only remaining, five-ranging, self-sustaining poputation
of Lake Sturgeon in the Great Lakes Basin. While the SMP does concede that stunip
removal aad dock additions would Jikely cause temporary incieases in turbidity, the plan
in uo way cvaluates the polential long-teren impacts of these activities on downstrenm
lake Stargean. Ibelicve any actions which conld jeopardize the health of thia population
would violate the FERC lcense agreement.

1 urge UPPCO to not onty upbold the terms of existing iicensing agreements with FERC
on these hydrocleetric project reservorrs, but also to be a teader in land stewardship by
considering partnerships with cousurvation bayers on non-prosect lands mther san
developmont inferests.

| reconmmend Prickets Lake as an ideal place $0 practice the 7 pe of land stewardship.
Proteeting this arce would be a great contribution to the communities you serve in the
Upper Peninsula and wouid go fer in improving your corsmanicnt 1 being an
environmentally sensitive compnay.

I hope you take these comments and concerns intu consideration,

Sincerely,

Keren Tischier

406820 Limerick Ra.
Hancock, Ml 49930

Ce: FERC, Cangressman Bart Stopak, Senator Carl 1.evin, Scnator Debbie Stubenow
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Upper Penninsula Power Company — Au Train (FERC NO. 10856)
[.AND SALES CONSULTATION DOCUMENTS
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20 May 2007

Janet Wolfe

Communications Manager

Upper Peninsula Power Cowmpany
P.O. Box 130

Hougliton, M1 49931-0130

Subject: Comments on draft Shoreline Management Plans for Uipper Peninsula hydroelectric
projects: Bond Falls (P-1864); Prickett (P-2402); Au Vrain (P-10255}, Escanaba River Dam #4.
Boney Falls {P'- 2506); Cataract {P-10854).

Dear Ms. Wolft,

We appreciate the opportunity W provide comments on the draft Shoreline Management Plans
(SMPs) for the si1X reservoirs on which private development end increased public use 1s being
proposed by the Upper Peninsula Power Company (UPPCO).

Ous orgamzation is dedicated to the study and protoction of corarron Joons in Michigsn. OQur
biologists work ciosely witb public ageacics, corpurations, and the private sector w an effort w
mcrease appreciation and understanding of this State-listed specics. Our experience with loons
spans over fifteen years, andd inchudes the monitoring of loon populations throughout the Upper
Peninsula, inchuling the Ottawa Nationad Forest, Isle Raoyale Nauonal Park sod Seuey National
Wildlfe Refuge. The following comments will address aspevts of the SMPs that have the
potential to influence the protestion and enhancement of louns and iocn babitat on these
TERETVOLTS.

We are concerned that the draft SMPs do not convey n commitment from UPPCO 1 protect end
enhance conditons for asating Joons on these bydroelectric project lands, and we identity thix as
the major deficiency of the plans. We belicve that the Assexsmens of the Recreation, Wildlife,
Locn. und Aesthetic: Resource.: on the reservoirs (completed for ¢ PPCO by F/PRO in 2006)
provided insulficient fnformation for determining the appropriut number and placement of
dochs nnd wails so as to minimize unpacts 1o breeding loons and thar ucsting habitat.
Furthermore, we believe that the current management of the projevt bands that allows for widely
fluctuating water levels to bi the primacy himiting factor for the wse of UPPCO resenvonrs by
breeding loons.
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Our own cursory surveys of the Boad Falls, Au Trai and Prickert rescrvonrs snggest that while
the number of current loon territurics on these rescrvoirs appears 16 be much lower than that
mggested by their overall size and their froquency of nesting habitat, there is coasiderable
poteatial to support additional loon territories by enhancing this habitat to accommodate the
particular chamcteristics of the impoundments. Specifically, the use of (loating nest platforms
for loons can be very effective on reservoirs that experience large fluctuations in wate levels
(+.g., Bond Falls and Au Train). We have successfully used tns conservation 100l in the western
Upper Peninsula o mitigate the 1oss of nesting habitat due to shoreline development, and nesting
platforms are i widespread use on FERC-regulated projects in New England {(Evers 2004, p.
39). UPPCO is obligated by Article 414 of the relicensing agreement ou the Bond Falis Project
to place two such pistfonns on Bond Falla and onc o the Victoria Reservoir. However, at this
tbme no plattorms have been placed. nor bas UPPCO assessed the number of loon territories that
could feasibly be supportod on cach of these reservoirs with the use of these platfonns. Until a
complete assessment of both existiug and potential loon tesritaries is undenaken, including an
evaluation of the most appropriate locations in which to position potential piatforms, we behieve
that any proposed alterations to the impoundment shorelines or islands that will increase or
concentrate recreational use of the roservoirs is premature. 'We belicve that the impacts of such
proposed actions on current and future loon use cannot yet be nocurately evaluated.

We are additionally concerued that UPPCO's proposal to develop docks and trails edds a new
fayer of complexity for mamtaiming these wates resources for loon production. Development aad
recreation do not necessarily prectude successful loon occupancy and productivity, but it is
widety established that nesting loons can be distarbod by humaa recreation. Understanding the
impacty of this recreation on loon productivity is complex, and requires carefully designed sit-
spucilic strategies to assure successful protection (Evers 2004).  For example, loons nesting on
artificial platforms tn high recreation arees ofien iced a buffer srea (created Ly floating buoys) o
reduce disturbance. In our expesience, it takes a considerable commitment to maitain and
monitor artificial nest platforms wxi buoys to sssure successful use by loons, and an additional
invesiment of 1isne and energy to educate the public regarding the appropriate buffer distances
required hy these nesting pairs.

In light of these comsiderations, we offer the following recoramondations to protect and enbance
loon populations on FERC-regulated Upper Penissula impoundivents. We wrge UPPCO w0
isvorporate these recommendations in the final SMPs.

1} We recommend that UPPCO establish goals for the number of loon pairs to be
maintained on each reservoir through the development of a long-tenn artificial nest
platform and monitoring program. Our conservative esimaies for the number of
potential loon territorics on the Bond Falls, Prickett ant AuTrutn ressivoirs are:

a. Boyd Fajls: potential for 5-7 loon 1cmitories (at least three cumently exist)
Ir. Pyickeld: potential for 2 loon termitories (no known territonies curtently exist)
c. AuTrain: potential for 5-6 loon termtories (no known termiories currently exist).



Unofficial FERC-Generated PDF of 20071205-0143 Received by FERC OSEC 11/29/2007 in Docket#: P-10856-000

These estimates are based upon surveys of the current conditious on these waterbodies.
and apon ioon territorial dengities on a) nearby reservoirs that experience more natural
water leve! fluctuations (i.c. Cisco Chain), and b) large natural lakes systems at Isle
Royale National Park. We belteve that theze estimates represent rezsonable goals that
cun be achieved within a five-year time frame. and we steongly encourage UPPCO to
adopt themn within thera within the finel SMPs.

2) We recommend that PPCO develop an artificial joon nesting platform and monitoring
program hefore taking measures to increase recreational opportunities on sborelive and
island areus through censtruction of docks, trails, and new carapsites. Prior establishment
of an artificial boon nesting platform and mouitoring program would aliow for a less
disnuptive approach 10 the subsequent placement of any development mfrastruchure.

3} We recommend that the SMPs incorporate afl potentia} loon nesting habitat (includiig
islands, wetlands and areas surrounding nest platform sites) into Conservation Areas,
especially on reservoirs with maximum likelibood of supporting uatural loon nesting sites
(i.c., those that are managed in a “run-of-river” modo and expenence limitod water level
fuctuations). Specifically, on tho Prickett Imponndmen: we recomnrend that all
shoreline 1o the cast of the islands at the south end of the Jake be designated as a
Congervation Area rather than an Access Pathway Ares.

4) As there is little evidence (published or anecdotal) that the proposed no-wake zones
outiined in the SMP will be effective in protecting nesting loons, we recommend removal
of no-wake zones trom. the final SMPx if they were included tor the henefit of loons.

5) We recommend UPP(Y) evaluate the potential irupact of proposed increases in
recreationnl use oa nesting loons and meodify the Develepment md Recreational
Enbancement Propusals of the SMPs accordingly.

We hiope you tind these comments nsefs). We offer our cxpertisc to you as UPPCO considers
measures to prolect and enhaice loon usage of its Upper Pendnsula reservoirs.

W k q
sepb Kaplan
Director, Commoen Conast Rescarch & Conservation

Ce: FERC, USFWS, USFS. MDNR

Literature cited: Evers, D.C 2004, Statns asgessinent and conservatisn plan for the Common
Loon (Gavia immer) in North Americs. U.S. Figh and Wildlife Sarvice, Hadley, MA.
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Upper Penninsula Power Company — Au Train (FERC NO. 10856)
LAND SALES CONSULTATION DOCUMENTS

o
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3649 Bnyou
West Bloamfeld, M1 48323

20 May 2007

Janet Wolfc

Commumnications Manage

Upper Peninsula Power Company
P.O. Box 130

Houghton, M1 49931-0130

RE: Counnenis on draft Shoreline Management Plans for Upper Peninsula hydroelectric
projects: Bond Fails (P-1864). Prickett (P-2402); Au Train {P-10856); Escanaba River
Dara #4, Boney Falls (P- 2506); Cataract (P-10834)

Dear Ms. Wolife:

Thank you for the vpportunity to provide public commenrt on Uypper Peninsule Power
Company’s (UPPCO) Shoreline Management Plans. UPPCQ, a subsidiary of Integrys
Energy Group, Inc. (formally WPS Resources Cosporation) contends they chase Naterra
Land (formally Taylor lovestment Corporation and Four Season's Reality) to develop
land surrounding .17, reservoirs becavse Naterra Land has a “tradition and commitment
for quality projects that are harmonious with the swrrounding environment.”
Unfortunately, Wisconsin circuit court systemn {bitp://weca wicourts.gov) and the 1S,
Army Corps ol Engineers records indicate this may not be the case, as Natterra Land is
well represented in the files of both (see informstion below). I addition, there are
several instances where Naterre §.and has sued local planning coimnussions and/or
conservation disticts when these authorities have moved to contro! the scope of Naterra's
development. It concerns mc that several of the reservoir prujcets arc in rural srcas that
may bave no protective zoning measures in place thus making them vulnerable to
unscrupulous devolopers (1.e. Houghton Coroty’s puertion of Prickett, FER(C No. 2402).

Though UPPCQ may view commentasy on Naterra |.und beyond the Jimited scope of the
Shorcline Management Plans | believe # is important for UPPCO to clarify or defend
Natterra's "track record” in regard to potential past violntions such as those provided
below. UPPCO is on record promoting Nutterra Land's reputation as a contentious
develeper. 1 betieve it is entical to evatuate past problams of UPPCO's development
partner 5o that the characier of the reservoirs in question is nei negatively impacted by
LPPCO’s proposed plans to provide private docks on FERC regulated flowages. What
contingencies dees UPPCO currently have in place with Nattsira | and regarding the
development of docks on UPPCO tiowages?

Fwould kike 10 know why 1iPPCO conteuds Natterra is “the bost of the best™ when it
comes to developers and, specifically, what US Army Corp of Enineas cases repeesond
vialations of navigable waters. Furthermore, cen UPPCO provide auy other Federal or
State sgency records conceming vielations of protective staties by Nnttera Land or its
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~ aliases (¢.g. the Environmental Protection Agency or the State of Minnesota)? What
meusures can be put in place to avoid the kind of misunderstandings that lead to lawsuits
berween any potential developer and local planning agencies?

Fiually. UPPCO has sought the support of local governments and school districts W
support their proposed Shoreline Management Plans on the premise that such
development will lead to more tax money for schools and municipalitics. Can UPPCO
provide any evidence, such as a Cost of Services Analysis, that can support the
axsumption that docks and trails will produce much need tax revcnue for these rural
communities? It seems that any increase in 1ax revenue will most cettainly be offset by
the cost of developing and maintaining infrastructure in such remote and rural locations.
I recommend UPPCO provide a summary in the SMP's of what measures it has taken to
guin the support of local upits of govemments and what information was provided to
these decision making cntities that was not shared at the planned public meetings to
discuss the SMP.

UPPCQ’s proposed actions as outlined in the SMPs have been the focus of a lot of
concem by the public, orgenizations, and resource agencies. 1 do not agree with urPCo
approach of separating project and non-project uses as it tries to seek approval for
“mrprovements” that are nocessary for large-scale residential development around these
unpoundments. Changing the use of these areas from predominately forestry to that of
residential should not be taken lightly and I strongly advocate that UPPCO deals with
thase concemns in a more thoughtful manner though the development of an Environmental
Assessmoent under Nationa! Environimental Policy Act requircinenits for cach of UPPCO’s
FERC-licensed facilities.

I appreciate your consideration of my concerns regarding UPPCO's proposed Shorcline
Management Plans.

Sincercly,

Nicole Pollack

From the Wisconsin circuit court system (http://wcca.wicourts.gov)

Ianuary 2005 ~ Case No. 2005FO 000045 (Ashiand County)

State of Wisconsin vs. Bradley J. Stillings (Alins: Naterra Land - Doing Business As}
Violations:

Fail/Obtain Construction Site Permii (Statute NR 216.43- Citation R176353)

August 2004 — Case Nos. 2004F0 000342 through 000347 (fron County)
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State of Wisconsin vs. Taylor investments

Violations:

Enfarging a Waterway without a Permit (Statute 30.19(g)(ai -- Citation R172620 &
R172616)

Fail/Revise Plans to Protect Waters {Statute NR216.50 -~ Citation R172614)
Fail/prepare Storm Water Pollution Plan (Statute NR 216.27 -- Citation R172613)
Fail/Maintain Frosion Control BMPs (Statute NR 216.46(1) -- Citation R172613)
Fail/Implement Site Erosion Control Plan (Statute NR 216.46 - Citation R172610)

December 2002 — Case No. 2002F0 001552 (Oneida County

State of Wisconsin vs. Tayler lnvestment Corp
Violations:
Remove Soil/Bank Stream without Permit (Statute 30.19(1)(<) -- Citation R147033)

Decersber 2002 — Case Nos. 2002FO 000394 through £00396 (Lincoln County}

State of Wisconsin vs. Tavlor Investment Corp

Violations:

Fail/Maintain Erosion Control BMPs (Statute NR 216.46(1) - Citation R147034)
Fail/Inspect Erosion Contro! BMPs (Statute NR 216.48(4) — Citation R147035)
Fail/lmplement Site Erosion Control Plan {Statute NR 21646 - Citation R147032)

Auagust 1999 - Case No. 1959F0 000319 (Sawyer County)

Zoning - Sawyer County vs. Taylor Investment Corporation
Violations:
Failure to Obtain Land Use Permit (Statute 9.2 - Citation Z345)

September 1996 — Case No. i®96FQ 000673 (Viias County)

County of Vilas vs. Tayler Investment Corp
Violations:
Cutting Shorland {sic] w/o a Permit (Statute 6.2 - Citation 9292)

August 1993 — Case Nos. 1995F0 00051} through 000513 1 Lincoin County)

State of Wisconsin vs. Taylor Investment Corporation

Violations:

Remove Soil/Bank Stream without Permit {Statute 20.19(1 ¢y -- (Citation R22070 &
R23082)

Unauthorized Boom Constroction/Navigable Water (Statute 10.15(1)(c) - Citation
R23083)
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United States Asmy Corps of Engincers - File cases for Nmma.Lm.ld (Lfnder associated
giinses) — NOTE: these cases do not necessarily represent perruit violations.

20057421 Naterra Land-Pike Lake Subdivision
20056459 Naterra Land, Inc.-Raymond Haberoth-deli
20055829 Naterva Land Inc. Cartway Petition Kut]
20055673 Naterra Land Co. — Brule River
20055592 Naterra Land, Ine. — Longfellow Retreat
20055467 Chastine King-housing-Red Cedanr River
20054925 Red Cedar Ridge Subdivision
20054859 Naterra Land
20051274 Mac Wikus Trust Plst Bear Paw
2004160876 Taylor Investinent Corp. Bass Lake wetland
200405363 Floodwood Lake - Wetland Delineation
200404898 Taylor lirvestment - Little Long Lake
200404243 Lessard - Nature’s Way Plat
200403607 Aaron Lake Estates Dnivewuy
200402541 Tayor Investment Corp — Cluppewu Ridge Dev
24040247} Taylor Investment Corp -- Superior Heights
20040127{ Taylor Investment Corp, Tilden Millpond ~ housing
2000400240 Taylor Invest. Corp.
200400177 Taylor Investment - Whispering Willow Prellmingry Plat
200309251 Taylor Investments — The Preseive at Stewart Lake
200307971 Construct Roadway to West Elbow Lake Estales

— 200307889 Rolling Mcadows Subdivision
200307244 Taylor lnvestment - Mistwood Boat Ramp
200306056 Taylor Investment Corporation Bluebill Pass Roadway
20305183 Taylor Investment Corp - Fill/Road Wetland
200305131 Taylor Investment - N. Br. Pelican
200303140 Grouse Ridge, Pickerel 1.ake
203302630 Tuylor Investment Big Lake dev
201301702 Taylor Investineats-Potato River
200300279 Taylor nvestment Corp. ~ City of Mt. lron Subdivision
2(k)208375 Taylor Investments ~ new construction
20:0206915 Taylor nvestment/Ross Lake/”"Woodland™ development rosd
200206738 Taylor Investment Polk Co road and 32-lot subdivision
200206585 Taylor Investments/Residential Arca
200205926 R and L 1.and Development Riprap
200205104 Taylor Investment Corp/Whitefish Lake Estates
200202983 Taylor Investment Corporation Trimbelle Acres res deve
200202736 Osk Ridge Preserve
2100202434 Taylor Investment Corp -- Vermilion Trail Estates
200201695 Taylor Investment serator
200201089 Taylor Investment ~ Mistwoed Property
200100000 North Ter, Mile Estates
203105743 Taylor Investment Corporation/Plat
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200104351 Motzan/Juniper Shores

200103951 Johmson’s Point Plat

200102757 Pickerel Lake Shores/Thor

200102007 Taylor Investment — Rivers Edge Dev.
200100992 Taylor Investment - Sparit River Flowage
200007014 Taylor Investrnent Corp.

200006730 Taylor Investment - Terry Wiley

200006296 Tavior invest. Corp of WI - Bridge Uk Trib McKinley Lake
2000061 14 Fishs Island i.ake Shores plat development
200004885 Fast Silent Lake Shores/Wagener

200004883 Glawe Beach

200004533 Reauty Lake Estatea/Hubbsrd County
200002744 East Silent Laxo

200002446 Tavior lnvestment - Landing Lake

200001792 Jessic Lakes L states

200000613 Four Seasons Scott Luke outlet road

200000409 Taylor Investment - Baker Lake

199807367 Taylor Investment Corporation — road
199804159 Taylor Investmerts Bridge

199803543 Taylor Investment - White Ash |.ake

19980143} Taylor Investments Walsh L.ake Development
199706109 Taylor investment crossing

199705391 Taylor Investment Corporation — unnamed Tributary
199704582 Engle Estates Development

199703906 Taylor Investiuent Aeration System

199703226 Helen/Tank Loke Development road by Taylor Investirent
199703207 Plensant Lake Estates

199702507 Taylor Investment ~ Spint River Flowage
199604923 Preliminary Plat

199604381 Taylor Investment ot Kathryn Lake

199603190 Fast Indian Shoivs

199602828 TAYLOR INVESTMENT

199602232 Walsh Ridpe Fstates

199508030 Taylor Investment - access oft Sheep Camp Road
199508030 Taylor lavestmient - access off Sheep Camp Road
199507746 Ridgewood Estates

199507411

199505484

199503842 Taylor Investment project - Lotus Lake
199503615 Buteau - Lonp 1.ake in lamison Hills
199503099 Taylor Inv. Corp.

199501736 Taylor Investient Corp.

1995061735 Tvlor Investment project

199501731

1993501327 Lawrence Lak: property

1995001079
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199407140
169406914
199406096 Upgrade a Private Road
190403589 Maurice Baltes Estatc
196403971 Carey Cove Development
100402067 Wildemess Retreat Paln
109304557
190302453 PAINE LAKE POINTS
199302294 OX LAKE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT
199301777
190300927
199206069 LEECH LAKE DEVELOPMENT
109200926
199190273 TAYLOR INVESTMENT CORPORATION
199162673 TAYLOR INVESTMENT
199162658 TAYLOR INVESTMENT CO
199062192 TAYLOR INVESTMENT CO
199000767 TAYLOR INVESTMENT CORP
193963182 TAYLOR INVESTMENT CO
19396295t TAYLOR INVESTMENT CO
193901017 TAYLOR INVESTMENT CORP
193860928 TAYLOR INVESTMENT CO
193800869 TAYLOR INVESTMENT CORP
199800549 TAYLOR INVESTMENT CORP
L — 149800136 TAYLOR INVESTMENTS
199800108 TAYLOR INVESTMENT CORP
198660107 TAYLOR INVESTMENT CO

The Daily Register - 11. -- March 1997
wvw.dailyregister.com/outdoory/storieskinkaid032997 html
{aichived at http:/iwww.zoominfo.com/dircctory/Taylor_Phil_20062890.htm)

At Kinkaid, A Developer Wants Cash Again

By Joe McFarjand
American News Service

MURPHYSBORO (March 28, 1997} -- 'Two years afier a proposed housing development
was nixed by the state at Kinkaid 1.ake near Musphysboro, the developer who altempted
the business deal is demanding maore than 3 nillion dollars from the local conservancy
distnct.

Pril Taylor, president of Taylor investments of Mimneapolis, Minn. claims the failed
building deal to put hndreds of houses ¢ the shore of Kinkaid Lake cost him more than

P-10856-000
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$3 million dollars in lost profits, a turn of events for which he is suing the lake’s
government managers for breach of contract.

A January letter from Tayio’s lawyers to the Kinkaid-Reeds Creek Conservancy Distriet
seeks $3.6 million dollars to compensate Taylor for profits he expected to make by
leasing, the building sites ot the Jackson County lake. The forested lake property is jotatly
owitted and managed by the Departinent of Naturat Resources, The Shawnee National
Forest und the conservancy district,

An April, 1994 contract signed between Taylor and the eenservancy district would have
allowed Taylor a 50-vear lease on certuin Kinkaid land owned by the district and the
former Department of Consservution.

Taylor said at the time he intended to develop the land to wiclude as many as 2,000
homesites and would build a golf course and lodge at some later date. However,
considerable public opposition developed after the proposed deal became public in carly
1995. and the state refuscd to allow the land to be transferred to Taylor effectvely
blocking the project.

In a letter denying the land, Depariment of Conscrvation (now DNR) Director Brent
Manning said Taylor's proposal did not ineet the terms of the 1981 Big Kinkaid Creek
Project Agreamnent, "nor does it cornport with 'linois law.*

DNR spokeswoman Carol Knowles said Wednesday that Taylor as never responded 10
Mannmng’s letter.

Taylor also did not respon:d to messages regarding the lawsuit feft at his office thiy week.
Conservancy officials say only that they do not intend i0 pay the $3.6 million,

All of this has proven to be an unexpected wpic to discuss at the annual meeting of a
local grassroots organization called Friends of Kinkaid Lake. which tormed during the
original controversy.

“Now we'll really have something to talk about,” sevs Diauna Exner, clul secretary.

The meeting, scheduled for Tuesday, April § at 7 p.m. at the Murphysbore High Schoo!
Auditoriur, also will discuss the possibitity of elk being reitrocducexd here.

%3 1998 Liberty Group Publishing
Comments to Joc McFarland

Datly Tunes - TN - 10222005
hitp:/iwww. thedailytimes. comistted/story/html 220654

Developer Sues County



Unofficial FERC-Generated PDF of 20071205-0143 Received by FERC OSEC 11/29/2007 in Docket#: P-10856-000

by l.esli Bales-Sherrod
of The Daily Times Staff

1t's deja vu all over again.

Naterra Land, owner of The Homestead development that straddles the quunt and Sevier
county lines, filed suit against Blount County and the Blount County Planning
Commission again Friday.

The new suit in Blount County Chancery Court takes the place of the one the company
filed against the Planning Commission in July, said Naterra attorney Arthur Seymour Ir.
That suit was filed after the Plapning Comunissian denied the pretiminary plat of The
Homestead Phase 2 on May 26.

Now the company is suing over the Planning Commission's Sept. 22 denial of the same
preliminary plat. The plat was before planning commissioners a second time hecause
Naterra was granted a variance by the Blount County Board of Zoning Appeals, but
planning commissioners took action that night to make that variance “"null and void."

The new suit still claims the denial of Phase 2 was *arbitrary and capricious” because the
Planning Commission changed the county’s subdivision regulations after Phase 2 was
first proposed and then refused to grandfather the development. East Millers Cove Road,
which leads to the Blount County side of the development, does not meet the new

- stwndard of 18 feet with 2-foot shoulders, and Naterra is unable to obtain from property
owners the right of way necessary to widen the road.

**1t 13 unfair to change the rules in midstream, full well knowing we were going to
develop,” Scymour said in a telephone interview Friday. **It is impossible for us to
cotnply with their tegulations.”

Th new suit goes a step further, however, challenging also the commissioners' **tailure
to recognize a valid variance as granted by” the BZA. The suit notes that Planning
Commissioner Rick Brownlie, whe made both motions Sept 22 to declare the vanance
null and void and to deny Phase 2, signed a petition regarding The Homestead before he
became a planuing commissioner. The petition dated June 15, 2004, is attached to the suit.

*Filing lawsuits is not the way we want to do business, but we are between a rock and a
hard place and there is nothing else we can do,” said Mel Lager, who joined Naterra as
vice president last month. *"We would be glad to work something out with the county and
not have a lawsuit, but they lefi us no choice.”

This 1s actually the third time the company, formety called I'our Seasons Properties, has
sucd for preliminary plat approval of The Homestead. Phase 1 was approved in May
2004 after a Knox County judge ruled the denial “"arbitrary™ and remanded the matter to
the planning commission for reconsideration.



Unofficial FERC-Generated PDF of 20071205-0143 Received by FERC O0SEC 11/29/2007 in Docket#: P-10856-000

Phase 1 abmost ready
While Phase 2 is tied up w1 court, Phase 1 is coming night along. Lager seid Friday.

The roads are in, but lack paving, Luger explained on a tour cf the Blount County side of
the development Friday. Thercfore, Naterra will be back betore the Planning Commission
Thursday, asking for another six-month extension of the Phase { preliminary plat.

An initial six-month extension was granted Mairch 24.

According to an Oct, 15 memo from the Blount County Planning Department to planming
commissioners, planning staff will recommend Thursday for renewal of the Phase |
preliminary plat.

Lager said he intends to tile for final plat approval of Phase 1 in time for the December
planing comimission meeting. If approved, Naterra will atait marketing those 40 lots as
exrly as January, he added.

On the Sevier County side of the development, 55 homes are completed or under
construction, said Regional Sales Manager Ed Garrett. About 290 home sites on the
Sevier County side have been sold, he added, and the development hoasts owners from
26 states as well as Canada and Switzerland.

New VP looks to future

A month iato his new job as vice president and genceral manager Naterra's Tarnessee
properties, Lagor said he is locking to the future.

"1 can't go back aud change anvthung in the past,” Lager said Friday. " But given the
saine information, reasonable people will come to the same conchisions.™

Lager formerly served as the vice president and general manager of ALCOA Inc. He left
the company in May to open his own consulting comnpany, which he still maintains.

Lager said he joined Naterrn tor two reasons: because he wanted to stay in East
Tennessee and because he believes in the company's vision.

"I value that the company has been a steward of the land and continues to protect the
environment," he said. " You're not going to stop developnient, but { know we're going in
there and doing the right thing.”

The Daily Times ~ TN - 772005
http:/rwww thedailytimes comssited/story/himb/2 13640
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Tnesday, challenging the planning commission's May 26 demal ot 11s vhase il
predimunary plat.

The company ~ which changed its name earlier this year from Four Scasons Properties to
Nuterrs Land -~ also filed suit in 2003, after planning commissioners denied its Phasc 1

preliminary plat.

‘I'hz Phase ] preliminary plat was approved in May 2004 after a Knox County judge ruled
the denial “arbitrary” and remanded the matter to the planning commission for
reconsideration.

New Naterra Land is asking that planning commissioners' denial of the Phase 11
preliminary plat also be ruled " srbitrary” because the denial was based on the county’s
subdivision regulations as they exist now, not as they existed when Phase Il originally
wes proposed in April 2004,

The change in the county's subdivision regulations took place in January 2005, when
plenning vommissioners approved new road-width regulations of 18 feet with 2-foot
shoulders on each side. East Millers Cove Road, which leads into the Blount County side
of the development, does not meet those standards.

Neterra Land asked planning commissioners in January to *grandfather” existing
developments from the new road-width regulations, but planning commissioners did not.

Nuterra Land notes in the lawsuit that Phase 11 was before the planning comrission *“on
several previous occasions” — it was pulied from the agenda three times and deferred four
times -- while the company tried to resolve the road issues.

With neighboring land owners refuaing to sell the necessary right of way, Naterra Lond
first asked the Blount County Commission to use cnrinent domain to condemn the land,
but commissioners refused,

Naterra Land later offered to gate the devclopment and, finally, proposed paying
$500,000 of the $507.000 estimated for road improvements.

St:ll, planning commissioners denied the Phase 1] preliminary plat 7-2, with one plannmg
comuissioner recusing himnself and two sbsent.
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The suit alleges the planning commission created “"an impossible condition™ by requiring
The Homestead to meet new road-width regulations when Naterra [.and cannot gain the
necessary right of way.

Further, the suit contends that the strict application of the ncw road-width regulations
violates both the federal and state constitutions **as it constitutes a taking of (Naterra
Land's) property without jusi compensation,”

For that reason, the suit asks that the new road-width regulations be ruled
unconstitutional.

"1t is impossible for (Naterra Land) to acquire right of way romi landowners who have
stated for the record that they are unwilling to sell their property,” the suit slates.

" Therefore, the planning department’s recommendation that the developer secures rights
of way and widens the entire length of ... East Millers Cove Road from development
cntrance to Old Walland Highway is illegat and unenforceable.”

Blount County Planning Director John Lanth received the suit Wednesday and hunded
copies of the suit to planning commissioners at their meeting Thursday night.

Manning commissioners did not discuss the suit.

The development

The Homestead is a 2.000-acre development that straddles the Blount and Sevier county
lines, with 1,200 acres in Hlount. Although the main entrance is lacated off Wears Valley
Road in Scvier County, the development must connect to East Millers Cove Road to meet
Blount County regulations for inner looping.

Phase I, which consists of 10 lots on i 20 acres, is under construction,

Phase 11 also consists of 40 lots on 120 acres.
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Upper Peninsula Power Company  Au Train (FERC NO. T0856)
LAND SALES CONSULTATION DOCUMENTS

N
Attachment 75
21 May 2007
COMMENTS FROM MENOMINEE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS,
SUBMITTED BY BARBARA MORRISON, COUNTY CLERK
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*Menominee — Where the best of Michigan begins” O R , G, r\: , .
MENOMINEE COUNTY Bﬁ)@d}}% OF COMMISSIONERS

. Lo FiCE QF
Menominee County Courthouse "orrZTARY Brian Neumeier - County Administrator
839 1wk Avenus Jamie Wenzel - Administrative Assistant
Menominee, Michigan 49858-3000 000 S 23 P 2 38 Telephone: (906) 863-7779 or 863-9648
Fax: (906) 863-8839

MENQMISRESRlReRY.

RESOLUTION 07 - 09

WHEREAS, Upper Peminsula Power Company has unveiled Shorchne Management Plans for project
lands at uts five hydroclectnc projects (Numbers: 2402, 10854, 2506, 10856 and 1864) located in

numerous J.P counties, and,

WHEREAS, the Shorcline Management Plans include proposals to protect the environment and enhance
recreational opporturunes for citizens at the flowages, as well as ensure that proposcd activities are
consistent with the purposes of protecting and enhancing the scenic, recreatonal and other environmental

values of each project; and,

WHEREAS, thesc draft plans were developed based on morc than 14 months of input trom state and
federal resource agencies, local government officials and the public. In addition, UPPCO conducted tocus
groups consisting of vanous stakcholders, including representatives from county and township boards,
hunting and fishung interests, outdoor enthusiasts and cconomic development. UPPCQO also conducted
public meetings and invited comments from citizens concerning the plans. The company also engaged the
public over many months regarding plans to sell UPPCQO private property at the five hydroelectne projects,

and,

WHEREAS, the flowages these Plans address will contbnue 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 Ortawa Natonal Forests that are off bimits to development, and,

WHEREAS, 1t 15 projected that any development resulting from the sale of property at the projects wall
over time assist the U.P'. construcnon trades industry, help local businesses and grow local tax bases to
the benefit of schools, as well as township and county units of government and the programs and
services they provide to cinzens. Broaderung the tax basc in U.P counties 1s welcomed, recogmang the
state's current financial status und economic outlook, now therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED, that the Menominee County Board of Commissioners hereby approves thus
resolution of support for the Plans with the expectation that UPPCO will continue working with local uruts

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 appropnate statc and federal officials. P
\ M

im Lynch Mike Jasper
County Board Chairperson Deputy Coundy (lerk

£ 2727 9=2/-07

Date Date

Jim Lynch - Chairperson Greg Furmanski - Vice Chairperson
Bernie Lang Floyd Berger Bill Kakuk

Menomings County 15 An EECQ/AA Employer TODOG (Mchioan Relay Centary 1 800 649.3777
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e
Moved by Com. Berger , seconded by _Com. Purmanski that the resalution be adoptad  Date: Mpy
21°.2007
Ayes 3 Nys. O Absent  None
1, Barbars Mormsan, the duly qualified snd acting Clerk of Mcnominee County, do hereby cestify that the foliowing rescluuon was
adoptod et a moding of the county Board of Comeissioners held on May 215t 2007, is on file, has 0ot beea emanded, aherod or
revokod, and 13 m full force and effect

County Clark
- o
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Upper Penninsula Power Company — Au Train (FHROC NO. 10836)
LAND SALES CONSULTATION DOCININTS

Attachment 76
21 May 2007
PeBLIC COMMENTS FROM DAMON L. MCCORMICK,
COMMON COAST RESEARCH & CONSERVATION
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~— CONYMC CGaST

==

21 May 2007

Janct Wolfe

Com:nunications Manager

Upper Peninsula Power Company
PO Rox 130

Houghion, MJ 49931-0130

RE: Commentary conceming the draft Shoreline Management Plan for UPPCQY's hydroelectric project
at the Au Train Impoundment (P-10856)

Dear Ms. Wolfe,

In paddling the Au Train hippoundment 0n VANOUS 0CCZSIONS in 2006 and 2007 | have often been
reminded of isle Royale National Park, the federally-protected wilderness within Lake Supernior.

- Specifically, the reservoir’s collection of narrow, rocky islands has frequently called to mind the rugged
islets which populate many of park's protected harbors and lakes. My purpose in paddling Au Train has
been (0 assess its suitability for and usage by common loons (Gavia immer), and my focus upon its
islands relates to their importance has breeding habitat - it is upon their shores that loons, protected from
mauland predators, witl most frequently establish their nests in late spring and early summer. For
example. lsle Royale’s 534-acre Lake Ritchic harbors five hreeding loon pairs, ali of whom use islands
for their nesting. Similarly, the park's 354-acre Sargent L.ake accommodates five island-nesting pairs. In
survaying the 1490-acre Au Train Impoundment this year and last, | have determined that there are at
leasl six potential loon territories - that is, six discrete areas that feature both viable nesting habitat and
cnorgh “bufter space” to satisfy a breeding loon's resolute sense of territoriality. 1ama wildlife biologist
with the Michigan-based noaprofit Comman Coast Rescarch & Conservation (CCRO), wbich stnives w
stuly and protect common loans and the waters upon which they rely. T have been working with the hinls
m the Upper Peninsula for over ten years, and 30 it 15 with some micasure of experience that 1 have
conchxded that the Au Tram Impoundment, which seems 10 offer no shonage of habtiat for hreeding
lovns, currently houses no nesting pairs,

I'he region in which the impoundment is located - western Alger County - is certainly no Isle Royale,
wlueh contains the highest density of nesting toons in the state of Michigan. Nonetheless, the absence of
urv breeding pairs on the reservoir is both notable and discouraging. Why 15 the Au Train Impoundment

devnd of nesing? In niv professional opimon, the answer hes most conspicoously 1 the Nucteatng



Unofficial FERC-Generated PDF of 20071205-0143 Received by FERC OSEC 11/29/2007 in Docket#: P-10856-000

wate levels which characterize the reservoir. Loons, exceediogly awkward on land, typically position
their nests quite close 1o the edge of the shoreline, and incubate their clutch of one or two eggs for
roughty 28 days. Because pairs will often re-pest if their first (or even wecond) attempt fails. the window
of potential incubation for loon: in northern Michigan can stretch fron carly May through mid July,
During this period, there are thrze mechanisms by which a fluctuating » ater level can dissupt the nesting
process: 1) rising water can flod a nest, 2) falling water can render the distance berween shoreling and
nest untenably long. and 3) falling water can transform an island mto 3 peninsula, ieaving & nest
vulnerable to mainland predatois. Inits commissioned report to UPPLE) (" Assessment of the Recreation,
Wildlife, Loon, and Aesthetic Resources of the Bond Falls, Yictoria, Pnckett, Cataract and Au Train
Impoundments™y conceming potential loon habitat on the Au Train Impoundment, the cnvironmental
consulting firm £/Pro - after ¢ smining the range of surface clevation uader which the reservoir is
hicensed to operate - concluded that it is possible that water level fluctuat:ons exceeding the imown
-ange of tolerance (or nesting leons could potentindly occur during the <iimmer months. ™

The E-Pro report which found no other ohvious impediments to loon nesting on Au Train  qualified the
reservoir's Muctuating water lesel as a potential limiting factor for reproduction: “This may not affect
whether loons attempt to breed on the lake, but it may impact their suceess il they were to nest.™ Strictly
speaking. this is true: A loon pair that selects a nest site in Mav 15 not aware of an impending drawdown
that may ultimaiely spoil their reproductive effort. Why then wene there no territorial pairs even
attempting (0 nest when | paddicd the reservoir this past weekend of May ' 8207 To answer this question
it is perhaps necessary to consider the scenario not in terms of one isnlated breeding season, but rather as
an ierative process spanming many vears. What happens, for example. 1 a loon pair that abandons their
nest io response to a substantial decrease in water level? Do they re-nest along an exposed, unvegetated
stretch of island beach that has been uncovered by the reservoir's recession” Very likely they do not. In
scarch of berter habitat. do they relocate 10 another waterbody? Possihly 17 they remain on Au Train,
feeding throughout the summer months and then returning 1 the following spring, what happens when
the same phenomenon again forls their attempt 1o breed? More imporntantly, what happens when this
disturbance 15 mamfestcd repeatedly over ime? Among the research acivities of Common Cnast has
neen the long-tem monitoring of color marked loons at Uipper Perunsuia study sites such as Sencv
Nananal Wildlite Refuge, Isle Rovale National Park and the Otawa Nanonal Forest: amene our hindings
has been the confirmation of the wtuitive truth that many of the ioon chicks produced in a given vear
eventually return as breeding adults "o the very samie lukes and pools ttom which they were Nedged,

RS P acquirinie a territon o theis owe. These sonng birds - tvpealic helween three ang e veins
eface are aluminely responsisle fur maintaining the contminty St a populanan: o they are not hatched
0 ilie first place then the Jong:term stability of this population caa e threatened. Productivity in one
cencration begets occupancy m <l next. Thes, while tluciuatine waiz: evels nuay oot direcily dete the
nesting atiemipts of loon pairs o e mpomadnient, they mas well cout Ssote 1o an absence of such resmy
paies 1 fiture generanons. In e sense that such conditions Fave beet: -« teature of the Au Tren
fmpoundment for many vears, 1t cortaindy seems plausible tha it cureent Lack of breeding loons 1s

partially reflecuve ot the pastecnsegrenees of these water LTI S g IS,
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Antificial Goating nest platforms. which can accommodate water level volatility, have previously been
employed with success on FERC-licensed reservoirs throughout the North American range of comrmon
loons. In recognition uf their efficacy. UPPCO has agreed (in article 414 of the Order Approving
Setement and Issuing New License for the Bond Falls Project) to “protect and enhance common loon
popu'ations”™ on their Bond Falls and Victoria Impoundments by establishing two and one “loan rafis™.
respectively, on these reservoirs. However, no comparabie provision has been established for the Au
Train Impoundment. Concerned by this omission, a consortium of officials from state and federal
agencies collectively opined that “we recommend that UPPCO parsue an amendment to the Au Train
FERL license for the protection and enhancement of the common loon population.™ UPPCO responded
by asserting that it was “unaware of any evidence which suppon the need to amend the Au Train license
for 1he protection and enhancement of common loon populations.” In attempling to parse the precise
logic of this statement, it seems prudent to consider the context m which it seems to have been expressed.
In answering additional agency comments concerning loons on its Upper Peainsula impoundments,
UPIMCO repeatedly stressed in its responses that the purpose of the E/Pro study was “to evaluate and map
potential nesting habitat, not 1o evaluate loon use.” With this in mind, UPPCO’s stated position i3 strictly
accurate — if no data conceming the actual usage of the reservoir by loons has been collected. then itis
impossible to formmulate an opinion abous what those loons may or may Dot require in terms of protective
and‘or adaptive management policies. You cerainly cannot safeguand, much less enhance, a population
aboutl which no information exists.

And yet such information does exist. F/Pro’s primary objective in surveying the Au Train Impoundiment
was. as previously stated, to evaluate and map areas of potential loon breeding, and to that end it

- identified three specific sites of high quality nesting habitat, and another four of “potential, but
subaptimal” quality. However, the report also included detailed commentary regarding actual loon usage
of the reservoir. Despite the careful inspection on foot of all highly suitable habitat, no evidence of
nesting was documented by E/Pro personnel: similarly. despite “frequent visual sweeps of the lake™ to
search Tur loons on the open water, no evidence of pair terrinriality was detected. A fair cniticism of this
effort by E/Pro is ils abbreviated duration  all work was undertaken on a single day last summer {June
12, 2006). However, my own surveys in 2006 and 2007 have broadly agreed with the group’s
conclusions regarding the availability of loon habitat, and have confirmed their observation regarding the
abweace of loon nesting  none of the possible Au Train territories are currently being utilized by breeding
pai~. Stronger cvidence in suppor of the need for population cnhancement would. in my mind, be
diffr:ule in envision.

My wurk on Au Train has coincided with comparahle surveys of the Bond Falls and Prickett
Impoundments by my Commaon Coast colleagues. Their findings bave largely echoed mine: both

re«c voirs contain an abundance of nesung habatat that Tar exceeds the demonstrated occupancy of nesting
loons, a circumstance which seems most directly attributahle (o the annual water level fluctuations of
these impoundments. As an organization we are i agreement that an enormous potential exists to
develop these three waterbodics into traly vibrant prescrves for multiple pairs of common loons
sangiuaries thal can demonstrably help the cause of this state-threatened species. But this will require
somathieg of a paradigm shift in the logic that informs UPPCO s management steitegics: If there is no
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reason to betieve that breeding loons would otherwise nest upan 11s reservoirs, then the addition ol one or
two floating platforms would indeed represent some modest measure of enhancement. If, however, the
very mechanics of the reservoirs themselves have been negalively affecting prospective breeding pairs lor
many decades, theh a vision for true enbancernent should not seek gindance from the status quo of the
chronically impacted present. As a starting point it must ask not whar &y here” but rather what showld be

here?

The Shoreline Management Plans (SMP) that UPPCO is currently dex elopuig present an opportumty for
Just such a transformation in the management of cornmon loons on Upper Peninsula reservoirs such as the
Au Train Impoundment. Our organization is supplying specific recommendations to UPPCO in a
separate letter signed hy our director, Joseph Kaplan. As these snggesnons relate (0 Au Train, we would
advocate that a) provisions for the enhancement and protection of loons are explicitly incorporated into
the impoundment’s SMP, b) the enhancement of the population includes the establishment of a
comprehensive nesting platform program for multiple pairs of loon pairs. and ¢) the proection of the
population includes measures w ensure that nesting loons are not adveisely impacted by any future
development (such as the construction of docks outlined in the SMP) or by the increased recreational
pressure that would anend such development. My purpose here. however. has not been to recapitulaie the
recommendations of my organization, rather, | have atiempled to articulate wiry | believe that loons on Au
Train tand, by extension. other UPPCO reservoirs with similar operating characteristics) merit more
consideration than they have thus far received.

A full Au Train Impoundment, replete with ample pesting habitat and a healthy forage base of fish,
represents something of 2 promise 0 the breeding loons who annually return 10 our region in search of an
auractive environment in which to hatch and rear offspring. In the sense that the reliahility of this habitat
has often proved inconstant, the legacy of the reservoir stands. in part. as u promise broken. UPPCO's
adoption of improved management mandates  policies that could assist nesting loons without impeding
the necessary flux of the resen oir's water level - would, in ey opimen. signal the establishment of a
steadfast pledge (o the species. and would serve as a powertul reminder that tie constraints of business
need not tunction tw the detiment of one of Michigan's most iconic, und inest threatened. manifestations
af wiidlite. What a notable accomphshment that could be.

1hank yvou for your consideration

Damon L. MeComuck
Conuron Coast Reseaich & Cosservatun

) Box 123
Cremitash, ML 49836
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Upper Penninsula Power Company — Au ‘Train (FERC NQO. 10856)
LAND SALES CONSULTATION DOCUMENTS

g
Auachment 77
21 May 2007
COMBINED AGENCY COMMENTS ON DRAFT SMP
-
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NATIONAL
PARK

SERVICE

Michigan Hydro
Relicensing Coalition

May 21, 2007

Shawn Puren

Upper Peninsula Power Company
P.03. Box 19001

Green Bay, W1 54307-9002

RE: Resource agency comments on draft Shoreline Management Plans (FERC Proicct Numbers
1864, 10834, 2506, 2402, and 10856)

Dear Mr. Puren:

Please find enclosed combined comments from the Michigan Departinent of Natural Resources,
LS. Forest Service Hiawatha and Ottawa National Forests, Natior:al Park Service, US. Fish and
Wildlife Service. Michigan Hydro Relicensing Coalition and Keweenaw Bay Indim Community
(colleetively referred to as “Resource Ageneies™) on the draft Shoreline Management Plans
(SMPs) for Federal Energy Regu atory Commission (FERC hvdroelectrie projects 1864, HORS4,
2306, 2402, and 10856. These comments are provided by the Resource Agencies i consultation
with Upper Peninsuta Power Company (UPPCO) as part of the FFRC shoreline Managanent
Planning process. The overarching goal of the agencics in this precess is to assure that any nen-
proicet use of projeet lands does 1ot compromise the integrity ot the licenses in place. Al
Resource Agencies are not invelved in every project: therefore, we are providing Fable 1
(attached) to clarity agency involvement.

In summary. the $MPs identify various zones around cach basmn where different types of non-
project and project uses would be allowed. Types of non-project use of project Tands discussed
in the SMPs include installation of trails. access pathways. basin view corridors, public and
private boat docks, and other reereational enhancements. The Classitication arcas presented m
the $MPs were Project Operations. Conservation. Enhanced View. Pathway Access, and Generad
UseFormal Reereation. Project Operations arcas include those lands that are necessary for
clectrical generation or transmission, According 1o the SMI. (€ Swservation Arcas were intended
to be set aside to proteet important natural resource features aed would allow for development of
trails. Some of the basins wou!d also have enhanced view arees where brush and tree linibs
could be removed to altlow views from a residence to the water - Pathway Access arcus allow
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installation of pathways (or paths) from non-project lands through project lands therehy

- Lacilitating aceess to docks. TTe installation of buried electrical lines for dock Lighting 15 also
proposed in the Pathway Access areas. General Use/Tormal Recreation Areas would allow dock
placement, construction ol paths and roads, eutting of enhanced view areas, and construction of
recreational Tacilitics. The SMPs suggest that increased puhlic use of these hasins is anticipated
as a result of implementation of these non-project related activities.

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

We have identified several potential issues of concern with respect to the draft Shoreline
Management Plans, These issues are discussed below under specific comments for FERC
License and Plan Consistency, Environmental Studies and Shoreline Zones, Potential Impacts to
Invironmental Resourees, and SMP Implementation, The following points summarize our
detailed cecmments:

- »  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
inpacts associated with these activities were not identified or mitigated in the original
license or plans. New plans should be written concurrently with the SMPs to specifically
address these new threats.

s The Assessment of the Recreation, Wildlife, L.oon, and Aesthetie Resources
(Fuvironmental Studies) conducted by E/PRO either lacked information on important
aquatic and forest related resources or did not follow recommended agency protocol Tor
colleeting such data. This lack of reliable data nakes 1t difficult to fully understand the
impacts ol various activities along the basins” shorelines. This requested inlormation
needs to be provided and UPPCO needs to clearly show how all environmental study data
was utilized in developing appropriate shereline zones.

»  Non-projeet related activities have the potential to impact fish, wildlife, recreation and
acsthetie resources on each of the basins by direct habitat loss, fragmentation, and
increased human disturbance. These impacts need to be analyzed and discussed in the
SMPs.

* Aomtoring and enforcement plans should be developed concurrently with the SMPs,
with input from the Resource Ageneies. Updates of the SMP should be completed every
live vears reflecting new information and changed conditions discovered through
monitoring. These updates should be prepared with the agencies and re-filed tor FERC

—
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approval.
FERC License and Plan Consistency

The SMPs suggest that, outside ot the Recreation and Land Use Plans, many of the management
plans for cach project do not need amendments. We have found multiple inconsistercies among,
the licenses, associated plans, and $MPs (Table 2, 3,4, 5. and 61 We believe that most
management plans need to be rewritien to incorporate the new tireats associated with SMP
implementation.

The existing plans were written o help proteet or enhance a varniety of natural resourees
associated with each project. When these plans were written, signiticant resource threats were
almost solety from forestry operations within the project boundartes. Development of project
lands through trails, public and private docks, new recreational tucilitics, and enhanced view
corridors, were not anticipated during the relicensing process. Therefore, the impacts associated
with SMP implementation were not considered during development of the plans. As part of the
SMP process and concurrent with SMP development, these management plans must be rewritten
to help protect resources from these new threats.

Shoreline Classification Areas and Environmental Studies
Consenvation Area

According to the $MPs, the Conservation Areas were intended to protect important natural
resource teatures at cach hasin. With the limited information provided in the SMPs however,
we identificd several examples where important resources were noi protected or metuded ma
Conservation Arca. For example, at Au Train the entire area designated as a Wildlife Retuge by
Michigan Department of Natura) Resources (DNR) was not included m a Conservation Area.
There are instances at all the basins where important resourees such as wetlands, loon nesting
habitat, areas of high aesthetie value, and bald eagle roosts were not inctuded i a Conservation
Arca. Without heing included in a Conservation Area. some of these resources are likely to be
detrimentally impacted by the various proposed activities.

It Conscrvation Areas are being set aside for conservation purposes, 1U1s inappropriate to
incorporate trails into these zones. Vegetation removal and increased human use of these areas
as a result of trail placement could impuct sensitive species (e.g.. loons, cagles, and osprey).
Reducing human disturbance is noted as a key priority for protecting these species mmany ol the
license’s management plans (Fable 2.3, 4, 5. and 61 Conservation Areas should protect
sensitive envirommental resourees and provide arcas where these species could be expected o
thrive. Although access to Conservation Arcas should be altow ad. it should not be encouraged
through the development of traiis.

Additionalty, the Conservation Areas are fragmented by zones of lngher devetepment and higher
human activity such as the Pathway Aceess and General Use Reercation zones. Michigan's
Wikdlife Action Plan (Lagle et ab. 2005) dentified habitat fragmentation, the division ot
contiguous landscapes into haoitet patches. as the highest priory threat to waldlife habitat in
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Michigan. Numerous studies discuss the risk of habitat fragmentation, including [awbaker et al.
(2005) who deserihes the tragmentation ot forested landscapes across Northern Wisconsin trom
1937-1999. In a related study, Rohinson et al. (1995) described the negative eftects of forest
fragmentation on nesting migratory hirds, including several rare or declining species in our
region. The fragmentation hy trails and access pathways arcas make these habitat areas less
valuable and funetional than a contiguous arca. Even what may be deemed minimal disturbances
(c.g., placement of a road or path) may he detrimental, especially to less inohile species such as
reptiles and amphihians, To avoid fragmentation, it is reccommended that large tracts ot land arc
protceted (Askins 19935). Fragmenting the Conservation Areas with puhlic paths and trals alse
increases tae risk of introducing non-native invasive speeies due to the heavy human use at many
points around the shoreline, For these reasons, UPPCO should consider consolidating
Conservation Areas and reducing fragmentation hy consolidating or reducing the nuniher of
proposed new trails, Pathwav Access, and General UsciRecreation Arcas.

Enmvironmental Studies

As the hasis for develaping the SMPs, vou completed Environmental Studies tor cach hasin in
summer 2006. We helieve these studies were inadequate in several respeets (sce agency
comments on Study Scopes May 19, 2006 and agency comments on E/PRO Reports, August 28,
2006). Many ot the agency comments werce summarily rejected or not adequately addressed. As
such, the final Environmental Studies have many deficiencies which lnnit their uscfulness as a
tool for protecting important resources.

- With limited substrate data and no hathymetric data for the hasins, we are unahle to determine it
proposed dock locations protect important fish spawning and waterfowl] foraging areas. In fact,
hased on ancedotal information provided hy trihal fishermen, several General Use/Formal
Recreation zones would include arcas that are important to walleye spawning and may nnpact
tribal spearing opportunitics at Bond Falls and Prickett (A. McCammon Soltis, Great Lakes
Indian Fish & Wildlife Commission. personal communication; G. Mensch, Keweenaw Bay
Indian Community, personal communication). Without inore detailed suhstrate and hathymetnc
information for cach hasin. it is impossihle to identity the degree ot impacts to fisherics and
wildlife habitat which would likely result trom proposed dock placement.

In our comnients on the Scope of Services for the Environmental Studics, we requested that you
identify high value or rare forest types within the project houndares, including forest stands with
old growth characteristics, stands that contain high-value mesic coniters (¢.g.. hemlock, white
pine), and stands that contain red oak. In response, you stated that this information already
existed through recently conducted timher surveys. This information, however, was not
provided as part of the Environmental Studies and we must assume 1t was not unlized in
development of the draft SMPs. We helieve this information is nceded to fully evaluate the
impacts ¢f non-project uses on high-value hahitat arcas.

With the limited information provided in the SMPs, it is not clear how information from the
Environmental Studics was used in the shoreline classification process. Acrial photographs. with
resouree information overlaid. should be provided in the SMPs. It would afso be helpful to
provide & map showing the location of the resources and the proposcd shoreline classificition
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areas.
Potential Impacts to Environmental Resources

The SMPs suggest that environniental impaets would be neutral or potentially beneficial. The
agencies suggest that there could be detimental impacts to water quality, aquatic resourees,
wildlife, forest communitics. recreation, and aesthetics as a resuit 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 each project need to be
re-written in order to address the new threats and impacts assoctated with the proposed non-
project use of project lands.

Water Quadity

Potential long-term effects on water quality could arise from increased boating-related sources
attributable to use of the proposcd public and private docks and rew boat launch facilities. In
shallow water, motor boats are capable ol disturbing bottom sediments leading to increased
turbidity (Engel and Pederson 1998: Mosish and Arthington 1998). Additionally. increased usc
of motor boats intensilies the risk of water pollution due to uncontrolled release of tuel. motor
oil, und exhaust fumes (Mosish and Arthington 1998). 1t is possible for these pollutants to
remain in the sediment Tor long periods at levels toxic to fish and invertebrates tAsplund 2000).
Given the number of hoats likely 1o use the docks and boat launches, there would be a greater
potential for accidental tuel spills. oil discbarges, and leaks from normal boating operations,
These additional sources of pollution would incrementally contribute to cumulative water quahity
impacts. To avoid these impacts, recreational boating should be Innited by avoiding or
mimimizing the installation of docks.

The increased boating activity on these basins could create impacts to water quality that were not
considered during the FERC rchicensing process. Therefore, the water quality plan for cach
basin should be rewritten to include nionitoring that would document parameters such as
uncontbusted tuel that may increase in the project waters as i result of non-project use of project
lands. The new plan should inciude a mitigation or control strategy if water quality is impaired.

Invasive Species

As a result of non-project use of project Jands, human activity on or adjaeent o the basins is
likely to increase. Increased vehizular, pedestrian, and hoating use on project Linds and waters
brings 1 higher risk of movenment and spread of non-native invasive species. The mvasive
species plans for cach basin should be re-written to address the higher threat of muroducing
nuisance plants and animals. For example. Eurasian watermiltoil is typically introduced inio
water bodies via motorboats and increased boating on the basins wall inerease the potential for
introduction and spread of this plant. 1t would. therelore. be prudent to do more frequent surveys
for aquatic nuisance plants and rmmals than is currently required under the plans.

Ihe risk of introducing terrestrii nuisance plants, neluding species not contempluted when the
onginal plans were prepared. will also be greater as a result of wen-project use ot project fands.
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Therefore, surveys for hoth aguatic 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 surnveyed list of nuisance species. At a minimum, garlic nmustard. rusty crayfish, zehra
mussel. quagga mussel, spiny water tlea, curly-leaf pondweed, Eurasian watermilfoil, and purple
loosestrife should be identified in the plans as a priority for survey and control. The plans should
also speeity that UPPCO will consult with the ageneies annually to determine if there are new
invasive plants and animals of concern that need to be included in tuture surveys.

We suppoit your recommendation to incorporate additional invasive specics signage at cach
hasin. This effort also should be added to cach hasin’s nuisance species management plan along
with the point that additional efforts may he necessary in the future to reduce the introduction
and spread of non-native invasive species,

Aguaric Resources

The placeraent of puhlic and private docks, new boat launches, and suhsequent increases in
hoating activities anticipated with the implementation of the draft SMPs could have adverse
impacts to aquatic plants, fish, and other specics. Lakeshore development is well known to
negatively impact fish and plant species in northemn temperate lakes (Jennings et al. 1999;
Sehindler ct al. 2000; Hatzenbeler et al. 2004; Scheuerell and Schindler 2004). Development of
the shoreline and incrcased recreational use of a water hody will result in reduced availability of
woody material, aquatic vegetation, and coarse suhstrate (Christensen et al. 1996: Radomski and
Goeman 2001; Hatzenbeler et al. 2004; Juhar 2004). Many fish species exhihit strong

- preferences for coarse spawning suhstrate while others prefer wood strncture or vegetation (e.g.,
bluegill, walleye. muskellunge, largemouth bass, and smallmouth hass). Shoreline alteration,
through placement of docks and vegetation removal, may reduce suitahle spawning habitat and
result in greater substrate emheddedness through the introduction of fine materials (Jennings et
al. 2003). The reduction in available substrate will impair the ahility of fish to use nearshore
habitat for spawning, foraging, and refuge during various life stages.

Corresponding with an increase in lakeshore development, several studies tound a decrease in
aquatic vepetation (Radomski and Goeman 2001; Jennings ct al. 2003; Hatzenbeler et al. 2004;
Juhar 2004). These decreases in vegetation may he attributed to increased recreational use,
manual reneval, or shading hy docks. For example, Ostendorp et al. (1995) found that emergent
plants decreased with increased wave aetion associated with recreational usc of lakes. Radomski
and Goeman (2001) found that lakeshore developiment in Minnesota contrihuted up to 28%
reduction in emergent aquatic vegetation. In a related concemn, it has aiso heen found that the
loss of native plants encourages the estahlishment of invasive species such as Eurasian
watermilfoil and curly-leal pondweed (Engel and Pederson 1998).

As previously noted, the Environmental Studies did not provide adequate data to determine
important aguatic resource zones along the shoreline. In the case of aquatic resources, we
previously recommended the collection of site-specific (GPS-mapped) data on littoral resources
such as gravel lenses. woody structure, and aquatic vegetation. Instead, these resources were
discussed orly in general terms in the Environmental Studies. Therefore, we do not believe that
the data uiilized by UPPCQO is of the quality and specificity needed to detenmine the
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environmental impacts of any praposals sceking shoreline alterations. dock placement, or woody
habitat manipulation.

Carrving ( apacity

The hoating carrying capacity tor cach basin was calculated based on water surface area and the
tvpe of watercralt anticipated to be used. The caleulation involved averages and range ot hoating
densities which did not appear - he based on relevant literature (hasins similar to the remote
Upper Peninsula hasins) or any an-the-ground ohservations. In our comments on the
Environmental Studics, we noted that any meaningful calculation of boating carrying capacity
needs to start with a determination of desired condition for cach reservoir. Yet, this desired
condition was not identificd in the draft SMP as part of carrying capacity determmation,
Uinderstanding and defining this future desired condition 1s a prelude to determiming boating
capacity. types of watercraft, and other appropriate recreational uses. We reconnuend using a
decision making framework, such as Visitor Expenence and Re<ource Protection (VERD:
National Park Service, 1997) or Water Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (WROS: Haas. ct al.
2004). to aid in identifying a future desired condition for each hasin. These methods. widcely
accepted hy State and Federal Resouree Agencies and other entities involved in recreational
planning. step through a process of identifying the significance of an arca, the desired conditions
(range ol visitor experiences and resource conditions) Tor it. wiat 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 wlentifving possible management
prescriptions for different shoreline zones, and then setting standards to he used for monitoring
that would trigger management actions if standards were exceeded. Desired condition tor cach
basin should be wdentified and should intorm subhsequent hoat and dock related decisions
(numher of docks, public access sites, what types of hoats). W are willing to work with vou on
developing a tuture desired condition for cach hasin using WROS or VIERP. Without defining a
future desired condition for cacl: lowage, any assumptions made regarding watercratt capacity,
tvpe of watereraft, or other appropriate reercation Is premature.

After reviewing the carrying capacity studies (which we believe need to be moditicd based on
future desired condition) and draft SMPs, we noted instances w here the caleulations were based
on flawed data and where conclusions were not incorporated into the SMPs. For example. the
entire surface areas of Prickett and Au Train were inaccurately <tilized m caleulating boating
carrying capacity, At Prickett, niuch of the basin has extensive snags and stuinps wineh would
reduce the usahle water surface area. At Au Train, the entire surface arca of the basnr was
utilized in determining carrving capacity although a significant portion ol the basinis closed as
part of a DNR wildhte refuge trom September 1 to November 100 The AuTTrain SMP suggests
that the wildlife refuge was not sactored into the carryving capacity analysis as the closimg did not
occur within the peak boating scason, We again point out the error of this omission, as the
extensive use ol the hasit by waterfow] hunters in the Tall inakes this one of the busicst boating
period, Realistic caleulations ol water surlace areas at cach ol the projeets should be faciored
into hoating carrying capacity eshimates.

IFurtlier, we noted instances where the results ol the carrving capaaity study were not
incorporated into the SMPs. According to the hoating carrving vapacity study, additional boat
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docks are rot appropriate at both Cataract and Victoria. Nonctheless, additional boat docks or
slips arc proposed in the Pathway Access Area at Cataract. Docks are not appropriate at Victoria
as well, pe- the boating carrying capacity study assuming a 200° buffer and combined use. The
carrying cipacity is alrcady exceeded by the number of boats originating from the public launch.
Given this information. it is not clear why docks are being proposed on either of these basins.

Docks

Docks could, depending on placement, bave long term negative impacts on important fish,
wildlife, and acstbetic resources. A study by Dablgren and Korschgen (1992) determined that
the installation of docks in areas of waterfowl breeding habitat forced waterfowl to move to less
attractive sites. As previously discussed, dock placement can also impact lish spawning and
nursery hiitat. As ncarshore babitat was not fully mapped, it is unclear how “dock zones™
avoided these habitat areas. Anecdotal data provided by the Great Lakes Indian Fish & Wildhife
Commission and Keweenaw Bay Indian Community (KBI1C) suggests that on Bond and Prickett
flowages, dock placement arcas could overlap witb important nearsbore walleye areas. Without
detailed substrate and bathvmetry data, it is not possible to fully evaluate the extent of potentially
significant adverse cffects to aquatic resources, Such data is necded to determine if and where
dock placement may be appropriate.

In order to further review dock and dock placement, we not only need more detailed aquatie
resource information. but we also need valid carrying capacity estimates based on a desired
luture condition as discussed above.

Wildlife

Implemenzation of the dralt $MPs, including development of trails, patbways, new taunch
tacilitics, docks, and view cormidors could impact important wildlife babitat tbrough dircet
modilication (cutting of small diameter trees for view cormdors or paths), fragmentation, or
buman disturbance. Many ncotropical migratory songbirds are especially sensitive to
fragmentation of nearshore areas since fragmentation often results in the loss of ground cover
and other 1abitats used for nesting, and may also lcad to increased nest predation and nest
parasitism (Austin 1961; Askins 1995; Robinson, et al, 1995 Engel and Pederson 1998; Lindsay
et al. 2002). Cutting trees lor trails, pathways, and view comidors could result in babitat
fragimentation and loss of imigratory bird nesting habitat.

Increased buman use of the shoreline and flowages as a dircet result of access pathways and dock
placement also could negatively impact sensitive wildlife species. To protect disturbance
sensitive speeics, Asplund (2000) recommends limiting human access to undisturbed shorelines
that provide babitat lor species such as loons, berons, turtles, and eagles. In addition, scveral
studics hrave found that increased use ol motor boats ted to incrcased disturbance of nesting birds
(Asplund 2000). with migratory birds being of most concern duc to their increcased energy needs
and resulting delayed migration (Kabl 1991). The trails and patbways proposed in the SMPs will
promote greater human activities around the basins and no proposed SMP zones would prohibit
trails. Incividual docks. dock clusters. and new launch facilitics will allow greater boating
activity on cach basin, in turn ereating more disruption to wildlife.
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These impacts to wildlile would conlhiet with hieense and plan objectives which relate to
protection of these species and their hahitat. Implementing the draft SMP would also conflict
with the general requirement in the licenses to protect and enhance the resource values at cach
project. In addition to not meeting the ohjectives of the existing iicenses and plans. the SMPs as
proposcd would result in additional long-term degradation and loss of witdlife habitat. The
impacts to wildlite resources should be clearly discussed in the SMPs. The projeets” plans
should atso he rewritten to address the new wildlife threats and mpacts associated with
implementing the SMPs.

Species of Congern

All the project’s licenses address several species of special concern including federal and state
listed threatened or endangered species such as the hald eagle. grav wolt, common loon, wood
turtle, and osprey. Increased human disturhance and modification of hahitat assoctated with
implementing the dratt SMPs cou'd result in negative impacts to these species. These negative
impacts are not consistent with licenses and plans which articulate 1 'PPCO’s responsibility to
protect and enhance habitat for these species.

Rald Fugie

Al projects identity the need to protect and enhance hahitat for bald cagles. This typieally
includes contributing to annual nest surveys, reducing human disturbance around nest sites, and
protecting suitahle hahitat for cagles. At some hasins, protection ot forage and roost trees 1s also
incorporated into the license and plans. The implementation of the dratt SMPs could negatively
affect cagles through increased human disturhance and direct moditication of habitat.

The proposed conservation zones do not incorporate all nesting and toraging sites. Based on our
review, it appears that only bald cagle nests which were active it sunmer 2006 were placed in
the SMPs most restrictive conservation zone, In many situations, hald cagles utihze several nest
sites in a general area and otten switch activities among these nests vear to year. Tlis is true at
Prickett and Au Train basins where one bald cagle pair has several nests on each basm, These
alternate nest sites need to be incorporated into conservation zones. We constder nests to be
~historic” onty afier ten years have passed without any nesting activity.

Bald cagle foraging arcas and roost trees were not thoroughly documented in the Environmental
Studies and. when documented. these areas were not protected 1n conservation zones. For
example. it is noted i the Bonev Falls Endangered and Threatened Species Management Plan
that the basin is used extensively »y foraging hakd cagles. The Plan includes a map ot the
important toraging arcas. AH o* these foraging areas were not incorporated into a consgrvation
70ONg.

Increased human disturhance within project houndaries could hrpact foraging or nesting bald
cagles. In addition to pedestrian activity along the shoreline on trails and pathways. the expected
increase i watereralt activity mav also adversely atfect eagles. Studies have shown that bald
cagles are affected hy shoreline development (Buehter et al. 199 Fy and may be foreed to spend
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additional energy on feeding as their nests are moved further inland to avoid human disturhancc
(Fraser ct al. 1983). The implementation ol the dralt SMPs would likelv reduce eagle nesting
attempts o1 nesting success on project lands in the future.

As currently proposed, implementation of the draft SMPs could adversely impact hald cagles and
contlict with ficensc objectives for protecting and enhancing hald cagle habitat. Increased
hoating activity, trails, pathways, and numerous docks are new threats to eagles which need to be
clearly addressed in the SMP. In addition, cagle related management plans for cach hasin need
to be re-written to address any new impaets.

Gray Wolf

Gray wolves are found throughout the Upper Peninsula of Michigan. Since gray wolves move
extensivelv throughout the area, it is presumed that project lands are utilized by wolves at least
periodically. Gray wolves were recently removed from the list of federally threatened and
endangered specics, but still remain on the Michigan endangered species list,

The existing project management plans for gray wolves focus on reducing threats from logging
activities including closing logging roads and protecting den and rendezvous sites. Given the
proposed changes to project lands discussed in the SMPs, protective measures that address
threats of logging activities on wolves are no Jonger relevant. The plans nced to be re-written to
incorporate new threats and impacts associated with SMP implementation. Increased human
activity and disturbance of project lands, as well as associated non-project land development,

- may result in less utilization of these arcas by wolves. The numerous new access points around
the shorcline proposed by UPPCO in the SMPs. along with trails and other recrcational
enhancements around the flowage shoreline, would he in direct conflict with license dircction
and likely lead to irreversihle degradation of wolf hahitat.

As currently proposed, implementation of the draft SMPs could negatively impact gray wolf and
conflict with license objectives for protecting and enhancing woll habitat. Increased human
disturhance associated with trails and pathways are new threats to wolves which need to he
clearly addressed in the SMP. In addition, woll related management plans for cach basin nced to
be re-writlen to address any new unpacts.

Common Loon

Based on the Environmental Studies, common loon or common loon habitat was found at Au
T'rain, Bond. Prickett, and Victoria hasins during a onc or two day visit to the hasins. Only the
Bond Falls license (Bond and Victoria basins) specifically identilies measures to proteet and
enhance hahitat for loons. With loon habitat observed at Prickett and Au Train, we believe
protection of loons at these hasins is important and management plans arc warranted.

Increases in human disturbance and boating activity as a result of SMP implementation would
negatively impact loons. Loons are highly sensitive to human disturbance (Evers 2004). Loons
are also known to be affected hy both shorcline development, which often results in the removal
of nesting material, and increased recreational use (litus and VanDruil 1981; Evers 2004).
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During our review, we also noted that not all high quality loon habitat was protected by a
Conservation Arca. For instance, only a portion of the high quahty bhabitat at Bond Falls flowage
would he placed in a Conservation Arca with accompanying no-wake signs. Several other high
guality loon arcas on Bond Falls. however, are not protected in .1 conservation Zone. In one
location, where the agencies recoramended loon platform placement, UPPCO proposed a cluster
dock (see Figure 8-2 of the Bond Falls SMP).

As eurrently proposed. implementation of the draft SMPs could ‘mpact common loon and
conllict with Bond Falls license ohjectives of protecting and enhuncing loons and loon habitat.
Increased watereratt activity and incereased human disturbance wssociated with trails, pathways.
docks, and new hoat launch [aciities are new threats to loons which were not addressed n the
relicensing process. These impacts o loons need to be clearly addressed in the SMPs. The Bond
Falls Wildlife Plan needs to be re-written to incorporate and consider these new threats to loons.
Loon protective measures need 1o be added to Prickett and Au Tram wildlife management plans.

Sturgeon (Prickett and Victoria)

Lake Sturgcon is listed as a state threatened species in Michigan  Currently there are only three
known river spawning locations remaining for this species within the LS. side ot'the Lake
Superior basin. One ol these spawning locations is just downstrcam of the Prickett dam on the
Sturgeon River. Downstream o1 Victoria Dam on the Ontonegan River, there are ongoing cttorts
to restore a spawning population of Take sturgeon. Inercases in boating activity on these basins
could result in water guality depradation and impacts to downstream spawning adults, eggs, or
larvae. The SMPs need to address potential impacts to lake sturireon.

Old Growth/Land Manasement

Each of the projects has an approved fand management plan thut refers cither to management for
old growth forest or protection of torest vegetation. In all instances. the proposed non-project
uses of project lands and permitted activities would negativety atteet old growth or other forest
communities within the project houndaries. Theretore, these activities would be meonsistent
with the FERC licenses and appresed plans.

The licenses for Bond Falls and Cataract refer to managentent o the project lands for old
growth. The DNR uses a working detinition of old growth: “Old growth forests are those that
approximate the structure, composition, and tunctions of nanve forests. These native conditions
acncrally include more large trees, canopy layers, native species. and dead organic matenal.”™ As
propased in the SMPx under Permittable Activities, cutting brush or small trees and removing
trec limbs or dead organic muateral for paths and enhanced view arcas would not be consistent
with old growth forest development. Trenching along the paths to install eleetrical lines would
algo negatively impact old growtl torest, as it would danrage tree root systems and disrupt
ground-level vegetation.

While AuTrain. Prickett. and Boney Falls projects do not have soecilic old growth management
objectives, they have approved “ERC plans that include provis-ons for protection of Torest
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vegetation  In cach plan. project lands are to he maintained with a diversity of vegetation types
and age classes to encourage wildlife use and preserve project aesthetics. Since the creation of
enhanced 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 to address these new
threats,

Recreation

Recreational Enhancements

Significant recreational enhancements are proposed in cach SMP. According to UPPCOQO, these
enhanceaments. in addition to what is provided for in cach license, will assure that recreational
access to the general public is provided as the land surrounding the project boundary 1s
developed. LiPPCO intended to site these recreational facilities to avold sensitive environmental
resources ind to ensure that their use was consistent with existing FERC license plans.

The proposed reereational enhancements are inconsistent with the licenses. Many of the
enhancements conflict with key license ohjectives, particularly those relating to protection of
wildlife hahitat, minimizing human use of the project shoreline, maintaining existing walk-in
access for dispersed recreation, and protection of shoreline acstheties. For example, the
proposed _ittle Falls access point and parking arca is located within one of the most
environmentally sensitive arcas along the Bond Falls shoreline. As noted in the Environmental
Studies, the sand hank along the cast side of the Little Falls Bay contains high quality wood

po— turtle nesting hahitat and wood turtles werce ohserved in this area during the 2006 survey (wood
turtles are a U.S. Forest Service Sensitive Species and also a State of Michigan Species of
Concern duc to declining populations). Two of the primary threats to wood turtles are poaching
hy humans and human disturhance of turtles during their nesting season. Additional human usc
of this area would conflict with the ohjective of protecting this rare specics and its hahitat.

To avoid unnceessary conflicts with the existing FERC license plans, the agencies recommend
that recreational enhancements not he implemented at this time. While some of these
enhanceinents such as public docks to alleviate use and crowding at puhlic launches may he
needed in the future, there is currently no demmonstrated need. Because many of these
cnhancerr.cnts may have negative envirommental, recreational, and aesthetic impacts, reercational
enhancements should only he considered when a need is indicated hy the periodic reereational
use assessment (FERC Form 80). Further, if it is demonstrated that recreational enhancements
are warranted. the implementation schedule should not be tied to dock placement,

Impacts to Recreatjonal Use

Currently, cach of the projects is located in a rural, mostly forested landscape. Recreation, for
the most nart, is informal with many users participating in hird watching, fishing from hoats and
shore, or hunting. Many of UPPCO's reereation sites are primitive in nature and consist of a
hoat launzh, canoe portage. and outhouse. The puhlic has hecome accustomed to this type of
recreational experience at all of these projects. and the existing licenses and license plans are
written te provide this type of use. Current recreational uses, such as trihal fish spearing at
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Prickett, could be neganvely impacted by development of the project shoreline and installation of
docks. Allowing the proposed non-project uses of project lands wiil result in a different
recreational expenence and. in some instanees. contlicting use.

One of the Resouree Agencies” concerns with the inereased non-project use of the project lands
1$ the negative impact to hunting. Hunting is very important to Michigan’s rural cconomies. In
2001, 754.000 Michigan residents and non-restdents spent $490 nallion dollars on equipment,
travel, and hunting hicenses (LS. Department of the Interior et al. 2001). Recreational hunting 1s
especiallv important at the AuTram projeet, which ineludes a 2,000 acre wildlite refuge that
covers a significant portion of the southern basin. The DNR describes the AuTrain Basin
Watertow] 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
openings that provide tor exceltent wildlife hahitat. Although the Autrain SMUP states that the
sale of non-project lands will not impact hunting practices becanse the Non-exclusive ticense
Agreement wall require designated homeowners to allow waterfewl] hunting within 200 feet of
their dwellings (State law prolubits hunting trom within 450 feet of a dwelling without written
permission from the owner), we are concerned that the designatad locations only represent a
small portion of the hasin. Other flowages and surrounding shorelines also experience
considerahle use by hunters, particularly waterfow] hunters and upland game hunters. W
ntaintain that proposcd non-project uses of project land would restrict the ahility of the puhtic to
participate 1n current reereational uses, including shorelie huntmg.,

Wild Rice (Prickett Onivy

Prickett Reservorr has beenidenufied hy KBIC as a potential arca tor wild rice estahlishment.
‘T'o date, there have heen limited areas identitied around Baraga and 1" Anse where wild rice
would he successful ind where tribal memhers would have unlnodered aceess. 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 reservorr. Placement of docks and
subscquent boating impacts may contlict with KBIC's culturally significant wild rice planting
and harvest. Impacts to wild rice estahlishment at Prickett should be addressed withmn the SMP,

Navigation Channel (Prickett Onlyvy

The resouree agencies have previously expressed several coneerns about removing stumps or
snags from this reservolr (see August 28, 2006 agency commen's). We believe it is premature to
propose removal of stumps and snags from this water hody prior to preparing a recreation
opportunity analvsis and cstahbishing a “desired condition™ tor the reservoir (see our refated
comments under Carrving Capacity ahove). Untl a desired condition is estabhished and the
appropriate tvpes of water-bhased recreation for the reservour are defined. the necessity of stump
and snag removal is unknown. For example, 1t the pnmary reercational uses of the reservorr are
fishing and ohserving nature with small watercraft (canoes. kayaks, small fishing boats), then the
presence of stumps and snags would likely enhance the recreationa® experience and therr removal
would not be desirahle. 1t should Be noted that the primary usce of the reservoir at the present
timie 1s primarily hy this type of small watercraft.

53.21.2007, 4:22:30 PM 13
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Snags have considerahle value for several bird species that nest in this area. Bald eagles and
ospreys utilize some of the larger snags as places to perch or forage. The Prickett Bald Eagle
Management Plan requires protection of important eagle hahitat, which would include snags
utilized hv cagles. Several cavity-nesting hird species also utilize these snags. Removal of these
nesting snags would result in a direct, negative impact to this unique habitat feature, as noted in
the Prickett E'PRO Report (p. 3-25).

Further. flooded stumps and snags have eonsiderahle value as fish habitat and as a suhstrate for
aquatic invertehrates, as previously indicated to UPPCO hy the resource agencies. The revised
(Octoher. 2006) Prickett E/PRQO Report Section 3.3.4 discusses the value of this wood to the
fishery in the reservoir. This information, which indicates a prohable decrease in henthie
invertehrate production, fish growth rates, and fish production if flooded stumps and snags are
removed. was not fully considered or utilized in the Prickett $MP. There is no analysis or
discussion in the Prickett SMP of the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of removal of
flooded stumps and snags on the aquatic ecosystem, including fish.

Based on the above, the proposed removal of stumps and snags may he inconsistent with the
license and leense plans in several areas. ineluding proteetion of natural aesthetics, protection of
hald cagle habitat, and protection of wildlife and fish hahitat.

Acsthetics

Activities associated with the SMPs, such as installation of docks, predicted increases in hoat

- traffic, eutting of view corridors, and installation of trails could impact the aesthetics at each
hasin. Cusrently these hasins are primarily remote flowages with few to no docks or other
shoreline development and limited hoating activity. Noise and visual disturbance from hoating
can impact the character of an area. In FERC’s Guidance for Shoreline Management Planning at
Hydropower Projects it states: “The licensce should have an idea of what the project’s aesthetic
resources are, arcas of the project that are considered to have high acsthetic values, why those
arcas have high values, and who values the acsthetic resources. Aesthetie attrihutes that are
commonly valued include vegetated shorelines, clean water, the presence of wildlife, and views
of water  Conversely, licensecs should have an idea of highly valued shoreline views that are
threatencé or have been degraded hy past developiment.”

It is unclear in the SMPs how the information on acsthetic resources was utilized in developing
appropriate shoreline classification zones. Some of the highly scored acsthetic units identified in
the Environmental Studics were not placed in Conservation Arcas and could therefore he
degraded vy some level of development activity including construction of trails. pathways,
formal reereation areas. or docks.

Shoreline Erosion

Increases in hoating activity on these basins could result in greater shoretine erosion. Htis well
understood that motor hoats may cause shoreline erosion through increased wave action (Engel
and Pederson 1998: Mosish and Arthington 1998). Most shoreline erosion from boating 1s
anticipated to occur in shallow and nearshore arcas (Asplund 2000). The SMP should discuss
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this potential for shoreline erosior. Shoreline erosion plans for vach projeet should he re-wnitten
10 address this new threat and incorporate monitoring and appropriate mitigation measures,

Wetlands

There are various wetland types associated with cach flowage both along the shoreline and
slightly inland within the project boundary. According to Miclngan’s Wildlite Action Plan
(Fagle ct al. 2005), “Wetlands are vital for a variety of Michigan species: they provide mmportant
hreeding. spawning, and nursery hahitat for many fish species: acarly all of Michigan’s
amphibians are dependent on wetlands, particularly for breeding: they provide nesting sites for
migratory waterfowl and nesting or foraging sites for a variety ot Tandbirds, waterbirds, and
waterfowl: and they are preferred hy mammals such as muskrats, otter. and beaver.” Protection
of Michigan’s varying wetland types is a conservation priority.

Some of the wetland areas identitied as part of the Environmental Studics were not incorporated
into Conservation Areas. Impitcts to these wetlands could ocenr if they are filled to facihitate
non-project uses of project lands. In addition, the SMP should discuss how nearshore wetlund
communitics may be atfeeted by increased boating activity. Wetlands within the project
boundaries could he impacted as a result of implementing the SMPs.

SMP Implementation

UPPCO should develop a SMP nionitoring and enforcement plan concurrently with the SMPs,
with input from the Resource Agenetes. We also believe that the SMPs should be monitored and
reviewed on a regular buasis to determine their effectiveness. We recommend momtoring the
following items as a minimum (this list may increase as the SMPs are developed and additional
monitoring needs are identified): amount of undisturhed shorehne, changes in fish and wildhte
hahitat‘fish and wildlite use of project lands and water. change n condition of hutter strip and
project land vegetation, number of docks. number of boats launched. number of permit violations
and how addressed, and changes m adjacent land use. We also recomimend that, if agreement is
reached on the Shoreline Classification System, the designated arcas remain in place for the
term of the Ticense, with the exception that additional arcas max be designated tor consenvation
purposes if warranted (e.g.., identification of sensitive species).

Implementation of the SMPs 15 also likely to require the develvpment of road aceess to nen-
project and projeet lands. At Au Train, Bond Falls. Prickett and Victoria aceess through
National Forest System Jands may he needed. Obtaining approyal and any required pennits for
access through National Forest System lands will need to be pursued direetiy with the Hrawatha
National Forest for Au Train and with the Ottawa National Forest for Bond Talls. Prickett and
Victoria. 1t is also important to nole that this connected action: needs to be fully disclosed and
evaluated by FERC in any Fnvironmental Assessiment or Enviconmental Impact Statement they
prepare  response to these SN s,

Summary

In summary, non-project related activities as described in the SMPs are not conststent with
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Table 1. List of organizations and their involvement with Upper Peminsula Power Company owned Bond Falls, Victoria, Prickett,
Aulrain. Boney Falls, and Cataract basins, These basins are regulated under Federal nergy Regulatory Commission licenses.

Organization Name

NMichigan Department of Nataral Resourees

1S, Iish & Wildlite Service

LS, Forest Service  Hhawatha National Forest

.S, Forest Service - Ottawa National Forest

National Park Service
Michigan Hydro Reficensing Coalitio

Neweenaw Bay Indian Conunuoniey

I}

o ——

fénml
Falls

Vivtong
X
X
N
X .

Basin Name

Pricken Al rain
X X
X X

1__ -
: X
X .
. .._!____
X : N
X
N
[

Bonev Catiraet
Falls S
X X
X X
N N
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Tabie 2. AuTrain License Articies, Management Pian Objectives, and potentiai conflicts with activities as

proposed in the draft SMP

Monitoring Plan

License
Article Pian Objectives Confilct
. An amendmenl is needed to inciude UPPCO's proposed nuisance species
404 Noxious Plant Manitor and control for Eurasian education program, as well as monitoring and control of additional nuisance
species {e.g., garlic mustard, curlyleaf pondweec ) when requested by the resource

watermilfoil and purple loosestrife

agencies.

405

Plan

Bald Eagle
Management

Protect existing and potential habitat,

Protection of current nests, areas of

medium lo high potential for nesting,
abandoned nests, historical nesting
areas, and biown down nests. __

inciuding nesting sites, perch trees, and
roosts. In the pian, the entire basin is
classified as potential bald eagle habitat. -

‘nests- aclive and inactive- rather than only nests that have seen aclivity within the
last year.

-Non-project use of project iand will resultin negative impacts lo bald eagie habitat
‘and nesting success.

The description of Article 405 needs to include protective zones around all eagle

406

Wildlife
Management
Plan

‘Protection of environmentaliy sensitive

areas by 1) forest habitat management
and development, 2) waterfow!
management, and 3) endangered or
sensitive species management )
Minimize impact to the buffer zone,
increase the overali number of waterfowl
using the project, and protect sensitive
species

*Maintain the forest with a diversity of

vegetation types and age classes and
protect cavity nesting and super canopy
trees.

Not ali environmentally sensitive areas, including wetlands and high value forest

!lypes. are protected by the proposed shoreline classification.

Non-project use of project land will result in negative impacts to the buffer zone
and less waterfowl use and protection of sensitive species.

Any cutting of vegetation within the buffer zone will conflict with this objective.

407

Lang
Management
Plan

Fruit and rmast bearing trees and shrubs -

will be retained for the enhancement of
wildlife; lowland stands of conifers {or
winter cover of white-tailed deer wiil be
maintained; and hollow, wolf trees, and
den trees will be retained

UPPCO's proposal to allow removal of vegetation to install electrical lines and
piacement of walking paths is in conflict with the inlent of this plan. Protection of
terrestrial resources should be maintained and Article 407 should not be

eliminated.
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Table 2. AuTrain License Articles, Management Plan Objectives, and potential conflicts with activitles as proposed in the draft SMP

e

Wister Q. .alty
KMouloting Plan

faciities and improvements

Scer.:c views from 'he wa'er are of an
urdeveloped shorehne. Views from the
pubhic recreation facihities are scenic,

Lnobstructed, and acsthetically pleasing.

License
Article Pian Objectives Conflict
Ihe majority of the shoreline is 1n a
natural state and all iands are open for . e .
at . ate and P LJse of the Buffer Zone for hunting would be essentialiy eliminated in areas
public use. As aresult, the lands are . i i : . .
manaaed '0 orovide both recreation and adjacent to private lots, since Michigan Law prohibits discharging a firearm for
N | ! . . . R .
age , hunting within 450 feet of an occupied residence.

protection of tme natural beauty of the

grea . . . - . . - .
JPPCO proposes to eliminate Article 407, thereby eliminating annual shorcline
erosion moniloring  Given the potential change in surrourding land from forested

| Annnal shore ine eroson nentord o ) . C . E i . .
' (8] I'(JU.‘SI[‘.Q uevelopmenl. dinug: shoreimne gl osi01l !IIUIII'.U'IIIS_,' and colroi s
. . essential to prolect natural resources

UPPCO has proposed additionai recreational enhance:ments in anticipation of

Development of adreed unon recreational ingreased use Rather than propose recreationat enhancements row,

| r dgreeqg u | 101 . .
409  Recreation Plan velop o'ag P enhancements should occur only if needed based on Form 80 recreational use

and further determination of environmental impacts associated with increased non-

project use of project lands.

Non-project use of project land will result in development of the shoreline and
decreased scenic and aesthetic value.

Waie! ynsaly monnoting s nol tequired
urcer the existing hcerse basec, in part,
or ihe nuimal potertial for developriient

Aowater quality moratormg s acli ve ceded L audicss Gdii Gldidy ifbuts
associaied wilh moicased develop cen! adjacent ty
recreational usage of the project lands and water

e projech and niciease

NQ.I.I.

| oo Prolection
ard
Eniancentent
Plan

Loon protection s not reginred under the
existing license

We recom:mend thai the license be amended to include a Loon Protection anc
Enbancement Plan. As recommended in E/PRO's Envronmental Assessment.
observations and studies of commor ‘oons at AuTrain Impoundmenrt should
continue The conlinued studies wiil allow for protection of preferred habital,
identificalion of any limiting factors, and form the basis for recommending any
enhancement measures necessary to insare future nesting success
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sMP

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

License
Article Plan

Table 3. Boney License Articles, Managemen

Objectives Conflict

Water Quality

: An amendment to the ptan will be needed to acddress water quality 1ISsues
‘Monitor DO downstream of the dam on . L . : .
associated with increased development adjacent to the project and increased

403 Monitoring Plan  an annual basis
' 9 recreational usage of the project lands and waler.
An amendment is needed to include UPPCQ's proposed nuisance species
Noxious Plant Monitor and control for Eurasian .education program, as well as monitoring and control of additional nuisance
409 o _ e . : .
ponitoring Plan watermilfoil and purple locsestrife species (e.g.. garlic mustard, curlyleaf pondweed) when requested by the resource
agencies.
the buffer zone

Threatened and
410 Endangercd
~ Species Plan

_ designated as ano harvest zone

hrough areas Non-project use of project land will result in negative impacts to

Minimize or restrict access
.and less protection for sensitive species.

where special concern resources occur

o protect bald eagles, the buffer zone is Any cutting of vegetation within the buffer zone will conflict with this objective.
_FPrévic_Jus'sluEies_._héve found that eagles ne_slir_\g in the vif:inil_y of this ponea are
ting 1sensitive to human activity. Non-project use of project land will result in negative
Jimpacts 10 bald eagle habitat and nesling success. o o

[{uman activity is restricted within the
buffer zone during the bald eagle nes
"period and winter months .
Minimize disturbance by human actmly Non-project use of project land will result in increased human use and less
to protect raptor and waterfowl nesting . . i

protection for raptor and waterfowl nesting and feeding

success and feeding

No irees shall be removed from the
buffer zone withou! priof consultation wit Any cutling 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 a encies
only be removed if required for cisease ' PP y 9 ‘
control or public safety.

Protection of the shoreline from live i'mgﬁécts-,_'lo_the- buffer zone ‘

Non-pro]ect_use of prcTec_t-iahd will'rée_;uit' in ne_ga
and less protection for sensitive species.

412  Recreation Plan

excessive development
UPPCO has proposed additional recreational enhancements in anticipation of

Development of agreed upon recreational:increased use. Rather than propose recreational enhancements now,
P 9 P 'enhancements should occur only if needed based on Form 80 recreational use

faciliti i . ! . . o
acilities and improvements _and further delermination of environmental impacls associated with increased non-
P . .projectuse of project lands. o A
Pro -

oject lands are 1o be managed 1o ‘The proposed recreational enhancements would degrade from the natural beauty

i h i i f ! . ) )
provide both recreation and protection o of the project and are inconsistent with the approved plan,
natural resources
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Table 3. Boney License Articles, Management Plan Objectives, and potential conflicts with activities as proposed in the draft SMP

License
Article Plan Objectives Conflict
Protect the natural and scenic character
l.and Use . . - . .
413 Manacement of the projec! shoreline by hiniting The proposed non-project uses would degrade from the natural beauty of the
Plar- S development and imnimizing the views to prorect and are inconsistent with the approved pfan.
€ timber harvest areas
Protect sensitive wildlife hatbital and Non project use of project land will result in negative impacts to the bufier zone
species ‘anc .ess protection for sensitive species and their habitat.
"No-harvest” policy for timber within the  UPPCO proposes to exclute Boney Falls impoundment from the Land Use
huffer cone. Indvidua' trees hal pose o Management Plan, We do nio! concur with the exclusion of Boney Falls
safety razard, interfere with project impoundiment from tne Escanaba Project | and Use Managemen: F.an tor sevelai |
operations, or detract from the aesthetic  reasons. There is no need for UPPCO's to uimend this license article te prohibit
qualities of the site may be removed 1 timber harvesting practices. since haivesting within the buffer 1s already explicil
consultation with the resource agencies.  prolubiled.
I o limit development within the buffer . o . ] . o
' o P . Certain non-projcect uses of project lands (e.g., docks} are considered facility
zone, no facility development will be . .
‘ ) : development and inconsistent with the approved plan.
permilted in this area . . o o S
No additional or extensive disturbance Non-project use of project land will result in increased disturbance of the buffer
shall occur within the buffer zone zone. i
Improve bird and waterfowl nestin - ‘ :
P . _651 9 Existing nesling structures may be compromised by proposed non-project uses of
opnortunities though nstallation and
o . R projecl land
- m_ . mainrienance o nesing structures A — .
yveddl fe ) . . , . )
Sk Mara “erlﬂe-n Mimi=ize or res'nct access throug! areas Non-pioject use of project iand will resu-tin regalive ipacts to the outler zone
' ”;"%an - where specia. concern esources occur  and less protection for sensilive specics

‘Minirnize disturbance by huinan éc?ivity

within the Boney Falls and Dam No. 3
area 10 protect raptor and waterfowl
nesting success and feeding
Protection of wetlands {from human
cevelopment

Non-project use of project land will result in increased human use and fess
protection for raptor and waterfow! nesting and feed'ng

Not all environmentally sensilive areas. including wetlands. ara prolected by the
proposed shoreline classdication.
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Table 3. Boney License Articles, Management Plan Objectives, and potential conflicts with activities as proposed in the draft SMP

License

| Article Plan Objectives Conflict
No trees shall be removed from the
buffer zone withaut prior consultation wilh Any cutting of trees within the buffer zone will conflict with this objective; therefore.
the resource agencies. Trees should tree removal is nol approved by the resource agencies
only be removed if reguired for disease PP y 9 '

i control o7 public safety.
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Cataract License Articles, Management plan objectives, and potential conflicts with activities as proposed in the draft SMP

Table 4.
License
Articie Plan Objectives Conflict
. An amendment to the plan will be needed to address water qualily issues
Water Quality Monitor DO and temoerature overy 5 . , P . 9 y 155U
404 o . associated with increased developinent adjacent to the projecl and increascd
Monitoring Plan  years for the duration of the license ‘ ‘
: recrealional usage of the project lands and water.
An amendment s needed to include UPPCO’s proposed nuisance species
408 Noxions Plart Monritor and conltrol for Eurasian educalion program, as well as monitoring and control of additional nu:sance
’ Control Pian watermitfoil and purpe loosestrife species (e.g.. garlic mustard. curlyleaf poncdweed) when requested by the resource
| agencies
[ Prolection of environmentally sensitive
A ldnfe areas by 1) forest habiat management " : I ¥ hovnine i
! T Nol alf environimentally sensilive oreas, mncluding wetlanas ana mgn vaive iores!
410 Management and development, 2) waterfow! i . )
types. are protected by the proposed shoreline classification
Plan management, and 3) endangered or
sensilive species management . .
" . ‘ Non-project use of project land will result in negative impacts to the buffer zone
Protect sensitive species and habital pros O pro) . ; g P
) ~and less protection for sensitive species.
Maintain the forest with a diversity of
vegetation types and age classes and . - . .
€9 _yp . o€ € © Any cutting of vegetation within the buffer zone will conflict with this objective.
protect cavity nesting anc super canopy ’
tieecs ‘
hManage e buffer zone for old growth . . . : .
aney N old growt Non-project use of project land wll corflict with the intention of this pian.
and naturat plant successon
: [nryrove L ane wateriow restoy : ' ! e b i
- Exasticg nestng sittatures indy G i3t aii o o 0BED NONLATI0CE CRe b
apportunites though stallation ana J !
¢ project lang '
airienance 0f nesting struclures -
Land irtent of plan is to establish policies for ~ Because surrounding land use is expected to change from forested ‘o res:dential,
411 Management existing and future management of the  the plan does not take into account rew threats to terrestrial resources and s no

Plan

_shoreline buffer and project lands longer valid.
Project larcds wil be maragec ‘or old
~ow'h and natural plan succession, with : :
9 d alpe essio Non-project use ¢! project land will resu’t m negative mipacts o the buffer zone

any managemeni with the buffer zone . o
. . ang are not approved by the resource agencics.
sroceeding on'y if approved by the

natural resource agencies
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Table 4. Cataract License Articles, Management plan objectives, and potentiai conflicts with activities as proposed in the draft SMP
License
| Articie Plan Objectives Conflict
Fruit and mast bearing trees and shrubs
ill ned for th I f . . . . : )
w be reta1 ed for the en 1anc:emenl ° UPPCO's proposal to allow removal of vegetation to instal: e'ectrical tines and
wildlife; lowland stands of conifers for . g o . , )
. . . . placement of walking paths is in conflict with the intent of this plan. Proteclion of
wirter cover of white-tailed deer will be ) .
. i 'terrestrial resources should be maintained.
‘maintained; and hollow, wolf trees, and -
iden trees will be retained
‘The méjo?iy of the shorelineisina o i o
I n f : . . , .
"a‘”Ta state and all lands are open for Use of the Buffer Zone for hunting would be essentially eliminated in areas
public use. As aresult. the lands are . ‘ . 2 o . '
. i adjacent to private lots, since Michigan Law prohibits discharging a firearm for
managed lo provide both recreation and ) o ; A
) hunting within 450 feet of an occupied residence.
protection of the natural beauty of the
area
UPPCO has proposed additional recreational enhancements in anticipation of
Development of agreed Lpon recreationalimcreased use. Rather than propose recreational enhancements now,
413 RecreationPlan ,_ ... P o' ag P enhancements should occur only if needed based on Form 80 recreational use
:facilities and improvements L : : . s
: and further determination of environmental impacts associated with increased ron-
‘ . B _project use of project lands. . . __ i i
Proi
ro;gct lands are to pe managed to, The proposed recreational enhancements would degrade from the natural beau'y
provide both recreation and protection of . . \ )
of the project and are inconsistent with the approved plan.
the natural beauty of the area
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Table 5. Bond Falls License Articles, Management Plan Objectives, and potential conflicts with activities as proposed in the draft SMP

License
Article Plan

Objectives

Conflict

Watler Quality

Maonttor DO and temperature tor imtial 3-
year period, subsequent monitoring as

An amendiment to the plan will be needed o address water qualily issues

209 ) associated with increased development adjacent to the project and increased
Mondoring Plan needed based upon results for first 3 . I
yoars recreational usage of project iands and water
An amendment is nreeded to include UPPCO's proposed nuisance species
1 Nuisance Plat  Monitor and control for Eurasian education program, as well as monitaring and control of additional nuisance

Control Plan

watermilfoil and purple loosestrife

species (e ., garlic mustard, curlyleaf pondweed) when requested by the resource
agencies.

472 Buffer Zore Plan

Prohibt remoua! of vegetation » the
Buffer Zone. to aliow old grow:h forest to
continue to develep

Protection of wellands from human
development

Plan complements other license plans
such as Wildhfe Ptan and T'E Snecies
Plan, by provid.ng for ingcreasec
aretection and enhancement of wildtife
habitat along the project shorelne

P'an alows walk i public access (o the
Buffor Zone for activities 5ot as
sightseeing. hiking. hunting. and fistung

Shorchne Bulfer Zone is fragmerded by nuineious deveioped aieas whncliiiay
threaten the integrily of the old growth forest in this area. Proposed cutlirg of
vegetation and trenching within the Buffer Zone for pathways and public trails
would conflict with this objective. . .

Not all environmentally sensitive areas, including wellands, are protected by the

_proposed shoreline classification.

New proposed recreationa’ enhancements, general usefformal recreation areas,
and pathway access areas may conflict with tivis inlention by encouraging human
use of shoreline areas that could result in disturbance to sensitive wildlife species.

Ag preposed hoe SKP wwunid elineeaia mnet genenal il S neceay o neomne!

lands nnless such access was via a des‘anated pathway
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Table 5. Bond Falls License Articles, Management Plan Objectives, and potentlal conflicts with activitles as proposed in the draft SMP

License
Anrticle

Plan

Objectives Conflict

Wiidlife and Land

Some areas of high quality loon habitat are not adequately protected (e.g., near
;Access/Pathway areas and cluster docks). East-side campground loop is
‘proposed for peninsula identified by E/PRO as suitable loon nesting habitat. Areas
. : identified for placement of loon nest platforms are n atel from
Protect Commeon Loons and their habitat. uf d. or plac ° q s p orms are not adequately protected fro
_ human disturbance. Large increase in watercraft on the flowages may adversely
Designate 1slands openiclosed to . .
: . affect loons; no analysis done to determine effects. Increased human use of
camping, so that some islands can be . . : .
shoreline at Access/Palhway aleas, new recreation areas, and trails may result in

414 Maragement
Plan :protected as loon nesting habitat. Place disturbance to nesting loons. As recommended in E/PRO's Environmental
‘loon nest platforms at Bond Falls (2) and : X
Victoria (1) .Assessment, observatmn; and slucies of_ common Iponsiat Bond Falls _
impoundment should continue. The continued studies will allow for protection of
preferred habilat, identification of any limiting factors, and form the basis for
recoimmending any enhancement measures necessary 1o insure future nesting
N . .success. _. _
Install osprey nest platforms at Bond .
E:Itlist;nc(:joxggt)::l- Wﬂ:ﬁgﬁgi‘;ﬁzy No protection zones identifiec for area where osprey nest platform is to be located.
nanagement guidelines. B o . o _ o i _
Plan complements other license plans
such as Buffer Zone Plan and T/E ‘New proposec recreational enhancements, generai useiformal recreation areas,
Species Plan, by providing for ncreased 'and pathway access areas may conflict with this intention by encouraging human
protection and enhancement of wildlife  use of shoreline areas that could result in disturbance to sensitive wildlife species.
habitat along the project shoreline
415 é:g::;;?g dand grp(:elzicf;sTfr;?;e;Z?ﬁngoEr::zjl%?rlz: ds ;Several proposed non-project uses of Project Iand,Vinclgding_cons‘trut_:non of new
‘ recreation areas, palhways, docks, trails may conflict with this objective
Species Plan _and waters .

Establish Bald Eagle management a "~ 'Notall éx_iéting and pbiénlial nestihé, roostiﬁé, and fee_dfng areas are included
which 'i lude pr i; : f%e t? réas ithin Conservation Areas. The Conservation Area is fragrented by numerous
ich include protection of NEsting. areas of heavier human use {access pathways. general recreation areas) that inay

roosting, and feedi r
oosting, and feeding areas adversely affect eagles.
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Table 5. Bond Falls License Articles, Management Plan Objectives, and potential conflicts with activities as proposed in the draft SMP

License
Article Plan Objectives Conflict

Shoreline Buffer Zone 1s fragmentec by nuimerous developed areas which may
Manage Shoreline Buffer Zone as old threaten the integrity of he old growth forest in this area. Proposed cutling of
growth forest, to enhance eagle hahbital  vegetation and trenching within the Buffer Zone for pathways and public trails
. o “would conflict with tlus intention.
Close lemporary roads that access
project lands to prevent human Non-project uses of project land appears to conflict with this intenlion. See
disturbance of eagles. ospreys. gray wolf. statement on p. 7-3 of the SMP indicating that existing roads within the project
Manage road densities so that vehicular  boundary will be left open and maintained to County specifications
JCCeSS 1S NLMLen
Do not consiruct auiidings along the

i Faciiities planned for "recreational enhancemenls” may conflict with this intention.
shoreline near eagle feeding areas o .

Designate and relocate camping areas  Althouglt the SMP does consclidate camping areas as required, new proposed
on Bond Falls and Victoria Reservoirs 1o recreational enhancements, general use/format 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 shoreline areas and result in disturbance to eagles and other T/E species

Consclidate campgrounds and olher
concenirated recreationat activity 1o two  Nuimerous new proposed recreation enhancements, pedestrian paths, trails. and

main camnground areas (east side ard  docks along the shoreline would conflict with a major objective of this plan. which

west side). so Ihat most of the project is 10 consolidate recreational use into two main campground areas and thus reta'n
shoieling can be “etaited as wi'dl fe imost of the shoreline as wildlife hahitat for species ihat canno! loierate Liigh levels |
haltal for eagles loons, ospreys. and so of human activity (eagles. ospreys. loons). Adverse impacts lo old growth forest |
Ihat ol growth forest would be allowed to may also result
_develop naturally

G Recreation Flan

'SMP would eliminate most general walk-in access lo"p'roject lands, unless such
Continue to allow walk-in access to the  access was via a designatec pathway. Use of the Buffer Zone for hunling would

Shorelne Buffer Zone for sightseeing, be essentially eliminated in areas adjacent to private lots, since Michigan Law

fisning, hunting. tiking prohibits discharging a firearm for hunting within 450 feet of an occupied
_residence. ‘

Install gates on ex'sting roads to UPPCOQ's proposal appears to conflict with this intention. See statementon p. 7-3

dispersed campsites to reduce human of the SMP indicaling that existing roads within the proiecl boundary will be left

diswrhance lo wildlife open, and maintained to County specifications. )
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Table 5. Bond Falls License Artictes, Management Plan Objectives, and potential conflicts with activities as proposed in the draft SMP

License
| Article Plan Objectives Conflict
: UPPCO has proposed additional recreational enhancements in anlicipation of
Specifies number and type of increased use. Rather than propose recreational enhancements now,
recreational facililies to be constructed or enhancements should occur only if needed based on Form 80 recreational use
-upgraded and further determination of environmental impacts associated with increased non-

project use of project lands.
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Prickett License Articles, Management Plan Objectives, and potential conflicts with activities as proposed in the draft SMP

Recreation
Management
Plan

Table 6.
License
Article Plan Objectives Conflict
) . . An amendment to the plan wili be neede r : lity i
Monitor DO and Temp at locations and _C ‘ ! . the p be needed lp address water_QUa ity |$sues
410  Water Quahty o associated with increased development adjacent to the project and increased
frequency specified in the Plan ) :
recreational usage of project lands and water.
An amendment is needed lo include UPPCO's proposed nuisance species
412 Nnx.ous Plants  Momitor and control for Eurasian education program, as weli as monitoring and control of additional nuisance
Monitoring Plan  watermilfoil anc purple loosestrife species (e g . garlic mustard, curlyleaf pondweed} when requested by the resourcd
agencies
SMP appears 1o locate some Access/Pathway areas. trails. docks and other
Sald Eacle Necignate baid cagle managenien: areas deveioprents wilhin eagie inanagement areas. Roads accessig cagre
e NS asing critetia identified in the Plan and management areas arc to he closed. ner direction in the Plan, but this 1s 10!
414 Manageme:t = .
Pian proteci these areas from habtat addressed in the SMP. Proposed removal of flooded stumps ard shags may
' alteration and human disturbance negatrvely impact fish habitat and fisk podulations, which are imporlant as forage
for bald eagles. ‘ )
e R Some "bald eagle perch trees” are identified by E/PRO, but critical eagle roosts
Identify “critical cagle rousts” within - e : " X i
. are not identfied in the SMP. These areas should be dentified lo avoid locating
proiect boundary and prolect these areas . ) . .
: ) human use areas, pathways, docks, etc. in areas intended for protection of critical
from human disturbance .
. _eagie roosts.
Retam comferous irees andior shrubs as
screening for eagle forage areas to buffer Removal of vegetation for enhanced view areas, pathways. and other purposes on
; eagles from potentialy disturbing human  project lands may conflict withk: this sntenhon
' avtnaty i o o
Comprefensive '
Wildlife, Land
414 Use, and Close unnecessaly roads accessing No discussion of gray wolf habitat within the SMP. including management of roads

nroject lands lo protect gray wolf habitat accessing project lands.

Piace two osnrey nest platforms. and . . )
e lwo Osprey hest atiorms. At LPPCO did rot discuss the location of these two osprey olatforms or how they will

roteci esting ospreys from human ; :
S 5! rL;anco g osprey ¢ be protected from hanman disturbance.
S H -
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Tablc 6. Prickett License Articles, Management Plan Objectives, and potential conflicts with activities as proposed In the draft SMP

License
Article Plan

Objectives Conflict

‘Protection of areas with unique aesthetic

No timber harvest activities. including

single tree selection, are to occur within

he shoreline buffer. A in t : . A
! IaQns b ntlzneall;w; ctj:t(t:i(r:rdin?et:etllaends UPPCO proposes to remove vegetation to create "enhanced view areas” within
pran, by 9 9 the Shoreline Buffer Zone. Removal of vegetalion for paths, trails, and other

! in in thei -ondition . i .
would remain in their present conditio purposes is inconsistent with the intent of Article 414.
and any old growth trees on these lands

-would continue to benefit the species that

are dependent upon old growth areas.

Maintain the forest with the diversity of

vegetation types and age classes,

including maintenance of denicavity trees; Any cutting of vegelation within the buffer zone will conflict with this objeclive.
and shade intolerant forest habitat for
grouse and deer_

Protection of wood turlles and their  Areas of confirmed wood turtle nesting are inciuded in both General Use and
.habitat through cducational signage Access Pathway areas. N } o
Improve bird and waterfowl nesting Existing nesting structures may be compromised by proposed non-project uses of

opporlunities though installation and

. . roject [ang.
maintenance of nesting structures project land

th The h‘rgﬁgst sEoriﬁé aesthelic subunits are not fully included in the Conservation
qualties _ . Area. _ o L ) S _

UPPCO has proposed additional recreational enhancements in anticipation of
increased use. Rather than propose recreational enhancements now,

_Recreation Plan calls for the
sed on Form 80 recreational use

construction. operation, and maintenance enhancements should occur only if needec ba

of specific recreational facilities
project use of project lands.

‘Recreati n Plan requir hat rec ti : . ‘ ,
eatio an requires that recreation UPPCO proposes installation of docks. new pathway areas, enhanced view areas,

At , ; " . _ 7 | :
:i‘l Igs:nt?g g:;g;tgz::; ;‘Ligi:ju;: and Access/Pathway areas without any discussion of analysis of the effect of
area ) 9 hese structures and facilities on the natural and scenic character of the area.

and further determination of environmental impacts associated with increased non-
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Page § of 2

- Wolle, Janat

From: Joug Comelt [dousg@northwoodswild.ong)

Sont;  Mondsy, May 21, 2007 3.48 PM

To: ‘Wolfw, Jaret

Subject: Cnvironmentat Assessment Comments - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

May 21, 2007
Dear Ms. Wolle,

} am writing to comment on the Environmental Aesessments for the AuTrain, Bond Falls,
Boney, Cataract, Prickett, and Victoria Reservolrs.

The envimnmental assassments conducted by E-PRO, the firm hired by UPPCO/MPS, are
nadequate. These assessmants did not address the Impact development would have on
project lands, including wildlife species and water quality. Certainly the developmant wiil
significantly alter the environment of the flowages in their present state. As an aitamate
member of the Eastem Focus Group, | was dismayed that UPPCO'’s representatives
consistently evaded questions on water quality and the increased impacts that motonzed use
will have on these flowages. in fact, UPPCO representatives arrogantly answered that
development of “non-project” lands was not UPPCQ's concern, and that State and local
regulations would take care of Impacts from the development and that “UPPCO will sell alt
non-project land.”

Developmient of “non-project” lands will certainly impact water quality of “project” lands and
water. Individuai septic systems, groundwater removal from individual wells, runoff from new
roads and driveways, runoff from lawns using fertilizers and pesilcides, and motor boats
spewling oil. gasoline and exhaust directly Into reservolr waters, is not addressed anywhare in
the Assessments. The cumulative impacts of all the elevated use of “non-project™ and “project’
lands shouid be addressed in tho EA's.

UPPCO never expressed any intantion of selling or developing the lands during the time the
iast Environmenttal impact Study was conducted and ficense renewat granted. So, the impact
on project lands was never considered. The Faderal Energy Regulatory Commission should
order 2 new Environmental Impact Study to assess the full impact to the project lands by
proposed development of "non-projoct” lands.

Naterra Land has not revealed development pians for any of the flowages. There must be full
disclosure of their plans before the impacts can be fully assessed and any conveyances
approvead.

UPPCO ted people to believe the consolldation of campgrounds at Bond Flowage was for
environmental reasons, whiie in reality an extensive land sale to a major developer was being
planned. The decision to consolidate campgrounds was made without public input.
Ellmination of dispersed campsites and campgrourd redesign should be re-avaluated as part
of the Shoreline Management Plan process.

52172007
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Pape 2 of 2
| am opposed to any private lighted individual ang cluster docks or viewing corridors at any of
the flowages. None of these activities is consistent with the current license.

A cost of service study should te conducted for sach of the developments. The public needs
to see both benefits and costs to the taxpayers because the pristine character of these
fiowages will be lost forever.

Thank you for considering these comments.

Sincerely,

Douglas R. Cornett

P.O. Box 122

Marguette, Ml 49855

Ne virus fousd in this outgoing meseage.
Checked by AVG Freg Edirion.
Vasion: 7.5.467 / Viras Database: 269.7.67R14 - Release Date: $21/2007 2:01 P
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Woife, Janet

From: Steve and Nancy [asimina@ecoisp.com)

Sent: Monday, May 21, 2007 7:14 PM

To: Wolfe, Janet

Ce: asiminagecoisp.com o
Subject: Public comment on UPPCO Shoretine Manageme ' Pans (Michigan)

May 21, 2007

Janet wWolfe
Communications Manager
UPPCO

PO Box 1130

Houghton, M1 49931-0130
jwolfe@uppco. com

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street. NE,

Washington, DC 20426

{Comments sent via USPS)

Re: UPPCO Shoreline Management Plans for FERC Projects P-In64 (Bond and Victoria) P-2402
[(Prickett]) P-10856 (Au Train}, »-10854 (Cataract), and F .%0& (Boney Falls)

Janet Wolfe:

I am writing to comment on the Draft Shoreline Management rlans (DSMPs! compiled by Upper
Peninsula Power Company (UPPCO) and its holding company, WiS RPerources. Because the DSMPs
for these prciects are so similar 7o each other {much of the text of the 5 DSMPs is

identical except for place names, ete.) my commenta apply t« all 5 unless otherwise noted.

PART 3. REGICNAL DEMOGHAPHICS

First 1 wish to po:int out that when it comes te the envircumental smpacts heing considered
in the DSMPa, UPPCO takes the a'titude that it has The letu! right zo sell nonproject
landa for massive residential development and will 4~ s, and that its only vesponsibility
is to manage ita project lands and hydroelectric prajects & a way thal minimizes the
impact of this development. But the tore of Part 3 »f ear) L3MP is quite '1:fferent. There
they lis. all manner ¢f demographi. atatistics for each rojeciive county, 10 an attempt
to imply jwithout hard evidence rhat developmenzs proapoaicl Sor aonprodest Jands will
qreatly benefit these countiesa and lacal reaidents. ‘e guaae may he subt e hurn the
impiication 1s clear. As with their preses rveleascon and pas slarement s, UERITO seems o
hold the view tha> the :mpacts ! -he sale and developmes -0 (oo nonur:: oot Jands on
environmental and recreational resonrces should nnr ne “ridered when evaluating these

DSMP, while the economic {but o necansarily gualivy ° 00 cmrpet of 0 here sales and
drastic rhanges in land use shril:d be. UPPRO cannar e o b wany.

The Regional Demodgraphle sectis: 'oor eawls DSMP prone s oo Rt the ! survoanding thene
tflowages are considerably more -ural and “tend ©n nave el Teasures tilooecrn onie welj-
being (for example, income and heme valwe)” rlan Tie averie for Murpdaan, A Lhe same
time o footnote at the bottom o' the tirst page of Zi:t ¢ i cazh DSMP states that all
thege areag are socioecouomicdl v aimilar to surrouciinn - avenirias and “he ‘e oas a
whole. UPPCC ig therefore in cssense comparing the oescor @0 zvasus <! eack (mpacred
community to that of Michigan's iLower Feninsula, even u:. it "He 1P har i st dufferern
history and econom. o arracrure Thoe D8MEPS then atae 'aida . witacut ovidenie C hat, Yhe
propased developments will i{tivtraaae trcome, land vaives 0 oo o bBavae, et 40 L eant ey
implication, the “quaiiry of 1l ¢" ol current resides’ . . ¢ lsspote fhese claims, N7

i
COST-BENEFI'T ATIMY HAS EVWR BER! "HDUCTED FOR AKY o

DEOPOSED DEVELDPMINTSG . Indeed
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it is my understanding that UPPCO, Ratsrra Land Corp., and/or a bandful of individuals on
a township board have actively opposed requests from citizens to do such studies. ,
Obviously if property vslues go up, property tax revenues will aleo go up, but resident’'s
property taxes will go up as well. With more full- and part-time residents, more services

= guck as road maintenance, police and fire protection, social gervices, etc. will be
nceded, and the cost Lo local governments for theme services will also rise, eating up
some or all of these additional tax revenues. The cost of living will increase. The public
needs to be informed of these costs 2as well as the purported benefite of these p;oposed
developmente in order to make ths best decisions for their communities. Because.lf
Naterra's develooment plans go through, the pristine nature of these flowages will be lost
torever .

Certain regicnal economic interests, including the Western Upper Peninsula Planning and
Development Regional Commission and the Ontonagon Conservation District, have submitted
comments to FERC (poeted on the FERC wsbaite) in favor of thesc developments, stating that
GPPCO has solicited comment from locsl citizens, hunting and fishing interests,
environmentalistse, local governments, and repreeentatives of state and federal land
management agencies. What they don’t mention is that, except for a few narrow groups
withing certain local governmentes, all of these groupsp are overwhelmingly OPPOSED to these
proposed developments. This has been evident at all three UPPCO *public meetinge” I have
attended, ae well as from the majority of letters-to-ths-editor in local newspapers, and
in conversations with others arcund the western UP. And it is also demonstrated by a fall
2006 survey send to all Haight Township residents (posted on the FERC website at
http://elibrary.£erc.gov/idmus/common/opennat.asp?fileID-lllGSO?l ) where 66% of
respondents were against any development and 74% were againet docks on Bond Falls Flowage:

Finally, the demographice sections of all 5 DSMPs assume that residents measure 'wsll-
being® and *quality of life~ simply by the monetary value of their homes and bank
accounts. They clearly imply that the rural nature of thess areas is a negative, something
T and I'm sure many other area residents would strongly disagree with. The DSMPs assert
that because the local residents have a lower average income (along with a lower cost of
living, but of course that’e not mentioned) as compared to Lower Peninsula residents, the
quality of life hsre is therefore low and that UPPCO's and Naterra's development plans are
needed to *fix” this "inadsquacy®. This arrogant attitude has been abvious throughout
UPP-O's and Naterra's push for development arcund these flowages.

PART 6. ENVIRONMENTAL, RECREATIONAL, CULTURAL AND ABSTHETIC RESOURCES

Given the massive development being planned by Naterra on nonproject lands, it ssems clear
that the following articles (and probably others as well) require amendment:

Article 409, Water Quality Monitoring Plan (Bond/Victoria DSMP):
Thia article states that water temperature and dissolved oxygen be monitored through 2007.
Then UPPCO must consult with the BPIT and MDEQ on whether turther monitoring is needed.

UPPCO claims that this Article does not require amendment. But ringing nonproiject lands
around this !lowage with roads, housss and accompanying lawne and septic tanks (in a rare
detail on flowage development plans from Naterra, 424 houses have been proposed) will
undouttedly result 1r a eignificant lowsring of water quality. If the proposed
develcpments are implemented, Article 409 MUST be amended to include monitoring of
additiona! relevant water quality parameters such as turbidity, total dissolved solids and
fecal colitorm bacterial counts. Otherwise thie environmental issue could turn into a
human health issue as well.

Article 417. Noxious Plant Monitoring Plan:

Part 1 of each DSMP states that a goal is to "Avoid the introduction and/or the spread of
nuisance/invaszive species”. The signs and educaticnal materials and activities that UPPCO
praposed to use may help slow ths influx of invasive species. But with massive development
and the influx of people, vehicles, boate, etc., from areas where many ©of these species
are already rampant, numercus ncn-native, invasive plante and animals ranging from agquatic
anc¢ terrestrial pests to plant di=eases and earthworms are sure to be introduced in spirte
of these cftorts. (No terrestrial earthworms are native to the northwoods, and all the
eart hworms rore today are introduced from Europe. These introduced earthworms have severe
dels.rnental impacts on northern hardwood fcrosts, betause they consume the litter layer on
wh.¢h many f:rest plante and ground-living animals depend.) Invasives plancs that. should
ne monitorea and controlled include curly-leaf pondweed (Potambgeten crispusi, Furasiarn

?
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bush honeysucklea (Lonicera tstarica, L. morrowii, and L. x bella), and common and glossy
buckthorn [(Rhamnua cathartica and R. frangula). Glossy buckthorn is already rampant around
Victoria flowage and on surrounding Ottawa National Forest lands, where the ONP is working
to control it. Helping with thene efforts st least on its own lands would show that UPPCO
was really concerned about invasive species around these f'owages.

One of the most serious invasives likely to be introduced sconer or later is the zebra
mussel (Dreissens polymorpha). This Burasian mussel disrupts aguatic food chains and is
notorioua for fouling wster intake pipes and other underwater equipment. In Cansda,
ontario Hydro hss reported zebra mussel impscts of $376,000 annually per generating
station (New York Sea Grant 1994, cited in US-ACE ERDC 20¢7!

Zebra musaels have already spread throughout the Great Lakes, and inhabit the Mississippi
River and several northern Wisconsin and UP inland lakes as well. With the expectation of
arestly increased boat traffic to and from these flowagea, it seems only a matter of time
before this major aquatic peat :s introduced to one or more of them. Once established,
there is no known way of eradicating them. Presumably UPP('O would be actively working to
prevent zebra musseis and other pests from gsining a foothold in these flowages, at for no
other reason than to avoid potential problems with the operstion of its hydroelectric
tacilities.

Part 1 of each DSMP states that UPPCO will do "routine inapections” to "monitor proiject
lands and waters for introductions of terrestrisl and aqustic invasive species as a result
of development activities.” Art:cle 412 sahould be modified to address the almost certain
influx of invasive species resuiting from the proposed developments, and at least give a
general outline of how UPPCO intends to c¢srry cut this monitoring. Invasive terrestrial
plants (and certain aquatic plants, such 88 curly-leaf pondweed) can sometimee be
eradicated from an area if infeststions are caught early. Therefore comprehensive surveys
for invasives should be conducted over the entirety of the project lands (and nonproject
landa) at leaat once and preterably twice per year, to catch early-flowering species such
an garlic mustard as well aa plants auch as the introduced buckthorns that are detactable
well into the fall. If populationsa of invssives are found, strategies should be in place
to control or eradicate them,

Article 413, Buffer Zone Plan Hond/Victoria NSMP}:

Here UPPCO propuses to :increase the amount of project lands to be managed for old-growth
by 23.4% at Bond Falls and 20.1% at Victoria Flowage. But the license agreement for this
project strares that “UPPCO commits to develop a butfer zone plan covering *'UPPCO-owned
project lands’ with a management objective to achieve cld :qrowth forest” (FERC 2003,
Section 4E, rage 12)! Therefore under the licence agreemen' egsentially ALL the forest
around these flowages should be managed aa cld-growrh, not just a portion of them.

Article 114 ‘BondsVictoria DSMP. Wildlife and Land Managemrent Plan:

UPPCO promises to clasaify 68.5% and 66.5% of landa at Rerad Fa'lls and Victoria,
respectively, as “coungervation” lands. Bub again. the license agreement states that the
management obiective for ALL rhe forested lands around Bors: and Victoria is for mansgement
as old growth! ¥arthermeore, on bond Falls in particular tlese so-called “consgervation
areag” do not consis. of one or 4 few cuntinucus blocks of habizat, but are instead broken
into many, mosily small chunke of land scattered ariund tre ! lowage. Many of these
fragments are sc small and isolated that they will ke highlw susceptible ro the adverse
effects of fragmentat:on, including colonizatisn by tnvas:won and :disturbance trom human
activities, and wil!i li1kely be : f little conservation val ..

Article 41, Threatened and enimnyered species prosect for i cchancement plan
IBond/Victoria S3MPs, with men-:on nf Catarant DUMPs.

This Arcicle mu
foor Ywo starte

sterifocally te wretdded te inelude essesomecs oand protection of habitar
eqdtoned” ang ot state “Special Cuncerr RIS Fre firpy
"Threatened” species {5 Lhe merT 0 (Falo columbaring: . ralcon wasg nicted by URPCO! =

consultant E-PEZ (E PRC Engineer iq and Conguiting LLC. k.ascd in Maine: :n thelr repocts
for Bond/Victoria and Cararact fiowages las discussed hejow' . hut not recognired as be:ing
4 srate- iiAted species (Dr at feaxt E-PRDO did not rrear 4 auch i the-r report:. The
secupd *Threatenedr speciles is & rive ¢iglo. Coregonus ar' - ialan known an " lake
herran' - which is found at leass: at 8ond and Vicloria S1owices, hut a.ne aofb vcengidere:;
in rhese rcports or the DSMPs. fpecial Concern” species £~ mentizned in ¥ 9RO’ s .
Surveys or the Bund, vicluria LEM: _s a rare plant, anliwwiz. wale! stazworl [callitriche
hermaphroditical, found :n at "rfyar two locations on Bor: »ai. 4 Floawage. ‘Hee tho

Sgpre Py e e - : . P
digcugsion under Part 7 pelow for oaddinrosnal informat ion .. Sqa.n, ‘hege rdare species are -

3
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not considered in any of the relevant DSMPs, even though the license ag;eements require
UPPCO to provide "Threatened, endangered, and sensitive species protection for all UPPCO-
owned project lands® (FERC 2003, Section 4E, page 12).

~= additional rere species probably inhabit these flowages and surrcunding Prqject lands as
well. Comprehensive rare speciea surveys should be done by gqualified individuals st the
eppropriate times of year, to insure that any additional rare and endangered species are
protected in accordance with the license agreements.

Article 416, Recreation Plen (Bond/Victoria DSMP) : )
UPPCO suggests a number of amendmants to this arcicle, including an amendment to Secticns
2.1 and 2.2, stating, *The recreationel enhancements proposed for the Bond Falls
Devalopment are consistent with the policies, shoreline classificatlions, and development
guidelines specified in the shoreline management plan for the Bond Falls Project and the
objectives of the Buffer Zone Plan and the Threatened and Endangered Species Protection
and Enhancement Plan.” RAe discussed ebove, the DOMP for Bond Falls is clearly NOT
consistent with the shoreline classifications and development guidelines becausc it did
not consider three rare species documented on thia flowage: the merlin, the lake herring
and the autumnel water starwort.

Additionally, part {b) of this erticle clearly states that the licensee may only grant
permisaion for “NON-COMMERCIAL piers, landings, boat docks, or aimilar structures”
{capitalization edded) without FERC approvel. Thue the marina/cluster docka for boat
rental proposed for Bond at the Barclay boat landing, and at Victoria near the dam would
appear to be prohibited without FERC epprovel, and would preeumably require an amendment
to this article to construct them.

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

UPPCO claims that implementing the DSMP will have no effect on historic sites around the
flowage. But with the attempted f(and I believe license-violating) changes to the
management of the project lands proposed in this DSMP, including moving campsitee,
replacing “old-growth"” with developed “"recreation areas”, eLcC. revision of this article
would seem to be in order.

W pART 7. SHORELINE MANAGEMENT PLAN CLASSIFTCATIONS AND GUIDELINES

pPert 7 of each DSMPs once egain asserts thet UPPCC end B-PRO have conducted adequate
environmentel assessments of Bond, Victoria, end the other flowages. THI8 IS FALSE. As
pointed out in previous commente to FERC, the brief E-PRO surveys conducted in 2006
resulted in cookie-cutter *draft reports* which were very superficial and so much alike
thet even the names of the flowages were occasionally wrong.

In my 2006 comments to FERC I outlined why the E-PRO draft reports were grossly
inadequate. Except for bald eagles and loons, the consultants seemed unsure of what they
were lonking for. Included in their bird sightings were reports of merlina (Falco
columberius) at Bond Falls, victoria, and Cataract Flowages. At Victoria and Cetaract
Flowages, the E-PRO reports even mention seeing merlins acting aggressively, indicating
likely nesting nearby. Theae consultants either didn’'t realize that the merlin wasa listed
as "Threatened” by the State of Michigan, or if they did (as UPPCO claims on page 18 of
Attachment 7l of the DSMP, in response to my hugust 2006 comments to FERC, included in
attechment 47) they inexplicably didn‘'t mention that this bird was state-“listed” or treat
it as such in their report. Aquatic plant “surveys” simply listed severel genera common in
lakes throuchout the eastern US, e.g. Potamogetcn spp., Najas spp., Myriophyllum spp.,
etc., and apparently made no attempt to identity these plants to species, or to Yigure cut
if the plants they saw might be rare. Fmergent and shoreline plants were not surveycd, nor
wan there any attempt o assess how migratory birds might use these flowages.

In September 2006 I visited Bond Falls Flowage {for a canoe rrip with others). There I
came upon twe populations of a rare aquatic plant the consultants had never ment.oned:
Callitriche hermaphroditica {autumnal water starwort). This plant is listed as “Special
Concern* in Michigan. 1t was locally common in shallow water near Little Fallis :m the
sonth side of the flowage, and at the mourk of Dead Creek on the west side cf the flowage.
(I collected several specimens and sent thein to the University nf Michigan Herbariur in
Aun Arbor, wlele Lhe plant s denlity was verllied by Lhe curater, 9r. A AL heenaues, 2
— also submit' o o rare plant reporting form to the Micnigan Naturai Features [(nventory o
ransiag. ;A0 both locatiens the populat:ions were Jarge aid obvicus erouch that ween if the

1
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consultants were only able to identify common genera of aqatics, they should have seen
this plant, recognized that it was unusual, and used cne »f several widely available plart
taxonomy worke relevant to the region to figure out what .= was.

Another rare species inhabiting Bond Falls flowage has been completely omitted from the -
DSMP for this flowage - a cisco, Coregonua artedi (alsc kuown as “lake herring”). In Table

D-1 of Appendix D of the 2001 Draft Environmental Impact s:istement for relicensing (FERC

2001), this fish is listed as inhabiting Bond Falls Flowage and two of three other large

water bodies (Gogebic and Cleco Chain of Lakes) included _:1 the Bond Falls project. The

lake herring is listed as “Threatened® in Michigan (MNFI :399}. Yet its presence is not
menticned anywhere in the DSMP or E-PRO's reports, so the potential impact of the DSMP on

this state-listed species isn’'t considered.

The Bond Falls ¥Flowage map classifies both the areas with ijutumnal water starwort as
“General Use / Formal Recreation Areas” where “recreational enhancements” would occur
(Section 7-3). While these water starwort populations can presumably handle occasional
foot or cance traffic (and are mostly in too shallow of water te be significantly affected
by motorboat traffic), they are likely to be significantly impacted by the “proposed
recreational enhancements” planned for these aream. UPPCO' 3 <laim that these areas were
“carefully planned based upon data collected ag part of rx2 2096 environmental studies” is
further evidence of the groas inadequacy of these studies

According to the license agreement for Bond Falls Preject (FERC 2003), UFPCO commits Co a
“lard management plan that includes timber management, revegetation measures, and
threatened, endangered, and sensitive speciss protection for all UPPCO-owned project
lands. " {Secticn 4E, page 12). 1 would assume that Special Concern species such as
autumnal water starwort would fall under the term “"pensitive species” used in the DSMP,
and that the lake herring and the merlin (both protected under Michigan law) definitely
would. Yet despite published reports of the presence of these latter two species by FERC
and UPPCO's own consultants, respectively, no meaningful surveys have been conducted for
them, and no ccnsasideration 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 sgpecies inhabit these flowages and surrounding project lands®
Nobody knows, kecause despite the 2006 E-PRO surveys, NO COMPREHENSIVE ASSESSMENT OF RARE
PLANTS ANTY ANTMALS HAS BEEN DONF on or around these flowages.

The [SME goes ¢n to state how the variocus layers of "data’ were overlaid on areal
photcgraphs, and how the resulting maps “served as the primary aid in the classifying
Shoreline Management Plan areas* (sic¢c). But because much «f the biological "data*
coliected by UPPCO and E-PRQ !{g haphazard, incomplete, .r-o~levant, and/or superficial, any
maps that rely on this “data” are presumably superfici.a. .y unreliable as well.

PARTT &, ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

The Rond Yalls NSMP contradicts the "bDraft Environmenta: mpact Statement® [FERC 2001 as
to how much wetland exists arcund this flowage. On page 3. FERC {2001) states that
"Althoungh wetlands around Bond Falls Reservoir are limiteu because of the seasonal
drawdewn, a narrow band of willows is present arourd the nerimeter of the impoundmenr . in
Pryimg Lty justify siting some docks over shrub werlands, e DSMP (page 9 3! states,
“Thene wetlands éxist throughou: the majorisy of the bend Yails impoundment and the
wetiand type is very common along the majority of the sicreline. Because this habitat tvpe

is very commorn at Bond Falls, and is only available to spoecies such as fish, ..., the
extent of impacis asaoc:ated with seasonal dock placemen: n these areas :» expected Lo fe
Mminimal® ‘The curinug *only availakle to fish* comment asii», -5 Bond Fall.s Flowage
surrcunded by a navrow band of asliows, as stated in FERC 2303y, or by exfonaive shruad

werlanda an htated in the drafr L8vMP tor this flowaue?

Page 7.1 ot the Bend/Victoria Z5MF states, "Maderate [0t orm o Lrpacts Le waled uality
Lhoough the introduction of additicnal nutrient supplies - be torm of uncombusted fued
eouid polentially result from the sperarion and maintenance of additional soats assceaated
w.Tr the penposed docke. ' Since when kas uncombuat el Leen considered o Narrient

A1ST The porential impant of uncombusted fuel 18 omiteed frem vke DSMES o1 Lae oD

Tlowiges, even though nrew decks are provosed far ool sb e

CONCLUSLON )
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http://web4 .myue .msu.edu/mnfi/data/specialanimals.cfm (May 2007).

[MNFT] Michiqan Natural Peatures Inventory. 1999. Michigan's Special Plants.
http://webs .maue . .msu.edu/mnti/data/specialplants.cfm (May 2007)}.

New York Sea GGrant. 1994. Agency Activities. Drsissenal (Zebra Mussel Clearinghouse, 250
Hartwell Hall, SUNY College at Brockport, Brockport, NY 14420-2%28), 5(3), 1-2.

[US-ACE ERDC] U3 Army Corps of Engilneers, Envircnmental Research and Development Center.
2007. Zebra Mussel Information System {(ZMIS). Vicksburg, Miss.
bttp://el.erd: . usace.army.mil/zebra/zmis/zmishelp.htm and linka (May 2007).
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Upper Penninsula Power Company  Au Tram (IF1:RC NO. TORS6)
FAND SALES CONSULTATION DOCUMENTS

Attachment 8}
23 May 2007
Pusiic COMMENTS FROM JUNE SCHMAAL
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Janct Wolfe, Comruunications Manager
UPPCO

P.0O. Box 130

Jioughton, MI 49931-0130

May 23, 2007

Dear Ms Wolfe,

As a long-time resident of the lake district of northern Wisconsin, |
speak from experience regarding the effects on pristine shorelines ot
over-developinent by greedy or ignorant humans.

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

- | urge that WPS-UPPCO honor its FERC license and protect the

shoreline habitat from human intervention and all of the environmental
destruction that will surely follow.

Sincerely, )
e Aetomraat
“June Schmaal

1163 Hwy 47 West
Arbor Vitae, Wl 74568
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Upper Penninsula Power Company  Au Train (FFRC NQO. 10856)
LAND SALES CONSULTATION DOCUMiNTS

Attachment 82
25 May 2007
PUBLE COMMENTS FROM HENRY W. PETERS
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unorricial FERC-Generated PDF of 20070613-0035 Received by FERC OSEC 05/31/2007 in Dockat¥#: P-1864-000

Henry W, Peters £ 5132 Wildewood Ln. Apt 162 Ironwooad M 45938
(906) 932-4715 hwpeiers@provide. net

May 24, 2007

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary O Rl G \ N A L;zw-' Nh\l N
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) SR 20 5% o
888 First St. N.E. )
Washington D.C. 20426

Re: Shoreline Management Pians and Development Projects (SMPs), 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 Falis)

Dear Secretary Bose (and Commission),

Enclosed below are my comments on the SMP regarding the land sale and projected planned deveiopment
anticipated to follow in the above reterenced hydropower domains. | sent these comments, in timely tashion
10 UPPCO (i.e., May 21, 2007, the officlal deadline for public comment) by email... so the form differs slight-
ly, printed. | also corrected, for clanty of understanding, several misspellings and typos (and will theretore,
resend remarks to UPPCO, noting slight changes).

The short of it is; 1 find extremely disconcerting the fact that (as far as | know) UPPCO/WPS/Nantera, Inc.,
has largely attempted 1o bypass pubiic awarenesses regarding their intentions and perhaps even worse, the
- legally mandated regulatory authonty of FERC, especially regarding the Project lands.

Please give this appropriate attentions... 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 welil as the opportunity to recover some measure of wealth, lost from
previous generations of human induced error (i.e., careless mining practice, over logging... some of which
involved (clear) cutting up to the edge of waterways... aliowing for erosion, 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 of forest cover (shade) cause over-all water temperatures to
nse, etc. (see fooinote 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 citizens currently residing in these areas, will, or will not respond
appropriately 10 the call for responsible actions to protect the above, but the opportunity for doing so would
have no moral/lethical basis, if this same opportunity were removed trom the realm of the possible by means
of their own governmental inditterence. This is your charge. | prey you act with appropnate consideration tor
ALL. of the inhabitants of these areas.

Thank you for your consideration to this matter,

- ——————

>

Sincerely,

_, %Je% e

Footnote:
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1 <http://fen.wikipedia.org/wiki/Grayling_%28species%29>

The grayling (Thymalius thymallus) is a species of freshwater tish in the salmon family (family Salmonidae)
of order Salmoniformes. It 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 Moroceo in 1948, it does not appear to have become established there.

(snip)
The grayling prefers cold, running riverine waters, but also occurs in lakes and, exceptionally, in brackish
waters around the Baltic Sea. Omnivorous, the fish feeds on vegetable matter as well as crustaceans, in-

sects and spiders, molluscs, zooplankton, and smaller fishes, inciuding Eurasian minnows and yellow
perch. Graylings are also prey for larger fish, including the huchen {Hucho hucho).

With the Arctic grayling, T. thymalius is one of the economicalfy important Thymallus species, being raised
commercially and fished for sporn.

The grayling is a protected species listed in appendix 11l of the Bern Convention.

{(emphasis added}
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May 21, 2007

Ms. Janet Wolte
Communications Manager
UPPCO

PO Box 130

Houghton, M) 49931-0130
Emeil. jwolfe@uppco.com

Re: Shoreline Management Plans and Development Projects (SMPs), 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 Fells)

Dear Ms. Wolfe, et. al.,

Basically, In regards to the above reterenced UPPCO/MWPS hydropower erea land sale areas to
Nanterra, | wish to state my firm objection.

- Oft the top, as a longtime erea resident of this area in the upper peninsula of Michigan and now
land steward of my famity's properties, 160 ecres approximately seven miles south ot Victoria res-
ervoir (since 1941), from the time of my birth, | have lived off and on, or neer my grandparents
1928 homestead, my experience tells me that any where near the placement of the projected we-
tercratt In these commercially designed developments es outlingd in the current edition ot the
“Shortine Management Plan” (SMP), with accompanying docking facilities, strikes any person who
has some reasonable amount of awareness, experience and sensilivity to the magniticent but yet
iragile diversity of ecosystems in the considered sale areas (and tor the sake of discussion here:
especially the project lands), ot which some is just now beginning to recover from well over a cen-
turies' previous mistakes, especially in regarding this abundant diversity as an inexhaustible re-
source of forest, minerel/iweter or atmosphere. Unfortunately some ot these areas, in close prox-
imity, continue to take a beating... &.g., road building inappropriate logging, or other manner of oft
mindless exploitation, end some areas, It is yet to be demonstrated even their potential for resil-
ience.

It you get nothing more trom this letter than this: | say, NO TO DOCKS IN THE SALE AREAS. Bul
there is more, and | would now take this opportunity to expand a bil.

First of all, the license agreement, accomplished in 2003 between the Federal Energy Requlatory
Commission (FERC) and UPPCO states (albeit In relation to the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act,
which may or may not be at the moment, moot) that:

76. Section 7(a} does not bar the issuance of e license for its continued operation, as
long as no new construction is proposed,54 and UPPCO proposes no new con-
struction In Its re license application.

{emphasis added)

And further it states:
-1- H. Peters/UPPCO
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16 U.S.C. § 808(e).

LICENSE TERM

108. Section 15{e) of the FPA 63 provides that any new license issued shall be for a
term 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. 109 The Commission’s general
policy is to establish 30-year terms for projects thet propose little or no redevelopment,
new construction, new capacily, or environmental mitigalive 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 terms
for projects that propose extensive redaveiopment, new construction, new capacity, or
enhancement. 110. In Section 2.5 of the Agreement, the signalories agree to a 40-
year license term. in 1991, UPPCO completed reconsiruction of the Victona dam and
refated facilities costing approximately $14,000,000. UPPCO also completed a
$6,000,000 replacement of the woodstave pipeline with a spiral wound steel pipelne in
2001. In light of these expenditures and the enhancement measures and operational
chenges proposed pursuant to the Agreement, a term of 40 years is appropriate. Ac-
cordingly, the new license for the Bond Falls Project wili have a term of 40
years.

{emphasis added)

In other words, the way | read this, the current license was granted 1o all areas under the condition
that UPPCQ did not project any more 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 features, is what the agreement was about.

Ok, so there were NON-project Jands which are supposedly open tor any business that the
“owners” may choose... We might debate, in an other, more kind torum, the wisdom ot this “any
business” however, | wish to tocus 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 ot docks, landings, lights, and,
ot course, water craft with accompanying residences and exponential varances through
time.

« UPPCO/WPS commssioned a “drive by” biological survey... about a several day time hine,
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 letter to UPPCO that.

“We recommend that UPPCO not identify these studies as "Environmental
Assessments.” Environmental Assessment (EA) has a specitic 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
E A includes briet discussions of the following: the need tor the proposal, an
analysis of alternatives, environmental impacts ot the allernatives, and a list-
ing of agencies and persons consulted.”

» They go on to politely suggest that you call your over view preliminary, biased view
-2- H. Peters/UPPCQO)

P-10856-000

P-1864-000
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assessment (of the publics willingness to digest fhe superficial!) as an
*Environmental Baseline Assessment.” | most respectfully cease my agreemant
with the MHRC at this point, as the sfudy had more of an appearance of making a
puppet show of the resource than any serous degree ot concern for the possible
correspondence fo the important natural relations that show them through time and
space.

+ That said, from even a cursory glance at the commenis the various commenting
agencies made, both as individual organizations and as a coalition, there seemed
more or less unanimous apprehension as to the sufficiency of the “E-Pro, Inc.” sur-
vey.

« | would further edd, besides an EA that, because of the scope end magnitude of
these projects, both site specific and inclusive of the total projects ereas covered In
this proposed landscape modification of which a Federal Agency is the regulatory
overseer (FERC), cumulative effects which include, by legal mandate, from the
NEPA as sited below, an EA, a Biological Evaluation (BE) and also appropriete
Environmental impact Stetements {(EIS) need be done 10 maintain any credible
compliance with the letter and spirit of applicable laws.

NEPA
40 CFR PART 1500
- Sec. 1508.7

Cumulative impact. “Cumuletive impact® is the impect on the environment
which resuits from the Incremental Impact of the action when added to oth-
er past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of
what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other ac-
tions. Cumulative impacts cen result from individually minor but collectively
significant actions taking place over a penod of time,

« Nature is, one way or another, in a dynamic condition... Where are the now, relatively every
dey discussed possibilities of GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE considerations in relation to
these projects? !

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

+ Where is the analysis of the probebilities. glven you are inviting multiplying possibllities for
who knows who, from who knows where regarding “viral hemorrhagic septicemia virus,
VHSV, which causes enemia and hemorrhaging in fish,” as sited in below Included arlicle,
not to mention other invasive specles of plant and animals (i.e., zebra muscie, etc.)?

« In this “Shoreline Management Plan” numbers of “proposed recreation enhancements are
listed... very impressive... and supposedly members of the public {(“local stakehotder”) have,
for example, asked for “fish cleening stations.” Well, | have been to most every public meet-
ing (other than the so-called “focus groups.”) end | have not once heard any one ask for a
“fish cleaning stafion.” As e mater of fect, the vast majority of comments 1 have heard ex-
pressed serious and troubled concem over the presentation and direction of this kind of arti-
ficiat city 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 self, hold of dear value
here: A land and water way where human breath and care 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 tocus groups, you stated some where in your meanderings regarding the
possibilities for likely “riches” in this development that you would consult with “all local stake-
holders,” (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 (i.e. consensus was only
“agvisory™. 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 with some of
the Township and other “officials,” was not something 1 felt in the least positive about.

I could go on... but | believe there is sufficient amount ot consideration hereby presented to let you
know the degree of “appreciation” | have for your little proposal.

No Docks!
Thank you tor your attention.

Sincerely,

Henry W. Peters

cc: Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

Washington D.C. 20426

---------------------- LOPWAT--- ---=eeme- - -—-<>>>> Environment News Service May 18, 2007

Deadly Fish Virus Spreads to More Species

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

The viral hemorrhagic septicemia virus, VHSV, which causes anemia and hemorrhaging in fish.
has now been identified in 1§ species and poses a potential threat 1o New York's $1.2 billion sport-
tishing industry.

This month the Wisconsin Department ot Natural Resources made a presumptive identitication ot
the virus for the first time in the Lake Winnebago chain of intand lakes about 25 miles south of

Green Bay on Lake Michigan - confirmation is pending.

"It's pretty obvious this is an epidemic even if it isn't official,” said Bowser. ‘“There are just so many
species affected and so many mortalities.”

-4- H. Peters/UPPCO
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Three new fish kills heve occurred in 2007 in New York waters since the virus was identified in the
Great Lakes Besin 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 Ontario west of Rochester and in Dunkirk Harbor
on Lake Ene heve been reported.

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

Other species from the Great Lekes Basin aree that have tested positive by Cornell include blue-
gill, rock bass, black crappie, pumpkinseed, smallmouth and largemouth bass, muskeilunge,
northem plke, walleye, yellow perch, channel catfish, brown bullhead, white perch, white bass,
emerald shiner, bluntnose minnow, freshweter drum, round goby, gizzard shad and burbot.

Bowsar suspects the virus may have ongineted from en infected marine fish otf the Atlantic Coast.
Other possible sources include the movement ot infected fish by airborne or terrestrial predators,
anglers using Infected bait minnows, contaminated fishing equipment or live water wells in boats,
boaling ectivities and ballast water.

*Basically, we don't know how it got here, but itis here and it's spreading,” said Bowser. ‘It would
be wonderful if we did know. However, | don't think we ever will.”

The Great Lakes VHSV is not related to the European or Jepanese genotypes and poses no
health threat to humans, said Bowser. Still, as a general rute, people should avoid ealing any fish
or game that appears abnormal or behaves abnormally.

Containing the virus will require restrictions on the movement of live fish, testing fish and surveil-
tance. In Wisconsin, new emergency rules prohibit anglers and boaters from moving live tish and
require them to drain their boats and live wells before leaving Wisconsin's Great Lakes waters and
the Mississlppi Rlver.

The spread of the virus couid have a devastating impact on aguaculture and particularty the chan-
nel catiish trade, which constitutes about 80 percent of aquaculture business in the United States,
said Bowser.

Corneil's College of Veterinary Medicine has received e two-year, $181,000 grant from the New
York Sea Grent Program to advence a rapid technique for detecting the virus. Current tests take a
month, while the Cornell test yields results within 24 hours. Researchers hope to have the new
technlgue valldated by the end of 2007 and all fieldwork completed by the end of 2008.

NOTICE: In eccordance with Title 17 U.S.C. Section 107, this material is distributed without protit
to those who have expressed a prior interest in recelving this information for research and educa-
tional purposes.

-5- H. Peters/UPPCO
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ALED
—_ pquenzi - “.{-[;E% GE g\i{*’tE
From: pquenz [pquenz@hughes.nef] ERTEAAT et
Sent:  Wednesday, May 16, 2007 12:37 PM 3 12
To:  }wolfeguppco.cont 7001 WAY 25 P
AT L'if:?"--r\'c,..
Subject: Prickett dam ._\‘J-JLEJULY CJ‘,’;“-‘J.U..
Janet Wolfe:
!I:!oi' I;ERC projects 2402 (Prickett); 1864 (Bond Fafls/Victoria); 10858 (Au Train), 10854 (Cataract); 2508 (Boney
(]

| opposs construction of docks st Prickstt, Victoris, Au Train, Cataract, Boney Falls,

and Bond Falls sites, as this witl degrade wildife habitat. | oppose removal of stumps st Pricket dam, as this will
allow the incressad trafic of motor boats to o st much higher spseds and genecate more noise. | opposs the
sstabishmert of "view coridors® as this would further degrade wikiite hablint.

In my opinion, the UPPCO SMP does not protect end enhance wildie habltat as required by FERC. Given the
complexity of this issue and the Imited scope of the Shoreline Managemsnt Plan, an Environmentsl Assessment
should be required of UPPCO in this mattes.

The wikineas of tha %ﬁ Prickett dam srees {of which | am most lamillar) is what makes them special.
B wfroog \/«ng

Bard Quenz

Ph: 908-482.7470

Emall: pquer 2i@hughes.net

5—-(7-07
/r’mé,{_\r-zy BOS‘(_/ ‘
Thu's < a..('_O,67 (}é E-macl Seui
To  Jauned Oolte aX- uPPCO.
B wrboasa, Blecery
47 222 La:::’m@cﬁ-
ﬂ-?”ﬁQa?‘/'C- mf‘uz/
4 9905

516/2007
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| opposs shoretine construction, boating improvements, and exceasive access tralis proposed by Upper
Peninsula Power Compsany at Northern Michigen's Prickett, Victoria, Au Train, Cataract, Boney Falls, and
Bond Falls sites.

| teed that the impact on the natural environment, and subsequent tourism Industry has not been fully
considered.

Project No.1864 {Bond and Victoria)
Project No. 2402 (Prickertt)

Project No.10858 (Au Train)

Project No. 10854 (Cataract)

Project No. 2508 (Boney Falls)

Mike Stockwell
13498 Rova Road
Atdantic Mine, Ml 49905
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~ Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary A
Federal Energy Regulatory Commissioo o ‘:IERT‘?E
888 First St. N.E. 3T
Washington D.C. 20426

J81 WAY 29 P W 3U
May 20, 2007 Y

AT EEASS
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 Peninsula of Michigan and am greatly concerned by the proposed
management plan. I have visited and hiked near most of these special places, and 1 STRONGLY

. OPPOSE CONSTRUCTION OF DOCKS as proposed by Upper Peninsuls Power Company at

| Prickett, Victoria, Au Train, Cataract, Boney Falls, and Bond Falls sites. 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.

(906) 4834729

Suzanne.vandam@finlandia.edu
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United States Department of the Interior

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

East Lansing, Michigan 48823-6316

IN REPLY REFER JO.

September 21, 2007

Mr. Shawn Puzen

Upper I'eninsula Power Company
700 North Adams Street

PO Box 19001

Green Bay, Wisconsin 54307-90001

Re:  FEndangered Speeies Act Section 7 Technical Assistance; Draft Shorcline Management
Plans for Bond Falls, Prickett, Cataract, Au ‘Irain, and Boney I'alls (FERC Project Nos
1864, 2402, 10854, 10856, and 2506 respeetively).

Pear Mr. Puzen:

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on your draft Endangered Species Act
(Act) seetion 7 effects determinations for the draft Shoreline Management Plans (SMPs) at the
above relerenced Vederal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) licensed hydroelectric basins.
This letter provides technical assistance to help you in further development of your endangered
species effects determinations or biological evaluations (BEs). 1t is our understanding that
section 7 consultation will be requested by FERC in the future,

The information contained in your BEs addressed the potential aflects of implementing the draft
SMPs on gray wolf, bald cagle, and Canada lynx. Currently, Canada lynx is the only species that
may occur within the action arca and which would require section 7 éonsultation. As of March
12, 2007, wolves in the Western Great Lakes District Population Segiment, which includes
Michigan, were removed from the federal list of endangered and threatened species. Bald cagles
werc 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
comments 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 Fagle Protection Act (BGEPA). Activities
associated with implementing the SMI’s have the potential to disturb bald eagles. Thus, we
reviewed the bald cagle portion of your BE and are providing comments below to help elarify
your bald cagle protection and management efforts and to highlight activitics which may disturb
eagles. These comments are provided to help yon comply with BGEPA, the FERC licenses or
approved plans for these projects may require additional efforts or considerations not addressed
below,
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Endangered Species Act Commvents

Your assessment indicates that there is no available information indicating that Canada lynx are
currently present or usc the project arcas around Bond, Prickett. Cataract, Au Train, Boney, or
Victoria impoundments. We egree that if Canada lynx are present in the action areas they are
likely limited to a small number of dispersing individuals and “hat there ts no recent or current
documentation of lynx breedirg. However, detection of a very low number of dispersing
individuals may be difficult. We belicve that lynx may be present within suitable habitat in the
Upper Peninsula and that project assessment for potential effects to lvnx is prudent.

Therefore, we recommend vor. identify any potential iynx habitat within the FIERC project
boundaries around these basins. We realize that these areas are narrow butfers around the
basins, and without adjacent habitat, would not provide large cnough habitat arcas Yor lynx.
When determining lynx habitat suitability, these impoundment arcas should be reviewed within
the context of the larper surrounding landscape. 1f suitable habitat exists around thie basins, then
vou should analyze the potential impacts to that habitat and lynx as a result of implementing the
SMPs.

A determination regarding the effect of the project on Canada 1vnx was not articulated in the
draft BE. A determination of no effect, not likely to adversely atfect. or likely to adversely atlect

should he stated and justified in your determination.

National Bald and Golden Eugle Protection Act Comments

Bald cagles receive protection nnder BGEPA which provides criminal and civil penalties for
persons who “take™ bald eagles. The delimtion of “take™ under GEPA includes disurrb. Disiurb
nieans:

.. .to agitate or bother a bald or golden cagle to a degree that causes. or is likely
to cause, based on the west seientific information available, 1) injury to an cagle,
2} a deerease in its productivity, by substantially interfering with normal breceding.
feeding, or sheltering: hehavior, or 3) nest abandonment. by substantially
interfering with normal breeding, feeding, or skeltering behavior.”

Your BE and SMPs suggest that increased boating and other recreational activitics on or around
these basins is expected as a result of implementing the SMPs Some of the activities deseribed
in the SMPs are the development ol eluster doeks, individual docks. pedestrian trails, and
pedestrian pathways. Depending on their location, these new developments, and the people
associated with them, could disturb foraging and nesting bald cagles. Theredore, protestive
mwseasures for bald eagles shoutd be incorporated into the SMPs. Below we provide the important
protective measures that were discussed in the B, potential disturbing activitices that require
further consideration. and other comments to help clarifv your docurment.
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Protective measures discussed:

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

A 660 toot radius around existing nest trees will be designated in the SMD as a
Conscrvation Areas where no “development” would be allowed.

Restricted activitics within a 660 foot radius ol the nest, including no motorized
access, development of reereation faeilities, or major project related construction
activities (exeept dam safety related activities) during the breeding season.

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

At Boney Talls, the winter bald eagle foraging areas will be delineated and ingress
and cgress into these areas would be minimized.

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

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

[nformational buoys will be placed in the water around the outer edges of the primary

rone to discourage boaters from approaching aetive nests.  Educational materials will

be provided to the publie to encourage cooperation in avoiding disturbance to cagles.
!

The above protective measures should be incorporated into the SMPs.

Potential disturbing activities:

Increased boating and recrcational aetivities on the impoundment could disturb
important bald eagle foraging areas. Our May 2007 National Bald Iagle
Management Guidelines (Guidelines) suggest avoiding comnmercial and recreational
boating and fishing near critical eagle foraging areas durmg peak feeding times.

Development ol docks and other long term water facilities (ramps or doeks) could
impact bald cagle foraging arcas. Our Guidelines suggest locating long-term and
permanent watcr dependent Facilities away from important cagle foraging areas.

Under your plan, new nests would not recetve the same level of protection as
currently ocenpied nest sites. This eould result in disturbance of birds by on-going

P-10856-000
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Mr. Shawn Puzen 4

* recreational activit:es. Specifically, the BE states that i a pair of eagles choosc to
establish a new nest in an area already receiving huran use resnlting trom recrcation
facilitics, there wil: be no restriction of human acti ties in that area during the
breeding season. Onr Guidelines state that some intennittent, oceasional, or irregular
uses that pre-date cagle nesting in an area may distirb eagles and that activities in
these arcas may need to be adjusted to avoid disturhance, We recommend as new
nests are initiated thut area activities and their potential to disturb cagles should be
evaluated on o case-by-case basis,

¢ Activities that create loud noises (such as fireworks i were rot addressed in the BE or
SMPs. Thesce activitics could disturb bald eagles and should be prohibited rear nest
sites during the breeding scason.

We recommend you incorporate and address these concerns in vour SMPs. We encourage vou to
turther review the Guidelines ard determine if other adjustments in the SMPs are necessary o
protect cagles. Bald eagle guidulines and other relevant information can be tound online at
nttpihww s gov/migratoryhivds/baldeagle. htm,

Other comments:

o Please define for clarity primary, secondary, and tertiary zones around nest trees,
Also, please define eritical and moderately critical tme periods.

* Your BE states that no development will occur within a 660 foot radins of u nest tree.
What are you considoring development? We assunie all activities discussed in the
SMP would be considered “developments.” Pleasc clarify.

¢ Your BE discusses primary and sccondary nesting “arcas.” We believe vou are
discussing primary and secondary nest zones or bufiers around nest trees. Primary
and secondary nest arcas could also be interpreted s twosalternate nest trees. Please
clarify.

¢ At Boney Falls, please explain the nature, extent, and timing of “li:gress and cgress”
through foraging areas and how you intend to minimize these activiiies.

* Please deseribe how alternate nest trees will be protected and tor what length of time.
Our Guidelines suggest the same protection should he provided to alternate nest trees
as are provided to active nest trees, Once 5 vears of disuse have passed then
protection may no fonger be warranted.

e Inreviewing the Bl:, we noted various dates for the eritical period, wioderately eritical
period, and dates of prohibited entry. We also noted ditferent buler zone radius’
around nest trees. We understand this is due to diftesent langusge in cach of the
FERC management plans. We recommend amending this part of cach reteyvant
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management plan to reflect the current knowledge regarding important bald cagle
nest periods and nest tree buffer zones.

e Futurc nest locations may not oceur in Conservation Arcas where “no development”
would oceur. If these nests oceur in an area where paths or scasonal docks were
allowed, cxplain 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 o comment on UPPCO’s draft SMPs and BE. If you have further
questions or necd additional assistance, please contact Ms. Christie Deloria, at (906) 226-1240.

Sincerely,

Craig A. Crarne
Ficld Supervisor

ce: 1).S. Forest Service, Ottawa National Forest, Iron River, Michigan

(Atn: Susan Spear)

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

L4 Keweenaw Bay Indian Community, Natural Resources Department, L Anse, MI

(Attn: Gene Mensch)

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

I'ederal Energy Regulatory Commission, Washington, D.C. (Attn: Robert Fletcher)

P-10856-000
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Upper Peninsula Power Company — Au Train (FERC NO. 10856)
LaxN D SALES CONSULTATION DOCUNMENTS

Attachment 87
November 2007
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
ON DRAFT SMP
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Att. 58: Comments received at Public Meeting

|; Keith E. Bond

Jessica Brown
- Kouala

Whalt is your projected time
table for restoring the water
leve! in the Au Train Basin?
Are there people leasing
shoreline property? Whal is
their chance of buying?

What are the economic
benefits of UPPCO selling
their non-project lands? Was
UPPCO's non-project land
public or private property prior
lo the decision to seli?

UPPCO intends to return the water levels at Au Train to
normal as soon as possible. There are currently people that
have been leasing shoreline prior to the issuance of the
license and UPPCQ will be working with these individuals on
the future of the leases. Any sale of project land that is
currently leased will require an individual filing with the
FERC and the FERC approval.

The'pro'perty sold to Naterra is located outside of the project
boundary and is not subject to the SMP.

around Ihe Au Train Basin will
be set aside for conservation.
What is the lotal amount of
shoreline that's included in
the Au Train Project?

Maggi Brown Would the Au Train Project It is anticipated thal the proposed SMP will increase the
have the same positive market value of the land outside of the project boundary.
impact on local school However, the project lands are the subject of the SMP
districts as |he Bond process.

Reservoir Project is proving lo
have on the Ewen-Trout
( Creek School District?
r Maggi Brown What % of the shoreline 75.1% of the project lands in the Au Train project boundary

have been classified as "Conservation”.

Cindy Ellsworth

What proteclions/restrictions
has UPPCQ included in their
SMP to protect the
environment?

Protections and restriclions are detailed in Section 7.0 of
each respective SMP.

Chris Fink/
Cold Springs
Forestry

"Scott Hickman |

Will UPPCCQO be responsible
for access roads into primary
recreation areas? Will
UPPCQ maintain an
eradication program for Garlic
Mustard? (on FERC Lands)

For Ihose existing roads owned by UPPCO, UPPCO will
continue maintenance. For those facilities that are currently
accessed by public roads, the currenl public entity will
remain responsible. UPPCO will continue the effort of hand
pulling garlic plants and properly disposing of the pfants for
five years (2007-2011) within the Bond Falls Project.

The continuous trail through
the SMP proposed to encircle
the basin will negatively affect
species sensitive to
fragmentation/human
intrusion within the
conservation ¢ones. Trails
should be places outside of
these sones al a habitat

i interface.

While the SMPs do permit the development of a pubic trail in
some of the Conservation Areas, UPPCC has deveioped
very stringent design criteria that will ensure there is no

break in the forest canopy and no forest fragmentation. I

P-10856-000
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Scott Hickinan

: Mary Hintze

-Mary Hintze

" shorelines of the UPPCO
| project lands remain open to

Déuglas L
Miron

—_—

— 1

T There are at least 22 species

_ public responsibilities, would

| lands to the DN or sell them

SMP?

~ The Alger County Road

of 20071205-0143 Receiv

ed by FERC OSEC 11/29/2007 in Docket#:

of birds consideied to be
either highly imperiled, of
continental importance, of
conservation concern, or at
risk by the USFWS, DNR,
USFS, or US Shorebird
conservation plan (list
available on request) using
the south end of the basin or
the adjacent DNRR waterfowl
refuge. Given the biclogical
significance of this area,
Michigan's current financial
problems, and UPPCO's

UPPCO be willing lo donale
the south (Au Train?) basin

on a very long lerm contract
to the DNR?

UPPCOQ is currently working with the MDNR on a purchase

of the waterfowl -efuge lands outside of the project
boundary. UPPCO has modified the proposed SMP to
classify the waterfow! refuge property within the project
boundary as conservation-limited public trail

The conservation areas of the
SMP will be ineffective if
development imrmediately
outside them (land potentially
to be sold) is not controlled
(prohibiled} Do SMP
designations. conservatian
designations in particular,
restrict the development
allowed immediately outside
their boundary

What kind of recrealional
enhancements have been
included in the Au Train

i See section 8 of the Au Train SMP,

The SMP design;_;t_ib'hg dnly pertain to project lands. lhe_y
have no bearing on adjacent non-project lands.

Will the waler and the

the public after UPPCO sells
i's "non-project” land? Will
there be a number of different
access points sivailable (o the
public?

Reference 26 road access -

Commission maintains 26

Yes. lhe water and shorelines of the UPPCO project tands
wilt remain open to the public. The SMP slates that any
pedestnan paths that are consiructed will be open to Ihe
public. However. formal public access poirts will remain at

* public recreation facihties

Commenl Nated

road the possihility of excess
use of 26 road for basin
access will be of interest and

the road comimis:sion. !

P-10856-000




Unofficial FERC-Generated PDF of 20071205-0143 Received by FERC OSEC 11/29/2007 in Docket#:

[5ouglas"'_.
Miron

Robert Nelson

Pertaining to roads within the
proposed basin project - The
developer should contact the
Alger County Road
Commission with any design
plans for roads and if they are
interested in those projected
roads being within our
system.

Comment Noled

We are leasing on Forest
Lake and all the meetings we
have atlended have been told
we will have first option to
purchase property. We are
still waiting to hear when this
will be happening.

"Debi Rolston

| Bill Rolston

Where does UPPCO gel their
ideas from when considering
enhancements o be included
in their draft SMP?

This is outside of the scope of the current SMPs.

Recommendations for enhancements are the result of a
consultation between UPPCO and state and federal
agencies, local units of government, the public, and Iwo
focus groups consisting of representatives from government,
conservation, hunting and fishing and economic groups

" 'Will all of Ihe property thal

UPPCO sells from the various
projects across the U.P. be
classified as residential or will
there be some Ihat will be
available for "commercial™?

The land sales are occurring outside of Ihe project boundary
and are therefore outside the scope of the SMP planning
process.

Bill Rolston

Appx 25% of the land
included in the Au Train
Project are classified as
"conservation”. What does
that mean and how does
UPPCO insure that?

At the Au Train impoundment. Conservation-limited public
trail means that with the possible exception of low-impact
public trails, any management deemed necessary by the
resource agencies lo move towards preserving or enhancing
fores| resources, these areas are not to be disturbed.
Conservation Areas will not contain any dock structures.

James B.
Heikkinen

| think that the shoreling
management plan that you
propose is a fine way to make
better use of these natural
resources. Now they are
underused and this plan
should open the area up for a
number of opportunities lo
expand use.

Comment Noted.

P-10856-000
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Att. 59: E-mail Correspondence

Karin Andrus
bambamd@jamadots.com

I grew up camping on Bond 1.ake, so did my children. Itis u tragedy that the next generations of
my lamily will have to miss out on this experience. Bond with uever be the sume again because
of greed and lies. Let the bucks stop here.. WO DOCKS, [ like Bond just the way itis..........

Response: Opinion noted

Wade Fleming
wadefleming@ hotmail.com

NO DOCKS. NO WALK WAYS, NO LIGIHTED PATTIS, I hke Bond just the wav itis! 1 liked
the dispersed campsites....... don’t care much lor the new and improved.

Response: UPPCO has revised the Bond Falls SMP by reducing the total mmber of dock stips
and eliminating the installation of underground electrical supplyv and permanent tighting on
docks, There will be no lighted pathways.

Kelly Niemi
kniemi/a-midrivers.com

Bond Lake will never be the same after development. Can we preserve some serenity? Docks
and hghted pathways will tuke away the fast ol any remamning screnity this haven held.

Response: UPPCO has revised the Bond Falls SMP by reducing the total mumber of dock stips
ond eliminativg the installation of underground electrical suppls: and permanent lighting on
docks. There will be no liviued patinvays,

Teresa Davis
Keysumland(@ aol.com

Lam agamst the development of Bond Falls. The docks und hights the prospective buvers want to
put i with ruin the take for the rest of the users. Although from what [ understand vou don’t
really care about the people that have raised their famihies on the like. Me being one off
thousands.

Response: (PPCO s revised the Bond Falls SMP by reducing the total manher of dock slips
and eliminaning the installation of wnderground cleetrical supph- and permanent lighting on

docks.
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~— Jon and Norma Miller
bambamdia’jamadots.com

We like Bond Lake the way it is. This arca will not benefit from lakes like the ones in the lower
peninsula. Traverse City is a jungle. NO DOCKS. NO LIGHTS, NO WALKWAYS. ...

Response: UPPCO has revised the Bond Falls SMP by reducing the total number of dock stips
and eliminating the installation of undergrownd elcctrical supply and permanent tighting on
docks.

Wade Fleming
wadefleming@botmail.com

Bond should be Ielt the way itis! There shouldn’t be any houses, docks, paths! By putting four
hundred some houses on Bond, will destroy the lake Tor everyone! 1o you really think those
people would probably much rather to go shopping in Eagle River! Most of them will probably
go cat in Land 'O” Lakes!

Response: Opinion noted.

L. Ursin
lursin@ klaucens.com

I find the proposed dock plan for Bond Falls to be totally unaceeptable. The idea of 424 boat
slips on land that is supposed to be managed for the public is not my idea of managing the land
for the public. Nor is having homes ringing the lakes managing the land for the public. Nor 1S
turning our wilderness camping into camping with your neighbor right next to you managing
land Tor the public. In face, there is no part of your plan that takes anyone’s interests into
account except [or UPPCO's.

Respouse: 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 electricity.
while providing public recreational enhancements and directing, managing and mitigating the
impacts of anticipated development of non-project lands so as to complement or have nentrat
effects on those natwral resources. I addition, UPPCO has dramatically increased
Conservation Lands at all of the Projects, profibited commercial tree harvesting (enhaneing old
growth forest characteristics) and will be prohibiting vehicnlar access on many: existing logging
roqds.

Wade Fleming
wadefleming@hotmail.com
No ducks, no paths, no lights

Response: Opinion noted.

n
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Duarren Yirek
darrenyirekqcharter.net

I"We have seen it time and time again. The hottom line is money. As long as “they™ can turn
profit, there isn’t any concern what happens to the landscape. wildlite, or serenity of this lake. or
any other lake/property like it. They will conduct tests. and justitv any environmental impacts.
hut the bottom hine is the serenity of the lake will sul'fer no matter what they say or test. You can
never get serenity or pristine shorelines hack once humans dig in. We are the only species that
has to protect ourselves, Irom ourselves, when it comes to greed We have heen raised to believe
that making moncy hy clearing and cutting Mother Earth is a gaod thing, a good e, a good
husiness venture, Since money 15 the driving force, it is near impossible to get an American
business man to reverse his way of thinking when it comes o this topic. They helieve the carth
is here to how down to them. During their working lives they (Constiuction companies. real
estate companies, cte.) will try to make as much as possihle oft our planet to provide for their
own needs and desires, and it gets justified as “good development opportunity”™ When docs it
stop?

Response: Opinions noted

Mr. James A. Pietika
jim.pietila‘a bepl.state, wi.us

Comments regarding docks at Bend Falls flowage. Please. no docks!!!
Response: Opinion noted.

Bret Hautamaki
bhautama@a@ umich.edn

As a major landowner: taxpayer in both Interior & Haight wownships, I am adamantly opposed to
any development on project fands as proposed hy the UPPCO SMP. 1tis in ohvious contlict with
the provistons of the FIERC license agreement and poses a signiicant danger to a tederally
protected watershed and ecosystem. At a minimum, an independent, hiologically-sound.
cnvironmental inpact study should he mandated before any consideration be given. Please “do
the right thing™.

Respanse: Opinions noted.
Jennifer Tyminski
jentyminskite hotmail.com

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

If ves, why wasn 't it made avai able to the pubhic by UPIPC(Y?

6H
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Why haven’t we seen the development plans lor the other flowages where land has been sold to
Naterra?

IT this map is not accurate, when will UPPCO release the preliminary development plans of the
lakes where land has heen sold?

Whether or not the map is accurate, we all know the Tand will he developed. Why hasn't the
impact the proposed development and private uses of the project lands will have on the water
quality been addressed in the dralt Shoreline Management Plan.

Iiven though several ol the lakes flow into rivers designed under the Wild & Scenic Rivers Act,
the Dratt SMP indicated that no special studies were planned hecause the flowages are not
designated. This appears to be in conflict with the Wild & Scenic River Act & | believe the issuc
of water quality as it pertains to those rivers must he addressed.

Response: Opinions noted. The lot lavout is not part of the subject matter included in the SMP
process as it is outside of the project boundary. Development of non-project lands is not subject
to the SMPs or FERC jurisdiction.

Katie Alvord
ktalvord@myvine.com

[ STRONGLY OPPOSE CONSTRUCTION OF DOCKS as proposed by Upper Peninsula Power
Company at Prickett Lake, Victoria, Au Train, Cataract, Boncy Falls, and Bond Falls sites. A
lull and adequate environmental impact report should be required of UPPCO in this matter.

Response: Opinions noted.

Darren Yirek
darrenvirek@charter.net

It is beyond me how people can destroy our landscapes, environment, and our serenity all for the
love of money. Once yau start digging, that's it, you have taken another picce of our northwoods
away lorever. Money comes and goes, hut what you are proposing 1s linal and permanent. How
can you think that what you are doing is “good husiness™ or a “nice development™. Itis money,
and that's all it ever is, it has to he. No one who visits or lives in that arca wants this, and il they
don't then who does? The people who it means the least to are the ones who will he developing.
and those people just Tollow the stench of money. We are at a very eritical point with our
(northwoods) environment, as well as the entire planct itself. 11 these developments don’t
happen. then what, someone doesn’t get the new Benz they ve heen eyeing. This whole thing
stinks of greed. If these plans go through [ hope those responsihle can answer lor themselves to
our children and their children. Mayhe the responsible party can give them a new car or
somcthing shiny, because that's what all this is ahout. You are not Tooling anyone.

Response: Opinions noted.
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Chris Gale
cbgale@up.net

Fhave ived inthe UP for nearly 40 years. My tamily has owned property in this arca lor nearly
a hundred years. | have bad the good fortunce ol being able to have access to the various
impoundments within an hour or two of where | live, to go hiking. camping, fisbing, boating, and
picnicking with my family. The presence ol docks at these focations for the benelit of « fow, and
1o the detniment of all, 1s a bad idea. Removal of stumps which provide sale refuge for lisb and
other water-based wildlife 1s a mistake.

I understand the temptation to develop these lands in the short run tor much needed funding to
support power peneration, but agam. this s a bad idea. Fam ready to pay lor the true cust of
energy, W keep what we bave. As humans, we are simply the “owners™ ol the land. Think ahout
the generations to come, the generations who have benefited to date, and what you want to leave
as vonr own personal legacy. eannot helieve that the fegaey that you, or anyone at UPPCO
wishes to leave to future generitions is the destruction of the waterfront and wildlite by a tew
who want docks and clear boating.

Response; Opinions noted.

Matt Van Grinsven
jahriftia-hotmail.com

Fragmentation of wald arca begims with seemingly small scale development, Collectively these
mdividual development projects tead to more and more alteration of suitable habitat. Shoreline
development wall have dramatic impacts on wild game such as tish and birds, which brings in
money to local ceonomies. Shorelines are incredibly productive providing food and shelter for a
diverse array of wildlite including loons, wood turtles, cagles. and sturgeon just to name a few. |
strongly opposc construction ot docks and all associated development proposed by the Upper
Penmsula Power Company at Prickett (42402), Victoria (#1864, Au Train (210836), Cataract
(10854). Boney Falls (#2506) and Bond Falls (#1864) sites. Providing access to the gencral
public o appreciate such arcas s quite ditTerent than catering to large scale developers, who will
potentially rid these arcas ot the very wildhife which attract people to these places. An
Environmental Assessment should be reguired of UPPCO, as T do not believe the Shoreline
Management Plan is cnougb to ensure that these arcas are properby managed and protected.

Response: UPPCO has gone to considerable effort te produce SMPx that protect and euhance
the project's natural vesourees md the project’s primary function, the production of clectriciiy.
while providiug public recreanonal enhancements and divecting wenwaging and mitigating the
impacts of anticipated developnient of nov-project lands so ax 1o complement or have nentral
cffects on those natwral resonrees,
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~ Elaine Dougovito
eladoug(aup.net

Please consider leaving Prickett Dam and Bond Falls as is. 1t is a beautilul pristine area and 1t
would bu nice if it could stay that way. 1f you must scll it Tor linancial gain, consider an agency
who would not develop it. Thanks for your consideration.

Response: Opinions noted

Thomas Hovel
Bearcubd 1@ verizon.net

Plcase note my opposition to the development of current UPPCO/WDPS property along or near
the Bond Falls Flowage. In a time of rising energy costs, increased loss ol natural environment
due to development, and a decline in the overall quality of water resources, it appears that any
typical ¢x-urban development will only exacerhate the destruction of the precious environment
that is presented hy the Bond Falls flowage. While much of the Talls has been already clfected
hy human’s to produce c¢nergy, that should not provide any impetus to further effect the land
arca.

Instcad. 1 would suggest, that if development is to oceur, a small cco-friendly development on a
small amount ol acreage that could be used as a modet for other development. The development
could he accomplished in accord with the new standards heing developed hy LEEDS. With such
a development vou can develop a small area, say 80 or less acres, and yct the environment
remains protected and the resources remain in a viahle long lasting manner.

Response: No development is heing proposed in the project boundary, which is the subject of
the Shorcline Management Plans.

Jim Tyminski
jimtyminski@hotmail.com

Alter reading the Draft Shoreline Management Plan, 1 am very upsct to sce that you are still
planning for private lighted docks, pedestrian paths and at some Nowages viewing corridors. 1
believe these uses will destroy the aesthetic qualities ol these lakes and project lands. The
shorelines should remain undisturhed.

Response: UPPCO attempted 1o minimize visual impacts by locating individual docks and
cluster docks in areas that were sheltered from prominent viewing locations around the
impoundnients, maintaining low profile docks and utitizing natural (muted) colors that do not
stand ont against the background landscape. Additionally, UPPCO has prohibited the
installation of docks, boat lifts, and associated permanent lighting at the Victoria impoundment,
therefore no impacts to aesthetic resources at the Victoria impoundment are anticipated. For
the remaming impoundments. has UPPCO has dramatically reduced the overall numiber of boat
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slips being proposed, has profebited the installation of boat litts, hun reduced the mamber of view
enhancement arcas, and has protibited the installation of pevimanent dock lighting. Ali of these
medasures are intended to minimize visual impacts.

Suzanne Tyminski
styminski@:hotmail.com

1 am opposcd to all private uses of the project lands. including highted docks and paths. These
paths, while technically “open 1o the public™ will lead from the new lot owners private property
 a private lighted dock. 1 do not support a public trail around the flowage. Fheheve it will only
turther fragment wildlife habitat,

Response: LPPCO) has gone 1o considerable effort to produce SMPs that protects and enhances
the project's natural resources and the project’s primary function, the production of clectricity,
while providing public recreational enhrancements and directine. managing and mitivating the
impacts of anticiputed development of non-project lands so as to complement or have neutral
effects on those natural resources, FERC looks to licensees to provide the public with aceess to
project lands and waters.

Kenneth Kraft
kkraft@portup.com

The decision to consolidate the public campgrounds was made without public input. The
chimination ot the dispersed campsites and campground redesign should be re-evaliated as part
ot the Shorehine Management Plan process. It should be a campsite design that inust benefit the
pnblic.

t am opposed to any private lighted individual and clusier docks or viewing corridors a any of
the flowages. None of these activities s consistent with the current heense.

Fwant the tederal Regutatory Commission to order a new Environmental Impact Stuudy 10 assess
the tull impact ol this development on the project tands.

Response: Opinions noted.

Raymond DaPra
miloG portup.com

Alter reading the Draft Shorchne Management Plan. T am very upsct 1o see that vou are planning
tor private hghted docks, trails and pedestrian paths at all the siv flowages. 1 do not support the
storage ol hoats on the projects land or viewing corridors. | heheve these uses are consistent
with the lreense since the intent of the butfer zone 15 10 protect these arcas. The shorelines
should remain undisturbed.

10



Unofficial FERC-Generated PDF of 20071205-0143 Received by FERC OSEC 11/29/2007 in Docket#: P-10856-000

4
Response: The non-project uses of the projects lands include paths, trails, recreation
enhancenients, and dock structures. These uses are consistent with achieving an dppropriate
halance bebveen development, public and private recreation and the preservation of important
natural, environmental, or cultural features of the profect lands and waters.
Pat Olejniczak
Polenick 1960 hotmail.com
1 am not impressed with UPPCO’s increased “conservation areas™. 1t 1s just an attempt 10
mitigate damage causcd hy private docks as well as trails and viewing corridors. | cannot
support private docks on the project lands. 1{ave any of the Tolks involved ever stopped even il
for just a moment to think ahout the disruption of wildlife?
Response: Opinions noted.
L.ynette Potvin
Lrpotvin{@'mtu.edu
I STRONGLY OPPOSE CONSTRUCTION OF DOCKS as proposed hy Upper Peminsula Power
Company at Prickett (Project No. 2402, Victoria (Project No. 1864), Au Train (Project No.
10856). Cataract (Project No, 10854), Boney Falls (Project No. 2506}, and Boend Falls (Project

No. 1864) sites. Given the complexity of this issue and the limited scope of the Shoreline
Management Plan an Environmental Assessment should he required by UPPCO in this matter.

Response: Opinions noted

Niancy Gatta

ngatta(@-jamadots.com

Please support the docks proposal lor the Bond Falls development. As a teacher at Ewen-Trout
('reck School. 1 see this devetopment as a hoon to our economy and to our school. The tax
revenucs generated hy this can help save E-TC School, hut without the docks, I cannot imagine
that the land will look as attractive to potential buyers.

Response: Comment noted.

Roseanna Larrin

rlarrinfa:nmu.edu

The SMI* meeting held at 1=-TC School was the first UPPCO public meeting that 1 have attended
and 11 was very disappointing. We are used to having public mectings with some kind of open
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lorum and the way you conduc yonr pubhic mectings is very controtled. Obviously, vou do not
want to hear what the public has to say through an open forum. tassure you we can condnct
ourselves as responsible, calm adults. Demandig that we write out questions on cards allowing
you 1o choose which questions you answer or which part of the questions vou answer is net
having an open, public mectung. 1t is mampulative and just anether wav to control information -
a symbol of the low regard you have for the people of this arca 1o make informed. reasenable.
and rational decisions.

The SMP reportatseltis full of “carrots,” what you think the people of this arca would respond
to. But, it 1s things that people tike vou and people who will be purchasimg those tots, urban
people, think are fine ideas. Many ol us do not feel this way. We hke Bond Lake as it 1s now, in
its natural statc. The things you are planning are things that imay be tound on any developed
take. any place in America. Bond FLake, as it 1s now, 1s not.

And, of course, everything that vou are planning ¢nhances the sorea tor the irban people Naterra
plans on enticing up here, as well as adding to your $3 million contmgency fee from Naterra. It
15 reprehensible that you represent these plans as “for the locals™ when they are no such thing.

Your doublespeak 1s atso demearang. For example, reterring o croup of docks as cluster
docks™ 1s ridiculous - we recogmize a planned marina when we see one.

E-PRO’s environmental study 1~ Hawed moamajor arcas. 1 suspect that WhiteWater's 1s not.
Please urge Naterra to release that environmental study to the pubtic. A reahity check s in order.

Response: Opinions noted

Tim Krause
krausemom?7(@ hotmail.com

My tamily for three generations have enjoyed the Bond Falts IFlowage as arca fand owners and
admirers ol the natural beauty o holds, My father started coming hoere in the carly 193075, Tirst
hunting & then vacationing with the fannly, cventnally buving property to insure s children
and grandchildren would always enjoyv this arca. Now | feel the same wayv and mv children to
too. We have come to tove the arca, having camped and viewed the talls for 35 vears. Now my
grandchildren will be deprived of this because some people wan to Ime thew pockets with a get-
nch-quick development. This development 1s gomg to destrov the beauty ol a very serene arca
thar peopte come trom all over the world 10 sce. We need 1o preserve the natural wild tindscape
& teel of this arca for tuture geacrations to enjov & experience  “The talls, fake and tand
surrounding the take are rare ewets that can only be tound in the UP and when that peaccetul
quality 1s gone it s gone, never o be regained through devetopment. The kand was to be retaimed
lor conservation purposcs. not intended for development by a greedy few who itend 1o henetit
from the destruction of the naturet fandscape. We hope you will do the right thing & stop this act
in destroying the land & instead keepat as is for tutiire generanions 1o come to enjoy.

Response: Opinions noted.
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Joe Hovel
nwal@/nnex.net

As a coalition ol ¢itizens concerned for the integrity and quality ol the UPPCO-held project
lands surrounding reservoirs in the Upper Peninsula, the Northwoods Alliance would Tike to
express deep concern ahout recently developed Shoreline Management Plans. We feel these
plans to he inconsistent with the uses descrihed in the FERC license and unacceptahle for
maintaining a healthy shoreline that s also conducive o nen-intrusive public use.

We strongly feel that these SMPs fail ta account lor important enviromnental eharacteristics of
the respective shorelines. For example, the proposed shoreline uses are contradictory to
maintaining the old growth forest type called for by the FERC license.

Additionally, in many cascs there are na provisions to protect hahitat or nesting sites of
threatened or endangered species such as osprey or bald eagle. 1t is also widely demonstrated
that human impacts such as clearing and dock building and the tralTic that they allow adversely
affect riparian arcas and Icad 10 erosion, loss ol hiodiversity, and degradation of water quality.

Proposed developments on project lands such as dacks, hoat slips and viewing areas/walking
paths Tor private landowners will inevitably impact the potential for public recreational uses of
these reservair shorelines. Hiking pathways will be impeded or interrupted, wilderness camping
opportunitics will he diminished, and fishing areas will be restricted. Aside from these concrele
and logistic changes, the wilderness atmosphere of the area will be damaged by docks, dock
lights, and cleared corridors, as well as the development proposed on the adjoining nan-project
lands.

The activitics outlined in the SMPs do not appear to fit within the current and, in most cascs,
recently renewed FIERC project licenses. The license objectives serve to protect and enbance the
environmental, scenie, and recreational values of project lands, and proposed SMP activities on
these project lands satisfy none ol the above. The management plans in no way deserihe how
docks, view corridars. or increased traffic are consistent with the [ederal goals Tor the projeet
lands.

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

Response: (PPCO has gone to considerable effort 1o 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-project lands so as to complement or have nentral
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effects on those nutwal resources. In addition, UPPCO has dvamatically increased
Conservation fands at all of the Projects, prohihited commerciol tree harvesting (enhancing old
growth forest characteristics) end will be prohibiting vehicular aceess on many existing logaing
roads.

David Rulison
rulisond hotmail.com

I ' would Ttke to take a few moments to comment on UPPCO's proposed development of Prickett
Lake and other impoundments m the UP.

Strarght out, | think it's o had idea. | feel like we don’t need any more “development™ of this
type anywhere in the UP. mstead we need to preserve and protect more wild places. hecause we
have less and less of them.

I know, from an cconomic point of view, it seems to make Sensc, to improve tax revenues. create
some jobs, ete, but I think this could be achieved without changing the personahty of the area.

I the sale of the lots and the, so called. development is inevitable, then why promote this action
only to a high end, noisy. pollunng type market?

Instead, why not market it to customer’s looking for a beautitul. quict. low impact sctting that it
1s now, and emphasize the natural charactenisucs that currently detine it and write m sales
agreements that demand it remain that way.

I teel that vour proposals are real’y out of touch with the cunrent demand tor wild places i 1his
county, and world tor that matter. and that your short sightedness will result in degradation, not
improvement, m the overall quality of life for the UP,

You need not look any further than the Grand Traverse arean the 1P, to sce what and why these
types of actions are needed and necessary, and to see how preservation and development can
work hand m hand, 1o benetit us all.

Response: Opinions noted.

Kristin Tepsu
ktepsat@ hotmail.com
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I would like 10 voice my vehement opposition to UPPC(’s proposed development of these sites.

“—_—
I have been tortunate enough to have been ahle to enjoy visiting these sites and their wild and
natural beauty for many decades and hope for my offspring to he ahle to do the same.
Project No. 1964 (Bond and Victoria)
Project No. 2402 (Prickett)
Projeet No. 10856 (Au Train)
Project No. 10854 (Cataract)
Project No. 2506 (Boney Falls)
Response: Opinions noted.
Diane Miller
dmilleriemtu.edu
| am registering my view on UPPCO’s plan te develop lighted boat docks and viewsheds on the
area reservoirs. Please do not do this. 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. It
would also violate the spirit (and perhaps the letter as well) of your original agrcement regarding
these propertics.
Please allow for the continued protection of these places. Thank you.

4 -
Response: Opinions noted
James A, Pietila
Jim.pietilagebepl.state. wi.us
Re: Dratt Shoreline Management Plan for Bond Falls flowage. ['ve read most of the proposals
tor development of the flowage & certainly have no real concerns regarding the suhdividing of
private property. 1Us your property, do with it as you will.
According to my understanding, the shorcline is a different story. The license granted to I'HRC
for impounding of water dictated that the shoreline he used by the puhlic & was signed hy UP
Power (0. oftivials and FERC. Now GREED enters the picture & UP Power wants to get really
rich (as does Naterra). 1f 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 cnhaneing the rich. Please don’t let this happen!
Response: Opinions noted.
Raymaond DaPra
milota portup.co

g
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After reading the Dralt Shoreline Management Plan, T am very upset to see that you are planning
for private lighted docks, trails and pedestrian paths at all the sis flowages. 1 do not support the
storage of boats on the project land or viewing corridors. | behieve these uses will destroy the
aesthetic qualhities of these lukes and project lands, These uses are consistent with the license
since the mtent of the bulter zone is to proteet these areus. The shorelines should remain
undisturbed.

Response: LPPCO attempted to minimize visual impacts by ecating mdividual docks and
cluster docks in areas that were sheltered from prominent viewmng locations around the
impoundnents, maintaining love profife docks and utilizing naticcal imuted) colors that do not
stand out against the backgrownd landscape. Additionally, UPPCO has prodabited the
instattation of docks, boat lifts, and associated permanent tightae ar the Victorna impoundment,
thercfore no impacts 1o aesthetic resources at the Victoria impondment are anticipated. i=or
the remaining impoundments, bas UPPCO has dramaticath: re. ticed the overall number of boat
slips being proposed. has profubited the installation of hoat hits has reduced the nnmber of view
enhancement arcas, and has profubited the installation of permancnt dock tighting. Al of these
mieasures are infended 1o niinimize visual impacts.

Phyllis Fredendall
phyllis.fredendall finlandia.edu

I 'would enconrage you to rethink the proposed developments on the dam sites Prorect Numbers
1804, 2402, 10856, 10K, and 2506,

L am particularly opposed to hghting areas that are not lit. The labitat is adversely aftected as is
tor me the most precious and least appreciated asset we are quickly tosing on this penisula the
night sky.

Response: /n response to comments from the public and agencies, UPPOO has prohibited the
instatlution of permanent dock fighting on the referenced impousidments.

James H. Graves, M.,
jsgraves( tds.net

Itis my understandimg that UPPCO plans to sell several parcels of land in the UP and that these
lands abut forest land that is a vinel habitat tor wildlite. 1 also miderstand that the Licenses that
U'PPCO holds on these Tands to be sold require GPPCO 1o enhiance waldlife habitat. Given these
facts. 1 am astomshed that UPPCO could even consider the butlding hoat docks to ad residential
development in these sites. 1t shontd not be allowed. You shonld reconsider the terms of vour
licenses.

Response: Opinions noted.

|6
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Kim K. Green
kepreeniskyenet.net

[ urge you not to develop water shed areas, lakes, ponds, cte. owned hy UPPCO as it is most
likely to negatively affect waldlife.

Please seriously consider this request.

Response: Opinions noted.

Michele Anderson
Andersm2@sbceglobal.net

This is to inform you that [ strongly oppose construction of docks as proposed hy the Upper
Peninsula Power Company at Prickett, Victoria, Au Train, Cataract, Boney Falls, and Bond Falls
sites. [ am referring to these projects:

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

Project No. 10856 (Au Tran)

Project No. 10854 (Cataract)

Project No. 2506 (Boney Falls)

Given the complexity of this issuc and the limited scope of the Shoreline Management Plan, an
Enviromuental Assessment should he required of UPPCQO in this matter. [ understand that
license agreements issued from the Federal Energy Regulatory Agency (FERC) for the
generation of hydroelectric power require that UPPCO protect and enhance wildhfe hahitat,
provide for puhlic access and manage the forest for old-growth at these reservoirs. UPPCO’s
plans, which would threaten the health of forests, wood turtles, loons, cagles, migratory birds.
and sturgeon appear to he contrary to these agreements.

I am also a customer of UPPCQ) and feel had about supporting a company that puts profit above
respeet for the environment.

‘Thank vou for considering these comments.

Response: LPPCO has gone to considerahie effort to produce SMPs that protect and enhance
the project s natral resources and the project’s primary function. the production of clectrici,
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while providing public recreational enhancements and directing. managing and mitigating the
impacts of anticipated development of non-project lands so as 10 complement or have newtral
effects on those natiral resowrces. FERC looks to licensees to svovide the public with aceess to
project lands and waters.

Diane Miller
dmilleri@mtu.edu

1 am registering my view on UPPCO’s plan to develop highied boa: docks and viewsheds on the
arca reservorrs. Please do not do this. These takes are appreenated for their wildness, and to
change their character now would pose hazards to wildhife and change the spint of the places. 1t
would also violate the spirit (and perhaps the letter as well) of your onginal agreement regarding
these propertics.

Please allow tor the continued protection of these places. Thank you.

Response: [n response 1o comments from the public and agencies, UPPCO has prohibited the
installation of permanent dock lighting on the referenced impoundments. Additionatly, UPPCO
has rediwced the number of enhanced view areas.

Rick Loduha

rick.loduhagrfinlandia.edu

I am writing 1o object to vour plans to build docks at the hydro-clectric reservoirs in your
stewardship,

Such development will encourage the type of building that hardlv fulfills the dictates of vour
hicensing agreement, * 1o proteet and enhance wildlife habitat. provide for pubhic access and
manage the forest lor old-growth, . *

Please do not take this path.

Response: Opinions noted.

Kevin Botkins

kevin( kevinskennel.eom

I am writing to register my oppositon to the planned docks on Bond Falls flowage. Tundreds of
docks und paths and lights woukl diminish the aestbetic appeal ot this arca. The aftect ol docks
on fish habitat s well documentesl and this protect would adversely impact a fine tishery,

I also anticipate some contusion and contlict with this quasi-private property on pubhe fand.
Adjacent landowners would Teel they were altorded somc sort ot privilege that they aren’t
necessarily entitled 1o, Rifts are sure to develop between reercationat users and homeowners,
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Respanse: Opinions noted.

o
Merle Kindred
mekindre@ mtu.edu
“Bread and eircuses™ 1s what kept the ereaky, rotting old Roman Empire going longer than it
should. Does Ameriea really need MORIE ways to entertain itself hy colonizing and
technologizing yet more of its wilderness arcas?
UPPCO can be a leader in environmental preservation and proteetion or it can heeome yet
another ring-in-the-nose “grabacious” (Carihbean term for *greedy™) follower as owner of
pristine property that somehody wants to convert into $3858.
We know that money speaks loudly and everything in America is justified on ecconomic terms, so
some ol us must give voice to simply preserving non-vocal nature which operates without lust
for moncy as its prime directive.
Please don’t develop the reservoir arcas.
Response: Opinions noted.
Anna Drew
Anna_maylé@ yahoo.com

- - :
NG DOCKS!
Response: Opinions noted.
Kathleen Krause
krausemom78(@hotmail.com
Save Bond Lake, please don't agree to putting in the docks. We are the carctakers for future
generations. We love it the way it is, don’t ruin it Sen. Dchhie Stabenow, even people from
Macomh County, enjoy this heautiful place so we expeet you to step up and stop this! This was
supposed to he for the puhlic to enjoy in an environmentally safe way. Retain the natural heauty
of the arca. Save the Bond!!
Response: (pinions noted.
Sue Ellen Kingsley
sekingsley/a pasty.com
NO DOCKS at Prickett, Victoria. Au Train, Cataract, Boney Falls, and Bond Ialls sites.

‘o
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Response: Opinions noted. L.PPCO has revised the Bond Fails S to prohibit the installation
of docks at the Victoria impowrdment.

Joanne 1L.ynn Thomas
kevInaw@vahoo.com

The plan w develop ligbted private boat docks and “viewsheds™ on six, area hydro-cleetric
reservorrs, (1.e., Prickett Dam. Bond Falls, Victona Falls, Auw Tram, Cataract, and Boney Falls)
which would enbance the sale-ability of adjacent lands which UPPCQO plans to sell to a
developer, docks and development would, bowever, pose potential hazards to wildlife (loons,
cagles, woud turtles, and migratery birds) and sturgeon.

Basically, LIPCO’s plans violate tbe letter and especially the spinit ol their onginal licensing
agreement (adnunistered by FERC, tbe Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.)

Please reconsider. ‘thank you.

Response: Opinions noted

Tom Church
Crockedl.a‘a-aol.com

As o member of the Western Focus Group. which was assemblad to provide input tor the
Shoreline Management Plans. T do not feel that UPPCO has done justice to the input received
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 Shorehine
Management Plans to circumivent the Focus Groups, the Pubhic and the requirements ot the
IFERC license,

Watersmeet Township Board. on wbich [ serve, has voieed 1ts opposttion to private docks on
Project Lands, unless those docks are avanlable for use by the pubhe, ‘Tbat simple request ol
public access to any docks on Project Lands bas apparently been rejected by UPPCO. This
clearly mdicates to me that UPPCO’s attitude of maximizing profits comes before the
requirements of the FERC license or the desires and needs ot the Public.

I strongly urge IFIERC to reject the proposal trom UPPCO tor private docks on Project Lands, and
that FIERC hold UPPCO 1o the requirements of the licenses tor all of these projects 1tis

important that FERC work for the pubhic good in the review and entorcement of these licenses.

Response: UPPCO used the planmng process and gathered feedback from revudatory bodies.
state, local, and federal governmental agencies, non-governpental orgamizations, focus groups,

20
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und the general publie. UPPCQ has made significant revisions to the SMPs based on many of

e

the idvas that were expressed during agency consultation and focus group meetings.,
Louie Dombroski
Louie_dombroski@yahoo.com
I AM STRONGLY OPPOSED TQ THE CONSTRUCTION OF DOCKS at Prnicken, Vietoria,
Au Train. and Bond Falls sttes as proposed hy the Upper Peminsula Power Company.
Fhe Shoreline Management Plan was inadequate and did not consider all of the important
(sentence cutoff). Assessment should he required of UPPCO with regards to this issue.
Increased access does not have to mean motorized aceess, which will harm not only will
(sentence cutott).
Thank you for considering my views.
Response: Opinions noted. UPPCO has revised the Bond Falls SMP 1o prohibit the installation
of docks at the Victoria impoundment.
l.ouie Dombroski
Louie_dombroski@yahoeo.com

. _d

I AM STRONGLY QPPOSED TO THE CONSTRUCTION OF DOCKS as proposed by Upper
Peninsula Power Company at Prickett, Victoria, Au Train, Cataract, Boney Falls, and Bond Falls
sites. Given the himited scope of the Shorcline Management Plan, an Environmental Assessment
should be required of UPPCO in this matter.

Let's preserve these sites not just for wildlife, hut for people who want to enjoy them cuietly.
There are too many lakes in our state already that allow motorized travel.

Thank you for considering my vicws.
Response: Opinions noted

Linda Cree

creelindag@ botmail.com

I"m writing to express my opposition to the construction of docks hy UPPCO at Au Fram,
Victonia, Prickett, Cataract, Bond Falls, and Boney Falls.

1 think most of us who live in the U.P. enjoy its wural-wilderness character and realize how rare
this has become in our super-industrialized. highly urhanized world. Protecting the Tukes from
over-development is important to more than just Yoopers, however, everyone in Michigan and
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beyond our borders can benelit trom the rich biodiversity and the natural beauty we have in the
U1’ We need to take such values sersously. and do our part to protect and enhance this land.

Be a good neighhor. No docks please.

Response: Opivions noted. 1PPCO has revised the Bowd Fails SMP to prohibit the installation
of docks at the Victoria imponndment.

Aimee Cree Dunn
starriverst hotmail.com

I want to register my opposition o UPPCO’s proposed dock construction at Au Train. Victona,
P’rickett, Cataract, Bond Falls. and Boney FFalls. These areas dre not the night arcas Tor this sort
of construction.

Listen to those of us who live here, who have lived throughent the northern Great Lakes region
all our hives - keep the UL wald! No to UPPCO’s proposed dock construction! What a
violation of the public trust.

Response: Opinions noted PPCO has revised the Bond Falls SMP to prohibit e installation
of docks at the Vietorta impoundinient.

Gina Nicholas
wildlandcod aol.com

The purpose of this letter is to oppose construction of docks and other development as proposed
by Upper Penmsula Power Company at Prickett. Victoria, Au Tram. Cataract, Boney Falls, and
Bond Falls sites. Cnven the complexity ot this issue and the linnted scope of the Shoreline
Management Plan. an Environmental Assessment should he required of UPPCO n this matter.
L PPCO has the opportumity to be a good steward of these pristine natural arcas. Please
reconsider these short sighted development plans.

Fhank vou for vour consideration.

Response: Opinions noted. . PPCO has revised the Bond Falls SVIP 1o probibir the installation
of docks at the Victoria imponndiment,

Jon Saari
singert39a hotmail.com
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I am writing as a long-time uscr ot 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-hased developer, and think that an Environmental Assessment
is in order to assess these potential changes. UPPCO is charged with maintaining the wildlite
hahitat and wild nature of these places, which means they should stay pretty much as they arc.
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 hig changes - - not to
mention the residential development set hack but very close to these water hodies - - and do not
appear to me consistent with UPPCO’s stewardship of these lands and waters.

Response: /i 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
proposul to remove stumps at the Prickett impoundment.

I have ofien in the past fished the waters helow Prickett Dam. One year 1 had the unusual
experience of watehing a huge sturgeon moving upstream to spawn. | have also found, and
collected the shells of wood turtles along this stretch of water. Both speeies deserve special
attention. and any changes to Prickett Dam reservoir (Projeet No. 2402 must include a
consideration of the impacts on these two spectes.

Response: Each SMP includes a comprehensive analysis of environmental impacts anticipated
to ocenr as a result of implementation of the SMP.

Vietoria Reservoir (Project No. 1964) is also a special concern for me. This reservorr lies within
the Ontonagoen River system, which is partially proteeted under the federal Wild and Scenie
Rivers program. To the West along the river is thirty miles of Ottawa National Forest. much of it
along the Trap 1ills escarpment - - a special comner of the U.P. That deserves enhanced
protection as a national treasure. Victoria Reservoir is a wild place today, and 1 find the prospect
of residential settlement near its shores incompatihle with this wild character (as seen in the river
system and in the Trap 11ills). This is not a well used recreational corridor, like Boney Ialls
(Project No. 2506) or Bond Falls. Thesc difterences among the reservoirs should also he noted
in an Environmental Assessment of all six reservoirs, tor cach of them has a different character.

Response: Through implementation of the SMPs, UPPCO proposed to prohibit docks,
permanent dock lighting, public trails, and enhanced view areas at the Victoria impoundment.

The days are long gone when it was the task of public bodics to facilitate the explotation of
natural resources for private gain. ‘The resumption today is that private gain must be rigorously
justiticd. when it affeets other values negatively. The sale and private reconfiguration of these
six reservoirs is such a ease for rigorous publie review.

Thank vou for hearing my views.

Rosemury Grier
rgrier@remecl.net
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I am a resident of the Western U.P. and | strongly oppose the language i the dratt SMP that
would forever negatively alter the unique wilderness arcas ot all the UPPCO impoundiments
this vicinity.

Response: Opinions noted.

Ann Pace
apace@ charter.net

I am strongly opposed to the docks that UPPCO 1s proposing to binkl on various sites in the UP,
These are Project No. 2506, Project No. 10854, Project No. HOES6, Project No, 2402 and Progect
No 1964 (Boney Falls, Cataract. Au Train, Prickctt and Bond and Victorta). These proposed
projects and other aspects of UPPCO’s “Shorchne Managemen: Plans™ seem inconsistent with
UPPCO’s fegal ohligations to protect and enhance wildhite hahitat.

I hehieve they do not serve the fong-term public good.

Response: Opinion noted. UPPCO has revised the Bond Falls SMP 1o prohibit the installation
of docks at the Victoria impoundment. Additionally, the draft SMPs have been revised 1o
dramatically reduce the overall number of proposed boat stips.

John Skivon
john jredesign.net

FSTRONGLY OPPOSE CONSTRUCTION OF DOCKS as proposed hy Upper Peninsula Power
Company at Prickett. Victoria, Au Train, Cataract. Boney Falls. 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 thss matter. LPPCO must he made
1o comply with its legal agreement to proteet wikdlife as part o s agreement to use these areas
tor the generation of power.

Response: Opinion noted. UPPCO has revised the Bond Falls SMP 1o prohibit the installation

of docks at the Victoria impoundment. Additionally, the draft SMPs have been revised o
dramatically reduce the overall suiimber of proposed boat ships

John Slivon
frogsieharter.net

F STRONGLY OPPOSL CONSFRUCTION OF DOCKS as proposed hy Upper Penmsulia Power
Company at Prickett. Vietonia, Ao Frain, Cataract. Boney Falls, and Bond Falls sttes. Given the
complexity of this 1ssue and the limited scope ol the Shorelme Management Plan an
Favironmental Assessment shonld be reguired of ULPPCO i this matter. TPPCO apparent]y
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~ agreed 1o protect wildlite as a condition to generate power on these waterways and must be held
to that agrecment.  Building docks and disrupting the surrounding land will not do anything to
protect wildlife and can only he detrimental to wildhfe.

Response: Opinion noted. UPPCO has revised the Bond Falls SMP 1o prolibit the installation
of docks at the Victoria impoindment. Additionally, the draft SMPs have been revised 1o
dramatically reduce the overall manher of proposed boat slips.

Connie Sherry
csherry{rup.net

I am a native Yooper who now lives in fron County, hut come from Houghton County. For
years, the public has had aceess to the wonderful wilderness lakes of the dam imponndments at
Victoria, Prickett, and Bond Falls dams. IF this must change, I urge you to keep 1t safe for
wildlife hy keeping the wildemess character of those hodies of water.

{ am opposcd to language in the draft SMP’s that would alter the wildemess character of the
UPPCO impoundments in the Western UP.

Response: Opinion noted.

James Rein
jelsreinfrcharter.net

Fam a 20 year landowner of property on Bond Flowage and an avid outdoor enthusiast who has
extensively utilized the flowage arcas for numerous recreational opportunitics. UPPCO has
never permitted us or our neighbors to have private docks. UPPCO’s corporate policy has
always prohihited private docks in the FERC project lands.

Only after the sale of non-project lands to Naterra, UPPCO now claims private docks for the new
Naterra lot owners are appropriate. The question is “Why?™" The answer is " An extra
$3,000.000.00 dollars.”

As a landowner who is intimately familtar with this entire flowage arca, | totally disagree with
UPPCC's present contentions. The highly fluctuating water levels alone, arc not conducive to
docks of any kind. Additionally, private docks seem to directly contrast with the terms and spirit
of the FERC licensing agreements. 1 believe private docks and other exclusive amenities
planned for the Naterra lot owners, are not consistent with the FERC license requirements of
“enhancing and protecting the scenic, recreational and envirommental vahies of the hydro
project.”

I support and echo the requests of over 1700 individuals, who urge FERC 1o order a new kIS to
determine the cumulative allects these development proposals will have on the sensitive
environment, ccosystems, aesthetic beauty, recreational opportmitics, and abundant and varied

ra
N
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wildhfe species ol the flowages. | also support and echo the request Tor COS studies and request
that the campground displacements be rescinded and re-examined as part of the SMDPs. so
adequate public involvement can be undertaken and any changes will be fair to the public.
mstead of what bas happened with removing the previously dispersed campsites.

Also, private docks will obstruct the presently existing unencumbered public access enjoyed by
thousands of visitors to Bond every year. As a landowner wbo will be adversely atfected by the
Sboreline Management Plans. 1 vehemently oppose the UPPCO WPS & Naterra plans.

Keep your promises, UPPCO WS and mange these flowages 1or the public. Do the rigbt thing
and stop the docks.

No private docks in the FERC project lands. NO DOCKS!

Response: Opinions noted.

Wade Fleming
wadefleming(@hotmail.com

Enhanced viewing areas? [ don’t think looking at 424 houses and docks will enhance anything!
Private trails connecting with public trails isn’t a good idea iU11 just create problems between the
general public and the pickers. The development on any of these Nowages isn't a good
development.

Response: Opinion noted

Norma Veurink

I STRONGLY OPPOSIE CONSTRUCTION OF DOCKS as proposed by Upper Penmsula Power
Company at Prickett, Victoria. Aa Train. Cataract, Boney Falls. and Bond Falls sites. March of
the UPPCO-owned land on these reservorrs is surrounded by National Forest and has been
protected for many generations [ helieve mamtaining private docks on regulated reservotrs for
the purpose of making them more attractive to developers devirtes from the intent of the hydro-
license agreements. Given the cemplexity of this issuc and the hmited scope ot the Shorcline
Management Plan an Environmental Assessmient should be required ot UPPCO i tlus matter.
My comments apply 1o all of the projects histed below:

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

Project No. 10856 {Au Train)

Project No. 16854 (Cataract)

Project No. 2506 (Boney Falls)

26
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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 reservoirs as is the case in lower Michigan. fn the UP, much of the
development on water bodtes s for summer time usc only. in the Kewceenaw Penimsula,
shoreline that has been open to the public for generations has been sold and 4000 sq. ft. houses
have build on the shorefine. These huge homes are used for maybe six weeks out of the year.
However, the landscape has been permanently altered, and the public can no longer enjoy the
shoreline. Please preserve the special arcas listed above for wildlite, naturat beauty, and naturat
enjoyment.

Response: Opinion noted. UPPCO has revised the Bond Fulls SMP 1o profibit the installation
of docks at the Victoria impoundment. Additionally, the draft SMPs have been revised to
dramatically reduce the overall number of proposed boat slips.

Victoria Jumes
viamesl@charter.net

t have already sent my Focns Group comments to UPPCO/WPS/Naterra separately, and to FERC
a few days ago. If WPS/Naterra had been honest about their recent disclosures during the
relicensing process, my feetings may have been different.

t support well-thought out development in our area; after all, we five here, and we nced a
sustainable cconomy. tlowever, the cavalicr methods employed by UPPCO/WPS/Naterra lead
me to seriously doubt whether this venture is the kind of ceonomic development that the area so

desperately needs.

Response: Opinion noted

Att. 60: Doug Scheuneman Sr. — Alger County Fish & Game Alliance

Comments on the UPPCo SMP for the Au Train Basin

Our sportsman’s group wonld like to thank UPPCo for trying to allow a long time tradition of
waterfow! hunting along Project Lands at the Basin. ft appears that you have a plan that wilf
allow hunting within 450 feet of a residence in certain areas by making it mandatory that
permission be granted from property owners that are adjacent to certain traditional hunting
locations on project lands along the east and west side of the Basin.

We must point out that this must be done in writing to be 100% legal.

‘the following comments refer to important changes we feel are needed in the SMP:

First of alf, as we pointed out at the last Eastern Focus Group Meeting. there s no provision for
keeping the Wildlife and Waterfow! Refuge in place. Ata bare minimum we need to keep the
current northern and southern boundary of the Refuge as is during the closure period of
September 1 thru November 0. Duce to the unknown status of a potential sale along the west
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side 1o the MDNR. we would hke to see all project lands (water and land) closed to the public
during the Refuge Closure south of the present north boundary of the Refuge with the exception
of the south dike. At the dike. the current Refuge houndary should remain and the puhlic wonld
he allowed on any project lund south of that line, just as they have in the past. Regardless of
ownership we would tike to see the entire Refuge boundary reniain as a no hunting and no
fircarmi discharge area dunng the closure period. This is very important if the 3asin 1s going to
attract and hold numerous species of waterfowl and other migratory birds during the fall.

Response: LPPCO has revised the mandatory hunting permission within 200 feet of residential
structures to include the entire shoreline of the An Frain Project where non-projeet lands may be
sold. UPPCO does not have the resources or authority (o enforce a public closure of refuge
lands and’or hunting restrictions or to prohibit firearm discharees as suggeested. The state
wildlife agencies wonld have to initiate « public rule-making process and provide rationale for
any public hunting closures anclor restrictions.

Fhe entire waterfowd refuge within the project houndary, not already designated as Project
operation or General Use/tormeal Recreation Area has been desienoted as Conservation: Liniited
Public Trail

Second - while we do need an additional landing at the end of 26 Road, and some minor
improvements at the St landing, our memhers are against any imajor improvements
{enhancements) that will add usage or detract from the “natural™ appearance and acsthetic values
of this Impoundment. We feel that there will he enough added use of the Basin from new:
property owners as the property i« rapidly developing,

Response: Fhe proposed improsements include havd surface concrete ramps and hasic
directional parking for public access. Fo allow case of public use. a barvier-free hoater courtesy
dock has been proposed. Public recreational access must conswlder oll menthers of the puhlic

and support existing recreational uses. The proposed facilition are viewed as bavie recreation
infrasoructure for existing Projoc! uses.

Third - in reterence to atlowing docks. our organization does not feel that cluster docks are in the
best mterest of the general public and will greatly deter from the natnral beauty of this unique
arca. Multi-shp cluster docks stretching 150 feet into the water on hoth sides shoutd not be
allowed. We feel individual docks only need to go out to a depth of 6 feet at normal high water
and not 10 feet as requested. Based on normal size boats for this water body (12-18 1) 2 teet of
water 1s morce than enough depth to motor a boat with the motor atted up on low water
conditions. The problem as we see it is the quantity of docks that wilt crop up on this
impoundment. Not every property owner needs or wants a dock  We recommend no more than
I single dock tor cach 100 teet of trontage and no hoat hfts. The single dock could
acconmodate 2 hoats from two different owners. “the deselopar would have to decide which
lots would have dock access,

Response: UPFCO agrees tha: two feet of water Iy adequate for the type of boat indicated in the

conment. However the license for Au Frain requires a release of mininon flow that may
cxceed inflow wntil the water is lowered from the high elovation of "8 feet to a losw clevation of

N
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772 feer. This is a reduction of eight feet. By accepting a boat draft of two feet, this equates to a
depth of ten feet total ot the high water elevation of 780 feet.

Fourth  with single docks of 60 feet or less there should be no need for lights and we are against
allowing any dock lights. We also feel that 4 foot should be the maximum dock width.

Response: UPPCO has prohibited the installation of permanent dock lighting and boat Lifts.
Hovwever. the maxinmm width of docks will be five (3) feet. The cluster dock configqurations are
designed to rednce the amonnt of shoreline occupied by dock structures. If von take the totol
shorcline length proposed for wherve docks can be located and compare it to 193 potential dock
slips with two slips per individual dock structure, it approximates a 400 foot spacing.

Fifth  on the southwest side of the Basin from where the current Refuge Boundary on the north
intersects the water, then south along the Project Boundary for over one-half mile, there should
be no docks allowed. It appears that this may have been an oversight as the detailed aerial shows
docks bemg allowed in this area opposite pg. 7.9 n the SMP. This area is totally with the current
Refuge Boundary.

The Alger County Fish and Game Alliance want to thank you for allowing us to be represented
on the Fastern Focus Group during the past several months.

Response: The proposed SMP has been amended accordingly.
it §

Att. 61: Ronald Backus

We have been very disappointed with what scems a betrayal of the interests U.P.
residents and vacationers by UPPCO since we had thought the lands and shore lines held by
them were in trust for all, in the return for UPPCO’s use of our waters to produce electric power
for profit. Sale to a development company for development of lakefront lots is not in the pubhic
interest.

We do not expect @ change in this for profit business decision, but we do hope that public
agencics (FIIRC & 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 opimons please.

Response: Comments noted.

Att. 62: Tom Wolfe

Over the past vear, | attended several mecetings hosted by UPPCO. 1 had hoped 1 would
be permitied to speak and ask questions. [nstead, UPPCO made a mockery of this important



Unofficial FERC-Generated PDF of 20071205-0143 Received by FERC OSEC 11/29/2007 in Docket#: P-10856-000

"public" process. Questions had to be written on cards only to be screened hy the facilitator. We
were told we could not ask any questions about the proposed development or the impact the
development would have on the Howages. When a question was read, it was only partially
answered, 1111 was answered at all. Follow-up questions were ot permitted. UPPCO told us only
what they wanted the public to hear,

Fam & property owner on Calderwood Rd, (Interior Township) and do not believe docks should
he permitted at Bond Flowage or any of the other flowages m the ULP

I must use the public access to launch my hoat and then take it home at the end ot the day or
according to the draft SMP, pav to usc a “public dock™. | belicoo the new lot owners should
follow the same restrictions the rest ol us do. As an avid fishenvan and hunter, | helieve care
must he taken to proteet the natural resources ol the area. The placement of lighted docks,
clectric hoists and trails within the project lands will cause irreparahle damage, particularly
aftecting the wildlife habitant and the acsthetic values of the flowages. None of these uses should
he permitted.

Response: Opinions noted. GPPCO has gone to considerable offort 1o produce SMPs that
achieve an appropriate balunce between development, public and private recreation and the
preservation of important nattoal, environmental, or cultural features of the project fands and
waters. I response to comments from agencies and the public (.PPCO has revised the SMPs
to. among other items, eliminate the installation of widerground clectric wiring, the installation
of permanent dock lighting, wid the installation of boat lifts. ddinonally, the final SMPs have
heen revised to reflect a reduction in the 1oral number of proposed hoat slips.

Att. 63: Robert R. Hagen, Jr.

I am writing to register my opposition to the planned cascments to the Upper Peninsula
Power Company's Shoreline Management Plan (SMP) for Projects Numhers: 10854 (Cataract),
2402 (Prickett), 1864 (Bond-Victoria), 10856 (AnTrain) and 2406 { Boney Falls).

My opposition 1s based on the harm such casements will do 1o the scemie, recreational and
environmental values of the surrounding areas. 1 am a native of Houghton, Michigan and was a
long-time stockholder i the Power Company. | am appatled at the lack of concern Tor the natural
environment displaved hy the Power Company's SMP. Once doy eloped. such lands are lost 1o the
public torever. The least the FERC can do is to exercise its responsihility to the environment and
minimmize the harm done. | do not want the Upper Peninsula of Nhichigan, my home arca to which
1 plan to retire. to turn inte another Cape Cod where you have to drive Tor miles without i view
of the ocean due to private development.

Once private development oceurs, there 15 no going hack. The least the federal government can
do 1s perform 1ts duties as a steward ol public resources. Thank vou very much tor your attention

to this nuatter.

Response: Opinions noted

RN
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Att. 64: Jonathan Mead — Upper Peninsula Association of County
Commissioners

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

WIIER]AS, the Shoreline Management Plans include proposals to protect the environment and
enhance recreational opportunities for citizens at the flowages, as well as ensure that proposed
activities are consistent with the purposes of protecting and enhaneing the scenic, recreational
and other environmental values of each project; and,

WIILEREAS, these draft plans were developed hased on more than 14 months of input trom state
and federal resource agencics, local government officials and the puhlic. In addition, UPPCO
conducted focus groups consisting of various stakcholders, including representatives from
county and township hoards, hunting and fishing interests, outdoor enthusiasts and cconomic
development. UPPCO also conducted public mectings and invited comments from citizens
concermng the plans. The company also engaged the puhlic over many months regarding plans
to sell LIPPCO private property at the five hydroclectrie projeets; and,

WIIEREAS, the flowages these Plans address will continue to he open for people to use
- alongside numerous acres of U.P. acres already availahle to citizens, ineluding 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
projeets will over time assist the U.P. construction trades industry. help local husinesses and
grow local tax hases to the benefit of schools, as well as township and county units of
government and the progras and services they provide to eitizens. Broadening the tax basc in
.1, comties is welcomed, recognizing the state’s current financial status and cconomic outlook;
now theretore,

BE I'T RESOLVED, that the Upper Peninsula Association of County Commissioners (UPACC)
herehy approves this resolution 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 dircets that a copy of this document he transmitted to U.P. Power Company and appropnate
state and federal officials.

Response: Comments noted.

3
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Att. 65: Steve Hovel

RE: P-1864, 2402, 10856, 10854, 2506

RE: The application by LPPCO and its SMP lor all of the abov
Altention:

Janet Wolfe, Communications Vanager

LPrco

CC: Kimberly D, Bose Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

Dear Janet and Kimberly,

1 oppose modilications o the onginal license and 1 opposc the 10w SMP as proposed by
UPPCO.

As 1 viewed the SMPs for Bond and Prickett and looked at the nuaps of the areas 1ts clear that
the human disturbance will fragment the eeosystem. 1 amn a retired Environmentat Scienee
Instructor, and in my analysis to atlow development of building <ites and then piers and docks as
proposed would certamly intertere with the contiguous habitat requirements ot a number of
species.

While many species can adapt .o humans including whitetamil deer and the skunk. 1t is the much
rarer and endangered or threatened speeies that will not be able 10 adapt.

All species have a Zone of Tolerance shaped like a bell shaped curve. now divide that bell with 5
vertical zones with the center being the optimuin range, every species has its own range of what
it can tolerate and thus its own belt shaped curve Tar every environmental tactor, such as
teniperature, sunlight, raintall. competition on and on, ineluding man made lactors such as noise,
as wel as habitat tragimentation. When a species s foreed to 1ry to hive outside of its optimum
TNge 1t CNCOUNters Stress.

‘This could result ina varicty ot consegnences ranging from poor reproduction (1o no
reproduction) to loss of the species. The species may simply move and leave the area
(enmgration) or may penish winle trving o adapt. Plant species can not pack up and go. A covote
could adapt the thmber wolt would not. the whitetail deer would adapt the Moose would not, now
include all species including migratory song birds. (The US Anuy Corps of Engineers can update
you on the Federal Migratory Bird Actwhich would have an nnpact on the wettand arcas such as
tlood plain next to all rivers.) In addition human disturbance wall Tead to the intrusion of a
number ol Mvasive species or "non natinves "

[01s well documented that the nunber one cause of a loss of species s toss of habuat. Today
unless there is a natural disaster the main cause of'a loss of habitat starts with fragmentation of
the original habitat by hnmans. Add to this other environmental factors sueh as chimate change
and the ecosystem s severely stressed. and finds itsell m an arthicial zone of tension. Plant
species and everything else associated would be altered torever
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[ am not opposed 1o sales to some types of conservation minded groups, nor am 1 opposcd to all

e . .
types of development. But to take these large tracks of land and change tbeir management o
allow for multiple building sites and water access woutd be a fatal blow to the ccosystem as 1t
has cvofved over tbe thousands of years sinee the glaciers.
Sincereiy,
Steve Hovel
W6054 Creamery Road
Fort Atkinsen, Wi 53538
Response: Opinions noted. Each SMP includes a comprehensive analysis of environmental
impacts anticipated to occur as a result of implementation of the SMP. UPPCO wilized
numerous FERC orders approving SMPs and non-project use of project lands as the templuate for
the environmental impact analysis. UPPCO has tuken great care in revising the SMPs to assure
the proposed non-project uses proposed do not result in fragmentation (breaks in the forest
canopy). Additionally. UPPCQ designed the SMPs to be consistent with, and in many instances
to further, the goals and objectives of the overall requirements of the projects " licenses and
FERC-munduted managenment and monitoring plans.
Att. 66: Jim Lyons

- May 17. 2007
Kimberly 2. Bose, Secretary
Federal [nergy Regulatory Commission
888 First StN.E.
Washington D.C. 20426
Re: Please protect Micbigan's undeveloped water bodies: Project No. 1864 (Bond and Victoria).
Project No. 2402 (Prickett), Project No. 10836 (Au Train), Project No. 10854 (Cataract) and
Project No. 2506 (Boney Falls).
Dear Sceretary Bose,
t STRONGLY OPPOSE CONSTRUCTION OF DOCKS as proposed by Upper Peninsula Power
Company at Prickett, Victoria, Au Train, Cataract, Boney Fails. and Bond Falls sites. Given tbe
complexity of this issue and tbe limited scope of the Shoreline Management Plan an
Environmental Assessment sbould be regmired of UPPCO in this matter.
Buitding tbese docks will fail the mitigation for these license agreements UPPCO agreed to
protect Please safeguard and enbance wildlife babitat, provide for public access and manage the
torest tor old-growth (at Bond Falls and Victoria Reservoirs) as previously agreed.

——
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We hope to visit this part of Michigan one day but will not i thi~ shoreline loose their
undeveloped character.

Sincerely.
Jim Lyons

Response: Opinions noted.
Att. 67. William Malmsten, Vice President — Upper Peninsula Environmental
Coalition

May 17,2007

fanet Wolte, Communications Manager
Upper Peninsula Power Compiny

PO Box 130

Houghton, ME 39931-0130

IN THE UPPER PENINSULA OF MICHIGAN

Bear Ms. Wolte:

The followimg comments are w regard to the draft Shorehne Management Plans (SMPs) for six
basins in the Upper Peninsula of Michigan, specilically as Tollows: Project Numbers: 10854
(Cataract). 2402 (Pricken), {864 (Bond-Victoria), 10856 (AuFrain, and 2406 (Boney Falls) (the
basins hereinatter).

‘Fhese comments are subminted on behalt of the Upper Peminsule Environmental Coalition
(UPEC). UPEC is a grass roots nonprofit organization with about 300 members. We are
dedicated to the protection of the unigue environmental qualities of the Upper Peninsula of
Michigan. Our members tend 1o enjoy natures quict splendor while participating i such
activities as lnking, canocing. hird watching, and nature photography. Many of our members use
or would like to use the Basins in question for the pursuit of such acuvities.

‘Fhe Basins are currently in a relatively natural condition suntable for the enjoyment by our
nmiembers. In general the mtense development provided For in vour dratt SMPs would severely
degrade the natural conditions ol the Basins making them poorly suited for the enjoyment by our
members. Fhis intense level of development 1s inconsistent with the provisions and intent of the
operating heenses from the Federal Encrgy Regulatory Comnnssion

Response: There iv no “mirense development ™ proposced for project lands. The non-project uses
of the projects fands include paths, trails, recreation enfrancencns, and dock siructures. These
rses are consistent with achioving an appropriate halance between development. public and
private recreation and the preservation of important natural. emvivonmental, or cultural features
of the project lands and waters.

14
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-~ Our ohjections to the draft SMPs center on the proposed non-project use of project kands,
specitically the proposed granting of casements to property owners of lands bordering the project
lands for the following purposes: The installation of private boat docks up to 150 feet in length.
The installation of power lines to power lights on the docks with up to 300 watts per dock and to
power boat lifts on the docks. The clearing of view corridors up to 200 Teet in width through the
projects lands so that bordering property owners will be ahle to view the basins from their
homes. The construction ol four-foot wide pathways through the projeet lands from private
homes to their private docks on the basins.

Response: Opinion Noted. The nses UPPCO proposes to vegulate throngh the SMPs are
consistent with the types of nse and ocenpancy of project lands and waters that FERC afiows.
That being said, UPPCQ has considered the comments received from agencies and the public
In response to some of those comments, UPPCO has revised the SMPs to ( 1) elintinate the
installation of undergronnd electric wiring, (2) the installation of permanent dock lighting, und
(3) the installation of boat lifis. Any trails constructed pursuant to the implementation of the
SMPs will be available for public nse. enhancing the hiking activity UPEC purports to enjoy.
With respect 1o the three SMPs that allow the creation of view enhancement areas, the
restrictions on the view enhancement areas have heen modified to rednce the width to a
mecimion of 40 feet and to Himit the length to a maximum of 200 feet. Additionally, the view
enhancement areas have very stringent limitations on tree cutting and trimming.

While the Division ol Hydropower Administration and Compliance (DHAC) Compliance
ITandhook — Standard Land Use Article. appendix T Article (a), and the corresponding
provisions in each projeet license, provides for non-project use of project lands, it states that
“The licensee may exercise the authority only if the proposed usc and occupancy is consistent
with the purposes of protecting and enhancing the scenic, recreational, and other environmental
virlues of the project.” (emphasis provided) The proposed casements would neither protect nor
enhance the scenic, recreational or environmental values of the project basins,

Response: UPPCO disugrees with this comment and has gone to considerable effort to produce
SMPs that protect and enhance the project’s natural resonrces and the project's primary
finction, the production of electricity, while providing public recreational enhancements and
directing, managing and mitigating the impuacts of anticipated development of non-project lands
s0 us te complement or have neutral effects on those natural resonrces. In addition, UPPCQ has
cramanically increased Conservation Lands at all of the Projects, prohibited commercial trec
harvesting (cnhancing old growth forest chavacteristics) and will be prohibiting veluenlar aceess
o many existing logging roads.

Boat Dock Installatton:

Perhaps the largest negative impact would oceur as a result of the proposed dock installations. A
total of &37 individual lighted boat slips with electric powered hoat lifts would be allowed in the
six basms. 1t is unclear whether the electric power could be used by dock owners tor other
purposcs such as powering boat lights or electronic music sound systems. The negative mpact
on the scenic values of the basins hy the docks alone would be severe. When 837 hoats are
added 1o the docks, the affect would be devastating on the scenic and environmental values of
the basms,
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Response: /n response to comments from agencies and the pphice, UPPCO has revised the
SMPs 1o, among other items, climinate the installation of undereronnd electric wiring, the
installation of permancent dock Hhting, and the installation of boat tifts. Addinonaily. the final
SMPs have been revised to veflect a rednction in the total nmumber of proposed boat stips.

While UPPCO does not have direct authority over boating activ ity on the buasins, the type of hoat
launch tacility and the presence of the docks would have a major impact on the intensity of boat
use and the type and size of warercraft present. Larger boats ard pontoon bouats may be
impractical to use on the basin beeause of the difficulty in Taunching and retrieving the boats in
the basins. But if the boats can be launched and left in the basins at the private boat docks for the
entire boating scason, then the use of these larger boats will be 1casible and their use is hkely to
oceur. The presence of these larger boats at the boat docks and also their use on the basins
would negatively afleet the scenie and environmental values of 1he basins, and they would also
negatively affect the reereational values of our members and of many other people who enjoy the
natural beauty of the basins,

Response: The commenter states that “Larger boats and ponto:n boats may be impracticol to
nse on the basin hecanse of the difficulty in lannching and retrioving the boats in the busins. ™ 1f
thett is the case. and since the tvpe of lunding is wsually dictated v the conditions on the
reservolr, then the use of the larger boats would also be impractical. Frhaneements that are
curvently planmed for the boat ramps were developed through consnltation with the agencics
prior to the development of the SMPs based upon the need due 1o the conditions that cvist o the
reServolr.

Asaresult of agency and public comnents the size and proposed mmher of dock facilities for
private use have been rednecd. However, UPPCO hax included pubhic vecreational dock
focifities in the SMPs that are suitable for public access ot cacl: Project,

Jory

CPPCO does have outhority over the tvpes of hoats thar can he stoved at the hocat slips.
Therefore, os on additionoel resiriction to prohibit the improper hoating on a reservoir that
carmof accommodate it at Cataract  a relatively small rescrvoir), CPPCO has modified the
SMIP to restrict the horse power of the engines on boats stored overnight at the boat stips to a
maximum of 23 hp for conventional boats and a maxinmm o M+ by for pontoon hoats.

The presence of farger numbers ot larger sized boats could also be cxpected to negatively impact
water quality. The following excerpt is Irom the Kmvirommental Assexsment for The Use of
Motorized Warercraft in the Svivania Wilderness, Ottawa natonal Forest, Unned States
Department ol Agriculture, July 1994 (emphasis provided):

The degree to which engunes enit potlutants depends on o variety of tactors
including the size of the eaging, the age of the engine. the tvpe of engine (two-
cvele. four-cvele, pet, cte) wvpe of Tuel used and-or the degree to which the enging
1s tuned and maintaimed
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Onee discharged into the water, petroleum hydrocarbons may remain suspended
in the water column. concentrate at the surlace, or scttle to the bottom. Many
hydrocarbon compounds may not persist lor very fong because ol their
innniscibility, volatility. or hiodegradability. However, while petroleum nay
disappear rapidly Irom the water column, the portion that reacbes the sediment
may persist for several years. Lead compounds Irom gasoline additives tend to
sink to the hottom scdimnents (Poflution Impacis from Recreationaf Boating: A
Bibliography and Summary Review, Milliken and Lee, 1990). Elfect ol pollutants
rom marine engines include odor, and off taste in fish and toxic ¢llects on
AQualic organisms.

Power boats also bave been shown to impact bottom sediments ol lakes and to
increase turbidity. In 1974 the Environimental Protection Agency (EPA)
published a study analyzing the impacts of boating activity on turbidity in sballow
lakes (defined as those with a maximum depth ol 30 feet). They examined the
impact ol varying horsepower engines on lakes of varying depths. The study
concluded that even a 10 horsepower cngine could produce substantial stirring of
bottom sediments at deptbs up to 15 leet and the engines witb greater borscpower
<an do even more damage tban smaller engines. (Power boats on shalfow lakes: A
hricf summary of literatnre and experience on Lake Monegan (NY), Wright and
Wagner, 1991

Thus il the instaltation of the large number of docks called for in the dralt SMPs
results in increased boating activity and increased boat size, the negative
environmental impact would be substantial.

Response: Opinion noted. however, we fail to anderstund the correlation GPEC attempts to
draw between the instaliation of the proposed docks and increases in the size of boats over
those that enrrently use the UPPCO imponndments. With respect to boat size, UPPCO has
considered the potential aesthetic impacts of larger boats and in response has modified the
Cataract SMP 1o limit motor size to 25 horsepower for conventional boats or pontoon boats
with a maximnm horsepower of 50, UPPCO has also considered the environmental impact
of boats and determined that there could be moderate long-term impacts to water guality
through the introduction of additional nntrient supplies in the form of uncombnsted fuel us a
result of the operation and maintenance of additional hoats on the impoundments. An
increase in recreational boating on the impoundments is anticipated to occur, with or
without implementation of the proposed SMPs

The environmental studies commissioned by UPPCO provided a detailed description ol the
basins. thic associated project lands, and the flora and Tauna present. However the impact of the
proposed development on the Nora and Tauna was not covered or was not covered adequately.
Many of the wildlife species noted in the studics, such as cagles, loons, and great blue herons,
arc know 1o he sensitive to buman activity. The increase in boating activity, and the disturbance
of shoreline habitat with 150 11, long boat docks would neitber protect nor enbance
environmental conditions for wildlife in and around the basins.
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Response: The resource reporis ¢ "environmental studies ™) wene never intended to be NEPA
eavironmmental assessments. Rotier, as clearly indicated in the ~copes of work that were
reviewed and commented on by the resource agencies, the obyecives of the studies were to
gather readily available existing information, to conduct ficld vork to verify the presence and
condition of existing data. to document existing conditions. and 1o ussimilore and provide the
collected information in the form of GIS-generated resource incontory maps and reporis.

The impacts 1o project fands as a result of public trails, paths, Jinited view enliancement areans,
and‘or the placement of docks along the shore were cach assessed in Seetion 9 of caclt vespective
SMP. Additionallv. shoreline aciivity has been reduced in man . areas by consolidation of
overaight activities to more suixable areas.

View Cornidors;

While the View Corridors up to 200 feet in width are intended 1o provide a view of the basins
from the homes on kinds bordering the project fands, such ctearing would also make the homes
visible from the basins. Our members and others who are visiting the basins to view the natural
beauty of the landscape woukd be negatively impacted when the view of naturc is replaced by the
view ol private homes. Wildlife using the habitat provided by project Fands would be negatively
impacted by the clearing g of the view cormidors and by the increase human activity in the view
corridors. The presence of the view corridors would neither proteet nor enhance the scenic,
recreational and environmental values of the project as regnired by the project licenses and by
the Standuard Fand Use Article.

While conveyance of casements s provided for in the heense agreements tor ¢ertain purposes
under certain circumstanees, the clearimg of View Corridors is not among the hsted possible
purpose tor easements.

Response: The maxinnam proposed width of view enhancement arcas along the shoreline is 40
feet. GPPCO has very specifie dosign criteria for the installation of mited view enhancement
areas on project lands. These criteriawere developed to protect the itegrity of the resonrces
Surronnding the project. I response to conmmments from agencies and the public, several of the
SMPxs have heen revised to reduce or efuninate the number of view enliancement areas. The
view enhancement arcas are inclided in the SMP v order for FERC ta review them and provide
a decision on whether or not to allow them.

Pedestrian Paths and Wooden Walkwayvs:

The four-foot width of the pedestrian paths would scem to be wider than necessary for toot
travel. The presence of wooden stairs and walkways could negatively aftect the scenic values of
the project. ‘The provision atlowing the storage ot docks. boat fitts, and ramps on the pedestrian
paths within n project lands would negativeh aftect seenie values of the project.

Response: Wooden stuairs and welkwavs will be used oulv in huiited mstances where extreme
topography or sensitive ecofogreal areas warrant. In response 1o comments from agencies aned
the prblic, UPPCO has revised the SMPs: docks men ondy be siored within ureas so desigroted
for dock storage. No storage of docks is permtied on poths or vails
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Predetermined Qutcome of Planning Process:
UPPCO seems to have used the clahorate planning process to try to justify the intense level of
development that they had already decided upon hefore the planning process began.

Response: UPPCO used the planning process to get feedback from regulatory bodies. state,
I ‘ . &

local, and federal governmental agencies, non-governmental organizations, and the general

public. Based on feedback, UPPCO has made significant revisions to the SMPs.

As a memher of the castern basin Focus Group 1 attended every eastern hasin focus group
meeting. At cach mecting I made most ol the points that are listed ahove. The membhers ol the
castern hasin focus group were largely opposed to the intense development ol the hasins. Yet the
opinions of the focus group memhers seemed have heen largely ignored in the draft SMPs in
favor of the desires o Naterra Fand Company mangers, the purchaser of the hordering non-
project lands.

Response: Based on conments UPPCQO received, the eastern focns group members were largely
in support of the proposed draft SMPs.

1 understand the Wisconsin Puhlic Scrvice’s (UPPCO’s parent campany) 2005 report 1o stock
holders indicates that UPPCO sold a portion ol its real estate holdings tor 5.9 milhion doHars,
with the possibitity ol realizing up to an additional 3.0 million dollars as certain contingeneies
are resolved. 1fin fact those contingencics include the project land casements heing granted to
Naterra'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 he very dillicult for UPPCO mangers to ohjective in
the development of Shorcline Management Plans and that close scrutiny by The IFederal Energy
Regulatory Commission is in order.

Response: Opinion noted. The final SMPS have heen revised significantly to address public and
agrency inpit.

Conclusion:

The rapict development of the shorclines ol lakes and streams for home construction in the Upper
Peninsuta ol Michigan is causing wildhile hahitat, and scenic and recreational opportunitics to
disappear. The licensing agreements Tor the hydroelectric projects were designed to protect the
shorehnes Trom development Tor wildlile hahitat and Tor the scenic and reereational enjoyment
hy the puhlic. UPPCQ is trying to cash in on the demand for shoreline lots by developing the
project hasing in conflict with the spirit and letter of the licensing agreements. The process used
to develop the SMPs is flawed because ol UPPCO manager’s bias for development. An
Environmental Assessment by a neutral party is nceded in order to determine the allect of the
proposed development on the scenie, recreational, and other environmental values ol the project.
We helieve that the proposed casements through project lands should not he altowed.

Response: As previously stated, UPPCO designed the SMPs to achieve an appropriate halance
hetween development. public and private recreation and the preservation of important natural,
environmental, or cudtural features of the project lands and warers, UPPCO 15 not developing



Unofficial FERC-Generated PDF of 20071205-0143 Received by FERC OSEC 11/29/2007 in Docket#: P-10856-000

shoreline lots, in fact. UPPC has proposed no home constraction within the Project houndary.
Each SMP includes a comprehensive analysis of envirommenta! impacts anticipated to oceur as a
result of implementation of the SMP. UPPCO wtilized nwnerons FERC orders approving SMPs
and non-project use of project iands as the template to describe the environmental impacts,
Additionally. UPPCO designed the SMPs to be consistent with, and in many instances to further,
the goals and objectives of the overall reguirements of the profects” licenses and FERC-
mandeted management and monitoring plans,

Sincerely,
Wilham Malmsten. Vice president. Upper Peninsula Environmental Coalition

Cc: FERC

Att. 68: David L.. Sladky

5-18-07

Janet Wolle
Communications Manager
LPPCO

PO Box 130.

Houghton, M1 49931-0[30

Dear Janet Wolfe,

Hoas essential to respect our natural home and reserve places for quict rejuvenation. The long
term monetary value ot keeping rature natural will tar exceed anv short teem prolit or
convenience. Docks and shoreline development will onlv encourage disrespect and disharmony,
lowcering property value, For reai value. for the benelit of future generations, for our heme, for
vour legaey. keep nature natural.

Thank vou tor vour tinw,

David 1.. Sladky

Response: Opinion noted
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e

Att. 69: John Coupe
May 18, 2007

Upper Peninsula Power Company
PO Box 130
Loughton, Mi 4993 |
Attention: Janct Wolle
Dear Ms Wolte:
As an Ontenagon County landowner, I have ¢losely followed the proposed sale ol 7300 acres ol
land (ot which approximately 1360 acres have been sold) by UPPCO at six UP lNowages. Fach
of these owages has unique characteristics which I do not believe were adequately addressed in
the Draft Shoreline Management Plans.
It is dilficult to place a value on acsthetic beauty. But I best describe it as something you realize
you had once it is gonc. As an avid canocist, | enjoy the screnity of an undisturbed shoreline,
drifting along observing eagles, listening to loons or watching a rtle lay her eggs in the sand. |
am also a hunter of deer, grouse and other small game. | have many concerns with land

- fragmentation and the loss wildlife habitat.
Response: (UPPCO attempted to minimize visual impacts by locating docks in areas that were
sheltered from prominent viewing locations around the impoundments, maintaining low profile
docks and ntilizing natral (muted) colors that do not stand oat against the background
landscupe. Additionally, UPPCO has prohibited the installation of boat lifis, and associated
lighting.
According to the license agreements (and associated plans), UPPCO agreed to protect a
mininum 200 foot butTer around these impoundments. However, the dralt SMP outlines many
planned uses, including private lighted individual and cluster docks. None of these will protect
the shoreline and definitely do not enhanee the reasons | value these flowages. 1talso causes me
to question the integrity ol GUPPCO's promise with the FERC and gencral public.
UPPCO has not established how these uses are consistent with the terms ol their license, The
dralt SMP fails 10 address the cumulative ellects any planned development will have on the
project lands and waters. Until these plans are made known and the efTeets evaluated, these
proposed uses for the project Jands should not be approved.
Response: The non-project uses of the projects lands include paths, trails, recreation
enhancements, und dock structures. These nses are consistent with achieving an appropriate
halance between development, public and private recreation and the preservation of important
natural, environmental, or cultural features of the project lands and waters,

S
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It UPPCQO is truly serious about protecting these fragile enviromments. they should uphold the
license by establishing permanent protection of the shoreline and prohibit priviate docks.

Sicerely,

John Coupe

3527 136" Ave
Hamilton, M1 49419

Copy to: FERC Projects 1864, 2502, 2506, 10856, 10854

Response: Opinions noted.

Att. 70: Dan Haskell

May 18, 2007

Janet Wolte
Communications Manager
UPPCO

PO Box 130

Houghton, Ml 49931-0130

Dear Ms. Wolf,

I oppose the recent plans Tor housing devetopnient for the Bonds Fulls project (project no. 186:1)
and other similar projects i the ULP. The following report is reason enongh for UPPCO to
reconsider the planned development in this region. This report s hased on scientilic research
conducted in northern Wisconsm in recent years.

Summary:
Shoreland housing development has increased dramatically in recent decades in northern
Wisconsin. Riparian and hittora! habitat has been altered due to this housing development. The
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riparian and littoral areas ol inland lakes are critical habitat Tor a varicty ol wildlite. In addition,
lakes shorelines are transition zones hetween upland and aquatic ccosystes and support an
exceptionally high biodiversity. Recent studics conducted on high- and low-development lakes in
Vilas Connty, Wisconsin have documented negative changes in the floral and tauna on these lake
shorclines.

Introduction:

Northern Wisconsin contains the third largest density ol freshwater glacial lakes in the
world, with more than 12,400 lakes scattered across the northern third of the state (WI)NR
1996). Vacationers have heen attracted to this region for decades, and more recently, increasing
numbcers of people are replacing small seasona) cottages with large year-round houses along the
lakeshore. 11ousing development has increased an average of 216% since 1965 on lakes greater
than 10 ha in northern Wisconsin (Figure 1 ' WDNR 1996). Gonzalez-Abraham ct al. (20006)
stuggest that lakes arc 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 ol'lakeshores in northern Wisconsin since the 1930s, and most buildings
were located within 50 m of each other, suggesting people will tolerate living close to one
another on lakes (Gonzalez- Ahraham et al, 2006). This concentration ol housing development
along lakeshores has negative consequences for wildlife habitat and the structure of riparian hird
communities {Racey and Euler 1983, Lindsay ct al. 2002, Woodford and Meyer 2003).

Figure 1. Percentage of shoreline developmant io oorthera Wiseonsin since 1965
(WDNR 1996).

- Shoreland Butlding Increase
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Removal of vegetation structure along shorelines on high-development lakes is a
commoen practice. Ehas and Meyer (2003) reported a signilicant reduction of shrub layer and
course woody dehris on high-development compared to low-development lakes. In addition,
non-native and less common speeics have spread and proliferated with human development and
hahitat lraginentation throughout northern Wisconsin. Altered species composition can change
the physical characteristics of lakes and the biological processes that occur within them.

Background:

a3
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Ripanan and httoral zones of lakes provide eritical habitat tor a varicty of wildhte.
protect water quality, and have acsthetic appeal when the shorchne is naturally vegetated (Engel
and Pederson 199%). Recent studies have documented the negative ellects on the floral and launa
due to lakeshore alteration caused by housing development. For example, specics composition of
breeding birds differ significantly (Iandsay et al. 2002), abundinee of green frogs is substantially
lower (Woodlord and Meyer 20033, and vegetation structure and composition m ripanan and
littoral zones difler prolonndly (has and Meyer 2003) between ngh- and low- residential
development lakes. In addition. certain piscivorous birds such as the common loon (Gavia
immer). and osprey (PPandion hahactus) avoid lakes with a ngh level of buman disturbance
(Newbrey et al. 2005} Furthermore, high-development lake shorelines have less course woody
habitat (Christensen et af. 1996, Ehas and Meyer 2003, Marburg et al. 2006) and aquatic
vegetation (Radomsld and Goeman 2001) which reduces babitat for waterfowl and fish {(Moyle
and Hotehkiss 1945, Jennings ¢t al. 1999) and deereases fish growth rates and population size
(Schindler et al. 2000, Sass 2004},

Lindsey ¢f af (2002) paired bigh-development lakes with fow-development lakes of
similar physical charactenistics and perlonmed point-counts around the perimeter of cach lake to
assess bird community structure. Their results revealed several species and some resource guilds
were more abundant i one lake development type or the other
(Iigure 2} Ground nesting and insectivorous birds were more comimon on low development
lakes. On high-development lakes seed-cating and deciduous-tree nesting birds were more
abundant (Lindsey et al. 2002).

Figure 2. Comparison of avian species composition (Lindsey ef el 2002) -
What has Happened to Songbirds?

Undeveloped Lakes Developed Lakes

Several species that are listed in US. Fish & Wildlife Service Region 3 Resource
Conservation Priorities (2002) appear to be more abundant aronnd low-development

takes (Table 1; Robertson and Flood 1980, Clarke er . 1982, Moors 1993, Mever ef af.
1997). The regional and local dechine ot these species has potential ecological etieets.

IFor example, the loss ol insectivorous birds can have a protound effect on woody plant
production (Sipura 1999) and mav relate to the substantial increase m defoliating insects in
Wisconsan (WDNR 2004,
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Table 1. USFWS Region 3 species of conservation priority, which are associated

et with low-development lakes in northern Wisconsin (Meyer ¢f oL 1997, Lindsey eral
2002, Newbrey ¢f ol. 2005, Meyer 2006).
Commen Nemes Species Foraging IHet | Nestiop
Black-throated Blue Vermivora pinus Hover glean Insect | Shrub
Warbler
Canada Warbler Wilsonia canodensis | Hover glean Insect | Ground
Common Loon Gavia immer Surface diver Fish | Ground
Connecticut Warbler Oporonis agilis Ground Glean | Insect | Shrub
Golden-winged Warbler | Vermbvora Foliage Glean | Insect | Ground
- chryvsoptera _
Osprey Pandion haliaetus High dive Fish | Deciduous

Recogmition of the indireet influence of riparian residential development has spurred
investigations aimed at understanding which featurcs of development are responsihle for
altering breeding bird abundanee. In a study of residential development along forested
shorelines on Lake Superior, Manarolla and Flaspohler (in review) found that developiment-
related changes in vegetation were responsihle for dramatic differences in breeding density
for at leuast seven bird species. Greater vegetation diversity and structure increase bird
ahundance and species richness (Niemi and 1Hanowski 1984, Probst ef al. 1992, Patterson and
Best 1996). The reduction of suh-eanopy and shruh layer coverage on high-development
lakes (Clarke et af. 1983, Ilias and Meyer 2003) plus increased predation and human
disturhance likely contributes to the scarcity of ground nesting and insectivorous birds on
high-development lakes in northern Wisconsin (Schmidt and Whelan 1998} (Tahle 2).

45
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Table 2: Bird species which may be negatively Inflaeoced by sboreline
development (Meyer er al. 1997, Lindsey er al 2002).

Common Names Species Foraging Dict | Nesting
American Redstart Setophago ruticille Ground glean i3 Insect | Deciduous
Black-and - White Mniotilto vario Bark glean Insect | Ground
Black-throated Bluc Vermivora pinus Hover glean . tnsect | Shrub
Black-throated Green | Dendroico virens Foliage glean | Insect | Conifer
Warbler ]
Blackburian Warbler | Dendroica fiisca Foliage glean | Insect | Conifer
Brown Creeper Certhia americana Bark glean Insect | Conifer
Caneda Warbler Wilsonia canodensis | Hover glean Insect | Ground
Chestnut-sided Dendraica Foliage glean Insect | Shrub |
Warbler pensylvanica ]
Common Loon Govia immer Swiscediver | Fish |Ground !
Common Yellowthroat | Geothlypis trichas Foliage glean | Insect | Shrub
Connecticut Warbler | Oporonis agilis Ground glean | Insect | Shrub
Golden-winged Vermivoro Foliage Glean | Insect [ Ground
Warbler chrysoplero _
Hermit Thrush Catharus guitatus__| Ground glean | Insoct | Ground !
| Magnolia Warbler Dendroica magnolia | Hover glean Insect | Conifer
Mallard Anas platyrhynchos Dabbles Seeds | Ground
Nashville Warbler Fernivora ruficapilla | Folisge glean | Insect | Ground
Northern Parula Poruio americana Foliage glean | Insect | Deciduous
Ovenbird Seiurus aurocapifius | Ground glean | Insect | Ground
Pileated Woodpecker | Dryocupus pileatus | Bark glean Insect | Snag
Pine Warbler Dendrocia pinus Bark glean Insect | Conifer
Rose-breasted Pheucitcus ! Foliage glean | Insect | Deciduous
Scarlet Tanager Pirago olivacea Hover glean Insect | Deciduous
Solitary Vireo Vireo Solitarius Foliage glean | Insect | Conifer
| Song Sparow | Melospiza melodia Ground glean | Insect | Ground
Swainson's Thrush | Catharus ustulatus Ground glean | Insect | Shrub
Tennessee Warbler Vernivora peregrina | Foliage glean Insect | Ground
Tree Swallow Tachycineta bicolor | Aerial forage Insect | Snag
Veery Catharus fuscescens | Ground glean | Insect | Ground
Warbling Vireo Vireo gilvus Foliage glean | Insecl ; Deciduous -
: White-throated Zonoricia albicollis | Ground glean | Insect | Ground
Spaow |
Winter Wren Troglodytes Ground glean ! Insect | Snag
_Ltroglodytes .
Yellow Warbler Dendroica petechia Foliage glean | Insect | Shrub
Yellow-bellied Sphyrapicus varius Bark glean | Insect | Dectduous
| Sapsucker | 8 . | -
Yellow-rumped Dendroica Coronata | Fohage glean Insect | Conifer
Warbler _
Yellow-throated Vireo | Vireo flovifrons Fohage glean Insect | Deciduous

P-10856-000

Several studies throughout North America have reveated an inercased n
mesopredators (e vaccoon (Pracvon lotor), stniped skunk «(Mephits mephitis) and feral cats
(Ielis catus)) with increasing Foasing development and habitan iragmentation
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(Ochler and Litvaitis 1996, Crooks and Soule 1999, Crooks 2002). Mesopredators are medium-
sized predators, adult males weighing hetween one and 15 kilograms (Buskirk
1999). In addition, housing development displaces higher trophic level carnivores, which may
control mesopredator populations or result in a “mesopredator release™ (Crooks and
Soule 1999, Schinidt 2003). A mesopredator release involves the release or increased density of
a consumer species usually Tollowing a decline in predation hy species at higher trophie levels.
The increascd ahundance of mesopredators is experienced hy species in the next trophie lower
level in the Torm of higher predation rates, which in turn can cause prey populations to decline
and can potentially alter community structure
(terhorgh et al. 1999). Certain mesopredators adapt well to human development (1echt and
Nickerson 1999, Prange et al. 2004) and prey heavily on nests of wetland and songhirds,
waterfowl and raptors (Johnson et al. 1989) Sargent. A.B. et al. 1993, Schimidt 2003, McCann et
al 2005). Certain avian specics that nest on or near lake shores are currently in decline, which
may he do to an inerease in mesopredators (Lindscy ef af
2002. Furthermore, historically these mesopredators were not common to northern
Wisconsin (Jackson 1961) and recently have emerged in ahundance with human development.
Among the mesopredators, the raccoon has prohahly benelited the most due to high
human development on lakeshores. Raccoons have the most diverse dicts ol'any camivore,
which has heen important in their suceess in human dominated landscapes
(Gehrt 2004). Raccoons readily exploit human garhage, pet food. and other lood resourees
related to human activities {Gehrt 2004, Prange ef al. 2004). The raceoons climhing ability
allows it to aceess garhage cans, dumpsters, and hird fecders, which are common in residential
developments. This artificial Jood resource has had positive affcets on raccoon demographics
throughout its range (11offinan and Gottschang 1977,
Prange ef al. 2003, 2004). Raccoons olten lose 50% of their body mass over winter
(Mech ¢f al. 1968), hut in suhurhan areas raccoons may lose only 10% (Riley et al.
1998). 11 is well documented that raccoon densities are higher in urban and suhurban arcas
(1otTman and Gottschang 1977, Broadfoot er al. 2001, Prange ¢r al. 2003). Prange et al. (2004)
reported raccoons having relatively small home ranges in urhan and suhurhan envirenments in
contrast to rural areas, which was due to the abundance of artilicial Tood resources. In addition,
seasonal changes home ranges size were least pronounced at the suhurhan arca (Prange et ol.
2004). Furthermore, 1{offman and Gottschang (1977) documented that raccoons use linear travel
routes going to and from feeding arcas and home range averaged 5.5 times as long as wide,
suggesting that high poputation densities and abundant food resources are the cause ol'small
lincar home ranges.

Conclusion:

It is well documented the elleets housing developmient has on lake ccosystems.
Therelore, | urge UPPCO to reconsider the current development plan on Bond Falls and other
projects n the region. 1 behieve that UPPCO and private citizens has a responsihility to protect
and preserve our natural resources. The time has come when corporate entities, developers,
government agencies and private citizens' work together to manage our dwindling resources.

Sicerely,

Dan Haskell
£ O, Box 589
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South Range, M1 49963

Response: Opinions noted. UPPCO is not proposing any development within the FERC project
houndary. Thercfore, the titeratre cited is not applicable to this proposal.

Att. 71: Nancy Warren, Spokesperson — Upper Peninsula Public Access
Coalition

The Upper Peninsula Public Aceess Coalition
P O Box 102
Ewen, M1 49923
WWW. uppac.com
May 19, 2007

Upper Peninsula Power Company
PO Box 130
Houghton, M1 49931
Attention: fanct Wolte

Re: Draft SMP Comnents P- 1563, P-2402, P-10856, - 10854, -2506
Dear Ms Wolte:

Lpper Peninsula Public Access Coahitton (UPPACY is a “coalition” of concerned citizens,
‘The common thread that connects us all is our enjoyment and concem for the Takes. streans,
rivers and woodlands in Michigan’s Upper Peninsula,

To date, we have gamered support Irom over 1760 individuals who believe FERC should toree
UPPCO to follow the Section 5.4 Handbook process and order the preparation of a new
environmental impact study. We believe FERC should not approve any conveyances until a new
LIS has been prepared and shared with the public because the planned sale and residential
development of adjacent LPPCO kmds were never disclosed 1o the public during the relicensing
provess.

W believe its eritieal that all citizens be allowed the opportunity to participate at cach level of
the process ivolving the planned uses for the public waterway< and project lands surrounding
the flowages at Bond. Victoria, Prickett, AuTraim, Cataract and Boney Falls.

As stakeholders, UPPAC tought tor a Shoreline Management Plan. We believed one of the most
basic goals for development of the plan was for the licensee (UPPCO) 1o bring together all
imterested parties tor open discussion. UPPCO made public promises they would, but hike many
other promiscs. UPPCO tell terribly short.

Public Mectings

Ihroughout this process, UPPCO/WPS held several “informational™ meetings. However, their
many “rules” limited public participertion:

Eh
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Questions had to he in wnting

Only guestions related to the topic being discussed that night could be
suhmitted

No other topics could he raised

Anything written had to be in the form of a question (no comiments were
allowed)

No matter how poorly the question was “answerced”, no follow-up guestions
were permitted

Due to the limited time UPPCO permitted. very few gquestions were read. For those that were,
LPPCO representatives often cither partialty answered it or missed the point altogether and
failed to answer it at all. One just has to look at attachments 69 and 70 of the Draft SMP to read
the nuniber of questions/comments submitted cither at the meetings or via email (some of the
guestions/comments are even cut oft) that sull have not been addressed hy UPPCO.

Response: UPPCO has answered all the questions that were submitted at meetings, via email,
Jetter corvespondence or on the UPPCO website. (see consultation records for respective
projects).

the AuTrain puhlic mecting was held 4/3/07 despite a prediction of 8-11 inches of snow and
dense tog atong the Lake Superior Shoretine keeping many people away.

The meeting for Boney and Cataraet was held 4/4/07, even though more than a foot of snow fell
- during the day, with winds gusting to 50 mph, closing many roads and canccting tlights. Iere is
an cxcerpt from the 4/5/07 edition of the Mining Journal:
MARQUETTE  High wind gusis and record snowfall made the idea of spring in April a far-off dream for
Murgnette Cownty residents

Tite Nationa! Weather Service in Negamee Township measured 24 inches of snowfall Wednesduy.
hreakmg a 1974 record of 12 inehes. Meteorologist Jason Alumbuanugh ufso said the snowfull 10tul was the
sec ond largest 24-howr total in the office’s istory .

We were shocked that UPPCO held these two public mectings despite record hreaking severe
weather. If UPPCO was truly sincere ahout reeeiving puhlic input, they would have rescheduled
cach of them,

Response: UPPCO staff was present at the meeting and did travel to attend the meeting. Other
individuals were able to attend the meeting. UPPCO did not receive any requests (other than
this onel for a replacement meeting. Therefore, none was scheduled.

Focus (1oups

UPPCO has now presented their Shoreline Management Plan stating it is the result of
“consnltation” and “collaboration” with local government officials, agencies, and memhers of
the puhlic. including two specially formed focus groups. Consultation implics there were
discussions among focus group memhers and with UPPCO. Attempts hy any member o initiate
a discussion were not tolerated. UPPCO never sought consensus and 1t was made clear that the
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focus groups would not have any rote establishing goals or objectives for the Shorcline
Munagement Plan.

Stmilar to the public meetings. the Focus Groups also had a strict set of rules that restricted
participation:
At the beginning of cach meeting, we were permitted to make a statement.
No onc was allowed to ask any questions during the UPPCO presentations,
Following the presentations, cach member was given u chance to make another
statement or ask a question. On rare occasions, and it aimie altowed, we were
permitted a tollow-up guestion,
- Fhe public was not allowed to observe the mecting
- Reporters were not atlowed
- We were not permitted to record any meeting.

At the 572:06 pubhic "inlormational™ meeting, the pubhic was told that the Shorceline
Management Plan “will address concerns.”™ Yet, tocus group memhers were never allowed 10
discuss many of our concerns. Those that were mentioned, such as the impact unbumed tuct-lucel
spills would have on water quahity. were not addressed. The numicrous comments regarding
private docks and the negative impact they will have on shoreline acsthetics and the traditional
uses ol the flowages were ignored and some of these comments were not recorded m UPPCO’'s
offictal mmutes. UPPCO even led local government representanives to behieve their concerns
over private docks didn’t matter (unkess they supported themy hecause the final decision rested
with The IFERC.

LPPAC suggested separate focus groups be Tormed Tor each of the flowages or least cach
project, to aecommadiate more puhlic participation; UPPCO refused. We asked for a team ol
“technical advisors™ snch as biologists, wildlife managers and other experts who coukd be
avanlable at mecetings to answer our questions: UPPCO refused. B became ¢lear trom the
beginning that UPPCO was mierely going through the motions but not the process by hosting
tocus group meetimgs. UPPCO was Just not interested in any input that opposed their plans to
convey privite uses of the project lands to Naterra.

Followmng complaints about the composition and rules Tor the focus group. UPPCO 1ssued o
letter to focus group members dated 6713-06 that stated "I vou continue 10 attemd. we eonsider 1t
an acceptance of the meeting structure and guidelines m this lener.”

In other words, take 1t or leave it

Section 6.7 of the SMP indicates the majonty ol the ptanned enhancements are the result of
“eonsultation™ with members of the Toens groups. This is simply not rrue. Most were “planted™
deas. inttiated hy UPPCO representatives at the tocus group mectings. LPPCO representatis es
cven met privately with selective tocus group members at other nimes and locations o barter
support Tor their “enhancements™ and private convevances to Naterra,

Response: Al consultation swith veference to the SMPs was conducted 1o gain input and ideas
from those groups and agencice imerested in the projects and 1 SV planiing process,
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Consensus on the complicated issues preseuted in the SMPs was not u goal of the focus group
wmeetings. However, many of the ideas that were expressed during agency conswdtation and focus
group meetings have been incorporated into the SMPs.

UPPAC requested a meeting devoted solely to the licenses and hoped for a meaninglul dialogue.
UPPAC anticipated a meaningful dialogue. We were hopeful that the proposed uses Tor the
project Linds would be compared to each license and associated plans. Instead, at the 6:22706
meeting the focus group was told this was not our role.

LUPPCO representatives read selective sections Irom the Hicense while we were expected to sit
and listen. Those ol us who read the lcense were ITustrated because we were not allowed to
question UPPCO or discuss the numerous inconsistencies. For example:

Prickett

A key element o the Prickett lcense, Article 414, was never even mentioned at the focus group
mectings and was not posted to the UPPCO wehsite until UPPAC brought it to their attention n
late March 2007. We helieve this was a critical omission as this article refers to the shoreline
bulfer zone as an area where there shoutd be a “no tree cutting zone.™ Although UPPCO
substituted the wording in the Land Use and Recreation

Management Plan to read “no timher harvesting™, no one anticipated a major development or
that “*¢nhanced” view corridors would be planned. When asked, UPPCO responded that they
interpreted “no timber harvesting” to mean, “no commercial harvesting™. The intent of Article
414 is clear - no tree cutting; the Keense would have stated no commercial harvesting had that
been the intent.

UPPCO is proposing the removal of hrush (including young saplings) less than 2 inches in
diameter for pedestrian paths and viewing corridors. 1t is our position that vicwing corridors
should not be permitted without a license amendment request with impacts addressed as part of
an environmental impact study.

Response: Opinions noted  The Article 414 Comprehensive Land Management Plan states that
the plan is u forest management plan that includes a variety of imber management technigues
for project lands, including aesthetic and harvest inanagement technigues. The objectives of the
plan are to manage timber resources in the buffer zone using acsthetic imanugement practices.
UPPCO proposes to amend this plan (through implemewation of the SMP) to prohibit all nmber
harvesting practices. including aesthetic management techniques. on all project lauds.

Au Train

Appendix D (Private Land Use Guidclines, applying to corporate tands) ol the

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

The intent of the approved CLMP is clear. there will be no private docks or usc of the shorehine
at AuTrain.
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Response: We agree the CLMP is clear. Fliere will be no “unauthorized” docks or uxe of the
project shoveline. Thix will vor change with implementation of the SMP,

Cataract

‘The Comprehensive Land Management Plan and Wildlile Plan approved by the FERC in

1999, called for acsthetic management "acsthetic management s applied to arcas that have
unigue qualities that require more restricted management policics or preseriptions.

Such areas include but are not Iimted 1o 200 ft shorehne buller zones .. due to the importance of
the areas withm the 200 tt of shoreline, any management within the 200 11 zone will he
conducted only after consultation with MDNR."

Among the objectives stated was "UPPCO's goal i1s to work m parinership with nature through
proper management of the progect lands Tor optimum enhancement.” Howcever,
Goal 6 ol the dralt SMP 1s to "imminnize impacts 1o the acsthene quality of the shoreling ™

The approved Wildltte Plan also states "the relatively undisturbed condition of the property
within the project boundary provides Tor excellent waldlile hahitat. . land management activities
will incorporate wildlife management techniques to enhance wildlite populations.” Howcever. the
draft SMP, Goal 8. states to "avoid or minimize impacts to sensitive wildhtfe species.”

The approved Wildlhle Plan Turther states "Shoreline buffer zones and environmentally sensitive
arcas are treated different Irom other areas. All shoreline butler zones are 200 ft wide and
acsthetic management teehniques are the only management activities allowed m these areas.
Acuve vegetative management can take place within this 200 1t zone if approved by all parties
(Trcensee. LSEFWSMDNR)Y The draft SMP allows Tor "enhanced™ view areas. This is a direct
contradiction to the management coneepts described n the hicense's wildlife management plan
LPPCOWPS wants us and the

FERC to believe their dratt SMP s consistent with the approved hicense and ptans. They are not
even close.

Response: Tl CLMDP for the Cataract Project cuevently aflow s aesthetic management tinther
harvesting within the 200 foor buffer zone aronad the impoundimens Thirought implementation of
the SMP.UPPCO proposes o profubit all timber harvesting praciices, mcluding aesthetic
management techiigues, on all projeet fands.

Bond

The recreation plan subnutted by UPPCO and approved by 1'ERC stated “In order to obtam old
growth charactenstics along the shorelines of project reservorrs as deserihed in the Butfer Zome
Plan. to enhanee loon nesting potential as described i the Wildlite and

Land Manageiment Plan, and o provide more 1solated habitat for waterlfowt and threatened
spectes. LLPCO proposes o develop neo designated camnp site iocations near the hoat lannches
of the Bond Falls Reservorr, once on the east side and onc on the weest side of the reservor

EPPCO lead us to believe chmimation of the dispersed campsites was for environmental reasons,
while in reahity they were planamg for an extensive land sale 1o a major developer. 1t wis not
until after LPPCO obrmned FIWRC approval for consolidatton ot the dispersed camipgrounds

o
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(November 2005) that they unveiled their plans to sell their non-project Jands to Naterra and to
convey casements for trails and private piers and docks to the new ot owners.

Now that the true reasons have been revealed, the entire campground conliguration should be re-
¢valuated as part of this process.

The Recreation Plan approved by FERC altowed for:
A canoe take out arca with directional signage to Agate Falls for canoc launching
opportunitics
A hard surtace boat taunch at Barclay hoat landing
A skid pier at Barclay hoat landing
! Improvenents to parking at Barclay Boat landing

Now. LPPCO states these enhancements for the puhlic will he done WITHIN TWO YEARS OF
PLACEMENT OF THE FIRST DOCK tor Naterra’s lot owners or 2010,

This is just another ploy hy UPPCO to mislead the public: H you support the private docks:
LUPPCO will “give™ you a canoc take-out while in reality, these recreational enhancements are
required by the heense.

Nearly all the other puhlic 1ecreational enhancements need approval hy FERC or consultation
with agencies but UPPCO says they are now contingent upon the first private dock heing placed
on the project lands. These additional enhancements are inerely a manipulative tool hy urerCo,
hoping 10 huy support for Naterra's private docks on the project tands.

Response: In response to comments, GPPCO has revised the SMPs. - For the purposes of
developing a schedule for vecreational development UPPCO has concentrated on providing
amenities 1o existing formal public recreation fucilities in order to upgrade and make the
existing Jacilities more user friendly and accessible.

Individuatls who did not read the license were given the impression that the proposcd plammed
non-project uses of the project lands were in comphance.

General Comments Regarding the Draft Shorehine Management Plan

We belicve UPPCO has a responsihility to ensure that shoreline development activities that
oceur within project houndarics are consistent with the intent of the FERC approved hcense(s)
and associated manage nent plans.

According to FERC guidelines, a Shoreline Management Plan ($MP) is a comprehensive plan to
manage the multiple resources and uses of the project shorelines in a manner that is consistent
with license reguireme ats and project purposes, and addresses the needs of the puhlic. However,
UPPCO has stated the surposc of the SMP is “managing and mitigating the impacts ol
anticipated development of non-project lands so as to complement or have neutral elfects on
those natural resources ™ UPPCQO fails to mention comphiance with the license requirements.

Response: UPPCO has gone to considerable effort to produce SMPs that protect and crhance
the project’s natiral resonrces and the project’s primary: function, the production of electricity,
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while providing public recreational enhancements and directing. managing and mitigating the
impacts of anticipated developmoent of non-project lands so as 1. complement or have neutral
cffects on those natwral resonrees. The non-project uses of the projects lands addressed in the
SMPs include paths, rails, recreation enhancements, and dock stractures. These uses are
consistent with achieving an appropriate balance benveen devclopment, public and private
recreation and the preservation of important natural, emsironmental. or cultnral features of the
project lands and waters.

Development of public and privaie docks, recreanional development. access roads, and
telephone. gas, electrie ntiline distribution lines, ete. were anticipated during the relicensing
process. To address the additional uses, FERC included a Stavndard Land Use article in each
ficense. UPPCO designed cach of the SMPy to be consistent with, and in many instances to
Surther, the goals and objectives of the overall requirements of the project s license. In some
instances, approval of the SMP as it is proposed will constitute amendments to the existing
approved plans. Compliance with licensc requirements is clewrhh addressed i Section 6 of cach
respective SMP.

The Upper Peninsula Public Access Coalition opposes alt private individual and cluster docks at
all six Lpper Penimsula tflowages. We do not support “pedestrian paths™ or “enhanced ™™ view
corridors. We believe these uses to be in eonflict with the current licenses andfor management
plans tor the flowages. The project shorelines are undeveloped with little human disturbance.
The proposed uses will degrade not only the aesthetic values of the shorehines, but will also
negatively impact wildhife and watertowl] habitat.

Response: See response above

The Draft SMP suggests that our communitics can expeet an cconomie windfall 1f the proposed
private docks are allowed. The aralysis presented by UPPCO is purcly speculative without
information about the cost of road mamtenance, police. police. fire and other services. LPPAC is
once again asking that UPPCO and Naterra fund an independent cost of service study 1o support
(or challenge) their ¢lanns.

LPPCO would hike the public to behieve thorough environmental assessments were done.

They even claimed at the 5702 06 public mecting that they consider “its envivonmental study to
be equivalent in seope to an Lnvironmental Impact Statement.”™ We disagree.

The assessiments done by EPRO were merely an overview ot somie of the reservorr features.
They were poorly prepared, onuntted 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 UPPCO™s proposals will have on the project lands, they responded they
were not hired to address the impacts.

Response: [t is importmt o note that UPPCO did not relyv solclv on the environmental reports
i isolation of the vohanes of recrcatton and envirammenial information that were collected
during relicensing and information oltained through consudtation with the general pubiic and

POSCRIFCC QEeRCIes,
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UPPCO now states “Until such ume when development proposals at each of the impoundments
are put forth, it is not possible to assess the potential resource impacts on project kands and
waters.” We helieve all of UPPCO’s and Naterra's development plans should first he put Torth.
Then. the potential resource impacts on the project fands and waters can he made known through
a FERC ordered Environmental Impact Study foltowed by a puhlic comment period.

Response: Each SMP includes a comprehensive analysis of environmental impacts anticipated
{0 occur as a resudt of implementation of the SMP. UPPCQO utilized numerous FERC orders
approving SMPs and non-project use of project lands as the template for the envirenmental
impact analysis.,

Given the way focus group and public “informational” mectings were condueted, it is no surprise
that the Dratt SMP reHects everything UPPCO had originally proposed in their NELA of
December 2005 with one exception. UPPCO did remove the han on puhlic fishing within 100 ft
of Naterra’s private docks. In virtually every other way, this Draft

SMP is a direct retlection of UPPCOs original goal: private boat shps Tor every Naterra ot
OWICT.

Response: /n response to comments from agencies and the public, UPPCO has revised the
SMPs to, among other items, eliminate the installation 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 « reduction in the total number of proposed hoat slips.

Summary
The Draft Shoreline Management Plans are inadequate. None address the cumulative impacts the

proposed sale and development of the non-project fands will have on the project lands including
water quality, wildlife habitat and the aesthetic value. The proposcd non-projeet uses of the
project lands are not consistent with the lcense and will signilicantly diminish puhlic access and
recreational usce of the shoreline and project waters.

We will continue to urge the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission to order a new
comprehensive Environmental Impact Study for cach ol the flowages, along with puhhic hearings
FoHowed hy a puhlic comment period, prior to the approval of any conveyances on the project
lands.

Response: We believe the non-project uses are consistent with achieving ani appropriate balance
between development, public and private recreation and the preservation of important natural,
environmental, or cultural features of the project lands and waters.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

(filed electronically with UPPCQO)
Nancy Warren, Spokesperson

Upper Peninsula Public Access Coalition
Copy to FERC

M
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Att. 72: Karen Tischler

19 May 2007

Janet Wolfte

Commumications Muanager

Upper Peninsula Power Company
P.0. Box 130

Houghton, M1 49931-0130

RE: Comments on the draft Shozehine Management Plans for proposed devetopments on Bond
Falls. Victoria, Prickett, AuTrain, Boney Falls, and Cataract Reservoirs (FERC hydroelectric
projects numbers P-1864, P-2402, P-10956, P-2506, P-10854)

Pear Ms. Wolfe:

Thank vou for the opportunity to comment on the dratt Shoreline Management Plans (SMPs) for
cach of the FERC-regulated rescrvoirs hsted above.

The Standard Land Use Article (Article 420) of the current license agreements between FERC
and UPPCO allows UPPCO to gramt permission tor some uses ol project lands on the reservoirs,
but only tor those uses that are “consistent with the purposes of protecting and enhancing the
seenic, recreational, and other environmental values of the project. ™ T will make reterence to
this statement in these comments to demonstrate how | believe the actions propescd in the SMPs
tor these reservorrs are mconsistent with the spint of the FERC Heense agreements with UPPCO.

Wen the western Upper Penmsula are fortunate to have abundant public lands which protect
natural resonrees and provide recrcational opportumtics. LPPCO™s own commussioned
“Assessment ot the Recreation. Wildlife. Foon, and Acsthetic Resources™ (prepared by E-PRO in
2006) states that “d defining character of UP lakes in general i their remote, undeveloped
feel 70 However, with the incrcasing value of watertrout property, tewer and lewer shorchnes
retain this wild feel - even with the boundaries of large tracts of puhlic land. such as the Ottawa
Natronal Forest, much of the lukeshore is privately-owned and developed. Since the function of
these project fands has primarily been to generate electricity, and secondanly to tulfill the
assoctated federal licensing requirements, these reservoirs have m fact been mamtamed as wild
landscapes with limited development, providing ample hahitat for wildlife and recreational
opportumties.

As evidence of the ngh vatuc the pubhic places on natural and scenic landscapes. Frefer to the
same UPPCO-commissioned report cited above, i which surveved users ranked the “natural
character™ of these reservoirs as the most important factor why people choose to use them tor
recrcation. Furthermore, users also valued remote lakes. undes cloped shorelines, ample wildhte
viewimg opportunitics, secmg few people and a dark mght sky more than they valued developed
campgrounds. Why then s U PPCO proposing additional campground developmentand new
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puhlic docks as concessions tor developing the lake for private interests, and couching these
concessions as “recreational enhancements”™ when your own survey suggests these are not among
the things that the puhlic would identify as “‘enhancements™ on these particular reservoirs?

I helieve the developments UPPCO proposes in the SM1s to remove stumps (on Prickett) and
add viewing areas, access paths, docks, and dock lighting in FERC-regulated project areas will
degrade rather than proteet and enhance the scenie, recreational and environmental values local
(such as mysclf) and tourist users seck at these sites.

I am particularly concermed that proposed actions in the SMP for Prickett Lake will have a
delitarious impact on both the environmental and acsthetic integrity of this site. The E'PRO
report states that the topography surrounding Prickett 1.ake ™is noteworthy for the Upper
Peninsuta’ and that “this quality is enhanced by long-distance views from the southeastern
subunits of Silver Mountain™ (Scction 5-9). Adding the proposed trails (and stairs). docks and
lights would significantly alter the association, appearance and feel ot this landscape.
Additionally, as 1 understand, the area just below the Prickett Dam supports one of. and perhaps
the only remaining. free-ranging, self-sustaining population of Lake Sturgeon in the Great Lakes
Basin. While the SMP does concede that stump removal and dock additions would likely cause
temporary increasces in turhidity, the plan in no way evaluates the potential long-term unpacts of
these activitics on downstream Lake Sturgeon. | helieve any actions which could jeopardize the
health of this population would violate the FERC license agreement.

I urge UPPCO to not only uphold the terms of existing licensing agreements wath FERC on these
hydroelectric project reservoirs, hut also to he a leader i land stewardship by considering
partnerships with conservation huyers on non-project lands rather than development interests.

| recommend Prickett Lake as an ideal place to practice the type of land stewardship. Protecting
this arca would he a great contribution to the communitics you serve in the Upper Pemnsufa and
would go far in improving your commitment 10 being an envivonmentally sensitive company.

I hope vou take these comments and concerns into consideration.
Sueerely,

Karen Tischler
49820 l.imernick Rd.
Hancock. M1 49930

Ce: FERC. Congressman Bart Stupak, Senator Carl Levin, Senator Dehhie Stahenow

Response: In response to comments from agencies and the public, UPPCO has revised the
SMPs 1o, among other items, eliminate the installation of underground electric wiring. the
installation of permanent dock lighting. and the installation of boat lifts. Additionally, the final
SMPs luve been revised to reflect a reduction in the total number of proposed boat slips. At the
Prickett project, plans to remove stumps have also been eliminated
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Att. 73: Joseph Kaplan, Director — Common Coast Research & Conservation

20 May 2007

Janet Wolle

Communications Manager

Lipper Peninsula Power Company
P.O. Box 130

Houghton, M1 469310130

Subjeet: Comments on draft Shoercline Management Plans for & pper Peminsulia hydrocelectric
projects: Bond Falls (P-1864); Prickett (P-2402); Au Train (P-10856); Escanaba River Pam #4,
Boney Falls (P-2506); Cataract (P-10854).

Dear Ms. Wolte.,

We appreciate the opportunity 1o provide comments on the dratt Shorehine Management Plans
(SMPs) for six reservoirs on which private development and increased public use 1s being
proposed by the Upper Peninsula Power Company (UPPC O

Our organization is dedicated to 1he study and protection o common loons in Michigan. Our
biologists work closely with public agencies, corporations, and the private sector inan ettort to
increase appreciation and understanding of this State-histed species. Our experience with loons
spans over fifteen years. and includes the momtoring of loon populations throughout the Upper
Peninsula, including the Ottawa National Forest, 1sle Royale National Park and Sceney National
Wildhile Reluge. The Tollowmge comments will address aspects ot the SMPs that have the
potential to influence the protection and enhancement of loons and loon habitat on these
TCSCIVOITS.

We are concerned that the draft SMPs do not convey a commitiment from UPPCO to protect and
enhance conditions for nesting loons on these hydroelectric proect lands, and we identity this as
the major delieiency of the plans. We believe that the dssessmont of the Recrcanon, Wildlife,
foon, and Aesthetic Resorrces on the reservoirs (completed by H PRO in 2006) provided
insutTicient information for determining the appropriate number and placement of docks and
trails o as to mimmize impacis te breedmg foons and their nesang habitat. Furthermore. we
behieve that the current management ol the project lands that allows for widely fluctuating water
fevels to be the primary limiting factor tor the nse of UPPCO reservoirs by breedimg loons.

Response: Operational impacs of the projects were addresscd aid resolved with the issiance
of new FERC licenses for the respective projects. Operationad aspects are met germane to tis
proceeding. During the Qu Tram licensing process, the decision was madc that the miniminn
How reguirements owhich canse the reservoir o lower) was more heneficial ro the coavironment
than the fluctuarion of the water levels, However, UPPCC aeiees toinstall and maintam one
loon nesting platform at the du Train Reservolr in a location derermmed throngl consubtation
with the appropriate resonrce agencies.
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~_ Our own cursory surveys of the Bond Falls, Au Train and Prickett reservoirs suggest that while
the number ot current loon territories on these reservairs appears to be much lower than that
suggested hy their overall size and their frequency ol nesting hahitat, there is considerahle
potential 1o support additional loon territorics by enhancing this habitat to accommodate the
particnlar characteristics of the impoundments. Specifically. the use of floating nest platforms
for loons can be very effective on reservoirs that experience large fluctuations in water levels
(c.g.. Boud Falls and Au Train). We have suceessfully used this conservation tool in the western
Upper Peninsula to mitigate the loss of nesting hahitat duc to shoreline development, and nesting
platlorms are in widespread use on FERC-regulated projects in New England (Evers 2004, p.
39). UPPCO is obligated by Article 414 ol the relicensing agreement on the Bond Falls Project
to place two such platforms on Bond Falls and one on the Victoria Reservoir. However, at this
time no platforms have heen placed, nor has UPPCO assessed the numher of loon territories that
could feasihly he supported on each ol these reservoirs with the use of these platforms. Until a
complete assessment ol hoth existing and potential loon territories is undertaken, including an
evatuation of the most appropriate locations in which to position potential platforms, we believe
that any proposed alterations to the impoundment shorelines or islands that will increase or
concentrate reercational use of the reservoirs is premature. We helieve that the impacts of such
proposed actions on current and future loon use cannot yet be accurately evaluated.

Response: UPPCQ is not now, nor should it be, required to assess the number of loon
territories that could be supported by the project impoundments. Through the recently
completed licensing process, the Commission determined the need to install and monitor the
snccess of nesting structures. UPPCO will report on the success of the nesting structures after
complete agreement has been reached with the agencies on where (o locate the structures. The
resource agencies have initially recommended two locations for nesting platforms at Bond Falls
Reservoir. UPPCO is in the process of finalizing the locations of these platforms and will begin
installation shortly,

We are additionally concemed that UPPCO’s proposal to develop docks and trails adds a new
layer of complexity Tor maintaining these water resourees for loon production. Development and
recreation do not necessarily preclude successlul loon occupaney and productivity, but it is
widely estahlished that nesting loons can be disturbed hy human recreation. Understanding the
impacts ol this recreation on Toon productivity is complex, and requires caretully designed site-
specific strategies to assure successlul protection (Evers 2004). For example, loons nesting on
artilicial platforms is high recreation areas olten need a hulfer area (created hy floating huoys) to
rednce histurbance. In our experience, it takes a considerahle commitment to maintain anc
monitor artilicial nest platforms and huoys to assure successful use hy loons. and an additional
investment of time and energy to educate the public regarding the appropriate hutfer distances
required hy these nesting pairs.

In light ol these considerations, we offer the Tollowing recommendations to proteet and enhance
loon populations on FERC-regulated Upper Peninsula impoundments. We urge UPPCO to

incorporate these recommendations in the final SMPs.

1) We recommend that LPPCO estahlish goals for the numher of Toon pairs to he mantained on
each reservoir through the development ol a long-term artificial nest platform and monitoring
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program. Onr conservative estimates for the number of potennial loon territories on the Bond
Falls. Prikett and AuTrain icservoirs are:

a. Bond Ialls: potential Tor 5-7 loon territories (at leas: three currently exist)

h. Prickett: potential for 2 loon territorics (no known territories currently exist)

¢. Aulrain: potential tor 5-6 loon termitories (no known territorics currently exist)
These esttmates are based upon surveys of the current conditions on thesce
walerhodics, and upon loon territorial densities on a) nearby reservoirs that expericnee more
natural water level fluctuations (i.e. Cisco Chain). and h) Luarge natnral lakes systems at Isle
Royale National Park. We belicve that these estimates represent reasonable goals that can he
achicved within a five year time frame, and we strongly encourage ULPPCO to adopt them
within them within the linal SMPs.

t-
——

We recommend that LPPCO develop an artificial loon nesting plattorm and monitoring
program hetore taking measures to increase reereational opportunitics on shoreline and island
areas through construction of docks. trails, and new campsites. Prior estahlishment of an
artificial loon nesting platlorm and monitoring program would allow for a less disruptive
approach to the suhsequent placement ol any development infrastructure.

3} We recommend that the SMPs incorporate all potential Toon nesting habitat (inctuding
istands. wetlands and areas surrounding nest platlorm sites) into Conservation Arcas.
especially on reservoirs with maximum likelihood of supporting natural loon nesting sites
(1.c., thosc that are managed in a “‘run-of-river”™ mode and experience limited water level
fluctuations). Specifically. on the Prickett Impoundment wo recommend that att shoretine to
the cast of the iskands at the south end of the lake he designited as a Conservation Avea rather
than an Access Pathway Arcir

4} As there s little evidence (published or ancedotal) that the proposcd no-wake zones outlined
m the SMP wall he eltective in protecting nesting loons, we recommend removal ol no-wake
zones from the final SMPs 1 they were included for the henefit of loons.

5) We rccommend UPPCO ¢valuate the potential impact of proposed increases in recreational
tse on nestng loons and inudify the Development and Recrcational Enhancement Proposals

of the SMPs accordingly.

We hope you tind these commenis uselul. We offer our expertise to vou as UPPCO constders
measures 1o protect and enhance loen usage of its Upper Peninsuta reservorrs.

Sincerely,

Joseph Kaplan
irector, Common Coast Rescarch & Conservation

Cer FERC, USEFWS, USIES, MIDNR

Literature crted: Fvers. D.C 20040 Status assessmient and conscrvation plan for the Common
l.oon (Gavia immer) in North Amenca. ULS, Fish and Wildlile Service. Hadley, MA

>0
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Response: UPPCQ has taken loon habitat in consideration during the development of the SMPs
and the SMP classifications. including where recreational enfiuncements would and would not
be located. Numerous areas around the respective impoundments were eliminated for
consideration. This approactt to classifying resources is consistent with the direction provided
by Clwistie Deloria (USFWS). During an agency meeting, Christie indicated that not all
potential loon habitat would need 1o be protected, even though loon habitat is considercd
Usensitive,

In general, literature has shown that increased human pressure may effect loon nesting,
however, it has been documented that some individual loons can acclimate to human aetivigy
over time. and can nest successfully under moderate levels of human pressure (Melntyre and
Barr, 1997, [eintherger et.al.. 1983). The non-project use of project lands will not be immediate
and is unticipated to occur over a period of ten to fifteen years. Increased human pressure may
also come from a general increase in recreation use of the impoundments. Al potential habitats
need not be protected especially where no nesting pairs of loons cnrrently exist. The focus
showdd be on actually used territories. On impoundments that do not currently have nesting
populations, an adequate amonnt of prime nesting ureas will be protected for future use. The
SMPs analyzed the environmental impacts associated with proposed non-project use of project
lunds and concluded that implementation of the SMP is not expected 1o have an impact on state
or federally-listed threatened or endangered species.

The SMPs will be an enforceable dociment that will assure new threats from nnanticipated uses

at the time of licensing are adeguately identified, evaluated, and addressed. Therefore, since
curvent plans do not vestrict these uses, the plans do not need to be modified.

Att, 74: Nicole Pollack

3649 Buvou
West Bloomfickl, M1 48323

20 May 2007

Janet Wolte

Communications Manager

Upper Peninsula Power Company
2.0 Box 130

Houghton, MI 49931-0130

6]



Unofficial FERC-Generated PDF of 20071205-0143 Received by FERC OSEC 11/29/2007 in Docket#: P-10856-000

RE: Comments on draft Shoreiine Management Plans for Uppe: Peninsula hydroelectric
projects: Bond Ialls (P-18647; Prickett (P-2402); Au Train {P-10856); Escanaba River Dam #4,
Boney Ialls (P-2506): Cataract (P-10854)

Dear Ms. Wolfe,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide public comment on Upper Peninsula Power Company’s
(UPPCQ) Shorchine Management Plans. UPPCO, a subsidiany of Integrys Encrgy Group, Inc.
(Tormally WPS Resonrces Corporation) contends they chose Niterra Land (Tormally Tavlor
Investment Corporation and Four Scason’s Reality) to develop land surrounding U.P. reservorrs
because Naterra Land has a “tradition and commitment lor quality projects that are harmonions
with the snrrounding environment.” Unfortunately, Wisconsin circint court system
(hup:rwecawicourts.gov) and the U.S. Army Corps ol Engmcecrs records indicate this may not
be the case. as Nattera Land 1s well represented in the files of both (see information below). In
addition. there are several instances where Naterra Land has sued focal planning comnussions
and'or conservation districts when these authorities have moved to control the scope ot Naterra’s
development. It concerns mic that several of the reservoir projects are in rural arcas that may
have no protective zoning measures i place thus making them vilnerable to unscrupnlous
developers (e, Houghton Coumty’s portion of Prickett. FERC No. 2402),

Though UPPCO may view conmmentary on Naterra Land bevond the limited scope of the
Shoreline Management Plans | believe itis important tor UPPCO to clarity or detend Nattera’s
“track record™ in regard to potential past violations such as those provided below, UPPC s on
record promoting Naterra L.and’s reputation as a contentious developer. 1 behieve 1ois eritical to
evaluate past problems ot UPPCO’s development partner so that the character of the reservorrs in
question is not negatively impacted by UPPCO’s proposed plans to provide private docks on
FERC regulated tlowages. What contingeneies does UPPCO currently have in pliace with
Naterra Land regarding the development ol docks on UPPCO Nowages?

I would like to know why UPPCO contends Naterra s “the best ot ihe best™ when 1t comes to
developers and, specifically. what US Army Corp ol Engincers cases represent violations of
navigable waters. Furthermore. can UPPCO provide any other Iederal or State agency records
concerning violations of protective statues by Naterra Tand or s ahases (e.g. the Bnvironmental
Protection Agency or the State of Minnesota)? What measures can be put in place to iavord the
kind of misunderstandimgs that lead to lawsuits between any potential developer and local
planning agencies?

Fially. UPPCO has sought the s apport ol local governmmnents and school districts to support their
proposed Shoreline Muanagement Plans on the premise that such development will Tead o niore
tax money for schools and mumcipalitics. Can UPPCO provide any evidence, such as a Cost of
Services Analysis, that can support the assnmption that docks and tranls will produce much need
tax revenue tor these rural commumities? 1t seems that any increase i tax revenue will most
certainly be offset by the cost ol developing and maintaining infrastructure i such remote and
rural locations. }recommend U PPCO provide a summary m the SMP's of what measures it has
taken to gam the support of Tocal wits ol governments and wliat niformation was provided to
these decision naking entitics that was not shared at the planncd pnblic meetings to discuss the
SMI.

62



Unofficial FERC-Generated PDF of 20071205-0143 Received by FERC OSEC 11/29/2007 in Docket#: P-10856-000

UPPCO’s proposed actions as outlined in the SMPs have been the focus of a lot of concern hy
the puhlic, organizations, and resource agencies. t do not agree with UPPCO’s approach of
separating project and non-project uses as it tries to seck approval for “improvements™ that are
necessary for large-scale residential development around these impoundments. Changing the use
of these areas from predominately forestry to that of residential should not he taken lightly and |
strongly advocate that UPPCO deals with these concerns in a more thoughtful manner through
the development of an Environmental Assessiment under National Environmental Policy Act
requireinents tor ache of UPPCO’s FERC-ticensed facilities.

I appreciate your consideration of my concerns regarding UPPCO’s proposed Shorcling
Munagement £’lans.

Sincerely,
Nicole Pollack
(attachments — sce Bond SMP Consult Record update 9-28-07)

Response: With public and agency input, UPPCO has gone to considerable effort 1o produce
SMPs that protect and enhance the project’s natwral resources and the project’s prinary
function, the production of electricity, while providing public recreational enhaucenents and
divecting, managing and mitigatiug the inipacts of anticipated development of non-project lands
so as to complement o have neutral effects on those natural resources. Through implenientation
of the SMPs, UPPCO proposes to dramatically imerease Conservation Lands at all of the
Projects. prohibit connmercial tree harvesting and prohibit vehicular access o many existing
logging roads. Additionally, UPPCO has included a comprehensive analvsis of envivonmental
fmpacts anticipated to occur as a vesult of implementation of the SMP i cach of the respective
SMPs.

Att. 75: Barbara Morrison, County Clerk — Menominee County Board of
Commissioners

MENOMINEE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSKONERS
WIIHTREAS, Upper Peninsula Power Company has unveiled Shoreline Management Ptans tor

project lands at its five hydroclectric projects (Numbers: 2402, 10854, 2506, 10856 and 1864}
located m numerous LA counties: and,

H3
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WHEREAS. the Shoreline Management Plans include proposais to protect the envirominent and
enhance reereational opportunitics tor citizens at the flowages. as well as ensure that proposed
activities are consistent with the purposes of protecting and enlancing the scemie. recreational
and other environmental values of cach progect; and.

WHEREAS. these dralt plans were developed hased on more than 14 months of input trom state
and federal resource agencies. local government otticials and the public. ln addivon. LPPCO
conducted focus groups consisting of vanous stakebolders, includhing representatives trom
county and township hoards, hunting and lishing interests. outdoor enthusiasts and cconomie
development. UPPCO also conducted puhhic meetings and mvied comments From ¢itizens
concermng the plans. The company also engaged the pihlic oves many months regarding plans
to scl UPPCO private property at the five hydroelectric projects. and.

WHHTHRLEAS. the Howages these Plans address will contmue <o be open tor people to use
alongside numerous acres of U Poacres already available to citizens: including state and federal
lands such as the Hiawatha and Ouawa Nanonal Forests that are ot limits to development: and,

WHIEREAS, it is projected that any development resubting trom the sake of property at the
projects wall over time assist the U.P. construction trades indusiry, help local husinesses and
grow local tax hases to the benetit 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
LLP. countics Is welcomed, recognizing the state’s current tinancial strtus and cconomic outlook:
now therelore,

BEIT RESOLVED. that the Meneminee County Board of Commussioners hereby approves this
resolution of support tor the Pms with the expectation that UPPCO will continue working with
local units ot government and other stakcholders as the process continues and directs that a copy
of this document he trunsmitted to UP. Power Company and appropriate state and federal
officials.

Moved by Com. Berger seconded by Com. Furmanski

Ayes 3 Navs: (0 Absen: None
L. Barhara Mornison, the duly quahiticd and acting Clerk of Menoninee County. do hereby
certify that the tollowing resolntion was adopted at @ mecting ol the county Board off
Comnussioners hekd on May 277, 2007, 1s on fike, has not bee amended. altered or revoked: and
151 full foree and ettect.

Response: Comments noted.

Att. 76: Damon ., McCormick — Common Coast Research & Conservation

RE: Commentary concerning the dratt Shorehine Management Plan for UPPCO ™S hydroclectric
project at the Au Tram hnpoundinent (P-10856)

£l
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in paddting the Au Train Impoundment on various vccasions in 2006 and 2007 { have often heen
reminded of {sle Royale National Park, the tederally-protected wilderness within Lake Superior.
Specifically, the reservoir's collection of narrow, rocky islands has frequently called to mind the
rugged islets which populate many of park’s protected harbors and lakes. My purpose n
paddling Au Train has heen to assess its suitahility for and usage by common loons (Gavia
immer). and my focus upon its islands relates to their importance has breeding hahitat itis upon
their shores that loons, protected from mainland predators, will most frequently establish thesr
nests in fate spring and early summer. For example, fsle Royale's 534-acre Lake Ritchie harhors
five hreeding loon pairs, atl of whom use islands for their nesting. Simifarty, the park’s 354-acre
Sargent Lake accommodates five island-nesting pairs. In surveying the 1490-acres Au Tran
Impoundment this year and last, { have determined that there are at least six potential loon
territorics - that is, six discrete arcas that feature hoth viahfe nesting habitat and enough “huffer
space” to satisfy a breeding loon's resolute sense of territoriality. 1 am a wildlife biologist with
the Michigan-based nonprofit Common Coast Research & Conservation (CCRC), whieh strives
to study and protect common foons and the waters upon which they rely. 1 have heen working
with the birds in the Upper Peninsula for over ten years, and so it is with some measure of
experience that 1 have concluded that the Au Train fmpoundiment, which seems to offer no
shortage of hahitat for brecding loons, currently houses no nesting pairs.

fhe region in which the impoundment is located - western Alger County — is certainly no Isle
Royale. which contains the higher density of nesting foons in the state of Michigan.
Nonetheless. the absence of any breeding pairs on the reservoir is hoth notahle and discouraging.
Why is the Au Train Impoundment devoid of nesting? fn my professional opinion, the answer
lies most conspicuously in the fluctuating water levels which characterize the rescrvoir. Loons,
exceedingly awkward on land, typicaity position their nests quite close to the edge of the
shoreline, and incubate their clutch of one or two eggs for roughly 28 days. Because pairs will
often re-nest if their first (or even second) attempt fails, the window of potential incuhation for
loons in northern Michigan can streteh tfrom carly May through nid July. During this period,
there are three mechanisms by which a fluctuating water level can disrupt the nesting process: 1)
rising water can flood a nest, 2) falling water can render the distanee hetween shoreline and nest
untenably long, and 3) falling water can transform an island into a peninsula, leaving a nest
vulnerabfe to mainland predators. tn its commussioned report to UPPCO (“Assessment of the
Recreation, Witdlife, Loon, and Aesthetic Resources of the Bond Falls, Victoria, Prickett,
Cataraet and Au Train Impoundments™) concerning potential loon habitat on the Au Train
fmpoundment, the environmentat consulting firm E/Pro — after examining the range of surface
clevation under which the reservoir is licensed 1o operate - concluded that “it is possibe that
water level fluctuations exceeding the known range of wlerance for nesting loons could
potentially occur during the summer months.”

‘the 1/Pro report - which found no other obvious impediments to loon nesting on Au Tram
qualified the reservoir’s fluctuating water level as a potential limiting factor for reproduetion:
“This may not affect whether loons attempt to breed on the lake, but it imay impact their success
if they were to nest.™ Strictly speaking, this is true: A loon pair that sclects a nest site in May 1s
not awaie of an impending drawdown that may ultimately spoit their reproduetive etfort. Why
then were there no territorial pairs even attempting to nest when 1 paddled the rescrvorr this past
weckend of May 18-207 To answer this question it ts perhaps necessary to consider the scenario
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not in terms ot one 1solated hreedmg scason. but rather as an iterative process spanning many
years. What happens, for examp'e. to a loon pair that abandons their nest in response o it
substantial decrease in water level? Do they re-nest along an exposed. un-vegetated streteh of
isfand beach that has heen uncovered by the reservoir's recession? Very likely they do go. In
scarch ot hetter habitat, do they relocate to another water hody” Possihly. If they remain on Au
Trinn. feeding throughout the summer months and then returmng in the Tolfowing spring, what
happens when the same phenomenon again foils their attempt to breed? More importantly, what
happens when this disturhance 15 manifested repeatedly over time”? Among the research
activities of Common Coast has been the long-term monitoring of color-marked loons at Upper
Penmsula study sites such as Seney National Wildlhife Refuge, Isle Royale National Park and the
Ottawa National Forest; among our findings has heen the confinnation of the intuitive truth that
many ot the loon chicks produced in a given year eventually retunn as breeding adults to the very
same lakes and pools Itom which they were fledged, intent upon acquiring a territory ot their
own. These young hirds  typically hetween three and Five vears of age — are ultimately
responsihle for maintaining the continuity of a population; il they arce not hatched in the first
place then the Tong-term stahihty ot this population can he threarened. Productivity in ong
gencration hegets occupaney i the next. Thus, while fluctuating water fevels may not directly
deter the nesting attempts ot loon pairs on an impoundment. thev may well contrihute to an
ahscnee ot such nesting pairs in luture generations. In the sense that such conditions have heen a
feature of the Au Train Impoundment Tor many years, it certainly scems plausihle that its current
lack ot breeding loons is partially reflective ol the past consequences of these water management
strategics.

Artificial loating nest platlorms, which can accommodate water level volatility, have previously
been emploved with success on FERC-heensed reservorrs throughout the North American raige
of common loons. In recognition of their elTicacy, UPPCO has agreed (in articke 414 of the
Order Approving Settlement and Issuing New License tor the Bond Falls Project) to “protect and
cnhance common loon populations™ on their Bond Falls und Viciora limpoundments hy
establishing two and one “loon ratts”™, respectively, on these reservoirs, Hlowever, no
comparahle provision has heen estahlished for the Au Train Impoundment. Concerned hy this
omssion. a consortium ol olftentls from state and federal agencies collectively opined that “we
rccommend that UPPCO pursue an amendment 1o the Au Tramn 'ERC Heense Tor the protection
and enhancement of the common toon population.”” UPPCQ responded hy asserting that it was
“unaware ot any evidence which supports the need to amend the Au Train FERC hicense for the
protection and enhancement of common loon populations.” In attempting o parse the precise
logic of thrs statement, 1t seems prudent to consider the context nt which it scems to have heen
expressed. Inanswering addittonal agency comments concernmy loons on its Upper Peninsula
impoundments. UPPCO repeated 'y stressed in its responses that the purpose ol the E Pro study
was "o evaluate and map potential nesting hahitat, not to evatloate loon use.” With this m mind.
UPPCOs stated position s strictly accurate — it no data concennng the actual usage of the
reservoir by loons has heen collected, then it is impossible to formulate an opinion about what
those loons may or may not require in terms ot protective andror adaptive management poheies.
You certainly cannot sateguand. much fess enhance, a population ahout which no information
eNISIS,
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~ And yet such information does exist. E/Pro’s primary objective in surveying tbe Au Train
Impoundment was, as previously stated, to evaluate and map areas of potential loon breeding,
and 1o that end it identified three specitic sites of high quality nesting babitat, and anotber fonr of
“potential, but suboptimal™ quality. 1towever, the report also included detailed commentary
regarding actual loon usage of the reservoir. Despite the careful inspeetion on fool of all bighly
suitable habitat, no evidence of nesting was documented by E/Pro personnel; similarly, despite
“frequent visual sweeps of the lake™ to search for loons on the open water, no evidence of pair
territoriality was detected. A fair criticism of this cffort by F/Pro is its abbreviated duration -- all
work was undertaken on a single day last summer (June 12, 2006). However, my own sunveys in
2006 and 2007 have broadly agreed witb the group’s conclusions regarding the availability of
loon hahitat, and have confirmed their observation regarding the absence of loon nesting - none
of the possible Au Train territories are currently being utilized by breeding pairs. Stronger
evidence in support of the need tor population enbancement would, in my mind, be difficult to
cnvision.

My work on Au Train has coincided with comparable surveys of the Bond Falls and Prickett
Impoundments by my Common Coast colleagues. Their findings have largely ccboed mine:
botb rescrvoirs contain an abundance of nesting habitats tbat far exceeds the demonstrated
occupancy of nesting loons. a circumstance wbich seems most direetly attributable to the annual
water level fluctuations of these impoundments. As an organization we arc in agreement that an
enormous potential exists to develop these three water bodies into truly vibrant preserves for
multiple pairs of common loons  sanctuarics that can demonstrably heip the cause of this state-
threatened specics. But this will require sometbing of a paradigm shift in the logic that informs
UPPC'Q’s management strategics: 1f there is no reason to believe that brecding loons would
otherwise nest upon its reservoirs, then the addition of one or two floatmg platforms would
indeed represent some modest measure of enbancement. 1f, however, the very mechanics of the
reservoirs themselves bave heen negatively affecting prospective breeding pairs for many
decades. then a vision for true enbanceinent sbould not seek guidance from the status quo of the
chronically impacted present. As a starting point it must ask not what is here? But ratber what
should be here?

The Shoreline Management Plan (SMP?) that UPPCQO s currently developing present an
opportunity for just such a transformation in the management of common loons on Lpper
Peninsulit reservoirs such as the Au Train lmpoundment. Qur organization is supplying specific
recommendations to UPPCO in a separate letter signed by our director, Josepb Kaplan. As these
suggestions relate to Au Train, we would advocate that a) provisions for the enhancement and
protection of loons are explicitly incorporated into the impoundment’s SMP, b) the enhancement
of the population includes the establishment of a comprebensive nesting platform program tor
mnltiple pairs of loon pairs, and ¢} the protection of the population includes measures to ensure
that nesting loons are not adversely impacted by any future development (such as the
construction of docks outlined in the SMP) or by the increased recreational pressure that would
attend such development. My purpose bere, bowever, bas not been to recapitulate the
recommendations of my organization; ratber, 1 bave attempted to articulate why | belicve that
loons on Au Train (and. by extension, otber UPPCO reservaoirs with similar operating
characteristics) merit more consideration than they have thus Tar received.
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A full Au frain tmpoundment, replete with ampfe nesting hahnat and a heatthy forage base of
fish, represents something of a promisc to the breeding toons who annually return to our region
in search of an attractive environment in which to hatch and reur offspring. tn the sensc that the
rchiahility of this habitat has otten proved inconstant, the tegacy of the reservoir stands, in part,
as a promise hroken. UPPCO’'s udoption of improved management mandates - policies that
could assist nesting loons without impeding the necessary flux of the reservoir's water level -
would, in my opinion, stgnal the estahlishiment of a steadfast pledge to the species, and woutd
serve as a powerful renninder that the constraints of business need not function to the detriment
of one of Michigan’s most iconic, and most threatened. manifestations of wildlife. What a
notahle accomplishment that could he.

Thank you for your consideration.
Response: Sce response to recommendations from Joseph Kayp.dan Common Coast Rescarch and

Conservation (attachment 148 1

Att. 77: Agency Comments

August 21, 2007

Shawn Pusen

Upper Peninsnla Power Company
PO Box 19001

Gircen Bay, Wi 54307-9002

R0 Resource agency comments on draft Shoreline Management Plans (FERC Project
Numhers 1864, 10854, 2500, 2402, and tO836)

Bycar Mr. Puzen:

Please find enclosed comhined comments from the Michigan Department of Natural Resources.,
LS. Forest Scrvice Thiawatha and Ottavwa national Forests, National Park Service, LS. Iish and
Waldlife Service, Michigan Hydro Relicensing Coalition and Keweenaw Bay tindian community
(collecuvely referred to as “Resource Agencies™) on the draft Shoreline Management Plans
(SNIPs) for Federal Encrgy Regulatory Commission (FERC) hydrocteetric projects 1864, 10854,
2506, 2402, and 10856, "these comments are provided by the Resource Agencics in consultation
with Upper Peninsula Power Company (L PPCO) as part of the FHRC Shorctine Management
Platming process. the overarching goal of the agencies in this process 1s to assure that any non-
projeet use of project lunds does not compromise the integrity ot the licenses in place. All
Resource Agencies are not involved 1 every project; theretore. we are providing tahle |
fattached) wo clanty agenev mvolvement,

Response: Conmment Noted
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In summary. the SMPs identify various zones around each hasin where different types of non-
project and project uses would he allowed. Types of non-project use of project lands discussed
in the SMPs mclude installation of trails, access pathways, hasin view corridors, public and
private hoat docks. and other recreational enhancements. The classification arcas presented in
the $MPs were Project Operations, Conservation, Enhanced View, Pathway Access, and General
Use/Formal Recreation. Project Operations areas include those lands that are necessary for
electrical generation or transmission.  According to the SMP, Conscrvation Arcas were intended
to he set aside to protect important natural resource features and would allow for development of
trails. Some of the basins would also have enhanced view areas where brush and tree limhs
could he removed to allow views from a residence to the water. Pathway Access areas allow
nstallation of pathways (or paths) from non-project lands through project tands therehy
facilitating access to docks. The installation of huried clectrical lines for dock lighting is also
proposcd in the Pathway Access arcas,

Gencral Use/Formal Recreation Areas would allow dock placement, construction of paths and
roads. cutting of cnhanced view areas, and construction of recreational facilitics. The SMPs
suggest that increased puhlic use of these basins is anticipated as a result of implementation of
those non-project relatcd activities.

Response: Public use of these basins is expected to occur, with or without UPPCO's
implementation of the SMPs. Regional growth over the next ten to fifteen years is expected (o
increase recreation use of the Bond Falls project due to the easy accessibility of project waters
and the increasing inaccessibility of the National Forest Lands which is exhibited in the Ottawa
National Forest 2006 Forest Plan Revision. The project license already requires improvements
1o project 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 Agencies and UPPCO during the
development of the SMPs. Much of this communication is evidenced tn the SMPs Appendix A:
Record of Agency and Puhlic Collahoration, although several documents were not included
which provide important information on the consultation process; these documents should he
included in the final SMPs (see Appendix Tor missing documents). Some of the language in the
SMPs, however, suggests that the documents were created in collaboration with the Resource
Agencies. We helieve this language overstates our invelvement and participation in dralting the
$MPs. We clarify that the draft SMPs are solely the product of UPPCO and remind UPPCO that
our involvement, communication, and comments do not imply endorsement.

Response: Those applicable documents that were inacvertenth omitted from the last dhaft have
now been included in the record of consultation. Several of the documents being referenced
were written prior (o the consudtation process to develop the SMPs and therefore. they have not
heen included. UPPCO has revised the SMPs to eliminate the use of the word “cotlaboration ™
and replaced it with “consudtation”. This accurately describes agency and public involvement
during the development of the SMPs.

W have identilied several potential issues ol concern with respeet 1o the draft Shoreline
Management Plans. These issues are discussed below under specitic commnents for IFERC
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License and Plan Consisteney, Environniental Studies and Shoreline Zones, Potential himpacts to
Environmental Resources, and SMP fimplementation. “the following points summarize our
detailed comments:

o Non-projeet related activitics identified in the SMPs, such as trails, pathways, and docks,
are not consistent with the +1:RC licenses or approved plans. New threats and resource
impacts associated with these activities were not identificd or mitigated in the original
license or ptans. New plans should be written concurrenity with the SMPs o specificalty
address these new threats

Response: FERC licenses cive licensees the authority to geamt permission for certain ivpes
of use und ocenpancy of project lands and waters. UPPCOS development of its SMVPs
articulates and formalizes permittable activities and profhubitions on project fands and
waters. The SMPs were designed to he consistent with, and in many instances to further, the
goals and objectives of the project’s license and approved plans. I some instances approval
of the SMP will constitute amendments to the existing approved plans. UPPCO has
identified those limited instarices ineach SMP. 1t is important to note that many of the
umendments to the approved plans are the result of the SMPs providing for dramatically
increased protection of project lands by increasing the amonnt of area for conservation (i.c.
old growth forest objectives, eliminating tree harvesting on oll project lands) and restricting
other uses heyond what is currenty allowable through existing and approved project heenses
and pluns.

o the Assessment of the Regreation, Wildlite, Loon. and Aesthenie Resources
{Environmental Stedies) conducted hy E-PRO enther facked mtormation on important
aguatic and forest related resources or did not follow recommended agency protocol for
collecting such data. “t1ns lack of reliahle data makes 1t ditticult to fully understand the
impacts of vanous activities along the hasins® shorehmes Fhis reguested information
needs to he provided and UPPCO needs to clearly show how all environmental study data
was utilized in developing appropriate shorehne sones.

Response: As explained in our response to agency comments on the scopes of wark and in
the response (o the ageney comments on the environmental reports, not afl agenev-snggested
protocols were going to be wtilized in their entivety, Speciticatlv, substrate mappinge and
raptor calls. We believe our methods to idennfy and map varions habitats within the
imponndments are more than adeguate to assoure informed decision-making o nen-project
uses of project lands. UPPCO has revised the SMPs to incinde environmental sidv data
that has heen applied to a new series of maps i cach Scction 7.0 of the respective SIS 1o
show how this information wvas wtilized in the development of the respective plans.

e Non-project related activities have the potentral to impact fish, wildbte, recreation and
acsthetic resourees on each ot the basing by direet habitan loss, fragmentaton, and
imcreased human disturbaace. These impacts need to be analvzed and discussed i the
SMPs.

Ry



Unofficial FERC-Generated PDF of 20071205-0143 Received by FERC OSEC 11/29/2007 in Docket#: P-10856-000

Response: Fach SMP includes a comprehensive analysis of environmental impacts
anticipated 1o oceur as a result of implementation of the SMP. UPPCO utilized nwmerous
FERC orders approving SMPs and non-project use of project lands as the template for the
environmental impact analysis.

e Monitoring and enforcement plans should be developed concurrently with the SMPs,
with input from the Resource Agencics. Updates of the SMP shoutd be completed every
five years reflecting new information and changed conditions discovered through
monitoring. these updates should be prepared with the agencics and re-fited for FERC
approval.

Response: Each SMP includes a section that addresses UPPCQs plans for wonitoring and
enforcement. UPPCQO is avvare there may he a need to periodically review the SMPs and the
associated permitting programs and has addressed this in each SMP. UPPCO disagrees that
SMPs should be updated every five years, but rather, has proposed to weet with the resouree
agencies on an annual basis 1o discuss the effectiveness of the curvent restrictions and the
progress of the implencntation of the SMP.

FERC License and Plan Consistency

The SMPs suggest that, outside of the Reereation and 1.and Use Plans, many of the management
plans for cach project do not need amendments. We have found multiple inconsistencies among
the licenses, associated plans, and SMPs (Table 2, 3, 4, 5. and 6). We believe that most
management plans need to be rewritten to incorporate the new threats associated with SMP
implementation.

The existing plans were written o help protect or enhance a variety of natnral resources
associated with each project. When these plans were written, significant resource threats were
almost solely from forestry operations within the project boundaries. Development of project
fands through trails, pubfie and private docks, new recreational facitities, and enhanced view
corridors, were not anticipated during the relicensing process. Therefore, the impacts associated
with SMP implementation were not considered during development of the ptans. As part of the
SMP process and concurrent with SMP development, these management plans must be rewritten
to help proteet resources from these new threats.

Response: Development of public and private docks, public and private marinas. recreational
developmient, aecess roads, and telephone, gas, electric wility distribution lines, cic. were anticipated
during the relicensing process. To address the additional uses, FERC included a Standard Land
Use article in eacl license. UPPCO designed the SMPs (o be consistent witlh, and i many
instances to further, the goals and objectives of the overall requirements of the projecis " licenses.
In some instances, approval of the SMP as it is proposed will constitute amendments to the
existing approved plans. These instances are clearly identified in Section 6 of eacli SMP.
FThrough implenentation of the SMPs, sonie minor amendments to existing approved
managenent plans will be necessary. The changes are not necessary to address additional uses.
but rather to clarify permittable uses and prohibitions.
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Shoreline Classifications Areas and Environmental Studies
Conservation Area

According to the SMPs, the Conservation Arcas were intended 1o protect important natural
resource leatures at cach basin, With the limited inlormation provided in the SMPs. however,
we identilied several examples where important resources were not protected or included in a
Conservation Area. For example, at Au Train the entire arca designated as a Wildlife Refuge by
Michigan Department ol Natural Resources (DNR) was not included in a Conservation Arca.
There are mstances in all the basins where important resourees stich as wetlands, loon nesting
habitat, arcas ol lngh acsthetic value, and bald cagle roosts wen: not included in a Conservation
Arca. Without being included in a Conservation Arca, some of these resources are likely 1o be
detrimentally impacted by the various proposed activities.

Response: UPPCQ agrees and has revised many of the SMPs 10 cnsure sensitive areas are
adequately protected. In limited instances, the resources were vot decmed o e “sensitive
areas " if that resource was prevalent aeross throughout the vesorvaoir, Explanations of these
fimited instances are now inclinded in the SMPs and can be secir on the new 7-series maps. This
approach to classifying resources is consistent with the direction provided by Christic Deloria
(USEFWS) DPuring an agency mecting, Christie indicated, for example, that not all poiential foou
habitat wordd need to he protecred even though loon habitat is -onsidered “sensitive ™.

H Conservation Arcas are being setaside Tor conservation purposes, it is inappropriate 1o
incorporate trails into these zones. Vegetation removal and increased human use of these areas
as a result of trail placement coukl impact sensitive species (e, loons, eagles, and osprev).
Reducing human disturhance 1s noted as a key priority for protecting these species inmany of the
License™s management plans Cluble 203,45 and 6). Conservation Arcas should protect
sensitive environmental resources and provide arcas where these species could be expected to
thrive. Although access to Conservation Arcas should be allowed, 1t should not be encouraged
through the development ot trails.

Response: State and Federal parks throughout the United States are considered “conservation
areds ” yet are terlaced with public hiking trails. UPPCO has desianed its SMPs to protect
and enhance the projects " nati al resonrces whife providing public recreational erthancements.
As srated i the SMPs, UPPCO sl conswde with the agencies on the development of such public
trails and agrees that some posiions of the public trail meay not he constrneted after detailed
planning if trail construction avd'or operation mav result in sienificant vesonree impacts.

Additionally. the Conservation Areas are fragmented by zones of higher development and higher
human activaty such as the Pathway Access and General Use Reercation Zones. Michigan's
Wildlife Action Plan (Fagle ctal. 2005y identified habitat tragmentation, the division of
contiguous landscapes mto habitat patches. as the highest prionts threat to wildlife habitat in
Michigan, Numerous studies discuss the risk ol habutat fragmentanion, including Hawbaker et al.
(2005) who deseribes the fragimentation ot torested landscapes across Northern Wisconsin from
1937-1999, In a related study. Robmson ct al. (1995) deseribed the nepative ettects of forest
fragmentation on nesting migratory birds. including several rare or dechining species in our
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region, ‘The ragmentation by trails and access pathways arcas make thesc hahitat areas less
valuable and functional than a contiguous arca. Even what may he decined minimal disturhances
(¢.g. placement of a road or path) may be detrimental, especially to less mohile species such as
reptiles and amphihians. To avoid fragmentation, it is recommended that large tracts ol land are
protected (Askins 1995). Fragmenting the Conservation Arcas with public paths and trails also
increases the risk of introducing non-pative invasive species due to the heavy human use at many
points around the shoreline. For these reasons, UPPCO should consider consohidating
Conservation Areas and reducing fragmentation hy consolidating or reducing the number of
proposcd new trails, Pathway Access. and General Use/Recreation Arcas.

Response: The agencies” chavacterization that the litnited creation of patls and trails in
Conservation Areas would result in habitat fragmentation aud threats 1o wildlife is incorrect.
We have reviewed the literature the agencies have cited. Hawbaker et. al. and Robiuson et.al,
refer to forest fragmentation from sources other than the paths and wails. Hawhaker et al.
2006, refers to forest fragmentation created by the development of voud networks. A quick
review of the SMPs will reveal that no new road nenworks are heing proposed withiu the
respective project boundavies. Robinson et. al. 1993, refers to forest fraguentation resalting
frowm agricwltural, suburban, and grassland landscapes. Again. a review of the SMP will reveal
dhat none of these activities are proposed withiu the project bowdarics. While the SMPs do
permit the development of paths and trails in some of the Conservation Areas, UPPCO has
developed very strivgent design criteria that will ensure there is uo break in the forest canopy
aned no forest fragmentation as suggested by the agencies.

Additionally, while rescarching the ageucies” references, we believe the Hawhaker et al. 2005
article is incorrectly referenced in the Literature Cited. In reviewing Mr. Hawbaker s resume,
the article cited is belioved to be as follows:

Hawbaker, TJ., V. C. Radeloff. C. L. Gonzalez-Abraliam, R B. Hammer, aud M. K.
Clayton 2006, Chauges in the road network, relationships with housing development,
and the effects on landscape pattern in novthern Wisconsin: 1937 to 1999, Ecological
Applications 16: {222-1237.

Fnvironmental Studies

As the basis for developing the SMPs, you completed Environmental Studies for cach basin in
stmmer 2006, We helicve these studies 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 Studies have many deliciencies which 1imit their uselulness as a
tool for protecting important resources,

Response: UPPCO responded to cacli agency comment ou study scopes and environental
reports. These responses can be viewed in Appendix A, Record of Agency anud Public
Consultation, in each of the respective SMPs. i nwerous instances, UPPCO agreed witlh
agency comments aud vevised the enviromnewtal reports accordingly, Althougl the agencies
state that their comuents were not adequately addressed or snupnarily rejected, they ave not
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included specifics of the deficiencies which limit the Emiirommental Studies use. The agencies
have not provided new evidenee v substantiate this claim.

Contrary to the agency assertion the environmental reports do provide an adequaite ossessment
of natural resources present at cach of the reservoirs sufficient 1o characterize poiential impeacts
as a result of proposed non-project uses of project lands. s important to note teat UPPCO did
not refy solely on the environmenital reports in isolation of the volumes of recreation and
environmental information that were collected during relicensing ond information obtained
Hrough consultation with the ¢oncral public and resource asencies.

With limited substrate data and no bathymetric data for the basius, we are unable w determine if
proposed dock locations protec important fish spawming and waterfow] foraging arcas. In lact,
based on ancedotal intormation provided by tribal lishermen, several General Use-1rormal
Reercation zones would include arcas that are important to walleve spawning and may impact
tribal spearing oppertunities at 13ond Falls and Prickett (A. McCammon Soltis. Great Lakes
Indian 11ish & Wildlile Commission, personal communication: (i Mensch, Keweenaw 13ay
Indian Community, personal communication). Without more detailed substrate and bathymetric
information for cach basin, 1t 15 impossible to identily the degree ot impacts wo tisheries und
wildlife habitat which would likely result from proposed dock placement,

Response: No in-water construction is permitted in the approved dock zones. The only activity
would be the seavonal placement and removal of floating docks. It is anticipated that seasonal
placement and removael of floating docks will not in any way, threaten fish spawning or
waterfow! foraging arcas. UPPCO believes that the substrate information that was collected at
the impoundments supports the rationale for designating limited arcas as opproved dock zones.
The draft SMPs have been modified to demonstrate that the walleyve spawnimg areas will not he
greaths impacted by non-project use. The aneedotal information provided above by the resonree
agencies is further addressced m response to the May 21 2007 ietter provided to UPPCOY from
the Gread Lakes Indian Fish & Wildhfe Commission. UPPCO S vesponse 1o GEIPIC provides
further explanotion as to the reasons the docks proposed in these locations will not impact either
spenvning or fishing teclmiques

In our comments on the Scope of Serviees for the Environmental Studies, we requested that vou
identify high value or rare torest wvpes wathin the project boundaries, includimg torest stands with
old growth charactenistics. stamds that eontain high-value mesic coniters (c.g.. hemlock, white
pine). and stands that contain red onk. In response. vou stated that this information already
cxisted through recently condncted timber surveys. This informaution, however, was not
provided as part of the Environmental Studies and we must assame it was not utihized
development of the draft SMPs - We belicve this imformation 15 necded to fully evaluate the
impacts ol non-project uses on Agh-value lubitat arcas.

Response: The draft SMPs wers speeifically designed te prohibit imber hamvesting. In addition,
the plans were modified to profinhin the cutting of fruit and mast bearing trees. along wirh castern
hoemdock, as part of the preparation and on-going won-project uses of project lands Approved
and permittable activities idennfiod in the SMPs were developed 1o be consistent with an
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~ overarching goal 10 manage forest resources for old growth characteristics. For this reason, it
is not necessary o include this information in the SMPs.

With the limited information provided in the SMPs, it is not ¢lear how information from the
Environmental Studies was used in the shoreline elassification process. Acrial photographs. with
resource information overlaid, should be provided in the SMPs. 1t would also be helptul to
provide a map showing the location of the resourees and the proposed shorcline classification
areas.

Response: LPPCQ hay revised the SMPs and a new series of Section 7 maps have been
produced. The new maps overtay mapped environmentat resonrces with SMP classifications.

Potential Impacts to Environmental Resources

The SMPs suggest that environmental impacts would be neutral or potentially benetieial. The
agencics suggest that there could be detrimental impacts to water quality, aquatic resources,
wildlife. forest communities, recreation, and aesthetics as a result of implementing the SMPs.
The impacts on these natural resourees need to be articulated and analyzed within the SMPs. In
many cases the FERC mandated management and monitoring plans for each project need to be
re-written in order to address the new threats and impacts associated with the proposed non-
project nse of project lands.

Response: Each SMP inchides a comprehensive analysis of environmental impacts anticipated
10 occnr as a resudt of implementation of the SMP. UPPCQ utifized numerous FERC orders
approving SMPs and non-project nse of project lands as the template for the environmental
impact analysis. Additionatly, UPPCO designed the SMPs to be consistent with, and in many
instances to further, the goals and objectives of the overalt requirements of the projects” licenses
and FERC-mandated management and monitoring plans. In some instances approval of the
SMP as it is proposed will constitite amendments to the existing approved plans. These
instances are clearly identified in Section 6 of the respective SAPs.

The SMPs with be a stund-altone, enforccable document that will assnre new threats from
nnanticipated uses at the time of licensing are adequately identified. evaluated, and addressed.
Therefore. since current plans do not restrict these uses, the plans do not need to be modified.
All the current Heenses have a standard land use article that alfows these uses, provided they
protect or enhance the scenic, recreational and other environmental values of the project. 1tis
the purpose of the revised SMPs to assure that this happens. In addition farther protections,
such as increased protective buffers, etimination of tree harvesting, restrictions o vegetation
trimming for public access, the climination of electrical power at docks, designated storage
arcas for private and public docks, and the elimination of boat lifts, for project kands have been
added to the SMPs to address these additional impacts.

Water Quahty

Potential long-term elfeets on water quality could arise from increased boating-related sonrees
attributable to use of the proposed public and private docks and new boat faunch facilitics. 1o
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shallow water, motor boats are capable of disturbing bottom seciments leading, to inereased
turbidity (Engel and Pederson ; 998; Mosish and Arthington 199%8)  Additionally, mercased use
of motor boats intensifies the risk of water pollution due to unconnrolled release of fhel, motor
oil, and exhaust fumes (Mosish and Arthington 1998). 1t 1s possible tor these pollutants to
remain in the sediment for long periods at levels toxic to tish and myvertebrates (Asplund 2000).
Given the number of boats hkely to use the docks and boat lauches, there would be a greater
potenuial for accidental fuel spills, o1l discharges, and leaks from normal boating operations.
These additional sources of pollution would incrementally contribute te cumulatve water quality
tmpacts. To avoid these impac:s. recreational boating shoukd b linnted by avoiding or
minimizing the installation ot docks.

Response: UPPCO) has analyzod water gquatity impacts 1t the SAP (see Section © of the
respective SMPs). The anabysis determined that there conld be moderate bong-term impacts o
water quatity through the introduction of additional nutriont supplios in the form of wncombusted
fuel as a resnlt of the operation and maintenance of additional boats en the impomdment. The
Lngel and Pederson 1998 document refers to activities that are prohibited in the SMPs. The
anly relevant issue the reference raises is the placement of docis ond the impacts of vegetation
remaoval and woodv debris removal for the placement of the docks. UPPCO S believes the
reference is irretevant given that the SMPs prohibit the remoyval of vegetation and woody debris.

Fhe Mosish and Arthington 1998 reference was not included e ihe Literatire Cited and
therefore, we have heen unable to review the applicability of the document,

The Asplund 2000 document states that boating is a highly valuable recreation activity
wnd increased public aceess is enconraged in Wisconsin. The docment also states that
Jow impacts to sediments and agquatic vegetation have been noted at depths greater then
H) feet. It adso states that no wahe zones appear o adequateh: protect against shorcting
crosion. Currently in the state of Afichigan there is a no-vwake one within 200 foct of the
sharcline.,

The SMPs probibit the storage of gasoline, oit, propane, or other combustible matertals
on project lands.

The increased boating activity on these basins could create impacts to water quality that were not
considered dnring the FERC reheensing process. Theretore, the water quahity plan tor cach
basm should be rewritten to melude monitoring that would dociment parameters such as
uncombusted fuel that may mcercase in the project waters as a vesnlt of non-project nse ol project
fands. The new plan should mclude a mitigation or control stiaseey if water quality s impaired.

Response: Recrcation use on the projects will increase gradua’ne over the next ren to fifteen
years, with or swithout e implewentation of UPPCOS SMPs. he commmed closure of aceesses
to National Forest Lands, wihich is exhibited in the Ottavwa Nationa Forest 2000 Forest Plan
Revision, will also ead to an therease of recreation pressures of project waters, Fus picrease of
use witl also oconr ai non-project lakes that provide boating acoess. None of the impoundments
are currenty required to be montored and to GPPCO s knowledee no other area lokes that
five or may experience an ek case oy recreation pressuve un - hoen reguested to monitor water
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gualiny. UPPCO designed the SMPs 1o be consistent with, and in many instances to further, the
goals and objectives of the overall requirements of the projects " licenses and F. ERC-mandated
management and monitoring plans. In some instances, approval of the SMP as it is proposed
will constitute amendments to the existing approved plans. These instances are dlearly identificd
in Section 6 of each SMP.

lnvasive Species

As a result of non-project use of project lands, human activity on or adjacent to the hasins is
likely to increase. Increased vehicular, pedestrian, and boating usc on project lands and waters
brings a higber risk of movement and spread of non-native invasive species. The invasive
speetes plans for cach basin sbould be re-written to address tbe higher tbreat of introducing
nuisance plants and animals. For example, Furasian watermilloil is typically introduced into
water bodies via motorboats and increased boating on tbe basins will increase tbe potential for
introduction and spread of this plant. 1t would, therefore, be prudent to do more trequent surveys
lor aquatic nuisance plants and animals tban is currently required under the plans.

The risk of introducing terrestrial nuisance plants, including species not contemplated when the
original plans were prepared, will also be greater as a result ol non-project use ol project fands.
Therefore. surveys for both aquatic and terrestrial invasive plants and animals should be given
more cmpbasis than it is in the current plans, including more Trequent surveys and an expansion
ol the surveyed list of nuisance species. At a minimum, garlic mustard, rusty crayfisb, zebra
mussel. quagga musscl, spiny water flea, curly-leaf pondweed, Furasian watermilloil, and purple
loosestrife should be identified in the plans as a priority for survey and control. The plans should
also speeily that UPPCO will consult witb the agencies annually to determine if there are new
invasive plants and animals of concern that need to be included in future surveys.

We support your recommendation to incorporate additional invasive species signage at cach
basin. This ¢1fort also sbould be added to cach basin’s nuisance species management plan along
with the point that additional elforts may be necessary in tbe future to reduee the introduction
and spread of non-native invasive species.

Response: UPPCQO has revised the SMP to monitor additional nuisance species identified by the
agencies, provided they have effective, economical and reasonable control technigues
demonstrated through the agency's own control programs.

Aquatic Resources

The placement of public and private docks, new boat launches, and subsequent increases n
boating activities anticipated with the implementation ot the dralt SMPs could bave adverse
impacts to aquatic plants, fish, and other species. Lakesbore development is well known 1o
negatively impact fisb and plant species in nortbern temperate lakes (Jennings ct al. 1999;
Schindler et al. 2000; Hatzenbeler et al. 2004; Scbeuerell 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. 1996: Radomski and
Goeman 2001: Hatzenbeler ctal. 2004; tubar 2004). Many Tish species exhibit strong
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prelerences tor coarse spawnmy suhstrate while others preler wood structure or vegetation (e.g..
hluegill, walleye, mnskellunge. largemouth bass, and smatlimouth bass). Shorcline alteration,
through placement of docks and vegetation removal, may reduce suitable spawmng hahitat and
result in greater substrate emheddedness through the mtroduction of fine materials (Jennings et
al. 2003). The reduction in available suhstrate will impair the ability of fish to use ncarshore
habitat tor spawanng, toraging, and refuge during various lile stages.

Response: The only “lakeshore development ™ that is currenthy: planned on Project lands are 4-
Joot-wide pedestrian trails leading 1o approved dock zones and a public poth at cach
impowndment. Victoria impoundment is the exception, and no wails, opproved dock zones, or
public patlt is permitted. The above references (Jennines et al. 1999, Christensen et al. 1996,
Radomski and Goeman 2001, Jennings et al. 2003) are related to residential shoreline
development which is profubited by the SMPs. Additionally, ¢ SMPx prohibit the removal of
vegelation or coarse woody debris during the placement of docks. The dock locations were
chosen to avold ureas of coarse substrate and existing riparian vegetation to decrease the impact
of the docks on the aquatic habitat in the impoundment. Some riparian substrates and vegetation
npes that arve prevalent throughant an impoundment, not considered sensitive or that would not
be impacted by the seasonal placement of docks have been wtilized as dock zones (Noted on Map

-

Corresponding with an increase 1 lakeshore developiment. ses cral studies found a decrease in
aquatic vegetation (Radomski amd Goeman 2001, Jennings et ab. 2003: Hatzenheler et al. 2004;
Jubar 2004). These decreases in vegetation may he attributed o increased recreational usc,
manual removal, or shading by docks. For example, Ostendorp ot al. (1993) tound that emergent
plants deercased with mcreased wave action asseciated with recreational use of lakes. Radomski
and Goeman (2001) Tound that takeshore development in Minnesota contrihuted up 1o 28%
reduction in emergent agquatic vegetation. In a related concern. 1t has also been found that the
loss of native plants encourages the establishment of mvasive species such as Furasian
watermilloil and curly-leat pondweed (ingel and Pederson 199K,

Response: Proposed dock placement wordd impact less than onc percent 0.7 %oy of the cobble
habatat mapped adjacent to the shoreline of the Bond Falls impoundment. Proposed dock
placement wonld impact less than one pereent (015 %) of the trge wetlunds borderin: the
imporedinent,

As previously noted. the Envirenmental Studies did not provide adequate data to deternmine
important aguatic vesource zones wlong the shoreline. In the case of aquatic resources, we
previously recommended the coltection ot site-specitic (GPS-mapped) data on littoral resources
such as pravel lenses, woody structure, and agnatic vegetauon Instead. thiese resources were
discussed only i general teems in the Environmental Studies. Theretore, we do not belicye 1hat
the datautihzed by LPPCO s of the quality and specificity necded o determine thie
envirommental impacts of any proposals secking shorehine alterations, dock placement, or woody
habitat manipulation.

Response: The enmvironmental reports are odequate to assess the lovel of impacts anticipated for
the non-project uses. The SMI do not allow the removal of course swoody debwis or timber
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harvesting on project lands. Although the agencies state that their comments were not
adequately addressed or summarily rejected. they have not included specifies of the deficiencies
whtich timit the Environmental studies, other than those stated below. The agencies have not
provided uew evidence to substantiate this claim.

Carrying Capacity

The boating carrying capacity for cach basin was calculated hased on water surface arca and the
type of watercraft anticipated 10 be used. The calculation involved averages and range of boating
densities which did not appear to he hased on relevant literature (basins similar to the remote
Upper Peninsula hasing) or any on-the-ground ohservations. In our comments on the
Environmental Studies, we noted 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 in the drait SMP as part of carrying capacity determination.
Understanding and defining this future desired condition is a prelude to determining boating
capacity, types of watereraft, and other appropriate recreational uses. We recommend using a
decision making tramework, such as Visitor Expenience and Resource Protection (VERP,
National PPark Service, 1997) or Water Recreation Opportunity Spectrum {WROS; aas, et al.
2004), to aid in identifying a tuture desired condition tor each basin. These methods, widely
accepted hy State and Federal Resource Agencics and other entitics involved in recreational
planning. step through a process af identitying the significance of an arca, the desired conditions
(range of visitor experiences and resource conditions) for it, what combination of visitor
experiences will hest protect and enhance the water body values, and how to achieve and
maintain the desired condition over time. This would include wlentifying possible management
preseriptions for different shoreline zones, and then setting standards to be used for monitoring
that would trigger management actions 1t standards were exceeded. Desired condition far cach
basin should he identificd and should inform suhsequent boat and dock related decisions
(numbher of docks. public access sites, what types of hoats). We are willing to work with you on
developing a future desired condition for each hasin using WROS or VERP. Without defining a
future desired condition for each flowage, any assumptions made regarding watercraft capaeity,
type of watercraft, or other appropriate recreation is premature.

After reviewing the carrying eapacity studics (which we helieve need to he moditied based on
tuture desired condition) and draft SMPs, we noted instances where the caleulations were based
on flawed data and where conclusions were not incorporated inte the SMPs. For example, the
entire surtace arcas of Prickett and Au Train were inaccurately utilized in calculating boating
carrying capacity. At Prickett, much of the hasin has cxtensive snags and stumps which would
reduce the usahle water surface area. At Au Train, the entire surface area of the hasin was
utilized in determining carrying capacity although a significant portion of the hasin is closed as
part of & DNR wildlite refuge from Septemher 1 to Novemher 10. The Au Train SMP suggests
that the wildhite refuge was not factored into the carrying capacity analysis as the closing did not
oceur within the peak hoating season. We again point out the error of this omission, as the
extensive use of the basin by waterfowl hunters in the fall makes this one ot the husiest hoating
period. Realistic calculations of water surtace arcas at cach of the projeets should he tactored
into boating carrying capacity estimates.
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Further, we noted instances where the results of the carryving capacity study were not
meorporated in the SMPs. According 1o the boating carrying capacity study, additienal hoat
docks arc not appropriate at hoth Cataract and Victoria. Nonctheless. additional hoat docks or
ships ave proposed w the Pathway Access Area at Cataract. Docks are not appropriate at Victoria
as well, per the boating carrying capacity study assuming a 2007 bufter and comhined use. The
carrymg capacity 1s already exceeded hy the number ot hoats ongmating from the public faunch.
given this information. it is not clear why docks are heing proposed on either of these basins.

Response: The bouting carrving capacity calcutations comtained in the Resowrce Reports were
hased on methods obtained from an extensive literature review, iclnding a comprehiensive 2005
literature review done by Hollv Bosely of the North Carolina Srate University Pepartinent of
Parks, Recreation & Tourism Managemoent (Techniques of Fstimaied Boating Carrving
Capacity: A Literature Reviewr. The literature review includes a variety of lake settings
including one study of four lakes in Michigan.

While a specific decision making framework for determining o -lesived condition te.g.. WROS or
VERPT was not utilized, UPPCO ook an empirical approach and based 1ts criteria for boating
density on present dav ase at the impouwndments. Typicallyv thes was mixed watereraft use and as
such, a combined use density fignire was used for determining boating carrving capaeiny and
suehsequenthy the number of docks appropriate for the impowndments.

Useahle water surface area

Much of Prickett contains extensive arcas where stumps and snagy are prevalent. While
inhibiting the safe operation of high speed water crafi, these arcas are nonetheless navigable by
smedler, low or no horsepower boats. For that reason the entire surface area of the basin wus
legitimately used in calenlating the useable surface area.

The entre Au Prain surfuce arca was ased because as noted i the comment the southern portion
of the impoundment which is associated with the wildlife refuge is <nlv closed ar the end of the
hoating season (September 1 November 1)y While there mac be inoreased use of the luke
during waterfow! hunting seosen. the tvpical boat used for that prposc is a low horsepower
craft traveling at stow speeds. Under these conditions. an inervased density of boats witl not be
a problem dhring the fall season.

D 1o dts sinious, many channcied configuration, watcreraft inage on Cataract is limited to
small horsepower fishing bouts (for trolling) and non-motorize.d canoes and kavaks, The lack of
large. open basins and multiplc hanmels wouldd limit the manber of hoat interactions, ullowing
for a greater niomber of watercraft than calealated nsing tvpiccd hoating carrving capocity
strddios.

Fictoria
Fhe SMP does not propose anv docks or hoat stips o the Victoca Impoundiment.

Docks

®i)
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Docks coutd, depending on placement, have long term negative impacts on important fisb,
wildlife, and aesthetic resourees. A study by Dablgren and Korschgen (1992) determined that
the instattation of docks in arcas of waterfowl breeding babitat foreed waterfow] to move to less
attractive sites. As previously discussed, dock placement can also impact fish spawning and
nursery hahitat, As nearsbore babitat was not fully mapped, it is unclear how “dock zones™
avoided these habitat areas. Ancedotal data provided by tbe Great Lakes fndian fish & Wildlite
Commission and Keweenaw Bay Indian Community (KBIC) suggests that on Bond and Prickett
tlowages. dock placement areas eould overlap with important nearshore walleye areas. Without
detaifed substrate and batbymetry data, it is not possible to fully evaluate the extent of potentiafly
significant adverse cffects to aquatic resources. Such data is needed to determine if and where
duck placement may be appropriate.

In order to further review dock and dock placement, we not only need more detailed agquatic
resource mformation, but we afso need valid carrying eapacity estimates based on a desired
future condition as discussed above.

Response: We researched the reference provided and determined that it was simply a
bibliography and did not provide substance regarding the installation of docks in areas of
waterfowl breeding habitat. The SMPs analyzed the environmental impacts associated with dock
placement on the impoundments and concluded that dock placement would have only nminor
adverse bapacts on fish and wildlife and their habitat.

Wildlife

Implementation of the draft SMPs, including development of trails, patbways. new launch
facilities, docks, and view corridors could impaect important wildlife babitat through direct
maodification (cutting of small diameter trees tor view corridors or paths), fragmentation, or
luman disturbance. Many neotropical migratory songbirds are espeeially sensitive to
fragmentation of nearshore arcas since fragmentation often results in the loss of ground cover
and other habitats used for nesting, and may also fead to increased nest predation and nest
parasitisin (Austin £961; Askins 1995; Robimson, ct al, 1995; Engel and Pederson 1998; Lindsay
ct al. 2002). Cutting trees for trails, pathways, and view corridors eould resuft in babitat
fragmentation and loss of migratory bird nesting babitat.

Response: /1 is incorrect to characterize the limited creation of paths, trails and view
enhancement areas within the project boundaries, as proposed under the restrictions owtlined in
the SMPs, as the tvpe of fragmentation evaluated as part of the literature that is cited in the
agency comment. Due to the restrictions as outlined in the SMPs for the limited development of
paths, nails, and view enhancement areas. these activities will not result in a break in the forest
canopy and create forest fragmentation as cited in the agency comment.

increased human use of the sboreline and flowages as a direet result of aceess 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. berons, turtles, and cagles. n addition, several
studics have found that increased use of motor boats led to increased disturbance of nesting birds

®l
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(Asplund 2000), with migratory birds being of most coneern due 1o their increased encrgy needs
and resulting delayed migration (Kahl 1991). The trails and pathways proposced in the SMPs will
promote greater human activities around the basins and no proposed SMP zones would prohibit
trails. Individual docks, dock clusters, and new launch facilines will allow greater boating
activity on cach basin, i turn creating more disruption in wildhte.

Response: Recreation is an essential use of land and waters of o FERC-regulated ivdroelectric
project. Approved dock zones were determined by identifving scositive areas on the reservoirs
and avoiding them duving placement of the dock structures. The proposed placement of public
pathways was also determined by identifving sensitive areas and woiding them in placement of
the pathwuays,

The restrictions pluced on the installation of dock structures and panhiways are designed to
minimize negative impdcts lo diy sensitive resources and other non-sensitive netural
resources within the projeet boundary. The proposed SMP placos significant additional lond
within the buffer zones that were not protected from human disorbance under the

original license within the conservation zones. These additional lands placed within this
conservation clussification in the SMP not only contain the sensitive aveas, bt contain all
wdditional lands within the project boundary that are not proposed for any ivpe of disturbance.

As identified in the draft SMP. the public tratl is to be identified and located in consultation with
the resouree agencies. If it is necessary through agency consudtation, some sections witl not he
builtwithin the conservation areuas to prohibit additional disturbonce to sensitive areas

These mpacts to wildhife would conflict with license and plan objectives which relate to
protection of these species and their habitat. hmplementmy the dratt SMP wonld also contlict
with the general requirement i the lieenses to protect and enhanee the resouree values at cach
project. In addition to not mectinzg the ohjectives of the existing Heenses and plans, the SMPs as
proposed would result in additional long-term degradation and loss ot wildlite habitat. T'he
impaets o wildhite resources should be clearly discussed in the SMPs. The projects” plans
shonld also be rewritten to address the new wildlile threats and mipacts associated with
implementimg the SMPs,

Species of Concern

All the project’s licenses address several species of special concern including federal and state
listed threatened or endangered spectes such as the bald cagle. gray wolt, common loon, wouol
turtle. and osprey. Increased hnman disturbance and modification of habitat associared with
implementing the draft SMPs conld result in negatve impacts to these species. These negative
impacts are not consistent with heenses and plans which articibate UPPCO s responsibility o
protect and enhance habitat lor these specices.

Response: Restrictions included in the SMPs wore developed to proteet and enhance the
project’s land und water resonrces while providing for hivdropovwer operations, futnre
recreational enfumcements, and luke access by the general public ond adjacent landowners. In
addition, the new restrictions will inereuse and enhance existine habitar for most of these species
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by eliminating timber harvesting and enconraging old growth forest characteristics. A ceording
to the MDNR web site (hupwwwmichigan govdur 0 1607, 7-153-10370 12145 12208 32569-

The web site states “Wolf habitat is enhanced by timber cutting, wildlife habitat manogement
and other practices that create more diverse and productive forests.” The wood wrile s
currently not listed on any state or federal list regarding species of concern for the UP. The
SMPs analyzed the environmental impacts assoetated with proposed non-project use of project
lands and conciuded that implementation of the SMP is not expected to have an impact on state
or federally-listed threatened or endangered species.

Bald Eagle

All projects identify the need to proteet and enhance habitat for hald cagles. This typically
includes contrihuting to annual next surveys, reducing human disturbance around nest sites, and
protecting suitable hahitat for cagles. At some hasins, protection of forage and roost trees is also
incorporated into the license and plans. The implementation of the draft SMPs could negatively
affect cagles through increased human disturhance and direct modification of hahitat.

The proposed conservation zones do not incorporate all nesting and foraging sites. Based on our
review, it appears that only hald eagle nests which were active in summer 2006 were placed in
the SMPs most restrictive conservation zone. In many situations, batd cagles utilize scveral nest
sites in a general area and often switch activities among thesc nests year to year. This is true at
Prickett and Au Train hasins where one bald cagle pair has scveral nests on each hasin. These
alternate nest sites need to be incorporated into conscrvation zones. We consider nests to be
“historic” only after ten years have passed without any nesting activity.

Response: Since the drafting of the Bald Eagle Plans, the bald eagle has been de-listed as a
federal endangered species. The eagle is currently listed as a Michigan State threatened species.
The March 9, 2007, letter from the Michigzan Depaertment of Natural Resources [ists state
threatened wid state species of special significance for the projects. All current eagle plans stote
that an cagle nest is considered Mistorical after five vears of non-use. not ten. UPPCO has
revised the SMPs to include a greater amownt of eagle foraging arcos. Al the plans fwith the
exception of Boney Falls) do not require the protection of foraging areas.

Bald cagle foraging arcas and roost trees were not thoroughly documented in the Environmental
Studies and, when documented, these arcas were not protected in conservation zoncs. For
example, it is noted in the Boney Falls Endangered and Threatened Species Management Plan
that the hasin is used extensively hy foraging hald cagles. The Plan includes a map of the
important foraging areas. All of these foraging areas were not incorporated into a conservation
zone.

Response: The only arcas that are not curvently inelnded in conservation zones for the Boney
Project are areas that previously contained recreation or development prior 1o the drafting of
the SMPs. It is important to recognize that the current licenses for the projects allow timher
harvestmg., UPPCO is proposing to prohibit all timber harvesting o the entting or trimming of
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wature trees, therefore providing better protection of roost trecs than the original licenses. On
balance. the proliibition of all timber harvesting more than compensates for any unaaticipated
adverse cffects that may occur from uon-project uses on projec lands.

Increased human disturbance within project boundaries could nnpact loraging or nesting bald
cagles. Inaddivion to pedestrian activity along the shoreline on tranls and pathways, the expected
increasc in watercraft acvity may also adversely alTect cagles. Stadies bave shown that bald
cagles are aflected by shoreline development (Buchler et al. 1991) and may be lToreed to spend
additional encrgy on feeding as their nests are moved furtber inland to avoid human disturbance
(I'raser ctal. 1985). The implementation ol the dratt SMPs would likely reduce cagle nesting
attempts or nesting success on projeet lands in the future,

As currently proposcd. implementation ol the dralt SMPs could adversely impact bald cagles and
confhict with heense objectives tor protecting and enhancing bald cagle habitat. Increased
boating activity, trails. pathways. and numerous docks are now threats to cagles which need to be
clearly addressed in the SMP. In addition, eagle related management plans lor cach basin need
to be re-written o address any new impacts.

Response: The SMEPs prohibit all timber harvesting or the cnthnie or trispunng of matiee (rees.
therefore providing better, and a greater number of. roost trees than the original icenses or
resonrce wanagement plans, (n balance, the prohibition of all tivnher harvesting shovld wore
than compensate for any unanncipated adverse effects that sy occur from no-project wses on
project lands. The SMPs will de an eaforceable docrancnt that vill assure uew threats from
unaaticipated uses at the time of Neensing are adeguately identificed. evatuated, aud addressed.
Therefore, since curvent plans do not vesteict these uses, the plans do not need to be modified.
Al the curvent licenses have a stondard land use article that allons these uses. provided they
profect or cahance the scenic, recrcational and other envivemmnental values of the project. it is
the purpose of the SMEOs to assire that this happens. b addition further protections for project
londs have been added to the SMPs 1o address these new uses. The SMPs analyzed the
crviromuaental bapacts associated with proposed non-project e of project lands and concluded
that implermentation of the SME ix not expected to have an impact on state or fedecaliv-liseed
theeatened or endangered species.,

Grav Wolf

Gray wolves are found throughout the Upper Pemmsula of Michigan. Since grav wolves move
extensively througbout the arca. it is presumed that project lands are ntilized by wolves at least
periodically. Gray wolves were recently removed from the hist ol federally threatened and
cndangered species, but stall vema i on the Michigan endangered species list.

The existing project management plans for gray wolves focux on reducing threats from logging
activities including closing logging roads and protecting den and rendezvous sites. Given the
proposed cbanges to project lands. discussed m the SMPs. protective measures that address
threats of loggmg activities on wolves ave no longer relevant - The nlans need to be re-written to
mcorporate new threats and impacts associated with SMP implementation. Increased human
activity and disturbance of project lands. as well as associated nen-project land dey clopment,

b8
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may resuftin less utilization of these arcas by wolves. ‘'be numerous new aceess points around
the sboreline proposed by UPPCO in the SMPs. atong with traits and otber recreationat
enbancements around the flowage shoreling, would be in direct conthict with license direction
and hikely lead 10 irreversible degradation of wolt habitat.

As currently proposcd, implementation of the draft SMPs could negatively timpact gray wolt and
conflict witb ficense objectives for protecting and enhancing wolf habitat. tnereased buman
disturbance associated with trails and patbways are new tbreats to wolves which need to be
clearly addressed in the SMP. tn addition, wolf related management plans for each hasin nced to
be re-written to address any new impacts.

Response: The March 9, 2007, letter doesn 't include the gray wolf as a species of concern for
any of the current projects. The agencies conmment that the gray wolf remains on the Michigan
endangered species list. However, the Michigan Department of Natural Resources Wildlife
Division s list of Endungercd and Threatened Species Tist shows the status of the gray wolf as
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 grav wolf within the projects are minimized. The SMPs analvzed the
environmental impacts associated with proposed non-project use of project lands and conciuded
that implementation of the SMP is not expected to have air impact on state or federally-listed
threatencd or endungered species.

Common Loon

Bascd on the Environmental Studies, commeon toon or common toon habitat was found at An
Train. Bond, Prickett. and Victoria basins during a one or two day visit to the hasins, Only the
Bond Falls license (13ond and Victoria basins) specifically identifies measures to protect and
enbance habitat for loons. With loon babitat observed at Prickett and Au Train, we believe
protection of loons at these basins is important and management plans are warranted.

Increases in buman disturbance and boating activity as a result of SMP implementation would
negativety impact loons. Loons are bighly sensitive to buman disturbance (Evers 2004). 1.oons
arc also known to be affected hy both shoreline development, which often results in the removal
of nesting materials, and increased recreational use (fitus and VanDult 1981 Evers 2004).

During our review, we also noted that not all higb quality loon babitat was protected by a
Conservation Area. For instance, only a portion of the higb quality hahitat at Bond Falls flowage
would he placed in a Conservation Arca with accompanying no-wake signs. Scveral other high
quality loon arcas on Bond falls, bowever, are not protected tn a conservation zone. tn one
location, where the agencies reconimended loon platform placement, UPPCO proposed a cluster
dock (see Figure 8-2 of the Bond Falls SMP).

Response: UPPCO hay revised the SMP for Bond Ialls to increase conservation areas to
protect unique sensitive areas identified in the emdiromnental reports.

RS
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As currently proposed, implementation of the draft SMPs coutd impact common loon and
conflict with Bond Falls hicense objectives of protecting and enhancing loons and loon habitat.
Increased watercraft activity and incrcased human disturbance associated with trmls, pathways,
docks, and new boat launch facilities 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 nceds to be re-written to incorporate and constder these new threats to loons.
t.oon protective measures need to be added to Prickett and Au Train wildlife management plans.

Response: Pursuant to the previoushe mentioned consultation wal Clristie Deloria, not afl
potential loon habitat regnirves protection. In general, fiteratore has shown that increased
hanman pressure may affect loon nesting,; however, it hos been docimnented that some individnal
loons can acclimate to mman cciivity over time and can nest suceessfully under moderate fevels
of luanan pressure (Melntyre and Barr, 1997, Heimberger crai. 1983y The non-project nse of
project lands will not be immediate and s anticipated to ocenr over a perviod of ten to fiftecn
vears. Increased homan pressure niay also come from a general increase inrecreotion use of
the impovndments. Al potentiol habitats need not be protected expecially where no nesiing
pairs of loons corrently exist. The focas should be on actually nsed tervitaries. On
imponndments that do not correnths have nesting populations, on adegnate amount of prime
nesting arcas will be protected tor futnre nse. The SAMPs analyvzed the environmental mipacts
assoctated with proposed non-project use of project lunds and concloded that iniplementation of
the SMP ix not expected 1o hove an impact on state or federallv - disted threatened or endongered
species.

The SAIPs will be an enforceable docoment that will assure ness threats fronr inaniicipated nses
at the time of licensing are adegnotely identified, evaloated, and addressed. Therefore since

current plans do not resirict these wses, e plans do not need 1o be modified.

Sturgeon (Prickett and Victona)

take Sturgeon is listed as a state threatened species in Michigan, Carrently there are only three
kirown river spawning locations remaiming for this species withun the U.S. side of the Fake
Superior basin. One of these spawnmg locations 18 just downstream of the Prickett dam on the
Sturgeon River. Pownstream of Victoria Dam on the Ontonogan River, there are ongomy efforts
to restore a spawning population ol lake sturgeon. Increasces in boatig activity on these basins
could resnlt in water quahity degradation and impacts to downstream spawning adults, epgs, or
larvace. ‘the SMPs need to address potential impacts to lake sturgeon.

Response: UPPCO has revised the Prickett SMP to elimirore the proposal to remove stimps for
navigation. The presence of the soonps will limit the size ond specd of boats that will nse the
project. The SMPs analvzed the cnvivonmentad impacts ossociated with proposed non project
nse of project fnwds ond conclivled that implementation of the SMP is not expected (o bove an
impact on state or federolb-fisecd treatened or endangered species

Old Growth-t.and Management
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liach of the projects has an approved land management plan that relers either to management lor
old growth forest or protection ol Torest vegetation. In all instances, the proposed non-project
uses of project lands and permitted activities would negatively aftect old growth or other forest
communitics within the project houndaries. Therefore, these uctivities would he inconsistent
with the FI:RC licenses and approved plans.

Response: UPPCO designed the SMPs to he consistent with, and in many instances to further,
the goals and ohjectives of the overall requirements of the projects” licenses and FERC-
mandated management and monitoring plans. An important component of cach of the SMPs i
that UPP'CO has prohibited timber havvesting at each of the projects where timber harvesting is
currenth a permitted uctivity. The allowance of timber harvesting is contradictory to the
development of old growth characteristics. Therefore, by prohhiting timher harvesting the SMP
is promoting old growth_forest development.

The licenses Tor 13ond Falls and Cataract refer to management ol the project lands Tor old
growth. The DNR uses a working definition of old growth: “*Old growth forests are those that
approximate the structure. composition, and functions of native lorests. These native conditions
generally include more large trees, canopy layers, native species, and dead organic material.” As
proposed in the SMPs under Permittahle Activitics, eutting brush or small trees and removing
tree limbs or dead organic material for paths and enhaneced view areas would not be consistent
with old growth Torest development. Trenching along the paths to install cleetrical Tines would
also negatively impact old growth Torest, 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
characteristics, UPPCQ hays designed the SMPs to prohibit imber harvesting on cach of the
projects, although it is curvently allowed in the licenses. The allowance of timber harvesting is
contradictory to the development of old growth characteristics. Therefore, by prohibiting timber
harvesting the SMP is promoting old growth forest development. UPPCQO has revised the SMPs
hy removing the installation of underground electric wiring.

While Au Train, Prickett, and Boney Ialls projects do not have specific old growth management
ohjectives, they have approved FERC plans that include provisions Tor protection of forest
vegetation. In cach plan, project lands are to be maintained with a diversity ol vegetation types
and age classes to encourage wildlife use and preserve project aesthetics. Since the ereation of
enhanced view arcas, trails, and pathways within project lands was not envistoned when these
plans were written during relicensing, they need to be amended or rewritten to address these new
threuts.

Response: The SMPs have sivicter 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 identified, evahwated,
and addressed. Therefore, since current plans do not restrict these uses. the plans do not need to

he modified.

Reereation
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Recreational Enhancements

Signilicant recreational enhancements are proposed in cach SMP. According to UPPCO, these
cnhancements, in addition to what 1s provided lor in each licensc. will assurc that reereational
aceess to the general public is provided as the land surrounding the project boundary 1s
developed. UPPCO intended to site these recreational facilities 1o avoid sensitive environmental
resoutees and to ensure that their use was consistent with existing FERC licensce plans.

The proposed recreational enhancements are inconsistent with the licenses. Many of the
enhancements conflict with key hicense objectives, particularly those relating to protection of
wildlife habitat, minimizing human use of the project shoreline. maintaining existing walk-in
aceess for dispersed recreation, and protection ol shoreline acsthetics. For example, the
proposed Little Falls access point and parking area is located within one ol the most
cnvironmentally sensitive arcas along the Bond Falls shoreline. As noted in the Environmental
Studies, the sand bank along the cast side of the Little IFatls Bay contams high quality wood
turtle nesting habitat and wood turtles were observed in this arca during the 2006 survey (wood
turtles are a U.S. Forest Service Sensitive Speeies and also a State ol Michigan Species of
Coneern due to declining popnlations). Two of the primary threats 1o wood turtles are poaching
by humans and human disturbance ol turtles duning thair nesting season. Additional human use
of this arca would conflict with the objective of protecting this rare species and s habitat,

To avord unnecessary conllicts with the existing FERC license plans, the agencies recommend
that recreational enhancements not be implemented at this time. While some of these
enhancements such as publie docks to alleviate use and crowding at public lannches may be
needed in the future, there is currently no demonstrated need. Becaitse many of these
cnhancements may have negative environniental, recreational, and acsthetic nnpacts, recreational
cnhancements should only be considered when a need is indicated by the periodic recreational
use assessiment (FERC Form 8. Further, it it is deinonstrated that recreationat enhancements
are warranted, the implementation schedule should not be ned 1o dock placement.

Responses L'PPCO feels the Bond inpoundment has heen mischaracterized as a romote, pristine
wilderuess lake by the resource agencies. To the contrary, Bond impowndiient is readily
accessible by paved and maintuined gravel public roads. The sodhern and soutinaest portions
of the shoreline are accessible by high standard logaing voads that for the most part are
pussahle by high hodv 281 vehicles and are also used by ATVs and snovvmobiles. Formal
recreation sites have heen developed at the project and some owalving jnformal sites are being
incorporated into formal tocations because of high, wmanageable public use thar is resudting in
shoreline erosion damage. I addition, seasonal and year-rownd homes are located on the north
shove of the impoundment.

{or the above listed veasous UPPCO generally disagrees with the joint avencv conments on the
lack of need for recreation enhancements, especially at the Bond impoundment FERC projecis
are anthropogenic iuporndments wmd increases in various forms of public recreation
opportumnies are usually the most recognizable henefits of a FFRC progect to the eoneral public.
in the case of the Bond Falls impowndnient, there is an opportisin: to cxpand recreation
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OPPOrIn: to encompass more than the remote, difficult access form of recreation that the
Upper Peninsulo so nch abounds in. In addition, The agency statement that “additional access
should not be enconraged'” at certain sites does not keep people from using a site but merely
prevents UPPCO from protecting specific sites as public access continues on unprepared
ground.

As a result of this disagreement, UPPCO continues to propose numerous recreational

enfrancements of the majority of the impoundments, although some enliancements have been
eliminared from the SMPs.

Iimpacts to Recreational Use

Currently, cach of the projects is located in a rural, mostly forested landscape. Recreation, for
the most part, is informal with many users participating in hird watching, fishing trom boats and
shore, or hunting. Many ol UPPCQ’s rcercation sites are primitive in nature and consist of a
boat lannch, canoe portage. and authouse. The public has hecome accustomed to this type of
recreational experience at all of these projects, and the existing licenses and license plans are
written to provide this type of use. Current recreational uses, such as trihal tish spearing at
Prickett, could he negatively impacted hy development of the project shorelines and installation
of'docks  Allowing the proposed non-project uses of project lands will result in a different
recreational experience and in some instances, contlieting usc.

One of the Resource Agencics concerns with the inereased non-project use of the project lands is
the negative impact to hunting. Hunting is very important to Michigan’s rural economics, In
2001, 734,000 Michigan residents and non-residents spent $490 million dollars on equipment,
travel, and hunting licenses (U.S. Departinent of the Interior et al. 2001). Reercational hunting 1s
especially impontant at the Au Train project, which includes a 2,000 acre wildlite retuge that
covers a significant portion of the southemn basin. The DNR describes the Au Train Basin
Watcrfowl Project as the most productive game lands in Alger County hecause of the diversity in
cover types including northern forests, aspen. and cherry, all mixed with small and large
openings that provide for exeetlent wildlite hahitat. Although the Au Train SMP statcs that the
sale of non-project lands will not impact hunting practices hecause the Non-exclusive Licensc
Agreement will require designated homeowners to allow waterfowl hunting within 200 teet of
their dwellings (State law prohibits hunting trom within 480 tect of a dwelling without written
permission from the owner), we are concerned that the designated lacations only represent a
small portion of the hasin. Other flowages and surrounding shorelines also experience
considerahle use hy hunters, particularly waterfowl hunters and upland game hunters. We
maintain that proposed non-project uses of project land would restrict the ability of the public 10
participate in current recreational uses, including shoreline hunung.

Response: Fhe project houndaries of the various projects are not being changed. Additional

public recreational access 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 sethachs from
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residential buildings. None of the involved projects have been proposed for residential
development. Al residential development will be owtside of Project boundaries. In the instance
of the Au Train Project UPPCO s aware of the high nse of the proiect by waterfowd fmnters und
as part of any sales agreement of abutting non-project land the neve owners will be subject to the
Non-exclusive License Agreement that requires landowners to cilow hmmiing within 200 feet of
their dwellings.

Wild Rice (Prickett Onlyv)

Prickett Reservorr has been identiticd by KBIC as a potential wrca for wild rice establishment.
To date, there have been limited arcas identilied araund Baraga and L"Anse where wild rice
would be successful and where tribal members would have unhimdered access. The potential tor
increased boating, water gquality degradation, and non-native species introduction as a result of
SMP activitics could impede establisbment ol wild rice at this reservorr. Placement ot docks and
subscquent boating impacts may contlict with KB1C's culturally signiticant wild rice planting
and harvest. ITmpacts to wild rice establishment at Prickett should be addressed within the SMP.

Response: Fhe wikd rice extablisiment would need 1o ocour in areas of straffow water thar
contains the proper substrate. #is currently unknown if the KBIC has completed substrate
survevs that show the proper planting areas for wild rice at the Prickett impoundment.
Approved dock zones wdentified in the SMPs are generallv in arcas of deeper water, not shallow
water areas. Wild rice establishinent is verv valnerable to extreme wave action during the
Hoating leaf Hfe stage and the Long feteh of Prickett reservoir mar be detrimental to the
establishment of wild rice. Stwnps in the Pricket reservoir limir buating activine, thereby
miIRIMI=ing wave action that oy be detrimental to the establishment of wild rice. Therefore the
potential non-profect uses witl not impact wild rice establistment. Frrthermore, KBIC has not
approached the Heensee to discuss the establishment of wild vico on the Prickett reservorr.

Navigation Channcl (Prickett Only)

The resource agencies have previously expressed several concerns about ramoving stuips or
snags from this reservolr (see August 28, 2006 agency comments ). We believe it is premature to
propose removal of stumps and snags from this water body pnior to preparing a recreation
opportunity analysis and establishing a “desired condhtion™ Tor the reservoir (see our related
comments under Carrving Capacity above), Until a desired condition is established and the
appropriate types ol water-bascd reereation for the reservorr are detined. the necessity of stump
and snag removal is unknown, For example, if the pnimary recreational uses ol the reservorr are
tishing and observing nature witl: small watercraft (cancs, kayaks, small fishing boats), then the
presence of stumps and snags would hkely enhance the reereational experience and their removal
would not be desirable. Tt should be noted that the primary use of the reservoir at the present
tme is primanly by this tvpe of small watercralt.

Snags have considerable value tor several bird species that nest i this area. Bakd cagles and
ospreys utilize some ot the larger snags as places to perch or forage The Prnickett Bald lagle
Management Plan requires protection ol important cagle habitat. which would include snags
utihized by cagles. Several cavitv-nesting bird species also utihze these snags. Removal of these

U
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nesting snags would result in a direct, negative impact to this unique hahitat feature, as noted in
the Prickett E-PRO Report (p. 3-25).

Further. flooded stumps and snags have considerahle value as fish hahitat and as a suhstrate for
aquatic imvertebrates, as previously indicated to UPPCO hy the resource ageneies. The revised
(October. 2006) Prickett E-PRO Report Section 3.3.4 discusses the value of this wood to the
fishery in the rescrvoir. This inlormation, which indicates a prohahle decrease in henthie
invertebrate production, lish growth rates, and lish production if Nooded stumps and snags are
removed. was not fully considered or utilized in the Prickett SMP. There is no analysis or
discussion in the Prickett SMP of the direct, indirect, and cumulative eflects of removal of
Nooded stumps and snags on the aquatic ecosystem, including fish.

Based on the above, the proposed removal of stumps and snags may he inconsistent with the
license and license plans in several arcas, including protection of natural acsthetics, protection ol
bald cagle hahitat, and protection ol'wildlile and Tish hahitat,

Response: UPPCO lias modified the SMP for Prickett to romove any project associated witli the
creation of a navigation chanel. Therefore, there will be o stump removal,

Aesthetics

Activitics associated with the SMPs, sueh as instatlation of docks, predicted increases in hoat
traltic, cutting of view corridors, and installation ol trails could impact the aesthetics of cach
hasin. Currently these hasins are primarily remote flowages with few to no doeks or other
shorcline development and limited boating activity. Noise and visual disturbance from hoating
can impact the character ol'an area. In FERC’s Guidance lor Shoreline Management Planning at
{lydropower Projects it states: *Fhe licenses should have an idea ol what the project’s aesthetic
resources are, areas ol the project that are considered to have high acsthetic values, why those
arcas have high values, and who values the acsthetic resources. Aesthetic attributes that are
commonly valued include vegetated shorelines, clean water, the presence of wildlile, and views
ol water. Conversely, licensees should have an idea ot highly valucd shoreline views that are
threatened or have heen degraded hy past development.™

It is unclear in the SMPs how the inTormation on acsthetic resources was utilized in developing
appropriate shorcline classification zones. Some ol the highly scored aesthetic units identilied in
the Environmental Studies were not placed in Conscrvation Areas and could therelore he
degraded hy some level of development aetivity including construction ol trails, pathways,
formal reercation arcas, or docks.

Response: UPPCQ s environmental veports included an aesthetic assessment of eaclt
impoundment. Data layers from the aesthetics investigations were created and overlaid on
digital vrtho-rectified aerial photography. These maps, in conjunction with other resource data
lavers served as the primary tool in developing the appropriate shoreline classification zones.
Recognizing that these projects are not considered wilderness aveas. but are actually developed
hydropower projects, UPPCO nonetheless attempted to mivdmize visnal impacts by locating
individial docks o cluster docks inarcas that were sheltered from prominent viewig
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locations arowund the impoundment, maintaining low profile docks and utitizing natural finuted)
colors that do not stand ont against the background landscape. dditionally, UPPCO has
prohibited the instatlation of docis, boat Hifts, and associated lizhting at the Victoria
impoundment; thercfore, no bupacts to aesthetic resources at the Victoria impoundment are
anticipated. For the remaining impoundments, the SMPs anabv-ed environmentat impacts
associated with the physical prosence of the proposed boat docis and determined there wontd be
a minor, long-term visnal impact on the shoreline. Increased boaring use on the imponndiments
wondd create fong-term, ntermattent-naise fmpacts in the immadiate vieinity,

Shorelne lirosion

Inereases 1 boating activity on these basins could resultin greater shorehne crosion. 1115 well
understood that motor boats mav cause shoreline crosion through creased wave action (Engel
and Pederson 1998; Mosish and Arthington 1998). Most shoreline crosion {Tom boating is
anticipated to occur in shallow and ncarshore areas (Asplund 2000y, The SMP should discuss
this potential tor shoreline crosion. Shorcline crosion plans for cach project should be re-wnitien
to address this new threat and mcorporate ¢ momitoring and appropniate mitigation measures.

Response: 1hie Bond and Au Prain impoundments have FERC approved shoreline crosion
requirements while the remaining projects do not. The proposcd vesteiction on boat size ai
Cataract will minimize the potential for boat-wake induced crocion. The small mmber of
proposed boat stips at Boney Falls should also sevve to minimize the potential for boat-wake
induced erosion. The abundance of stuwmnps at the Prickett impomidment wilt enforee tow boat
speeds, limiting boat wakes. The powential for erosion at the respective imporandments woukd be
greater if individals were allowed to pull their boats on shore and to randomiy access the
shoreline. Through implementation of the SMPs, instaltation of formatized paths to established
docks will decrease the potentiol for erosion that may ocour frons informal. unavthorized use of
project shoveline.

Wetlands

There are vanous wetland types associated with cach tlowage hoth along the shorchne id
shghtly inland within the protect roundary. According to Michigan’s Wildlife Action Plan
(l-agte et al. 2005), "Wetlands are vital tor a varety of Michigan species: they provade important
breeding, spawnimg. and nursery habitat for many lish species: acarly all of Michigan’s
amphibians are dependent on setlands, particularly for breedhag: they provide nesting sites for
migratory watertowl and nesting or foraging sites tor a variety ot landbirds, waterbirds, and
waterfowl: und they are preferred by mammals such as muskrats, otter. and beaver.”™ Protection
of Michigan’s varymg wetland iypes 18 a conservation priority.

Some of the wettand arcas identitied as part ol the nvironmental Studies were not incorporated
into Conscrvation Arcas. Impacts to these wetlands could ocene it they are filled to facihitate
non-project uses ol projeet lands. In addition, the SMP should drsenss how nearshore wetland
communities may be atfected by mereased boating activity. Wetlands withm the project
boundaries could be impacted s a4 resutt ol implementing the SMPs.
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Response: (PPCO understands the value of wetlands and has designed its SMPs to prohibit the
removal of wetland plants. UPPCO has reviewed the SMP classifications for the impoundinents
and. where applicable, has revised the SMPs to incorporate mapped wetland areas into the SMP
classification of conservation. In very fimited instances, those wethands that were not
incorporated into conservation areas are shown on the Section 7 series maps.

SMP Implementation

UPPCO should develop a SMP monitoring and enlorcement plan concurrently with the SMPs,
with input from the Resource Agencies. We also helieve that the SMPs should be monitored and
reviewed on a regular hasis to determine their ellectiveness. We recommend monitoring the
following items as a minimum (this list may increase as the SMPs are developed and additional
monitoring needs are identificd): amount of undisturhed shoreline, changes in fish and wildlife
hahitat/tish and wildlile use ol project lands and water, change in condition of buffer strip and
project land vegetation, number of docks, numher of boats launched, number of permit violations
and how addressed, and changes in adjacent land use. We also recommend that, if agreement is
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 he designated for conservation
purposcs il warranted (c.g.. identification of sensitive species).

Implementation of the SMPs is also likely to require the development of road access to non-
project and project lands. At Au Train, Bond Falls, Prickett and Victoria access through
National Forest System lands may he nceded. Ohtaining approval and any required permits for
access through National Forest System lands will need to he pursued directly with the Hiawatha
National Forest for Au Frain and with the Ottawa National Forest for 3ond Falls, Prickett and
Victoria. Itis also important to note that this connected action needs te he fully disclosed and
evaluated hy FERC in any Environmental Assessment or Environmental hmpact Statement they
prepare in response to these SMPs.

Response: UPPCO is responsible for implementation of the enforceable SMPs. UPPCO will
ensure that sufficient staff are avaitable to enforce the SMPs and other license requirements.
Fhe SMPs require annual discussions with the resonrce agencies on the effectiveness of the
current restrictions and to discuss the progress of the implementation of the SMP. Information
regardinge consultation can be found in section 1 1.0 of the respective SMPs. [tis not necessary
to ohtain access to National Forest Lands while implementing the non-project use of project
Jands as proposed in the SMP. Connected activities within the project have been disclosed

Snovmary

In summary, non-project related activities as descrihed in the SMPs are not consistent with
FERC licenses and management plans for the hasins. Additional detailed aquatic suhstrate,
hathymetry. and forest stand inlormation is necessary to fully evaluate potential impacts to these
resources. 13ased on the limited information provided, new threats and impacts to natural,
acsthetic, and recreational resources are likely. We helieve these new threats and impacts should
he fully anatyzed and discussed in the SMP. Furthermore, management plans need to he
rewnitten, with agency invelvement and concurrent with SMP development, to address these new
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threats and impacts. Finally, we recommend incorporating & moartoring component mto the
SMPs.

Response: UPPCQ disagrees vwith the agencies summary statcment. Fo reiterate owr position,
UPPCQO designed the SMPs 1o be consistent with, and i many nstances to farther the goals and
ohjectives of the overall vequirements of the projects ™ licenses  No additional environmental
studies are necessary; the environmental reports and volimes of recreation and envirormental
information that were collected dwring relicensing provide an adequate assessment of natnral
resourees present at cach of the veservoirs sufficient to characterize potential impacts that may
result from the proposed non-profect uses of project lands. There are no new threats that wonld
result from implementation of the SMPs that are not already: adidressed in the project license,
through resonrce management plans or through the standard lend nse articles. The SMPs will
he an enforceable document thot will assure new threats from wnanticipated uses at the time of
licensing are adequately identitied. evalvated, and addressed. UPPCO reviewed cacl of the
FERC-approved resource management pluns for the projects and determined that some minor
crmendments to existing approved management pfans will be neccssary, The limited situations
where resonrce/management pluns need to he amended. are so dentified in the specific SMPs.

We look forward to continued communication regarding the draft SMPs and ¢ncourage vou to
set up a meeting 1o discuss our above coneerns.

Sincerely.
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Att. 78: Kay L., Hoff

I will not both2r you with all the eloguent reasons you have already received from many,
many ol us wl o believe the development plans are in clear violation ol the permits.

Please NO DOCKS on any of the projects:

- P-#1864 Bond and Victoria Falls
P-#2402 Prickett
P-#10856 AuTrain
P-#10854 Cataract
P-£2506 Boney l-alls

Kay L. Hotf

1593 McKimnney Lane
Minocqua W1 54548
T15-388-1409

Response: Opinion noted.

Att. 79: Douglas R. Cornett

May 21, 2007
Dear Ms. Wolle,

I am writing to comment on the Environmental Assessments lor the AuTrain, Bond Falls,
Boney, Cataract, Prickett, and Victoria Reservoirs.
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The environmental assessments conducted by I-PRO, the firm hired by UPPCO- WS,
arc inadequate. These assessinents did not address the intpact development would have
on projcct tands, inctuding wildhile species and water quahity. Certamly the development
will signilicantly alter the environment ol the Howages in their present state. Asan
alternate member ol the Iastern Focus Group, | was dismaved that UPPCOs
representatives consistently evaded questions on water quahty and the inereased mmpaets
that motorized use have on these flowages. In fact, UPPCO representatives arrogantly
answered that developnient of "non-project” tands was not 1 PPCOYs concern, and that
State and local regulations would take care of impacts from the development and that
“LPPCO will sell atl non-project Fand.”

Pevelopment of “non-project”™ lands will certainly impact water quality of “project”™ kands
and water. Individual septic systems, groundwater removal trom individual wetls, ranolt
from new roads and drivewavs, runoff from lawns using ferahzers and pesticides, and
motor boats spewing oil, gaseline and exhaust directly nto seservorr waters, 1$ not
addressed anywhere i the Assessmients. The cumulbative impacts of all the elevated use
of “non-project”™ and “‘project’” lands should be addressed mihie EAs,

Response: {15 important to aote that UPPCQO did not rels soleh: on the envivonmental
reports in isolation of the volumes of recreation and environmental inforination that were
coflected during relicensing and information obtaived throwgl consultation with the
general public and resource agencies. This information was wused to evaluate the impacts
that may result from implemestation of the SMPs. Use of non-project lunds is not the
subject of this procecding ay non-project lands are not subjoct 1o the jurisdiction of the
FERC.

LIPPCO never expressed any intention of selling or developimg the Fands during the time
the fast Finvironmental Tmpacs Study was condireted and heense renewalt granied. So, the
mipact on projeet lands wis never considered. The Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission should order a new Environmental Impact Sticy to assess the Tull impact to
the project fands by proposed development of “non-project™ lands.

Naterra Fand has not revealed devetopment plans tor any of the flowages. There st he
full disclosure of their plans betore the impacts can be thilly assessed and any
convevances approved.

Response: Opinion noted Scee above response.

UPPCO Ted people to helieve the consohdation of campgrounds at Bond Flowages was
for environmental reasons, while in reahity an extensive kind sale to aomajor devetoper
was being planned. The decision Lo consolidate campgrounds was made withont pubhe
mput. Lhmination of dispersed campsites and campgroimds redesign shoutd be re-
evaluated as part of the Shorehine Management Plan process

1 am opposed to any private hghted individual and cluster docks or viewing corridors at
any of the flowages. None ot these activities 15 conststent with the current heense,

Response: /i response to comments from agencies and the rablic UGPPCO has revised
the SMPs 1o, amony other items, eliminate the instellation of widererond electre -
wiring, the installation of poraanent dock lighting, and the onialiation of boat lifis,
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Additionally. the final SMPs have been revised to reflect a reduction in the total nunher
of proposed boat slips and the elimination of enhanced view areas on some
impoundments.

A cost of service study should be conducted for cach of the developments. The public
needs to see both benefits and costs to the taxpayers because the pristine character of
these flowages will be lost forever.

Response: Comment noted.

Thank you for considering these comiments.

Sincerely,

Donglas R. Cornctt

P.O. Box 122
Marquette, M1 49855

Att. 80: Steve Garske

Janct Wolle
Communications Manager
UPPCoO

PO Box 130

Houghton, MFE 4993 1-0130
iwotfe@uppeo.com

Kimberly D. Bose, Sceretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commisston
&88 First Street, NE

Washington, DC 20426

(Conmuments sent via USPS)

Re: (UPPCO Shorcline Management Plans for FERC Projects P-1 864 (Bond and
Victoria) P-2402 (Prickett) P-1 0856 (Au Train), P-10854 (Cataract), and P-2506 (Boncy
Falls)

Janct Wolle:

I am writing to comment on the Dratt Shoreline Management Plans (DSMPs) compiled
by Upper Peninsula Power Company (UPPCO) und its holding company, WPS
Resources. Because the SMPs Tor these projeets are so similar to cach other (imuch of the
text of the 5 DSMPs is identical exeept for pkice names, ete.) my comments apply to all 5
unless otherwise noted.

PART 3. REGIONAL DEMOGRAPHICS

First I wish to point out that when it comes to the environmental unpacts being
constdered in the DSMPs, UPPCO takes the attitude that it has the legal right to scll non
project lands tor massive residential development and will do so, and that 1ts only
respansibility is to manage its project lands and hydroclectric projects in a way that
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minimizes the impact ol this development. But the tore of Part 3 oF cach DSMP 15 quite
difterent. There they List all manner of demographic statistics tor cach respective county,
in an attempt to mply (without hard evidence) that developments proposcd for non-
project fands will greatly benehit these counties and local resrdents. The Fanguage may be
suhtle but the implication is ¢lear. As with their press releases and puhlic statements.
LPPCO seems to hold the view that the impacts of the sale and development of its non-
project fands on environmental and recreational resources should not he considered when
evaluating these DSMP, whtle the economic (but not necessarily guality-of-hite) impact
ol these sales and drastic changes in land use should be. U'1PCO cannot have it hoth
ways.

The Regional Demographie section for each DSMP points cut thit the lands surrounding
these flowages are considerably more rural and “tend to hay ¢ Tower measures of
economic well-hemg (for example. income and home valuet” than the average for
Michigan. At the same thime a footnote at the hottom of the Tirst page of Part 3 of cach
DSMP states that all these areas are socioeconomically simrlar to surrounding
commmunitics and the UP as a whole. UPPCO is therefore. i cssence comparing the
cconomic status of each impacted community 1o that of Michigan’s Lower 'eninsula,
cven thought the FP has a much different history and cconomie strueture. 'Fhe DSMIPs
then state (again. without ¢vidence) that the proposed develnpments wall merease income.
land values, the tax hase, and at Icast by implication, the “quathity of hile” of current
restdents. But, despite these claims, NO COST-BENEFFE STUDY HAS EVER BEEN
CONDUCTED FOR ANY O THESE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENTS. Indeed it rs my
understanding that UPPCO, Naterra Fand Corp., and-or a hundful oF individuals on a
township board have actively opposed requests trom citizens to do such studies.
Obviously 1f property values zo up, property tax revenues will also go up. but resident’s
property taxes will go up as well. With more tull- and part-tune residents more services
such as road mamtenance, police and fire protection, social serviees. cte. will be, needed.
and the cost 10 local governments for these services will also nise, cating up some or all of
these addhionat tax revenues. The cost of hving wilbinerease. 'Fhe puhlic needs to he
mlormed ol these costs as well as the purported benetits ot these proposed developments
in order to make the hest decisions For their communities. Because, 1t Naterra's
developiment plans go throuzh. the pristine nature ot these Bowages will be lost forever,

Certam regional economic iterests, including the Western | pper Peninsuka Plannmyg and
Development Regional Conmussion and the Ontonagon Conscrvation Iistrict, have
submitted comments o0 FLRC (posted on the FERC websier nr favoer o these
developments. stating that UPPCO has solicited comment from local crtizens, hunting
and fishing mterests, environmentahists, local govermments, and representatises ol state
and federal land management agencies: What they don’tinention s that, except tor a few
narrow groups within certin local governments. all ot these groups are overwhelmmgly
OPPOSED to these proposcd developments. This has been evident at all three UTPPCO
“puhlic meetings™ Fhave attended. as well as From the majonty of letters-to-the-cditor
local newspapers, and in cons ersations with otherssmound the western UP And rtisalso
demonstrated by a fall 2006 survey send to all Eaight Township residents (posted on the
FERC website at httpz. ehibriny. kere.govedmws. common-opennatasptilel D FI65071)
where 66% of respondents wore agaimst any development and 740 were aganst docks on
Bond lalls Flowage!

Finally, the demographics seetions of all § DSMPs ussumce 1that residents measure “well-
hemng™ and “guality of hie™ stmply by the monetary value o ther lomes and hank
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accounts. They clearly imply that the rural nature of these areas is a negative, something |1
and ['m sure many other arca residents would strongly disagree with. The DSMPs assert
that because the local 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 is therefore low and that UPPCO’s and Naterra’s development plans
arc needed to “fix” this “inadequacy™. This arrogant attitude has heen obyious throughout
UPPCO’s and Naterra’s push for development around these flowages. * .. ..

Response: Opinions noted.

PART 6. ENVIRONMENTAL, RECREATIONAL, CULTURAIL AND AESTIHETIC

Given the massive development heing planned by Naterra on nonproject lands, it seems
elear that the toHowing, articles (and prohably others as well) require amendment:

Article 409, Water 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 fturther
monitoring 1s needed.

UPPCO claims that this Article does not require amendment. But ringing non-project
lands around this flowage with roads, houses and accompanying lawns and seplic tanks

- (in a rare detail on flowage development plans from Naterra, 424 houses have heen
proposed) will undoubtedly result in a significant lowering of water quality. If the
proposed developments are implemented, Articte 409 MUST he amended to include
monitoring of additional relevant water quality parameters such as turbidity, 1otal
dissolved solids and fecal coliform hacterial counts. Otherwise this environmental issue
could wrn into a human health issuc as well.

Response: Under the propoused SMP, no amendment to the approved Water Quality
Monitoring Plan will be necessary. Implementation of the SMP will have no impact on
existing ficense water gquality monitoring requirements,

Article 412. Noxious Plant Monitoring Plan:

Part | of each DSMP states that a goal is to “Avoid the introduction and/or the spread of
nuisancesnvasive species”. The signs and cducational materials and activitics that
UPPCO proposed to use may help slow the intlux of invasive species. But with massive
devetopment and the inllux of people, vehicles, boats, ete., from areas where many of
these specics are already rampant, numerous non-native, invasive plants and animals
ranging from aquatic and terrestrial pests to plant diseases and carthworms are sure o be
introduced i spite of these efforts. (No terrestrial carthworms are native to the
northwoods, and all the earthworms here today are introduced from Europe. These
introduced carthworms have severe detrimental impacts on northern hardwood forests,
hecause they consume the lifter layer on which many forest plants and ground-living
animals depend.) Invasives plants that should he monitored and controlled mclude curly-
leal pondweed (Potamogeton crispus). turasian bush honeysuckles (Lomcera tatarica. 4.
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morrowii, and L. x befla), and common and glossy buckthorn (Riumnus cathartica and
R. frangula). Glossy huckthom is already rampant around Victona flowage and on
surrounding Ottawa National Forest lands, where the ONE is working to controf it
Helping with these eltorts at least on its own lands would show that GPPCO was really
voncerned ahout invasive species around these Nowages.

One of the most scrious invasives likely to be introduced sooner or later 1s the zebra
mussel (Dreissena pofymorpia). This Enrasian mussel disrupts aquatic food chains and
is notorious for fouling water intake pipes and other underwaer equipment. In Canada:
Ontano Hydro has reported zehra mussel impacts ot $376,000 annually per generating
station (New York Sea Gram 1994 ¢ited in US-ACE ERDC 2007).

Zcbra musscels have already spread throughout the Great Lakes, and inhahit the
Mississippt River and several northern Wisconsin and UP Infand lakes as well. With the
expectation of greatly increaszd hoat traflic to and from these flowages. it scems only a
matter ol time helore this major aquatic pest i1s introduced to one or more of them. Once
estahlished, there 15 no known way of eradicating them. Presnmahly UPPCO would be
actively working to prevent zchra mussels and other pests fiom gaining a foothold in
these flowages, as for no other reason than to avoid potentiat prohlems with the operation
ot its hydroclectne facilities.

Part 1 of cach DSMP states that UPPCO will do “routine inspections™ 1o "maonitor project
lands and waters tor introductions of terrestrial and aguatic invasive species as a result of
development activities.” Article 412 should be modified 1o address the almost certain
influx ol invasive species resulting from the proposed developments, and at least give a
general outline of how UPPC(Y intends to carry out this monitoring. Invasive terrestrial
plants (and certain aquatic plants, such as curly-leal pondweed) can sometimes he
cradicated trom an area i infestations are caught carly. Theretore comprehensive surveys
tor invasives should be conducted over the entirety of the project lands (and nonproject
lands) ar least once and preteiahly twice per year. to catch carly -1lowering species such
as garlic mnstard as well as plants such as the mtroduced huckthorns that are detectahle
well into the tall It populations ot invasives are found. strategies should he in place to
control or eradicate them.

Response: Opinions noted. PPCO s willing to monitor addhtional muisance species
tdentified by the agencies, provided ther have effective. economical and reasonable
control techniques to extirpate the species from the reservaoirs as demonstrated throneh
thew own control programs Under the proposed SMP. no amendmem to the approved
Nuisonee Control Plan will be necessary, haplementation of the SMP will fureher
LPPCO efforts to monitor and mitigate the spread nmasance plants.

Article 413, Buffer Zone Plan (Bond/Victoria. DSMP):

Here UPPCO proposes to merease the amount ol project lands to he managed tor old-
growth hy 23.4% at Bond Falls and 20.1% at Victona Flowage. BBut the heense
agreement tor this project. states that “"LPPCO commits to develop a hufter zone plan
covering “UPPCO-owned project lands” with a management ohjective 1o achieve old
growth forest” (FERC 2003 Section 4E. page 12)! Theretfore under the license agreement
essentially ARL. the tforest around these flowages should he managed as old-growth, not
Just a portion of them.
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Response: As stated in the first paragraph of license article 413, The Plauw is to inchade
a variable width bufler zone of 200 feet, adjacent to the Projeet impoundmuents ™.

Fheough implementation of the Bond Falls SMP, however, SMP would increase the
acreage of proteeted lauds by approximately 37 %o at the Boud Falls impoundment and
66.9 45 at the Victoria impoundment when compared to the existing 200-foot buffer zoue.

Article 414 (Bond/Victoria DSMP) Wildlife and I.and Management Plan:

UPPCO promises to classify 68.5% and 66.5% of lands at Bond Falls and Victona,
respectively, as “conservation” lands. But again. the license agreement states that the
management ohjective for AlLL the forested lands around Bond and Victoria is for
management as old-growth! FFurthermore, on Bond Falls in particular these so-called
“conservation areas” do not consist of one or a few continuous hlocks of hahitat, hut 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 he highly susceptihle to
the adverse effects of fragmentation, including colonization hy invasives 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 Cataract DSMPs):

This Article must specifically he amended to include assessment and protection of hahitat
for two state “Threatened ™ and one state “Special Concern” species. The first
“I'hreatened” species is the merlin (Falco cohunbarius). This falcon was noted by
UPPCOs consultant E-PRO (E-PRO Engineering and Consulting L1.C. based in Mainc)
in their reports for Bond/Victoria and Cataract flowages (as discussed helow), hut 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
known as “lake herring™), which is found at least at Bond and Victoria Flowages, hut also
not considered in these reports or the DSMPs. “Special Concern™ species not mentioned
in L-PROs surveys or the Bond/Victoria DSMP s a rare plant, autumnal water starwort
(Callitriche kermaphroditica), found in at, least two locations on Bond Falls Flowage.
(Sce the discussion under Part 7 helow for additional information.) Agam, these rarc
species are not considered in any of the relevant DSMPs, even though the license
agreements require UPPCO 1o provide “Threatened, ¢endangered, and scnsitive species
protection for all UPPCQ-owned project lands” (FERC 2003, Section 41, page L2)

Additional rare species prohahly inhabit these flowages and surrounding project lands as
well. Comprehensive species surveys should he done hy qualified individuals at the
appropriate times ol year, to insure that any additional rare and endangered species arc
protected in accordance with the license agreements.

Response: UPPCQ's Threatened and Endangered Species Protection Plan pertaius to
the protection of threateued, endungered. and seasitive species, specifically, Bald Eagle.,
erav wolf, aud Osprev. Under the proposed SMP, no amendinent to the approved Plan
will be necessary.
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Article 416, Recreation Plan (Bond/Yictoria DSMP):

UPPCO suggests a numher o amendments to this article, mcluding an amendiment to
Sections 2.1 and 2.2, stating. “T'he recreational enhancements proposed lor the Bond
IFalls Development are consistent with the policies, shorehne classifications, and
development guidelines specified in the shoreline management phan for the Bond Falls
Project and the objectives of the Butter Zone Plan and the Threatened and Endangered
Species Protection and Enhancement Plan. As discussed above, the DSMP Tor Bond
IFalls is clearly NOT consistent with the shoreline classifications and developinent
gdelines because 1t did not consider three rare species documented on this tlowage: the
merhn, the lake herring and the autimnal water starwort.

Additionally. part (h) ol this article clearly states that the icensee may only grant
permission for “NON-COMMERCIAL piers, landings. hoa: docks. or similar structures™
(capitalization added) withont FIZRC approval. Thus the marima cluster docks for boat
rental proposed for Bond at the Barclay hoat landing. and at Victoria near the dam would
appear to be prohihited without FERC approval. and would presumahly reguire an
amendment to this article to construct them.

Response: UPPCO does propose to amend the Reereation Plan to include the
recreational enhancements specified in the SMP. UPPCO fas gone to considerable
cffort to produce SMPs that protect and enhance the project s natiral resources and the
project’s primary function. the production of clectricity. whidle providing public
recreational enhancements and divecting, managing and mitigating the impacis of
antivipated development of non-project lands so as to complement or have neniral effects
on those natural vesources. The statement of “non-commercial piers ™ taken from the
project license is truncated to change the meaning. In the Lieense, the statement
continucs by clarifying a “nox commerical pier” s Uintended 1o serve a singe-temily
tvpe dwelling. ™

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

UPPCO claims that implementing the DSMP will have no ctieet on historie sites areund
the flowage. But with the attempted (and | helieve heense-violatmg) changes to the
management of the project lands proposed in this DSMP_including moving campsites,
replacing vold-growth™ with developed “recreation arcas™. cte. revision of this article
would seem to he n order.

Response: Opimon noted. however, implementation of the SME will have no impact on
CPPCO s ability to manage historic propertios consistent with the vequiremenis of the
approved plan.

PART 7. SHORELINE MANAGEMENT PLAN CLASSIFICATIONS AND
GUIDELINES

Part 7 of cach DSMPs once azmn asserts that UPPCO and - PRO have condieted
adequate environmental assessments of Bond, Victoria, and the other flowages. TS 1S
FALSIL As pointed out in previous comments to FERC, the briet L-PRO surveys
canducted in 2006 resulted i cookic-cutter draft reports™ which were very superticiat
and so much ahke that cven the names ol the tlowages werd necasionally wrong
Response: The covironmertal veports do provide an adograite assessmient of natnival

resourees preseit o cach of the reservoirs sufficiont 1o cho cotevize potential impacts as
|1
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a result of proposed non-project uses of project lands. 1t'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. Kach SMP includes a comprehensive analysis of environmental impacts
anticipated to occur as a result of implementation of the SMP. UPPCO utilized
mencrous FERC orders approving SMPs and non-project use of project lands us the
template to describe the environmental impacts.

In my 2006 comments to F1:RC 1 outlined why the E-PRO draft reports were grossly
inadequate. Iixeept Tor bald eagle a loons, the consultants seemed to he unsure of what
thev were looking for. Included in their hird sightings were reports of merlins (Falco
columbarius) at Bond Falls, Victoria, and Cataract Flowages. At Victoria and Cataract
Flowages, the E-PRO reports even mention seeing merlins acting aggressively, indicating
likely nesting nearby. These consultants cither didn't realize that the merlin was listed as
“Threatened™ hy the State of Michigan il they did {as UPPCO claims page 18 of
Attachment 71 ol the DSMP, in response to my August 2006 comments to FERC,
inchided in attachment 47) they inexplicahly didn’t mention that this hird was state-
listed” or treat it as such in their report.

Aquatic plant “surveys™ simply listed scveral genera common in lakes throughout the
castern US, ¢.g. Potamogeton spp., Najas spp., Myriophyllum spp.. clc., and apparently
made no attempt to identily these plants to speeics, or to figure out il the plants they saw
might be rare. Emergent and shoreline plants were, not surveyed, nor was there any
atlempt 1o assess how migratory birds might use these flowages.

In Septemher 2006 1 visited Bond Falls Flowage (for a canoe trip with others). There |
came upon two populations of a rare aguatic plant the consultants bad never mentionex:
Callitriche hermaphroditica (autumnal water starwort). This plant is histed as “Special
Concem™ in Michigan. It was, locally common in shallow water near |.1utle Falls on the
south side of the lowage, and at the mouth of Dead Creck on the west side of the
flowage. (1 collected several specimens and sent them to the University of Michigan
Herbarium in Ann Arhor, where the plant’s identity was verificd hy the curator, Dro A- AL
Reznicek. | also, suhmitted a rare plant reporting lorm to the Michigan Natural Features
Inventory in Lansing.) At hoth locations the populations were large and ohvious enough
that ¢ven if the consultants were only ahle to identify common genera of aquatics, they
should have scen this plant, recognized that it was unusual, and used one of several
widely availahlc plant taxonomy works relevant to the region to figure out what it was.

Another rare species inhabiting Bond Falls Tlowage has heen completely omitted Irom the
DSMP for this flowage - a cisco, Coregonus artedi (also known as “lake herring”). In
‘Fable D-1 of Appendix 1) ol the 2001 Dralt Environmental Impact Statement for
relicensing (FERC 2001), this Tish is listed as inhahiting Bond Falls Flowage and two of
three other large water budies (Gogehie and Cisco Chain of Lakes) included in the Bond
Falls projeet. The lake herring is listed as ““Fhreatened™ in Michigan (MNF1 1999). Yet
its presence is not mentioned anywhere in the DSMP or E-PRO’s reports. so the potential
impact ol the DSMP on this state-listed speeies isn’t considered.

Response: Opinions noted  See above response.

L5
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The Bond Fails Flowage map classifics both the arcas with autimnal water starwort as
“Gieneral Use / Formal Recreation Areas™ where “recrcational enhancements™ would
oceur (Section 7-3). While these water starwort populations can presumably handle
occasional foot or canoc traitic (and are mostly in too shaltow of water to be significantly
atfected by motorboat tratlic). they are likely to be signiticantly impacted by the
“proposed reercational enhancements™ planned tor these arcas. UPPCO’s claim that these
arcas were “carclully ptanncd based upon data collected as nart of the 2006
environmental studies™ is turther evidence of the gross inadequacy of these studies.

Response: Public use of these basins is expected to occur, with or withow UPPCO s
implementation of the SMP-. Regional growth over the next ten to fifteen vears is
expected o increase recreation use of the Bond Falls projecit due to the casy accessibiling
of project waters and the increasing inaccessibifitg of the National Forest Lands which is
exhibited in the Ottawa National Forest 2006 Forest Plan Revision. The project license
already requires improvements to project recreation fucitines tr address existing and
Juture use. These improvements will inherently increase recrcation use of the project.
The recreation improvemenis originally proposed for the Litile Falls and Pead Man's
Creek area are now listed as potentiad sites for recreation cvpansion,

According to the hcense agreement for Bond Falls Project (FERC 2003), UPPCO
commits to a “land manageiment plan that inctudes tmber management, revegetation
measnres, and threatened. endangered, and sensitive species protection lor alt UPPCO-
owned project lands..” (Scenon 41z page 12). 1 would assume that Special Concern
species sueh as autumnal water starwort would fall under the term “sensitive specics”
used in the DSMP.and that the lake herring and the mertin tbhoth protected under
Michigan law) defimtely would. Yet despite published reports of the presenec ot the
latter two species by FERC and LPPCO™s own consultants, respectively, no meaningful
surveys have been conducted for them, and no consideration ol them (fet atone provisions
tor thair protection) exists in the DSMPs for Bond Falls or (for the mertin) Ciataract
IFlowages. What other rare. threatened, and endangered specres inthabit these Howages
and surrounding project lands? Nobady knows, becanse despite the 2006 1-PRO sury evs,
NO COMPREHNENSIVE ASSESSMENT OF RARE PLANTS AND ANIMALS HAS
BEEN DONE on, or around these Hlowages. .. ...

The DSMP goces onto state hew the vanious lavers of data were overlaid on anal
photographs, and how the resutting map “served as the primany aid in the classilving
Shorcline Management Plan arcas (sic). But, much of the biological “data™ cotlected by
UPPCO and E-PRO is haphazard. incomplete. irrclevant. and or superficial, any maps
that rely on this “data”™ are presumably superticiad and unreliable as well,

Response: Opinions noted  See previons responses. The area sehere the merlin was
identitied at Bond Falls was placed in the Conservation Linuted Public Trail
Classification,

PART 9. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS.

I'he Bond Falls DSMP “contradicts the “Draft Fnvironmersa Impact Statement™ (FERC
2001y as to how much wetland exists around this tlowage Cmopare 34, FERC (2001)

Io
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states that, “Although wetlands around Bond Falls Reservoirs are imited hecause of the
scasonual drawdown, a narrow band of willows is present around the perimeter of the
impoundment.”™ n trying 1o justify siting some docks over shruh 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 hahitat type is very common at 3ond Falls. and is only availahfe to species
such as fish the extent of impacts associated with seasonal dock placement in these arcas
is expected 1o he minimaf™. The curious “only available to fish”™ comment aside, 1s Bond
Falls Flowage surrounded hy a narrow band of willows, as stated in FERC (2001), or by
extensive shrub wetfands as stated in the draft DSMP for this flowage?

Response: Field surveys conducted by UPPCO’s consultant documented the presence of
extensive shrub wetlands at the Bond Falls impoundment.

Page 9-1 of the Bond/Victoria DSMP states, “Moderate long-term impacts to water
quality through the introduction of additional nutrient supplics in the form of
uncomhusted fuel could potentially result from the operation and mamtenance of
additional boats associated with the proposed docks.” Since when has uncombusted fuel
been considered a nutrient? Also, the potential impact of uncombusted fuel 1s omitted
from the DSMPs for the other flowages, even though new docks are proposced for all of
then,

Response: (UPPCO has revised the SMP to reuad: " Moderate long-teru impacts to water
gnality through the introduction of additional nutrient supplies and uncombusted fuel
could potentially result from the vperation and maintenance 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 the
“licensee shalt have the authority to grant permission for certain types of use and
occupancy of project lands and waters and to convey certain interests in project lands and
waters for certain types of use and occupancy: without prior Commission approval. ‘The
licensee may exercise the authority only if the proposed use and occupancy is consistent
with the purposes of protecting and enhancing the scenic, recreational, and other
environmental values (page 61). And Section (1) of cach license states that ** Lands
conveyed under this article will he excluded from the project only upon a determination
that the tands are not necessary for project purposes, such as operation and maintenance,
flowage, recreation, public aceess, protection of envirommental resources, and shoreline
control, including shoreline acsthetic values.™

The DSMPs tor these projects would allow large private lighted docks (proposced for all
the lowages). viewing corridors (Prickett, Cataract, Boney Falls and AuTrain)woody
debns clearing from the flowage (Prickett), “Formal Recreation Arcas™ that shice up
forest originally designated to he managed as old-growth(3ond/Victoria), and other
alterations that do not fulfill the purposes stated to the flowages and adjacent project
lands 1n the license agreements for these projects, including environmental and rare
species protection, shoreline aesthetie values, and unfettered access for all of the public.
And becanse UPPCO's nmanagement plans have changed so drastically from a few years
ago, when they stated that they anticipated no signmiticant development around these
Rowages. new Environmental fmpact Statement should be completed for afl of these
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Howages to ascertain the tull impact of UPPC (s plans. Thas is necessary for many
reasons. including to assess impacts to state-hsted species, which UPPCO has undemably
so far ignored in its DSMPs and environmental “studies™ for at least three of the
flowages. Furthermore, Natetra 1.and Corp. has still not released specific plans for
development around any of these flowages, making it impossihle to fully judge what the
true impacts of these developments might be, let atone whether these DSMPs will he
adequate to handle the anticipated impacts.

IFor the ahove reasons, | am strongly OPPOSED to these DSMPs heing implemented in
their present form. 1 ask that UPPCO update and revise these DSMPs after completing
new Environmental Impact Statements for these tlowages, so that the resulting SMPs arce
hased on complete, accurate, and up-to-date intformation. and adequately address the
concerns discussed ahove.

Thank you for this opportunity to coiment.

Steve Garske

1’0 Box 4

Marentsco, M1

49947-0004

Response. Opinions noted

Att. 81: June Schmaal

Janet Wolte, Communications Manager
UPPCO

1.0, Box 130

Houghton, M1 49931-0130

May 23, 2007

Dear Ms. Wolte.

As a long-time resident of the lake district of northern Wisconsin, [ speak trom
experience regarding the etlects of pristine shorelines of over-development by greedy or
1gnorant humans.

The proposcd management pluns for Project Lands surrounding reservorrs m the
Upper Peninsula of Micligan imevitahly will result in detrmental impacts on this
splendid arca. Surely. in 2007 there must he some environmental awareness of the
mevitahle damage that will oceur with the mtroduction of docks, lights, paths, and
viewing corridors and unenhghtened property owners.

I urge that WPS-UPPCO honor its IFIERC heense and protect the shoreline habitat
from human mtervention and all of the environmental destruction that wall surely Tollow.

Smcercly,

June Schmaal

1163 Hlwy 47 West
Arbor Vitac, Wl 63456¥

R
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Response: Opinions noted. UPPCO has revised the SMPs 1o, among other items,

~ climinate the installation of underground electric wiring, the installation of permanent
dock lighting, and the installation of boat lifts.  Additionally, the final SMPs have been
revived to reflect a reduction in the toral number of proposed boat slips.
Att. 82: tHlenry W. Peters
Kimbcrly 1. Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Comimission (FERC)
888 First St N1k
Washington D.C. 20426
Re: Shoreline Management Plans and Development Projects (SMPs), FERC Rescervorr
Project Numhers:
Project No. 1864 (Bond and Victoria)
Project No. 2402 (PPrickett)
Project No. 10856 (Au Train)
Project No. 10854 (Cataract)
Project No. 2506 (Boney Falls)
Dear Secretary Bose (and Commission),

- Inclosed below are my comments on the SMP regarding the land sale and projected
planned development anticipated to follow in the ahove refereneed hydropower domains,
1 sent these comments, in timely fashion to UPPCO (i.c., May 21, 2007, the olTicial
deadline Tor public comment) hy email.., so the form dillers shightly, printed. | also
conrected, for clarity of nnderstanding, several misspeliings and typos (and will therefore,
resend remarks to UPPCO, nouing shght changes).

The short ol it is: | find extremety disconcerting the lact that (as far as 1 know)
UPPCO/WPS/MNatera, Inc., has largely attempted to bypass puhlic awareness regarding
their intentions and perhaps even worsce, the tegally mandated regulatory authonty of
FERC, espectally regarding the Project lands.

Please give this appropriate attention... Generally speaking, this may not he the richest
area (cconomically) in the nation, it has, however, been endowed with a certain measure
of abundance (civersity in nature, and profound beauty!), as well as the opportunity to
recover some ieasure of wealth, lost from previous generations of human induced error
(i.c.. carcless mining practice, over logging... some ol which involved (clear) cutting up
to the edge of waterways.., allowing lor crosion, changes in turhidity. and temperature,
for some example, the Grayling' was lost this way, as they were dependant upon the
cooler water temperatures lor breeding, and the removal ol Torest cover (shade) causced
over-all water temperatures to rise, cete. (see footnote below on page two).

These "resources” ahove mentioned (and many not) address also, a Tuture, POTENTIAL
state of the world. The whecl is still in spin... [t may he that eitizens currently residing m
these arcas. will, or will not respond appropriately 1o the call Tor responsihle actions to

-

protect the above, but the opportunity for doing so would have no moral/ethical hasis, if
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this smne opportunity were removed Irom the realm ot the possible by mcans of their
own governmental wdilTerence. This is your charge. I prev von act with appropriate
consideration Tor ALL of the inhabitants ol these arcas.

Thank you for your consideration to this matter.
Sincerely,

llenry W, Peters

Response: Opinions noted

The “grayhng (Thymallus thymatlus) 1s a species of freshwater fish in the satmon taimily
(family Salmonidae) of order Salmoniformes. Itis the type species ol its genus, Native 1o
the Palearctic ecozone, the grayling 15 Widespread throughont northern FEurope, trom the
United Kingdom and France 1o the Ural Mountains in Russia, While it was mtroduced to
Morocco m 1948, 1t does not appear to have become estahhished there. (sic) The graviing
prefers cold, running riverine waters, but also oceurs in lakes and, exceptionatty, m
brackish waters around the Baltic Sca. Ommivorous, the fish teeds on vegetahte matter as
wellas crustaceans, insects and spiders, molluscs, zooplankton, and smaller fishes,
including Eurasian mimnows and yellow perch. Graylings are also prey for Targer tish.
including the huchen (Hucho hucho). With the Arctic grayhng. 1. thymallus 1s one ot the
cconomically important Thyvmailus species, being raised commeraially and tished tor
sport. The grayhing is a protected species histed in appendix 11 ot the Bern Convention,

(emphasis added)

Re: Shorehne Management Plans and Development Projects (SMPs) FERC Reservorr
Project Numbers:

Project No 86 {Bond and Victoria)

Project No. 2402 {Pricken

Project No 10856 (Au Train

Project No. 10854 (Cataract)

Project No. 2506 {13oncy thalts)

Dear Ms. Wolte, et al.,

Basically, in regards to the sthove relerenced UPPCO WPS hyvdropower area Laad sale
arcas to Naterra, [ wish to stale my tinm objection.

Oft the top, as a longtine arca resident of this area e the upper pemusula of Michigan

and now land steward of my fanuly's properties, 160 acres approximatehys seven nules

south of Victona reservonr (sinee 1941), from the time of my hirth 1 have hived offand

on. or near my grandparents 1928 homestead, my expenience 1cts me that any where near

the placement ot the projected watereraft in these commererally designed developments

as outlined i the current editton of the "Shorceline Management Plan” (SMP ). with

accompanymg docking Tacilities, stnkes any person who has some reasonable amount ol

awareness, expericnce and seisinvity to the maginticent bur vet tragile diversity of

ceosystems in the considerad sale arcas (and Tor the sake of discussion here: especialiy
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the project lands), of which some is just now beginning to recover from well over a
centuries' previous mistakes, especially in regarding this ahundant diversity as an

~ inexhaustible re- source of Torest, mineral/water or atmosphere. Unfortunately some of
these arcas, in ¢lose proximity, continue to take a heating., ¢.g., road huilding
inappropriate logging, or other manner of oft mindless exploitation, and some arcas, 1t 1s
vet 1o he demonstrated even their potential for resilience.
It you get nothing more from this Ietter than this: 1 say, NO TO DOCKS IN THE SALE
ARFAS. But there is more, and 1 would now take this opportunity to expand a hit.
IFirst of all, the license agreement, accomplished in 2003 hetween the Federal Encergy
Regulatory Conimission (FERC) and UPPCO states (alheit in relation to the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act, which may or may not be at the motmnent, moot) that:
76. Seet on 7(a) docs not har the issuance ol a license for its continued operation,
as long as no new construction is proposed.54 and UPPCO proposcs no new
construction in its re license application. (emphasis added)
And turther it s1ates:
16 U.S.C. § 808(c). LICENSE TERM 108. Section 15(¢) ol the FPA 63 provides
that any new license issued shall be for a term which the Commission detennines
to he in ‘he puhlic interest, but the term may not be less than 30 years nor morge
than 50 years. 109, The Commission's general policy is to estahlish 30-ycar tenns
for projcets that propose little or no redevelopment, new construction, new
- capacity, or environmental mitigative and enhancement measures; 40-year terms
for projects that propose inoderate redevelopment, new construction, new
capacity, or mitigation and enhancement measures; and 50-year terms for projects
that propose extensive redevelopment, new construction, new capacity, or
cnhancement. 110, In Section 2.5 ol the Agreement, the signatorics agree (o a 40-
year license term. In 1991, UPPCO completed reconstruction ol the Victoria dain
and relaed facilitics costing approximately $14,000,000. UPPCQO also completed
a $6,000,000 replacement of the woodstave pipeline with a spiral wound stecl
pipeline in 2001. In light ol these expenditures and the enhancement measures
and operational changes proposed pursuant to the Agreement, a term ol 40 years
15 approoriate. Accordingly, the new license for the Bond Falls Project will have a
term of 40 years. (emphasis added)
In other words, the way 1 read this, the current license was granted to all areas under the
condhtion that UPPCQ did not project any more possihie construction that would go
bevond the proposed changes at Victoria dam reconstruction, so therelore, it scemed a 40
year license rencwal was justificd. This, among other features, 1s what the agreement was
ahout.
Ok. so there were NON-project lands which are supposcdly open for any husiness that
the "owners” inay choose... We might debate, in an other, more kind forum, the wisdom
of this "any husiness” however, 1 wish to Tocus on my main concern here. the project
lands and the project watcrwarys...
-
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* What FERC approved Tor the Recreational Plan dovs not resemble in the least
the massive changes now proposcd... involving construction and intrusion of
docks, landings, hghts, and, ol course, water cratt with accompanying residences
and cxponential vartances through time.

« UPPCO/WPS comnuissioned a "drive by” biotogical survey... about a several
day time hne, durimg only one season of many here which transpire, usmy, tor
example. a hehieopter to do raptor surveys...(absnrd! 1. The "Michigan Hydro
Relicensing Coalitton” (MHRC) states in their August 28, 2006 letter to UPPCO
that:
“"We recommend that UPPCO not identily these studhes as . Envirommental
Assessments " lnvironmental Assessment (1A ) has a spectlic meaning
under the Nationat Environmental Poliey Act (NEPA). These assessments
do not meet the reguirements of an EA as defined nnder NEPA. In
general, an EA ineludes briel discussions of the following: the need for the
proposal, an anakbysis of alternatives, environmental impacts of the
alternatives, and a listing ol agencics and persons consulted.”

* They go on to politely suggest that you call your osor view preliminary, biased
view assessment (of the pubhies witlingness to diges the superficial!y as an
“Environmental Bascline Assessment.” I most respectfully cease my agrecment
with the MIIRC at this point, as the study had more of an appearance of making a
puppet show of the resource than any serious degree of concern for the possible
correspondence to the important nataral rekations that show them through time
and space.

+ That said. from cven a enrsory glance at the comments the various commenting
agencies made, both as individual organizations and as o coahition, there seemed
more or less unanmimous apprehension as to the sutficieney of the "1-Pro, Ine”
survey.

» 1 would further add, besides an EA that, because of the scope and magnitude of
these projects, both site specilic and mclusive of the total progects arcas covered
in this proposcd landscape modification of which a Federat Ageney s the
regulatory overseer (FERC). cumulative elfects which metide. by Tegal mandate,
from the NPA as sited below, an EAL a 13ological Bvaluation (BR) and also
appropriate Environmental Tmpact Statements (E1S) need be done o mantinn any
credible comphance with the letter and spint of appheable Taws,

NEPA

40 CFR PART 1500

See. 15087

Cuomwlative impact. "Cumutative impact™ s the impact on the environment

which results from the ineremental impact of “he action when added 1o

other past. present, and reasonably foresecable tuture actions regardless ol

what ageney (FFederal or non-Federaly or per~on imdertakes such other

actions. Cinmlanve impacts can resnlt trom mdividiatly nunor but

collectively significant actions takmg place over a penod of e
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« Nature is, one way or another, in a dynamic condition... Where arc the now,
relatively every day discussed possihilities ol GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE
considerations in relation to these projects? !

« What lappens, lor example if. given that there is now generally admitted loss ol
lossil fuzl ("peak oil), and the likcly possihle effects ol this development?
Where 15 the analysis ol the prohahilities, given you are inviting multiplying
possibilitics Tor who knows who. from who knows where regarding "viral
hemorrhagic septicemia virus, VIISV, which causes ancmia and hemorrhaging in
fish.” as sited in helow included article. not to mention other invasive species of
plant and animals (i.c., zehra muscle, ete.)?

+ In this "Shoreline Management Plan” numbers ol "proposced recreation
enhancements are listed.., very impressive.., and supposcdly members of the
puhlic ("ocal stakeholder”) have, for example, asked for "lish cleaning stations.”
Well, [ have been to most every puhlic meeting (other than the so-called "focus
groups.") and I have not once heard any one ask Tor a "fish cleaning station.” As
mater of fact, the vast majority of comments I have heard ex- pressed serious and
troubled concern over the presentation and direction of this kind of artilicial city
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 scll| hold
of dear value here” A land and water way where human hreath and care may stand
some harmoenious chance with what the good lord ollers... The chance to give to
[uture generations, some semblance ol what potential the world, untrammeled by
total human misery and degradation!

» And speaking ol focus groups, you stited some where in your meanderings
regarding the possihilities for likely "riches” in this development that you would
consult with "all local stakeholders,” (paraphrase) regarding our concems, and

yel, fror a discussion | had with some ol the people who tried to sincerely
participate i the "focus groups.” you sponsored, their consensus opinion/s were
cvidently given no serious credence (i.e. consensus was only "advisory"). That,
given the numher ol meetings and deals, i.c., watching the Naterra & Co. at all ol
tle puhlic meetings, appearing 1o he playing footsic and other games with some ol
the Township and other "officials.” was not something | felt in the least positive
about.

I could go on... but I helieve there is sulTicient amount ol consideration herehy presented
to let you know the degree of "appreciation” | have for your hittle proposal.

No Docks!
Thank you for vour attention.

Smcerely,
Hlenry W. Peters

Response: Opinions noted.
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Att. 83: Barbara Quenzi

I'rom: pquenzi [pquenziie hughes.net]
Sent: Wednesday. May 16, 2007 12:37 PM
To:  jwolfeZuppeo.com

Janet Wolle:
Re: FERC projeets 2402 (Pricketty: 1884 (Bond Falls); 1085X (Au Train): 10854
(Cataract); 2506 (Boney)

I oppose construction ol docks at Prickett, Victorta, Au Train, Cataract, Boney Falls and
t3ond Falls site, as this will degrade wildlife babitat. I oppose removal of stumps at
Prickett Dam. as this will allow the increased tratlic of motor boats to go at much higher
speeds and gencerate more noise. 1 oppose the estahlishmen ot view corridors™ as tns
would further degrade wildlitz habitat.

In my opimion, tbe UPPCO SMP does not protect and enhance waldlife hahitat as required
by FEERC. Given the complexity of this issue and the limited scope of the Shoreline
Management Plan. an Environmental Assessment should be reqmired of UPPCO in this
matter.

Response. fn response to comments from agencies and the public. the final SMPs have
heen revised to refleet a reduction in the total nember of proposed boat slips.
Additionally. the number of enhanced view areas has been dramatically veduced and the
proposal to remove stanps from the Prickett impeanidment iz been eliminated.

The wildness of the Victoria and Prickett dam areas (of which T am mest taimhar! is
what makes them spectal.

Barb Quena

Ph: 906-482-7476
Emal: pquenzif@ hnghesonet

Att. 84: Mike Stoekwell

Dear Sir,

I oppose shoreline constructien, boating improvements, and cxcessive access trails
proposed by Upper Penminsula Power Company at Northern Miclhigan’s Prickett. Victoria,
Au Tram. Cataract. Boney | alls, and Bond Falls sies.

I feel that the impact on the natural environment, and subscouent tonrism industry has not
been fully comsidered.

Projeet No. 1864 (Bond and Victoria)
Project No. 2402 (Prickett)
Project No 10856 {Au Trn)
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Projeet No. 108534 (Cataract)
Project No. 2506 (Boney Falls)

Mike Stockwell
1349K Hove Road
Atlanue Mine, M1 49905

Response: (Opinions noted.

Att. 85: Suzanne Van Dam

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regnlatory Commission
88K 17irst St NLLEL

Waslungton D.C7. 20426

May 200, 2007
Dear Kunberly Bose,

This letter addrasses the following FERC reservoir project numbers:
> Project.No. 1864 (Bond and Victoria)
> Project No. 2402 (Prickett)
- > Project No. 10856 (Au Train)
= Project No. 19854 (Cataract)
> Project No, 2506 (Boney Falls)

I"m a resident of the Upper Peninsula of Michigan and am greatly concerned by the
proposed manazement plan. Ihave visited and hiked near most of these special places,
and | STRONGLY OPPOSE CONSTRUCTION OF DOCKS as proposcd by Upper
Penimsula Power Company at Prickett, Victoria, AuTrain, Cataract, Boney Falls, and
Bond Fails sites. Given the complexity of this issue and the himited scope of the Shorehne
Management Plan an Environmental Assessment should be required of UPPCO n this
matter.

Sincerely,

Suzanne Van Dam

T02W, Fdwards

Toughton, M1 49931

{9061 483-4726

Suzanne yandanie inlandia.cdy

Response: (Opnions noted.
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APPENDIX E: RECORD OF SECTION 7 OF THIE ENDANGERED
SPECIES ACT CONSULTATION

B-1
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Upper Peninsula Powar Company

{a subsidiary of WPS Resources Corporation)
700 North Adems Street

P.O. Box 19001

Groen 3ay, W1 54307-9001

April 12, 2007

Mr. Cralg Czarnecki, Flold Supervisor
U.S. Fish and Wildllife Service

East Lansing Michlgan Fleld Office
2651 Coolidgs Road, Sulte 101

East Lansing, Michigan 48823

Doar Mr. Czarnecki:

Sectlon 7 Encangered Species Act Consutlation - Upper Poninsula Power Company
Shoreline Management Plans for FERC Project Nos. 1864 (Bond Falls), 2402 (Prickett),

10854 (Cataract), 10856 (Au Traln), and 2506 (Boney Falis) T

The Upper Peninsula Power Compeny (UPPCQ) has prepared draft Shoreline
Management Plans (SMP) for each of the above-referenced hydropower facllities
licansed by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commlsslon (FERC). The SMPs have been
- developed in an effort to achleve an appropriato balance between the anticlpated
development of non-project lands near each project; public and private recreatlon and
the preservatlon of important natural, environmental, or cuiturai features of the project's
lands and waters, while maintalning the primary project function, the production of
olactricity. UPPCO pians to grant limlted permission for pathways and docks on project
lands and waters to property owners near the project lands. Through the permits,
UPPCO will have an enforcemont capabllily end can manage end limlt Impacts to project
shorslines In an effort to reduce Impacts of recreational use lo important natural,
environmonial, cultural, and aesthetlc projoct values within the project boundary.

The draft SMPs have beon clrculated for public review and comment; they were
developed in consuitatlon with resource agencies Including the U.S. Fish and Wildllfe
Soivice (Service), local governments, non-governmental organizations, and the local
publlc. Copies of the dreft SMPs have beon providod to Ms. Christie Deloria-Shelffleld at
your Upper Paninsula Sub-Offico. '

UPPCO Is sonking approval from the FERC to implemont the permitting process for
pathways enc docks consistont with the projact SMPs. Accordingly, the FERC willl bo
contacting the: Service regarding consultation under sectlon 7 of the Endangered
Spacies Act. UPPCO brlefly addrossed fodorally-listed threatoned or ondangerod
speclos in the draft SMPs. This letter provides additlonal text regarding federally-listed
threatened or endangored species portaining to oach SMP. UPPCO reviewed tho
Service's tachnical assistance wobsito for foderally-listed throatoned and endangored
species and contacted the Michigan Department of Natural Rosources Endangered
Species Specialist for spocios occurronce information pertaining to each project. Bald



Unofficial FERC-Generated PDF of 20071205-0143 Received by FERC OSEC 11/29/2007 in Docket#: P-10856-000

Mr. Cralg Czarneckl
April 12, 2007
Page 2 of 2

oagle survey information for 2006 was received from your offlce as weli. In addition,
field investigations of the project erea conductod in 2006 through E-PRO Englneering &
Envlronmentel Consuiting. LLC provided some eddltional species occurrance
information.

UPPCO requssts that the Sarvice review the enclosed species information and
assessmeants for oach SMP and advise us of any omlissions or updated species
occurrence information. We would appreciate your comments if you have concerns
rogarding implementation of the SMPs or any recommendations of further measures
UPPCO should institute that would help to avold or minimize adverso effects to
threatened or endengered spacies in implementing the SMPs.

We would appreciate a response to this requast within 30 deys of the date of this lettor.
If appropriete, we would be willlng to meet with you or your staff to discuss any concerns
regarding potential adverse effects to threatened or endangerod spacies that might
result from SMP implementation.

If you have any quostions, you may contact me at (920) 433-1094.

Sincorely,

S

Shawn C. Puzen
Environmental Consultent
integrys Business Support, 1.LC

8yX

Enc.

cC: Ms. Chnstie Delora-Shefflold, FWS - Marquette, Mi
Mr. Robert Flstchor, FERC - Washington, D.C.

Mr. Wllliam Campbell, TRC
Mr. Brent McCarthy, TRC
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AU TRAIN SMP
9.5 THRLEATENED AND/OR ENDANGERED SPECIES

The I'WS technical assistance website for federally-listed threatencd and endangered
speeics includes the bald cagle (Failaeetus leucocephaltus), gray wolf (Canis lupus),
Cunada lynx (Lynx canadensis), piping plover (Charadrius melodus), piping plover
designated critical habitat, and Pitcher’s thistle (Cirsium pitcheri) on its list of species
occurring or potentially occurring in Alger County.

Recent review of available species occurrence information, habitat requirements, and
results of 2004 ficld investigations of the project arca conducted through B-PRO
Enginecring é Environmental Consulting, LLC concluded that the piping plover, piping
plover designated critical habitat and the Mitcher’s thistle do not occur within the Au
‘Frain Project boundary or on adjacent lands.

Bald Lagle

The bald caglz is federally-listed as threatened and listed by the State of Michigan ag
threatened. Adult and immature bald eagles have been observed in flight and perching in
trees along the shoreline of the Au 'T'rain inpoundment and likely catch fish from the
impoundment. Eagles have nested at scveral sites near the impoundment or on islands
within the impoundment over many years. An aclive bald cagle nest was documented 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 Arca where no development is allowed. Further, SMP management
activities will be carried out consistent with provisions of the Bald Eagle Managcement
I’lan issued under Article 405 of the Au Train Project License, As such, primary nesting
areas located immediately around nesting sites and sccondary nesting arcas extending 4
minimum radius of 660 feet from the nest will be managed to avoid or minimizc
disturbance i the vicinity of known bald eagle nests. Certain activitics will be restricted
during the crizical nesting period through the fledging of any young, from Ecbruary 1
through July 31 of any given year. Restricted activities would include human entry into
the primary ncsting arca, motorized access, development of recrcation facilitics, and
major projcct facility-related construction activities not associated with dam satety.
Human disturbance within the primary zone, except for that which is required for bald
eugle research and management by qualified individuals will be prohibited during the
moderately ciitical period from January 1 through August 31 of cach year. Land use
activitics thut result in significant changces in the landscape sueh as clear cutting, land
clearing, or major constriction, and other less significant dircet changes such as usc of
chemnicals toxic to hald eagles, are prohibited at all timies in the sccondary nesting areus.
Through imp'ementation of the SMP, UPPCO proposes to prohibit commercial timber
harvesting within 200 feet of the projeet impoundment. Accordingly, previously-used,
standing nest trees will not be removed from project lands since they may be reoccupiced
in the future; supercanopy trces will be maintained within the project arca as additional
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potential nesting habitat. 1f a pair of eagles chooses to establish a new nest in an arca
already receiving human use resulting from project operation or recreation facilities, the
human activities will continae to oceur, but will not be cxpanded. In those instances, as
agreed to in developing the Article 405 Plan, the ongoing human activitics will not be
restrieted during the critical period.

With the addition of the individual and cluster docks at the Au Train impoundment and
the recreation enhancemcents 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 boundarics resulting from anticipated nearby residential
development also can be expected, Approximnately 62 % of the lands within the project
boundaries are designated for such uses. Even with the cstablishment of nest protection
arcas, it is possible that some individuals, knowingly or inadvertently, still may engage in
potentially disturbing activitics within the nesting zones or in arcas where cagles arc
perching or fishing. Under these circuimstances, adult or immature bald eagles could be
cxposed to recreational activities that may result in nest abandonment or disruption of’
feeding activity.

Implemientation of the SMP together with the Article 405 Bald Eugle Management Plan
should minimize the likelihood of disturbanec to nesting, perching or feeding activitics.
The meansures included in the Article 405 Plan partaining to the bald eagle are generally
consistent with the U.S, IFish and Wildlife Scrvice’s 2006 Drafl National Bald Eagle
Management Guidelines which provide recommendations for land management practices
that will benefit bald cagles and how to avoid disturbing them. As additional measures to
avoid potential disturbance 10 bald eagles nesting, perching and/or feeding within project
boundarics, UPPCO will muke educational materials available to the public that will
cmphasize the importance and sensitivity of nesting and feeding areas and encourage
cooperation in avoiding disturbance to the cagles. Any further usc of existing,
undeveloped, nformal eampsites 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 areas that extend into the impoundments to discourage boaters from approaching
active nests. Under most circumstances, implementation of these inanagement provisions
should reduce potential impacts to nesting to a point where they will be undetectable.
Qutsidc of nesting territories, perching and feeding eagles should be able to avoid
disturbance from reercational activities without any measurable effects.

Gray Wolf

The pray wolf is federally-Usted as threatened; however, the U.S. 1'ish and Wildlife
Service {(FWS) has published a tinal rule in the Federal Register (Volume 72, Number
26, Tiebruary &, 2007) that would remove the western Great Lakes Distinet 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 rufe
could be in effect as early as March 12, 2007, The gray wolf is listed as threatened by the
Statc of Michigan as well
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As indicated ‘u the recent Federal Register notice by the FWS,| the gray wolf is found in

- every county of thie Upper Peninsula. In correspondence regarding the UPPCO projects,
the Michigan Department of Natural Resourees (DNR) commented that gray wolves are
habitat generalists and arc distributed widely in the Upper Peninsula,

The Michigan DNR was contacted to determine if there were any recorded wolf
occeurrences 1ear or within the project boundary. ‘'he DNR response gave no indication
of any nearby active territorics, nor have uny den or rendezvous sites been identitied on
project lands. Considering its wide-ranging nature, it is possible that the gray wolf
travels through the project arca,

Incrcased putlic reereation use can be expected to occur with implementation of the SMP
as well as ingeased frequency of human aelivity within the project boundaries as a result
of anticipated ncarhy residential development. The increased human activity may alter
the pattern or arcas of transient activily by wolves within the project area; however, aty
cticets arc not likely to be measurable.

Canada Lynx

The Canada lynx is federally-listed as threatened and listed hy the State of Michigan as
endangered. State and Federal natural resource agencies have documented tracks and/or
sightings of mx in recent years in nearby countics of the Upper Peninsula or Wisconsin
countics bordering the Upper Peninsula. Review of Iynx records and observations by
agency staff wud rescarchers indicate that historic and recent lynx occurrences in

- Michigan have been a result of immigration from lynx populations in Canada and arc
corrclated with population cyeles of lynx in Canada,

To sustain a population, the Canada lynx requires very large arcas containing borcal
forest habitat and is a specialized predator of the snowshoc harc. The FWS concluded in
its Final Rule Noticc of Remanded Determination o f Status for the Contiguous United
States Distinct Population Scgment of the Canada Lynx; Clarifieation of Findings
published in the July 3, 2003 Federal Register (Volume 68), that the linited number of
lynx occurrer ces in Michigan did not constitute a resident population, but were
dispersing animals. Michigan's Upper Peninsula supports borcal forest: however, the
cxtent of habitat is limited and there is limited connectivity with suitable habitat in
Canada. In addition, review of lynx occurrence ru)mds had provided no verifiable
cvidenec of saccessful reproduction.

Because disparsing Canada lynx will travel long distanccs sceking suitable habitat and
thie lynx has a very large home range of inany squarc miles within suitable habitat, it is
possible that lynx could pass through the projoct area of the Au I'rain impoundment at
some lime. There is no availahle information, however, to indicatc that lynx are currently
prescit or use the project arca.
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BOND FALLS SMP
9.5 THREATENED AND/OR ENDANGERED SPECILS

Bald Eagle

The bald cagle ({aliaeetus leucocephalus) is federally-listed as threatened and listed by
the State of Michigan as threatened.  Bald cagles have heen observed in the area of the
Bond Falls impoundment where adult and immature cagles use pereh trees within the
project boundary and likely catch fish from the impoundment  No recent nesting has
been documented; however, a number of suitable nest trees arc available,  An active ball
cagle nest has been doenmented downstream of the Victoria impoundment within the
project boundary (E/PRO 2006). The area within a 660-foot radius of the nest site has
been designated Conscrvation Area where no development or timber harvesting is
permitted,

SMP management activitics will be carried out consistent with provisions of the
Threatened and Endungered Species Protection and Fnhancement Plan issued under
Artielc 415 of the Bond Falls Projeet License. As such. primary nesting arcas located
immediatcly around nesting sites and sccondary nesting arcas cxicending a minimum
radius of 660-fcet from 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 eritical
nesting period thraugh the lledging of any young, from February 1 through July 31 ofany
given year. Restricted activities would include human cntry into the primary nesting
area, major projeet facility-related construction activitics not associated with dam safety,
and development of reercation facilitics. Human activitics that will not be permitted
within the surrounding sccondary nesting areas include new development, the building of
roads and trails facilitating access to the nest, and the usc of chemicals toxic to bald
cagles. Where no nests currently cxist, supercanopy trees with a high potential for
nesting habitat will be maintained within the projeet arca. Management for okl growth
forest characteristics around project reservoirs will be conducted through activitics
outlined in the Buffer Zone Plan. Previously-uscd, standing nest trees will not be
removed {rom project lands since they may be reoceupied in the future, I a pair of
cagles chooses ta establish & new nest in an arca already receiving human use resulting
from project operation or recreation facilitics, the human activities will continue 1o occur,
but will not be expanded. In those instances, as agreed to in developing the Article 413
Plan, the ongoing human activitics will not be restricted during the critical period.

With the addition of the individual and cluster docks at the Bond Falls and Vietoria
impoundiments and the reereation enhancements for general public recreation usc,
increased boatg and othier recreational aclivity on the impoundiments can be expected,
Increased frequency of human activity within the project boundaries resnlting from
anticipated nearby residential development also can be expected. Even with the
cstablishment of nest protection arcas, it is possible that some individuals, knowingly or
inadveitently, still may cngage in potentially disturbing activities within the nesting zones
or in arcas where eagles arc perching or fishing. Under these cireumstances. adult or
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immaturc bal¢ cagles could be exposed to recreational activities that may result in nest
- abandoninent or disruption of feeding activity.

The SMP inclades 68.5% of project Jands at the Bond Falls impoundment and 66.5% of
projeet lands at the Victoria impoundment designated as Conservation Area which offers
substantial suitable habitat for hald eagle perching and feeding as well as potential for
nesting, Emplomentation of the SMP together with the Article 415 Threatened and
Endangered Species Protection and Enhaneement PPlan should minimize the likelihood of
disturbance to nesting, perching or feeding activitics. The measures inelndexd in the
Anticle 415 Plan pertaining to the bald eagle arc generally consistent with the U.S, Fish
and Wildlifc Serviec’s 2006 Draft National Bald Eagle Managenient Guidelines which
provide recoir.mendations for land management practices that will benefit bald eagles and
how to avoid disturbing them. As additional measures to avoid potential disturhance to
bald cagles nesting, perching and/or feeding within project boundarics, UPPCO will
nake educaticnal materials availahle to the publie that will emphasize the importance and
sensitivity of nesting anl feeding arcas and encourage cooperation in avoiding
disturbance to the eagles. 1n addition, informational buoys will be placed at the outer
edges of primary nesting areas that extend into the impoundments, to discourage boaters
from approaching aetive nests. Under inost circumstances, implementation of thesc
management provisions should reduce potential impacts to nesting to a point where they
will be undeteetable. Outside of nesting territories, perching and feeding cagles should
be able to avoid disturhanee from recreational activitics withoul any measurable effects.

Gray Wolf

The gray woll (Canis lupus) is fedcrally-listed as threatened; however, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (FWS) has published a final rule in the Federal Register (Volume 72,
Number 20, FFebruary 8, 2007) that would remove the western Great Lakes Distinet
Population Segment (DPS) of the gray wolf from the list of endangered and threatened
wildlife. The geographic extent of the DPS ineludes the Upper Peninsula of Michigan.
The final rule could be in effect as carly as Marceh 12, 2007. The gray wolf is listed as
threatencd by the State of Michigan s well,

As indicated in the recent Jederal Register notice by the FWS, the gray woll'is found in
every county of the Upper Peninsula. In addition, the Upper Peninsula wolf population,
by itsclf, has surpassed the recovery criterion for a second non-isolated population in the
castern United States for a mininum of 5 years as well as the Federal criterion for an
wsolated wolf population.

UPPCO was requested by the agencics to investigate possible impacts to gray wolf
hahitat s1xl/or populations with regard to increases in reercational development and uses
at the hydroclectrie projects. The MIDNR cominented that while gray wolves are habitut
generalists and distributed widely in the Upper Peninsula, surveys have shown griy
waolves nsing - erritory within a mile of the shoreline of the Bond and Victoria
impoundments. Considering the wide-ranging nature of the woll, it is likely that the gray
wolf travels through the project arca of the impoundments and may occasionally hunt for
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prey within the project boundaries. No den or rendezvous sites have heen identified on
project knls at either impoundment.

As indicated previously, SMP management activitics will be carried out consistent with
provisions of the Threatened and Findangered Speeics Protection and Enhancement Plan
issued uader Article 415 of the Bond Falls Project License. UPPCO will mmanage lands
within the project boundary, consistent with MDNR wolf manageinent guidelines and the
Ottawa National Forest Threatened and Endangered Specics guidelines for the protection
of gray wolf den sites.

Although availability of prey can be a primary limiting factor in maintaining wolf
populations, both the MDNR and thie 1.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 Falls Reservoir for prey habitat for wolves. Ample prey habitat is
available on Forest Service lands bordering en UPPCO lands in the project area. The
agencies indicuted that the most important contribution tlie UPPCO lands around Bond
Falls could make for wolves would be to manage road densitics so that vehiculsar access
is minimized, and to protcct any wolf den or rendezvous sites that are encountered.

The Article 415 Plan provides that UPPCO will close temporary roads created for timber
harvest activities to vehicle use upon complction of those activities, whenever possihle.
Previously constructed roads that have become unnceessary also will be blocked to
vehicle acecss, where possitde. Vehicle aceess already exists to arcas designated in the
SMVP* for recreational enhancements; however, improvements wilt he made fo those trails
to accommodate general vehicle use; only one new road will cross a small segiment of
project lands from adjacent land. Overall road densities within the project boundary will
not exceed the generally reecommended density at or below one lineal mile of road per
squarc mile.

Inereased public recreation use can be expected to occur with implementation of the SMP
as well as increased frequency of luman aetivity within the projeet boundarics as a result
of anticipated ncarby residential development. The increased huiman activity may alter
the pattern or areas of transient activity by wolves within the project arca; however, any
cffeets are not likely to be measurable with the implementation of provisions of the
Article 415 Threatened ad Endangered Specics Protection and Enhancement Plan and
the ongoing, suceessful conszervation measures for the wolt’oceurring through
management of the nearby Ottawa National Forest, -

The I'WS teelinical assistance website for federally-listed threatenced and endangercd
species includes the Canada lynx (Lynx canadensis) on its list of speeles occwrring or
potentially occurring in Ontonagon County. The State of Michigan has listed the lynx as
endangered. State and federal natural resource agencies huve documented tracks and/or
sightings of lynx in recent years in nearby counties of'thie Upper Peninsula or Wisconsin
conntics bordering the Upper Peninsula. Review of lynx records and observations by
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ageney staff and rescarchers indicate that historie and recent lynx ocenrrences in
— Michigan have been a result of immigration from lynx populations in Canada and arc
correlated with population cycles of lynx in Canada.

To sustain a population, the Canada lynx requires very large areas containing boreal
forest habitat and is a specialized predator of the snowshoe hare. The FWS concluded in
its Final Rule Notice of Remanded Determination of Status for the Contiguous United
States Distinet Population Segment of the Canada Lynx; Clarification of Iindings
published in the July 3, 2003 Federal Register (Volume 68), that the limited nuinber of
lynx ocemrences 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 connectivity with suitable habitat in
Cunada. 1n addition, review of lynx occurrence records hid providul no verifishle
evidence of suceessful reproduction.

Because dispersing Canada lynx will travel fong distances secking suitable habitat and
the lynx has a very large home range of many squarc miles within suitable habitat, it is
possibic that iynx could pass through the project area of the Bond Falls and/or Victoria
impoundnicnis at some time. There is no availahle information, however, 1o indicate that
lynx ure currently present in the project area. With implementation of provisions of the
Article 415 Threatencd and Endangerel Speeics Protection and Enhancement Plan, it is
untikely that an occasional dispersing lynx would be affected by SMP impiementation.
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BONEY FALLS SMP
9.5 THREATENED AND/OR ENDANGERED SPLECIES

The TWS technical assistance website for foderally-listed ihreatened and endangered
speeies includes the following on its list of specics occurring or potentially occurring in
Marquette and Dcha countics:

Marquctte County - bakl cagle (flailacetus leucocephalus), threatened; gray wolf (Canis
fupus), threatened; Canada bynx (Lynx canadensis), threatened, and Kirtland’s warbler
(Pendroica kirtlandli), endangered

Delta County - bald cagle (Huliaeetus leucocephalus), threatened; gray wolf (Canis
lupus), threatened; Canada lynx (Fynx canadensis), thecatencd; Kirtland’s warbler
(Dendroica kirtlandii), endangered; piping plover (Charadrius melodus), endangercd,;
Pitcher’s thistle (Cirsium pitcherr), threatened; dwarf lake iris (fris lacustris), threatened

Recent review of available species occurrence information, habitat requirements, and
results of 2006 ficld investigations of the project avea conducted through E-PRO
Engincering & Environmental Consulting, LLC concluded that the Pitcher’s thistle,
dwarf lake iris and Kirtland’s warbler do not oceur within the Boney Falls Project
boundary or on adjacent lands.

Bald Eagle

The bald eagle is tederally-listed as threatened and listed by the State of Michigan as
threatened. The Boney Falls impoundment is commonly used by adult and inymature
bald cagles as a dishing area. in addition, the tailwater arca below the dam is a frequently-
used fishing arca for wintering eagles. Numerous trees within the project boundary ure
uscd as perch sites by cagles. No active bald cagle nests were recordedd within the project
houndary in 2006; howevcr, an active nest was located approximately 1 mile upstream,
Several nest sites have been used in The area of that active nesl over time and have
resulted in successful reproduction. Although the primary importance ofthe 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 territories become occupied, cagles could cveniually establish a nest site at
the Boney Falls Project.

‘The Boney Falls Project 1.ieense includes an Endangerad ond Threatened Specics Plan
that was issued under Article 410 of the license. SMP management activitics will be
carried out consistent with provisions of that plan, As such, if bald cagles nest on lunds
within the project boundary, a nest protection zone will be estublishect extending te a
radius of 1.320 feet from the nest site. No activitics would be conducted within the nest
protection zone between March 1 and July 1 to avoid disturbance during the cagle nesting
peried. These measines would apply to nest sites established by hald eagles in arcas
without existing human development or activity, sueh as the desigmated Conservation
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Arens. Consistent with approved bald eagle management plans at UPPCO’s other
ticensed hydropawer facilities in the Upper Peninsula, if a pair of cagles chooses to
estahlish a new nest in an arca already receiving human usc resulting from project
operation or recrcation facilitics, the human activitics will continue to occur, but will not
be expanded. UPPCO will initiatc consultation with the FWS and MDNR if a pair of
cagles nusts in an arca alrcady under human influence to implement pair-spevific
management uidelines, Areas uscd by hald cagles for foraging during the nestimg period
as well as during winter months would be delincated and UPPCO would minimize
ingress and cgress within the delineated winter foraging areas in the buffer zone to
minimize disturbance to foraging cagles. 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 implementing activities or policies that may disturh hald cagle use of the
project arca. Through implementation of the SMP, UPPCO proposes to prohibit
comnicreial timber bharvesting on all project lands of the Boney l‘alls impoundient.
Accordingly, perch trees and potential nesting habitat, including any supcrcanopy trees,
will he maintained within the project arca, if nesting occurs over time, any previously-
used, standing nest trees will not be removed from project lands since they may be
rcoceupied in the future. Further, lands within the project bowndary along the entire cast
side of the Beney Falls impoundment will be designated as Conservation Area or Project
Operations Arca which will provide a continuous stretch of available habitat far perching
and potential nesting (Please note: The draft SMP document will need to he modificd to
rcflect this change).

With the addition of the individual and cluster docks at the Boney Falls impoundment
and the recreation enhancements for general public reercation use, incrcased boating and
other recreational activity on the impoundinent can be expeceted. Increascd frequency of
human activity within the project boundaries resulting from anticipated ncarby residential
development also can be expected. Bven with the establishment of nest protection arcas,
if nesting occurs, it 1s possible that some individuals, knowingly or inadvertently, still
may cngagce ia potentially disturbing activitics within the nesting Zones or in areas where
eagles arc perching or fishing, Undcr these circumstances, adult or immature bald cagles
could hic exposed to reereational activities that may result in nest abandonment or
disruption of fecding activity.

Implementation of the SMP together with the Article 410 Endangered and T'hreatencd
Specics Management Plan should minimize the likelihood of disturbance 10 nesting,
perching or feeding activities. Conservation Arcas represent approximately 30% of
projcet lands at the Boney Falls impoundment within which suitable habitat is availablc
for bald cagle perching, feeding and potentially nesting, The measures included in the
Article 410 Plan pertaining to the bakd eaglc are generally consistent with the U, S, Fish
and Wildlife Service’s 2006 Draft National Bald Eugle Management Guidelines whicl
provide recommendations for land management practices that will benefit bald eagles and
how to avoid distuthing them. As an udditional measure to avoid potential disturbance if
bald cagles nest within the project boundary, informational huoys will he placed along a
330-fool radius within the nest protection zone 1f it extends into the impoundment to
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discourage boaters from approaching active nests. Under most circuinstances,
implemcniation of these management provisions should reduce potential impaets to
nesting to a point where they will be undetectable, Outside ol nesting territories,
perching and fecding eagles should be able to avoid disturbance from recreational
activitics without any measurable effects.

Gray Wolf

The gray wolf s federally-listed as threatened; however, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Scrvice (FWS) has published a final rule in the Federal Register (Volume 72, Number
26, Fehruary 8, 2007) that would remove the western Great Lakes Distinet Population
Scgment (DPS) ofthe gray wolf from the list of endangered and threatened wildlife. The
geographie extent of the DPS includes the Upper Peninsnla of Michigan, The final rule
could be in cffect as carly as Mareh 12, 2007. The gray wolf is listed as threatened by the
Statc of Michigan as well.

As indicated in the recent Federal Register notice by the FWS, the gray woll is found in
cvery county of the Upper Peninsula. In corvespondence regarding the UPPCO projects,
the MDNR commented that gray wolves are habitat generalists and are distribnted widcly
in the Upper Peninsula.

The MIDNR was contacted to determine if there were any cecorded wolf occurrences near
or within the project boundary. The MDNR response gave no indication of any nearby
active territories, nor have any den or rendezvous sites been identified on project lands,
Considering its wide-ranging nature, it is possible that the gray wolf travels throngh the
project area.

Increased public reercation use can be expected 10 oceur with implementation of the SMP
as well as inereased frequency ol human activity within the project boundarics as a resnlt
of anticipated ncarby residential developinent. The increased huinan activity may alter
the pattern or arcas of transient activily by wolves within the project arca; however, any
effects are not likely to be measurable,

Canada Lynx

The Canuda lynx is federally-histed as thecatened and listed 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 counties of the Upper Peninsula or Wisconsin
counties bordering the Upper Peninsula. Review of lynx records and ohservations by
agency statf and rescarchers indicate that historic and recent lynx occurtences in
Michigan have been a result of immigration from lynx populations in Canada and arve
correlated with population cycles ol lynx in Canada.

To sustain a population, the Canada lynx requires very farge arcas containing borcal
forest habitat and is a specialized predator of the snowshoe hare. The FWS concluded in
its Final Rule Notice of Remanded Determination of Status for the Contiguous Enited
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States Distinc. Popuiation Segment of the Canada Lynx; Clarification of Findings

ol published in the July 3, 2003 Federal Register (Volume 68), that the limited number of
lynx oceurrencs in Michigan did not constitute a resident population, but were
dispersing animals. Michigan’s Upper Peninsula supports boreal forest; however, the
cxient of habitat is limited and there is limited connectivity with suitable habitat in
Canada. In addition, review of lynx occurrence recotds had provided no verifiable
evidence ot suceessful reproduction, '

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 suitable habitat, it is
pussible that lynx could pass through the project arca of the Boney Falls impoundment at
some time. ‘1"acre is no available information, however, to indicate that lynx arc corrently
present or use the project area, '
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CATARACT SMP
95 THREATENED AND/OR ENDANGERED SPECIES

The FWS technical assistance websile for federally-listed threatencd and endangered
species includes the bald eagle ({failaeetus leucocephalus), gray wolf (Canis lupus),
Canada lynx (Lynx canadensis) and Kirtlund’s warbler on its list of species occurring or
potentially occurring in Marquette County,

Recent review of available species occurrence information, habitat requirements, and
results of 2000 field investigations of the project arca condueted through F-PRO
Engineering & Environmental Consulting, 1.1.C coneluded that the Kirtkand's warbler
docs not oceur within the Cutaract Project boundary or on adjacent lands.

Bald Eagle

The bald cagle is lederally-listed us threatened and listed by the State of Michigan as
thrcatened. Adult and immature bald eagles were frequently observed in flight over the
Cataruct impoundment in 2006 and it is possible the eagles used the arca for perching and
feeding. There are no records of engles having nested within the Cataract Project
boundary, Sorc suitahle nesting habitat is available as well as trees and snags for
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 may cventually
establish a nest site at the Cataract Project.

The Cataract Project License includes a Bald Eagle Management Plan in Appendix B of
the Wildlife Management Plan that was issued under Article 410 of the license. SMP
management activities will be carried out consistent with provisions of those plans. As
such, if bald eagles nest on lunds within the projeet boundary, pritnary nesting areas
located immediately around nesting sites and sccondary nesting areas extending a
minimum radius ot 660 feet from the nest will be managed to avoid or minimize
distnrbance in the vicinity of known bald eagle nests. Major Lind uses such as logging,
development of recreation tacilities, building of roads, other non-project facility-related
construction and mining as well as use of chemicals toxic to eagles will be prohibited
within the primary nesting arca at any time. Certain activities will be restricted during
the eritical nesting period through the fledgiug ol'any young, from February [ through
July 31 of any given yeur. Restricted activities would include human entry into the
primary nesting arca, company low-level aireraft operations and major projeet facility-
related construction activitics. In the secondary nesting arcas, new development, building
ol new roads and trails fucilitating aceess to the nest, and the use of chemicals toxic to
bald eagles are prohihited at all times. Through inplementation of the SMP, UPPCO
proposes to prolibit comniercial imber harvesting within 200 feet of the Cutaract
impoundment. Accordingly, supercanopy trees will be maintained within the project area
as potential nesting habitat; if nesting occurs over time, any previously-used, standing
nest trees will not e remeved from projeet Lmds since they may be reoccupied in the
future. Uf a pair of cagles chooses 10 establish a new nest 10 an arca already receiving
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human usc resnlting from project operation or recreation facilitics, the human activitics

e will continue o oceur, but will nat be expanded. UPPCO will initiate consultation with
the FWS and MDNR if a pair o f eagles nests in an area already under human influenceto
implement pair-speeific management guidelines,

With the addition of the individual and cluster docks at the Cataract impoundiient and
the reereation enhaneements for general public recreation usc, increased boating and
other reereational activity on the impoundment can be expected. Increased frequency of
human activity within the project boundaries resulting from anticipated nearby rosidential
development also can he expected. Tiven with the establishment of nest protection ureas,
it is possible that some individuals, knowingty or inadvertently, still may engage in
potentially disturbing activities within the nesting zones or in arcas where eagles are
perching or fishing. Under these circumstances, adult or immature bald eagles could be
exposced to recreational activitics that may result in nest abandormmnent or disruption of
feeding activity.

Tmplementation of the SMP together with the Article 410 Bald Eagle Management Plan
and Wildlife Management Plan should minlmizc the likclihood of disturbance to nesting,
perehing or fueding activities. Conservation Areas represent 83.3% of project lands at
the Cataract impoundment within which suitable habitat is available tor bald cagle
perching and feeding as well as potential for nesting. ‘The measures included in the
Article 410 P'an pertaining to the bald cagle are generally consistent with the 11,8, Fish
and Wildlife Service’s 2006 Draft National Bald Eagle Management Guidclines which
provide recommendations for land management practices that will hencfit bald cagles and
- how to avoid disturbing them. As additional measures to avoid potential disturbance to
bald eagles nesting, perching and/or feeding within project boundaries, UPPCO will
make cdueational materials available to the public that will emphasize the importancc and
scnsitivity of nesting and feeding arcas and encourage cooperation in avoiding
disturbance to the cagles. in addition, informational buoys will be placed at the outer
edges of primary nesting arcas that extend into the impoundments to discourage boaters
from approaching active nests. Under most circumstances, implementation of these
management provisions should reducc potential impacts to nesting to a point where they
will be undelectable. Outside of nesting territories, perching and feeding eagles should
be ablc to avoid disturbance from reercationsal activitles without any mcasurable effects,

Gray Wolf

The gray wolf 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, Lcbruary 8, 2007) that would remove the western Great Lakes Distinet Population
Segment (DPS) of the gray wolf from the list of endangered and threatened wildlife. The
geographie cctent of the DPS includes the Upper Peninsuls of Michigan, The final rule
could be in ¢:Teet as carly as March 12, 2007. The gray wolf is listed as threatened by the
State of Micl igan as well.



Unofficial FERC-Generated PDF of 20071205-0143 Received by FERC OSEC 11/29/2007 in Docket#: P-10856-000

As indicated in the recent Federal Register notice by the FWS, the gray wolf is found in
cvery county of the Upper Peninsula. In correspondence regarding the UPPCO projects,
the MDNR commented that gray wolves are hahitat generalists and are distributed widely
in the Upper Peninsuly,

The MDNR was contacted ‘o determine if there were any recorded wolf occurrences near
or within the project boundary. The MDNR response gave no indieation of any nearby
active territories, nor have any den or rendezvous sites been identified on project lands,
Considering its wide-ranging nature, it is possible that the gray wolf travels through the
project arca,

The Wildlife Munagement Plan issued under Article 410 of the Cataract Project License
includes a provision that UPPCO will consult with the MDNR und FWS to implement 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 accordance with the approved Wildlite Management Plan.

Inercased puhlic recreation use can be expected to occur with implementation of the SMP
as wcll us increased frequency of human activity within the project boundarics as a result
ol anticipated nearby residential development. The increased human activity may alter
the pattern or arcas of transicent activity by wolves within the project area; however, any
effects arc not likely to be measurable.

Canada Lyux

The Canada tynx is federally-listed as threatened and listed 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 nearby countics of the Upper Peninsnla or Wisconsin
counties bordering the Upper Peninsula, Review of lynx records and obscrvations by
agency stafl and rescarchers indicate that historic and recent lynx occurrences in
Michigan have been a result of iminigration froan lynx populations in Canada and are
correlated with population cycles of lynx in Canada.

To sustain a population, the Canada lynx requires very large arcas containing boreal
[orest 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
Stutes Distinet Population Scgment of the Canada Lynx; Clarificution of Findings
published in the July 3, 2003 Federal Register (Yolume 6%), 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 torest: however, the
cxtent of habitat is limited and there is limited conneetivity with suitable habitat in
Canada. In addition. review of lynx occurrence records had provided no verifiable
evidence of successful repre duction.

Because dispersing Canada lynx will travel long distances sceking suitable habitat and
the lynx has a very large home range of many square miles within suitable habitat, it is
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possible that Ivnx could pass through the project arca of the Cataract impoundment at
- some time. There is no available information, however, to indicate that lynx are currently
present or use the project area.
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PRICKETT SMP
9.5  THREATENED AND/OR ENDANGERED SPLCIES

The FWS 1cchmical assistance website for federally-listed threatened and endangered
species includes the following on its list of species occurring or patentially oceurring in
IToughton and Bataga countics:

Heughton County - bald cagle ({uilucetus leucocephalus;, threatened,; gray wolf (Canis
tupus), threatened; Canada tynx (Lynx canadensis), threatened; Pitcher’s thistle (Cirsinm
pitcheri), thrcatened; and castern prairie fringed orchid (Plantathera leucopirea),
threatencd

Baraga County - bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), threatened; gray wolf (Canis
fupus), threatened; Canada lynx (Lynx canadensis), threatened; and Kirtland’s warbler
(Dendroica kirtlandii), endangered

Reeent review of available specics oceurrence information, habitat requircments, and
results of 2006 ficld investigations of the project arca conducted through B-PRO
Engincering & Environmental Consulting, LLC concluded that the Pitcher’s thistle,
castern prairie fringed orchid and Kirthuxd’s warbler do not occur within the Prickett
Project boundary or on adjacent lands.

Bald Lagle

The bald cagle is federally-listed as threatened and listed by the State of Michigan as
threatened. An active bald cagle nest was documented within the Prickett Project
boundary in 2006. Pagles have nested at several sites near the impoundiment or on
islands within the impoundment over many years and suitable alternative nest trees are
available. Adult and immaturc cagles usc perch trees within the project boundary and
likely cateh fish from the impoundment.

The arca within u 660-foot rudiug of the nest site has been designated in the SMI” as
Conservation Area where no development is allowed. Further, SMP management
activitics will be carried out consistent with provisions of the Bald Eagle Management
Plan and Comprehensive Wildlife, 1.and Use and Recrcation Manageiment Plans issucd
under Adicle 414 of the Prickett Projeet License. As sueh, primary nesting arcas (or
zones) located immediately around nesting sites and sceondary nesting areas extending a
minimum radius of 660 fect from the nest will be managed to avoid or minimize
disturbance in the vicinity ofknown bald cagle nests, All land use activities are
prohibited i the primary zone w all times. Human disturbance within the primary zone,
exeept for that which is reqniced for bald cagle research and imanagement by qualified
wdividnals will be prohibited from February 1 through September 1 of cach vear.
Motorized access into the primary zonc is prohibited at al times,
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I'he secondary zoue includes the nest and perching zones associated with the nest site.
The secondary zone cxtends 660 feet in a circle around a nest which has been active
sometime within the last 3 ycars. Thc known perches around the nest have a protective
zonc as well extending a 660-foot radius from the perch tree. Land usc activities that
result in significant changes in the landseape such as clearcutting, land clearing, or major
construction, ure prohibited at all times in the sccondary zone. Closing of roads under the
owncrship and control of UPPCO will be addressed on a ease-by-case basis with the
MDXNR and the FWS. Unless otherwisc designated, a tertiory zone of @ Y-mile radius is
maintained around an existing bald cagle nest or documented critical roost and timber
harvesting is prohihited unless specifically authorized by the WS,

Through implamcentation of the SMP, UPPCO proposces to prohibit commercial timber
harvesting on all projcct lands. Accordingly, previously-used, standing nest trees will not
be removed from project lands since they may be reoccupied in the future, supcrcanopy
trees will be maintained within the projeet area as additional potential nesting habitat.
When new nest sites are established within the project boundary, UPPCO will consult
with thc PWS, MDNR, and other interested agencies to determine what protective
meastires arc :appropriate to address cxisting human presence in the area.

With the addition of the individual and cluster docks at the Prickett impoundment and the
recreation enhancements for general public recreation use, increased hoating and other
recreational activity on the impoundments can be cxpected. Increased frequency of
human activity within the projcct boundaries resulting from anticipated nearby residential
development also can be cxpected. Even with the establishment of nest protection areas,
it is possible thut some individuals, knowingly or inadvettently, still inay cngage in
potentially disturbing activities within the nesting zones or in arcas wherc cagles are
perching or fishing. Under these circumstances, adult or immature bald cagles could be
exposed 10 recreational activitics that may result in nest abandonment or disruption of
feeding activlty. Onc of the recreation enhanccments the SMP proposes is establishment
of u north/south, 20-foot-wide navigation channel through the area of submerged sttimps
in the impoundment, Dredging the channel and use by boaters could disturb bald eagle
perching and fecding activity, Since the specific plans for this projeet will be developed
as a future action and will require separate FERC approval, any potential effects and
appropriate conscrvation measures to avoid or minimize adverse effects will be addressed
in consultation with the WS, MDNR and other intcrested agencies as plans for the
navigation channel project develop.

Conservation Areas represent 79.3% of project lands at the Prickcett impoundment which
offers substantial suitable habitat for bald eagle perching and feeding as well as potential
for nesting. 1mplementation of the SMP together with the Article 414 Bald Fagle
Management Plan and Comprehensive Wildlife, Land Usc and Recreation Plans should
minimize the likclihood of disturbancc to nesting, perehing or feeding activitics. The
measures inc'udedl in the Article 414 Plans pertaining to the bald caglc are 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 to avoid disturbing thent As additional measures to
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avoid potential disturbance to bald cagles nesting, perching and/or feeding within project
boundaries, UPPPCO will muke educational materials available to the public that will
empliasize the importance and sensitivity of nesting and feeding arcas and encourage
cooperation in avoiding distutbance to the cagles. 1n addition, informational buoys will
be placed at the oiter edges of primary nesting arcas that extend into the impoundments,
to discourage boaters from upproaching active nests, Under most circumstances,
implementation of these management provisions should reduce potential impacts to
nesting 1o a point where they will be undetectable. Qutside of nesting territorics,
perehing and feeding cagles should be able fo avoid dislurbunce from recreational
activities 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, Iebruary 8, 2007) that would remove the western Great Iakes Distinct
Population Segment (DPS) of the gray wolf from the list of cndangered and threatened
wildlife. The geographic extent of the DPS includes the Upper Peninsula o f Mlchigan.
The final rule could be in cffect 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 Federal Register notice by the WS, the gray wolf is found in
every county of the Upper Peninsula, In addition, the Upper Peninsula wolf population,
by itsclf, has surpassed the recovery criterion for a second non-isolated population in thic
castern United States for a minitnum of 5 years as well as the Federal criterion lor an
isolated wolf population.

LPPCO was requested by the agencies to investigate possible impacts to gray wolf
habitat and/or populations with regard 1o increascs in reercational development aid uscs
ut the hydroclectric projects. 'I'he MDNR commented Ihat while gray wolves are hubitat
generalists and distributed widely in the Upper Peninsula, surveys have shown gray
wolves using territory within a mile of the shorcline of the Prickett impoundment.
Considering the wide-ranging nature of the wolf, and the extensive potential habitat of
the surrounding Ottawa National Forest, it is likcly that the gray wolf travels through the
project arca of the impoundment and may occasionally hunt for prey within the project
boundaries. No den or rendezvous sites have been identitied on project lands within the
project houndary.

As indicated proviously, SMP management activitics will be carried cut consistent with
provisions of the Comprehensive Wildlife, Land Usce, and Recreation Management Plans
issucd under Article 414 of the Prickett Project License. Per that plan, UPPCO will
consnlt with the MDNR and FWS to implement the Michigan Gray Wolf Recovery amd
Management Plan if a gray wolt den or pup rendezvous site(s) is discovered on UPPCO
lands within the project boundary. Managemnent techniques such as closure of
unnecessary roads for the protection of the gray wolf would be considered if deemed
appropriate through those agencies and the Ottawa Nutional Forest,
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Increased putlic recreation usc can be expected to occur with implementation of the SMP

e as well as increased frequency of human activity within the project boundaries as a result
of anticipated ncarby residential development. The increased Tuman activity may alter
the pattern or arcas of transient activity by wolves within the projccet arca, however, any
effcets are no: likely to be measurable with the implementation of provisions of the
Article 414 Comprchensive Wildlife, Land Use, and Recrcation Management Plang and
the ongoing, successful conservation measures for the wolf occurring through
management of the nearby Ottawa National Forest.

Canada Lynx

The Canada lyux is federally-listed as threatened and listed by the Stato of Michigan as
endangercd. Statc and Federal natural resource agencies have documented tracks and/or
sightings of lvnx in recent years in nearby counties of the Upper Peninsula or Wisconsin
counties bordering the Upper Peninsula. Review of lynx records and obscrvations by
ageney staff ind rescarchers indicate that historic and recent lynx occurrences in
Michigan have been a result of immigration from lynx populations in Canada and arc
correlated with population cycles of lynx in Canada. '

To sustain a population, the Canada lynx requires very large arcas conteining 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
States Distinct Population Seginent of the Canada Lynx; Clarification of Findings
published in the July 3, 2003 Federal Register (Volume 68), that the limited number of

- lynx occurrerces 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 connectivity with suitable habitat in
Cunada. In addition, review of lynx occurrence records had provided no verifiable
cvidence of successtul reproduction,

Because dispersing Canada lynx will travel long distances seeking suitable habitat and
the lynx has u very large home range of many square miles within suitable habitat, it is
possibic that lynx could pass through tbe project arca of the Prickctt impoundment ut
some time. T'here is no available information, however, to indicate that lynx are currently
present in the projeet arca,
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United States Department of the Interior -

FISH AND WILDLITE SRRVICE
East Lansing Rield Offico (18)
2651 Coolidgo Road, Sulte 101

Fast Lansing, Miohigan 488236314

IN RIIPLY REEER 1Q;

September 21, 2007

Mr, Shawn Puzen

Upper Peninsula Power Company
700 North Adams Strect .
PO Box 19001 '
Green Bay, Wisconsin $4307-90001

Re:  Dndangered Species Aﬁi Section 7 Technieal Assistance; Draft Shoreiine Management
Plans for Bond Falls, Priekett, Cataraot, Au Train, and Boney Falls (FERC Project Nos
1864, 2402, 10854, 10856, and 2506 respectivoly).

Dear Mr. Pyzen:

We apprectate the opportunity to review and comment on your draft Kndangered Species Act
(Act) seotlon 7 effects determinations for the draft Shoroline Managemont Plans (SMDs) at the
above referenced )'cderal Energy Rogulatory Commission (FERC) licensed hydroelectric basins.
This letter provides technical assistance to help you in further development of your endangered
species. offects detcrminations or biological evaluations (BFs). 1t is our understanding that
scetion 7 consultation will be requosted by I'HRC in the future.

The information contained in your 3Ks addressed the potential affects of Implementing the draft
SMPs on gray wolf, buld eagle, and Canada lynx, Currently, Canad lynx is the only species that
may occur wlthin the action arca and which would require section 7 &onsultation, As of March
12, 2007, wolves in the Western Great Lakes District Population Segment, which includes
Michigan, werc removed from the federal list of endungered and threatened specles. Bald eagles
were delisted on August 8, 2007. Wolves and bald eagles 1o Jonger reccive protection nnder the
Act and scetion 7 consultatlon Is no longer necessary, so we are only providing section 7 related
comments on Canada Iynx.

Although bald cagles no longer receive protection under the Act, thoy are protected by the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act und the Buld and Golden Bagle Protcetion Act (BGEPA). Activitios
associated with implententing the SMPs have the potential to disturh hatd eagles. Tlus, wo
reviewed the bald eagle portion of your BE and arc providlng conunents below to holp clari fy
your bald eagle protection and management efforts snd to highlight activities which may disturh
cagles. ‘These commuents are provided to help you comply witl BGEPA, the FERC! licenses or

approved plans for these projeets may requlre additional efforts or considerations not addressed
below, .
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Tincangered Speeies Act Comments

Your asseasment indleates that thero Is no available information Indleating that Canada lynx are

currently prosent or use the projeot aroas around Bond, Prickett, Cataract, Au ‘frain, Bonoy, or

Victoria impoundments. We agvee that if Canada lyhx are present in the action arces they are

fikely llmited to a sinall number of dispersing Individuals and that theio [s no recent or current

documentatioh of lynx breeding. However, detection of a very low number of dispersing

individuais may be difficuit. We bolieve that lynx may | be present within sultable habitat in the
- Upper Peninsula and that project assessment for potential offects to lynx is prndent,

‘Thercforo. we recommend you identify any potential lynx habitat within the FERC project
boundaries aronnd these basins. We realize thet these areas aro narrow buffers around the
basins, an:] without-adjacent habitat, would not provide large enough habitat arcas for lynx,
When determining lynx habitat sultabllity; thesc impoundment areas should be reviewed within
the context of the larger surrounding landscape. If suitable habitat exists around the basins, then

you should analyze the potcnua] impacts to that habitat and lynx as a result of mplcm“ntmg tho
SMPs,

A determination regarding tho offect of tho project on Cannda lynx was not articntated in the
draft BE. A detcrmination of no offect, not likely to adverscly affeet, or llkely to adversoly affect
shonld be state:t and justificd in your determination.

Natignal Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Agt Comments

Bald oagles receive protection under BGEPA which provides criminal and eivil penalties for

persons who “take” bald eagies. ‘The definltion of “take” nnder GEPA inoludes disturb, Disturb
mcans.

“,..to agitatc or bother a bald or golden cagle to a degreo that causes, ot is likoly
to causc, bascd on the best scientifie information available, 1) injury to an cagle,
2) a decreasa in its productivity, by substantially interfering With notmal breeding,
fecding, or sheltoring bohavior, or 3) negt abandonment, by substantially
interfer.ng with normal breeding, feeding, or skeltoring behavior.”

Your BI2 and SMPs suggest that increased boating and other recreational activitics on or around
these basing is expected as a result of implementing the SMPs, Somc of the activities described
in the SMPs are the development of cluster doeks, individual docks, pedestrian trails, and:
pedestrian pathways, Dependlng on their locatipn, these new developments, and the people
asgoclated with them, could dlsturb foraging and nesting bald cagics. 'Therefore, proteotive
incasures for bald eagles shon'd be incorporated into the SMPs. Below we provide fhe important
protective measures that were discussed in the BE, potential disturbing actlvitios thal require
further considcration, and other comments to help elarify your document.
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Protective measures tlscussed;

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

A 660 foot radius around exigting nest trees will be dcsignate'd inthe SMP as a
Conservation Arcas whore no “developmont” would be allowed.

Restricted activities within a 660 foot radius of the nest, including no inotorized
access, development of regreation facilities, or major project rolated construction
activitles (except dam safety rclated activities) during the breeding scason.

Restricted human entry within 330 feet of a nest, tnless needed for eagle monitoring

ot rescarch, during the breeding scason.

At Boney Falls, the winter bald eagle foraging areas will be delineated and ingress
and cgress into these arcas would be minimlyed.

At Boney Falls, the cutiro east sido of the impoundment will be designated as
Conservatlon Area or Project Operatlons Area. This will provlde a continuous habitat
arca for perching and potential nesting,

Land usc activitics that result in significant changes to the lundscaps such as clear

cutting, land clearing, or major constructlon would be prohibited within 660 feet of a
nest.

Informational buoys will be placed in the water around the outer edges of the primary
zone to discourage boaters from approaching active nests. T'ducational matorials will
bo provided to the public to encourage cooperation in avoiding disturbanco to cagles.

.
;

The above proteotive measurcs should be incorporétcd into the SMPs.

Potontial dlsturbing activitios:

Increased boating and recreational activities on the impoundment coulel disturb
important hald cagle foraging aseas, Our May 2007 National Bald Eaglo
Mansgement Guidelines (Guidelines) suggest avoiding commeroial and recreatjonal
boating and fishing ncar critlcal eagle foraging arcas during ponk feeding times.

Development of docks and other long term water facilitics (tamps or docks) could
impact hald cagle foraglng arcas. Our Guldelines suggest locating long-teem and
permanont water dependent facilities away from imporiant eagle foraging ereas.

Under your plan, new nests would 1ot reeeive the seme level of protection as
currently oceupicd nest gites, “I'his could result in disturbance of birds by on-going

P-10856-000
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recteatlonal activitles. Specifically, the BE states that If a puir of eagles choose to
establish a new nest in an area already receiving human usc rosulting from reereation
facllities, there will be no restriction of human netivitics in that ares during the
breeding scason. Our Guidelinos state that some intermittent, occasionnl, or irregular
use 3 thint pre-date cagle nesting In an area may disturb eagles and that activities in
thotc areas may nced to be adjusted (o avold disturbance, We recommend as new
nesis are inltiated that arca activitics and their potentlal to dislurb eagles shoulid be
ovntunted on a case-by-case basis,

Aclivitios that creatc loud noises (such as fireworks), were not addressed in the BE or
SMPs, These activitics could dlsturb bald eagles and should be prohibited near nest .
sites during the breeding scason,

We recommend you incorporate and addross these concerns in your SMPs, We cricourage you to

turther review the Guidelines and determine if other adjustments in the SMPs are necessary to

profect eagles, Bald eagle guidellnes and other relevant information can be found onllne at
hitp./rwww five. govimigratorybirds/baldeagle. him.

Other :omments:

Plenso defino for clarity primary, secondary, and térlinry zones around nest trees.
Also, plcase defino critical and moderately critical time poriods.

Your BE slates that no developmcnt will occur within a 660 foot radlus of a nost tr¢e.
What ate you considering development? We assume all activitics discussed In tho
SMP would be considered “dovelopments,” Please clarify,

Your BR discusses primary and sccondary uesting “areas.” We believe you are
dlscussing primary and sccondary nost zoncs or buffers around nest trees, Primary
ind secondary nest arcas could alyo be interpreted as twojaltornato nest trecs. Please

clarify.

At Boney Falls, please oxplain the nature, extent, and timing of “ingress and egress”
through foraging areus und how you intend to minimize these activitics.

Please describe how alternate nest trees will be protected and for what length of time.
Our Guidelines suggest the same protection should be provided to altornate nest trces
as aro provided to active nest trees. Once 5 yoars of dlsuse have pussed then
protection may no tonger bo warranted,

In levlewmg thio BE, we noted varlous dates for the eritical pcrlod moderately critical
petiod, and dates of prohibited entry. We nlso noted differcnt buffer zone rading®
around nost trees. We understand thls ls due to differont languago in cach of the
FIERC manageinent plans. We recommend amending this past of ench relevant

P-10856-000



Unofficial FERC-Generated PDF of 20071205-0143 Received by FERC OSEC 11/29/2007 in Docket#:

v

Mr. Shawn Puzen

management plan to reflect the eurrent knowledge regarding important bald cogle
nest periods and nest trec buffer zones,

¢ Jutuio nost locations may not occur in Conservation Arcus whero “no dovelopment”
would oceur. If these nests oceur in an area where paths or seasonal docks were
allowed, explain how human disturbance would be avoided, We recommend that .
new nests arc provided a simllar level of protection from distutbance us current rests,

We appreciate the opportunity to cominent on UPPCO’s dralt $MPs and BR. If you have further
questions or necd additional assistance, please contact Ms. Christie Deloria, at (906) 226-1240.

CCl

Sincerely,

CAC

Craig A. Crarncéki
lield Supetvisor

1.8, Forest Service, Ottawa National Forest, Iron River, Michigan
(Attn: Susan Speat)

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

Keweenaw Bay Indian Community, Natural Resources Department, I’ Anse, MI
{Atn: Gene Mensch)

Michigan Hydro Re-lleensing Coalition, Houghton, MI {Attn; Bill Deephouse)

Federal Iinergy Regulatory Commlssion, Washlngton, D.C. (Attn: Robert Fictcher)

P-10856-000
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o Upper Paninsula Power Compony

500 North Washington Street
RO, Box 357
Ishpeming, M 49849-0357

WWW.URPCO.CoN®

November 19, 2007

Mr. Cralg Czarneckl, Fleld Supervisor
U.S. Fish and Wikllife Sorvico

East Lansing Michigan Fleld Office
2651 Coolldge Roed, Suite 101

East Lensing, Michigen 48823

Doer Mr. Czermeckl:

Rosponse to Section 7 Technlcal Assistance; dated September 21, 2007 - Upper
Peninsula Power Company Shoroline Management Plan for FERC Project No.10856 (Au
Traln Hydroelactric Projoct

Upper Peningala Powor Company (UPPCO) is In recelpt of your technical assistence
document on 'he Draft Shoreline Management Plan for the Federal Energy Reguletory
Commisslon (FERC) Project No. 10856 (Au Treln).

Caneda Lynx

As indicatod In your letter, UPPCO expects that the FERC will request sactlon 7
consultetion with the FWS In tho future. The informetion provided In our Aprit 12, 2007
lotter es weil as e copy of this iefter wili be submitted to the FERC for its use In making a
determination regarding the offect of the project on federally-listed throetened,
ondengered, proposed end candldeto specios. As such, this letter doos not Inciudo e
determination of no effect, not likely to edversely affect, or likely to edversely effect
regerding the Caneda lynx. UPPCO appreclates your asslstance on the consultetion
and is providing addltlonel Information for the FERC to consider In doveloping its
biologicai eveiuation of the project’s effects on Canede lynx. The edditional information
I3 as follows:

The Canada lynx Is federally-listed as threetensd and listed by the State of Michigan as
endengered. Inits county distribution list of federally-listed throetened, endengered
proposed, and candidate species in Michigen, the FWS indicated that Alger County is
among the Michigen counties heving the highest potentlel for lynx presence. State and
Federal naturai rosources egenolas have documented tracks and/or sightings of lynx in
recont yeers In nearby counties of the Upper Peninsula or Wisconslin countles bordering
the Upper Peninsula. There is no direct ovidence avelleble indicating recent lynx
prosence withIn the Au Treln Project eree.

Revlew of lynx rocords end observations by egency staff and reseerchers Indicate that
historic and recent lynx occurrences in Michigan have been a result of Immigration from
lynx popuiietic ns In Cenada and are correlated with population cycles of lynx in Caneda.
The FWS corcluded in its Final Rule Notice of Remanded Determinatlon of Stetus for
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tho Contiguous Unltod States Distinct Population Segment of the Cenade Lynx;
Clarfflcetion of Findings published In the July 3, 2003 Federal Register (Volume 68), that
the limlted number of lynx occurrences in Michigan did not conslitute a residant
populetion, but wore dispersing animals. In e recovery outline document the FWS
prepared In 2005, the Upper Paninsule of Michlgen has been classifled es a “periphoral
araa.” The outline’s preliminary recovery essessment Indicatos lhet some of the
periphoral areas “... may provide habltet enebling the succossful dispersal of fynx
batween populatlons or subpopulations.” Sulteble connective habitet Is needed In
sulficlent guantity and geographlc errengement to allow easy movament for long
distences In search of food, cover end mates,

As indicatod In the SMP, the primery land usa of tha genaral region Is commerclal forest,
with most of the lands surrounding the Au Treln Project boing pert of the Hlawatha
Netlonal Forest or tho Escanebe River State Forost. Mora than 40 percent of lands in
Alger County ara undeveloped forest lends In public ownership, primarily Stala and
Federal. Within sevarel miles of tho project aree to the west, southwest end northwest
ere aroas of non-forestad lands occupied by small communitias and other rasidentlal
and rural development that fregment the forested landscape. The Au Traln Basin
shoreline genorally Is undeveloped, oxcept for some exlsting recreetion facllities and a
faw residences. Lands on aithar slde of the southarm one-quartor of the Au Traln Baslin
are maneged by the Michigan DNR es a wildlife rofuge, part of the Au Traln Basin
Watarfow! Manegement Araa.

The project boundary around the Au Train Basin is nerrow and extends to approximataly
200 feot from the shoreline. Resuits of e forast invantory conducted In 2000, Indicated
that the majority of the current forest cover on project lands and those edjacont to the
project boundary originated durlng a period from 1920 1o 1929 and is gonorally of
unevan-age condltlon. The most common forest type within the Au Treln Project
boundary is northem hardwoods dominated by herd end soft maple wlih lesser amounts
of basswood, black cherry. whita birch and aspen. A conlfer component of primarily
balsam flr saplings and potatimber In the undarstory with scattered mature whita spruce
end whiie pine elso Is mixed with the hardwoods In some areas. Understory shrubs on
the east side of the Au Traln Basin Inciude blackberry, raspberry and red eldarberry with
lady famm found in association. On the westem side of the impoundment, a denser
understory can bo found In some areas, consisting of dogwood, beaked hezelnul,
raspberry, red eldarberry, and gooseberry as wall as sugar maplo, Amarlcan beech and
bleck cherry saplings. Bracken fern Is very densa in soma areas with a number of forb
spocles prasent: howaver, garlic mustard also has becoma established and oven with
control efforts may alter tho diversity of forbs ovar tima. A few ereas of lowland
hardwoods aro found within tha project boundary compnised of black ash, soft maple and
yellow birch as weli as lowland conlfers including white cedar, black spruce and balsem
fir. Strotches of open fowland occur along the shoreline aleng with some stands of
aspen and open upland. Red pine plantatlons ara common In portions of the Hiawathe
Netlonel Forest eest of the UPPCO lends around the Au Train Basin. Vegetation along
tha Au Traln River below the project Is wet-mesic lowlend forost with sugar maple and
northom white cedar tho dominant overstory species and balsam fir, yallow birch and
eastern homlock of socondary Importance.

Snowshoe hares have beon documented to occur within tho Au Train Project Area and
some sultable habitat Is availablo for the red squirrel.
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The Michigan DNR's 2006 Draft State Forost Management Plan Includes a goal to
“provide habltat for the consorvation, protoction, restoration and propagation of all
Federat and Sitate fisted threatened and endangered spocles, while also taking into
conskleration other uses of tho forest.”

The nearby Hiawatha National Forest developed forest-wide and management area-
spocific standards and guldelines In its 2006 Forost Plan to Includs conservation
measures that have appticatlon for conservation of lynx habltat. Vegetation will bo
managed to provide for sufficlent prey species habltat and lynx foraging habitat in
proximity to don habitat in amounts sufficlent to bo sultable for lynx. Further, sufficlont
connectivity will be malintainod to aflow for lynx dispersal and movement.

Tho Hiawatha Natlonal Forest Plan Indicated that about 52 percent of tho Forest Is
snowshoo hare habitat and 42 percent s red squirrel habltat. Suitable snowshoe haro
habHat Is avaitable In all the ecological land types identified on the Forost. The same
was concluded for tho red squirrel, excopt for the ecologlcal land typs that supports tho
sugar maple, ceech, hemlock/white pine forest community. This forest covar type fs
found on soma of tho Natlonal Forest lands to the east and north of the Au Traln Project
and Is tho same as the northern hardwoods forest type found within the Au Train Projoct
boundary.

The Forest Plan Indicated that tho Hlawatha National Forest has abundant hablat
connectivity with few barrlers to lynx movements; all forested areas with vegetation from
the sapling stage and older wilf provide an adequate canopy to facllitate fynx movement,
Tho Forest Plan ostimated that currently, about 81 percent (685,000 acres) of the Forest
Is mooting the definition for habitat connectivity; approximatoly 192,000 acres represents

4 quality conneclive habltat where timber harvest and othor human disturbances are less
Itkely.

Tho Forest Plan concluded, based on review of satellite Imagery of existing vegetation
on the Forest at a landscape levol, that “.. .thero are no barmers such as largo contiguous
open lands that would Impede connectivity...Between the Forest’s East and West Units,
areas managed by Michigan Department of Natural Resources and Flsh and Wildiifo
Service al Seney Natlonal Wiidife Refuge, will provide a level of continued and Iikely
sacure habltat connectivity.”

Extensive forest cover of sapling stage and older which providss for connectivity and
fynx dispersal, occurs within the project boundary and, as indicated In the Hiawatha
National Forost 2006 Forest Plan, rogionally to the oast, north and south of the Au Traln
Project. The area to the west is forested, but non-forosted areas and human activity
Increases within sevoral miles. Thero appears to be sufficlent connected forest habltat
to the north arid northwest such that areas of existing human activity and/or
development could be avolded and dispersal movement could continue through the
area. Proy appears to be avallable, but may not be abundant within the project aroa for
a dispersing lynx to oblaln food as it seeks more sultable habliat.

Incroased public rocreation use of the Au Traln Impoundment can be expested to occur
with Implementation of the SMP as well as Increased frequency of human activity within
the project boundaries as a result of anticipated noarby residential development. These
changes are not fikely to occur Immediatoly and may occur gradually over time. The
Increasod human activity may influence the areas of lynx translont activity within the
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preject boundery; however, it Is net likely 1o preclude tynx dispersel through the area,
Approximately 33 percent of project lands ars designeted Conservalion-Limited Pubilc
Trail Aree end most of the Conservetion Aree Is forested. The SMP provides that the
forested ereas will not be harvested which should melntain covor for potential dispersing
lynx. In addlitlon, It possible thet as successlen occurs In the unoven-age forest types in
the Conservation Area, suitabllity of habtiet for snowshee here could Improve over time.
It is anticipeted thet any effects o the Caneda lynx et the Au Trein Project ere not likely
to be measurable with Implementation of the SMP as well as Implementatlon of the
Michigen Stete Forest end Hiawetha Natlenal Forest management objectives end
conservation measures to provkde for tynx hebitet connectivity on the large areas of
Stale and Federal maneged forests proximets te the Au Train Project.

Bald Eagle Management

In your letter, you slso provide the importent protoctive measures that were dlscussed In
the Informatlon referenced as biologlical evaluetions (BE) In the April 12 UPPCO letler,
potantial disturbing activities thet require further consideratlon, end other cemment te
help clarify our decument. The fellewing 1s UPPCO's responses to potentlal disturbing
aclivities that requlre furthor consideration:

1. Increased boating and recrestlonal activities on the impaundment coukd disturb
Important beld eagle foraging ereas. Our May 2007 Nationel Bald Fagle
Menagement Guldelines (Guldslines) suggest eveiding commerclal and
recreational boating and flshing near crltical cegle foraging areas during peak
feeding times.

Response: Tho reservolrs aro currently being utiized for boating activitles and
recreational activities. There may be an Increase In boeting activity duo to the proposod
activitles thet should occur over @ numbor of years. As tho Guidelines indicete, not eif
bald eagles resct to humen activities In the same way. Thoso eagles that are more
sensftive te human activity will most-fikely nest in erees where human ectivity is less,
such as the numerous acres within the preject boundary that hes been designated
Conservetion-Limited Public Trall. UPPCO hes not identified through literature review or
field study eny erces of critioal oagle feraging erees within the prefect boundery in erees
axpected to be disturbed through the ectivitles permitted in the SMPs. Accerding to tho
guldeiines, the effoct from human disturbence te oegle foeding erees Is greeter when
there ere no other undisturbed and productive feeding and roesting sites evaileble.
UPPCO has designeted numerous acres within the profect bounderles at aif profects as
Conservation-Limited Public Trail which serves te provide additional epportunities for
undisturbed end productive feeding and reesting sites.

2. Development of docks and other long-term water facilitios (ramps or docks) could
impact bald eagle foraging areas. Our Guldellnes suggest locating long-term end
permanent water-dependent facilltles away from important oegle feraging areas.

Rosponse: UPPCO hes not identified through literature review or flole! study eny areas
of critical sagle foreging arees within the profect boundary fnt ereas expected to be
disturbed threugh the ectivities permitted in the SMPs. Accerding te tho Guidelinos, the
effact from human disturbance te oaglo feeding aroas is groater when there are ne other
undisturbed end productivo foeding and roosting sites avallable. UPPCQ has deslgnated
numerous acres within the project beundaries at oll projocts as Conservetion-Limited
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Publlc Traif which serves to provide additional opporfunities for undisturbod and
bt productive feeding and roosting sites,

3. Under your plan, new nests would not recelve Ihe same level of protection es
currently occupled nest sltes. This could result In disturbance of birds by on-
going recreatlonal ectivities. Specifically, the BE states that If a pair of eaglos
chooss to ostablish a new nest in en erea already recelving humen use resulling
from racreatlon facilitles, there will be no restriction of human actlvitles In that
aroa during the breeding season. Our Guldellnes stale that somo Intermittent,
occasional, or irregular uses that pre-date eagle nesling in an area may disturb
eagles end that activilles In these areas may need to be adjusted to avoid
disturbence. We recommend as new nests are Initflated thet area actlvities and
thelr potential to disturh eaglos should be evaluated on g case-by-case basis.

Response: The Guidelines use an annual {once per year} outdoor flea market as an
exeinple of intermitfont, occaslonal, or regular use. The activities expectod to occur as
e rasult of tho allowod uses In the SMP do not moef the description of intormitfont as
outiined /n the Guldelinos, or occasionel, or irreqular activities as outlined in the
Guldelines. FHowovor, UPPCO Is willing to evaluate new nosts on a case-by-caso basis
regarding ongoing activitles In the vicinily of the nest site and consider any werranted
actlions within its confrol regarding publlc education efforts and/or temporary restrictlons
of accoss or activity. In addition, the Guldolinos list additional recommondations fo
benofit bald eagles. The first additional recommendations is to “Protoct and preserve
potentlal roost ond nest sites by retaining moturo troos and old growth stands,
particularly, within ¥z mife from water.” All activitles permitted and prohibltod within the
SMPs are in direct compllance with the above recommendation on all project fands.

4, Activitles that create loud nolses {such as fireworks) were not addressed in the
BE or SMPs. These activities could disturb bald eagles and should be prohliblted
neer nest sites during the breeding season.

Response: Asa goneral rule, UPPCO has not in the recent past nor intonds to pormit
fireawork displays originating from the project lend. As Indicatod in the April 12 letter:,
UPPCO will make educational materfals avaifable to the public that wilf emphasize tho
importanco and sensitivity of nesting and fooding areas and encourege cooporation in
evoiding disturbance to the eaglks. Discouraging loud noises, such as firoworks will be
included In those materlals.

We recommend you Incorporate end address these concems In your SMPs. We
ancourage you to further review the Guklelines and determine if other adjustments in the
SMPs ara necessary o prolect eagies. Bek eagle guldelines and other relevant
information can be found online at hitp://www fws.gov/migratorybirds/baldegagle.him.

Response: JPPCO has reviewod the beld eagle menagement gulidelines doted May
2007 to determine if any adjustments fo the SMPs should be mode for the further
protoction of 3ald Fagles on the project land.

The foliowing are UPPCO’s rosponses to other comments to help clarify our document:

1. Pleasa deflne for ¢clerity primary, secondary, and tertiary zones around nast
trees. Also, please define critical and modorately critical time periods.
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Response: The primery, secondery, and lortiery zones are dofined within tho
respective project manegoment plans for protoction of the baid caglo.

2. Your BE states that no dovelopment will occur within a 660 foot radlus of & nest
tree. What are you consldering development? Weo assume all aclivities
discussed in the SMP weuld be considered “devetopments.” Plouasc clarify.

Response: The statomont in the BE is Intended to mean neo new dovelopmont as a
result of tho SMP aclivitios. This Is accompiished In the SMPs by designating theso
aroas as Geonservation-Litnitod Public Trell.

3. Your BE discusses primary and secondary nosting “areas.” We believe you aro
discussing primary and secondary nest zones or buffers around nest trees.
Primary and secondeary nest areas could alse be interpreled as two altomete nest
trees. Pleass clarlfy.

Response: /ntho BE, the farm “area” is interchangeeblo with the terin “zono.”

4. AtBoney Falls, pleese oxplain the nature, extent, and timing of “ingress and
egress” through faraging ereas and how you intend to minimlze these activitles.

Response: At Boney Fails, according lo roliconsing documontation (Map A-50), e
majonty of the foraging areas within the profect boundary occur either downsfroam or on
tho oast shore of tho reservoir. The entire east shore that Is not ulllized for existing
racreation or projoct oporations has been designated es Gonservatlon-Limited Public
Trail. By its designation, the Conservation-Limited Public Trail designation minimizos
ingross and egress Into these aroas because the only additional activify that Is allowod is
the possiblo creation of a public treil. The public trail would only bo allowed through
consultation with the resource egencies.

5. Please describo how alternate nest trees will be protected and for what length of
time. Our Guldslines suggest the same protection should be providod te
alternete nest trees as are provided to active nest trees. Once flve yoars of
disuse have passed then protection may no longer bo werrented.

Response: Any unoccuplad nost troe Is protectod and treated eccording fo the
approved bald cagile protection roequircinonts oullined In the approvod profoct bald eagle,
wildiife, forost, end/or land use management plens as an occupled tree for et least fivo
years or unlil It is unoccuplod consistently for et least five yoars.

6. Inrevlewing the BE, we noted verious dates for lhe critlcal period, moderately
critical period, and datos of prohiblied entry. We elso noted different buffor zone
radiuses around nost trees. We understand Ihis Is due to different language in
each of tho FERC management plans. We recommend amendIng tiis part of
each relevanl managemant plan to reflect the curront knowledge Impeortant bald
eagle nost periods and nest tree buffer zones.

Response: UPPCO does nof plan to amend eny of tho manageinent plans at this timg
o make them consistent. The proposed SMIP does not requiro thal the plens bo
maodified to make thom consistent with each othor. Although there is some variability in
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tho cntical po-lod detas and buffer zono rediuses within the manegetnont plans, thoy aff
b 4 ere protectivé of cagle sonsitivity fo humen disturbance per agreament by the netural
roseurcas agonclos end aro consistant with tho intont of the Guidelinos,

7. Future nest locatlons may not occur In Conssrvation Areas where "no
developmant” would occur. If these nests occur In an area whare paths or
saesoned docks were allowed, explaln how human disturbance would be
avolded. We rocommend that new nests are provided a similar level of
protection from disturbance as curront nasts.

Responsa: According lo tho Guidelines, “Eaglaes ere uniikely fo ba disturbed by routine
use of roeds, homes end other facilities whero such use pre-detes the oaglos’ sticcessful
nosting activity In a given area. Therefore, in most cases, ongoing oxisting uses mey
proceed with the same intansity with littie risk of disturbing osgles. Howevor, some
intermittont, occasionel, or rreguler usos thet pre-deta oagle nasting in en eres mey
disturb beld eagles.” As steted eerlier, the Guidelinas uso an annuel (onco per yser)
outdoor flee markot as en axempfe of infermittont, occaslonal, or imegufar use. The
aclivitios expected lo occur es e result of the affowod uses In tho SMP do nof moet the
description of Intormittent as outlined in tho Guidelines, or occasionel, or Irregutar
activities es outitned in the guidelines. if bald oagles nest in erees of paths or docks,
UPPCO will eveluata the situetion end Impose eny warrantod rostrictions for the nesting-
fiodging poriod and consider long tarm permit modifications to the path or dock iocations
in consuitation with the egoncios.

Should you have eny questions, please do not hasitste to contact me et (920} 433-1094,

- Sincerely,

S

Shawn C, Puzen
Environmentel Consultent
Integrys Business Support LLC



Unofficial FERC-Generated PDF of 20071205-0143 Received by FERC OSEC 11/29/2007 in Docket#: P-10856-000



